
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE  
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       January 2, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                  1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES   

 

 RPAC/TMC Meeting of Wednesday, December 5, 2012  
 

IV. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 
V. CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY VERSION 2.0 (Napier)  

 
Comment:  Kern COG is in the process of developing the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) which includes Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
 
Action:  Information  
 

VI. SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT UPDATE (Ball) 
 
Comment:  Draft results from the first two preliminary scenarios are being made available to 
analyze progress toward state emission reduction goals from cars and light duty trucks.   

Action: Information, Scenarios scheduled to be brought back for consideration at the February 
6

th
, 2013 RPAC meeting.  

 
VII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING TRANSPORTATION” – 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT  (Stramaglia) 
 
Comment: Chapter 6 of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan “Financing Transportation” 
presents a series of financial assumptions for revenue streams over the life of the Plan.  

Action:  Information  

 

 

 



VIII. CONCEPTUAL VIEW   – TRANSIT PRIORITY AND STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT CENTERS 
MAP (Invina)  

 
Comment:  An updated Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers 
Map (Centers Map) designed to illustrate some of the strategies that may be included in the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) is available for review.  
 
Action: Approve Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map for 
consideration in development of the SCS document to be brought back as part of the RTP/SCS for 
final approval by Kern COG Board in the Fall of 2013.  
 

IX. DRAFT PASSENGER VEHICLE TRAVEL EMISSIONS TARGET RECOMMENDATIONS AND 
TIMELINE  (Ball)  
 

Comment: Recent state regulations provide an opportunity for the 8-county Central California 
region to collaborate on reducing emissions from passenger vehicle travel as well as reduce 
dependence on foreign oil, lower household transportation costs, and promote healthier air and 
lifestyles through walking, biking, transit and other efficiency strategies.  This item was reviewed by 
the Transportation Planning Policy Committee on November 15, 2012 and by the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee and Transportation Modeling Committee on December 5, 2012. 

 
Action: Recommend to the Kern Transportation Planning Policy Committee concurrence 
with the following recommendation approved by the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning 
Agencies’ Policy Council on December 17, 2012:   

  
“The San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies’ Policy Council recommends to the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) adopted valley-wide targets of a 5% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions per capita from 2005 by 2020 (5% in 2020) and a 10% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions per capita from 2005 by 2035 (10% in 2035) be maintained. Additional 
work continues toward the development and adoption of Sustainable Community Strategies by 
each of the San Joaquin Valley MPOs.” 
 

 
X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 

 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of October 31, 2012. 

 
XI. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 
XII. MEMBER ITEMS 

 
 ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be February 6, 2013. 

 

 

 

XIII.
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19

TH
 STREET, THIRD FLOOR              December 5, 2012 

BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
 
Chairman Clausen called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Michael Bevins  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano 
     Loren Culp  City of Ridgecrest 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Lorelei Oviatt  County of Kern 
     Jeff Sorensen  Caltrans District 6 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 

 
STAFF:       

Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     David Clark  Kern COG 
      

OTHERS:    David Berggren  Caltrans District 6 
     Ted James  Consultant 
     Barry Nienke  Kern County Roads 
     Bob Heath  Kern County Roads  
     Cindy Parra  Bike Bakersfield 
     Dave Dmohowski Quad Knopf 
     Warren Maxwell  County of Kern 
     Elizabeth Jonasson Coalition for Clean Air 
     Amanda Eaken  NRDC 
     Derek Abbott  Tejon Ranch 
     Craig Pope  Kern County Roads 
     Brian Blacklock  Kern County Roads 
     Craig Murphy  County of Kern 
     Donna Carpenter Home Builders Association 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks 
     Jeff Caton  ESA 
 
 

       
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
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Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments. 
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday October 31, 2012. 
 
Committee Member Oviatt made a motion to approve the October 31, 2012 minutes, seconded 
by Committee Rowe, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 
Ms. Urata gave a brief update of the progress of adoption of the Region Energy Action Plans by 
communities in the Southern California Edison regions. 
 

V. SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY HOUSING MARKET DEMAND STUDY (Raymond) 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Housing Market Demand Study completed at the direction of the eight 
San Joaquin valley COGs is now being made available to member agencies for review and 
comment. 
 
Mr. Raymond explained that the study developed by the Concord Group uses two separate 
market demand scenarios, “Consumer Driven” and “Viability Driven”.  The “Consumer Driven” 
demand scenario looks at projected population growth and trends of product (density) preference, 
while the “Viability Driven”  demand scenario includes the feasibility of the market (developers) 
providing each product type. 
 
Committee members were encouraged to review Housing Market Demand Study and provide 
Kern COG staff with any comments. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

VI. LAND USE MODEL ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS UPDATE (Raymond) 
 
The Land Use Model Alternative “Housing Shift” Scenario (SO1) and Alternative “Housing Market 
Demand” (UO1) have been developed for potential use in state emissions reduction goals from 
cars and light duty trucks. 
 
Mr. Raymond explained what assumption was used to develop the “Housing Shift” Scenario and 
the “Housing Market Demand” Scenario.  Mr. Raymond explained that the “Housing Market 
Demand” Scenario was developed using data from the San Joaquin Valley Housing market 
Demand Study conducted by the Concord Group as requested by the RPAC at the October 31 
meeting.   
 
Ms. Oviatt explained that she was familiar with the Concord Study and that it was probably a 
good representation for Downtown Bakersfield, but not for rural areas of the county.  Some 
discrepancies in the staff report were also pointed out and it was requested that they be corrected 
for the next meeting. 
 
Ms. Poire stated that she still had problems with the transit boarding numbers and requested that 
the model be run using population within a one-half mile radius of transit rather than one-quarter 
mile.  Mr. Ball explained that Kern COG is using the one-half mile radius. 
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The Committee requested that the staff reports reflect what Kern COG is able to model accurately 
and the status of items that are currently not modeled. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

VII. AIR EMISSIONS SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT/MODELING UPDATE (Hightower) 
 
Mr. Hightower gave an update on modeling including the new Model Improvement Program.  
 
Mr. Hightower highlighted the updates to the staff report from the previous month.   
 
Mr. Hightower stated that they received a recommendation from the November 16

th
 stakeholder 

meetings that was held at Kern COG.  The suggestion was made that Kern supply a list of 
indicators, a table was provided.  Mr. Hightower noted that the table was attached to the Staff 
Report.   Mr. Hightower asked the committee to review the table and provide any input on it to 
him.  

  
Amanda Eaken of the National Resources Defense Council (NRDC) stated that her goal in 
participating in development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) was to be able to 
stand with Kern COG before the Air Resources Board when the SCS is presented and indicate 
that the NRDC supports it. 
 
This was an information item. 

 
 

VIII. DRAFT PASSENGER VEHICLE TRAVEL EMISSIONS TARGET RECOMMENDATIONS AND 
TIMELINE (Ball)   
 
Mr. Ball explained that in September 2010, the Air Resources Board established emission targets 
for the eight MPOs in the San Joaquin Valley of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035.  The Air 
Resources Board also requested an update on model improvements made in 2012 at a future 
Board meeting (anticipated in January 2013).  The eight MPOs are going to discuss this item at 
the Policy Council meeting on December 16, 2012.  It is anticipated that the Policy Council may 
recommend that the valley-wide targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035 by maintained.   
 
Kern COG staff would like to recommend to Kern COG Policy Council Member Cantu and 
Wegman that Kern representative should abstain from the vote.  After lengthy discussion it was 
decided that each RPAC member would submit a letter or ask the City Manager to submit a letter 
requesting that Kern COG Policy Council Members abstain from the vote at the December 16 
meeting. 
 
This alternative to the proposed action on the staff report was decided upon because Ms. Poire 
left the meeting at 2:20 and the Committee no longer had a quorum. 
 

IX. CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY VERSION 2.0  (Napier)  
 
Ms. Napier explained that Kern COG is in the process of developing the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan which includes Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy.  Version 1.0 of 
Chapter 4 was distributed to the RPAC at the October 31 meeting and comments were requested 
from the Committee and stakeholders by November 21, for inclusion in today’s agenda packet.   
Version 2.0 of Chapter 4 is now available for review.  Committee members were asked to not only 
review Version 2.0 of Chapter 4, but to also review the letters received after the deadline from the 
Lorelei Oviatt, County of Kern; Ted James, Consultant; and Mike McCabe, City of Delano.  
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Comments on Version 2.0 are due to Becky Napier by Thursday, December 20,  for inclusion in 
the January 2, 2013 agenda packet. 
 

X. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN – DRAFT REVENUE SUMMARY (Stramaglia)  
 
Mr. Ball handed out Chapter 6 of the Preliminary RTP which includes the revenue assumptions 
used to finance the projects in the RTP.  The Committee was encouraged to review Chapter 6 of 
the Preliminary RTP.  
 
This was an information item.  
 

XI. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

None 
 

XII. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

None 
 

XIII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

XIV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday January 2, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19

th
 Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301  (661) 861-2191  Facsimile (661) 324-8215  TTY (661) 832-7433  www.kerncog.org 

 
 

January 2, 2013 
 

 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
   Transportation Modeling Committee 
    
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Becky Napier 
    Regional Planner III 
 
  
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM NUMBER:   V  
   CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY VERSION 2.0 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG is in the process of developing the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) which includes 
Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Comments on Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan have 
been taken since October 31, 2012.  The document was also available online on the Kern COG website.  
Attached for Committee information is a chart of the comments received on the document and how the 
comments were used.  Comments on Versions 1 and 2 were taken until December 20, 2012.  Version 3 of 
Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy will be available at the following link 
http://www.kerncog.org/cms/agendas-minutes/rpac by Friday, December 28, 2012. 
 
Kern COG plans to provide Version 4 to the Kern COG Board at the January 17, 2013 meeting.  The item will  
be on the RPAC agenda February 6 and the Kern COG Board on February 21, 2013 for additional review.    
 
ACTION 
 
Information  
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January 2, 2013 
 

 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Planner II 
   Ben Raymond, Planner II 
 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VI 

  SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT UPDATE  

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Draft results from the first two preliminary scenarios are being made available to analyze progress toward state 
emission reduction goals from cars and light duty trucks.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
 
The 2035 “Old Plan” Scenario (M24) – Preliminary 
 
The 2035 “Old Plan” (M24) uses transportation planning assumptions from the current Kern COG 2011 RTP 
list of constrained projects, with existing and modest improvements to transit, bike and walk infrastructure.  
M24 was developed over a two year period of refining the land use model to match planning assumptions 
presented by member agencies.  Pre-model adjustments and demographic growth projections were based on 
latest local planning assumptions. 
 
The 2035 “Old Plan” was ran in the MIP (model improvement program) transportation model and applied to the 
state EMFAC model to generate CO2 lbs/capita. Results of the 2035 “Old Plan” have reduced CO2 lbs/capita 
from 2005 levels by 5.4%, not sufficient to meet the Air Resource Board’s established 2035 target for the San 
Joaquin Valley MPOs of 10% reduction of 2005 levels.  More detailed information is provided in the scenario 
packet for M24 included as Attachment 1.  
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The 2035 “Plan” Scenario (S01) - Preliminary 
 
The Alternative Scenario S01 starts from the 2035 “Old Plan”, using the preliminary 2014 RTP constrained 
projects, and increases emphasis on transit, bike and walk modes.  The scenario incorporates the extensive 
feedback from public outreach and planning workshops which emphasized funding for maintenance, bike walk 
and transit modes.   
 
The 2035 Plan scenario assumes an increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield resulting in a 4.3% decrease in total land used by this scenario.  This scenario 
generated significant reductions in vehicle miles travel (VMT) and CO2 lbs/capita.  
 
A scenario packet for S01 is included as Attachment 2, and contains scenario detail sheet, summaries of 
socio-economic data by subarea for each model run, and maps of the socio-economic data distribution for the 
model runs. 
   
This scenario run using the MIP model has shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita of 11.7% below the 2005 
level, exceeding the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035. 
 
Scenario Comparison Summary 
 
Kern COG staff has developed the following tables to assist in the review and comparison of modeling results:  
 
The Scenario Development Comparison Table was developed in response to the request by the RPAC to 
present summaries of the various scenarios under development. The table reports model run results such as 
land consumption, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and emissions (See Table 1, following page).   
 
The Travel Related Indicators Table was also developed in response to an RPAC request to present 
summaries of a number of indicators or measures such as mode share, health, conservation, efficiency, equity, 
and housing. (See table 2).  
 
The VMT Subarea Report – summarizes the VMT per capita of the scenarios for each of the 9 sub-regions in 
Kern County (See Table 3).       
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Table 1 - Scenario Development Comparison Table 

 

Backcast from 

MIP 2006 model 

base year

Old Plan M24 Plan S01
Plan vs. 

Old Plan

Alternative 

U01

Alternative 

vs. Old Plan

Indicators and Measures    

Household Population 765,750 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000

Households 260,700 417,115 417,057 417,011

Jobs 286,432 460,483 460,674 459,764

Households  2010 - 2035  156,665 154,004 156,561  

Total Residential Land Consummed (acres) -- 46,579 44,426 -4.62% 38,640 -17.04%

Total Employment Land Consummed (acres) 12,046 11,677 -3.06% 11,781 -2.20%

Total Land Consummed (acres) 58,625 56,103 -4.30% 50,421 -13.99%

Households per Acre -- 3.36 3.47 3.07% 4.05 20.47%

  

Households within High Quality Transit Areas 142183* 169,534 180,759 6.62% 172,621 1.82%

Residential High / Multi-Family (acres) 804 1,740 116.29% 2,002 148.91%

Residential Medium / Small Lot (acres) 1,956 3,091 58.05% 3,969 102.93%

Residential Low / Single Family (acres) 32,019 26,572 -17.01% 24,272 -24.20%

Residential Very Low / Large Lot (acres) 11,800 13,023 10.36% 8,397 -28.84%

      

SOV

HOV

Public Transit (Boarding) 22,028* 127,363 155,294 21.93% -100.00%

Bike+Walk (Non-Motorized)

Total SB 375 Emissions 9,739.63  

Per Capita SB 375 CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday (lbs) 16.70 15.80 14.75 -6.67%

Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 29.04 28.66 27.76 -3.16% 26.65 -7.04%

Difference between Scenarios and 2005 Base Per Capita CO2 14.79 lbs (0% 

reduction below 2005 Base. Increases in red)
0.0% -5.4% -11.7%  

Total VMT per Weekday  (Miles, in Thousands) 22,236 37,863 36,668 -3.16% 35,199 -7.04%

Total SB 375 VMT by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday (-XX, Miles, in 

Thousands)
18,452 30,256 28,105 -7.11%

Kern SB 375Scenario Development - Notes and Assumptions (See Scenario Detail Sheets for more information) 

This is a modified version of the spreadsheet compiled by ARB.  The purpose of this spreadsheet is to facilitate scenario data review and development.  

Recent Emissions backcast from Kern MIP 2006 base model to 2005 model.

Population projections are based on Kern COG Growth Forecast adopted in Oct 2009 without Group Quarters. Updated 2035 Base with 2010 Census data.

EMFAC2011 used for emissions results.

Land Use Scenarios do not change General Plan densities or areas.

* 2006 Boardings

Priliminary MIP Model Results (MIP is in Testing)

Category Scenario Title

2005

                               KCOG Draft SB375 Scenario Development Comparison Table  As of December 18, 2012
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Table 2 - Travel Related Indicator Table 
12/19/12 

 

Travel Related 

Indicators
Description

Old Plan 

M24

Plan 

S01

Plan vs 

Old Plan

Alternative 

U01

Alternative 

vs Old Plan

VMT per capita Vehicle miles traveled per person (Total VMT in 1,000's) 29.95 29.01 -3.1%   

Drive Alone 45.86% 45.86%  

Shared Ride 2 22.82% 22.82%  

Shared Ride 3 21.06% 21.06%  

Transit (Walk + Drive) 2.08% 2.08%  

Bike 1.02% 1.02%  

Walk 5.07% 5.07%  

Transportation options 

in compact 

neighborhoods

Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less than 

1 mile by mode (walking/biking/bus and rail 

transit/driving)

Rural mobility % of HH with no access to transit (rural / urban / all) 59.3% 56.7% -4.5% 58.6% -1.2%

Health Indicators

Per capita criteria 

pollutants

Criteria pollutants per capita (ROG, NOX, CO, PM2.5, 

PM10) from all vehicles (passenger vehicles / freight / 

all) divided by total population
Transportation-related 

physical activity
Daily walk / bike travel time (in minutes) per capita 7.04 7.01 -0.4%

Acres of land 

consumed

Total acres of land consumed due to new development 

(important farmland / identified natural resource areas 

by type [state- or federally-designated habitat lands, 

floodplains, riparian areas, vernal pools, forested 

areas, groundwater recharge zones] / all)

58,625 56,103 -4.3% 50,421 -14.0%

Acres of important 

farmland consumed

Total acres of important farmland consumed due to 

new development (where "important" includes prime, 

statewide importance)

21,117     19,078 -9.7%             18,976 -10.1%

Efficiency

Fiscal impacts of 

growth

Costs to build and maintain urban infrastructure 

(exempting disadvantaged rural community 

infrastructure provision costs from the calculations)

Energy usage*
Total energy consumption per household from new 

growth(millon Btu). 
46,579 44,426 -4.6% 38,640 -17.0%

Water consumption Total tons of water usage from new growth

Percent of growth by 

land type

Land use mix: Percentage of new development that is 

infill development, redevelopment, and greenfield

Resource Conservation Indicators

Mode share. Percent of 

trips (commute / non-

commute / all) by 

travel mode: e.g. auto, 

bike, walk, transit, car 

share 2+, etc.
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Table 2 - (continued) Travel Related Indicator Table 
 
 

Travel Related 

Indicators
Description

Old Plan 

M24

Plan 

S01

Plan vs 

Old Plan

Alternative 

U01

Alternative 

vs Old Plan

VMT per capita Vehicle miles traveled per person (Total VMT in 1,000's) 29.95 29.01 -3.1%   

Drive Alone 45.86% 45.86%  

Shared Ride 2 22.82% 22.82%  

Shared Ride 3 21.06% 21.06%  

Transit (Walk + Drive) 2.08% 2.08%  

Bike 1.02% 1.02%  

Walk 5.07% 5.07%  

Transportation options 

in compact 

neighborhoods

Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less than 

1 mile by mode (walking/biking/bus and rail 

transit/driving)

Rural mobility % of HH with no access to transit (rural / urban / all) 59.3% 56.7% -4.5% 58.6% -1.2%

Health Indicators

Per capita criteria 

pollutants

Criteria pollutants per capita (ROG, NOX, CO, PM2.5, 

PM10) from all vehicles (passenger vehicles / freight / 

all) divided by total population
Transportation-related 

physical activity
Daily walk / bike travel time (in minutes) per capita 7.04 7.01 -0.4%

Acres of land 

consumed

Total acres of land consumed due to new development 

(important farmland / identified natural resource areas 

by type [state- or federally-designated habitat lands, 

floodplains, riparian areas, vernal pools, forested 

areas, groundwater recharge zones] / all)

58,625 56,103 -4.3% 50,421 -14.0%

Acres of important 

farmland consumed

Total acres of important farmland consumed due to 

new development (where "important" includes prime, 

statewide importance)

21,117     19,078 -9.7%             18,976 -10.1%

Efficiency

Fiscal impacts of 

growth

Costs to build and maintain urban infrastructure 

(exempting disadvantaged rural community 

infrastructure provision costs from the calculations)

Energy usage*
Total energy consumption per household from new 

growth(millon Btu). 
46,579 44,426 -4.6% 38,640 -17.0%

Water consumption Total tons of water usage from new growth

Percent of growth by 

land type

Land use mix: Percentage of new development that is 

infill development, redevelopment, and greenfield

Resource Conservation Indicators

Mode share. Percent of 

trips (commute / non-

commute / all) by 

travel mode: e.g. auto, 

bike, walk, transit, car 

share 2+, etc.
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Table 3 - VMT by Subarea Report  
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Next Steps 
 

 Bring back draft Scenarios that we have developed to date to February 6, 2013 TMC/RPAC meetings 
for recommendation. 

 Circulate draft scenarios to the January 17, 2013 Kern COG Board meeting and brought back to the 
February 21, 2013 Kern COG Board meeting for consideration for use in the development of the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) environmental document. 

 Hold two meetings in March 2013 with local elected officials on the draft scenarios as required 
by SB 375. 

 
Attachments 
 

1. M24 Scenario Packet 
2. S01 Scenario Packet  
3. Appendix A – Land Use Modeling Background  

 
ACTION:  Information, Scenarios scheduled to be brought back for consideration at the February 6th RPAC 
meeting.  
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2035 BASE “OLD PLAN” (M24) 

SCENARIO PACKET 

 

 



Scenario Detail Sheet 
For Discussion Purposes Only 

Page 1 of 2 
 

 
Scenario Title: 2035 Base “Old Plan” (M24) 
 
Status as of August 14, 2012: Draft MIP Model  
 
Scenario Description and Assumptions: 
The 2035 Base “Old Plan” (M24) uses transportation planning assumptions from the Kern COG 
2014 RTP list of constrained projects to assign growth to non-developed areas based on 
member agencies general plans and planning assumptions. M24 was developed over a two 
year period of refining the land use model to match planning assumptions and existing 
development patters presented by member agencies.  Pre-model adjustments were made to 
distribute growth to special planner areas where the model was not allocating growth.    

Summary of Inputs: 
Existing transit network, 2014 RTP constrained projects, attraction layers based on planning 
assumptions and general plans of member agencies. Scenario was run using the MIP model 
still under development. 
 
Results: The 2035 Base shows a 5.39% decrease in CO2 lbs/capita compared to 2005 
levels.  

Indicator or Measure for 2035 2005 2035 M24 
Base 

Difference 
from 2005 

Public Transit Boarding’s 22,028 127,363 +478% 
SB 375 CO2/Capita 16.70 15.8 -5.39% 
Total VMT/Weekday (miles, in thousands) 22,236 37,863 +70.3% 
SB 375 VMT (Minus External Trips -XX) 18,452 30,256 +64.0% 

 
Growth Map & LOS  
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2035 SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA TABLE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2035 Land Use Model Distribution by Subarea - Run M24

County Division              
Regional Statistical Area

Households Household 
Population Total Employment

Delano_McFarland             17,777                  68,409 30,198
Wasco             10,663                  37,171                       18,151 
Taft_Maricopa               8,993                  26,701                       14,594 
Frazier_Tehachapi             27,960                  75,687                       26,954 

Frazier                 5,740                   14,960 7,883                         
Tehachapi               22,220                   60,727                         19,071 

Metro Bakersfield           294,852               904,219                     305,053 
Greater Arvin                 4,952                   21,355 5,109

Metro - Central                 8,248                   20,369                         35,931 
Metro - NOR               81,635                 234,003                         78,643 

Metro - Northeast               51,562                 159,268                         18,478 
Metro - Southeast               42,761                 156,537                         31,389 
Metro - Southwest               90,339                 262,903                         86,808 

Greater Shafter               15,355                   49,784                         48,695 
Southeast Kern             26,814                  76,034                       36,972 

Greater Cal City/Mojave               11,661                   32,444 12,590
Greater Rosamond               15,153                   43,590                         24,382 

Kern River Valley             12,491                  30,171 5,504
Indian Wells Valley             17,381                  45,025 22,611
Kern County Total 416,931 1,263,417 460,037
*Population is the total household population; does not included group quarters and prisons
11/27/2012
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Scenario Title: The 2035 “Plan” Scenario (S01) 
 
Status as of December 19, 2012: Draft MIP Model  
 
Scenario Description and Assumptions: 
Full implementation of the long range transit plan, bikeway plans, and air district’s Indirect 
Source Review (ISR) Rule to create more walk, bike and transit friendly developments.  The 
scenario assumes 2.5% more employment and 6% more housing to be redistributed to Metro 
Bakersfield infill areas already designated and zoned for these activities. This scenario includes 
modified distribution assumptions of residential housing type demand from the ”No Plan” 
scenario. Growth for each housing type was applied according to general plan average 
densities. This shifted 25% of households from residential low to existing medium and high 
areas in Metro Bakersfield (see Data Input Worksheet).    

Summary of Inputs: 
This scenario uses the urban built area developed for the Infill Scenario that allowed growth in 
the downtown core area. Scenario was run using the MIP model still under development. 
 
Results: Housing Demand Shift Scenario when compared to 2005 shows a 11.7% 
decrease in CO2 lbs. per capita.  The 2035 “Old Plan” shows a 5.4% decrease in lbs. per 
capita.  

Indicator or Measure for 2035 2005 2035 S01 
Scenario 

Difference 
from 2005 

Public Transit Boarding’s 22,028  155,294 +605% 
SB 375 CO2/Capita  16.70   14.75 -11.7% 
Total VMT/Weekday (miles, in thousands)  22,236  36,668 +64.9% 
SB 375 VMT (Minus External Trips -XX)  18,452  28,105 +52.3% 

 
Growth Map & LOS  
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State Regulations/Requirements 
 
In September 2008 the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 375 to control Climate Change 
emissions from cars, SUVs and light duty trucks. SB 375 requires MPO’s in the state to perform 
new levels of Land Use and Transportation modeling to support development of Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) which are now required for Regional Transportation Plans. Copies 
of Air Resource Board (ARB) staff reports and related material are available 
at: http://kerncog.org/cms/climatechange 
 
State regulations require regions to analyze scenarios to reduce per capita greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG) from passenger vehicle travel for use in development of the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS).   The analysis requires the use of computer models to compare 
per capita carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions with targets set by ARB.   In September 2010 ARB 
set Kern’s targets at 5% reduction in CO2 per capita by 2020 and a 10% reduction by 2035.   
 
An initial list of scenarios, based on guidance from California Air Resources Board (ARB) was 
first reviewed by the Kern Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) at its meeting on 
January 4, 2011 and again at the TMC February 22, 2012 meeting. The table is a guide that will 
be updated and presented at future meetings. 
 
The following table contains core policy variables that ARB associated with key land use and 
transportation-related components associated with GHG reductions. These variables and 
factors are consistent with those qualitatively assessed in the 18 Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) model sensitivity analysis during the target setting process. While 
ARB staff believes this list includes the most important variables for analysis, ARB staff 
realizes it may not be appropriate for an MPO to do a sensitivity test on each one, given the 
MPO‘s unique SCS, complexity, and resources. 
 
Table 1 – Potential Kern SCS Modeling Scenarios to Evaluate Core Policy Variables 
 
Tool Used    

Travel 
Model 

Land 
Use 
Model ARB Modeling Variable 

Scenario 
Status 

    1. Land Use:  

x x a. Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other 
variables (infill along major transit corridor consistent with GP) 

Updated 

x x b. Rebalance the mix of land uses (housing/employment ratios) Draft 
x x c. Increase the level of density (housing demand shift) Updated 
x x d. Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit) MIP(future) 
    2. Road Projects:  
x   a. Add HOV lanes HOV Study 

x   
b. Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic 
management (e.g., change auto travel times, change highway 
free-flow speed) 

Off Model 

x   c. Add general purpose roadway lanes (e.g., change highway 
capacities) 

Testing 
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Tool Used    

Travel 
Model 

Land 
Use 
Model ARB Modeling Variable 

Scenario 
Status 

    3. Transit:  
x   a. Construct new transit lines GET Plan 

x   b. Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase 
network connectivity) 

Draft 

x   c. Upgrade transit service (e.g., change from bus to light rail) GET Plan 

x x 
d. Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance 
to transit stations, change auto access distance to transit 
stations) 

Draft 

    4. Pricing:  
x   a. Develop tolls and toll roads HOV Study 
x   b. Implement HOT lanes HOV Study 
x   c. Increase the cost of parking Draft 
x   d. Change in transit fares MIP(future) 
X   e. Change in auto operation cost MIP(future) 
    5. Transportation Demand Management:  

X   a. Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and 
teleconferencing 

Off Model 

X x b. Promote walking and biking Draft 

X   c. Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and 
Indirect Source Rule 

Off Model 

Source: Adapted from ARB SCS Review Methodology 7/21 (www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/scs_review_methodology.pdf)  
 
Table 1 indicates the scenarios Kern COG currently can model with the existing Land Use 
and Travel models.  Current Kern COG modeling capabilities include: 1) the new Model 
Improvement Program (MIP) model currently undergoing initial testing; 2) the Travel model 
updates related to the GET Long-range Transit Plan; 3) the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
study modeling scenarios; 4) the current travel model and improvements to the travel model 
as part of the MIP; and 5) an off-model process to adjust modeling results to reflect ITS and 
other traffic management strategies. 
 
Scenario Development 
 
Kern COG staff has developed a Scenario Detail Sheet to summarize assumptions and key 
results of each scenario. The Scenario Detail Sheet contains more detailed information on the 
inputs and assumptions used for a specific scenario listed on the Scenario Development 
Worksheet.  
 
All the scenarios have been run and in some cases additional runs where made with updated 
inputs or parameters. The summary bar chart illustrates that there is little reduction in emission 
for most scenarios. The Long Term Transit scenario had the best improvement of 4.9% lower 
than the base, but still remains 12.8% above the target, followed by the Improve Walk and Bike 
(off model) and Infill scenarios.  
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Both the table above and the SCS development worksheet were developed from templates 
provided by ARB for SCS development. You may find out more information by downloading 
ARB report “Sustainable Communities Strategy Review Methodology” from July 2011 
at:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/scs_review_methodology.pdf  
 
Transportation Modeling Committee and Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
Collaboration 
 
The modeling methodology and SCS development process has been an ongoing effort done in 
collaboration with the TMC and the RPAC. The TMC and RPAC are now holding joint monthly 
meetings to review, provide data and direction to Kern COG staff. They will also provide any 
information and recommendations to the Kern Board that may be required during the SCS 
development process.  
 
At the April 24, 2012 meeting the TMC recommended Kern COG staff develop an additional 
worksheet or matrix that presented an analysis of the modeling results when multiple scenarios 
are combined. This new worksheet would be a used to supplement the SB375 Target Setting 
Scenario Development Worksheet and the Scenario Detail Sheets. Staff has developed a 
summary bar graph that can be used in side by side analysis of the scenarios. The summary 
bar graph was presented to the RPAC at their June 6th. The RPAC after reviewing the SB375 
Target Setting Scenario Development worksheet, Scenario Detail sheet and the new summary 
bar chart commented that we have a long way to go to reach the target.  
 
At the July 3, 2012 RPAC meeting the RPAC discussed SCS development for Kern and 
concerns related to developing a San Joaquin Valley wide SCS and/or targets. The RPAC 
directed staff to continue to develop a Kern only SCS and targets. Call was made requesting 
planners input for new scenarios.  
 
In response to a request by the committee Kern COG staff working with the consultant DKS 
Associates has developed a VMT by Subarea report for scenarios run on the MIP. The report 
has been added to the Scenario Detail Sheet. 
 
At the October 3, 2012 meeting the RPAC requested Kern COG staff to develop what was 
called the “Super TAZ” method to test the sensitivity of the model to varying the size of a 
Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ). This was tested using the Density scenario S01. Initial 
model runs results showed a .0045 improvement in VMT probably due to increase congestion 
near the TAZ connectors. Staff has reviewed the result and found them to be unreasonable. 
 
Model Improvement Program (MIP) Development 
 
Kern COG has received an updated version of the MIP model. Improvements continue to be 
made as the model is still under development. Staff has worked with the consultants DKS 
Associates to develop a method to convert the land use model scenario output files into inputs 
for the MIP. The MIP is more sensitive to land use changes than the existing travel model. The 
conversion Initial runs have been made with the 2035 M24 Base and the S01 Housing Shift 
(previously Increased Density) scenarios. The results of the M24 base are very close to the MIP 
base. 
 
The S01 Housing Shift scenario results show a 6.4% improvement in VMT (34,351,795 vs. 
36,424,657) and a 5.7% improvement in CO2 Lbs. /capita. The Density scenario run using the 
MIP has shown the best results when compared to the other 11 scenarios that were run. 
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However, the improvement in CO2 Lbs. /capita is still 13.9% above the 2035 target of 13.31 
Lbs. /capita. 
 
At the October 31, 2012 joint TMC/RPAC committee meeting Kern COG staff was asked to 
develop an additional scenario with higher housing shifts than the S01 scenario. Participants 
suggested that the housing shift figures in the Concord report supported higher housing 
shifts.  Kern COG staff has begun developing a new Market Demand Scenario U01. The 
preliminary results are encouraging.  
 
Kern COG staff continues to evaluate the MIP output reports and the input parameters that can 
be used to develop new scenarios.  
 
An Auto Operating Cost test run was developed using the 2035 Base model. The fuel cost input 
parameters were increased to $ 5.00 for 2010, $8.00 for 2020 and $18.00 for 2035.  
Additional testing will be needed to better refine sensitivity of the model. 
 
Model runs are planned to test the Parking and Walkability input parameters. The parameters 
and how they are used is explained in the documentation. There is a copy available on the 
website at: http://kerncog.org/cms/transportation/transportation-modeling. 
 
The transit networks are being updated to match the routes in the recently adopted GET Long 
Range Transit Study. Once the transit networks have been updated they will be used to run 
transit based scenarios. The transit networks will also be run on the scenarios under 
development. 
 
The methodology for the emissions reports is under development by the consultant. When 
available the emissions reports will be run for CO2/capita. 
 
MIP testing and validation of the MIP is still in progress. MIP model documentation can be 
reviewed online at: http://kerncog.org/cms/transportation/transportation-modeling 
 
 
San Joaquin Valley MPO’s and Air Resources Board Collaboration 
 
Kern has been participating with the other seven MPO’s in the Central Valley in an effort to 
develop a possible valley-wide target, or combination of targets. At the August 21, 2012 Valley 
COG Directors meeting the Directors agreed to accept the current ARB target of 5% reduction 
in 2020 and 10% reduction in 2035 of 2005 CO2 emissions per capita. Kern has yet to 
demonstrate a scenario that will meet the 10% reduction. The latest Density scenario (S01) 
results produce a 6% improvement of the 2035 base emissions.   
 
In response to suggestions from this committee staff has had discussions with ARB staff 
regarding possible strategies for desert, rural and mountain regions. This lead to a conference 
call held Wednesday August 22, 2012 with four staff members at Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) the MPO neighboring Kern to the south. They did not use 
many resources to develop strategies due to the fact that the numbers were low in those 
regions in comparison to their overall totals. However, they understood that these trips where 
typically long commutes and more important to Kern. They offered the following suggestions 
and references to online information related to their SCS documents.  
 

- Assume higher Telecommute and work-at-home rates 
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- Create policies to promote Active Transportation 
-  They cited the Coachella Valley project that would connect nine cities with a 

 neighborhood electric vehicle/bicycle/walking path. 
- Encourage Electric Vehicle programs 
- Encourage circulator programs for large rural developments like Centennial at Tejon 

Ranch 
- Consider a mileage based usage fee as policy. For modeling purposes they used the 

difference between current excise tax based revenue and the projected maintenance 
costs. That difference they factored into a cost per mile. They noted that they did not 
refer to the actual numbers from the models when seeking support for this policy. They 
instead explained it as a national issue and how their policy could support other MPO’s 
with the national issue. 

 
SCAG 2012 SCS Appendix: Transportation Demand 
Management http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/SR/2012fRTP_TransportationDem
andManagement.pdf 
 
SCAG 2012 SCS Appendix: Transportation Finance  
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/SR/2012fRTP_TransportationFinance.pdf 
 
 
Special Environmental Stakeholder Meeting 
 
On November 16, 2012, at the request of National Resources Defense Council (NRDC). Kern 
COG staff and the Chairman of the RPAC met with several environmental stakeholder groups to 
discuss the status of modeling and scenario development in Kern. The NRDC has organized 
similar meetings for Fresno COG and other MPO’s throughout the state. Kern COG reviewed 
the same SCS development Update staff report that was presented to the RPAC on the 
September 5, 2012 meeting.  
 
NRDC presented a table of Travel Related Indicators that they recommended Kern COG use to 
evaluate the model results from the scenarios Kern COG is developing. The list is very similar to 
the table Kern COG was using (see Table 1 above). Kern COG staff is using Land Use model 
results, MIP model results and GIS processing to generate many of the indicators listed on the 
table.  
 
 
Off Model Strategies from the Big 4-MPOs 
 
In addition to these variables or scenarios, the 4 biggest MPOs prepared a memo about “off- 
model” strategies that would be used adjust their GHG emissions forecast.  The following is a 
list of those strategies from last year.  SACOG took credit for an additional 1-2% points in per 
capita reduction using their off model methodology.  See Table 6 from the following memo 
online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo/prelimreport.mtc.sacog.sandag.scag.pdf    
 
The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has releases their technical evaluation of the SCAG 
Sustainable Community Strategy that they recently approved. ARB explained that this document 
can be used as a guide for the information they would like to see in the SCS’s submitted to them 
by MPO’s for their approval. You can review the document online 
at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sacog_scs_tech_eval0512.pdf  
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Kern SB 375 Framework:  Compliance With Core Values 
 
In February 2012 the Kern COG Board adopted 4 core values and 13 core actions to help 
govern Kern COG’s activity related to SB 375 target setting and SCS development.  Staff is 
using these values and actions to guide its activity for the effort.  The following is a brief 
summary of Kern COG’s activities related to the 4 core values: 
 

1) The Sustainable Community Strategy relies on the existing and planned circulation 
networks and land use designations for Kern County and its eleven (11) incorporated 
cities.   
 
Related COG Activities:  Updated circulation networks and land use designations using 
latest general plans as of Summer/Fall 2011. 
 

2) The Sustainable Communities Strategy shall not hinder the local land use authority of 
Kern County and its eleven (11) incorporated cities. 
 
Related COG Activities:  Added disclaimer to maps to refer users to local general plans 
for latest local planning information. 

 
3) The Sustainable Community Strategy shall allow Kern County and its eleven (11) 

incorporated cities to continue the pursuit and promotion of a diversified economic base.  
 
Related COG Activities:  Development of modeling that supports an ambitious and 
achievable target for Kern that avoids the need for creation of an Alternative Planning 
Strategy (APS).  Some consider the APS a source of potential challenges to future 
economic projects in the region. 

 
4) Kern County shall continue to discuss cooperation and coordination with the seven (7) 

other counties located in the Central San Joaquin Valley to develop a regional 
Sustainable Community Strategy that recognizes the both shared and unique 
characteristics of each of the eight (8) counties.  
 
Related COG Activities:  COG Staff and Kern COG’s representatives on the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee are participating in the 8 county SCS coordination efforts.  
COG staff is developing a set of modeling tools that differ from the other 7 counties to 
better reflect our unique characteristics. 

 



 
 
 
 

January 2, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VII 

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING TRANSPORTATION” – 
ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT  
 

DESCRIPTION:  
  
Chapter 6 of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan “Financing Transportation” presents a series of financial 
assumptions for revenue streams over the life of the Plan.  
 
DISCUSSION:  
  
In anticipation of the next update to Kern COG’s 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Kern COG staff has 
prepared an administrative draft of Chapter 6 of the 2014 RTP called “Financing Transportation.” Incorporated into 
the chapter is Table 6-1 that provides a summary overview of revenue streams deemed “reasonably available”. The 
entire chapter is provided online as part of the agenda and may be downloaded for your review. Table 6-1 
“Revenue Forecast” is provided on Page 2 of this staff report. 
 
Kern COG staff is circulating the document this month for information only. In February, Kern COG staff will request 
the following action: “Approve Chapter 6 for consideration in development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 
to be brought back for final approval by the Kern COG Board. 
 
 

Action: Information 
 



 

Funding Source
Total 

Revenue

Overall 

Percent

Capital O & M Capital O & M Capital O & M

Local Sources

Cal Vans - Private Funds  $      192,000 1.68%  $      48,000  $    144,000 

Local - General Funds - streets and roads maintenance  $      400,000 3.50%  $    320,000  $      80,000 

Local Transportation Funds  $   1,205,000 10.54%  $    301,000  $    904,000 

Bus Farebox  $      171,000 1.50%  $    171,000 

Local Agency Funds/Developer Fees/Regional Fees/Other  $   3,109,000 27.19%  $      37,000  $2,985,275  $      86,725 

                                                           Subtotal  $   5,077,000 44.41%

State Sources

STIP (Regional and Interregional)  $   1,125,000 9.84%  $    140,000  $    985,000 

State Transit Assistance (STA)  $      460,000 4.02%  $    100,000  $    360,000 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP)  $      750,000 6.56%  $    750,000 

State Aid to Airports  $           3,000 0.03%  $        3,000 

                                                           Subtotal  $   2,338,000 20.45%

Federal Sources

Regional Surface Transportation Program 210,000$       1.84% 190,000$    20,000$      

Transportation Enhancement Activities Program  $         37,500 0.33%  $      37,500 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program  $      197,500 1.73%  $    125,000  $      72,500 

Local Assistance (HES, HBRR, Sec.130, Emergency Relief)  $         82,000 0.72%  $      82,000 

Federal Aid to Airports  $         45,000 0.39%  $      22,500  $      22,500 

FTA Section 5307 (Transit – metro) 97,500$         0.85% 24,375$      73,125$      

FTA Section 5310 and 5311 (Transit – senior/disabled/rural)  $         22,500 0.20%  $        5,625  $      16,875 

Recovery Act - High Speed Rail  $   1,500,000 13.12%  $1,500,000 

State/Federal Demonstration / Other  $      495,000 4.33%  $        9,600  $    455,400  $      30,000 

Subtotal  $   2,687,000 23.50%

Other Sources - Revenue Streams during life of RTP

May be derived from the following:

Cap and Trade Revenue

E-Commerce

Freight Fee / National Freight Program

Future State Bond Proceeds

Odometer-based user feeSelf-help sales tax

State Federal Excise Tax on Fuel

 $ 1,331,000 11.64%  $  175,000  $  156,000  $            -  $  700,000  $    31,000  $  230,000 

                                                           Subtotal  $ 1,331,000 11.64%

                                                                Total                              $11,433,000 100.00% 2,491,100$ 1,847,500$ 4,425,675$ 2,042,000$ 257,725$    330,000$    

Total of Capital Revenue 7,174,500$  100% 22% 16% 39% 18% 2% 3%

Total of O & M (Operations and Maintenance 4,219,500$  

Table 6-1 Revenue Forecast 2014-2040 ($ X 1,000)

Roads & Highways
Transit,  HOV, Aviation 

& Other
Pedestrian & Bicycle

38% 57% 5%

Page 2  
January 2, 2013 
 
2014 RTP – Chapter 6 
RPAC/TMC  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CHAPTER 6 FINANCING TRANSPORTATION 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2014 Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/ 
September December 2012 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 

6-1 

1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 
The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

CHAPTER 6 FINANCING TRANSPORTATION  

Regional transportation plans must include a financial element that identifies monetary resources to 
implement the plan (23 USC 134(h)(2)(B)). This chapter serves as the Financial Element to fulfill the 
federal requirement that the 2014 RTP be financially constrained (i.e., budgeted) and provides a cost 
analysis for implementing the program of projects included in the Strategic Investments (Action Element). 
It describes the financial situation that will exist between FY 2014 and FY 2040 the implementation period 
for this 2014 RTP. 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS PROCESS 

The Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) has estimated revenues that are reasonably expected to 
be available from known federal, state, local, and private sources of transportation funding to implement 
the proposed projects. Thus, Kern COG has responsibilities for the allocation of funds and the approval of 
transportation projects each year that represent millions of dollars. These responsibilities involve the use 
of federal, state, and local transportation funds, each of which may have different requirements, 
limitations, and schedules. 

Projecting revenues and expenditures over this length of a planning period is difficult at best. The analysis 
relies partly on historical funding patterns from state and federal sources, though effort has been made to 
account for new methods of allocating state transportation funds since the passage of Senate Bill 45 
(Government Code Chapter 622), effective January 1, 1998. In addition, the year of expenditure must be 
considered when estimates for capital projects are developed; this is required by the federal surface 
transportation act, SAFETEA-LU.  

Even for existing funding sources, understanding and implementing the complex array of local, state, and 
federal programs is not easy. Some of the programs rely on allocations, others on apportionments, and 
others are matching programs. Different combinations of apportioned, allocated, or matched dollars from 
local, state, and federal sources can be applied to one project. Many of the projections included in the 
2014 RTP rely on simplified financial assumptions upon which programming assumptions are then based. 

Therefore, the best use of a comparison of revenues and expenditures is for broad, suggestive purposes 
about Kern COG’s future financial situation rather than as an exact budget of revenues and expenditures 
for the FY 2014–2040 planning period covered by this RTP. 

REVENUE PROJECTION ASSUMPTIONS 

The 2014–2040 RTP/SCS financial plan identifies forecasted revenues and expenditures approaching 
$11.4 billion for capital and operations and maintenance, for all modes. Approximately $7.2 billion is 
identified to support the region’s capital transportation investments. About $4.2 billion is indicated for 
operations and maintenance of the current and future system. The plan includes a constrained revenue 
forecast of local, state, and federal sources that are considered reasonably available over the life-span of 
the RTP/SCS. Financially constrained projects reflected in Table 5-1 are matched with expected revenue 
summarized in Table 6-1 and based on revenue streams estimated considered by the region to be 
reasonably available. Approximately 90% of these revenue streams are based on traditional and past 
historical revenue streams while about 10% considered reasonably available focus on future changes to 
local and regional policies and revisions to state and federal transportation legislation.  

Approximately $1.3 billion of the $11.4 billion revenue estimate is based on revenue streams considered 
reasonably available to regions in the future: 1) adjustments to state and federal gas tax rates based on 
historical trends and recommendations from two national commissions (National Surface Transportation 
Policy and Revenue Study Commission and National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing 
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Commission); 2) leveraging of local sales tax measures; 3) potential national freight program/freight fees; 
4) future state bonding programs and 5) mileage based user fees.  

For the Kern region each of these funding concepts has a varied weight of opportunity; they are all 
options that have been under discussion by state and federal legislators for many years now and 
currently considered reasonably available by larger regional agencies in California. While no one item 
should be considered a silver bullet for a smaller region such as Kern, collectively, and based on a very 
conservative estimate, Kern considers several of these principles reasonably available revenue streams 
during the life of the Plan.  

The conservative estimate of $1.3 billion is based on a combination of newer financing opportunities 
coming into play during the life of this Plan. As such, these revenue streams are collectively listed in 
Table 6-1 and included as “Other Revenue” in the Revenue Summary for the financially constrained 
element of this Plan. No one item is selected since Kern’s transportation history is mostly dependent on 
transportation impact fees, other local bonding, and local, state and federally legislated transportation bills 
including earmarks and appropriations. In the past several years, state and federal discretionary 
transportation funding opportunities have turned to performance based outcomes for the project selection 
process. The Kern region has taken note and has implemented project selection policy that supports 
revenue leveraging and performance based selection criteria that include livable communities and 
complete streets concepts. Presented below is justification for Kern’s “Other” revenue assumptions: 

• The Kern region has demonstrated an interest in passing a self-help transportation tax and state 
law may assist in that effort with requiring a majority vote to pass such a tax the future.  

• Kern COG has completed the update of its project selection policy and guidance document which 
will direct its priorities towards projects that meet livable communities and complete streets goals. 

• Improvements to the gas tax structure, odometer-based taxes, federal freight-related programs 
and other identified programs will collectively serve to develop consistent and sustainable funding 
streams not currently enjoyed by most regions or states. Reforms in these areas would not only benefit 
the Kern Region but all regions in the state and nation. 

• Kern projects constrained by the addition of $1.3 billion focus on the areas of operations and 
maintenance and expanded services to transit, maintenance of streets and roads, and the further 
implementation of projects that support livable communities’ concepts and complete streets.  

• Regional highway capacity projects in Kern include a serious need for safety improvements to 
many lane miles of two-lane “conventional” highways that could be much safer with four lanes and 
shoulders/pedestrian improvements. 

• Currently waning funding levels projects of regional significance would be bolstered by state and 
federal excise tax reform and afford the opportunity for Kern to deliver identified projects that improve 
safety and increase mode choices.  

• The Plan does not recommend the use of future revenue streams to add capacity projects but 
understands that these projects will require a sustainable revenue stream brought on by state and federal 
reforms to the gas tax, to sustain core assumptions to deliver these projects. 

• Kern has taken steps to move towards the integration of safety priorities of capacity needs with 
cost-effective operational improvements that cost less but provide safety benefits.  

• Ongoing outreach to the residents of Kern indicate a resounding priority to maintain our streets 
and roads, improve non-motorized opportunities, improve transit and keep our highways safe. 
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The assumptions below represent revenue streams considered reasonably available over the last several 
transportation acts: 

 National Highway System (NHS) and Surface Transportation Program (STP) dollars are 
combined with State Highway Account (SHA) dollars to fund the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP). Total funding available for STIP is apportioned as county shares. 
The STIP is then divided into two funding groups: (1) the Regional Improvement Program (RIP), 
which programs 75% of STIP funding; and (2) the Interregional Improvement Program (IIP), 
which programs the remaining 25%. Of the IIP funding, only 10% can be used in urban areas; the 
rest is for rural highway projects and other programs, such as rail. 

 County-share estimates to fund state highway projects and other projects of regional significance 
are based on California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) projections of Kern County’s 
share and are projected over a 20-year period. Inflation rates were not applied for revenue 
projections. The first five years of revenue estimates assumed current FTIP project funding plus 
an additional $30 million. The second five years assumed a RIP rate of $30 million per year for 
five years and $10 million per year from the discretionary IIP source. The final 10 years assumed 
$30 million for RIP and $10 million for IIP per year. 

 Year-of-expenditure project estimates shown in Tables 5-1 and 5-2 are constrained by 
reasonably available revenue estimates outlined herein. Year-of-expenditure is defined as the 
anticipated fiscal year that construction would begin. A statewide annual average of 3% for 
expected inflation was applied to these estimates. 

 The assumption for the State Highway Operations and Protection Program funding projection was 
to calculate the last five years of SHOPP projects based on the FTIP. 

 Safety Program dollars were allocated in four distinct programs: Highway Bridge Program (HBP), 
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), Safe Routes to School (SRS), and Local (Section 
130) At-Grade Crossing. These were averaged over the last five years and extrapolated based on 
FTIP analysis. No inflation factors were applied. 

 For the Regional Surface Transportation Program, annual apportionments were averaged and 
projected over 20 years. Inflation factors were not applied. 

 For the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program, annual apportionments were 
averaged and projected over 20 years. Inflation factors were not applied. 

 The Bakersfield and Rosamond Transportation Impact Fee programs are based on residential, 
commercial and industrial development but are difficult to predict. For the Rosamond Impact Fee, 
an average was determined to have been collected over the last several years, while the 
Bakersfield impact fee was calculated based on the latest fee schedule. Amounts were then 
projected linearly with growth and inflation factors applied. 

 FTA Funding Section 5307 (Urbanized Area Formula Apportionments for Transit) was projected 
using annual inflation and growth factors and past FTIP programming. 

 FTA Funding Section 5309 (New Starts/Major Investments for Transit) was projected using 
annual inflation and growth factors and past FTIP programming. 

 FTA Funding Section 5310 (Elderly and Disabled Persons Transit) was projected using annual 
inflation and growth factors and past FTIP programming. 
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 FTA Funding Section 5311 (Non-urbanized/Rural Transit Assistance) was projected using annual 
inflation and growth factors and past FTIP programming. 

 Local Transportation Fund (LTF) was projected using annual inflation and growth factors and past 
FTIP programming. 

 Transportation Alternatives (TA) federal fund is 10% of the estimated county share. That value 
was projected without inflation factors. 

 Community Development Block Grants – a small percentage (5%) of improvements from these 
grants were directed toward normal non-motorized improvements including bicycle lanes and 
sidewalks.  

 Tax Credit Incentives – Also a community development revenue stream, a similar assumption 
was made as the CDBG grants assuming that any new or reconstruction has and would require 
improvements to roadways and sidewalks contiguous to upgraded or new property construction. 

The assumptions below represent newer goals and policies which the Kern region will rely on to deliver 
an additional 10% of the program; 
 
Bond Proceeds from Local Sales Tax Measures - Issuance of debt against existing sales tax revenues 
Kern County. 

State and Federal Gas Excise Tax Adjustment to Maintain Historical Purchasing Power - Additional 
$0.15 per gallon gasoline tax imposed at the state and federal levels starting in 2017 to 2024—to 
maintain purchasing power. 

Mileage-Based User Fee (or equivalent fuel tax adjustment) - Mileage-based user fees would be 
implemented to replace gas taxes—estimated at about $0.05 (in 2011 dollars) per mile starting in 2025 
and indexed to maintain purchasing power. 

Private Equity Participation - Private equity share as may be applicable for key initiatives: e.g., toll 
facilities; also, freight rail package assumes railroads’ share of costs for main line capacity and intermodal 
facilities. 

Freight Fee/National Freight Program - A national freight program is anticipated with the next federal 
reauthorization of the surface transportation act. The U.S. Senate’s proposal would establish federal 
formula funding for the national freight network.  

E-Commerce Tax - Although these are existing revenue sources, they generally have not been collected. 
Potentially, the revenue could be used for transportation purposes, given the relationship between e-
commerce and the delivery of goods to California purchasers.  

State Bond Proceeds, Federal Grants & Other for California High-Speed Rail Program - State 
general obligation bonds authorized under the Bond Act approved by California voters as Proposition 1A 
in 2008; federal grants authorized under American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and High-Speed 
Intercity Passenger Rail Program; potential use of qualified tax credit bonds; and private sources.  
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REVENUE SOURCES  

Revenues identified in the 2014 RTP financial forecast are those that have been provided for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the current roadway, transit, and airport systems in the Kern 
region. Baseline revenues include existing local, state, and federal transportation funding sources. As 
Table 6-1 and Figure 6-1 summarize, revenue forecasts for the Kern region are estimated to be 
approximately $11.4 billion for the RTP period. Revenue levels identified in Table 6-1 reflect reasonably 
available funding and include estimates for funding programs used over the last several years. 

Approximately $4.2 billion of the $11.4 billion in expected revenue are for the operation and maintenance 
of the countywide transportation system. The remaining $7.2 billion is dedicated to capital improvements 
for all modes over the 26-year period of this Plan. 

FIGURE 6-1 TRANSPORTATION REVENUES 2014–2040 

 

Local Revenue 

Funding from local sources contributes nearly one-half of the revenues to this RTP. Major contributions to 
local revenue include Local Transportation Funds (11%), bus transit fare box (2%), and other local 
funding such as developer fees and general funds (27%). 

One potential source of local funding for Kern County is a transportation impact fee (TIF). Outside 
Metropolitan Bakersfield, most developments currently do not pay a fare-share impact fee to offset the 
costs of constructing regional street or highway improvements. The impact fee is designed to collect the 
difference between the cost of the new roads attributable to new development and the amount of gas tax 
revenues that the new development will produce for the County or cities to use in road construction. Kern 
COG has undertaken a series of studies to assess the potential for future TIF programs within 
unincorporated county areas and small cities. Several small cities have implemented new TIFs, including 
Tehachapi, McFarland, Delano, Shafter, and Wasco. The County of Kern has adopted a new TIF for the 
greater Tehachapi area, and the County will continue to review growing unincorporated areas and 
develop identical programs when appropriate.  
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Funding Source
Total 

Revenue

Overall 

Percent

Capital O & M Capital O & M Capital O & M

Local Sources

Cal Vans - Private Funds  $      192,000 1.68%  $      48,000  $    144,000 

Local - General Funds - streets and roads maintenance  $      400,000 3.50%  $    320,000  $      80,000 

Local Transportation Funds  $   1,205,000 10.54%  $    301,000  $    904,000 

Bus Farebox  $      171,000 1.50%  $    171,000 

Local Agency Funds/Developer Fees/Regional Fees/Other  $   3,109,000 27.19%  $      37,000  $2,985,275  $      86,725 

                                                           Subtotal  $   5,077,000 44.41%

State Sources

STIP (Regional and Interregional)  $   1,125,000 9.84%  $    140,000  $    985,000 

State Transit Assistance (STA)  $      460,000 4.02%  $    100,000  $    360,000 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP)  $      750,000 6.56%  $    750,000 

State Aid to Airports  $           3,000 0.03%  $        3,000 

                                                           Subtotal  $   2,338,000 20.45%

Federal Sources

Regional Surface Transportation Program 210,000$       1.84% 190,000$    20,000$      

Transportation Enhancement Activities Program  $         37,500 0.33%  $      37,500 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program  $      197,500 1.73%  $    125,000  $      72,500 

Local Assistance (HES, HBRR, Sec.130, Emergency Relief)  $         82,000 0.72%  $      82,000 

Federal Aid to Airports  $         45,000 0.39%  $      22,500  $      22,500 

FTA Section 5307 (Transit – metro) 97,500$         0.85% 24,375$      73,125$      

FTA Section 5310 and 5311 (Transit – senior/disabled/rural)  $         22,500 0.20%  $        5,625  $      16,875 

Recovery Act - High Speed Rail  $   1,500,000 13.12%  $1,500,000 

State/Federal Demonstration / Other  $      495,000 4.33%  $        9,600  $    455,400  $      30,000 

Subtotal  $   2,687,000 23.50%

Other Sources - Revenue Streams during life of RTP

May be derived from the following:

Cap and Trade Revenue

E-Commerce

Freight Fee / National Freight Program

Future State Bond Proceeds

Odometer-based user feeSelf-help sales tax

State Federal Excise Tax on Fuel

 $ 1,331,000 11.64%  $  175,000  $  156,000  $            -  $  700,000  $    31,000  $  230,000 

                                                           Subtotal  $ 1,331,000 11.64%

                                                                Total                              $11,433,000 100.00% 2,491,100$ 1,847,500$ 4,425,675$ 2,042,000$ 257,725$    330,000$    

Total of Capital Revenue 7,174,500$  100% 22% 16% 39% 18% 2% 3%

Total of O & M (Operations and Maintenance 4,219,500$  

Table 6-1 Revenue Forecast 2014-2040 ($ X 1,000)

Roads & Highways
Transit,  HOV, Aviation 

& Other
Pedestrian & Bicycle

38% 57% 5%

Table 6-1 Revenue Forecast 2014-2040 ($ x 1,000) 
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State Revenue 

State funding sources constitute about 20% of the total 26-year transportation budget. Most of these 
monies come from the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) (10%) and the State Highway 
Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) (7%). State Transit Assistance funds make up the remaining 
4%. 

The 2006 state elections produced positive results for statewide infrastructure bond measures. The 
Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, approved by the 
voters as Proposition 1B on November 7, 2006, includes a program of funding from $4.5 billion to be 
deposited in the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA). Other bond opportunities include the 
State Route 99 Program, Trade Corridor Program and a State-Local Partnership Program. Kern COG has 
participated in the submittal of candidate projects for State Routes 46 and 99. Some of the candidate 
bond projects are part of Table 5-1 or under construction; others are listed in Table 5-2. Should Kern be 
successful in receiving programming under any of these new bond programs, the 2014 RTP will be 
updated as required. 

Federal Revenue 

Approximately 23% of the transportation funds for the 2014 RTP program of projects come from federal 
funding sources. For purposes of discussion in this document, the STIP and SHOPP programs were 
considered as state revenue programs; however, their funding is approximately 80% federal highway 
funds or 40% of the estimated state revenues discussed above. Federal Transit Administration dollars 
constitute approximately 1% of all RTP funds. These funds are generally used to support transit capital 
and operating needs. Federal sources also include flexible funding programs such as Surface 
Transportation Program (STP), Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ), and 
Transportation Alternatives (TA). In the 2014 RTP, STP, CMAQ, and TA programs total approximately 4% 
of anticipated funds. The remaining programs are for safety projects and aviation funding. 

Federal revenue estimates in Table 6-1 are consistent with federal fund estimates resulting from the 
passage of SAFETEA-LU (August 10, 2005). Project programming of regionally significant projects and 
revenue estimate information is consistent with the latest four-year STIP fund estimate adopted by the 
CTC for use in the development of the 2014 STIP. 

Since its enactment, Caltrans has distributed information with regarding to annual estimates for use in the 
programming of new transportation projects. Also included in the table are SAFETEA-LU federal 
earmarks from Sections 1301, Projects of National and Regional Significance; Section 1302 – National 
Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program; and Section 1701 – High Priority Projects Programming, 
totaling $720 million. These earmarks are considered a one-time revenue opportunity and are not 
extended throughout the 26-year life of this document. 

BASELINE EXPENDITURES 

Given the 2014 RTP’s baseline cost estimate of $11.4 billion, Figure 6-2 illustrates the mode split for the 
region. The data show that about 51% of the region’s baseline costs are dedicated to street and highway 
improvements or maintenance. Twenty-three percent of expenditures are for transit operating and capital 
needs. The remaining 1% of RTP expenditures are for transportation control measures, aviation, and 
non-motorized projects. 
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Figure 6-2 Investments by Mode 2014-2040 ($ x 1,000) 

 

Financial Constraint Demonstration 

Kern COG has assembled a comprehensive inventory of the transportation revenue programs currently in 
use by all governmental entities (federal, state, and local) and has projected these revenues primarily 
based on historical averages over the life of the RTP. Financial revenue projections are based on the best 
available data from existing sources (i.e., Federal Highway Administration, Caltrans, Kern COG historical 
programming data, member agency information). Table 5-1 reflects capital projects that are constrained 
to revenue estimates in Table 6-1. 

Funding Shortfall of $6.8 Billion 

To further assess the region’s financial outlook, baseline revenues were matched against a program of 
projects that have been divided into two groups: constrained and unconstrained. The Unconstrained 
Program of Projects (Table 5-2) lists projects considered necessary for development of Kern County’s 
transportation infrastructure but for which funding cannot be reasonably expected within the time frame of 
this RTP. This comparison clearly indicated that the Kern region will experience funding deficits to 
operate, maintain, and rehabilitate its existing transportation system over the 2014 RTP time frame. While 
the shortfall is shown as approximately $6.8 billion, it is actually much greater because some projects do 
not as yet have actual cost estimates. Such projects as high-speed rail improvements and grade-
separation projects (over- and under-crossings) do not have identified funding. Some grade separations 
have been included as components of street widening projects, while others are stand-alone projects. 
Costs will vary based on right-of-way purchase in addition to construction costs. A baseline cost estimate 
on the order of an additional $8 million per project for grade separation projects could be added to the 
$6.8 billion identified shortfall. 

The extensive list of unconstrained projects, including regionally significant highway improvements, 
interchanges, regional roadway improvements, rail and bus service, railroad grade crossings, 
transportation control measures, and deferred roadway maintenance, paints a vivid picture of Kern 
County’s need for additional revenue. Funds to support operations and maintenance—whether it be street 
and highway, bus and rail, or transportation demand management programs—are the most difficult to 
find. Historically, the Kern region has relied heavily on local monies for these operating funds. 
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Operating funds for streets and road maintenance have been available traditionally through gas taxes, 
Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds, and flexible federal transportation funds; however, TDA 
funds in support of street and road maintenance projects are not expected to continue. With increasingly 
fuel-efficient vehicles and the rising cost of gasoline, revenues from gas taxes are not expected to 
increase at more than a nominal rate.  

For transit, some relief is available in the form of operating subsidies, which SAFETEA-LU has increased 
moderately. No alternative funding source has been identified to augment these funds. Thus, the Kern 
region’s shortfall could easily double over the amount of constrained funding. 

Future Revenue Shortfalls for Transportation Maintenance and Expansion 

Problem: Federal Energy/Environmental Policies Undermining Transportation Goals – The recent 
increase of supplemental gas tax funding sources, such as toll freeways in Southern California, sales tax 
measures, and transportation impact fees on new development, may be symptomatic of a much larger 
issue. Federal transportation, energy, and environmental policies are linked by the use of federal tax law 
involving motor fuels to advance national objectives. However, these tax policies are often debated and 
decided on separately, resulting in policies that sometimes contradict goals and objectives in other policy 
areas.  

In 1956, the federal Highway Trust Fund was established to ensure that America would have a “pay-as-
you-go” system for funding needed highway and bridge improvements. The principle was: The more you 
drive or use the roads, the more you pay to build and maintain them. Congress, in its 2004 transportation-
funding bill, reaffirmed this principle. However, current public investment in road, bridge, and mass transit 
improvements financed by highway user fees is not sufficient to maintain the system’s physical condition 
and has left local governments scrambling to find alternative funding sources to fund their transportation 
infrastructure. Two specific issues exacerbate this situation. 

Cause: Improved Fuel Economy Threatens Highway Trust Fund Revenue – Since the 1970s, vehicle 
manufacturers have struggled to meet federal requirements for fuel economy. While improvements to fuel 
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economy allow more travel on the overall transportation system, lower tax revenues generated per mile of 
travel result in increased wear and tear on the system. From 1970 to 2000, the average vehicle fuel 
economy (for all cars and trucks) has improved 42% (from 12 mpg to 17 mpg). If today's vehicle fleet had 
remained at 12 mpg, gas tax revenues would be $46 billion higher than the  recent rate of $110 billion per 
year (federal, state, and local). If this trend continues over the next 30 years, the potential loss in gas tax 
revenue per vehicle mile traveled could drop by a third, furthering problems in maintaining the system. 
The vehicle manufacturers’ commitment toward providing more fuel-efficient gasoline-electric hybrids, the 
promise of hydrogen fuel cell technology, and increased fuel costs that motivate consumers to purchase 
these vehicles will likely accelerate this trend. A more fuel-efficient national vehicle fleet is a worthy 
national policy to reduce dependence on foreign oil, but a mechanism is needed to preserve the nation’s 
transportation infrastructure investment.  

Cause: Use of Gas Tax Revenue to Promote Alternative Fuels/Modes – In addition to highway 
maintenance and expansion, small portions of the gas tax are used for programs like deficit reduction and 
improved air quality. The Congestion Management and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program uses 3% of federal 
gas tax funds to reduce transportation-related emissions in areas that do not attain federal clean air 
standards. Projects using CMAQ funds are required to demonstrate a reduction in emissions, usually by 
reducing gasoline/diesel fuels consumption through the use of alternative fuels. Many of the projects 
result in a reduction in gas sales and subsequent loss of tax revenue. CMAQ is an effective program that 
provides funds to help clean the air in nonattainment areas and has only a relatively minor impact on gas 
tax revenue; however, it is one of many instances of federal energy and environmental policies 
undermining the “pay-as-you-go” policy of the transportation systems. 

Possible Solution: Transportation Funding Overhaul Needed  

Many revenue mechanisms are being considered to augment the gas tax. They include gas tax 
increases, sales tax measures, transportation impact fees on new development, and tolls. One system to 
consider for augmenting or replacing the current flat rate gas tax system has been implemented for 
trucking in Europe. The Swiss version of the system uses satellite global positioning systems (GPS) 
technology and tachometer data that is uploaded to the Internet to create a travel log for calculating a toll 
fee based on where the vehicle has traveled. Alternative transportation funding mechanisms would 
provide incentives to carry out national policies for cleaning the air and conserving fuel while reducing 
deterioration of the existing transportation infrastructure and providing increased capacity where needed. 
A variable toll rate based on weight per tire is an example of an incentive that would promote the 
reduction of wear and tear on the highway system. With such a variable rate, trucking companies might 
consider adding more axles to reduce per tire weight (and subsequent road wear) to reduce their toll fees.   

With a toll-based system, congestion pricing becomes an option. Trips in heavily congested areas during 
peak hours could also be billed a higher toll to fund increased transportation capacity and provide an 
incentive for drivers to seek alternative modes at these times. 

Implementing a toll-based system would have some significant hurdles. The public often view tolls as 
double taxation; that is, tolls being paid in addition to the gas tax. In addition, toll plazas are not viewed as 
convenient. However, a toll-based system for trucks could eliminate the passenger vehicle subsidy for 
maintenance on highways created by trucking. Eighty percent of the wear and tear on the nation’s roads 
is attributed to heavy trucks while they only account for approximately 20% of the total fuel tax revenue 
and 8% of the total vehicle miles traveled. Despite this, in Southern California, the trucking industry is 
advocating incentives such as using the toll funds to build commercial “all-truck” toll facilities. The 
advantage to the trucking industry is that the lanes could be built to allow heavier loads and longer train 
sets (triple trailers) that cannot currently operate in California. In the interim, local governments will have 
to focus more on local funding sources to make up the funding shortfall in the face of ever-increasing 
vehicle use and congestion.  
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The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

MILEAGE-BASED USER FEE (OR EQUIVALENT FUEL TAX ADJUSTMENT) 

Description: Mileage-based user fees would be implemented to replace existing gas taxes. Analysis 
assumed $0.05 (2011 dollars) per mile starting in 2025 and indexed at a rate of 2.5%. 

Advancements in technologies enabling greater use of electric or alternative fuel vehicles will continue to 
impact gas tax revenues. The US Energy Information Agency estimates that fuel efficiency for all light-
duty vehicles will steadily increase, from an average weighted mpg of just over 20 in 2008 to nearly 29 in 
2030. The fuel efficiency of freight trucks also is expected to improve, although at a slower rate, from an 
average weighted mpg of about 6 in 2008 to nearly 7 in 2030. This projection assumes there is not a 
major paradigm shift in vehicle fuel technology, such as affordable electric cars or hybrid heavy-duty 
trucks. It also assumes no shift will occur in public policy or public attitudes that encourage people to 
reduce their long-term travel habits or shift to more efficient vehicles more quickly. Given the growing 
concern about climate protection and fuel price volatility, however, such changes are likely, which would 
lead to a more rapid deterioration in the long-term viability of the current fuel tax.  

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) projections indicate that the total number of 
vehicle miles traveled in the SCAG region will increase by about 16% by 2035. The National Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission also predicts an increase in vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) nationwide. The Financing Commission evaluated a combination of short- and long-term factors, 
identifying that short-term motor fuel price volatility combined with a weak economy could have a 
considerable negative impact. They indicate that despite a recent national decline in VMT, travel growth 
nationally will resume a trajectory of about 1.5% to 1.8% per year for the foreseeable future due to factors 
such as population growth, economic growth, and land use patterns. Accordingly, the Financing 
Commission’s findings and recommendations indicate that the most viable approach to efficiently fund 
investments in transportation in the medium to long run will be a user charge system based more directly 
on miles driven (and potentially on factors such as time of day, type of road, vehicle weight, and fuel 
economy) rather than indirectly on fuel consumed. Additionally, the National Surface Transportation 
Policy and Revenue Study Commission identified consistent findings and recommendations. 

Numerous studies in the United States have tested approaches to charging drivers on a use basis—
including Oregon and the Puget Sound region of Washington State. A nationwide survey was conducted 
by the University of Iowa for the US Department of Transportation that focused on equipment for 
monitoring travel and methods of billing. The study involved about 2,700 vehicles in 12 locations. 
Participants were surveyed on their reactions to receiving two types of monthly bills: one providing 
aggregate data only and the other showing detailed information that included routes of travel. The study 
included the installation of on-board systems in six regions across the country (San Diego, Baltimore, 
Austin, Boise, Research Triangle in North Carolina, and eastern Iowa). The aim of the study is to design a 
prototype road pricing system that is reliable, secure, flexible, user-friendly, and cost-effective and to 
assess vehicle operators’ reactions to the system.  

For the SCAG region, revenue from mileage-based fees total $148.2 billion from FY2025 to FY2035. This 
analysis assumes that mileage-based fees would replace existing state and federal gas taxes. As such, 
the incremental increase in revenue resulting from the transition to a more direct mileage-based charge 
system would generate $110.3 billion, from FY2025 to FY2035. 

 Base Year: FY2025. 

 Data Source: SCAG travel demand forecast for 2014 RTP. 
Real Growth Rate: 0.5% annually. Revenue Total: $110.3 billion (nominal dollars)—estimated 
incremental revenue only. 

 From Appendix B: Details about Revenue Sources, SCAG 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, Adopted April 
2012 
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January 2, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  By: Rochelle Invina, Planner I   
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VIII 

CONCEPTUAL VIEW   – TRANSIT PRIORITY AND STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT 
CENTERS MAP 
 

DESCRIPTION: 
 
An updated Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map (Centers 
Map) designed to illustrate some of the strategies that may be included in the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) is available for review.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Conceptual View: Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Maps (Attachment 2 and 3) 
have been developed with input from the Transportation Modeling Committee and Regional Planning 
Advisory Committee since the summer of 2011. The Centers Map shows place types and transportation 
infrastructure that exists, planned, or potential.  
 
Attachment 1 is a summary (Forecast Development Pattern) describing the transit priority centers, 
strategic employment centers, transit service, and resource and other layers. The Centers Map also 
includes City spheres of influence, intensive (irrigated) agricultural areas from the County General Plan 
(included in the Public/Resources layer) outside of City spheres of influence, the transportation model 
network, and the major transit routes from the Metropolitan Bakersfield Long Range Transit Plan.  
 
These maps are for conceptual purposes only. The RTP/SCS is updated every 4 years, and local General 
Plans can be updated quarterly. For more detailed information on the latest planning assumptions, please 
refer to the locally latest adopted General Plan for each community. Local General Plan updates will be 
incorporated into the next 4 year RTP/SCS.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Approve Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map for consideration in 
development of the SCS document to be brought back as part of the RTP/SCS for final approval by Kern 
COG Board in the Fall of 2013.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Forecast Development Pattern (excerpt from Preliminary SCS Chapter) 
2. Conceptual View – Arvin, Bakersfield and Shafter Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers 

Map  
3. Conceptual View – Kern County Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map  
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ATTACHMENT 1  
(Excerpt from the Preliminary SCS Chapter) 

 
Forecast Development Pattern 
GC Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii) requires MPOs to set forth a forecasted development pattern for the 
region, which when integrated with the transportation network and other transportation measures and 
policies will reduce emissions from automobiles and light-duty trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way 
to do so, the emissions reduction targets approved by CARB.  

Land Use Pattern: Centers Concept Strategy 
The Centers Concept Strategy Map shows both the place types reflecting local planning assumptions, 
and the planned transportation investments from this RTP.  The map shows how investments in 
transportation are being coordinated with local land use to reduce emissions from automobiles and light-
duty trucks.  The map contains centers and transportation infrastructure that are existing, planned or 
proposed.  The map was developed with input from the Transportation Modeling Committee and the 
Regional Planning Advisory Committee.   
 
The following place types employed in the RTP are not intended to represent detailed land use policies, 
but are used to describe the general conditions likely to occur within a specific area based on the best 
local assumptions. The place types are each comprised of specific characteristics related to jobs and 
housing intensity, urban design and transportation choices.  It is important to note that this map is only a 
snap shot of local assumptions to be updated every 4 years.  For the latest information on land use 
please refer to the appropriate local jurisdictions.  Detailed descriptions on how this information is used 
can be found in Appendix: SCS Background Documentation. 
 
Metro 
Metro areas are the regions primary business, civic, commercial and cultural center can exceed 50,000 in 
population. These districts have significant amounts of employment and corresponding residential uses 
and retail, typically clustered in multistory buildings and include easy access to neighboring residential 
and employment areas.  Metro areas are served by numerous transportation choices.  Existing and 
planned enhancements may include easy walk/bike design and improved transit. Metro areas are also 
typically located at the convergence of a number of high-capacity transit facilities such as passenger rail.  
The proposed Bakersfield metro center for Kern is also the planned location for the future high-speed 
train terminal.  In East Kern, the closest metro place type is Palmdale/Lancaster in Northern L.A. County. 
 
Community 
Community place types feature subregional business, civic, commercial and cultural centers and draw 
activity from the subregional area.  These areas may range from 15,000 to 50,000 persons or more and 
contain significant employment centers and a mix of housing choices, supported by retail and daily 
services. Existing and planned community enhancements may include easy walk/bike design and 
improved transit.   
 
Town 
Town place types feature business activity, local-serving retail, daily services, housing choices, and may 
include a civic and cultural center and draws activity from the town and immediate area. These areas may 
range from 5,000 to 15,000 people or more.  Existing and planned enhancements may include easy 
walk/bike design and improved transit. 
 
Village 
Village place types feature business activity and essential local services, and housing choices.  These 
areas may range from 50 to 5,000 people or more.  Existing and planned enhancements may include 
easy walk/bike design and improved transit as appropriate. 
 
Strategic Employment (Rural/Urban) 
Strategic employment centers can be found in rural and more urban areas and may include both jobs and 
housing, though these two uses are rarely found in close proximity to each other. These areas often 
contain employment in isolated resource areas with sporadic activity dependent on the strategic resource 
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(wind energy, agriculture, etc.).  Many strategic employment areas are characterized by large operations 
located in close proximity to a resources to minimize transportation costs and the carbon footprint.  In 
urban areas, existing and planned enhancements may include easy walk/bike design and improved 
transit.  In rural strategic employment areas, regional transit and or vanpooling are existing or planned 
along with interconnectivity and safety projects. 
 
 
For example, the centers concept was jointly adopted by the City and County into the Metropolitan 
Bakersfield General Plan in 1982 and is found in the community plans for most of the outlying 
communities.  The centers concept has a distinct advantage over a corridor and strip commercial 
development pattern in that it provides for activity nodes around which future transit, and vanpooling 
services can be planned for in a way that is supportive of local planning assumptions. 
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assumptions, please refer to the locally latest adopted General 
Plan for each community. Local General Plan updates will be
 incorporated into the next 4 years RTP/SCS. 
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January 2, 2013 

 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee  (RPAC) 
  Transportation Modeling Committee (TMC)  
 
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director   
    

BY: Rob Ball,  
Director of Planning 

 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: IX 
 DRAFT PASSENGER VEHICLE TRAVEL EMISSIONS TARGET RECOMMENDATIONS AND 

TIMELINE  
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Recent state regulations provide an opportunity for the 8-county Central California region to collaborate on reducing 
emissions from passenger vehicle travel as well as reduce dependence on foreign oil, lower household transportation 
costs, and promote healthier air and lifestyles through walking, biking, transit and other efficiency strategies.  This 
item was reviewed by the Transportation Planning Policy Committee on November 15, 2012 and by the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee and Transportation Modeling Committee on December 5, 2012. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
In September 2010, the Air Resources Board (ARB) Board took action to establish passenger vehicle greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emission targets for the eight metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) of the San Joaquin Valley. The ARB 
board action acknowledged the amount of change ARB anticipated over the next two years (2010 to 2012) in data, 
modeling, and decisions to be made in the Valley and established valley-wide “placeholder” provisional targets of 5% 
in 2020 and 10% in 2035. The definition of 8-county target was left ambiguous as part of the September 2010 ARB 
board action. 
 
The ARB board action also requested a report on expected model improvements in 2012 (anticipated January 2013) 
and indicated the “placeholder” provisional targets would not be “officially” considered for ARB board action until 2014. 
At that ARB board meeting it was suggested that the board would consider changes to the placeholder targets in 2012 
even though the law states that the targets can only be revised every 4 years.  The suggestion was made without a 
full understanding of the legal requirement that Board could not take action until Fall 2014.  
 
Although no “official” action will be taken by the ARB board in 2012 (anticipated January 24, 2013), the ARB board 
requested updates on any model improvements, or other information relevant to targets for the eight Valley MPOs; 
regional target recommendations based on any new modeling and scenario information; and a response to how the 
eight MPOs intend to address the statutory option to work together to develop one or more multi-county Sustainable 
Community Strategies. 
 
This staff report highlights an 8-county response to the September 2010 ARB board action. An 8-MPO response is 
anticipated to be presented to the ARB board at its regularly scheduled January 2013 meeting. 
 
Next Steps: 
• December 14, 2012: San Joaquin Valley Policy Council Approved Recommendation on Response to ARB 
• January 17, 2013 Kern COG Transportation Planning Policy Committee Recommendation on Response to ARB 
• January 24, 2013 San Joaquin Valley Update to the ARB on Modeling and the 2010 Targets 
 



 

 
Model Improvement Plan: 
In 2010, the eight MPOs in the San Joaquin Valley (SJV) embarked upon an ambitious joint effort to upgrade their 
land use and travel demand forecasting model systems. This San Joaquin Valley Model Improvement Plan (MIP) was 
funded by a grant from the Strategic Growth Council of $2.5 million in Proposition 84 funds. 
 
Each MPO in the state is required to prepare a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” (SCS) that demonstrates how 
regions will meet emission reduction targets set by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) through integrated land 
use, housing and transportation planning. 
 
This legislation presented especially significant technical challenges for the historically rural and predominantly low-
density San Joaquin Valley MPOs. All eight had regional travel-demand models but only two MPO models had mode 
choice analysis capabilities. None of the MPOs possessed integrated land use and travel behavior simulation models 
like those under development by MPOs in the Bay Area, Sacramento, and Southern California. 
 
The Strategic Growth Council grant has been used to substantially upgrade all of the Valley’s models. By pooling 
resources and working together on a jointly developed and managed Model Improvement Plan (MIP) the San Joaquin 
Valley MPOs were able to meet and in several instances substantially exceed the requirements for model 
improvements mandated by state regulations. 
 
New state-of-the-practice trip-based forecasting models have been implemented based upon standardized data and 
software tools, and include the following improvements: 
 
• Improved trip generation by housing type – The new model now calculates the household trip generation using a 

more sophisticated method accounting for housing type, vehicle availability, income, and household size.  This 
change has made the model significantly more sensitive to changes in future housing mix based on market demand 
trends. 

• Streamlined and standardized processes – e.g., knowledge and data bases, model parameters, documentation, 
graphics, and report formats. 

• Enhanced coordination capability – all 8 MPOs can now easily share resources and information relevant to 
interregional and parallel studies. 

• Improved full mode choice models in Kern and Fresno and a new full mode choice model for the Three-County 
Model covering Merced, Stanislaus and San Joaquin. 

• The 8 MPO models were standardized in their design, implementation and documentation. This means that: 
o All models now utilize common data files, attributes, and variable definitions. 
o All models start from a standard set of default values for key parameters (e.g., speed and capacity by facility 

type. 
o All models share a common script or “computer code” to run the individual models. 
o All models are implemented in the new Voyager 6.0 modeling software. Voyager provides better scenario 

management and mode choice modeling than previously. 
o All models’ technical reports and documentation share the same basic structure. 

 
In sum, the 8 MPO models are both more advanced and more comparable. The standardization of much modeling 
practice in the Valley will make collaboration and sharing of information among the MPOs much easier. Collaboration 
and information sharing in turn will allow for greater compatibility between models in neighboring jurisdictions, and 
greater understanding of how to meet common modeling challenges. 
 
Although significant work has been completed by the Valley MPOs, it is important to clarify that the MIP models are 
not “official” at this time. They will continue to be refined through 2013. It is anticipated that the models and 
validation/calibration report will be officially adopted as part of the 2014 RTP. 
 
Initial Model Improvement Plan emissions reduction estimates resulting from the San Joaquin Valley target setting 
efforts are summarized for information below. Although it appears the scenarios and baseline meet the emission 
targets, the valley MPOs are committed to making investments in projects that move the valley forward toward 
ambitious and achievable SCS scenarios that meet the intent of state law. It is important to note, the valley MPOs are 
still working through SCS/RTP development to find additional emissions reductions, where possible. 



 

 
Table 1: Summary San Joaquin Valley Target Setting - Alternative Scenario Analysis  
(Greenhouse gas (CO2) percent reduction per capita from 2005) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 

For context, 2020 business as usual greenhouse gas emissions reductions per capita from 2005 valley-wide equal 
8.63% and 2035 business as usual greenhouse gas emissions reductions per capita from 2005 valley-wide equal 
10.26%. 
 
8-County Overview: 
The San Joaquin Valley MPOs are home to approximately 4 million people and make up the nation’s leading 
agricultural area; stretching over 250 miles from north to south and averaging 80 miles wide. The eight counties 
encompass over 27,000 square miles and include: Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus 
and Tulare. The San Joaquin Valley population once projected to reach approximately 7.2 million in 2035 by the 
California Department of Finance is now anticipated to reach only 6 million; a difference of approximately 1.2 million. It 
is important to note, only a portion of Kern County is contained within the San Joaquin Valley. Kern County straddles 
the southern Sierra Nevada Mountains and two additional air basins: the Mojave Desert and Indian Wells Valley, 
which are under the jurisdiction of the East Kern Air Pollution Control District.  The emission targets apply to East 
Kern as well. 
 
Each county varies in land use, population, employment, and travel behavior. Major elements influencing vehicle use 
vary among counties and seasons and include but are not limited to: 
 
• Job centers or major industries (prisons, agriculture, aerospace, logistics, oil, wind/solar power, etc.); and 
• Relationship to other MPO regions such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the Sacramento 
Area Council of Governments (SACOG), and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
 
As part of the valley target setting update process, each MPO has developed a target setting scenario for 2020 and 
2035. The contents of each MPO scenario are summarized below: 
 
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG): The alternate scenario has its foundation in local agency general 
plans and Climate Action/Sustainability Action Plans. Regionally average densities of new residential growth increase 
from approximately 4 units per acre to nearly 7 units per acre. As with the Blueprint process in San Joaquin County, 
the scenario: 
• discourages growth in agricultural and sensitive habitat areas 
• focuses growth in potential transit-oriented development areas (infill), and within or directly adjacent to existing city 
limits, spheres of influence, or existing urbanized areas, with an emphasis on the urban core. 
 
As one may notice in table 1, the San Joaquin Council of Governments’ GHG emissions reductions appear significant 
from the 2005 base. The Regional Target Advisory Committee recommended trips without a beginning or end within 
the MPO region (through trips) be excluded from emissions results. In San Joaquin County, these trips represent a 
significant portion of San Joaquin County’s total vehicle miles traveled (VMT). In 2005, through trips are estimated to 
account for approximately 26 percent of all VMT; in 2020, through trips are estimated to account for 31 percent of all 
VMT; and in 2035, through trips are estimated to account for 32 percent of all VMT. This phenomenon is partially due 
to the “attractiveness” of the jobs in the Bay Area and Sacramento regions. Through trip estimates within the SJCOG 
model were developed using the California Statewide model and grow by approximately 85% between the year 2005 
and 2040 in San Joaquin County. 
 
Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG): The scenario was based on work completed in 2009: StanCOG 
staff updated its transportation model and along with it created new land use matrices, constructed an interactive 
program to account for existing demographic data by community and another interactive program to account for 
growth separate from the existing 2010 information. Housing and job information was collected from each of the 
StanCOG jurisdiction's General Plans. Primary focus was on planned or anticipated single and multifamily dwelling 
units from each general plan. Dwelling unit information by acre was accounted for in a short report and then shared 
with each jurisdiction to validate the numbers. In short, the jurisdictions settled on the number of new and planned 
single family dwelling units. Finally, in coordination with University of California Davis (UCD), the "growth" (not 
existing) number of new units (single and multi) were adjusted to match dwelling units per acre as agreed upon by the 
StanCOG policy Board which was 5.9 units per acre. The uncertainty around implementation of state law at the time 
and given the fact that StanCOG was in the midst of a large model and demographic update, motivated staff at 
StanCOG to incorporate the newly generated databases (existing plus growth) based on Blueprint into the regular 



 

modeling program as it stands today. In addition, Measure E, another land use control policy affecting unincorporated 
areas was also established in the land use files. 
 
Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG): the alternate scenario is based on the Blueprint scenario 
adopted in 2009. In general, it is consistent with adopted local plans, but it discourages growth in agricultural and 
habitat areas and encourages growth in existing urbanized areas. 
 
The key strategies in this alternate scenario include: 
• higher density - average densities of new residential growth increase from 4.8 units per acre to 8.6 units per acre 
• infill - the percent of all new growth which is located in existing urbanized areas increases from less than 10% to 
over 20% 
 
Madera County Transportation Commission (MCTC): MCTC has developed a Hybrid Scenario based upon 
principles of both the Low and Moderate Change Madera County Blueprint Scenarios. 
 
The Low Change Blueprint Scenario was developed as a variant of status quo prevailing trends. Demand for different 
housing types would shift slightly towards higher densities, and the lot sizes would reduce by 15-20% for single-family 
and multi-family parcels. The transportation infrastructure remains similar to status quo, but an enhanced transit 
system based upon the existing regional transit network is utilized. Preservation of agricultural lands and 
environmentally sensitive land are also given more consideration. 
 
The Moderate Change Blueprint Scenario further shifts demand for housing towards higher densities. In addition to 
the housing shift, it also assumes a change in the distribution of employment from retail to more service and industrial 
oriented jobs. The transportation infrastructure increases at a city and intercity level. Preservation of agricultural lands 
and environmentally sensitive lands are given similar consideration to those within the Low Change Scenario. 
 
In the Hybrid Scenario, Low Change Blueprint Scenario principles are utilized in less populated portions of the County 
and in the City of Chowchilla. Moderate Change Blueprint Scenario principles are applied in the Rio Mesa Planning 
Area and the City of Madera where higher densities and expanded transit systems are more feasible options. 
 
Fresno Council of Governments (FresnoCOG): It is based on the latest thinking of FresnoCOG’s member 
agencies, primarily the City of Clovis, and the City of Fresno’s latest proposed land uses. City of Fresno, which 
accounts for more than 50% of the county population, proposes a land use development plan that focuses on the 
existing core areas without expansion of the sphere of influence (SOI) by 2035. Fresno’s new land use plan has the 
new growth distributed along major corridors and activity centers, and has a theme of “complete neighborhood”, which 
means convenient access to different uses at the neighborhood level. FresnoCOG’s second largest city, the City of 
Clovis, is planning to achieve an average 9 units per acre in their new planning areas. 
Key strategies include: 
• Combination of density increase, mixed uses, & infill 
• Growth along major corridors and activity centers 
 
Kings County Association of Governments (KCAG): Will be highlighting current policies within each local 
jurisdiction’s General Plans that focus on farmland preservation and directing new growth adjacent to current 
development within existing cities. Infill and mixed-use development projects within each city will be emphasized. 
Calculated emission reduction benefits from regional vanpools will be identified. Alternative fuel vehicle fleet and 
alternative fueling facility expansion to be recognized. 
• Infill mixed-use development 
• Alternative fuel vehicle projects 
• Vanpools 
• Bicycle and pedestrian projects 
• Enhanced transit service 
 
Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG): The alternative scenario for emissions target setting 
evaluation was based on the Preferred Growth Scenario Principles of the Tulare County Regional Blueprint final 
recommendation adopted in May of 2009. The Preferred Growth Scenario directs new urbanization "toward 
incorporated cities and communities where urban development exists and where comprehensive services and 



 

infrastructure are or will be provided." The alternative scenario for target setting explicitly incorporates the following 
principles of the Preferred (Blueprint) Growth Scenario: 
• Increase densities county-wide (for new development) by 25% over the status quo densities 
• Maintain urban separators around cities (creating urban patterns better suited to utilize light rail, BRT, and other 
transit) 
 
Other principles of the Preferred Blueprint Scenario are: 
• Establish light rail between cities 
• Extend Highway 65 north to Fresno County 
• Expand transit throughout the county 
 
Kern Council of Governments (KernCOG): The alternative scenario for emissions target setting evaluation was 
based on the Principles of the Kern Regional Blueprint adopted in November 2008. The alternative has been updated 
using the latest planning assumptions identified by the Kern COG Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC).  A 
detailed description of this scenario was circulated to the RPAC on September 5, October 3, and October 31, 2012 
and can be found on the RPAC agenda staff report 
(http://www.kerncog.org/agendas/RPAC/2012/1031/RPAC_4_20121031.pdf). It is important to note that additional 
model validation work and scenario development is still underway and results will change as the model and alternative 
are refined.  This preliminary alternative features or will soon include the following strategies: 
• A land use pattern reflecting recently updated and adopted general plans that include strategic employment center 
concepts that better tie transportation expenditures to local land use decisions 
• Up to 400,000 additional Kern residents with access to high quality transit 
• Up to 700 miles of new bike facilities in Kern 
• Trip making assumptions that account for more walkable communities being incentivized by the San Joaquin Valley 
Air District’s Indirect Source Review (ISR) rule. 
• More than a 300% increase in public vanpools 
• 80% increase in small lot, attached and mixed use housing choices base on recent market demand studies and 
Kern’s adopted Blueprint. 
Other alternatives are also under development that may include additional strategies to be analyzed by the model 
accounted for with well documented off-model adjustments. 
 
Working Together: 
California Government Code Sec. 65080 states: “Two or more of the MPOs for Fresno County, Kern County, Kings 
County, Madera County, Merced County, San Joaquin County, Stanislaus County, and Tulare County may work 
together to develop and adopt multi-county goals and policies that may address, interregional land use, transportation, 
economic, air quality, and climate relationships. The participating Metropolitan Planning Organizations may also 
develop a multiregional sustainable community strategy, to the extent consistent with federal law, or an alternative 
planning strategy for adoption by the metropolitan planning organizations.” 
 
Working to identify emission reductions from passenger vehicle travel as part of the RTP is a relatively new process.  
This process identifies the ability of the eight MPOs to coordinate efforts.  Coordination between the eight MPOs is not 
new. In September, 1992 the eight agencies entered into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to ensure a 
coordinated regional approach to transportation and air quality planning efforts. Development of the MOU and the 
ongoing process of coordinated planning have improved an already close working relationship between the eight 
MPOs. One example of the current eight county coordination effort is the $2.5 million Prop 84 funded Model 
Improvement Plan. Collectively the eight counties applied for Prop 84 funding to enhance each of the eight counties' 
modeling capabilities. As a result of the coordinated application effort, the eight counties were awarded $2.5 million, 
the largest Prop 84 transportation modeling grant awarded to date. Additional coordinated efforts include plans, 
programs, traffic and emissions modeling, transportation planning, air quality planning, SR-99 corridor planning 
(resulting in $1 billion SR-99 bond), and goods movement planning. 
 
The eight MPOs have coordinated their efforts in areas where there is potential for regional benefit such as: the SR-
99 business plan, San Joaquin Valley goods movement studies, a coordinated chapter in each MPO's 2011 RTP, the 
San Joaquin Valley Express Bus Study, intelligent transportation system (ITS) planning, and air quality planning 
efforts. In recognition of current eight county coordination efforts, each of the MPOs SCS will contain a coordinated 
chapter/section. This chapter will contain a brief summary of the eight county coordination efforts (similar to the 2011 



 

RTP coordinated chapter) and include multi-MPO SCS strategies and/or goals where there is voluntary participation 
and individual MPO concurrence to do so. 
 
The eight MPO Executive Directors acknowledge, similar to current eight county planning efforts, there are potential 
benefits to the coordination of some SCS development efforts but not all (Please note, SCS development efforts 
should not be construed to mean the adoption of multi-county SCS documents). Examples where SCS coordination 
makes sense for multi-county coordination include, but are not limited to: 
 
• Greenhouse gas emissions quantification methodology 
• SR-99 
• Rideshare/Vanpooling 
• Cross County Transit Services 
• Short Haul Rail 
• Amtrak Passenger Rail 
• Transportation Project development (where projects straddle multiple counties, local jurisdictions and MPOs 
currently coordinate development of multi-county projects)  
 
Consensus building to determine the list of multi-county strategies to be contained in the San Joaquin Valley RTP 
chapter described above will continue through 2014 RTP development. Please note, these efforts will continue as 
each subsequent RTP is developed by each of the Valley MPOs. 
 
In addition, the Valley MPOs have received a 1 million dollar grant through Round 1 of the Proposition 84 --- 
Sustainable Communities Planning Grant and Incentive Program to assist the smaller communities (population under 
50,000) to move toward voluntary carrying out Blueprint principles. The Valley MPO Directors have agreed to invest 
19% of this first round funding to SCS  Outreach; 53% for local government Blueprint Principle Integration into general 
plans and 28% on a Valley Green-print. 
 
In May 2012, the Strategic Growth Council awarded the Valley MPOs a 1 Million dollar grant for their Proposition 84 
Round 2 application. This funding will allow for Green-print Integration into local planning policies and practices; 
Valley-wide model refinement to complement the valley's Model Improvement Program and will fund SCS 
implementation efforts for the Valley MPOs. 
 
In addition to the Round 2 Proposition 84 funding, the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District has 
provided funding to support the San Joaquin Valley MPO modeling licenses in addition to approximately $150,000 to 
collect additional data to support MIP model refinement moving into the future. 
 
The eight MPOs in the San Joaquin Valley are to develop their first sustainable communities' strategy in their 2014 
RTP. As part of the ongoing regional collaboration efforts in the Valley, the eight MPOs in the Valley will be working 
together to the extent possible on the SCS development. 
 
In concert with the SCS development program, integrating approved Blueprint Principles into general plans will be one 
of the major focus areas of the Proposition 84, Sustainable Communities Implementation grant. The General Plan is 
the single most important policy guide for cities and counties. It provides direction for staff reports, planning 
commission recommendations, and city council and board of supervisors' decisions. Cities and counties are essential 
partners in the San Joaquin Valley's efforts to implement climate change related mandates. 
 
Comments Raised at the December 5, 2012 RPAC Meeting 
 
The following summarizes RPAC discussion at the last meeting: 

1) East Kern Issue: East Kern is not a part of the San Joaquin Valley and should be left out of a Valley target. 
Response:  It is true that for federal health based criteria emissions (Ozone, Particulates, NOx, etc.) the 
mountain and desert portion of Kern are in separate air basins governed by a separate air district.   
Unfortunately, GHG knows no air basin.  GHG in Kern could be from China and no one really knows because 
GHG has no monitoring network.  To breakoff East Kern would require an amendment to state law allowing 
East Kern to be given its own target, or exempted altogether from SB 375 like the non-metropolitan areas of 
the state (i.e. Inyo County).  The amount of travel or vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita is higher in East 



 

Kern but accounts for less than 20% of total travel countywide.  Correspondingly, GHG emissions per capita 
will be higher also.  East Kern would have greater difficulty achieving the targets of 5 and 10 on its own and 
would be better off seeking an exemption similar to other rural areas of the state.  Until legislative relief is 
realized, Kern COG has developed a VMT tracking report by sub area to provide for feedback to local 
communities on how they are doing towards the state GHG goals.  The tracking report could be used to help 
our communities develop incentives and possibly trade emissions savings as well as help explain to ARB our 
region’s unique challenges. 

2) Keep Kern Separate from the Rest of the Valley:  Kern is unique and should not be joined with the rest of 
the San Joaquin Valley. Response:  The current target of 5 and 10 when issued by ARB failed to clarify if 
each COG had to achieve the 5 and 10 or if we could achieve the 5 and 10 through a weighted average of 2 
or more COGs.  Some regions in the valley may need help achieving the 5 and 10.  Kern COG will strive to 
always meet the 5 and 10 regardless if we have a weighted average of valleywide targets or separate targets 
for each COG, because coming in under the 5 and 10 may leave Kern slightly more vulnerable legally.  
Working with the 7 other COGs also provides the slight advantage of a safety net, and provides for a little 
more clout with ARB as targets revisions are considered in the future (8 COGs standing together instead of 
just 1 on its own).  It is important to note that separate SCS’s will continue to be required just as separate 
RTPs are required for each COG.  This should ensure that evaluations of the need for an Alternative Planning 
Strategy (APS) by ARB would be on an individual COG basis.  Some consider an APS to be more detrimental 
to local land use decisions than an SCS, however others point out that the APS strategies are still voluntary. 

3) Don’t Give In to the 5 and 10:  The Valley COGs were promised by the ARB that we could propose more 
achievable targets based on the new modeling after 2 years.  Response:  The ARB promise was made 
without full understanding that they did not have legislative authority to change the law which states that the 
targets can be reconsidered for revisions every 8 years, but not more than every 4 years.  The next 
opportunity for a revision to the 5 and 10 is September 2014, a year after the current RTP is scheduled to be 
adopted. An offer was made by ARB member D’Adomo to help with legislative relief on this issue, however, 
outlook for success of amending SB375 is not considered promising and may be looked at by the 
environmental lobby that the Valley is dragging its feet.  In addition, preliminary model results look like we can 
make the 5 and 10 undermining the need for the legislation.   

 
Recommendation Approved by the San Joaquin Valley Policy Council on December 16, 2012. 
 
The action below was approved by the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies’ Policy Council on December 
16, 2012 as recommended by the San Joaquin Valley COG Directors.  Kern COG’s representative is Mayor Cantu of 
McFarland did not vote on the issue as discussed at the December 5, RPAC meeting, to allow time for a final 
recommendation to the Kern COG Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  The Policy Council recommendation is 
scheduled to be presented to the ARB on January 24, 2013, however, no action is scheduled to be taken by ARB at 
that meeting.  Staff plans to report Kern COG’s action on the recommendation to ARB on that date. 
  
ACTION:   
 
Recommend to the Kern Transportation Planning Policy Committee concurrence with the following 
recommendation approved by the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies’ Policy Council on 
December 17, 2012:   
 
“The San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies’ Policy Council recommends to the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) adopted valley-wide targets of a 5% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions per capita from 2005 by 
2020 (5% in 2020) and a 10% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions per capita from 2005 by 2035 (10% in 2035) be 
maintained. Additional work continues toward the development and adoption of Sustainable Community Strategies by 
each of the San Joaquin Valley MPOs.” 



 



 

 
 
NOTE:  All results are preliminary and subject to change. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19

TH
 STREET, THIRD FLOOR              October 31, 2012 

BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                           10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairmen Garrett & Vice Chairmen Underwood were absent.  Bob Wren nominated Dennis McNamara to 
Chair the meeting. Michael Bevins seconded the motion. Chairmen McNamara called the meeting to 
order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Pat Ebel  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Steve Woods  GET  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Bob Wren  City of Wasco 
Randy Treece  Cal-Trans 
Joe West  NOR/ 
Linda Hollingsworth City of Arvin  
 

STAFF:     Peter Smith  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Jeff Sorensen  Kern COG 
     Bob Neath  County of Kern  
     Carlos Hernandez COH Associates 
 
          
       
           

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of October 3, 2012, there was a motion by 
Ms. Ebel made a motion to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Wren 
seconded the motion. 
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IV. MEETING NOTES 
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of October 3, 2012 
was distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM 
– CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY  (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of California. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2011-12 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of California 
City and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   Mr. Woods 
made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Ms. 
Ebel seconded the motion. 

 
VI. FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 

CLAIM – CITY OF RIDGECREST (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Public Streets and Roads 
claim for the City of Ridgecrest. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2011-12 TDA Public Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Ridgecrest and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   Mr. 
Bevin’s made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
Mr. Woods seconded the motion. 

 
VII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIMS 

– CITIES OF SHAFTER AND TEHACHAPI (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claims for 
the cities of Shafter and Tehachapi.   
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claims for the cities of Shafter 
and Tehachapi and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. Ms. 
Ebel a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Bevin’s seconded the motion.  
 

VIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF TEHACHAPI (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Tehachapi. 
Ms. Ebel stated that she had phoned Mr. Snoddy to inquire about the large dollar amount for this 
claim.  Mr. Snoddy explained that it was for multiple years. 
Ms. Ebel requested that a description of the claim amount be added to future staff reports.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Tehachapi 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Ms. Ebel made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Woods 
seconded the motion. 
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IX. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco) 
 

Ms. Pacheco stated that Highlights for the October 16, 2012 meeting include: 

At the October 3, 2012 TTAC meeting, a request was received to analyze the TDA Article 3 
Program for possible savings available. Kern COG staff, in the past, identified projects that were 
not to be implemented and savings on completed projects. Project sponsors were given a 
warning before the funding was reallocated. Now, this analysis is done on a monthly basis as part 
of the Project Accountability Team meeting. 
 
The new federal transportation legislation, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21

st
 Century Act 

(MAP-21) took effect October 1, 2012. Kern COG staff has been participating on Caltrans MAP-
21 implementation teleconferences. Two items discussed were: A. The California Transportation 
Commission, at their September 27, 2012 meeting, approved the funding distribution strategy for 
fiscal year 12/13. At this time, there is no change to funding estimates provided for programmed 
projects in fiscal year 12/13. B. As of October 1, 2012, all principal arterials had become part of 
the National Highway System. 
 
October 16, 2012 Score Card – 2% of projects have approved funding authorization; 98% was 
not submitted for funding authorization.  
 
Ms. Pat Ebel requested staff to research new requirements for principal arterials now that they 
are part of the National Highway System. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

X. PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS UPDATE – FINAL DRAFT (Stramaglia) 

Mr. Stramaglia announced that the Final Project Selection Update document is ready for 
adoption.  He advised that the item had been reviewed by the project work-group, the 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee and Regional Planning Advisory Committee over 
the last two months. 

Mr. Stramaglia thanked Carlos Hernandez, Wayne Clausen, Pat Ebel and everyone who 
attended the Project Selection workshops for their hard work and participation.  

The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning and Policy Committee 
approve the Project Selection Procedures Update – Version 7.   Ms. Ebel made a motion to 
recommend that the Transportation Planning and Policy Committee approve the Project Selection 
Procedures Update-Version 7.  Mr. Wren seconded the motion.  

 

XI. SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY CHAPTER OF THE REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE (Napier) 

Ms. Napier stated that Kern COG is in the process of developing the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy Chapter of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  Ms. Napier requested that the 
Committee submit comments to her by November 21, 2012.   
Mr. Ball presented a brief PowerPoint presentation on the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Chapter of the Regional Transportation Plan Update.   
 
This item was for information only. 
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XII. “DIRECTIONS TO 2050” CYCLE 1 PUBLIC OUTREACH UPDATE (Napier) 
 

Ms. Napier stated that Kern COG began community outreach for the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy - “Directions to 2050” in March 2012.    
Ms. Napier shared Kern COG held sixteen outreach meetings and two stakeholder meetings.  In 
addition Kern COG provided a page on the website to allow the community to provide their input.  
Ms. Napier advised that in addition Kern COG issued their annual Community Survey.   
Approximately five thousand people participated in Cycle 1.  Kern COG is now in the process of 
cycle 2 of the public outreach.   
This item was for information only.  
  

XIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) TIMELINE (Napier) 

Ms. Napier stated that several studies and new initiatives are nearing completion for 
consideration as part of the 2014 RTP scheduled for consideration by the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) in October 2013.   

This item was for information only.  

 

XIV. 2012 CALIFORNIA HOUSEHOLD TRAVEL SURVEY PUBLIC AWARENESS CAMPAIGN 
(Flickinger) 

 
Mr. Flickinger stated that the 2012 California Household Travel Survey is now underway and 
should members of the public be contacted to participate between now and next Spring. A 
slideshow has been attached discussing the survey. 

               
This item was for information only.  

XV. MEMBER ITEMS  

Randy Treece announced his retirement from Caltrans.  He shared that this would be the last 
TTAC meeting that he would attend.  Jeff Sorensen will be the new TTAC representative.  

XVI. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be December 5, 2012 (Possibly Dark).  With no 
further business, the meeting adjourned at approximately 11:04 a.m.  

 



 
 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE  
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       February 6, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                  1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080 
Access Code:   586-617-702  
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the Committee on 
any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  Committee members may 
respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask a question for clarification; make 
a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report back to the Committee at a later meeting.  
SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR 
THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the Regional 

Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; Bakersfield CA  
93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably accommodate individuals 
with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative formats.  Requests for assistance 
should be made at least three (3) working days in advance whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES   

 
• RPAC Meeting of Wednesday, January 2, 2013 
 

IV. APPOINTMENT OF A CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN  
 

V. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 
VI. Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map for the Preliminary 

2014 Regional Transportation Plan (Invina) 
 
Comment: An updated Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map 
illustrates coordination of transportation expenditures with the latest local planning assumptions.   

 
Action: Approve Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map subject to 
additional comments received by February 6, 2013, and for consideration in development of the 2014 
Regional Transportation Plan to be brought back for final approval in October 2013.  

 
VII. UPCOMING ENVIORNMENT AND SOCIAL EQUITY ROUNDTABLE MEETING (Invina) 

 
Comment: Kern COG will be scheduling an Environment and Social Equity Roundtable meeting on 
March 1, 2013. The Preliminary Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan and Environmental 
Justice Area Analysis will be discussed.  
 
Action:  Information  
 
 

VIII. PASSENGER VEHICLE TRAVEL EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS – 2014 RTP PRELIMINARY SCENARIO 
DEVELOPMENT UPDATE (Ball, Hightower, Raymond) 
 



Comment:  Draft results from the three Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) preliminary scenarios are 
being made available to analyze progress toward state emission reduction goals from cars and light duty 
truck travel. 

Action:  Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that these three scenarios be 
included in the development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan environmental document 
scheduled for adoption in October 2013. 
 

IX. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH (Napier)  
 
Comment: Kern COG staff planned and conducted outreach for the 2014 RTP commencing in the 
September of 2011 and concluding in January 2013. 
 
Action: Information  
 

X. PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING 
TRANSPORATION (Stramaglia) 

 
Comment: Chapter 6 of the Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan “Financing Transportation.” 
(Provided online at http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan) presents a series of financial 
assumptions for revenue streams over the life of the Plan.  This has been reviewed by the TPPC and 
RPAC.    

Action:  Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approve Chapter 6 for 
consideration in development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan to be brought back for final 
approval by the Kern COG Board. 

 
XI. PRELIMINARY CHAPTER 4 TO THE 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN - VERSION 4   

(Napier) 
 
Comment: Kern COG is in the process of developing the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
including Chapter 4 containing new strategies to reduce emissions from cars and light duty trucks. 
 
Action: Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that the document be used in 
development of the Environmental Impact Report required for the 2014 RTP scheduled for adoption in 
October 2013. 

 
XII. TWO NEW STUDIES RELATED TO REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN DEVELOPMENT  

 
Comment: New studies look at farmland impacts 
(http://www.farmland.org/documents/FINALSJVREPORTPDF1-14-13.pdf) and shifts in housing demand 
(http://www.councilofinfillbuilders.org/resources/valley-housing.html) in the San Joaquin Valley and Kern. 

 
Action:  Information  
 

XIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of January 2, 2013.  

 
XIV. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 
Report on the ARB meeting of January 24, 2013 (Ball) 
 

XV. MEMBER ITEMS 
  

XVI. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be March 6, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              January 2, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Clausen called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Michael Bevins  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Lorelei Oviatt  County of Kern 
     Jeff Sorensen  Caltrans District 6 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
     Karen King  GET 
     Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 

 
STAFF:       
     Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     David Clark  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ted James  Consultant 
     Ed Murphy  City of Bakersfield 
     Bob Heath  Kern County Roads  
     Dave Dmohowski Quad Knopf 
     Warren Maxwell  County of Kern 
     Brian Blacklock  Kern County Roads 
     Craig Murphy  County of Kern 
     Cindy Parra  Bike Bakersfield  
     Vince Zaragoza  Consultant 
      

      
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   

 
There were no public comments. 
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday December 5, 2012. 

 
Committee Member Bevins made a motion to approve the December 5, 2012 minutes, seconded 
by committee member McNamara, carried unanimously. 
 
Actions items VIII and IX were heard first, due to Ms. Poire’s 
availability to only attend part of the meeting.  

 
VIII.       CONCEPTUAL VIEW   – TRANSIT PRIORITY AND STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT CENTERS MAP 

(Invina)  
 

Ms. Invina stated that the maps illustrate good planning principles that exist in the region. The 
Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map (Centers Map) designed to illustrate 
some of the strategies that may be included in the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
available for review. 
 
Ms. Invina answered questions from the Committee.   
 
A lengthy discussion ensued amongst the committee.  
 
Chairman Clausen stated that it seemed premature to take action on this item.   
 
Mr. Ball requested comments within the next two weeks so they could be reviewed at the 
February RPAC meeting.  
 
Chairman Clausen requested that Ms. Invina provide the committee with a larger version of the 
map for their review.    
 
Ms. Poire made a motion to postpone action on this item.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.   
Motion carried unanimously.    
 

IX.      DRAFT PASSENGER VEHICLE TRAVEL EMISSIONS TARGET RECOMMENDATIONS AND                      
            TIMELINE (Ball) 

 
Mr. Ball stated that this item was brought to the December RPAC/TMC meeting.   
 
Mr. Ball went over the preliminary modeling results for 2020 & 2035.  He emphasized that these 
are preliminary numbers and the model is still in development.  
 
Mr. Ball answered questions from the committee.  
 
The action requested on the staff report is to recommend to the Kern Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee concurrence with the following recommendation approved by the San Joaquin 
Valley Regional Planning Agencies’ Policy Council on December 17, 2012. 
 
Ms. Oviatt made a motion that her recommendation would be a statement that “Kern COG is 
engaged in additional work towards the development and adoption of sustainable committee 
strategies by each of the San Joaquin MPO’s”.    
 
Seven committee members voted yes on the motion, Patty Poire voted no. She stated that she 
has concerns with the commitment with the other MPO’s.  Mike McCabe abstained from voting on 
this item.    
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Ms. Oviatt rescinded her earlier motion.  Mr. Mobley rescinded his second to the motion.    
 
Ms. Oviatt amended her motion.  The motion is that The RPAC Committee recommend that Kern 
COG give an alternative report, separate from the valleywide report on Kern COG’s progress to 
ARB and that Kern COG is working diligently to address our unique characteristics separate from 
the valley counties.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously. 
 

IV. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 

Ms. Urata updated the committee on the Region Energy Action Plans work.  
 

V. CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY VERSION 2.0 (Napier) 
 
Ms. Napier stated that comments on Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy for the 2014 
RTP have been taken since October 31, 2012.  The document has also been available online.  
Ms. Napier noted that included in the agenda packet is a chart with all the comments received 
and how the comments were used in Version 1 & 2. 
  
Version 3 of Chapter 4 is now available on the Kern COG website.  
 
Ms. Napier answered questions from the committee.  
 
This item was for information only.  
 

VI. SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT UPDATE (Ball)  
 
Mr. Ball gave a brief update on the Scenario Development and answered questions from the 
committee.  
 
This item was for information only.  
 
 

VII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING TRANSPORTATION” – 
ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT (Stramaglia)  
 
Mr. Ball gave a brief update on the Chapter 6 Financing Transportation Administrative Draft and 
answered questions from the committee.  
 
He stated that this item will be an action item on the February agenda.  
 
This item was for information only.  
 
 

VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, meeting of October 31, 2012 
were provided to the committee.  
 

IX. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

Ms. Napier provided hanouts of the SAN DAG court decision on the their SCS.  
 
Ms. Napier advised the committee that Kern COG received two applications for the open 
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community member seat.   Those applications will go to the Kern COG Board on January 17th to 
fill the open seat.   

 
Ms. Napier advised that at the next RPAC meeting, an election will be held for the Chairman and 
Vice-Chariman. 
 
Mr. Phipps asked that the RPAC be advised that Caltrans will be awarding approximately nine 
million dollars in funding through six grant programs for fiscal year 2013-14.  Applications are due 
Tuesday, April 2nd 2013.  The planning grant programs are community based transportation 
planning, environmental justice, partnership planning, statewide or urban transit planning studies, 
rural or small urban transit planning studies and transit planning student internships.   Kern COG 
has budgeted for that fiscal year, limited amounts to assist member agencies in applying for 
grants.  If interested contact Ahron Hakimi or Robert Phipps.  
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday February 6, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   
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February 6, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 

 
By:  Rochelle Invina, Planner I   

 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VI 

CONCEPTUAL VIEW – TRANSIT PRIORITY AND STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT CENTERS 
MAP FOR THE PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN  
 

DESCRIPTION: 
 
An updated Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map illustrates coordination of 
transportation expenditures with the latest local planning assumptions.   
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Conceptual View: Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Maps have been developed with input 
from the Transportation Modeling Committee and Regional Planning Advisory Committee since the summer of 
2011. Recent state regulations require closer coordination of the regional transportation expenditure plan with 
local planning assumptions.  The Centers Map shows a conceptual view of place types and transportation 
infrastructure that is existing, planned, or potential, intended meet the following state regulation.  
 
Government code section 65080(b)2(B) states: “Each metropolitan planning organization shall prepare a 
sustainable communities strategy, subject to the requirements of Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, 
the Code of Federal Regulations, including the requirement to utilize the most recent planning assumptions 
considering local general plans and other factors. The sustainable communities strategy shall (i) identify the 
general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within the region; … identify a transportation 
network to service the transportation needs of the region; (v) gather and consider the best practically available 
scientific information regarding resource areas and farmland in the region …; (vii) set forth a forecasted 
development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the transportation network, and other 
transportation measures and policies, will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light 
trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so.”  
 
Attachment 1 is a summary (excerpt from the Preliminary RTP Chapter 4 (Version 4) defining the transit priority 
centers and strategic employment centers depicted on the map. The Centers Map also includes City spheres of 
influence, intensive (irrigated) agricultural areas from the County General Plan (included in the Public/Resources 
layer) outside of City spheres of influence, the transportation model network, and the major transit routes from the 
Metropolitan Bakersfield Long Range Transit Plan and the Kern Regional Transit Service Analysis, both 
completed in 2012.  
 
These maps are for conceptual purposes only. The RTP is updated every 4 years, and local General Plans can 
be updated quarterly. For the latest information on local planning assumptions and transit concepts please refer to 
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the appropriate local jurisdictions, latest studies and data. Local planning assumption updates will be incorporated 
into the next 4 year RTP.  
 
Comments and edits to the Centers map that were requested during the January 2nd RPAC meeting and that 
were received by the January 23rd deadline were incorporated in the latest version of the Centers maps. The 
maps are available for review on Kern COG’s RTP webpage: http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan. 
Kern COG will continue to receive comments on the maps until Wednesday, February 6, 2013. 
 
This item will be included as a figure in Chapter 4 of the Preliminary RTP scheduled to go before the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) on March 21, 2013. Chapter 4 will be presented to the TPPC 
on March 21, 2013 for further comment and a request from staff that the Board approve the use of the document 
to begin the Environmental Impact Report required for the 2014 RTP scheduled for public review in July 2013 and 
for final recommendation by the RPAC and approval by the Kern COG Board in October 2013.  
 
 
ACTION: 
Approve Conceptual View – Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map subject to additional 
comments received by February 6, 2013, and for consideration in development of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan to be brought back for final approval in October 2013.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Forecast Development Pattern (excerpt from Preliminary RTP Chapter 4, Version 4) 
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ATTACHMENT 1  
(Excerpt from the Preliminary RTP Chapter, Version 4) 

 
Forecast Development Pattern 

GC Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii) requires MPOs to set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which 
when integrated with the transportation network and other transportation measures and policies will reduce 
emissions from automobiles and light-duty trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the emissions 
reduction targets approved by CARB.  

Housing the Kern Region’s Population 

Land Use Pattern: Centers Concept Strategy 

The Centers Concept Strategy Map has been developed by Kern COG staff and shows both the place types 
reflecting local planning assumptions, and the planned transportation investments from this RTP. The map shows 
how investments in transportation are being coordinated with local land use to reduce emissions from 
automobiles and light-duty trucks.  The map contains centers and transportation infrastructure that are existing, 
planned or proposed and have been grouped by Kern COG staff into descriptive types.  The map was developed 
with input from the Transportation Modeling Committee and the Regional Planning Advisory Committee but there 
are currently no General Plans adopted that use these terms or categories of center designations. 

The following place types employed in the RTP are not intended to represent detailed land use policies, but are 
used to describe the general conditions likely to occur within a specific area based on the best local assumptions. 
The place types are each comprised of specific characteristics related to jobs and housing intensity, urban design 
and transportation choices. It is important to note that this map is only a snap shot of local assumptions to be 
updated every 4 years. For the latest information on land use, land use designations and transit concepts, please 
refer to the appropriate local jurisdictions.  Detailed descriptions on how this information is used can be found in 
the Appendix: SCS Background Documentation. 

Metro 

Metro areas are the regions primary business, civic, commercial and cultural centers that can exceed 60,000 in 
population. These districts have significant amounts of employment and corresponding residential uses and retail, 
typically clustered in multistory buildings and include easy access to neighboring residential and employment 
areas.  Metro areas are served by numerous transportation choices.  Existing and planned enhancements may 
include easy walk/bike design and improved transit. Metro areas are also typically located at the convergence of a 
number of high-capacity transit facilities such as passenger rail.  The proposed Bakersfield metro center for Kern 
is also the planned location for the future high-speed train terminal.  In East Kern, the closest metro place type is 
Palmdale/Lancaster in Northern L.A. County. 

Community 

Community place types feature subregional business, civic, commercial and cultural centers and draw activity 
from the subregional area.  These areas may range from 15,000 to 60,000 persons or more and contain 
significant employment centers and a mix of housing choices, supported by retail and daily services. Existing and 
planned community enhancements may include easy walk/bike design and improved transit.   

Town 

Town place types feature business activity, local-serving retail, daily services, housing choices, and may include a 
civic and cultural center and draws activity from the town and immediate area. These areas may range from 5,000 
to 15,000 people or more.  Existing and planned enhancements may include easy walk/bike design and improved 
transit. 
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Village 

Village place types feature business activity and essential local services, and housing choices.  These areas may 
range from 50 to 5,000 people or more.  Existing and planned enhancements may include easy walk/bike design 
and improved transit as appropriate. 

Strategic Employment (Rural/Urban) 

Strategic employment centers can be found in rural and more urban areas and may include both jobs and 
housing, though these two uses are rarely found in close proximity to each other. These areas often contain 
employment in isolated resource areas with sporadic activity dependent on the strategic resource (wind energy, 
agriculture, etc.). Many strategic employment areas are characterized by large operations located in close 
proximity to a resources to minimize transportation costs and the carbon footprint.  In urban areas, existing and 
planned enhancements may include easy walk/bike design and improved transit.  In rural strategic employment 
areas, regional transit and or vanpooling are existing or planned along with interconnectivity and safety projects. 

The centers concept was jointly adopted by the City and County into the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan in 
1982 and is found in the community plans for most of the outlying communities. The centers concept has a 
distinct advantage over a corridor and strip commercial development pattern in that it provides for activity nodes 
around which future transit, and vanpooling services can be planned for in a way that is supportive of local 
planning assumptions. 

 



1 
 

 
 

February 6, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
  By: Rochelle Invina, 

Planner I   
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VII  

UPCOMING ENVIORNMENT AND SOCIAL EQUITY ROUNDTABLE MEETING 
 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG will be scheduling an Environment and Social Equity Roundtable meeting on March 1, 2013. The Preliminary 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan and Environmental Justice Area Analysis will be discussed.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On July 19, 2012, Kern COG held an Environment and Social Equity Roundtable meeting. Roundtable meeting 
participants include varied stakeholder groups from the environment and social sectors in the county. During the 
roundtable meeting, participants learned about the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) project. Attachment 1 is a memo summarizing the first roundtable meeting. Attachment 2 is a memo 
summarizing the second roundtable meeting held on October 17, 2012. The meeting consisted of an update to the 
Environmental Justice Area Analysis and a presentation introducing the process of the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA).  
 
Kern COG will be scheduling another Environment and Social Equity Roundtable meeting on March 1, 2013 in the Kern 
COG Board Room. During this roundtable meeting, the Preliminary RHNA Plan, Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing 
Report, and the Environmental Justice Area Analysis will be presented. The Preliminary RHNA Plan is the administrative 
document for initial comments while the Draft RHNA Plan will be the document for public comments. The Preliminary 
2013 Kern Regional Housing Report is a data report that contains data requirements to assist each jurisdiction with the 5th 
cycle Housing Element updates. Attachment 3 is a draft agenda for the meeting, and staff will email the final agenda to 
the committee once it is finalized.    
 
Kern COG, acting in the capacity as the state-designated Regional Planning Agency, prepares the state mandated RHNA.  
The RHNA is used by Kern COG member agencies as guidance in the preparation of Housing Element Updates. Recent 
legislative changes have linked the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the RHNA; therefore, the production of the 
RHNA is coordinated with the RTP schedule. The Draft RHNA Plan and the Draft Kern Regional Housing Report will be 
presented to the RPAC/TMC in April. The Kern COG RHNA is scheduled for adoption by the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee (TPPC) on October 17, 2013.   
 
 
ACTION: 
Information  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. July 19, 2012 Memo: Summary of Environment and Social Equity Roundtable Meeting 
2. October 19, 2012 Memo: Summary of Directions to 2050 Cycle 2 Stakeholder Roundtable Meetings  
3. Draft agenda for March 1, 2013 Environment and Social Equity Roundtable Meeting  



ATTACHMENT 1 

500 12th Street, Suite 250 • Oakland, CA 94607 • P: (510) 272-4491 • F: (510) 268-9207 

MEMO 
To: Becky Napier 

Kern Council of Governments 

From: Nora De Cuir 

Cc: Rob Ball 
Robert Phipps 
Linda Urata 
Andrea Nelson 

Date: July 19, 2012 

Re: Draft Summary of Environment and Social Equity Roundtable Meeting 

This memo summarizes the Environment and Social Equity Roundtable meeting hosted by the Kern 
Council of Governments (Kern COG) on July 10, 2012, in the Kern COG Council Chambers. This 
summary provides key findings from the group’s discussion. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Directions to 2050 is a regional plan to meet long-term quality of life, transportation, air quality, and 
energy efficiency goals. The plan includes Kern COG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), and the Regional Energy Action Plans (REAP). All communities 
in the Kern region are participating in the project. Development of the plan relies heavily on stakeholder 
participation.  
 
Kern COG identified a variety of stakeholder groups from the environmental and social sectors to 
participate in a facilitated group discussion. Roundtable meeting participants received an invitation in the 
mail to attend the roundtable. The roundtable meeting was a continuation of Kern COG’s 2003 
Environmental Justice Task Force. Approximately 10 people attended the meeting. 
 
MEETING PURPOSE 
The purpose of the Environment and Social Equity Roundtable was to: 

• Learn about the RTP and the SCS project, including the community participation approach and 
preliminary results. 

• Learn about environmental justice area identification process options. 
• Review the RTP goals and performance measures and the modeling process. 
• Identify and discuss the performance measures for environmental justice areas in need of 

modification and/or those not supported by participants. 
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KEY FINDINGS 
The following is a summary of the key findings. Appendix A includes a complete summary of the group 
discussion notes. 
 
IDENTIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREAS 
Roundtable participants discussed the criteria used to identify environmental justice areas. Participants 
suggested the following best practices for Kern COG to reference: Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments’ (SACOG) robust SCS environmental justice analysis. 
 
Participants tended to prefer the 2010 UC Davis method of a transportation analysis level of geography 
over the 2000 Kern COG method. The UC Davis method illustrates the gradation of environmental 
justice community characteristics, which roundtable participants appreciated. 
 
2011 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) GOALS AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Roundtable participants discussed the identification of environmental justice areas in the Kern region.  
In general, participants supported integrating environmental justice measures into the 2011 RTP goals.  
 
Roundtable participants suggested adding “affordability” as a new RTP goal or incorporating it into the 
goal:  

2. Accessibility – Improve accessibility to, and the economic well being of, major employment and other 
regional activity centers.   

 
Participants expressed concern that low-income populations are disproportionately affected by the cost 
of transportation, especially in rural areas, since it is unaffordable for many residents in the Kern region. 
According to participants, transit does not operate frequently enough to be viable. Additionally, 
participants mentioned that transit schedules do not align with all work schedules, including nighttime 
and evening job shifts. 
 
Participants suggested potential performance measures to assess “affordability,” including: 

• Average cost of transportation for individuals. 
• Percentage of income spent on transportation. 
• Percentage of time spent during the day commuting. 

 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
Participants encouraged Kern COG to increase transit services in targeted areas, potentially altering 
existing transit routes, such as in Lost Hills. Some participants suggested Kern COG and the transit 
authority subsidize the cost of longer transit trips. 
 
A few participants suggested Kern COG show equity in decisions regarding the environmental and 
health impacts on environmental justice and non-environmental justice communities. It was important to 
participants that project impacts and investments are equal across the Kern region. 
 
In the past, Kern COG implemented transportation projects based on resources and funding availability. 
Some participants suggested Kern COG implement the RTP based on the net positive impacts that 
projects and investment will have on each community in the Kern region. 
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Participants suggested reinforcing Caltrans’ Smart Mobility Framework in the implementation of the RTP 
and environmental justice policies. 
 
SUMMARY 
Kern COG staff thanked participants for their input and feedback. Roundtable participant feedback will 
be reviewed and will inform the development of this year’s RTP and SCS.   
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APPENDIX A – GROUP DISCUSSION NOTES 
 
 
How do we identify environmental justice areas? 

• Affordability  
o Percentage of income it takes to own a vehicle  
o Of transportation  

• Criteria to identify environmental justice  
o SACOG – environmental justice analysis 
o Could we look at this? 
o Had 6 SCS scenarios  
o Kern COG – will do EJ analysis of scenarios  

• 2003 – EJ task force?  
o This is it! 
o Chapter 2 of RTP is EJ analysis  

• Commute time? 
o Take truck impact into account 

• Affordability  
o Included in accessibility goal or a separate goal  
o Especially in rural areas  
o Measure – average cost of transportation for individuals  

 Include how much money is being spent (transit vs. bikes, highway)  
• Maps’ methodology 

o Davis map illustrates gradation of EJ community characteristics 
• Goals – are goals prioritized?  

o Integrate EJ measures into goals     
• Consider affordability of transportation for people 

o Quality 
o Frequency 

• Access to services  
o Availability of transit services 

• Transit times do not always match job hours  
o Vanpool? – challenging to get transit to make sense in rural areas 
o Have had challenges to develop vanpool group 

• Change priorities – rearrange transit system? 
o Transit is needed in Lost Hills  

 Subsidize cost of longer trips 
• Goal: health, air quality impacts on people 

o Kern COG cannot fund a project that impacts air  
o Compare effects on EJ and non-EJ communities  
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• Equity – show in decisions about environmental impacts on EJ and non-EJ communities 
o Investments and impacts should be equitable  

• Affordable housing – part of SCS? 
o RHNA will be a part of RTP 
o Add policies related to DOC 

• Caltrans – Smart Mobility Framework  
o Reinforce it!   

 
 
 



ATTACHMENT 2 

500 12th Street, Suite 250 • Oakland, CA 94607 • P: (510) 272-4491 • F: (510) 268-9207 

MEMO 
To: Becky Napier 

Kern Council of Governments 

From: Nora De Cuir 

Cc: Rob Ball 
Robert Phipps 
Linda Urata 
Andrea Nelson 

Date: October 19, 2012 

Re: Draft Summary of Directions to 2050 Cycle 2 Stakeholder Roundtable Meetings 

This memo summarizes Directions to 2050 Cycle 2 stakeholder roundtable meetings that were hosted by 
the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) on October 16 and 17, 2012, in the Kern COG Council 
Chambers. This summary provides key findings of the transportation budget areas that received the 
greatest support from participants in each meeting and a brief overview of the small group discussions. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Directions to 2050 is a regional plan to meet long-term quality of life, transportation, air quality, and 
energy efficiency goals. All communities in the Kern region are participating in the project. Development 
of the plan relies heavily on stakeholder participation.  
 
Kern COG identified a variety of stakeholder groups from the business, industry, environmental, and 
social sectors to participate in small facilitated group discussions. In March 2012, the first series of 
stakeholder roundtable meetings took place. In September 2012, participants received a second 
invitation to attend one of two Cycle #2 roundtable meetings: 
 

1. Stakeholder Meeting #1(Business and Industry); October 16, 1:00–3:00 p.m. 
2. Stakeholder Meeting #2 (Social Equity); October 17, 9:00–11:00 a.m. 

 
Approximately 4 people attended meeting #1 and 11 people attended meeting #2. 
 
MEETING PURPOSE 
The purpose of the Cycle 2 stakeholder roundtable meetings was to: 
 

• Continue to share information about the Direction to 2050 project and process 
• Provide an overview of recent studies conducted by Kern COG  
• Engage participants in a transportation budgeting exercise using an online game 
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For the social equity stakeholder group two additional goals were included: 
 

• Present and discuss the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process  
• Present and discuss the environmental justice methodology that will be used in the final 

RTP/SCS 
 
KEY FINDINGS 
During the second half of each meeting, participants were asked to join a small group (2-4 people) and 
play an online game together that demonstrated how different transportation budget choices would 
impact other spending areas as well as personal priorities. Each group could choose up to six priorities 
to work with, from the following options:  
 

• Energy Independence 
• Improved Air Quality 
• Reduced Household Expenses 
• Enhanced Economic Vitality 
• Increased Public Safety 
• Healthy Lifestyles 
• Reduced Government Regulation 
• Adequate Water 
• Access to Community Services 

 
After the group agreed on their collective priorities, they discussed the following budget categories 
where transportation dollars can be spent: 
 

• Maintain Local Streets and Roads      
• Increase Bicycles Lanes, Paths, and Sidewalks        
• Add Highway and Freight-only Lanes         
• Encourage Carpools and Bus Trips         
• Easy Access to Transit from Housing and Jobs       

           
 
As the group made transportation budget choices, the game indicated if their priority was being met and 
how close they were getting to the budget limit. The following is a summary of the small group and large 
group discussions related to this exercise at both stakeholder roundtable meetings.  
 
 
STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS REGARDING TRANSPORTATION BUDGET ALLOCATION  
 
Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #1 – Business and Industry 
Group # 1 Comments • Need to manage freight and highways as best as possible as things move 

through the County 
• Could take freight off highways (2) 
• Chose: air quality, economic vitality, healthy community, water and 

community services 
• Remove barriers to development or make government regulation more 
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appropriate 
• Economic stimulus is not the only way to improve transportation 
• Bikes are a cheap mode 
• Check water needs to respond to land use 
 

Group #2 Comments 
 

• We've been focused on air quality for the last 5-7 years 
• Change culture of single-occupancy vehicle use through marketing 

campaigns 
• Utilize freight trains, expensive, but stay within budget 
• Goal should be to stay within budget 
 

General Comments • Important to change behavior if you want to achieve reduced household 
expenses 

• Good to see how little the expense is for gains with transit 
• Calculate $ saved for each transportation mode 
 

 
 
Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #2 – Social Equity 
Group # 1 Comments • This group chose: air quality, safety, healthy community, water, access to 

community services and struggled with deciding between lower 
household expenses and increased economic vitality 

• Water icon was not working 
• Encourage grow-local produce 
• Think about logistics planning for less trucks on highways 
• Limit distribution centers for things not produced locally 
• Highway spending is too expensive (focus the least on this) 
• Explore truck only lanes 
• Community service access should be better linked to local street 

improvements 
 

Group #2 Comments 
 

• Locally, potholes are an issue that impact everyday lives 
• More highway lanes = more traffic 
• Indecision between maintaining roads and highways  
• Freight lanes are expensive, but impactful (trucks will not drive through 

towns) 
 

Group #3 Comments 
 

• Focus on bike lanes and paths 
• Maximize spending on busses, carpooling and jobs close to transit 
• Maintaining local streets and roads is expensive 
• Less focus on new traffic lanes and truck only lanes 

 
Overall Comments 
 

• Cars are not an accessible mode of transportation for everyone 
• You can max out on bike lanes, non-motorized modes and transit before 

spending very much 
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• Budget easily met top priorities, but highway projects blow the budget 
• A choice between local road maintenance and more highway lanes 

depends on where you live 
• Include VMT trends in RTP model 

 
 
Additional Comments on the RHNA Process (Social Equity Stakeholders only) 

• RHNA data report process must ensure that cities and unincorporated communities 
affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). AFFH can provide cities and counties with an incentive 
and a starting point that will set the stage for AFFH and to ensure compliance with title six 
requirements. 

• Some communities are already impoverished and should not be required to build more low-
income housing 

• Make sure each city has a fair share 
• Housing must be accessible and affordable 
• Incorporate universal design 

 
 
STAKEHOLDER PRIORITIES 
The following section outlines priorities for each stakeholder group that surfaced during the large group 
discussion and through an analysis of all comments above. 
 
Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #1 – Business and Industry 

1. An understanding that highway projects require significantly more dollars than other 
improvements 

2. A request for attention to fair housing allocation 
3. Prioritization of spending on busses, bike lanes, carpooling and jobs close to transit 
4. Attention to the micro-local when it comes to logistics and transportation decisions – even 

within Kern County, priorities vary by community 
 
Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #2 – Social Equity 

1. Support for taking trucks off highways and better freight management 
2. An understanding that personal behavior is a major component of any greater change 
3. A desire to stay within budget 

 
ADDITIONAL EXERCISE 
In addition to the meeting agenda, a community participation exercise that was utilized at several festival 
events throughout the county was on display. Meeting participants could, again, vote for up to three 
transportation budget areas that were important to them. They could also vote three times for one 
budget areas, if that was their preference. The results from both stakeholder roundtable meetings are as 
follows (15 total participants, with 3 votes each): 
 

• Maintain Local Streets and Roads – 8 votes     
• Increase Bicycles Lanes, Paths, and Sidewalks – 14 votes      
• Add Highway and Freight-only Lanes – 4 votes       
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• Encourage Carpools and Bus Trips – 8 votes       
• Easy Access to Transit from Housing and Jobs – 11 votes  

 
MEETING CONCLUSION 
At the conclusion of the meeting, staff provided information about next steps, how the meeting results 
would be used, and how participants could stay involved in the project. Attendees were welcomed to 
stay and ask questions of staff and also to let the project team know about upcoming events in 
communities throughout Kern County so that additional opportunities to discuss the project and play 
the game can be arranged. 
 



ATTACHMENT 3 
 

ENVIRONMENT & SOCIAL EQUITY 
STAKEHOLDER ROUNSTABLE MEETING 

March 1, 2013 
Time to be determined 

Kern Council of Governments, 1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield 
 

AGENDA 

I. Welcome, Introductions, Meeting Purpose and Outcomes 

II. Presentation of Draft Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)    
Plan and 2013 Kern Regional Housing Report 

• RHNA Plan and Housing Report overview  
• Group discussion 

III. Presentation of Draft Environmental Justice Area Analysis  
• Methodology and analysis overview 
• Group discussion 

IV. Wrap up and Next Steps 
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February 6, 2013 

 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Planner II 
   Ben Raymond, Planner II 
 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA:  VIII 

Passenger Vehicle Travel Emissions Reductions – 
2014 RTP Preliminary Scenario Development Update  

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Draft results from the three Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) preliminary scenarios are being made 
available to analyze progress toward state emission reduction goals from cars and light duty truck travel. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Draft modeling results for three preliminary scenarios are being presented for recommendations and 
consideration in development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan environmental document.  The results 
do not yet include off-model adjustments.  These scenarios have been pared down from the original 12 
presented in Spring of 2012.  Tables 1 and 2 contain a summary of these preliminary modeling results. 
 
The 2035 “Old Plan” Scenario – Preliminary 
The 2035 “Old Plan” (M24) uses transportation planning assumptions from the current Kern COG 2011 RTP 
list of constrained projects, with existing and modest improvements to transit, bike and walk infrastructure.  
M24 was developed over a two year period of refining the land use model to reflect local planning assumptions 
presented by member agencies.  Pre-model adjustments and demographic growth projections were based on 
latest local planning assumptions. 
 
The 2035 “Old Plan” was ran in the MIP (model improvement program) transportation model and applied to the 
state EMFAC model to generate CO2 lbs/capita. Results of the 2035 “Old Plan” have reduced CO2 lbs/capita 
from 2005 levels by 5.4%, not sufficient to meet the Air Resource Board’s established 2035 target for the San 
Joaquin Valley MPOs of 10% reduction of 2005 levels.   
 
The 2035 “Plan” Scenario - Preliminary 
The Alternative Scenario S01 starts from the 2035 “Old Plan”, using the preliminary 2014 RTP constrained 
projects, and increases emphasis on transit, bike and walk modes.  The scenario incorporates the extensive 
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feedback from public outreach and planning workshops which emphasized funding for maintenance, bike walk 
and transit modes.   
 
The 2035 Plan scenario assumes an increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield resulting in a 4.3% decrease in total land used by this scenario.  This scenario 
generated significant reductions in vehicle miles travel (VMT) and CO2 lbs/capita.  
This scenario run using the MIP model has shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita of 11.7% below the 2005 
level, exceeding the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035. 
 
The 2035 “Intensified Transportation” Scenario – Preliminary (Results Not Yet Available) 
The Alternative Scenario U01 starts from the 2035 “Plan” scenario, using the preliminary 2014 RTP 
constrained projects, and increases emphasis on rail transit including both passenger rail and a $4 Billion 
dollar light rail system for Metropolitan Bakersfield.  
 
This scenario assumes an increase in demand for attached and small lot housing in Bakersfield resulting in a 
17% decrease in total land used by this scenario.  Transportation and air quality modeling results are not yet 
available for this scenario which is still under development. 
 
Scenario Comparison Summary 
Table 1 below provides a comparison of the assumptions for each scenario. Kern COG staff has developed the 
following tables to assist in the review and comparison of modeling results:  
 
The Scenario Development Comparison Table was developed in response to the request by the RPAC to 
present summaries of the various scenarios under development. The table reports model run results such as 
land consumption, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and emissions (See Table 2, following page).   
 
The Travel Related Indicators Table was also developed in response to an RPAC request to present 
summaries of a number of indicators or measures such as mode share, health, conservation, efficiency, equity, 
and housing. (See table 3).  
 
The VMT Subarea Report – summarizes the VMT per capita of the scenarios for each of the 9 sub-regions in 
Kern County (See Table 4).     
  
Next Steps 

• Bring back draft Scenarios that we have developed to date to February 6, 2013 TMC/RPAC meetings 
for recommendation. 

• Bring back to the February 21, 2013 Kern COG Board meeting for consideration for use in the 
development of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) environmental document. 

• Hold two meetings in March 2013 with local elected officials on the draft scenarios as required by SB 
375. 

 
Attachments 

1. Table 1 – Preliminary Scenario Assumptions 
2. Table 2 – Scenario Development Comparison Table 
3. Table 3 – Travel Related Indicator Table 
4. Table 4 – VMT Subarea Report 
5. M24 Scenario Packet 
6. S01 Scenario Packet  
7. Appendix A – Land Use Modeling Background  

 
ACTION:  Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that these three scenarios be 
included in the development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan environmental document 
scheduled for adoption in October 2013. 
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Table 1 – Preliminary Scenario Assumptions 

 

Scenario Assumptions 2035   
"Old Plan"

2035 
"Plan"

2035 "Intensified 
Transportation 

Alternative"
Transit: Notes

Construct new transit lines Existing Enhanced Enhanced

Expanded Bus Routes Coordinated with Planned Centers Existing Enhanced Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan

Expand Passenger Rail Service Existing Enhanced Intensified See 2012 Kern Commuter 
Rail Study

Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase network 
connectivity)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan

Expanded Transit Service Area Existing Enhanced Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan

Rapid Bus/Shorter Wait Times Existing Enhanced Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan

Upgrade transit service (e.g., improve service to express bus, etc.) Existing Enhanced Enhanced

Express Transit Existing Enhanced Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan

Bus Rapid Transit Existing Enhanced Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan

Light Rail None None Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan (cost est. $4B)

Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance to transit 
stations, change auto access distance to transit stations)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan

Optimized Bus Routes Existing Enhanced Enhanced See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan

Transportation Demand Management:
Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and teleconferencing Existing Enhanced Enhanced

Expand Van Pools Existing Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern MOU with 
CalVans

Promote walking and biking (e.g., new class I bicycle facilities, inter-city 
bikeways

Existing Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern Bikeway 
Master Plan

Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and Indirect Source Rule Existing Existing Existing SJV APCD Rules 94.10 & 
95.10

Pricing:

Change in auto operation cost/user fees Existing Enhanced Intensified 50% Increase; 100% 
Increase

Increase the cost of parking Existing Existing Existing
Change in transit fares Existing Existing Existing
Road Projects:
Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic management (e.g., 
change auto travel times, change highway free-flow speed, 511, etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced New 511 system

Add HOV facilities None Enhanced Enhanced Ramp metering
Add general purpose roadway lanes (e.g., change highway capacities) Existing Existing Existing
Land Use:

Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other variables (infill 
along major transit corridor consistent with GP)

Existing Enhanced Intensified

Limited to Bakersfield - 
Consistent with Core Area 
Impact Fee Development 
Incentive.

Rebalance housing closer to employment/shopping areas Existing Enhanced Intensified
Assumes shopping 
opportunities in outlying 
communities.

Market based demand shift to smaller lots/multifamily Existing Enhanced Intensified Limited to Bakersfield 
Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit centers) Existing Enhanced Intensified Incentivized by ISR rule
*Definitions: Existing = strategies in current plan; Enhanced = improvement over current plan; Intensified = improvement over enhanced strategies.
**Some of the listed scenario assumptions are not yet working in the model and maybe included as post model adjustments.  
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Table 2 - Scenario Development Comparison Table 
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Table 3 -  Travel Related Indicator Table 
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Table 3 - (continued) Travel Related Indicator Table 
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Table 4 - VMT by Subarea Report  
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THE “OLD PLAN” M24 
SCENARIO PACKET 
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Scenario Detail Sheet 

For Discussion Purposes Only 
 

 
Scenario Title: 2035 Base “Old Plan” (M24) 
 
Status as of January 07, 2012: Draft MIP Model  
 
Scenario Description and Assumptions: 
The 2035 Base “Old Plan” (M24) uses transportation planning assumptions from the Kern COG 2011 
RTP list of constrained projects to assign growth to non-developed areas based on member agencies 
general plans and planning assumptions. M24 was developed over a two year period of refining the 
land use model to match planning assumptions and existing development patters presented by 
member agencies.  Pre-model adjustments were made to distribute growth to special planning.    
Summary of Inputs: 
Existing transit network, 2011 RTP constrained projects, attraction layers based on planning 
assumptions and general plans of member agencies. Scenario was run using the MIP model still 
under development. 
 
Results: The 2035 Base shows a 5.39% decrease in CO2 lbs/capita compared to 2005 levels.  
Indicator or Measure for 2035 2005 2035 

M24 
Base 

Difference 
from 2005 

Public Transit Boarding’s 22,028 127,363 +478% 
SB 375 CO2/Capita 16.70 15.8 -5.39% 
Per Capital VMT/Weekday  29.04 28.66 -1.29% 
Per Capita SB 375 VMT (Minus External 
Trips) 

24.10 22.90 -0.05% 

 
Land Use Pattern Map & LOS  
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2035 SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA TABLE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2035 Land Use Model Distribution by Subarea - Run M24

County Division              
Regional Statistical Area

Households Household 
Population Total Employment

Delano_McFarland             17,777                  68,409 30,198
Wasco             10,663                  37,171                       18,151 
Taft_Maricopa               8,993                  26,701                       14,594 
Frazier_Tehachapi             27,960                  75,687                       26,954 

Frazier                 5,740                   14,960 7,883                         
Tehachapi               22,220                   60,727                         19,071 

Metro Bakersfield           294,852               904,219                     305,053 
Greater Arvin                 4,952                   21,355 5,109

Metro - Central                 8,248                   20,369                         35,931 
Metro - NOR               81,635                 234,003                         78,643 

Metro - Northeast               51,562                 159,268                         18,478 
Metro - Southeast               42,761                 156,537                         31,389 
Metro - Southwest               90,339                 262,903                         86,808 

Greater Shafter               15,355                   49,784                         48,695 
Southeast Kern             26,814                  76,034                       36,972 

Greater Cal City/Mojave               11,661                   32,444 12,590
Greater Rosamond               15,153                   43,590                         24,382 

Kern River Valley             12,491                  30,171 5,504
Indian Wells Valley             17,381                  45,025 22,611
Kern County Total 416,931 1,263,417 460,037
*Population is the total household population; does not included group quarters and prisons
11/27/2012
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“PLAN” (M24) 
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Scenario Detail Sheet 
For Discussion Purposes Only 

 

Page 2 of 5 
 

 
Scenario Title: The 2035 “Plan” Scenario (S01) 
 
Status as of January 07, 2012: Draft MIP Model  
 
Scenario Description and Assumptions: 
Enhancements based on long range transit plan, bikeway plans, and implementing more walk, bike 
and transit friendly developments.  Includes increased auto operating costs. The scenario assumes 
2.5% more employment and 6% more housing to be redistributed to Metro Bakersfield infill areas 
already designated and zoned for these activities. This scenario includes modified distribution 
assumptions of residential housing type demand from the “No Plan” scenario. Growth for each 
housing type was applied according to general plan average densities. This shifted 25% of 
households from residential low to existing medium and high areas in Metro Bakersfield (see Data 
Input Worksheet). Results do not include off-model adjustments for strategies not accounted for in the 
model (van pooling, telecommuting, employer-based trip reduction, etc.).    
 
Summary of Inputs: 
This scenario uses the urban built area developed for the Infill Scenario that allowed growth in the 
downtown core area. Scenario was run using the MIP model still under development. 
 
Results: Housing Demand Shift Scenario when compared to 2005 shows a 11.7% decrease in 
CO2 lbs. per capita.  The 2035 “Old Plan” shows a 5.4% decrease in lbs. per capita.  
Indicator or Measure for 2035 2005 2035 S01 

Scenario 
Difference 
from 2005 

Public Transit Boarding’s 22,028 155,294 +605% 
SB 375 CO2/Capita 16.70 14.75 -11.7% 
Per Capita VMT/Weekday 29.04 27.76 -4.41% 
Per Capita SB 375 VMT (Minus External Trips) 24.10 21.28 -0.12% 
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State Regulations/Requirements 
 
In September 2008 the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 375 to control Climate Change 
emissions from cars, SUVs and light duty trucks. SB 375 requires MPO’s in the state to perform 
new levels of Land Use and Transportation modeling to support development of Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) which are now required for Regional Transportation Plans. Copies 
of Air Resource Board (ARB) staff reports and related material are available at: 
http://kerncog.org/cms/climatechange 
 
State regulations require regions to analyze scenarios to reduce per capita greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG) from passenger vehicle travel for use in development of the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS).   The analysis requires the use of computer models to compare 
per capita carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions with targets set by ARB.   In September 2010 ARB 
set Kern’s targets at 5% reduction in CO2 per capita by 2020 and a 10% reduction by 2035.   
 
An initial list of scenarios, based on guidance from California Air Resources Board (ARB) was 
first reviewed by the Kern Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) at its meeting on 
January 4, 2011 and again at the TMC February 22, 2012 meeting. The table is a guide that will 
be updated and presented at future meetings. 
 
The following table contains core policy variables that ARB associated with key land use and 
transportation-related components associated with GHG reductions. These variables and 
factors are consistent with those qualitatively assessed in the 18 Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) model sensitivity analysis during the target setting process. While 
ARB staff believes this list includes the most important variables for analysis, ARB staff 
realizes it may not be appropriate for an MPO to do a sensitivity test on each one, given the 
MPO‘s unique SCS, complexity, and resources. 
 
Table 1 – Potential Kern SCS Modeling Scenarios to Evaluate Core Policy Variables 
 
Tool Used    

Travel 
Model 

Land 
Use 
Model ARB Modeling Variable 

Scenario 
Status 

    1. Land Use:  

x x a. Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other 
variables (infill along major transit corridor consistent with GP) 

Updated 

x x b. Rebalance the mix of land uses (housing/employment ratios) Draft 
x x c. Increase the level of density (housing demand shift) Updated 
x x d. Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit) MIP(future) 
    2. Road Projects:  
x   a. Add HOV lanes HOV Study 

x   
b. Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic 
management (e.g., change auto travel times, change highway 
free-flow speed) 

Off Model 

x   c. Add general purpose roadway lanes (e.g., change highway 
capacities) 

Testing 
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Tool Used    

Travel 
Model 

Land 
Use 
Model ARB Modeling Variable 

Scenario 
Status 

    3. Transit:  
x   a. Construct new transit lines GET Plan 

x   b. Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase 
network connectivity) 

Draft 

x   c. Upgrade transit service (e.g., change from bus to light rail) GET Plan 

x x 
d. Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance 
to transit stations, change auto access distance to transit 
stations) 

Draft 

    4. Pricing:  
x   a. Develop tolls and toll roads HOV Study 
x   b. Implement HOT lanes HOV Study 
x   c. Increase the cost of parking Draft 
x   d. Change in transit fares MIP(future) 
X   e. Change in auto operation cost MIP(future) 
    5. Transportation Demand Management:  

X   a. Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and 
teleconferencing 

Off Model 

X x b. Promote walking and biking Draft 

X   c. Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and 
Indirect Source Rule 

Off Model 

Source: Adapted from ARB SCS Review Methodology 7/21 (www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/scs_review_methodology.pdf)  
 
Table 1 indicates the scenarios Kern COG currently can model with the existing Land Use 
and Travel models.  Current Kern COG modeling capabilities include: 1) the new Model 
Improvement Program (MIP) model currently undergoing initial testing; 2) the Travel model 
updates related to the GET Long-range Transit Plan; 3) the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
study modeling scenarios; 4) the current travel model and improvements to the travel model 
as part of the MIP; and 5) an off-model process to adjust modeling results to reflect ITS and 
other traffic management strategies. 
 
Scenario Development 
 
Kern COG staff has developed a Scenario Detail Sheet to summarize assumptions and key 
results of each scenario. The Scenario Detail Sheet contains more detailed information on the 
inputs and assumptions used for a specific scenario listed on the Scenario Development 
Worksheet.  
 
All the scenarios have been run and in some cases additional runs where made with updated 
inputs or parameters. The summary bar chart illustrates that there is little reduction in emission 
for most scenarios. The Long Term Transit scenario had the best improvement of 4.9% lower 
than the base, but still remains 12.8% above the target, followed by the Improve Walk and Bike 
(off model) and Infill scenarios.  
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Both the table above and the SCS development worksheet were developed from templates 
provided by ARB for SCS development. You may find out more information by downloading 
ARB report “Sustainable Communities Strategy Review Methodology” from July 2011 at:  
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/scs_review_methodology.pdf  
 
Transportation Modeling Committee and Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
Collaboration 
 
The modeling methodology and SCS development process has been an ongoing effort done in 
collaboration with the TMC and the RPAC. The TMC and RPAC are now holding joint monthly 
meetings to review, provide data and direction to Kern COG staff. They will also provide any 
information and recommendations to the Kern Board that may be required during the SCS 
development process.  
 
At the April 24, 2012 meeting the TMC recommended Kern COG staff develop an additional 
worksheet or matrix that presented an analysis of the modeling results when multiple scenarios 
are combined. This new worksheet would be a used to supplement the SB375 Target Setting 
Scenario Development Worksheet and the Scenario Detail Sheets. Staff has developed a 
summary bar graph that can be used in side by side analysis of the scenarios. The summary 
bar graph was presented to the RPAC at their June 6th. The RPAC after reviewing the SB375 
Target Setting Scenario Development worksheet, Scenario Detail sheet and the new summary 
bar chart commented that we have a long way to go to reach the target.  
 
At the July 3, 2012 RPAC meeting the RPAC discussed SCS development for Kern and 
concerns related to developing a San Joaquin Valley wide SCS and/or targets. The RPAC 
directed staff to continue to develop a Kern only SCS and targets. Call was made requesting 
planners input for new scenarios.  
 
In response to a request by the committee Kern COG staff working with the consultant DKS 
Associates has developed a VMT by Subarea report for scenarios run on the MIP. The report 
has been added to the Scenario Detail Sheet. 
 
At the October 3, 2012 meeting the RPAC requested Kern COG staff to develop what was 
called the “Super TAZ” method to test the sensitivity of the model to varying the size of a 
Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ). This was tested using the Density scenario S01. Initial 
model runs results showed a .0045 improvement in VMT probably due to increase congestion 
near the TAZ connectors. Staff has reviewed the result and found them to be unreasonable. 
 
Model Improvement Program (MIP) Development 
 
Kern COG has received an updated version of the MIP model. Improvements continue to be 
made as the model is still under development. Staff has worked with the consultants DKS 
Associates to develop a method to convert the land use model scenario output files into inputs 
for the MIP. The MIP is more sensitive to land use changes than the existing travel model. The 
conversion Initial runs have been made with the 2035 M24 Base and the S01 Housing Shift 
(previously Increased Density) scenarios. The results of the M24 base are very close to the MIP 
base. 
 
The S01 Housing Shift scenario results show a 6.4% improvement in VMT (34,351,795 vs. 
36,424,657) and a 5.7% improvement in CO2 Lbs. /capita. The Density scenario run using the 
MIP has shown the best results when compared to the other 11 scenarios that were run. 
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However, the improvement in CO2 Lbs. /capita is still 13.9% above the 2035 target of 13.31 
Lbs. /capita. 
 
At the October 31, 2012 joint TMC/RPAC committee meeting Kern COG staff was asked to 
develop an additional scenario with higher housing shifts than the S01 scenario. Participants 
suggested that the housing shift figures in the Concord report supported higher housing 
shifts.  Kern COG staff has begun developing a new Market Demand Scenario U01. The 
preliminary results are encouraging.  
 
Kern COG staff continues to evaluate the MIP output reports and the input parameters that can 
be used to develop new scenarios.  
 
An Auto Operating Cost test run was developed using the 2035 Base model. The fuel cost input 
parameters were increased to $ 5.00 for 2010, $8.00 for 2020 and $18.00 for 2035.  
Additional testing will be needed to better refine sensitivity of the model. 
 
Model runs are planned to test the Parking and Walkability input parameters. The parameters 
and how they are used is explained in the documentation. There is a copy available on the 
website at: http://kerncog.org/cms/transportation/transportation-modeling. 
 
The transit networks are being updated to match the routes in the recently adopted GET Long 
Range Transit Study. Once the transit networks have been updated they will be used to run 
transit based scenarios. The transit networks will also be run on the scenarios under 
development. 
 
The methodology for the emissions reports is under development by the consultant. When 
available the emissions reports will be run for CO2/capita. 
 
MIP testing and validation of the MIP is still in progress. MIP model documentation can be 
reviewed online at: http://kerncog.org/cms/transportation/transportation-modeling 
 
 
San Joaquin Valley MPO’s and Air Resources Board Collaboration 
 
Kern has been participating with the other seven MPO’s in the Central Valley in an effort to 
develop a possible valley-wide target, or combination of targets. At the August 21, 2012 Valley 
COG Directors meeting the Directors agreed to accept the current ARB target of 5% reduction 
in 2020 and 10% reduction in 2035 of 2005 CO2 emissions per capita. Kern has yet to 
demonstrate a scenario that will meet the 10% reduction. The latest Density scenario (S01) 
results produce a 6% improvement of the 2035 base emissions.   
 
In response to suggestions from this committee staff has had discussions with ARB staff 
regarding possible strategies for desert, rural and mountain regions. This lead to a conference 
call held Wednesday August 22, 2012 with four staff members at Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) the MPO neighboring Kern to the south. They did not use 
many resources to develop strategies due to the fact that the numbers were low in those 
regions in comparison to their overall totals. However, they understood that these trips where 
typically long commutes and more important to Kern. They offered the following suggestions 
and references to online information related to their SCS documents.  
 

- Assume higher Telecommute and work-at-home rates 
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- Create policies to promote Active Transportation 
-  They cited the Coachella Valley project that would connect nine cities with a 

 neighborhood electric vehicle/bicycle/walking path. 
- Encourage Electric Vehicle programs 
- Encourage circulator programs for large rural developments like Centennial at Tejon 

Ranch 
- Consider a mileage based usage fee as policy. For modeling purposes they used the 

difference between current excise tax based revenue and the projected maintenance 
costs. That difference they factored into a cost per mile. They noted that they did not 
refer to the actual numbers from the models when seeking support for this policy. They 
instead explained it as a national issue and how their policy could support other MPO’s 
with the national issue. 

 
SCAG 2012 SCS Appendix: Transportation Demand Management 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/SR/2012fRTP_TransportationDemandManagem
ent.pdf 
 
SCAG 2012 SCS Appendix: Transportation Finance  
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/SR/2012fRTP_TransportationFinance.pdf 
 
 
Special Environmental Stakeholder Meeting 
 
On November 16, 2012, at the request of National Resources Defense Council (NRDC). Kern 
COG staff and the Chairman of the RPAC met with several environmental stakeholder groups to 
discuss the status of modeling and scenario development in Kern. The NRDC has organized 
similar meetings for Fresno COG and other MPO’s throughout the state. Kern COG reviewed 
the same SCS development Update staff report that was presented to the RPAC on the 
September 5, 2012 meeting.  
 
NRDC presented a table of Travel Related Indicators that they recommended Kern COG use to 
evaluate the model results from the scenarios Kern COG is developing. The list is very similar to 
the table Kern COG was using (see Table 1 above). Kern COG staff is using Land Use model 
results, MIP model results and GIS processing to generate many of the indicators listed on the 
table.  
 
 
Off Model Strategies from the Big 4-MPOs 
 
In addition to these variables or scenarios, the 4 biggest MPOs prepared a memo about “off- 
model” strategies that would be used adjust their GHG emissions forecast.  The following is a 
list of those strategies from last year.  SACOG took credit for an additional 1-2% points in per 
capita reduction using their off model methodology.  See Table 6 from the following memo 
online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo/prelimreport.mtc.sacog.sandag.scag.pdf    
 
The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has releases their technical evaluation of the SCAG 
Sustainable Community Strategy that they recently approved. ARB explained that this document 
can be used as a guide for the information they would like to see in the SCS’s submitted to them 
by MPO’s for their approval. You can review the document online at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sacog_scs_tech_eval0512.pdf  
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Kern SB 375 Framework:  Compliance With Core Values 
 
In February 2012 the Kern COG Board adopted 4 core values and 13 core actions to help 
govern Kern COG’s activity related to SB 375 target setting and SCS development.  Staff is 
using these values and actions to guide its activity for the effort.  The following is a brief 
summary of Kern COG’s activities related to the 4 core values: 
 

1) The Sustainable Community Strategy relies on the existing and planned circulation 
networks and land use designations for Kern County and its eleven (11) incorporated 
cities.   
 
Related COG Activities:  Updated circulation networks and land use designations using 
latest general plans as of Summer/Fall 2011. 
 

2) The Sustainable Communities Strategy shall not hinder the local land use authority of 
Kern County and its eleven (11) incorporated cities. 
 
Related COG Activities:  Added disclaimer to maps to refer users to local general plans 
for latest local planning information. 

 
3) The Sustainable Community Strategy shall allow Kern County and its eleven (11) 

incorporated cities to continue the pursuit and promotion of a diversified economic base.  
 
Related COG Activities:  Development of modeling that supports an ambitious and 
achievable target for Kern that avoids the need for creation of an Alternative Planning 
Strategy (APS).  Some consider the APS a source of potential challenges to future 
economic projects in the region. 

 
4) Kern County shall continue to discuss cooperation and coordination with the seven (7) 

other counties located in the Central San Joaquin Valley to develop a regional 
Sustainable Community Strategy that recognizes the both shared and unique 
characteristics of each of the eight (8) counties.  
 
Related COG Activities:  COG Staff and Kern COG’s representatives on the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee are participating in the 8 county SCS coordination efforts.  
COG staff is developing a set of modeling tools that differ from the other 7 counties to 
better reflect our unique characteristics. 
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February 6, 2013 
 

 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
   Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Becky Napier      

Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  IX 
   2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff planned and conducted outreach for the 2014 RTP commencing in the September of 2011 and 
concluding in January 2013. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Community engagement and outreach is fundamental to development of the RTP. By nature, the plan 
represents the community’s vision for its future and is developed from a grassroots, bottom-up approach. 
Community engagement is a process that involves the public in problem-solving or decision-making and uses 
public input to reach consensus. Effective public participation acknowledges the desire of people to participate 
in decisions that affect them, facilitates understanding, and contributes to sustainable decision-making. 
 
The Regional Planning Advisory Committee, Business and Industry Stakeholders, and Environmental and 
Social Equity Stakeholders reviewed the activities used in the community outreach prior to meetings being 
conducted. 
 
To date over 5,600 citizens have been involved in the outreach either by attending stakeholder meetings, 
community outreach meetings, providing input at community fairs, or providing input through the Directions to 
2050 website, This does not include the 1,200 person statistically valid community survey that contained 
questions related to the 2014 RTP.  
 
ACTION 
 
Information 
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TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee  
  Transportation Modeling Committee      
 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Senior Planner 
 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  X  
  PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING TRANSPORTATION” 
 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
  
Chapter 6 of the Preliminary 2014 Regional Transportation Plan “Financing Transportation” (provided online at 
http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan) presents a series of financial assumptions for revenue streams over 
the life of the Plan. This has been reviewed by the TPPC and RPAC. 
 
DISCUSSION:  
  
In anticipation of the next update to Kern COG’s 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (2014 RTP). Kern COG staff has 
prepared Chapter 6 of the Preliminary 2014 RTP called “Financing Transportation”. Incorporated into the chapter is Table 
6-1 that provides a summary overview of revenue streams deemed “reasonably available”. The entire chapter is provided 
online at http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan. Table 6-1 “Revenue Forecast” is provided on Page 2 of this 
staff report. Kern COG staff circulated the document during January 2013 for information. Kern COG staff now requests 
support for the following action: “Approve Chapter 6 for consideration in development of the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Plan to be brought back for final approval by the Kern COG Board.” 
 
The main revision to this chapter from the 2011 RTP is the inclusion of an additional 12% in revenue streams from new 
funding assumptions. This is reflected in Table 6-1. The infusion of new revenue into the financial assumptions for the life 
of the Plan would help pay for several things: the addition of non-motorized and complete streets improvements, 
enhanced transit services, and the backlog of street maintenance. This is a conservative estimate; should these new 
assumptions occur, there would likely be a greater revenue stream. This item was reviewed by RPAC and the TPPC. 
 
There will be several other opportunities to comment on this and other elements of the Preliminary 2014 RTP beginning 
with the 55-day review period in July as well as public hearings in September and approval in October. 
 
 
Action: Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approve Chapter 6 for consideration in 
development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan to be brought back for final approval by the Kern COG Board. 
 
 
 



Funding Source
Total 

Revenue

Overall 

Percent

Capital O & M Capital O & M Capital O & M

Local Sources

Cal Vans - Private Funds  $      192,000 1.68%  $      48,000  $    144,000 

Local - General Funds - streets and roads maintenance  $      400,000 3.50%  $    320,000  $      80,000 

Local Transportation Funds  $   1,205,000 10.54%  $    301,000  $    904,000 

Bus Farebox  $      171,000 1.50%  $    171,000 

Local Agency Funds/Developer Fees/Regional Fees/Other  $   3,109,000 27.19%  $      37,000  $2,985,275  $      86,725 

                                                           Subtotal  $   5,077,000 44.41%

State Sources

STIP (Regional and Interregional)  $   1,125,000 9.84%  $    140,000  $    985,000 

State Transit Assistance (STA)  $      460,000 4.02%  $    100,000  $    360,000 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP)  $      750,000 6.56%  $    750,000 

State Aid to Airports  $           3,000 0.03%  $        3,000 

                                                           Subtotal  $   2,338,000 20.45%

Federal Sources

Regional Surface Transportation Program 210,000$       1.84% 190,000$    20,000$      

Transportation Enhancement Activities Program  $         37,500 0.33%  $      37,500 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program  $      197,500 1.73%  $    125,000  $      72,500 

Local Assistance (HES, HBRR, Sec.130, Emergency Relief)  $         82,000 0.72%  $      82,000 

Federal Aid to Airports  $         45,000 0.39%  $      22,500  $      22,500 

FTA Section 5307 (Transit – metro) 97,500$         0.85% 24,375$      73,125$      

FTA Section 5310 and 5311 (Transit – senior/disabled/rural)  $         22,500 0.20%  $        5,625  $      16,875 

Recovery Act - High Speed Rail  $   1,500,000 13.12%  $1,500,000 

State/Federal Demonstration / Other  $      495,000 4.33%  $        9,600  $    455,400  $      30,000 

Subtotal  $   2,687,000 23.50%

Other Sources - Revenue Streams during life of RTP

May be derived from the following:
Cap and Trade Revenue
E-Commerce
Freight Fee / National Freight Program
Future State Bond Proceeds
Odometer-based user feeSelf-help sales tax
State Federal Excise Tax on Fuel

 $ 1,331,000 11.64%  $  175,000  $  156,000  $            -  $  700,000  $    31,000  $  230,000 

                                                           Subtotal  $ 1,331,000 11.64%

                                                                Total                              $11,433,000 100.00% 2,491,100$ 1,847,500$ 4,425,675$ 2,042,000$ 257,725$    330,000$    

Total of Capital Revenue 7,174,500$  100% 22% 16% 39% 18% 2% 3%

Total of O & M (Operations and Maintenance 4,219,500$  

Table 6-1 Revenue Forecast 2014-2040 ($ X 1,000)

Roads & Highways
Transit,  HOV, Aviation 

& Other
Pedestrian & Bicycle

38% 57% 5%
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February 6, 2013 
 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
   Transportation Modeling Committee 
    
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Becky Napier 
    Regional Planner III 
  
SUBJECT:  AGENDA ITEM: XI  

PRELIMINARY CHAPTER 4 TO THE 2014 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN - VERSION 4 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG is in the process of developing the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
including Chapter 4 containing new strategies to reduce emissions from cars and light duty 
trucks. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Comments on Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy for the 2014 RTP have been taken 
since October 31, 2012.  The document has also been available online on the Kern COG 
website.  Included in your agenda packet is a chart of the comments received to date and how 
the comments were used.  Version 3 of Chapter 4 was presented to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee (TPPC) at its meeting of January 17 as an information item.   
 
Version 4 of Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy is available at the following link:  
http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan under handouts.  Many of the placeholders 
have been completed and the maps have been revised with input from Committee members. 
 
If the Committee has any further revisions to the document prior to presentation to the TPPC at 
the February Board Meeting, please provide those comments to Becky Napier no later than 
close of business Friday, February 8, 2013. 
 
ACTION 
 
Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that the document be used in 
development of the Environmental Impact Report required for the 2014 RTP scheduled for 
adoption in October 2013. 



 
 
 

February 6, 2013 
 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
   Transportation Modeling Committee  
    
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Rob Ball 
    Planning Director 
  
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: XII 
   TWO NEW STUDIES RELATED TO REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION   

PLAN DEVELOPMENT  
 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
New studies look at farmland impacts (http://www.farmland.org/documents/FINALSJVREPORTPDF1-14-
13.pdf) and shifts in housing demand (http://www.councilofinfillbuilders.org/resources/valley-housing.html) in 
the San Joaquin Valley and Kern. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The American Farmland Trust has released a study analyzing the loss of Farmland in Kern, and 
the Council of Infill Builders has released a study the increasing demand for attached and small 
lot housing.  These reports underscore the importance of development of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan now underway. 
 
ACTION 
 
Information 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              January 2, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairmen Garrett called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Pat Ebel  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Steve Woods  GET  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Bob Wren  City of Wasco 
Jeff Sorensen  Cal-Trans 
Joe West  NOR/ 
Linda Hollingsworth City of Arvin  
Teresa Binkly  City of Taft 
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Jeremy Bowman Helt Engineering  
 
          
       
           

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of October 31, 2012, there was a motion by 
Ms. Ebel made a motion to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
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IV. MEETING NOTES 
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of October 31, 2012 
was distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 
The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of December 5, 2012 
was distributed to the Committee for their review and information.  
 
Ms. Ebel requested an update on the target setting for CO2 reductions that the RPAC had been 
working on.  
Mr. Ball gave a brief update on the target setting goals for the reductions.  
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TDA PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF DELANO FOR $1,377,092   
(Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Delano for $1,377,092. 
Claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash receipts.  

 
The action requested is to review TDA Public Transit Claims for the City of Delano and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC).  Ms. Ebel made a 
motion to recommend approval to the TPPC.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion. 
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR  2012-13 TDA PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER FOR $137, 245 
(Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Shafter for $137,245. 
Claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash receipts.  
 
Ms. Ebel made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee. Mr. Wren seconded the motion. 

 
VII. FISCAL YEAR  2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 

CLAIM – COUNTY OF KERN for $3,124,221  (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the County of Kern for $3,124,221. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the County of 
Kern and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   Mr. Clausen 
made a motion to recommend approval to the TPPC.  Ms. Ebel seconded the motion.  
  

VIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER $901,807  (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit, Streets 
and Roads claim for the City of Shafter for $901,807 
Mr. Snoddy explained that the claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash 
receipts. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Shafter and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. Ms. Ebel 
made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Bevin’s seconded the motion. 
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IX. FISCAL YEAR  2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 

CLAIM – CITY OF WASCO FOR $1,030,375   (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim, 
Streets and Roads claim for the City of Wasco for $1,030,375. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2011-12 TDA Streets and Roads claim for the City of Wasco 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Ms. Ebel made a 
motion to recommend approval to the TPPC.  Mr. Clausen seconded the motion.  
 

X. KERN COG DRAFT PROP. 1B TRANSIT SAFETY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2013-2014 ($676,193)  (Snoddy) 

Mr. Snoddy stated that the Kern COG Board approved the TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
SAFETY, SECURITY AND DEMAND RESPONSE ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) POLICY for Kern 
County. The policy was created to identify all TSSSDRA projects in Kern County (call for 
projects), and submit a recommendation from Kern COG’s Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee for funding approval to Kern COG’s Transportation Planning Policy Committee. Staff 
estimates that $ 676,193 per year of regional apportioned funding is available for the next three 
fiscal years ($2,028,579).    
 
Mr. Snoddy answered questions from the committee regarding the Transit security program. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

XI. FY 2012/2013 CALTRAN’S CALL FOR PROJECTS FOR 5310, 5316, AND 5317 PROGRAMS - 
$13 MILLION, $1.88 MILLION AND $1.44 MILLION RESPECTIVELY (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Mass 
Transportation is announcing a Call for Projects for Federal Fiscal Year 2012 using remaining 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: a Legacy for Users 
(SAFETY-LU) funds. 
 
Mr. Snoddy strongly encouraged committee members to submit projects.  
Mr. Snoddy answered questions from the committee.   
 
This item was for information and discussion only. 

 
XII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING TRANSPORTATION” –

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT   (Stramaglia) 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that Chapter 6 of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan “Financing 
Transportation” presents a series of financial assumptions for revenue streams over the life of the 
Plan.  
 
Mr. Stramaglia noted that a key element for the group to review would page 6-6.   He explained 
that the table provided on there, provides a quick snapshot of how the revenue could be used for 
the various modes of transportation.  
 
Mr. Stramaglia answered questions from the committee.  
 
This item was for information only.    
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XIII. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco) 

Ms. Pacheco provided the routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss 
project implementation issues and to develop solutions.   

Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.  

This item was for information only.  

 

XIV. CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS (Pacheco) 
 

Ms. Pacheco stated that Federal transportation legislation added a new requirement to spend 
25% of Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funding on Particulate Matter 2.5 projects.   
Ms. Pacheco explained that Kern COG received an email from Caltrans local assistance on 
November 19, 2012 explaining that local agencies must no identify which projects reduce PM 2.5 
as part of their request for authorization packages.  Local agencies are to submit pm 2.5 
reduction benefits, if applicable  to their type of project.   
The California Air Resources Board is expected to update its emission factor tables and guidance 
to address the pm 2.5 pollutant by the end of the calendar year of 2012, however; the update was 
not available as of today.  
Local agencies are requested to please make to submit the pm 2.5 emission benefits to Kern 
COG as well to use in the Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Annual Report. 
 
Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.        
      
This item was for information only.  

XV. CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY VERSION 2.0  (Ball) 
 

Mr. Ball stated that the Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy Version 2.0 is available 
online.   

He gave a brief update on the draft.   

.  

XVI. MEMBER ITEMS  

The TTAC held an election to replace vice-chair Brad Underwood who has moved on from the 
City of Bakersfield.    

Ms. Ebel nominated Arnold Ramming for vice-chair.   

Mr. Bevins nominated Ms. Ebel for vice-chair.  

Chairman Garrett called for a vote.  The results were 4 votes for Arnold Ramming and 7 votes for 
Pat Ebel.  

Ms. Ebel was elected vice-chair of the TTAC Committee.  

 

XVII. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be February 6, 2013.  With no further business, the 
meeting adjourned at approximately 11:10 a.m.  



 
 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE  
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       March 6, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                  1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080 
Access Code:   586-617-702  
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES   

 
• RPAC/TMC Meeting of Wednesday, February 6, 2013 

 
IV. NEW HOUSING STUDY RELATED TO REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

DEVELOPMENT (Ball) 
 

Comment: A new study looks at shifts in housing demand 
(http://www.councilofinfillbuilders.org/resources/valley-housing.html) in the San Joaquin Valley 
and Kern. 

 
Action:  Information  

 
V. ENERGY ACTION PLAN WORKGROUP – FUNDING/GRANT OPPORTUNITIES (Urata) 

 
Comment: Two solicitations for projects are currently open from (A) Southern California Edison 
(RFP#104-011303; PEMA#RFP01-LGSP3) and from (B) the U.S. Department of Energy’s 
Rooftop Solar Challenge II (RSC II) (Solicitation: DE-FOA-0000788) which would provide funding 
for Energy Action Plan related projects. 

 
Action: Review funding opportunities and reply to staff by March 8, 2013. 
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Comment:  Kern COG is in the process of developing the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) including Chapter 4 containing new strategies to reduce emissions from cars and light duty 
trucks. 
 
Action: Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that the document be used 
to develop the Environmental Impact Report required for the 2014 RTP scheduled to be adopted 
in October 2013. 

 
VII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 

 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of February 6, 2013.  
  

VIII. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Greenprint Update  (Heimer) 
 
EJ/RHNA Update (Ball)  
 

IX. MEMBER ITEMS 
  

X. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be April 3, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              February 6, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Clausen called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Craig Murphy  County of Kern 
     Jeff Sorensen  Caltrans District 6 
     Karen King  GET 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ted James  Consultant 
     Dave Dmohowski Quad Knopf 
     Warren Maxwell  Kern County Roads 
     Brian Blacklock  Kern County Roads 
     Ulysses Hernandez CARA 
     Harriet Morris  CARA 
     George Gillburg  City of Bakersfield 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks 
     Gema Perez  Greenfield Walking Group 
     Kelly Ryan  Sequoia Riverlands Trust 
     B. Bonillas  Citizen 
     Esther Wilanzano Citizen 
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     Amanda Eaken  NRDC (phone) 
     David Mogavero Council of In-Fill Bldrs. (phone) 
     Elizabeth Jonasson Coalition for Clean Air (phone)  
 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
There were no public comments. 
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday January 2, 2013 
 

Committee Member James made a motion to approve the January 2, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee Member Hellman, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. APPOINTMENT OF A CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN (This Item was considered at the 
end of the meeting) 
 
Chairman Clausen made a motion to nominate Committee Member Bevins as Chairman and 
Committee Member McNamara as Vice-Chairman, seconded by Committee Member James.  
There were no other nominations. The motion carried unanimously. 
 

V. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 
Ms. Invina stated that the Delano City Council will consider approving its Energy Action Plan on 
February 19, 2013.  The Ridgecrest Plan is being updated to incorporate Edison’s comments and 
then the Infrastructure Committee will be asked to hear a second presentation on the Plan.  The 
County of Kern is still working on its Energy Action Plan.  Jeff Caton of ESA made a few remarks 
regarding Delano’s Plan and Tehachapi’s Plan. 
 
Ms. Invina made some announcements about an Americorps Survey, a conference in Monrovia 
on Monday, February 11, hosted by Southern California Edison, and the California Air Resources 
Board initiatives for 2013, one of which includes updating the AB 32 Scoping Plan. 
 

VI. CONCEPTUAL VIEW - TRANSIT PRIORITY AND STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT CENTERS 
MAP FOR THE PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (Invina)  

 
Ms. Invina provided an update on the Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map 
which includes all comments received since the last meeting.  Committee Member James 
requested that one additional center be added in Tehachapi for the Capital Hills Business Park.   
 
After Committee discussion, Committee Member Murphy made an alternate motion from the staff 
recommendation.  The motion was to “Recommend that the Kern COG Planning Staff Transit 
Priority and Strategic Employment Centers Map subject to additional comments received by 
February 6, 2013, be utilized for consideration in development of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Committee Member Hellman made a motion to continue this item to the next meeting on March 6, 
2013, seconded by Committee Member McNamara, carried unanimously. 
 

VII. UPCOMING ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY ROUNDTABLE MEETING (Invina) 
 
Ms. Invina announced that Kern COG scheduled a meeting of the Environmental and Social 
Equity Roundtable for March 1, 2013 from 10:00 a.m. to noon.  The Preliminary Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation Plan and the Environmental Justice Area Analysis will be discussed. 
 
This was an information item. 

 
 

VIII. PASSENGER VEHICLE TRAVEL EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS – 2014 PRELIMINARY 
SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT UPDATE (Ball, Hightower, Raymond) 
 
Mr. Ball discussed the draft modeling results from three preliminary scenarios presented for 
consideration in development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan.  Mr. Ball discussed the 
scenario development comparison tables including planning assumptions, land consumption, 
vehicle miles traveled, emissions, and travel related indicators.  Mr. Ball stressed that the 
modeling results are preliminary and will change as the model is refined.   
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The Committee asked question and discussed the preliminary scenarios.  Comments were 
received from individuals on the telephone.  
 
Committee Member Murphy made a motion to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee that these three Kern COG developed scenarios be included in the development of 
the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan environmental document scheduled for consideration in 
October 2013.  The motion was seconded by Committee Member McNamara and carried 
unanimously. 
 

IX. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH (Napier) 
 

Ms. Napier discussed the outreach conducted from September 2011 through January 2013.  Ms. 
Napier advised the Committee that to date over 5,600 citizens have participated either by 
attending stakeholder meetings, community outreach meetings, providing input at community 
fairs, or providing input through the Directions to 2050 website.  This number does not include the 
1200 person statistically valid Community Survey that included questions about the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 
 
This was an information item. 

 
X. PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING 

TRANSPORTATION” (Ball) 
 
Mr. Ball discussed Chapter 6 “Financing Transportation” with the Committee.  Mr. Ball reviewed 
the assumptions for revenue streams included in Chapter 6.  Mr. Ball answered questions from 
the Committee. 
 
Ms. Gema Perez from the Greenfield Walking Group addressed the Committee on the need for 
new sidewalks and sidewalk repair in Greenfield.  Ms. Perez also discussed the need for Safe 
Routes to Schools including signs, flashing lights, or other indicators at Palla School near the 
intersection of Pacheco and Fairview.  Ms. Perez stated that traffic counts have been done in the 
past at this site, but that they began at 10 a.m. after school was in session, not when the most 
traffic is in the area.  Committee Members made suggestions of who Ms. Perez could contact. 
 
Committee Member Murphy made a motion to recommend that the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee approve Chapter 6 for consideration in development of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan to be brought back for final approval by the Kern COG Board, seconded by 
Committee Member James, carried unanimously. 
 

XI. PRELIMINARY CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY VERSION 4 (Napier) 
 
Ms. Napier stated that comments on Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy for the 2014 
RTP have been taken since October 31, 2012.  The document has also been available on the 
Kern COG website.  Ms. Napier noted that the version presented today is Version 4.  Ms. Napier 
suggested that because item VI was continued to the next meeting, Chapter 4 should be 
continued as well because it includes the map discussed in Item VI.  Further comment will be 
taken on Chapter 4 until February 20, 2013.  
 
The Telephone Disconnected at 3:32 p.m. 
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XII. TWO NEW STUDIES RELATED TO REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN DEVELOPMENT 
(Ball)  
 
Mr. Ball identified two studies that were recently released.  The American Farmland Trust 
released a study analyzing the loss of Farmland in Kern, and the Council of Infill Builders 
released a study about the increasing demand for attached and small lot housing.  The 
Committee was encouraged to review these reports. 
 
This was an information item.  
 

XIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, meeting of January 2, 2013 
were provided to the committee.  
 

XIV. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

Ms. Ball called attention to handouts that were provided to the Committee:  letter from the City  of 
Shafter re:  Preliminary Chapter 4 of the Regional Transportation Plan; letter to the Department of 
Finance re:  the recent population forecast update; and outline of comments made by Supervisor 
Scrivener at the California Air Resources Board Meeting on January 24, 2013.   
 

XV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

XVI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 4:05 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday March 6, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 
 
 
 

March 6, 2013 
 
 
 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
   Transportation Modeling Committee 
    
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Rob Ball 
    Planning Director 
  
SUBJECT:  RPAC AGENDA ITEM: IV 

NEW HOUSING STUDY RELATED TO REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
A new study looks at shifts in housing demand (http://www.councilofinfillbuilders.org/resources/valley-
housing.html) in the San Joaquin Valley and Kern. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Council of Infill Builders has released a study of the increasing demand for attached and small lot 
housing.  The study’s author is scheduled to be available for a brief presentation and question and 
answers on the report. The report underscores the importance of development of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan now underway. 
 
Attach are the results of a housing preference survey used by the report. 
 
ACTION 
 
Information 
 



Housing Preference Options 
 

 



 

 

 
 
 

March 6, 2013 
 
 
 

TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
   Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 

BY: Linda Urata 
    Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC AGENDA ITEM NUMBER:  V 
   ENERGY ACTION PLAN WORKGROUP – FUNDING/GRANT 
OPPORTUNITIES 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Two solicitations for projects are currently open from (A) Southern California Edison (RFP#104-011303; 
PEMA#RFP01-LGSP3) and from (B) the U.S. Department of Energy’s Rooftop Solar Challenge II (RSC II) 
(Solicitation: DE-FOA-0000788) which would provide funding for Energy Action Plan related projects. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Through the Kern Energy Watch program, the member agencies conduct work to address the “Big, Bold” 
strategies and related local government goals found in the California Public Utilities Commission’s 
California’s Long-Term Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan (CEESP)". 
 
(A) In 2010, Kern Council of Governments and the local governments in the Southern California Edison 
(SCE) service area of Kern County were successful in obtaining $1,176,000 from the SCE Strategic Plan 
Support Solicitation Phase I program to fund the Kern Region Energy Action Plan (Kern REAP) project.  
Through the Kern REAP program, an Energy Action Plan template has been created, Local Government 
Operations Protocol inventories were completed, and Energy Action Plans are being customized for each 
participating local government. 
 
Through other funding, the County of Kern and the City of Delano have completed community-wide 
energy (and greenhouse gas) inventories.  The local governments in the PG&E service area have also 
completed inventory work through the Green Communities program. 
 
Southern California Edison (SCE) has announced Phase 3 of this Local Government Strategic Plan 
Support program.  They seek proposals to conduct strategic plan activities centered on energy efficiency 
and addressing.  Kern COG suggests to the Cities of California City, Ridgecrest and Tehachapi that they 
request funding to complete a community-wide inventory and to update the Energy Action Plan with the 
new information and strategies to address the inventory results. 
 



 

As there are several CEESP Goals and Strategies included in the Energy Action Plans of the cities in the 
SCE service area, there may be other programs worthy of funding, such as increasing staff capacity to 
enforce building code compliance, online permitting, providing educational workshops for local agency 
stakeholders, and policy development.  Kern COG would consider assisting the member agencies with 
grant writing and/or project management for this SCE program.  The funding application is due on April 1, 
2013. 
 
(B) The Southwest Solar Transformation Initiative (SSTI) recently conducted work with the Cities of Arvin 
and Delano and has now partnered with the California Center for Sustainable Energy (CCSE) to request 
funding from the U.S. Department of Energy to expand the program statewide.  A program description 
and sample commitment letter are attached to this staff report. 
 
ACTION 
Review funding opportunities and reply to staff by March 8, 2013. 
 



Please place on Jurisdiction letterhead 

February 27, 2013 

California Center for Sustainable Energy 
9325 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Re:  DE-FOA-0000788 – Letter of Commitment for SunShot Rooftop Challenge II 

Dear Mr. Sachu Constantine: 

<AHJ Name> is pleased to support the California Center for Sustainable Energy’s (CCSE) proposal for a 
California statewide response to the U.S. Department of Energy’s Rooftop Solar Challenge II (RSC II).  
  
As a team member, < AHJ Name> confirms its commitment to make personnel in relevant departments 
available to accomplish the following project objectives: 
• Complete a formal on-boarding process as well as a quantitative assessment at the beginning and 

end of the project period; 
• Engage with the statewide team to work on implementation of permitting and financing tools;  
• Provide input on the FastTrac permitting tool; working to adopt relevant components of the 

FastTrac tool in < AHJ Name>; and 
• Champion the implementation of improvements within < AHJ Name>. 

 
Additionally, < AHJ Name> commits to the following resource allocations to support project activities: 
• $15,000 of in-kind match in the form of staff time, use of facilities, and/or other services over the 

2.5 year project period. 
 

In all, < AHJ Name>‘s cost-share constitutes 0.37% of the project’s total cost. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the Rooftop Solar Challenge II. We look forward to 
working closely with Optony Inc, Strategic Energy Innovations, CCSE, and the other program partners to 
make this project a success in the State of California. We believe the proposal and the scope of work 
outlined therein will achieve measurable improvements in market conditions for rooftop PV.  

Sincerely, 

<Insert Signature > 



 
 
 

March 6, 2013 
 
 
 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
    
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Becky Napier 
    Regional Planner III 
  
SUBJECT:  RPAC AGENDA ITEM:  VI  

PRELIMINARY CHAPTER 4 TO THE 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
PLAN - VERSION 5 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG is in the process of developing the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including 
Chapter 4 containing new strategies to reduce emissions from cars and light duty trucks. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Comments on Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy for the 2014 RTP have been taken since 
October 31, 2012.  The document has also been available online on the Kern COG website.   
 
Version 5 of Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy is available at the following link:  
http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan.  The document is shown in redline and strikeout and 
includes revisions suggested by Committee members through February 26, 2013. 
 
If the Committee has any further revisions to the document prior to presentation to the TPPC at the March 
Board Meeting, please provide those comments to Becky Napier no later than close of business Friday, 
March 8, 2013. 
 
ACTION 
 
Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that the document be used to develop the 
Environmental Impact Report required for the 2014 RTP scheduled to be adopted in October 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              February 6, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairmen Garrett called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  Ridgecrest 
Pat Ebel  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Bob Wren  City of Wasco 
Jeff Sorensen  Cal-Trans 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin  
Steve Woods  GET 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano  
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield  
 

STAFF:     Peter Smith  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia  Kern COG 
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Cindy Parra  Bike Bakersfield 
     Stephen Clayton Helt Engineering  
     Paul Pineda  Caltrans 
     Chris Kirk  City of Tehachapi 
     Arnold Ramming City of Bakersfield   
      
           

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of January 2, 2013, there was a motion by 
Mr. Clausen to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the 
motion. 
  

IV. MEETING NOTES 
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The meeting notes for the Regional Planning Advisory Committee meeting of Wednesday 
January 6, 2013 were distributed to the Committee for review.  
 

V. KERN COG DRAFT PROP. 1B TRANSIT SAFETY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2012-2013 ($676,193) (Snoddy)   
 
The Kern COG Board approved the TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND 
DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) POLICY for Kern County. The policy was 
created to identify all TSSSDRA projects in Kern County (call for projects), and submit a 
recommendation from Kern COG’s Transportation Technical Advisory Committee for funding 
approval to Kern COG’s Transportation Planning Policy Committee. Staff estimates that $676,193 
per year of regional apportioned funding is available for the next three fiscal years ($2,028,579).    
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that in September Kern COG had a call for projects.  Mr. Snoddy stated that 
he is waiting to hear from a couple of cities.  He explained that in 2012 they had cities that were 
not going use the funds, write a resolution stating that the particular city was not going to use the 
funds and that Kern COG can redistribute to an agency that has a viable project and meets CAL 
EMA’s guidelines.  
 
This item was for information only.  

 
VI. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco)  
 

Ms. Pacheco stated that highlights for January 15, 2013 meeting include:    
 
MAP-21 added a new mandate to use 25% of CMAQ funds to reduce Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5. 
Update: The California Air Resources Board is expected to update its emission factor tables and 
guidance to address the PM 2.5 pollutant by 
 the end of February 2013.  
 
For Transportation Enhancement projects it is important to make sure that applications have the 
California Conservation Corps signature if appropriate. 
 
The Project Delivery Policy revised submittal letters are due March 15, 2013. 
 
The Obligation Authority Plan spreadsheet is due March 20, 2013. 
 
January 15, 2013 Score Card – 2% of projects have approved funding authorization; 1% is 
awaiting funding authorization; 97% was not submitted for funding authorization.  
 

This item is for information only. 

 

VII. 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM – Draft Amendment No. 3 
(Pacheco) 
 
Amendment No. 3 is financially constrained, has been submitted through the interagency 
consultation process, and includes new State Highway Operations and Protection Program 
projects, new Highway Safety Improvement Program projects for the City of Bakersfield, City of 
Ridgecrest, and County of Kern, revisions to the Highway Bridge Program, and revisions to a 
Transportation Enhancement project. The public review period for this amendment began 
January 25, 2013 and concludes 5:00 p.m. February 7, 2013. The Kern COG Executive Director 
is expected to sign the final amendment February 8, 2013. State and federal approval is required. 
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Ms. Pacheco asked that the Chairman please open the public hearing, allow for public comment, 
and then close the public hearing. 

Vice Chairwoman Ebel opened the public hearing at 10:10 a.m., there were no public comments, 
Vice Chairwoman Ebel closed the public hearing.  

 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH (Ball) 
 
Mr. Ball stated that Kern COG had completed the full one year public review process.  He 
explained that Kern COG has had approximately fifty six hundred people participate in various 
aspects.   
Mr. Ball briefly outlined the outreach meetings and some of the input that had been received from 
the public.  
 
This item was for information only. 
 
 

IX. PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING 
TRANSPORTATION” (Stramaglia) 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that this item was also brought before the TTAC at its January meeting.   
Mr. Stramaglia went on to advise that Chapter 6 of the Preliminary 2014 Regional Transportation 
Plan “Financing Transportation” (provided online at http://www.kerncog.org/regional-
transportation-plan) presents a series of financial assumptions for revenue streams over the life 
of the Plan.  He advised that this item has been reviewed by the TPPC and RPAC.  
 
Cindy Parra from Bike Bakersfield commented that the intent of the SCS is to fully fund bike and 
pedestrian infrastructure.  She stated that currently stated in the pedestrian bicycle section the 
number is shown as thirty one million, she acknowledged that Bike Bakersfield considered this 
estimate as a holding place.  She explained that by July of 2013 they will have a more accurate 
number of additional improvements throughout the County that could be considered part of the 
long-range inventory of bikeways throughout Kern County.  
 
There was a brief discussion among the committee regarding the RTP, Chapter 6. 
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
approve Chapter 6 for consideration in development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan to 
be brought back for final approval by the Kern COG Board.   Mr. Clausen made a motion to 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. McNamara seconded 
the motion.   
 

X. AMERICORPS GOVERNOR’S INITIATIVE PROJECT OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
COMMISION AND THE OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH (Urata)  

 
Ms. Invina took this item for Ms. Urata, as she was serving on Jury duty.  Ms. Invina stated that 
The Local Government Commission and the office of Planning and Research are partnering on a 
yearlong AmeriCorps Governor’s Initiative planning grant to assess climate change, 
transportation and energy needs through a series of regional stakeholder meetings across the 
state. Kern COG member agency input will be solicited via Survey Monkey and communicated to 
the LGC by Kern COG staff during an upcoming invitation-only meeting on March 4th in Fresno, 
CA.   
 
Ms. Invina advised the committee members that if they are interested in taking the survey, to 
please contact Linda Urata or Tami Popek.  
 
This item was for information only. 
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XI. MEMBER ITEMS  

Ms. Ebel introduced Nick Fidler and welcomed him to the TTAC Committee.  Mr. Fidler is the new 
Assistant Public Works Director for the City of Bakersfield.  

Mr. Smith announced that the Kern Council of Governments Regional Awards will be held on 
March 7, 2013 at the Petroleum Club at 6:00 p.m. 

 

XII. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be March 6, 2013.  With no further business, the 
meeting adjourned at approximately 11:15 a.m.  



 
 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE  
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       April 3, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                  1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080 
Access Code:   586-617-702  
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES   

 

 RPAC/TMC Meeting of Wednesday, March 6, 2013 
 
IV. DRAFT 2013 KERN REGIONAL HOUSING DATA REPORT – HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE 

STREAMLINING (Invina)  
 

Comment: To assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing element update, Kern COG has 
prepared the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report, and the CA Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD) provides a Housing Element Updated Guidance to 
streamline the update and HCD review of fifth cycle housing elements.   
 
Action:   Comments for the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report and Survey are due 
April 15, 2013. 

 
V. DRAFT REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) METHODOLOGY (Invina) 

 
Comment:  The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity as the state-designated 
Regional Planning Agency, prepares the state mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
(RHNA). A Draft RHNA Methodology has been prepared for review and comment as required by 
state law.   

 
Action: Submit comments on the Draft RHNA methodology by April 15, 2013.  
 
 
 



 
VI. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 

 
VII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball)  

 
Comment:  Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 require metropolitan 
planning organizations to focus on environmental justice concerns in their planning processes. A 
task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization representatives has 
assisted staff in updating areas designated as environmental justice areas. 
 
Action:  Approve the use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by 
UC Davis. 
 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH (Napier) 
 
Comment:  Senate Bill (SB) 375 requires the metropolitan planning organization to 
conduct at least two informational meetings in each county within the region for members 
of the board of supervisors and city councils on the sustainable communities’ strategy. 
 
Action:  Information   
 

IX. DIRECTIONS TO 2050 SUMMARY REPORTS (Napier)  
 

Comment:  Kern COG staff planned and conducted two cycles of outreach for the 2014 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) commencing in September of 2011 and concluding 
in March 2013.   
 
Action:  Information 
 

X. SCENARIO PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND INDICATORS   
 
Comment: Kern COG staff is developing a number of performance measures and indicators that 
may be used to analyze modeling results for the scenarios under development for the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).   

Action:  Information 
 

XI. PRESENTATION BY ELIZABETH JONASSON OF COALITION FOR CLEAN AIR 
 

XII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of March 6, 2013.  
  

XIII. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

XIV. MEMBER ITEMS 
  

XV. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be May 1, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              March 6, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevins called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Michael Bevins  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     David James  City of Tehachapi (phone) 

      Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6 
     Karen King  GET 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 

 
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG  
     Michael Heimer  Kern COG  
     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ted James  Consultant 
     Dave Dmohowski Quad Knopf 
     John Ussery  City of Bakersfield 
     Bob Neath  County of Kern 
     Scott Spear  Sequoia Riverlands Trust 
     Kelly Ryan  Sequoia Riverlands Trust 
     Daniel O’Connell American Farmland Trust 
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     Amanda Eaken  NRDC (phone) 
     Veronica Garibay CRLA (phone) 

Steve Miller Southwest Solar Transmission 
Initiative (phone) 

Carrie Watts  Council of In-Fill Bldrs. (phone) 
     Kurt Johanson  Council of In-Fill Bldrs. (phone) 
     Ethan Elkind  Council of In-Fill Bldrs. (phone)  
 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
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Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   

 
There were no public comments. 
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday February 6, 2013 
 

Committee Member King made a motion to approve the February 6, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee Member McNamara, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. NEW HOUSING STUDY RELATED TO REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
DEVELOPMENT (Ball) 
 
Mr. Ball introduced Carrie Watts of the Council of In-Fill Builders who made a presentation to the 
Committee by telephone.  Committee Member Hellman asked what was considered a small lot 
and Ms. Watts indicated 6,000 sq. ft. or less.  Chairman Bevins stated that California City has 
been platted with 6,000 square foot lots and that development has not occurred.  He asked if any 
studies have been done that might address this issue.  Mr. Johanson of the Council of in-Fill 
Builders indicated that he would send some information through Ms. Watts.  
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. ENERGY ACTION PLAN WORKGROUP – FUNDING/GRANT OPPORTUNITIES (Urata) 
 
Ms. Urata discussed two solicitations for projects that are currently open from Southern California 
Edison (RFP#104-011303) and from the U.S. Department of Energy’s Rooftop Solar Challenge II 
(Solicitation:  DE-FOA-0000788).  Ms. Urata encouraged Committee Members to review the 
funding opportunities and reply to staff by March 8, 2013, if they wish to apply for any of the 
funding opportunities.  
 
This was an information item 

 
VI. PRELIMINARY CHAPTER 4 TO THE 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN – VERSION 

5 (Napier) 
  
Ms. Napier provided a redline/strikeout copy of Chapter 4 Version 5 of the Preliminary Regional 
Transportation Plan.  Ms. Napier outlined the changes that were made to the document since the 
last meeting.  Patty Poire request that the Government Code Section that excludes farmland 
within Spheres of Influence be added to page 4-18 under the heading “Agricultural Resource 
Areas).  Mr. Clausen requested that the Core Strategies from the SB 375 Framework be added 
following the Core Values on page 4-7.  
 
Committee Member Rowe made a motion to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee (TPPC) that the document as amended by the Committee be used to begin 
development of Environmental Impact Report required for the 2014 RTP scheduled to be adopted 
in October 2013.  Committee Members also requested that the staff report to the TPPC indicate 
that the RPAC’s focus is to emphasize the Kern region’s unique qualities and develop strategies 
appropriate for Kern County. 
 

VII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, meeting of February 6, 2013 
were provided to the committee.  
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VIII. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

Mr. Heimer gave a brief update on the San Joaquin Valley Greenprint 
 
Mr. Ball gave a brief update on the meeting held on March 1, 2013 on Environmental 
Justice/Regional Housing Needs Allocation. 
 

IX. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Committee Member Rowe discussed the Sequoia National Forest Plan Revision that is currently 
underway.  Mr. Rowe said that his interest in the Plan is on the reforestation which has the 
potential to lower greenhouse gas emissions.  Ms. Poire stated that the Cap and Trade Plan has 
incorporated this into their program.   
 

X. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Committee Member McNamara made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Committee Member 
McCabe, with all in favor. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday April 3, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 
 April 3, 2013 

 
 

 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
  
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi,  

Executive Director 
  

BY:  Rochelle Invina,  
Regional Planner I 

  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC ITEM: IV 

DRAFT 2013 KERN REGIONAL HOUSING DATA REPORT – HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE 
STREAMLINING  

  
DESCRIPTION:  
 
To assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing element update, Kern COG has prepared the Draft 2013 Kern 
Regional Housing Data Report, and the CA Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) provides a 
Housing Element Updated Guidance to streamline the update and HCD review of fifth cycle housing elements.   
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity as the state-designated Regional Planning Agency, prepares the 
state mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). The RHNA is used by Kern COG member agencies as 
guidance in the preparation of Housing Element updates.  
 
In support of the RHNA planning process, Kern COG will produce a 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report. The report 
is a compilation of housing and demographic information that local jurisdictions can use for their housing element update. 
The Housing Data Report provides the information currently available to Kern COG for confirming factor data with 
member agencies as required through Government Code Section 65584.04 (b). Attachment 1 is a Housing Data Memo 
and Survey that will be sent to the Planning Directors of all member agencies that addresses the required factor data. 
Kern COG plans to provide an update to the Housing Data Report by May 2014 with the latest American Community 
Survey (ACS) data. 
 
The Draft Data Report is available for review on: http://www.directionsto2050.com/regional-housing-needs 
Staff requests comments and confirmation on the data (Survey) compiled in the Data Report to be submitted by April 15, 
2013. Comments and the survey can be emailed to Rochelle Invina at rinvina@kerncog.org.  
 
Attachment 2 is the Housing Element Update Guidance which is intended to assist local governments with streamlined 
updates and HCD review for the fifth cycle housing elements. The complete packet of the Housing Element Update 
Guidance is available on HCD’s Division of Housing Policy Development webpage: http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/.  The 
Update Guidance is intended to provide assistance to jurisdictions to ensure compliance and address housing needs. 
Jurisdictions that adopted a housing element in the fourth cycle that HCD found in substantial compliance with State law 
may opt to use the Streamline Update process.  
 
 
ACTION: Comments for the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report and Survey are due April 15, 2013. 
 
Attachment 1: Housing Data Memo and Survey 
Attachment 2: HCD’s Housing Element Update Guidance  



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301  (661) 861-2191  Facsimile (661) 324-8215  TTY (661) 832-7433  www.kerncog.org 

 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 2158 requires the Kern Council of Governments (COG) to consider certain factors that can 
affect a jurisdiction’s regional housing needs allocation (RHNA). As part of its development of the proposed RHNA 
methodology, Kern COG is confirming with and gathering the following information from each jurisdiction as required 
under Government Code 65584.04 (d): 

1) Jobs housing balance of each jurisdiction 
2) Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to federal or state laws, regulations or regulatory actions, or 

supply and distribution decisions made by sewer or water service provider other than the local jurisdiction that 
preclude the jurisdiction form providing necessary infrastructure for additional development during the planning 
period 

3) The availability of land suitable for urban development of for conversion to residential use, the availability of 
underutilized land and opportunities for infill development and increased residential densities.  

4) Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing federal or state programs, or both, 
designed to protect open space, farmland, environmental habitats, and natural resources on a long-term basis.  

5) County policies to preserve prime agricultural land within an unincorporated area. 
6) The distribution of household growth assumed in the Regional Transportation Plan and opportunities to 

maximize the use of public transportation and existing transportation infrastructure.  
7) The market demand for housing. 
8) Agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth toward incorporated areas of the county.  
9) The loss of low-income housing units in assisted housing developments due to contract expirations or 

termination of use  
10) High-housing cost burdens. 
11) The housing needs of farmworkers. 
12) The housing needs generated by the presence of a private university or a campus of the California State 

University or the University of California within any member jurisdiction. 
13) Any other factors adopted by the Kern COG, i.e. all other tables included in the Kern COG Regional Housing Data 

Report 
Please note that for factor number 1, 6, 7, 10, 11 and 12, the information can be found in the Kern COG Regional 
Housing Data report dated March 2013. Please reference the attached report to confirm the information presented for 
these factors is correct for your jurisdiction. All other information requested above must be provided by the individual 
jurisdiction.  

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Ball, Planning Division Director, at rball@kerncog.org or Rochelle 
Invina, Regional Planner, at rinvina@kerncog.org . Please fill out the attached survey and email or mail it no later than 
April 15, 2013 to: 

Kern Council of Governments 
Attn: Robert Ball 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
 Bakersfield, CA  93301 
 



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

 
Please fill out the survey and email to rinvina@kerncog.org or mail it to Kern Council of Governments no later than April 15, 2013.  

 
City/Area:__________________________________________________   Contact Person:_____________________________________________ 
 
Phone Number:_____________________________________________     Email:____________________________________________________   
 
Factor Input 

1. Jobs housing balance of each jurisdiction (see Regional Housing Data 
Report) 

__ Correct as in Data Report   
__ Revised information below: 
 

2. Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to federal or state 
laws, regulations or regulatory actions, or supply and distribution 
decisions made by sewer or water service provider other than the local 
jurisdiction that preclude the jurisdiction form providing necessary 
infrastructure for additional development during the planning period 

 

3. The availability of land suitable for urban development of for 
conversion to residential use, the availability of underutilized land and 
opportunities for infill development and increased residential 
densities.  

 

4. Lands preserved or protected from urban development under 
existing federal or state programs, or both, designed to protect open 
space, farmland, environmental habitats, and natural resources on a 
long-term basis.  

 

5. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land within an 
unincorporated area. 

 

6. The distribution of household growth assumed in the Regional 
Transportation Plan and opportunities to maximize the use of public 
transportation and existing transportation infrastructure. (see Regional 
Housing Data Report) 

__ Correct as in Data Report   
__ Revised information below: 
 



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

 
Please fill out the survey and email to rinvina@kerncog.org or mail it to Kern Council of Governments no later than April 15, 2013.  

Factor Input 

7. The market demand for housing. (see Regional Housing Data Report) __ Correct as in Data Report   
__ Revised information below: 
 

8. Agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct 
growth toward incorporated areas of the county.  

 

9. The loss of units contained in assisted housing developments that 
changed to non-low-income use through mortgage prepayment, 
subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use restrictions.  

 

10. High-housing cost burdens. (see Regional Housing Data Report) __ Correct as in Data Report   
__ Revised information below: 
 

11. The housing needs of farmworkers. (see Regional Housing Data 
Report) 

__ Correct as in Data Report   
__ Revised information below: 
 

12. The housing needs generated by the presence of a private 
university or a campus of the California State University or the 
University of California within any member jurisdiction. (see Regional 
Housing Data Report) 

__ Correct as in Data Report   
__ Revised information below: 
 

13. Any other factors adopted by the Kern COG, i.e. all other tables 
included in the Kern COG Regional Housing Data Report 

__ Correct as in Data Report   
__ Revised information below: 
 

 



 

 

HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE GUIDANCE 
December 2012 
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Introduction 
 

An effective housing element provides the necessary conditions to support the development and the preservation an adequate 
supply of housing, including housing affordable to seniors, families and workers.  As the housing element is required to be regularly 
revised pursuant to a statutory schedule, the update process provides a vehicle for establishing and updating housing and land-use 
strategies reflective of changing needs, resources, and conditions.  The housing element update can provide a mechanism to adopt 
land-use strategies such as infill, mixed-use, or downtown revitalization. It can also provide a vehicle for local governments to adopt 
effective housing and land-use strategies while addressing climate change and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.   

As local governments begin the process to update their housing elements, the following are a few over-arching suggestions:  

 Start with the existing plan. The update can build on what has been effective in the past. 

 Immediately engage all critical stakeholders including tenants and homeowners, special needs populations, businesses, and 
real estate and housing providers and developers to ensure participation of all economic segments of the community. 

 While the housing element must address specific State statutory requirements, including the local jurisdictions’ fair share of 
the regional housing need, it is ultimately a local plan and should reflect the vision and priorities of the community. 

The housing element update can also provide various opportunities for local governments, the state and stakeholders to collaborate 
on housing and land use plans.  By promoting more transparency and partnerships in the process, for example, HCD can promote 
the efficient use of limited resources.  By providing stakeholders with clarity in the update process such as making changes to the 
housing element available, local governments can better collaborate on key policy issues and save time in the update process.   
 
This Update Guidance is intended to assist local governments and stakeholders with streamlined updates and HCD review for the 
fifth cycles of the housing element.  HCD recognizes all levels of governments and stakeholders are facing resource challenges and 
HCD is seeking ways to create efficiencies and clarity for all parties in the housing element update process.  While all local 
governments are still required to complete a housing element update, the Update Guidance is designed to reduce the number and 
scope of housing element submittals per jurisdiction and to focus resources on providing assistance to jurisdictions to ensure 
compliance and effectively addressing housing needs.  For example, the Update Guidance provides clarity on the necessary 
contents for a complete housing element, necessary steps for updating a housing element and certainty on what will be reviewed by 
the Department where contents have changed.  Further, to provide efficiencies when using the Update Guidance, the Department 
intends to review draft housing elements in less than 60 days (See Attachment 4) and grant priority for those jurisdictions utilizing the 
Streamlined Review process.   
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The Update Guidance is divided into two parts:   

1. A Completeness Checklist; and 
2. Streamlined Update template (for eligible jurisdictions as described below). 

 
The Department will continue efforts to improve efficiencies and increase clarity such as improving technical assistance, particularly 
the Building Blocks, to provide more clarity in meeting statutory requirements.  For example, technical assistance regarding the 
adequate sites requirement will be expanded to clarify statutory requirements and include tools and samples to assist meeting 
statutory requirements.  Other efforts will include expanded regional coordination such as pre-approved data packets in coordination 
with Councils of Government for meeting some requirements under the housing needs assessment (See pages 25 and 26 of the 
Streamlined Update).  Additional tools to assist in the housing element update process are available on the Department’s website, 
including:  
 

 Housing Element Law at: 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=gov&group=65001-66000&file=65580-65589.8 

 

 Building Blocks for Effective Housing Elements at: 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/index.php 

 

 Links to model housing elements at: 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/BP_home.php 

 

 Various technical assistance memos regarding statutory amendments and other relevant topics at: 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/ 
 

 Housing Element Update schedules, review letters and status information at: 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/ 
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Housing Element Completeness Checklist Review 
 

Jurisdictions requesting Streamlined Update review (see below for explanation) must complete the Housing Element Completeness 
Checklist, and all jurisdictions are strongly encouraged to use the Checklist.  The Checklist is provided to ensure that the updated 
element includes all components required by State housing element law.  The purpose of the Checklist is to reduce subsequent 
submittals of draft housing elements by providing a guide for local governments to ensure the updated elements include all statutory 
components.  The Checklist is also intended to be a useful mechanism for informing the public about the various statutory 
requirements of housing element law.  The Checklist is included as Attachment 2 to this document.  
 
HCD will conduct an initial completeness review of the draft housing element based on the contents of the Checklist.   HCD’s initial 
review for completeness will be limited to whether the element addresses each component required by the Housing Element statute.  
This initial completeness review will not evaluate the adequacy of information but merely whether the component was addressed.  If 
HCD review staff finds that a housing element submittal does not include information addressing one or more of the statutory 
components, HCD will seek to notify the jurisdiction within 2 weeks (See Attachment 4) for immediate revision without further review.  
HCD will accept revisions within 7 days of notifications and complete its review of the contents of the housing element.  If revisions 
are not received, HCD will complete its review, focusing specifically on those areas where information was provided to address the 
statutory components as outlined in the Completeness Checklist.  Statutory components which are missing will be noted in the 
Department’s letter without further review and the element will be out of compliance with statute.  These missing components will be 
subject to review for content when complete in subsequent review(s) of the housing element.   
 
 

Streamlined Update 
 
For many local governments, much of the information in housing elements found to be in compliance with the statute for the previous 
planning period is still current and/or particular conditions and circumstances have not significantly changed since the last update.  
To provide a streamlined approach, both in the preparation of the updated element as well as in HCD’s review, jurisdictions that 
adopted a housing element in the fourth cycle that HCD found in substantial compliance with State law may opt to use the 
Streamlined Update template (Attachment 3) to show where changes were made in the previously adopted housing element.1  The 
Streamlined Update is a voluntary option and there are no implications in the Department’s review of compliance for not using the 
Streamlined Update.  For jurisdictions not choosing to use the Streamlined Update process or not eligible for the Streamlined Update 
process, the template (Attachment 3) can still be used as a valuable tool for outlining the necessary steps to update a housing 
element.     
 

                                            
1 If the Completeness Checklist (Attachment 2) and the Streamlined Update template (Attachment 3) are submitted to HCD or, as part of an agenda packet to a governing body or Planning 
Commission, they are considered public records. 
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The eligibility requirements to use the Streamlined Update are: 
 

 A housing element for the previous planning was adopted and found to be in compliance with State housing element law by 
the Department (Housing Element compliance status for all jurisdictions is available on the Department’s website at 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/status.pdf). 

 A complete updated housing element is submitted showing all changes.  The changes can be shown through a variety of 
mechanisms as long as the changes can be identified such as by using strikeout, underline, redline, highlighting or other 
designation.   

 Submittal of a Completeness Checklist (Attachment 2) and Streamlined Update template (Attachment 3). 
 Answer Yes (or N/A as appropriate) to all questions in the Implementation Review (Attachment 1). 
 Completion of the Streamlined Update template (Attachment 3), making revisions to the housing element, as necessary, to 

analyze changes in conditions, processes and program implementation actions.  If it is determined no changes are necessary 
to a specific section, the Streamlined Update template must indicate such.   
 

Use of the Streamlined Update does not relieve the jurisdiction of its obligation to address all statutory requirements of State housing 
element law, but rather provides a guide to updating the necessary portions of the housing element and facilitates State review of 
housing element submittals.  For eligible jurisdictions, HCD review will rely upon the element in compliance in the prior planning 
period and will be limited to changes that have occurred since the prior planning period as indicated in the Streamlined Update 
template of Attachment 3.  HCD will not review areas that have not changed since their content continues to be sufficient to meet 
statutory requirements.  For example, a sites inventory and analysis includes a listing of sites and various analyses demonstrating 
suitability of those sites for development, among other requirements.  The listing may only have minor changes and the various 
analyses such as how residential capacity is calculated can continue to be used in the updated housing element.  HCD will not 
review the areas that have not changed and will focus its review on the minor updates, if any, to the inventory and analyses.  
However, any changes to the required analyses must be included for HCD review.  HCD will also consider public comments as part 
of this review.  See Attachment 4 for steps in the HCD review process and the process for submitting and considering public 
comments.  Specifically, the Streamlined Update template option is applicable to the following areas only:  
 

 Sites Inventory and Analysis 
 Analysis of Governmental and Non-Governmental Constraints 
 Housing Needs Assessment, including special needs groups (excluding the quantification and analysis of homeless 

individuals and families) 
 Units At-Risk of Conversion to Market Rate 
 General Plan Consistency 
 Coastal Zone Housing 
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A jurisdiction may utilize the Streamlined Update process for any and all of these requirements as detailed in the Streamlined Update 
Template (Attachment 3).  Part of the purpose of the Streamlined Update template is to provide guideposts for the necessary steps to 
update the housing element.  For example, under Governmental Constraints there are several different types of constraints to be 
identified and analyzed including, but not limited to, fees, permit processing and land use controls.  To update the Governmental 
Constraints section, a jurisdiction should evaluate if changes have occurred and whether the analyses require revision to analyze 
those changes.  The guideposts in the Streamlined Update template show the necessary steps to evaluate changes.  For instance, if 
a jurisdiction has not adopted changes to its permit processing procedures or land use controls, then the Streamlined Update should 
indicate that no changes have been made.  If fees were increased since the adoption of the previous element, the Streamlined 
Update should indicate such by filling in the appropriate response in the applicable section and including the location of red lined or 
other highlighted revisions made to describe and analyze the fee schedule increases, if necessary.  In some cases, the conclusion 
and analysis might not change.  In this case, the Streamlined Update template would simply need to indicate Not Applicable (N/A).    

Please note, however, the statute requires certain areas to be completely updated.  These areas must be newly addressed every 
planning period.  For example, a jurisdiction cannot simply update a public participation process from 8 years ago.  It must be started 
again.  For the following areas, the Streamlined Update is not available:   

 Review and Revise 
 Public Participation  
 Programs and Quantified Objectives 
 Any new statutory requirements since the prior update, including: 

 
 Government Code Section 65584.09 (Unaccommodated Need).  See the Department’s memo at 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/ab_1233_final_dt.pdf. * 
 
 Government Code Section 65583 (a)(1) and others (Extremely Low Income Households).* 
 
 Government Code Sections GC 65583(a)(4) and others (Emergency Shelters and Transitional and Supportive Housing).  

See the Department’s memo at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/sb2_memo050708.pdf. * 
 
 Government Code Sections 65583(f), 65588(e) (SB 375 Rezoning and Update Schedule).  See the Department’s website 

at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/he_review_adoptionsteps110812.pdf.    
 
 Government Code Section 65583.1 (Alternative Adequate Sites).  See the Department’s memo at 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/alt_adeq_sites082412.pdf  
 
 Government Code Section 65583(e) (Persons with Development Disabilities).  See the Department’s memo at 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/NoticeCoverLttrSB812.pdf.  
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* These requirements may not be new for most jurisdictions.  However, as these sections were enacted during the 4th cycle update 
for some jurisdictions, particularly those in San Diego County, they may not have been addressed in the 4th cycle updates.    
 

Using the Streamlined Update Template 
 

As noted above, the Streamlined Update template is intended to show the necessary steps for updating a housing element.  To use 
the template, relevant page numbers need to be entered where changes have been made.  Where no changes have been made or 
no changes in circumstances have been identified, the jurisdiction should indicate “N/A.”  Additional documentation, description or 
other narration is not necessary.  For example, below is a sample section of a Streamlined Update template (Refer to Attachment 3 
for the complete Streamlined Update Template form):    

 
Potential Governmental and Non-governmental Constraints (Section 65583(a)(5 and 6)) 

(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/CON_home.php) 
 Page(s) Where 

Changes Made 
Indicate N/A If 
No Changes  

Land Use Controls 

 Update to show changes to land use controls including changes in 
residential zoning and/or development standards (e.g., heights and lot 
coverage, parking requirements, minimum unit sizes)  
 

 

Page 12 

 

 

 Update to describe changes to growth controls or similar measures such 
as population caps or voter required general plan re-designations or 
voter required approval of changes in land use laws or regulations 

N/A N/A 

 
Identifying Changes in the Housing Element:  For jurisdictions using the Streamlined Update template, the housing element must 
indicate where changes have been made.  The changes can be identified in a variety of ways.  For example, the element could 
highlight changes, electronically or manually.  An asterisk or other indicator can be placed in the margin.  Redlining/strikeout and 
underline is not required.  Some elements might re-format tables or recalculate percentages due to updating data.  In this case, 
redlining might not appear very useful.  An alternative approach could be to simply highlight the table title or include a highlight in the 
margin or bold new text.  The same approach would also be acceptable for jurisdictions re-formatting the entire document.  Contact 
HCD for feedback on approaches to identifying changes.   
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Implementation Review 

 
As noted above, jurisdictions must answer Yes (or N/A as appropriate) to all questions in the Implementation Review (Attachment 1) 
to be eligible for the Streamlined Update.  The Implementation Review will be conducted by HCD to determine if jurisdictions are 
eligible for the Streamlined Update and will be completed within 2 weeks of receipt (See Attachment 4).  Jurisdictions may contact 
HCD for feedback on meeting the Implementation Review requirements prior to submittal of the housing element.   
 
The Implementation Review is not intended to result in additional analysis or evaluation than already required under housing element 
law nor is additional documentation required to complete the Implementation Review.  Only Yes, No or N/A, program numbers and 
page numbers need to be entered into Attachment 1 and submitted to HCD.  The Implementation Review should reference the 
relevant portions of the Review and Revise section which is already included in the housing element update (See Attachment 1, page 
18).  However, as required by statute, HCD will consider public comment on the Review and Revise section of the housing element.   
 
To be eligible for the Streamlined Update, jurisdictions should complete the pertinent programs prior to submittal of the draft housing 
element.  In some cases, jurisdictions may still be processing zoning amendments or other actions to meet the eligibility criteria 
under the Implementation Review.  HCD will consider unique circumstances where amendments or actions are still in process but the 
jurisdictions would need to provide adequate documentation to ensure completion of the amendments prior to the housing element 
due date. 
 
HCD will allow flexibility in meeting the rezoning and density bonus ordinance criteria under the Implementation Review.  Specifically, 
for the density bonus ordinance, the jurisdiction must only have adopted an ordinance after January 1, 2005 (although agencies may 
want to update their ordinance to meet the latest 2008 amendments).   
 
For rezoning, in some cases, a jurisdiction might not have completed rezoning precisely as envisioned in the program.  In these 
cases, the jurisdictions will continue to meet the eligibility criteria in the Implementation Review as long as the statutory requirements 
for rezoning were met pursuant to Government Code Sections 65583(c)(1) and 65583.2(h) and (i) or if the shortfall of adequate sites 
was by some other means or action met such as sufficient units being built to accommodate the entire regional housing need for 
lower income households.  In these cases, the jurisdiction must provide documentation in the Review and Revise section to 
demonstrate the objectives of the Implementation Review have been met.   
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Standard Review 

 
If a housing element does not qualify for the Streamlined Update, HCD will review the housing element in its entirety rather than 
focusing its review on changes.  However, HCD’s goal is to provide more efficient housing element review of all housing elements 
and the Checklist and Streamlined Update  are useful tools for all local governments, HCD and stakeholders to reduce time 
necessary to update, review and comment on a housing element.  For example, use of the Checklist can reduce multiple reviews by 
ensuring all the statutory components are included and the Streamlined Update provides a useful guide to update the housing 
element and to highlight the changes made to the element from the 4th cycle.   
 
 

Attachments 
 

Attachment 1 – Implementation Review 

Attachment 2 – Housing Element Completeness Checklist 

Attachment 3 – Housing Element Streamlined Update Template 

Attachment 4 – Housing Element Review Process and Timeframes 
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CHART 1 
Review Steps for HCD Standard and Streamlined Update Draft Reviews 
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Streamlined Update Review 

What Has Changed?  What Hasn’t Changed? 
New Actions? 

Draft  
Out of 

Compliance 

Yes 

Completeness Review 

YES 

Draft  
In Compliance 

 

Implementation Review  
(See Attachment 1) 

NO 

NO 

YES 

YES 



 
 

April 3, 2013 
 

  
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
  
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi,  

Executive Director 
  

BY: Rochelle Invina,  
Regional Planner I 

  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC ITEM: V 

DRAFT REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) METHODOLOGY  
 
  
DESCRIPTION:  
 
The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity as the state-designated Regional Planning Agency, prepares the 
state mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). A Draft RHNA Methodology has been prepared for review 
and comment as required by state law.   
 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
One of the RHNA statutory tasks Kern COG is responsible for is to develop and propose a RHNA methodology for 
distributing the existing and projected housing regional housing need to the cities and counties within the region. Under 
Government Code Section 65584.04 (h), Kern COG needs to conduct a public hearing to receive comments on the 
proposed methodology during a 60-day public comment period.  
 
During the meeting, a presentation on the draft RHNA methodology will be given by PMC, consultants that are assisting 
Kern COG with the RHNA planning. Attachment 1 is the draft RHNA methodology for the committee to review. Staff 
requests comments to be submitted by April 15, 2013, and can be emailed to Rochelle Invina at rinvina@kerncog.org.  

 
In addition, recent legislative changes have linked the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the RHNA. The production 
of the RHNA is coordinated with the RTP schedule. The California Department of Housing and Community Development 
(HCD) has developed a template to help determine the sequence of events related to the RHNA.  The following is a 
tentative RHNA timeline:  
 
April 15, 2013 – Kern COG request/confirms factor data from local governments (Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data 
Report) 
April 19, 2013 – Kern COG issues proposed RHNA methodology (60 day public comment period) 
May 16, 2013 (Board Meeting) – Kern COG public hearing for proposed RHNA methodology and approve 2013 Kern 
Regional Housing Data Report 
June 18, 2013 – Close of public comment period on RHNA methodology  
June 20, 2013 (Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts RHNA methodology  
 
 
ACTION: Submit comments on the Draft RHNA methodology by April 15, 2013.  
 
Attachment 1: Draft Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Methodology 
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Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan  
January 1, 2013 – April 30, 2023  

Scheduled for Adoption 
October 2013 (Tentative) 

 
Draft RHNA Methodology 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Prepared by:  

Kern Council of Governments  
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 

Bakersfield, California 93301 
www.kerncog.org 

 
 

Assistance from: 
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III. RHNA METHODOLOGY  

ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY FOR INCORPORATED CITIES AND COUNTY AREAS 
The following method was used by Kern COG to allocate the future housing need to the eleven incorporated cities 
and the unincorporated county. Information used throughout the process, including 2010 US Census household and 
population counts, 2020 forecasts, and 2030 forecasts from the 2014 Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), and estimates for 2013 and 2023 housing units (informed by California Department of Finance (DOF) 
population and housing estimates for January 2012 (E-5), are provided in Table 1 for reference. Numbered steps 1–
11 correspond to the labeled columns in Table 2 and steps 12–15 correspond to Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, and 
Table 6. 

1. Calculate a compounding annual growth rate for housing units between 2010 and 2020 utilizing the 2010 
US Census, and the Kern COG 2014 Preliminary RTP for 2020. 

2. Calculate the base year 2013 housing unit count by using results from column 1.  

3. Calculate a compounding annual growth rate for housing units between 2020 and 2030 utilizing the Kern 
COG 2014 Preliminary RTP for 2030. 

4. Calculate the forecast year 2023 housing unit counts by using results from column 5.  

5. Use the difference between columns 4 and 2 to calculate additional units from 2013–2023. 

6. In order to calculate a healthy vacancy adjustment, sum the number of owner-occupied homes and vacant, 
but sold, homes in 2010. This information comes from the 2010 Census. 

7. Apply the HCD-specified vacancy adjustment factor for owner-occupied homes (1.8%) to column 6 to yield 
these results. 

8. As with owner-occupied units, sum the number of renter-occupied and renter-vacant homes in column 8 
using the 2010 Census. 

9. Apply the HCD-specific vacancy adjustment factor for renter-occupied properties (5%) to column 8 to yield 
the results in column 9. 

10. Sum column 7 and column 9 to produce the total number of additional homes needed to maintain a healthy 
vacancy rate. 

11. Add column 5 and 10 to calculate the vacancy-adjusted housing needs for 2013–2023. These allocations will 
be broken into allocations by housing income category as described in steps 12–15. 
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12. Compile the number of households in each city by income range. The ranges reported by the US Census are 
as follows: less than $10,000, $10,000 to $14,999, $15,000 to $24,999, $25,000 to $34,999, $35,000 to 
$49,999, $50,000 to $74,999, $75,000 to $99,999, $100,000 to $149,999, $150,000 to $199,999, and 
$200,000 or more.  

13. Using the median income provided by HCD for a four person home in Kern County, calculate the income 
ranges for extremely low (less than 30% of median), very low (30%–50%), low (50%–80%), moderate 
(80%–120%), and above moderate (120% or more) income households for each city. 

14. Calculate the number of households from each census income bracket that fall into the HCD-defined 
brackets. In nearly all cases, not all homes in a certain census bracket fall into the same HCD bracket. In these 
cases, the homes which earn more than the HCD bracket in question fall into the next highest HCD bracket. 
For example, 257 homes in Arvin had a household annual income of less than $20,000 but the HCD bracket 
for extremely low income was $0–$16,900per year. An even distribution of incomes was assumed in the 
Census bracket, leading to a "carryover" of 26 homes. These 26 homes, all of which have income of less than 
$20,000 dollars per year but more than $16,900, are counted in the next highest HCD income break, very 
low income.  

15. Calculate the percent of total homes which lie in each HCD-defined income bracket and apply that 
percentage to the vacancy-adjusted housing need for each city to show the number of homes needed in each 
income category in 2023. These final results are presented in Section IV. 
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Table 1 – Housing Units in Kern COG, 2010–2030 

 
Housing Units 

 
2010 2013 2020 2023 2030 

Source 2010 US Census 

Kern COG 2014 
Preliminary RTP with 

2012 DOF 
benchmark 

Kern COG 2014 
Preliminary RTP 

Kern COG 2014 
Preliminary RTP 

Kern COG 2014 
Preliminary RTP 

Arvin 4,476 4,569 5,488 5,836 6,400 
Bakersfield 120,725 122,145 150,158 160,619 174,100 
California City 5,210 5,216 6,184 6,584 6,300 
Delano 10,713 10,812 11,882 12,278 12,700 
Maricopa 466 466 500 511 500 
McFarland 2,683 2,709 3,300 3,507 3,900 
Ridgecrest 11,915 12,025 13,141 13,579 13,400 
Shafter 4,521 4,603 6,493 7,228 8,700 
Taft 2,525 2,525 3,322 3,621 4,000 
Tehachapi 3,539 3,622 4,473 4,842 5,200 
Wasco 5,477 5,569 6,910 7,409 8,200 
Unincorporated 
County 112,117 112,908 140,230 145,161 138,200 

County Total 284,367 287,169 352,083 371,176 381,600 
Source: 2010 US Census, Kern COG 2014 Preliminary RTP, CA Department of Finance 

Figure 1 – Housing Units in Kern County, 2010–2030 
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Table 2 – Kern COG Housing Allocation, 2013–2023 

Column 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Information 
Housing 

Unit 
Growth 

Housing 
Units 

Housing 
Unit 

Growth 

Housing 
Units 

Additional 
HU 

Owner-
occ and 
vacant 
owned 
homes 

1.8% of 
Column 6 

Renter-
occ and 
vacant 
rented 
homes 

5% of 
Column 8 

Vacancy 
Adjustment 
(column 7 
+ column 

9) 

Adjusted 
Additional HU 
(Column 5 + 
column 10) 

Year 2010-
2020 2013 2020-2030 2023 2013-

2023 2010  2010  2013-2023 2013-2023 

Arvin 2.1% 4,569 1.5% 5,836 1,267 2,273 41 1,974 99 140 1,407.0 
Bakersfield 2.2% 122,145 1.5% 160,619 38,474 66,710 1,201 44,973 2,249 3,450 41,924.0 
California City 1.7% 5,216 0.2% 6,584 1,368 2,533 46 1,641 82 128 1,496.0 
Delano 1.0% 10,812 0.7% 12,278 1,466 5,784 104 4,510 226 330 1,796.0 
Maricopa 0.7% 466 0.0% 511 45 268 5 147 7 12 57.0 
McFarland 2.1% 2,709 1.7% 3,507 798 1,488 27 1,116 56 83 881.0 
Ridgecrest 1.0% 12,025 0.2% 13,579 1,554 6,565 118 4,312 216 334 1,888.0 
Shafter 3.7% 4,603 3.0% 7,228 2,625 2,482 45 1,761 88 133 2,758.0 
Taft 2.8% 2,525 1.9% 3,621 1,096 1,380 25 894 45 70 1,166.0 
Tehachapi 2.4% 3,622 1.5% 4,842 1,220 1,849 33 1,298 65 98 1,318.0 
Wasco 2.4% 5,569 1.7% 7,409 1,840 2,680 48 2,457 123 171 2,011.0 
Unincorporated 
County 

2.3% 112,908 -0.1% 145,161 32,253 59,787 1,076 37,204 1,860 2,936 35,189.0 

Total  287,169  371,176 84,007 153,799 2,769 102,287 5,116 7,885 91,891 

Source 
2010 

Census, 
2014 RTP 

2014 
RTP, 
DOF 

2010 
Census, 

2014 RTP 
2014 RTP 2014 RTP 2010 

Census HCD 2010 
Census HCD   
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The following tables are presented as examples of the analysis completed for all incorporated cities, Kern County, and the unincorporated county. To serve as an 
example of the calculations performed for those jurisdictions, Table 3-5 show information for Kern County only. As a caveat, it should be noted that Table 4 is 
applicable to all cities within the County and is used in the subsequent analysis for each city. Housing unit totals in Table 3 and Table 4 do not match later 
presentations because the source of information use here is the Census American Community Study which presents an estimate based on a 5-year average.

Table 3 – Kern County Households by Census Income Range 

 
Kern County 

Less than $10,000 17,523 
$10,000 to $14,999 18,279 
$15,000 to $24,999 30,765 
$25,000 to $34,999 28,461 
$35,000 to $49,999 37,597 
$50,000 to $74,999 43,936 
$75,000 to $99,999 28,185 
$100,000 to $149,999 30,283 
$150,000 to $199,999 8,787 
$200,000 or more 5,845 
Total Households 249,661 

Table 4 – HCD Income Brackets for Kern County 

 Kern County 

 
Low High 

Extremely Low (<30%) $0 $16,900 
Very Low (30%-50%) $16,901 $28,150 
Low (50%-80%) $28,151 $45,050 
Moderate (80%-120%) $45,051 $67,550 
Above Moderate (>120%) $67,551 All else 
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Table 5 – Percent of County Households by HCD Income Bracket 

HH in 
Bracket 

Census Income 
Ranges 

Extremely Low Very Low Low Moderate 
Above 

Moderate 

Number Carryover Number Carryover Number Carryover Number Carryover Number 
17,523 $0 $10,000 17,523 - -       
18,279 $10,000 $14,999 18,279 - -       
30,765 $15,000 $24,999 5,846 24,919 24,919       
28,461 $25,000 $34,999 - - 8,966 19,495 19,495     
37,597 $35,000 $49,999 - - - - 25,192 12,405 12,405 

  
43,936 $50,000 $74,999 - - - - - - 30,844 13,092 13,092 
28,185 $75,000 $99,999 - - - - - - - - 28,185 
30,283 $100,000 $149,999 - - - - - - - - 30,283 
8,787 $150,000 $199,999 - - - - - - - - 8,787 
5,845 $200,000 $999,999 - - - - - - - - 5,845 

249,661   41,648  33,885  44,687  43,250  86,192 

   
16.7% 

 
13.6% 

 
17.9% 

 
17.3% 

 
34.5% 

Note: "carryover" column reflects calculation of households (ratio) counted in next income group.    
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April 3, 2013 
 
 
 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, 
      Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC ITEM: VII 
 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE. 
 
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 require metropolitan planning organizations to focus on 
environmental justice concerns in their planning processes. A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit 
organization representatives has assisted staff in updating areas designated as environmental justice areas. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG originally formed a task force in 2002 to assist in creating ways to focus on environmental justice (EJ) concerns 
caused by transportation issues. One of the products of that task force was the methodology to define an EJ area based 
upon income, age, and minority status based upon the 2000 Census.  After the 2010 Census data was made available, 
the task force was reformed to determine if the methodology defining an EJ area should be revised.  Two different 
methodologies were presented to the task force for consideration.  The first was virtually identical to the original method 
approved in 2002.  The second methodology was created by a group at the University of California, Davis.  This method 
factored in environmental as well as social data to determine if an area should be defined as an EJ area.  The task force 
preferred the methodology created by the UC Davis group. 
 
ACTION:   
 
Approve the use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC Davis. 
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TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
   Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Becky Napier      

Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM:  VIII 
   2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 375 requires the metropolitan planning organization to conduct at least two informational 
meetings in each county within the region for members of the board of supervisors and city councils on 
the sustainable communities’ strategy. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Community engagement and outreach is fundamental to development of the RTP.  With this in mind, the 
Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) suggested that Kern COG staff go above and beyond the 
requirements of SB 375 and meet with the board of supervisors and each city council in Kern County.  
The purpose of the meeting is to present a draft of the sustainable communities strategy to the members 
and to solicit and consider their input and recommendations.  It is planned that the meetings will be 
scheduled beginning in late April through June of 2013. 
 
Attached for Committee review and input is a draft PowerPoint presentation that could be used for the 
meetings with the Kern County Board of Supervisors and the eleven City Councils. 
 
ACTION 
 
Information 
 



2014 Regional Transportation Plan 

Introduction to the 

March 21, 2012 



What is the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan? 

SR 14/58 Mojave Freeway – 2004  



2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 

• 20+ year long-range plan 
of projects for the region 

• The earliest planning 
stage 

• It’s very important: 
– Can’t access our gasoline 

tax dollars without it 

– Assures we can make 
clean air standards 

– Transportation drives the 
economy 

 



The Components of an Economy 

Production 

Distribution 
(Transportation) 

Consumption 



How Transportation Drives the Economy 

Investment in 
transportation 

Efficient 
transportation 

Expanded market area & lower 
distribution cost 

Lower cost for 
consumers 

Increased 
demand 

Need for more 
production 

More jobs 

Greater 
economic 

opportunities 



Transportation Investment Benefits 

Example:  
Kern County’s 8-lane freeway to 
Southern California 

50 Years Ago Today 

Kern County 

L.A 



Doing More With Less 

• Average $25 
million shortfall 
per year  

• 62% less gas tax 
funding than RTP 
anticipated since 
1998 



What’s new in the  
2014 Regional Transportation Plan 

• Highway 46:  
• 26 miles of 4 lanes 

• Completed in 14 years for $180 million 

Photo - http://www.maps.google.com 



Community Engagement Strategy 

• Reached over 5,000 participants  

• Partnership with Kern COG and communities they serve 

• Targeted all sectors of the community, including 
traditionally underrepresented communities 

• Activities for participants of all ages 

• Included various methods:  

– 32 community workshops/meetings 

– 4 festival and fairs 

– Website 

– 1,200 statistically valid phone surveys 

 



Website 

• www.directionsto2050.com  

 



What we’ve heard 

• Community members: 

– Support the majority of strategies presented by 
Kern COG, especially maintaining our system 

– Support economic vitality locally and regionally 

– Enjoy living in their part of Kern Region 

– Desire to enhance Kern and their communities’ 
assets 

– Identify common opportunities and issues 

 



New Requirements Synchronize: 

• Regional Housing Needs Process 

• New Sustainable Community Strategy Element 

• Stricter Federal Air Quality Standards 

• Bigger Emphasis on Efficient Transportation 

 

 



2014 Regional Transportation Plan Schedule 



RTP Outreach Status 

 

We are here 



 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

SCOPING MEETING 

DRAFT EIR PREPARATION 

DRAFT EIR CIRCULATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

PUBLISH FINAL EIR  

HEARING/FINAL ACTION 

                                       2013 

Winter             Spring                Summer             Fall 

ion 

EIR Process Overview 



Next Steps & Questions 

• March 2013 Preliminary RTP Sustainable   
   Communities Strategy Element 

• June  Regional Housing Allocation   
   Plan 

• July   Draft 2014 RTP, EIR 55-day Review 

• September  Public Hearing 

• October   Scheduled Adoption 

 

 

 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301  (661) 861-2191  Facsimile (661) 324-8215  TTY (661) 832-7433  www.kerncog.org 

   
 

April 3, 2013 
 

 
 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
   Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Becky Napier      

Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM:  IX 
   DIRECTIONS TO 2050 SUMMARY REPORTS 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff planned and conducted two cycles of outreach for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) commencing in September of 2011 and concluding in March 2013.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Community engagement and outreach is fundamental to development of the RTP. By nature, the plan 
represents the community’s vision for its future and is developed from a grassroots, bottom-up approach. 
Community engagement is a process that involves the public in problem-solving or decision-making and 
uses public input to reach consensus. Effective public participation acknowledges the desire of people to 
participate in decisions that affect them, facilitates understanding, and contributes to supportable 
decision-making. 
 
The Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 Summary Reports and Cycle 1 Executive Summary are on the Directions to 
2050 website for your information.  Please go to the following link: 
http://www.directionsto2050.com/meetings-and-events/past-meeting-and-event-results. 
 
The Cycle 2 Executive Summary and the Final Report will be available soon. 
 
ACTION 
 
Information 
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TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Planner II 
 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC ITEM: X 
  SCENARIO PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND INDICATORS   
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff is developing a number of performance measures and indicators that may be used to analyze 
modeling results for the scenarios under development for the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
SCS Scenario Development 
 
To meet the requirements of SB 375, Kern COG has been developing scenarios that illustrate future land use 
patterns that are projected to meet the emissions targets set by the Air Resources Board (ARB). Currently, 
there are three scenarios under development. They have been named the Old Plan (M24), Plan (S01), and 
Transportation Alternative (S01LT). 
 
Scenario assumptions, inputs, and methodologies have been developed under the direction of the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC). The development process included considerable input from a number 
of stakeholders and interested parties.  
 
Performance Measures and Indicators 
 
The outputs generated by the transportation model are used to produce performance measures. These 
measures such as Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) are used to evaluate the efficiency of the transportation 
system. Indicators are produced mainly from the outputs generated by the land use model. Indicators such as 
land consumption are used to evaluate the impacts and benefits a future land use pattern may have. Indicators 
can also be used to evaluate co-benefits such as public health.  California Air Resources Board (ARB) has 
established CO2 per capita as a key measure to determine that the SCS if implemented is projected to meet 
the SB 375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
 
Kern COG staff has developed a set of measures and indicators based on the template provided by ARB. 
Additional measures and indicators have been developed in response to requests made by RPAC members 
and public comments. The measures and indicators for each of the scenarios are listed in comparison tables. 
These tables have been reported in previous RPAC meetings as Table 2 and Table 3 (see attachment 1). 



 

2 
 

  
 
  

 
 
Next Steps 
 
ARB has requested each MPO to supply the measures and indicators listed on the ARB SB 375 Evaluation 
Data Table (see attachment 2). Kern COG plans to use the information from Table 2 and Table 3 to complete 
the ARB data request. 
 
Attachments 
 

1. Scenario Comparison Tables 2 & 3 
2. ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table 

 
ACTION:  Information 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
ATTACHMENT 1 – (Tables 2 & 3) 
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ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table 
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ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table for: Insert MPO Name Here 

                                            
1
 When reporting $ units, indicate whether they are current dollars, YOE (year of exchange), or other. 

2
 This scenario includes modeling of all planned and programmed projects in RTP/SCS for respective calendar year. 

3
 This scenario excludes planned projects in RTP/SCS for respective calendar year. 

Modeling Parameters1 
2005 

(if available) 

20XX 

(base year) 

2020 2035 2040 

Data Source(s) 
With 

Project2 

Without 

Project3 

With 

Project 

Without 

Project 

With 

Project 

Without 

Project 

DEMOGRAPHICS          

Total population            

Group quarters population          

Total employment (employees)          

Total number of households          

Persons per household          

LAND USE          

Total acres within MPO          

Total resource area acres 

(CA GC Section 65080.01) 

         

Total farmland acres 

(CA GC Section 65080.01) 

         

Total developed acres          

Total commercial developed acres          

Total residential developed acres          

Total housing units          
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Total single-family detached housing 

units  
         

Total small-lot single family 

detached housing units  (x,xxx sq. ft. 

lots and smaller) 

         

Total conventional-lot single family 

detached units   (between x,xxx and 

x,xxx sq. ft. lots) 

         

Total large-lot single family detached 

units (x,xxx sq ft. lots and larger)  

         

Total single-family attached housing 

units 

         

Total multi-family housing units           

Total mobile home units & other           

Total infill housing units          

Total mixed use buildings          
Total housing units within 1/4 mile 

of transit stations and stops  

         

Total housing units within 1/2 mile 

of transit stations and stops  

         

Total housing units within 1/4 mile 

of transit stations and stops with 

service intervals no longer than 15 

minutes during peak commute hours  

 

         

Total housing units within 1/2 mile 

of transit stations and stops with  
service intervals no longer than 15 

minutes during peak commute hours  

 

         

Percent employment within 1/4 mile 

of transit stations 

         

Percent employment within 1/2 mile 

of transit stations 
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TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM          
Freeway general purpose lanes –    

mixed flow (lane miles) 
         

Highway (lane miles)          

Expressway (lane miles)          

Arterial (lane miles)          

Collector 

(lane miles) 
         

Local (lane miles)          

Freeway-Freeway (lane miles)          

Local, express bus, and 

neighborhood shuttle operation 

miles 

         

Bus rapid transit bus operation  

miles 
         

Passenger rail operation miles 

 
         

Transit total daily vehicle service 

hours 
         

Bicycle and pedestrian trail/lane 

(miles)  
         

Vanpool (total riders per weekday)          
TRIP DATA          
Number of trips by trip purpose          

Home-based work          
Home-based other          
Non-home-based work          
Non-home-based other          
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MODE SHARE          

Vehicle Mode Share (Peak Period)          

SOV (% of trips)          

HOV (% of trips)          

Transit (% of trips)          

Non-motorized (% of trips)          

Vehicle Mode Share (Whole Day)          

SOV (% of trips)          

HOV (% of trips)          

Transit (% of trips)          

Non-motorized (% of trips)          

   Average weekday trip length (miles)          

SOV           

HOV           

Transit          

Walk          

Bike          
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   Average weekday travel time (minutes)          

SOV           

HOV           

Transit          

Walk          

Bike          

TRAVEL MEASURES          

   Total VMT per weekday for  

   passenger vehicles (ARB vehicle  

   classes of LDA, LDT1, LDT2 and  

   MDV) (miles) 

 

         

   Total II (Internal) VMT per weekday  

   for passenger vehicles (miles) 

 

         

   Total IX/XI VMT per weekday for  

   passenger vehicles (miles) 

 

         

   Total XX VMT per weekday for    

   passenger vehicles (miles) 

 

         

   Congested PM Peak Hour  VMT on  

   freeways (Lane Miles, V/C ratios 

>0.75) 

 

         

   Congested PM Peak VMT on all 

other  

   roadways (Lane Miles, V/C ratios 

>0.75) 
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4
 Please provide ARB staff with the EMFAC Input and Output files associated with these outputs. 

CO2 EMISSIONS4          
   Total CO2 emissions per  

   weekday for passenger vehicles  

   (ARB vehicle classes LDA,  

   LDT1, LDT2, and MDV) (tons) 

         

   Total II (Internal) CO2 emissions per  

   weekday for passenger vehicles  

   (tons) 

         

   Total IX / XI trip CO2 emissions  

   per weekday for passenger  

   vehicles (tons) 

         

   Total XX trip CO2 emissions per     

   weekday for passenger vehicles  

   (tons) 

         

INVESTMENT (Billions)          
Total RTP Expenditure (Year XXXX $)          
Highway capacity expansion (S)          
Other road capacity expansion ($)          
Roadway maintenance ($)          
BRT projects ($)          
Transit capacity expansion ($)          
Transit operations ($)          
Bike and pedestrian projects ($)          

TRANSPORTATION USER COSTS          
   Vehicle operating costs (Year XXXX 

$ per mile) 
         

   Gasoline price (Year XXXX $ per 

gallon) 
         

   Average transit fare (Year XXXX $)          

   Parking cost (Year XXXX $)          
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19

TH
 STREET, THIRD FLOOR              March 6, 2013 

BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairmen Kirk called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Bob Wren  City of Wasco 
Steve Woods  GET 
Paul Marquez  Cal-Trans 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin 
Teresa Binkly  City of Taft 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield   
Chris Kirk  City of Tehachapi   
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Jeremy Bowman Helt Engineering  
     Miguel Barcenas Quad Knopf 
     Joseph Vaughn  FAWA 
     Marvin Williams  City of Delano  
          
       
 
 
No Chairman or Vice Chairman was in attendance at the TTAC meeting.  Mr. Smith opened 
up the meeting for nominations for Chairman Pro Tem for the meeting of March 6, 2013.  
Mr. Clausen nominated Chris Kirk.  Mr. Fidler seconded the nominations.  
           

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
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There were no public comments   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of February 6, 2013, there was a motion by 
Mr. Bevin’s to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. McNamara seconded the 
motion.  
 

IV. MEETING NOTES 
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of February 6, 2013 
was distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR  2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF WASCO FOR $1,030,375 (Snoddy)   
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of Wasco for $1,030,375.  He explained that the claim includes estimated 
unexpended prior years TDA cash receipts. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2011-12 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Wasco and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   Mr. Bevin’s 
made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Clausen seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FY 2012/2013 TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY & DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT 
(TSSSDRA) PROGRAM OF PROJECTS $676,193 (Snoddy) 

 
Mr. Snoddy presented stated that the Proposition 1B Transit System Safety, Security & Disaster 
Response Account (TSSSDRA) Provides an annual call for projects and apportionment for 
$676,193 to Kern County eligible recipients. 

  
 Mr. Snoddy answered questions from the committee.   
 

Mr. McNamara stated that McFarland does not have a project and that they will transfer their 
money to Kern Regional Transit.  Mr. Clausen stated that they also will transfer their funds to 
Kern Regional Transit.  
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
authorize by resolution the draft fiscal year 2012/2013 TSSSDRA Program of Projects.    Mr. 
McNamara made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

 
VII. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP) (Pacheco)  
 
This item was tabled.  
  

VIII. INACTIVE PROJECTS POLICY CHANGE  (Pacheco)  
 
Ms. Pacheco stated that the Federal Highway Administration has a new policy regarding inactive 
projects.  (Pacheco)   

Ms. Pacheco updated the committee on the Inactive Projects Policy Change.  

Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.  

This item was for information only.  
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IX. MEMBER ITEMS  

Mr. Smith introduced Bob Neath who will be the new TTAC representative for the County of Kern 
and Paul Marquez who will be the representative for Caltrans.  

Elections for a new Chairman and Vice Chairman will be held in April.  

X. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be April 3, 2013.  With no further business, the 
meeting adjourned at approximately 10:55 a.m.  



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE  
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       May 1, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                  1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES   

 
• RPAC Meeting of Wednesday, April 3, 2013  
 

IV. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 

 
V. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN DRAFT CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 

STRATEGY (Napier)  
 
Comment: The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) recommended and the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) approved using Draft Chapter 4, Version 5 of 
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to begin the process of developing an environmental 
document.  
  
Action: Review and provide staff direction. 
 

VI. REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) PROJECT TIMELINE  (Invina) 
 
Comment: As the state-designated Regional Planning Agency, Kern COG prepares the state 
mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).  The RHNA project timeline has been 
updated.  
  

Action: Staff requests comments for the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report to be 
submitted by June 5, 2013 to Rochelle Invina at rinvina@kerncog.org.   

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 
 
Comment: The federally required Environmental Justice analysis is being updated based on 
input from the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan outreach process. 

 
Action:  Approve use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC 
Davis for reparation of the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis. 

 
VIII. PRELIMINARY 2013 TRANSPORTATION MODEL IMPROVEMENTS (Ball) 

 
Comment:  Preliminary base year travel model validation results to the San Joaquin Model 
Improvement Program are in progress and could be available for use as early as July 2013. 
 
Action:   Information 

 
IX. LETTER REQUESTING THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTIILITIES COMMISSION NOT REQUIRE 

THE TEHACHAPI RENEWABLE TRANSMISSION PROJECT TO BE ROUTED UNDER-
GROUND IN THE CHINO HILLS AREA 

 
Comment:  Southern California Edison requested that Kern Council of Governments send a letter 
to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requesting that the CPUC not require the 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project (TRTP) to be routed underground in the Chino Hills 
area. 
 
Action:  Recommend to the Kern COG Board that they approve sending a letter in opposition to 
the request of the City of Chino Hills to underground the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission 
Project in the Chino Hills area. 
 

X. PRESENTATION BY HEATHER DUMAIS OF THE AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION  
 

XI. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of April 3, 2013 

 
XII. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 
XIII. MEMBER ITEMS 

 
XIV. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be June 5, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              April 3, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevins called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Michael Bevins  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 

      Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Karen King  GET 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG  
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Pete Smith  Kern COG   
   

OTHER     Ted James  Consultant 
     Gordon Nipp  Sierra Club 
     Heather Dumais American Lung Association 
     Terry Watt  Planner 
     Donna Carpenter Kern HBA 
     Kelly Ryan  Sequoia Riverlands Trust 
     Daniel O’Connell American Farmland Trust 
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     Amanda Eaken  NRDC 
     Veronica Garibay CRLA 
     Derek Abbott  Tejon Ranch 

Gustavo Aguirre CRLA 
Roberta Marshall DMB Pacific Ventures 
Karen Northcutt Northcutt & Assoc. 

 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
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Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   

 
There were no public comments. 
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday March 6, 2013 
 

Committee Member Clausen made a motion to approve the minutes of March 6, 2013, seconded 
by Committee Member McNamara, motion carried unanimously. 
 

IV. DRAFT 2013 KERN REGIONAL HOUSING DATA REPORT – HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE 
STREAMLINING (Invina) 
 
Ms. Invina explained that to assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing element update, 
Kern COG has prepared a Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report, and the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) provided a Housing Element 
Updated Guidance to streamline the update and HCD review of fifth cycle housing elements.  Ms. 
Invina requested that the Committee provide comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional housing 
Data Report and survey by April 15, 2013.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. DRAFT REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) METHODOLOGY (Invina) 
 
Ms. Invina explained that Kern COG, acting in the capacity as the state-designated Regional 
Planning Agency, prepares the state mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).  A 
Draft RHNA Methodology has been prepared for review and comment as required by state law.  
Ms. Invina introduced Consultant Jennifer Gastelum of PMC to present the methodology.  Ms. 
Gastelum answered questions from the Committee.  Ms. Invina requested that comments on the 
Draft RHNA Methodology be submitted by April 15, 2013. 
 
This was an information item. 
 
 

VI. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 
Ms. Urata and Jeff Caton of ESA gave a brief update of the status of the Regional Energy Action 
Plans and future activities that are underway.  
 
This was an information item 

 
VII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 

  
Upon a request from staff, this item was continued to the May RPAC meeting.  
 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH (Napier) 
 

Ms. Napier explained that at the request of the Committee, Kern COG is planning to meet with 
the Board of Supervisors and each of the City Council in Kern County to present the draft 
sustainable communities strategy and solicit and consider their input and recommendations.  Ms. 
Napier indicated that the meetings are currently being scheduled and are planned for May and 
June 2013.  Mr. Ball presented a draft PowerPoint presentation to be used for the meetings.  Mr. 
Ball took suggestions from the Committee on the presentation. 
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IX. DIRECTIONS TO 2050 SUMMARY REPORTS (Napier) 
 

Ms. Napier announced that the Cycle 1 and 2 Summary Reports and the Cycle 1 Executive 
Summary can be found on the Directions to 2050 website by using the following link: 
http://www.directionsto2050.com/meetings-and-events/past-meeting-and-event-results. 
 

X. SCENARIO PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND INDICATORS (Hightower) 
 
Mr. Hightower reported on the performance measures and indicators that may be used to analyze 
modeling results for the scenarios under development for the Sustainable Communities Strategy.  
Mr. Hightower indicated that the California Air Resources Board is requesting Kern COG 
complete a form provided by CARB titled “ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table” by Friday, April 5, 
2013.  It was pointed out by Chairman Bevins that the table was not supplied to Kern COG until 
March 12, 2013, and that the Committee would like to have input on this submittal. 
 
This item was continued to the meeting of May 1, 2013. 
 

XI. PRESENTATION BY ELIZABETH JONASSON OF COALITION FOR CLEAN AIR 
 
Ms. Jonasson presented material on the topic “Seizing the opportunity:  Using the San Joaquin 
Valley Sustainable Communities Strategies to advance health, sustainability, and shared 
prosperity”.  Following the presentation Committee members made comments and presented 
information about the uniqueness of Kern County. 
 

XII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, meeting of March 6, 2013 
were provided to the committee.  
 

XIII. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

Ms. Napier announced an opportunity for one jurisdiction to participate in a free IMPACS Training 
which is a fiscal impact analysis tool created by Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG).  There will be a pre-training webinar, a one-day hands on training and two follow-up 
webinars. The training will be provided by SACOG staff.  Committee members were asked to 
advise Ms. Napier if anyone was interested in taking the training. 
 

XIV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

XV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business to be conducted, the meeting was adjourned at 3:24 p.m.  
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday May 1, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 
 
 

 
May 1, 2013 

 
 

 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee/ 
    
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Becky Napier 
   Regional Planner III 
 
  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: V 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN DRAFT CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) recommended and the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) approved using Draft Chapter 4, Version 5 of the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) to begin the process of developing an environmental document.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
March 21, the TPPC approved using Draft Chapter 4, Version 5 of the RTP to begin developing 
the 2014 RTP Environmental Document.  On March 20, Kern COG received a letter (attached) 
from Consultant, Ted James, requesting a change in the Core Values language of the SB 375 
Framework.  Mr. James believes that even though the Core Values were previously approved by 
the Kern COG Board there should not be a reluctance to modify provisions of the Draft SCS to 
reflect the emphasis of Kern’s unique geographic and economic character as the basis for not 
pursuing a regional SCS program.  
 
The SB 375 Framework Core Value in question states:  “Kern County shall continue to discuss 
cooperation and coordination with the seven (7) other counties located in the Central San Joaquin 
Valley to develop a regional Sustainable Community Strategy that recognizes the both shared 
and unique characteristics of each of the eight (8) counties”.  This Value was discussed at length 
by the RPAC prior to recommending that the TPPC adopt the SB 375 Framework (attached).  
The RPAC recognized that it was necessary to continue to cooperate and coordinate with the 
other counties in an effort to share modeling and other RTP information.  The RPAC’s intent was 
always to develop an SCS that was unique and beneficial to Kern County. 
 
ACTION 
 
Review and provide staff direction. 









 

   May 1, 2013 
 

 TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
  
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi,  

Executive Director 
  

BY: Rochelle Invina, Regional Planner I 
  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VI 

REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) PROJECT TIMELINE   
 
 DESCRIPTION:  
 
As the state-designated Regional Planning Agency, Kern COG prepares the state mandated Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA).  The RHNA project timeline has been updated.  
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
To assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing element update, Kern COG has prepared the Draft 2013 Kern 
Regional Housing Data Report, and will be attached to the RHNA Plan. The report is a compilation of housing and 
demographic information that local jurisdictions can use for their housing element update. Kern COG plans to provide an 
update to the Housing Data Report by May 2014 with the latest American Community Survey (ACS) data. The Draft Data 
Report is available online: www.directionsto2050.com/regional-housing-needs. This item was presented during the April 3rd 
Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) and Transportation Modeling Committee (TMC) meeting. Based on 
comments received on the Draft Data Report, staff is extending the comment deadline to June 5, 2013.  
 
In addition, one of the RHNA statutory tasks Kern COG is responsible for is to develop and propose a RHNA methodology 
for distributing the existing and projected housing regional housing need to the cities and counties within the region. During 
the RPAC/TMC meeting on April 3, 2013, a presentation on the draft RHNA methodology was given by PMC, consultants 
that are assisting Kern COG with the RHNA planning. The proposed RHNA methodology is available on Kern COG’s 
homepage: www.kerncog.org/. Under Government Code Section 65584.04 (h), Kern COG needs to conduct a public 
hearing to receive comments on the proposed methodology during a 60-day public comment period. The public comment 
period commenced April 19 and will close June 18, 2013.  A public hearing is scheduled for May 16, 2013 during the Kern 
COG Board meeting.  
 
Recent legislative changes have linked the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the RHNA. The production of the 
RHNA is coordinated with the RTP schedule. The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) 
has developed a template to help determine the sequence of events related to the RHNA.  The following is a tentative 
RHNA timeline:  
 
April 15, 2013 – Kern COG request/confirms factor data from local governments (2013 RHNA Data Survey and RPAC 
comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report) and RPAC comments on draft RHNA methodology  
April 19, 2013 – Kern COG issues proposed RHNA methodology (60 day public comment period) 
May 16, 2013 (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG public hearing for proposed RHNA methodology and approve 2013 Kern 
Regional Housing Data Report 
May – HCD issues RHNA determination to Kern COG 
June 5, 2013 – Comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report  
June 18, 2013 – Close of public comment period on RHNA methodology  
July 18, 2013 (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts RHNA methodology  
 
ACTION: Staff requests comments for the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report to be submitted by June 5, 2013 
to Rochelle Invina at rinvina@kerncog.org.   



 
May 1, 2013 

 
 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 
   Michael Heimer, Transportation Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VII 
 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
The federally required Environmental Justice analysis is being updated based on input from the 2014 
Regional Transportation Plan outreach process. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 require metropolitan planning 
organizations to focus on environmental justice concerns in their planning processes. The Kern COG 
methodology is considered a state best practice by the 2010 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines 
and a national best practice by Federal Highways Administration guidance as a best practice for 
environmental justice analysis.  The Directions to 2050 outreach process for the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) included an Environment and Social Equity Roundtable comprised of 
representatives from member agencies, community-based and non-profit organizations and other 
interested stakeholders to assist staff in updating the environmental justice analysis. 
 
Kern COG originally formed a task force in 2002 to assist in creating ways to focus on environmental 
justice (EJ) concerns caused by transportation issues. One of the products of that task force was the 
methodology to define an EJ area based upon income, age, and minority status based upon the 2000 
Census.  After the 2010 Census data was made available, the task force was reformed as the 
Environment and Social Equity Roundtable, to determine if the methodology defining an EJ area should 
be revised.  Two different methodologies were presented to the task force for consideration.  The first was 
virtually identical to the original method approved in 2002.  The second methodology was created by a 
group at the University of California, Davis.  This method factored in environmental as well as social data 
to determine if an area should be defined as an EJ area.  The task force preferred the methodology 
created by the UC Davis group. 
 
In addition, the task roundtable requested an additional measure on affordability of transportation. 
 
ACTION:   
 
Approve use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC Davis for reparation 
of the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis. 
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Outreach to Low‐income, Minority, 
and Limited‐English Proficiency 

Communities
Kern COG Environmental Justice (EJ) 

Analysis Update

Regional Planning Advisory Committee  5‐1‐13

What is Environmental Justice (EJ)?

• Environmental Justice is the concept that no 
single population or group is disproportionately 
affected by government activities.

• Legal authority behind the concept is rooted in 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and President 
Clinton’s Executive Order 12898 signed in 1993.

• Typically, environmental justice activities fall into 
three broad categories: public participation, 
population identification & impact evaluation.

Kern’s EJ Analysis Methodology
– National/State Best Practice 

• In CTC Adopted State 2010 RTP Guidelines as 
Best Practice

• Cited in the “Best Practices of Environmental 
Justice (EJ) Analysis within California” 
presentation by the Federal Highway 
Administration

• 2 Pronged Focus: Outreach, Analysis

Community Engagement Outreach

• Designed as a partnership with Kern 
COG and communities they serve

• Targeted all sectors of the 
community, including traditionally 
underrepresented communities

• Included various methods: 
– Community workshops
– Community‐based organization 

meetings
– Festival and fairs

• Visited each city/town twice, totaling 
32 meetings

• Activities for participants of all ages 
(youth, adults, and seniors)

• Youth from Frontier High ASB 
• Kern County Fair participants
• Greenfield Walking Group
• Arvin, Delano, and Shafter 

Center for Race, Poverty, and 
the Environment 

• Dolores Huerta Foundation 
• Wasco Rotary
• Frazier Mountain and 

Ridgecrest chambers of 
commerce

• Kern River Valley 
Revitalization Tehachapi 
Mountain Festival

• Ridgecrest Desert Empire Fair

Over 5,000 participants:

Services for Limited‐English 
Proficiency Participants
• Stakeholder Roundtable Meetings

– 3 Social Justice and Equity Stakeholders Meetings

• Community Workshops
– Live translation services provided at 5 Cycle 1 community 
workshops

– 37% of Cycle 1 community workshop participants were 
Spanish‐speaking

– Presentation and materials in both Spanish and English

• Festivals and fairs
– Activities for youth and adults
– Materials in Spanish and English

• Online activities
– Survey and interactive games in Spanish and English

Directions to 2050 
Promotional Activities using Media

• Newspaper advertisements in:

• Facebook
• Google advertisements
• Email blasts
• Press releases
• Banner advertisement on bakersfield.com

• El Mexicalo/El Popular • Midway‐Driller

• Bakersfield Californian (print & online) • Mojave Desert‐News

• Daily Independent • News‐Review (Ridgecrest)
• Delano Record • Rosamond News

• Kern Valley Sun • Shafter Press
• Lamont Reporter/Arvin Tiller • Wasco Tribune



4/24/2013

2

Analysis: How We Measure Progress

• Kern COG’s 2003 Approach

• Kern COG’s 2013 Approach

• Performance Measures

• Next Steps

2003 Environmental Justice Task Force

• Criteria: Represent non‐white, low‐income, seniors, disabled

• Participating agencies include:
– Native American Heritage Council

– Kern County Economic Opportunity Corporation

– Kern Senior Collaborative/Center for Living and Learning

– Independent Living Center

– City of Shafter

– Kern County Housing Authority

– Kern County Office on Aging and Adult Services

– Consolidated Transportation Services Agency

– Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

– California Highway Patrol

– Hispanic Chamber Foundation

– NOR Recreation and Parks District

– American Indian Health Project

Identifying EJ Areas: Old Method

2000 Kern COG MethodKern County

2012‐13 Environment and Social Equity Roundtable

Participants:
• Community Action Partnership of Kern
• Bike Bakersfield
• California Rural Legal Assistance
• Greenfield Walking Group
• Kern County Department of Public Health
• California Walks
• Independent Living Center for Kern
• Center for Race Poverty and the Environment
• Sequoia Riverlands Trust
• Sierra Club
• City of Shafter
• Kern County Housing Authority

Identifying EJ Areas

UC Davis 2010 Methodology to Identify EJ Areas

Identifying EJ Areas

UC Davis 2010 Methodology to Identify EJ Areas
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Identifying EJ Areas

2010 UC Davis MethodKern County

Identifying EJ Areas

2010 UC Davis MethodMetro Bakersfield

Performance Measures

• Mobility – Calculate average trip time by mode (auto 
and transit) from environmental justice TAZs and 
countywide. [Vehicle hours/trips]

• Accessibility – Calculate average trip time by mode 
(auto and transit) to major job centers (600 TAZs), 
[Vehicle hours/trips to job centers]

Performance Measures 

• Cost‐effectiveness – Passenger miles traveled. Calculate 
passenger miles traveled by both vehicle and transit 
networks for current and planned transit projects (increased 
headway, new routes) and capacity increasing road projects 
links in future years, inside EJ TAZs and countywide. These 
figures are divided by the total investment in these projects 
and used to calculate their cost‐effectiveness.  [Person miles 
traveled/cost]

• Reliability – Calculate the distance of level of service D 
through F links inside environmental justice TAZs and 
countywide. [Vehicle miles of travel in congestion]

Performance Measures 

• Consumer satisfaction – Calculate the average trip delay 
after feedback between constrained and unconstrained 
roadways on links inside EJ TAZs and countywide. 
[Minutes of delay]

• Safety – Calculate the percentage increase between 
property damage, injury and fatal accident rates 
between base year 1998 and 2030. [expected accident 
rates by type and volume]

• Equity – Show an equitable distribution of 
transportation investment benefits [Percent of Person 
Miles Traveled in and out of EJ areas compared to 
Percent of Cost in and out of EJ areas]

Accessibility ‐ Highways

.72
worse

.06
worse

EJ TAZs
not  as 

bad off as 
Countywide

Countywide

EJ AreasH
IG
H
W
A
Y
S

Source: 
2011 RTP
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Accessibility ‐ Transit

1.33
worse

1.52
worse

EJ TAZs
not  as 

bad off as 
Countywide

Countywide

EJ AreasTR
A
N
SI
T

Source: 
2011 RTP

Next Steps/Questions

• Use The Performance Measures for UC Davis EJ 
Areas on SCS Scenarios.

• Revise Accessibility Measure to include 
Affordability

• Measure Transit Availability/Affordability in 
outlying areas

• Modeling Limitations

• Results Available In Draft RTP – July 2013



 
May 1, 2013 

 
 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  By: Robert Ball, Director of Planning 

Ed Flickinger, Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC AGENDA ITEM:  VIII 

PRELIMINARY 2013 TRANSPORTATION MODEL IMPROVEMENTS 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Preliminary base year travel model validation results to the San Joaquin Model Improvement 
Program are in progress and could be available for use as early as July 2013. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Transportation model accuracy can be measured by how well a model replicates observed 
traffic counts based on a host of model algorithms and input data including demographics, land 
use, surveyed household travel characteristics, etc.   
 
A new Kern COG transportation model, still under development by San Joaquin Valley-wide 
Model Improvement Program (MIP), was delivered in September 2012. The model contains 
mode split, trucks, peak periods (am, pm, mid-day, off-peak), and an increase in the number of 
Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) to nearly 2,000 designed to more accurately measure 
alternative modes of travel such as transit, bike and walk. 
 
In Fall of 2012 DKS Consulting was retained to improve the MIP validation with the latest 
available observed data for trip distribution, gateway inputs, trip generation, mode share, auto 
ownership, and truck model inputs. DKS is also improving environmental justice measure 
reporting and transit mode share reporting. 
 
DKS is adjusting model parameters and input data to the Kern COG MIP model to improve 
intercity flows measured along current and added screenlines, while keeping overall Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) close to the observed traffic data from the state Highway Performance 
Management System (HPMS). Spot‐corrections to employment data, and adjustment to the 
population per household calculation and to trip production rates, improved the internal balance 
of outlying areas, reducing high flows along some corridors based on observed traffic counts. 
Some corridors and routes flows on SR 58 between Tehachapi and Bakersfield remain high, 



indicating a need for further review of east county employment and production‐attraction 
balance. Model adjustments still underway are showing measureable improvements in 
accuracy. 
 
Attached is an overview of some of the preliminary validation statistics.   
   
ACTION:  Information 



Preliminary Model Validation Statistics by DKS - April 2013 
 

 

 
 

Side by Side Model Comparison 
Preliminary DKS Improvements - April 2013  Preliminary MIP model - August 2012 

 

 

 

 



 
Preliminary Base Year Level of Service – 2013 MIP – Metro Bakersfield 

 
 
Preliminary Base Year Level of Service – 2013 MIP – Countywide 

 
 
 

 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301  (661) 861-2191  Facsimile (661) 324-8215  TTY (661) 832-7433  www.kerncog.org 

May 1, 2013 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 

BY: Becky Napier 
 Regional Planner III 

 
SUBJECT: RPAC AGENDA ITEM NUMBER IX. 

LETTER REQUESTING THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTIILITIES COMMISSION NOT REQUIRE THE 
TEHACHAPI RENEWABLE TRANSMISSION PROJECT TO BE ROUTED UNDERGROUND IN THE 
CHINO HILLS AREA 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Southern California Edison requested that Kern Council of Governments send a letter to the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) requesting that the CPUC not require the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project (TRTP) to be 
routed underground in the Chino Hills area. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Southern California Edison obtained CPUC approval for the TRTP in 2009 after a two-year licensing phase during which 
the utility company demonstrated compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and met all other State and 
federal requirements for the project.  Now, with construction of the project well underway, one municipality is attempting to 
halt the entire project by asking all Southern California Edison ratepayers to finance the $600 million removal of overhead 
towers and transmission lines and reroute those lines underground. 
 
Kern County has worked diligently to develop environmentally sound wind energy projects that will generate much of the 
renewable power California needs.  The Kern County Board of Supervisors has adopted a goal of bringing 10,000 
megawatts of renewable electricity into production by 2015, and more than 8,000 megawatts have been permitted for 
construction to date.  The TRTP is the critical link that will tie these renewable energy resources to the Southern California 
power grid. 
 
Kern County residents are bearing the impacts of these wind and solar projects in order to provide renewable energy for 
the rest of California; the residents of Chino Hills and other jurisdictions need to do their part in making this electricity 
available to Californians.  If construction is delayed by rerouting a portion of Segment 8A underground, thousands of 
megawatts of renewable power and more than $12 billion of investment in clean energy will be endangered. 
 
A sample letter is attached for Committee review. 
 
The Kern County Board of Supervisors at its meeting of March 12, 2013, approved a similar letter in opposition to the 
request of the City of Chino Hills. 
 
ACTION:  Recommend to the Kern COG Board that they approve sending a letter in opposition to the request of the City 
of Chino Hills to underground the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project in the Chino Hills area. 
 
 
 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301  (661) 861-2191  Facsimile (661) 324-8215  TTY (661) 832-7433  www.kerncog.org 

May 16, 2013 
 
Commissioner Mike Florio 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA  94102-3298 
 
RE: Opposition to request by the City of Chino Hills to move three miles of Tehachapi 
 Renewable Transmission Project underground (Application A.07-06-031) 
 
Dear Commissioner Florio: 
 
The Kern Council of Governments Board of Directors strongly opposes a request that the California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC) order Southern California Edison to construct three miles in Segment 8A of the 
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project (TRTP) underground within the city limits of Chino Hills. 
 
Southern California Edison obtained CPUC approval for the TRTP in 2009 after a two-year licensing phase 
during which the utility company demonstrated compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and 
met all other State and federal requirements for the project.  Now, with construction of the project well 
underway, one municipality is attempting to halt the entire project by asking all Southern California Edison 
ratepayers to finance the $600 million removal of overhead towers and transmission lines and reroute those 
lines underground. 
 
Kern County has worked diligently to develop environmentally sound wind energy projects that will generate 
much of the renewable power California needs.  The Kern County Board of Supervisors has adopted a goal of 
bringing 10,000 megawatts of renewable electricity into production by 2015, and more than 8,000 megawatts 
have been permitted for construction to date.  The TRTP is the critical link that will tie these renewable energy 
resources to the Southern California power grid. 
 
Kern County residents are bearing the impacts of these wind and solar projects in order to provide renewable 
energy for the rest of California; the residents of Chino Hills and other jurisdictions need to do their part in 
making this electricity available to Californians.  If construction is delayed by rerouting a portion of Segment 8A 
underground, thousands of megawat4ets of renewable power and more than $12 billion of investment in clean 
energy will be endangered. 
 
The Kern COG Board of Directors respectfully requests that the California Public Utilities Commission not 
require the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project to be routed underground in the Chino Hills area. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Harold Hanson, Chairman 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              April 3, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairmen Woods called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Ed Galero  City of Delano 
Bob Wren  City of Wasco 
Steve Woods  GET 
Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin 
Craig Jones  City of Taft 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter  
  
 

STAFF:     Peter Smith  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia   Kern COG 

     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Tony Lusich  DCI 
Marvin William  City of Delano 

      
       
 
No Chairman or Vice Chairman was in attendance at the TTAC meeting.  Mr. Smith opened 
up the meeting for nominations for Chairman Pro Tem for the meeting of April 3, 2013.  Mr. 
Wren nominated Mr. Woods.  Mr. Speer seconded the nomination.  
           

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
Tony Lusich, whom was representing the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), briefly 
detailed the ASCE Infrastructure National Report Card.   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of March 6, 2013, there was a motion by 
Mr. Fidler to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. McNamara seconded the 
motion.  
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IV. MEETING NOTES 
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of March 6, 2013 was 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY FOR $397,256  (Snoddy)   
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of California City for $397,256. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
California City and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Wren made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TDA PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY FOR 
$186,050   (Snoddy) 

 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of California City for $ $186,050. 

  
The action requested is to Review TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of California City and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.   

 
VII. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco)  

 
Ms. Pacheco, at the request of the TTAC, provided the old thresholds for the Inactive Projects 
Policy. 
 
Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.  
 
This item was for information only.   
 

VIII. PROJECT DELIVERY LETTERS (Pacheco)  
 
Ms. Pacheco gave a brief presentation of project delivery revised schedule letters.  She went on 
to advise that 20 projects have not yet been submitted for funding authorization, representing a 
total of $7.5 million in federal programming. 

 
 This item was for information only.  
 
IX. TOLL CREDITS (Pacheco) 

 
Ms. Pacheco stated that Kern COG staff is providing toll credits information at the request of the 
Project Accountability Team.  Ms. Pacheco informed the committee that toll credits are not federal 
funds and do not generate additional federal funds.  She explained that Kern COG addresses toll 
credit use on a project-by-project basis. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

X. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) - DRAFT TIMELINE AND 
FUND ESTIMATE (Pacheco)  

Ms. Pacheco stated that Kern COG staff developed a draft timeline and fund estimate to facilitate 
programing of new Regional Surface Transportation Program projects. Ms. Pacheco advised that 
after approval by the Transportation Planning Policy Committee on April 18, the draft timeline will 
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be used for upcoming Regional Surface Transportation Program call for projects cycle.   

The action requested is to recommend approval of the RSTP Timeline and Fund Estimate to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   Mr. Fidler made a motion to recommend approval of 
the RSTP Timeline and Fund Estimate to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.     Mr. 
McNamara seconded the motion.  

 

XI. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) PROGRAM – DRAFT TIMELINE 
AND FUNDING TARGETS (Pacheco) 

Ms. Pacheco stated that Kern COG staff developed a draft timeline and funding targets to 
facilitate programming new Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) projects.  Ms. Pacheco 
advised that after approval by the Transportation Planning Policy Committee on April 18th, the 
draft timeline will be used for the upcoming Congestion Mitigation and Airy Quality project cycle.  

Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.  

The action requested is to recommend approval of the CMAQ Timeline and Funding Targets to 
the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s made a motion to recommend 
approval of the CMAQ Timeline and Funding Targets to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee. Mr. McNamara seconded the motion.  

 

XII. 2008 OZONE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERALTRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP)   (Pacheco) 

Ms. Pacheco stated that the RTP amendment updates the Thomas Roads Improvement 
Program. The FTIP amendment includes six project records.  She advised that draft documents 
are available for review at www.kerncog.org . 

This item was for information only.  

 
XIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia) 

 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that the Kern Council of Governments anticipates formulating its 2014 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) this year to further advance projects 
of regional significance.  Mr. Stramaglia advised the committee that KCOG staff expects to adopt 
the 2014 RTIP in November 2013 and then submit the program of projects to the California 
Transportation Commission by December 2013 as required by state law. 
 
Mr. Stramaglia answered questions from the committee.  
 
This item was for information only. 
 

XIV. HOLD ELECTIONS TO APPOINT CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN TO FACILIATE TTAC 
MEETINGS FOR FISCAL YEAR MAY 2013 TO APRIL 2014.   

Chairman Woods opened the meeting for nominations for Chairman and Vice Chairman for Fiscal 
Year May 2013 to April 2014.   

Mr. Clausen nominated Mr. Woods for Chairman of the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion. 

Mr. Clausen nominated Bob Neath for Vice Chairman of the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

XV. MEMBER ITEMS  

XVI. ADJOURNMENT  

The next meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be May 1, 2013.  



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE  
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       June 5, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                  1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES   

 
• RPAC Meeting of Wednesday May 1, 2013  
 

IV. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS PROGRAM MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING AMENDMENT   (Project Team) 
 
Comment:  Amend the Memorandum of Understanding with each participating local government 
to reflect the November 15, 2012 first amendment to the Southern California Edison California 
Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan Implementation Contract, Kern Council of Governments 
Strategic Plan Strategies including the Amended Statement of Work and Schedule of 
Deliverables to extend the timeframe of the contract to December 15, 2014. 
 
Action:  Information  
 

V.  REVISED SCHEDULE – 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (Napier)  
 
Comment: The planned date of adoption for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was 
October 2013.  The adoption date for the 2014 RTP has been extended to March 2014.  The 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee has been advised of this extension. 
  
Action:  Information  
 

VI. REVISED SCHEDULE - REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA)  (Invina) 
 
Comment: As the state-designated Regional Planning Agency, Kern Council of Governments 
(COG) is responsible for preparing the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan. The 
RHNA schedule has been updated to be coordinated with the revised 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan adoption date from October 2013 to March 2014.    
 

Action: Information 

 

 



 
VII. SCENARIO PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND INDICATORS UPDATE (Hightower) 

 
Comment: Kern COG staff is developing a number of performance measures and indicators that 
may be used to analyze modeling results for the scenarios under development for the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS).   

 Action:  Information  

VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of May 1, 2013 
 

IX. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be July 3, 2013.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              May 1, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Vice-Chairman McNamara called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Richelle Carino  City of Delano (arrived 1:50) 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mike Waiczis  City of Taft (arrived 1:40) 

      Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6 
     Karen King  GET 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ted James  Consultant 
     Dave Dmohowski Quad Knopf 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks 
     Heather Dumais American Lung Association 
     Leslie Kimura Szeto Air Resources Board 
     Nesamani Kalemdigar Air Resources Board 
     Jonathan Taylor  Air Resources Board 
     Cal Rossi  Southern California Edison 
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     David Bergram  (phone) 
 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
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There were no public comments. 
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday February 6, 2013 
 

Committee Member Poire made a motion to approve the April 3, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee Member Clausen, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 

Ms. Urata gave an update on the progress of the Energy Action Plan adoption schedule.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. REGIONAL TRANSORTATION PLAN DRAFT CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 
STRATEGY (Napier) 

 
Ms. Napier informed the Committee that Consultant, Ted James, sent a letter on March 20 
requesting a change in the Core Values language of the SB 375 Frameworks used in the 
Preliminary RTP/SCS Chapter.  The SB 375 Framework Core Value in question states:  “Kern 
County shall continue to discuss cooperation and coordination with the seven (7) other counties 
located in the Central San Joaquin Valley to develop a regional sustainable community Strategy 
that recognizes the both shared and unique characteristics of each of the eight j(8) counties”. 
 
After discussion, Committee Member Clausen made a motion to bring this item back to the June 
meeting with information on what the status is of the eight COGs to the north, the intent of this 
language, and the suggested language of Mr. James; seconded by Committee Member Poire, 
carried unanimously. 
 

VI. REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) PROJECT TIMELINE (Invina)  
 
Ms. Invina informed the Committee that to assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing 
element update, Kern COG prepared a Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report.  The 
report is a compilation of housing and demographic information that local jurisdictions can use for 
their housing element update.  Staff requested that comments on the Draft 2013 Regional 
Housing Data Report be submitted to Ms. Invina by June 5, 2013.   

 
VII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball)  

 
Mr. Ball explained to the Committee that the federally required Environmental Justice analysis is 
being updated based on input from the 2014 Regional transportation Plan outreach process.  The 
Environmental and Social Equity Stakeholder Group was presented with two methodologies.  The 
first methodology was virtually identical to the original method approve in 2002.  The second 
methodology was created by a group at the University of California Davis.  The Environmental 
and Social Equity Group requested that the UC Davis methodology be used.    
 
After discussion, Committee Member Clausen made a motion to bring this item back at the next 
meeting with an analysis of what the changes would be if the UC Davis methodology is used 
versus the methodology Kern COG used in the past; seconded by Committee Member Poire, 
carried unanimously. 

 
VIII. PRELIMINARY 2013 TRANSPORTATION MODEL IMPROVEMENTS (Ball)   

Mr. Ball informed the Committee that transportation model accuracy can be measured by how 
well a model replicates observed traffic counts based on a host of model algorithms and input 
data including demographics, land use, surveyed household travel characteristics, etc.  The new 



3 
 

Model Improvement Program (MIP) delivered in September 2012 is designed to more accurately 
measure alternative modes of travel such as transit, bike and walk.  DKS Consulting has been 
retained to improve the MIP validation with the latest available observed data for trip distribution, 
gateway inputs, trip generation, mode share, auto ownership, and truck model inputs.  Mr. Ball 
explained that model adjustments still underway are showing measureable improvements in 
accuracy. 
 
This was an information item. 

 
IX. LETTER REQUESTING THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION NOT REQUIRE 

THE TEHACHAPI RENEWABLE TRANSMISSION PROJECT TO BE ROUTED 
UNDERGROUND IN THE CHINO HILLS AREA (Napier)  

 
Ms. Napier explained that Southern California Edison requested that Kern Council of 
Governments send a letter to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requesting that 
the CPUC not require the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project (TRTP) to be routed 
underground in the Chino Hills area. 
 
Mr. Rossi of Southern California Edison provided the Committee background information.  
Committee Member Rowe made a motion to recommend to the kern COG Board that they 
approve sending a letter in opposition to the request of the City of Chino Hills to underground the 
TRTP in the Chino Hills area; seconded by Committee Member Poire, carried unanimously. 
 

X. PRESENTATION BY HEATHER DUMAIS OF THE AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION 
 
Ms. Dumais made a presentation to the Committee. 
 

XI. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
The minutes of the April 3, 2013 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee were provided to 
the Committee. 
 

XII. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

There were none.   
 

XIII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
There were none.   
 

XIV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Committee Member Clausen made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Committee Member 
Mobley, with all in favor.  The meeting adjourned at 3:03 p.m. 
 
 
 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301  (661) 861-2191  Facsimile (661) 324-8215  TTY (661) 832-7433  www.kerncog.org 

June 5, 2013  
 

  
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
  
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi,  

Executive Director 
  

BY: Linda Urata, Regional Planner III 
  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC ITEM:  IV 

KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS PROGRAM MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
AMENDMENT  

 
  
DESCRIPTION:  
 

Amend the Memorandum of Understanding with each participating local government to reflect the November 15, 2012 first 
amendment to the Southern California Edison California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan Implementation Contract, Kern 
Council of Governments Strategic Plan Strategies including the Amended Statement of Work and Schedule of 
Deliverables to extend the timeframe of the contract to December 15, 2014. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

In November 2010, Kern Council of Governments contracted with Southern California Edison to conduct a local 
government operations protocol inventory for the years 2005 and 2010 of energy use and to calculate the attendant 
greenhouse gases for the County of Kern (including up to eight Community Service Districts), and the cities of California 
City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest and Tehachapi.  A projection of energy use in the year 2020 was made for each city.  
Public workshops on energy efficiency strategies were held in early 2012.  The cities prioritized selection criteria and used 
a strategy selection tool to develop a customized Energy Action Plan.  This work will assist cities to save money on 
energy use while demonstrating progress toward the goals of the California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan and AB32:  
California Global Warming Solutions Act.  This contract was set to expire at midnight, November 30, 2012. 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) granted an extension to these funding agreements to December 31, 
2014. The Program is funded by California utility ratepayers and is administered by SCE under the auspices of the 
Commission.   In late 2013 and throughout 2014, Kern Council of Governments will work with the County of Kern and the 
cities of California City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest and Tehachapi to complete any remaining deliverables in the 
Scope of Work, including to report on the implementation of the Energy Action Plans completed in 2012 and 2013 and to 
conduct an analysis of the impact that implementation has had on energy efficiency and greenhouse gases in 2014. 

This amendment will extend the agreement with each local government to complete the amended Scope of Work through 
December 31, 2014, contingent upon approval of the California Public Utilities Commission. 

 

ACTION:  Information 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF NAME AND 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 
 

THIS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (hereinafter “MOU”) is made and entered 
into this ___ day of _____ 2013, by and between the CITY OF CITY (hereinafter “CITY”) and 
the KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (hereinafter “KERN COG”). 

 
R E C I T A L S 

 
WHEREAS, local demand for electricity has grown, and is expected to continue to 

grow in the future to support a growing population and economy and; 
 
WHEREAS, citizens and businesses spend substantial amounts of money for energy 

and it makes economic sense and good public policy to encourage efficiency in populated 
areas; and 

 
WHEREAS, energy efficiency programs enhance our environment by improving air  

quality, reducing greenhouse gases and other pollution, and conserving natural resources; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is vital for communities to create Energy Action Plans (EAPs) and 

greenhouse gas inventories, and integrate the EAP with other long-term plans for the local 
jurisdiction and for the region; and 

 
WHEREAS, there is a growing movement within California communities and businesses 

to improve everyday business practices and personal lives; and 
 
WHEREAS, local agencies should lead their communities with innovative programs to 

address energy efficiency, sustainability and climate change; and 
 
WHEREAS, KERN COG desires to assist CITY by facilitating funding of some of these 

innovative programs; and 
 
WHEREAS, CITY desires to accept conditional funding to enhance its ability to improve 

the quality of energy efficiency within its area of influence. 
 
 WHEREAS, CITY entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with KERN COG in 
2011 to participate in the Kern Region Energy Action Plans project and desires to extend the 
completion date to December 15, 2014; 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, incorporating the foregoing recitals herein, CITY and KERN COG 
mutually agree as follows: 
 
1. PURPOSE.  To develop and produce a Local Government Operations 

greenhouse gas inventory and Energy Action Plan for the CITY.  
 

2. TERM.  No work will be authorized by the CITY until this MOU has been fully 
executed by CITY and KERN COG.  The term for this MOU shall end on 
December 15, 2012. December 15, 2014. 
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3. RESPONSIBILITIES OF CITY.  The CITY shall: 
 

a. Designate a city representative in development of a Local Government 
Operations greenhouse gas inventory and an Energy Action Plan; 

b. Adhere to the requirements attached to the “Subcontractor” as stated in 
Appendix A: CALIFORNIA ENERGY EFFICIENCY STRATEGIC PLAN 
IMPLEMENTATION CONTRACT, Kern Council of Governments Strategic 
Plan Strategies, Between Southern California Edison and Kern Council of 
Governments;  
 

The designated city representative shall: 
 

c. Provide information on municipal energy use for the Local Government 
Operations greenhouse gas inventory; 

d. Establish targets and identify opportunities for greenhouse gas reduction 
by improving energy efficiency; 

e. Use the template approved by Kern COG for collecting data of municipal 
energy use; 

f. Work with Kern COG and a consultant to prepare a plan for the 
development and adoption of the EAP (“EAP Plan”), which will include, at 
a minimum, a description and schedule for stakeholder input, and plans 
for the measurement and evaluation of the EAP; 

g. At Kern COG’s request, provide an invitation list, select the meeting site, 
and attend at least one public workshop within city boundaries to solicit 
and gather input on the EAP Template and how it should be tailored; 

h. Document the process for gathering and incorporating stakeholder input 
to the development of CITY’s EAP, including, at a minimum, a list of all 
events used to gather stakeholder input (e.g., meetings and workshops), 
including a list of all attendees and respective contact information, and a 
discussion of how stakeholder input was used in refining the EAP 
Template. 

i. Conduct an energy savings analysis for greenhouse gas inventories; 
j. Upon completion and satisfactory review and approval, the City Council 

shall consider adoption of the Energy Action Plan for CITY; and  
k. Establish a schedule for continued energy efficiency savings analyses, for 

greenhouse gas inventories, and for updates to the Energy Action Plan. 

 
4. RESPONSIBILITIES OF KERN COG.  KERN COG shall: 

 
a.     As the program “Implementer”, designate a program manager to administer 

and provide the required reporting as per the Contract and Scope of Work 
entered into with Southern California Edison on November 18, 2010 and 
attached to this MOU as Appendix A, and as amended on November 15, 
2012 attached to this MOU as Appendix B. 

 
b.    Provide CITY representative with templates, tools, and timelines required to 

complete the work under this MOU. 
 
c.    Issue a Request for Proposals and Scope of Work to hire a consultant to 

direct the Greenhouse Gas Inventories in the Participating Municipalities. 
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d.    Issue a Request for Proposals and Scope of Work to hire a consultant to 
direct the development of Energy Action Plans for the Participating 
Municipalities. 

e.    Issue a Request for Proposals and Scope of Work to hire a consultant to 
direct the development of Energy Action Plan Outreach including Public 
Workshops for the Participating Municipalities. 

 
f.    Designate a program manager to direct the Energy Action Plan public 

workshops. 
 

Both parties shall work together to complete the Tasks outlined in the Scope of Work 
(Appendices A and B) according to the following schedule of deliverables. 

 

Task 2.A. - Deliverable(s) Due Date(s) 

1. Draft consultant Scope Completed 

2. Final consultant Scope Completed 

3. Draft MOUs Completed 

4. Final MOUs Amended June 30, 2013 

5. Draft RFP Completed 

6. Final RFP Completed 

7. Bid Award Announcement Completed 

8. Documentation of EAP WG formation, 
including a description of the working 
group’s goals and a list of members 

Completed – Continuing Agenda 
item on the Regional Planning 
Advisory Committee 

9. Minutes from all EAP WG meetings 

Monthly with Invoicing 
Requirements (see Task 3) 
for meetings held the 
preceding Month 

10. Draft EAP Assessment and Planning Report Completed 

11. Final EAP Assessment and Planning Report Completed 

12. Draft EAP Template Completed 

13. Final EAP Template 
Completed with a revision 
scheduled by December 10, 
2013. 

14. Monthly report of tracked Performance 
Indicators 

Monthly with Invoicing 
Requirements (see Task 3) 

 

Task 2.B. - Deliverable(s) Due Date(s) 

1. Draft Inventory Assessment and Planning Completed 
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Report  

2. Final Inventory Assessment and Planning 
Report Completed 

3. Municipal energy use data collection 
template Completed 

4. Results of inventories for all Participating 
Municipalities 

April 30, 2013:  A few items remain 
for the County of Kern and the City 
of Ridgecrest.  Anticipated 
completion June 15, 2013. 

5. Monthly report of tracked Performance 
Indicators 

Monthly with Invoicing Requirements 
(see Task 3) 

 
 
Task 2.C. - Deliverable(s) Due Date(s) 
1. Draft EAP Plan Completed 

2. Final EAP Plan Completed 

3. Public Workshops on customization of EAPs Completed 

4. Draft EAP for each Participating Municipality April 16, 2013  

5. Final EAP for each Participating Municipality June 30, 2013  

6. Report on EAP Stakeholder Input Completed 

7. For all Participating Municipalities - 
resolutions adopting EAP or documentation 
of why EAP was not adopted and related 
alternate plans 

June 30, 2013 City of Ridgecrest 
and County of Kern outstanding 

8. Monthly report of tracked Performance 
Indicators 

Monthly with Invoicing Requirements 
(see Task 3) 

 

Task 2.D. - Deliverable(s) Due Date(s) 

1. Draft GHG EE Analysis Plan Completed 

2. Final GHG EE Analysis Plan Completed 

3. Draft GHG EE Analysis Report May 31, 2014 

4. Final GHG EE Analysis Report September 1, 2014 

5. Draft Information Sharing Plan March 29, 2014 

6. Final Information Sharing Plan June 30, 2014 

7. Monthly report of tracked Performance 
Indicators 

Monthly with Invoicing Requirements 
(see Task 3) 
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Task 4 - Ramp-Down and Shutdown Program 

A. Program Shutdown: Implementer (Kern COG) will provide to the Southern California 
Edison Contract Program Manager (CPM) a plan with procedures on shutting down the 
Program. 

All Program operations will be completely shut down after the last day of the Contract 
effective period. 

Deliverable(s) Due Date(s) 

1. Submit detailed ramp-down and shut-down 
plans and schedules to CPM for review and 
approval 

No later than September 1, 2014 

2. Resolve outstanding Program issues and 
begin preparation of Final Report 

No later than September 1, 2014 

3. Begin Program ramp-down No later than September 1, 2014 

4. Complete all Work under Tasks 1-4 No later than October 15, 2014 

Task 5 - Final Program Report 

After Program shut-down and follow-up issues have been completed and resolved, the 
Implementer will submit a final report that reviews the Program’s progress and accomplishments 
through October 15, 2014 (“Final Report”). At a minimum, the Final Report will cover: 

A. Goal Attainment: Documentation that substantiates the Implementer’s achievement of the 
objectives, Program Performance Indicators, and deliverables for the Contract.  

B. Program Achievement Discussion: Were the goals/objectives met? Were the Program 
Performance Indicators achieved? Complete Program achievement for each Program 
Performance Indicator and deliverable indicating the measureable Program accomplishments. 

C. Program Challenges: What were the significant obstacles that were overcome?  

D. Lessons Learned: Could a Program of this scale have accomplished more?  

E. Program Improvement Recommendations: What improvements could have been made to 
help the Program be even more successful? 

F. Program Next Step: Should the Program a) be mainstreamed, b) continued to be developed 
or, c) ended.  
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Deliverable(s) Due Date(s) 
1. Submit draft Final Report for SCE 

review and approval 
No later than November 15, 2014 

2. Submit revised Final Report for SCE 
review and approval 

The earlier of December 20, 2014 or 
within 2 weeks of receipt of SCE 
comments  

 
 

5. Amendments.  This MOU may be amended at any time by mutual agreement of 
the parties without additional consideration, provided that before any amendment 
shall take effect, it shall be reduced to writing and signed by the parties. 
 

6. Assignment.  Neither this MOU nor any rights, interests, duties, liabilities, 
obligations or responsibilities arising out of, concerning or related in any way to 
this MOU (including, but not limited to, accounts, actions, causes of action, 
claims, damages, demands, liabilities, losses, obligations, or reckonings of any 
kind or nature whatsoever, for compensatory or exemplary and punitive 
damages, or declaratory, equitable or injunctive relief, whether based on 
contract, equity, tort or other theories of recovery provided for by the common or 
statutory law) may be assigned or transferred by any party.  Any such 
assignment is prohibited, and shall be unenforceable and otherwise null and void 
without the need for further action by the non-assigning party or parties. 
 

7. Captions.  Captions and headings in this MOU are solely for the convenience of 
the parties, are not a part of this MOU, and shall not be used to interpret or 
determine the validity of this MOU or any of its provisions. 

 
8. Notices.  All notices relative to this MOU shall be given in writing and shall be 

personally served or sent by certified or registered mail and be effective upon 
actual personal service or depositing in the United States mail.  The parties shall 
be addressed as follows, or at any other address designated by notice: 

 
CITY:  CITY OF CITY 
  Attn:  NAME, City Manager 
  Address 
  CITY, CA Zip Code  

 
KERN COG: KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  Attn:  Ahron Hakimi, Executive Director 
  1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
  Bakersfield, CA 93301 

 
 

9. Compliance With All Laws.  CITY shall, at CITY’s sole cost, comply with all of the 
requirements of Municipal, State, and Federal authorities now in force, or which 
may hereafter be in force, pertaining to this MOU, and shall faithfully observe in 
all activities relating to or growing out of this MOU all Municipal ordinances and 
State and Federal statutes, rules or regulations, and permitting requirements now 
in force or which may hereafter be in force. 
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10. Independent Contractor.  This MOU calls for the performance of the services of 

the parties as independent contractors entering into a cooperative agreement.  
No party is an agent or employee of any other party for any purpose and is not 
entitled to any of the benefits provided by any party to its employees.  This MOU 
shall not be construed as forming a partnership or any other association between 
parties. 

 
11. Liability.  No party shall be liable to the other party for any loss, damage, liability, 

claim or cause of action for damage to or destruction of property or for injury or 
death of persons arising solely from any act or omission of the other party’s 
officers, agents, or employees.  

 
12. Binding Effect.  The rights and obligations of this MOU shall inure to the benefit 

of, and be binding upon, the parties to the MOU and their heirs, administrators, 
executors, personal representatives, successors and assigns. 

 
13. Corporate Authority.  Each individual signing this MOU on behalf of entities 

represents and warrants that they are, respectively, duly authorized to sign on 
behalf of the entities and to bind the entities fully to each and all of the obligations 
set forth in this MOU.  

 
14. Execution.  This MOU is effective upon execution.  It is the product of negotiation 

and all parties are equally responsible for authorship of this MOU.  Section 1654 
of the California Civil Code shall not apply to the interpretation of this MOU. 

 
15. Further Assurances.   Each party shall execute and deliver such papers, 

documents, and instruments, and perform such acts as are necessary or 
appropriate, to implement the terms of this MOU and the intent of the parties to 
this MOU. 

 
16. Merger and Modification.  This MOU sets forth the entire agreement between the 

parties and supersedes all other oral or written representations.   
 

17. Termination.  This MOU may be terminated by any party upon ten (10) days’ 
written notice, served by mail or personal service, to all other parties.  

 
18. Resource Allocation.   All obligations of CITY under the terms of this MOU are 

subject to the appropriation and allocation of resources by CITY. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this MOU to be executed, the day 
and year first-above written. 
 

"CITY"      “KERN COG” 
 

CITY OF CITY    KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 
 
By:_________________________  By:____________________________ 

     Ahron Hakimi 
NAME, Mayor   Executive Director 
 
 

      By:____________________________ 
       Harold Hansen 
       Chairman 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:      

       
    
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES – PLANNING DIVISION    
 

       
By:____________________________  

     
NAME, Community Development Director   

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:    
    
City Attorney       
        
        
         
By:____________________________ By: _____________________________  
 NAME      Phil Hall 
 City Attorney      Deputy Kern County Counsel 
         

 
COUNTERSIGNED:    
             
  
     
 
By:____________________________   
 NAME 
 Finance Director    
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APPENDIX A 
 
 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY EFFICIENCY STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION CONTRACT 
Kern Council of Governments’ Strategic Plan Strategies 

 
Between Southern California Edison and Kern Council of Governments 

 

 
NO Attachment for the RPAC meeting on June 5, 2013. 

 
__________________________________________ 

 
APPENDIX B 

 
 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY EFFICIENCY STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION CONTRACT 
AMENDMENT 

Kern Council of Governments’ Strategic Plan Strategies 
 

Between Southern California Edison and Kern Council of Governments 
 

 
NO Attachment for the RPAC meeting on June 5, 2013. 
 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301  (661) 861-2191  Facsimile (661) 324-8215  TTY (661) 832-7433  www.kerncog.org 

June 5, 2013 
 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Becky Napier 
      Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC AGENDA ITEM: V  
 REVISED SCHEDULE – 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN  
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
The planned date of adoption for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was October 2013.  The adoption date for 
the 2014 RTP has been extended to March 2014.  The Transportation Planning Policy Committee has been advised of 
this extension. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On May 2, 2013, the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency Directors Committee met with Janill Richards, 
Supervising Deputy Attorney General for the Environmental Section of the California Department of Justice, to discuss a 
settlement agreement made in 2011 with five of the eight Councils of Government (COGs).  The settlement agreement 
called for moving up the adoption of the 2014 RTPs by nine months in exchange for an agreement by the Attorney 
General to not take legal action against the 2011 RTPs.  The five COGs that were part of the Agreement were San 
Joaquin COG, Stanislaus COG, Madera CTC, Fresno COG and Tulare CAG.  Kern COG was not one of the five in the 
agreement and subsequently the 2011 RTP was sued by a firm from Santa Barbara and settled out of court with the 
provision that the 2014 RTP would be adopted early. 
 
During the May 2 meeting, the Supervising Deputy Attorney General indicated that the Attorney General’s Office would 
rather have quality RTPs from the eight COGs than to rush adoption because of an arbitrary deadline.  As a result, the 
Attorney General’s Office agreed to an extension for adoption of the 2014 RTPs to March 2014.  The time extension will 
also allow for additional public workshops to review an adequate range of land use alternatives; and modeling that 
demonstrates additional progress toward state climate change goals beyond 2035. 
 
Kern COG staff had in place a contingency plan for this potential delay.  The delay will not impact project delivery and will 
allow five more months before the next Housing element update is due for each community.  Federal law requires that an 
RTP be updated every four years in air quality non-attainment areas.  The last RTP was adopted in July 2010; therefore, a 
delay beyond July 2014 would impact project delivery. 
 
Kern COG staff discussed the potential for additional workshops with the Bakersfield Planning Department and the 
County of Kern to look at land use alternatives in the Metro Bakersfield area. 
 
Attachments:  Timeline, Schedule  
 
ACTION:   
 
Information 
 
 



 
 
 
 

(dashed arrows indicate approximate extension period) 
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 June 5, 2013  
 

  
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
  
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi,  

Executive Director 
  

BY: Rochelle Invina, Regional Planner I 
  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC ITEM: VI 

REVISED SCHEDULE - REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA)  
 
  
DESCRIPTION:  
 
As the state-designated Regional Planning Agency, Kern Council of Governments (COG) is responsible for preparing the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan. The RHNA schedule has been updated to be coordinated with the 
revised 2014 Regional Transportation Plan adoption date from October 2013 to March 2014.    
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
Recent legislative changes have linked the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the RHNA, and the production of the 
RHNA is coordinated with the RTP schedule. During the May 2, 2013 San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency 
Directors Committee meeting, the Attorney General’s Office agreed to an extension for adoption of the 2014 RTPs to 
March 2014. The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has developed a template to 
help determine the sequence of events related to the RHNA.  The following is an updated RHNA schedule:  
 
Date   Event 
 
April 15, 2013   Kern COG request/confirms factor data from local governments (2013 RHNA Data Survey and 

RPAC comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report) and RPAC comments 
on draft RHNA methodology  

April 19, 2013    Kern COG issues proposed RHNA methodology (60 day public comment period) 
May 16, 2013   (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG public hearing for proposed RHNA methodology  
June 5, 2013   Comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report Due 
June 18, 2013   Close of public comment period on RHNA methodology  
July 2013   HCD issues RHNA determination to Kern COG 
   Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2)  
December 2013 COG issues draft RHNA  
February 2014   (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts RHNA methodology  
March 2014  (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts Final RHNA  
September 30, 2015 - 5th cycle Housing Element Planning Period (8 years) 
September 30, 2023 
 
In addition, one of the RHNA statutory tasks Kern COG is responsible for is to develop and propose a RHNA methodology 
for distributing the existing and projected housing regional housing need to the cities and counties within the region. 
During the RPAC/TMC meeting on April 3, 2013, a presentation on the draft RHNA methodology was given. The 
proposed RHNA methodology is available on Kern COG’s homepage: www.kerncog.org. Under Government Code 



Section 65584.04 (h), Kern COG needs to conduct a public hearing to receive comments on the proposed methodology 
during a 60-day public comment period. The public comment period commenced April 19 and will close June 18, 2013.  A 
public hearing was held on May 16, 2013 during the Kern COG Transportation Planning Policy Committee meeting.   
 
To assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing element update, Kern COG has prepared the Draft 2013 Kern 
Regional Housing Data Report, and will be attached to the RHNA Plan. The report is a compilation of housing and 
demographic information that local jurisdictions can use for their housing element update. Kern COG plans to provide an 
update to the Housing Data Report by May 2014 with the latest American Community Survey (ACS) data. The Draft Data 
Report is available online: www.directionsto2050.com/regional-housing-needs.  Comments on the Draft Data Report are 
due June 5, 2013.  
 
ACTION: Information 



 

 
 

June 5, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Regional Planner II 
 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VII  
  SCENARIO PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND INDICATORS UPDATE  
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff is developing a number of performance measures and indicators that may be used to analyze modeling 
results for the scenarios under development for the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
SCS Scenario Development 
 
To meet the requirements of SB 375 Kern COG has been developing scenarios that illustrate future land use patterns that 
are projected to meet the emissions targets set by the Air Resources Board (ARB). Currently there are three scenarios 
under development. They have been named the Old Plan (M24), Plan (S10), and Intensified Alternative. 
 
Scenario assumptions, inputs, and methodologies have been developed under the direction of the RPAC. The 
development process included considerable input from a number of stakeholders and interested parties.  
 
Kern COG staff has developed a model run checklist. This form contains each of the steps involved in scenario 
development from land use model demographics, assumptions, and outputs, to MIP travel model, EMFAC and post-
processing runs, to updating Table 2 & 3 indicators.  
 
Performance Measures and Indicators 
 
The outputs generated by the transportation model are used to produce performance measures. These measures such as 
Vehicle Miles Travels (VMT) are used to evaluate the efficiency of the transportation system. Indicators are produced 
mainly from the outputs generated by the land use model. Indicators such as land consumption are used to evaluate the 
impacts and benefits a future land use pattern may have. Indicators can also be used to evaluate co-benefits such as 
public health.  ARB has established CO2 per capita as a key measure to determine that the SCS if implemented is 
projected to meet the SB 375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
 
Kern COG staff has developed a set of measures and indicators based on the template provided by ARB. Additional 
measures and indicators have been developed in response to requests made by RPAC members and public comments. 
The measures and indicators for each of the scenarios are listed in comparison tables. These tables have been reported 
in previous RPAC meetings as Table 2 and Table 3 (see attachment 1).  
 
The first SCS modeling methodology technical review meeting with ARB staff was held May 1, 2013. ARB indicated their 
interest at this point is not to review the scenarios we are evaluating. Their interest is in the models being used, modeling 



 
 

methodology, and the indicators. The ARB SB375 Evaluation Data table was reviewed and some changes requested by 
Kern COG staff were made. Latest version of the ARB Data table is attached. (see attachment 2) 
 
 
Staff has begun evaluating and adding health based indicators. Some of the indicators are related to the Active 
Transportation presentation made by Heather Dumas representing the American Lung Institute at the May 1, 2013 RPAC 
meeting. Ms. Dumas also provided a report on health metrics. The report included health metrics used by other MPOs. 
(see attachment 3) The presentation was also included as an information item at the May 186, 2013 Kern COG Board 
meeting. The consulting firm developing the draft EIR document is also providing input on health indicators that may be 
included in the SCS EIR. 
 
Graphic and visual representations of the scenario indicators on Tables 2 & 3 are under development. Some of the 
graphics are similar to those used in the rapid Fire and Envision models. (see attachment 4) 
 
Next Steps 
 
Update Kern COG indicator Tables 2 & 3 with health indicators. Update ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table. Create 
graphical indicators. 
 
Attachments 
 

1. Scenario Comparison Tables 1 – 3 
2. Scenario Summary with Graphics 
3. VMT by Subarea Report 
4. Health and Equity Metrics in Sustainable Community Strategies by HIP 
5. ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table – Revised version 
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Scenario Performance Indicators Tables 1 - 3 

 
Table 1 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Backcast from 
MIP 2006 model 

base year
Old Plan M24 Plan S01

Plan vs Old 
Plan

Transit LU 
Alternativ
e S01LT

Transit LU 
Alternative 
vs Old Plan

Intensified 
Alternative 

W02

Intensifie
d vs Old 
Plan

Indicators and Measures
2005 Backcast 
from MIP 2006 
model base year

             

Total Population  765,750 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000

Households 260,700 417,115 417,057 417,057 417,057

Jobs 286,432 460,483 460,674 460,674 460,674

Households  2010 ‐ 2035  156,665 154,004 154,004  154,004  

Total Residential Land Consumed ‐‐ 46,579 44,426 -4.62% 44,426 -4.62% 0 -100.00%

Total Employment Land Consumed 12,046 11,677 -3.06% 11,677 -3.06%  #VALUE!

Total Land Consumed 58,625 56,103 -4.30% 56,103 -4.30% #VALUE! #VALUE!

Households per Acre ‐‐ 3.36 3.47 3.07% 3.47 3.07% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

   

Households within High Quality Transit Areas 142183* 169,534 0 -100.00% 180,759 6.62% 0 -100.00%

Residential High / Multi‐Family (Acres) 804 1,740 116.29% 1,740 116.29% 0 -100.00%

Residential Medium / Small Lot 1,956 3,091 58.05% 3,091 58.05% 0 -100.00%

Residential Low / Single Family 32,019 26,572 -17.01% 26,572 -17.01% 0 -100.00%

Residential Very Low / Large Lot 11,800 13,023 10.36% 13,023 10.36% 0 -100.00%
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Preliminary MIP Model Results (TABLE 2)

Category Scenario Title

2005

                               KCOG Draft SB375 Scenario Development Comparison Table  As of May 29, 2013

2035



Backcast from 
MIP 2006 model 

base year
Old Plan M24 Plan S01

Plan vs Old 
Plan

Transit LU 
Alternativ
e S01LT

Transit LU 
Alternative 
vs Old Plan

Intensified 
Alternative 

W02

Intensifie
d vs Old 
Plan

Indicators and Measures
2005 Backcast 
from MIP 2006 
model base year

             

Category Scenario Title

2005 2035

HOV

Public Transit (Boarding) 22,028* 127,363 155,294 21.93% -100.00% 0 -100.00%

Bike+Walk (Non‐Motorized) 6.1% 6.1% 6.1%

Total SB 375 Emissions 10,444 9,740 -6.74% 9,733 -6.81% 0 -100.00%

Per Capita SB 375 CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday 
(lbs)

16.70 15.80 14.75 -6.67% 14.74 -6.74% 0.00 -100.00%

Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 29.04 28.66 27.76 -3.16% 26.65 -7.04% #VALUE! #VALUE!

Difference between Scenarios and 2005 Base Per Capita CO2 14.79 lbs 
(0% reduction below 2005 Base. Increases in red)

0.0% -5.4% -11.7%  -11.8% -100.0%

Total VMT per Weekday  (Miles, in Thousands) 22,236 37,863 36,668 -3.16% 35,199 -7.04%  #VALUE!

Total SB 375 VMT by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday (‐XX, Miles, in 
Thousands)

18,452 30,256 28,105 -7.11% 28,079 -7.20%  #VALUE!

Kern SB 375Scenario Development - Notes and Assumptions (See Scenario Detail Sheets for more information) #VALUE!

This is a modified version of the spreadsheet compiled by ARB.  The purpose of this spreadsheet is to facilitate scenario data review and development.  ‐0.007057

Recent Emissions backcast from Kern MIP 2006 base model to 2005 model.
Population projections are based on Kern COG Growth Forecast adopted in Oct 2009 without Group Quarters. Updated 2035 Base with 2010 Census data.
EMFAC2011 used for emissions results. 7,120 #VALUE!
Land Use Scenarios do not change General Plan densities or areas. #VALUE!
* 2006 Boardings
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Kern Scenario Development - Indicator Worksheet - 2035
DRAFT - Preliminary Results - TABLE 3 5/29/2013

Travel Related 
Indicators

Description Old Plan 
M24

Plan 
S01

Plan vs 
Old Plan

Transit LU 
Alternativ
e S01LT

Transit LU 
Alternative 
vs Old Plan

VMT per capita
Vehicle miles traveled per person (Total VMT in 
1 000's)

28.66 27.76 ‐3.2% 26.65 ‐7.0%

Drive Alone 45.86% 45.86% 45.86%

Shared Ride 2 22.82% 22.82% 22.82%

Shared Ride 3 21.06% 21.06% 21.06%

Transit (Walk + Drive) 2.08% 2.08% 2.08%

Bike 1.02% 1.02% 1.02%

Walk 5.07% 5.07% 5.07%

Transportation options 
in compact 
neighborhoods

Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less than 
1 mile by mode (walking/biking/bus and rail 
transit/driving)

Rural mobility % of HH with no access to transit (rural / urban / all) 59.3% 56.7% ‐4.5% 58.6% ‐1.2%

Health Indicators

Per capita criteria 
pollutants

Criteria pollutants per capita (ROG, NOX, CO, PM2.5, 
PM10) from all vehicles (passenger vehicles / freight / 
all) divided by total population

Transportation‐related 
physical activity

Daily walk / bike travel time (in minutes) per capita 7.04 7.01 ‐0.4%

Acres of land 
consumed

Total acres of land consumed due to new development 
(important farmland / identified natural resource areas 
by type [state‐ or federally‐designated habitat lands, 
floodplains, riparian areas, vernal pools, forested 
areas, groundwater recharge zones] / all)

58,625 56,103 ‐4.3% 56,103 ‐4.3%

Acres of important 
farmland consumed

Total acres of important farmland consumed due to 
new development (where "important" includes prime, 
statewide importance) Spheres of Influence excluded

21,117   19,078  ‐9.7%          18,976  ‐10.1%

Percentage of important farmland consumed due to 
new development

36.0% 34.0% ‐5.6% 33.8% ‐6.1%

Efficiency

Fiscal impacts of 
growth

Costs to build and maintain urban infrastructure 
(exempting disadvantaged rural community 
infrastructure provision costs from the calculations)

Energy usage(2)
Total energy consumption per household from new 
growth(Billon Btu). 

4,085 3,813 ‐6.7% 3,813 ‐6.7%

Water consumption
Total tons of water usage from new growth(million 
Gal/Day)

69.65 64.58 ‐7.3% 61.93 ‐11.1%

Resource Conservation Indicators

Mode share. Percent 
of trips (commute / 
non‐commute / all) by 
travel mode: e.g. auto, 
bike, walk, transit, car 
share 2+, etc.



Travel Related 
Indicators

Description Old Plan 
M24

Plan 
S01

Plan vs 
Old Plan

Transit LU 
Alternativ
e S01LT

Transit LU 
Alternative 
vs Old Plan

Percent of growth by 
land type

Land use mix: Percentage of new development that is 
infill development, redevelopment, and greenfield

Equity ALL INDICATORS SHOULD BE COMPARED EJ vs. NON‐EJ 
AREAS

Walk/bike accessibility

Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 
minutes) to meet at least 50 percent of their daily 
needs. Public daily needs defined as: schools, parks, 
healthcare institutions and transit. Private daily needs 
defined as: restaurants, grocery stores, food markets 
and childcare.

Cumulative impacts
Reduction in air pollution (EJ areas vs. all, freight 
specific air pollution: EJ vs. all) 

Protection of sensitive 
sites from roadway 
pollutants

Percentage of HH within 500' of a high‐volume 
roadway (EJ area vs. all, affordable housing vs. all)

Distance of housing 
and employment from 
major transit stations

Percent of new housing and employment located with 
1/4 and 1/2 mile of major transit stations (transit with 
15 min headways), including what portion of those 
homes are affordable, senior housing, or larger (3‐4 
bedroom units)

Jobs / housing fit
Jobs‐housing balance and fit (the relationship between 
wages and home prices), by sub‐area ‐ Metro Subarea

1.035 1.035 0.0%

Delano Mcfarland 1.699

Household costs
% of HH income spent on Housing, utility + 
Transportation (each separately and combined, by 
income category)

Total 46,579 44,426 ‐4.6% 38,640 ‐17.0%

Attached 804 1,740 116.3% 2,002 148.9%

Small‐lot 1,956 3,091 58.1% 3,969 102.9%

Large‐lot 32,019 26,572 ‐17.0% 24,272 ‐24.2%

Very Large‐lot 11,800 13,023 10.4% 8,397 ‐28.8%

Total 156,762 156,797 0.0% 156,846 0.1%
Attached 10,051 21,096 109.9% 25,028 149.0%
Small‐lot 16,295 25,748 58.0% 33,069 102.9%
Large‐lot 128,065 107,355 ‐16.2% 97,078 ‐24.2%
Very Large‐lot 2,351 2,598 10.5% 1,671 ‐28.9%

Notes: (1) Alternative U01 still under development.

 

Housing & Employment

Housing type  (Acres)

Housing type  (Units)

(2) US Energy Information Administration (EIA), 2009 Residential Energy Consumption Survey.
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Health and Equity Metrics in Sustainable Community Strategies 
 
To date, three regional planning organizations in California have adopted 
Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) as part of their Regional 
Transportation Plans (RTP). They are the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG), the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) and Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).  In 
2013, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) will adopt the Bay 
Area’s first SCS, which has been released in draft form.   
 
About this Document  
The health and equity metrics in this document were prioritized by a statewide 
group of health experts, agency staff, advocates, and transportation planners. 
The group convened explicitly to identify measures that could elevate health and 
equity outcomes of SCS processes.1 The document includes only the 13 metrics 
prioritized by the group.  
 
The metrics were 
released in September 
2011, prior to approval of 
the final SCS plans, as 
depicted in the timeline to 
the right. Plan approvals 
were in October 2011 for 
SANDAG, April 2012 for 
SCAG and SACOG, and 
pending for MTC (slated for June 2013).  
 
Below, we review whether each of these SCS plans incorporated each of the 13 
metrics. First, we assess all four SCS plans together and then we provide the 
specifics for each SCS plan. We note that there was a level of judgment used in 
determining whether an SCS plan incorporated a metric. We thank the regional 
planning organizations for the input they provided.  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Human Impact Partners. Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities: 
SCS Health & Equity Performance Metrics. August 2011. Available at: 
http://www.humanimpact.org/doc-lib/finish/7-policy-hias/132-scs-health-a-equity  
!
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PART I: SUMMARY TABLE 
This table gives a side-by-side comparison of the four SCS/RTP documents released to date. It highlights which of the 13 
prioritized health and equity metrics are included in or under consideration in the plans.  

NOTE: Black text indicates items in the current RTP.  Blue text indicates items under consideration for future documents. 
The number refers to the more detailed explanation in Part II.  

Metric Prioritized by Statewide Group MTC SACOG SANDAG SCAG 
1. Map of annual pedestrian and bicycle collisions by severity of injury/fatality: per 
capita, per geographic area, by daytime population  YES  YES 

2. Total number of annual vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian collisions per capita, stratified 
by severity of injury/fatality YES  YES YES 

3. Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to meet at least 50% of 
their daily needs. Public daily needs defined as: schools, parks, healthcare institutions 
and transit. Private daily needs defined as: restaurants, grocery stores, food markets, 
and childcare. 

 YES YES YES 

4. Proportion of households and proportion of jobs within ! mile of local public transit 
(including both bus and rail) or " mile of regional public transit that has less than 15-
minute frequencies  

 YES YES YES 

5. Proportion of daily trips < 3 miles and < 1 mile by mode (walking/biking/transit (bus 
and rail)/driving)     

6. Daily amount (in minutes) of work trip and non-work trip related physical activity YES YES YES  
7. Both daily and peak time work and non-work trip mode share (including biking, 
walking, transit (bus and train), carpooling, and SOV)   YES  

8. a. Share of housing growth in transit priority areas, targeting measures of how many 
large (3-4 bedroom) units, senior housing, and low-income units will be built 
    b. Proportion of project population growth in priority transit areas 
    c. Proportion of project jobs in transit priority areas 

  YES YES 
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Metric Prioritized by Statewide Group MTC SACOG SANDAG SCAG 
9.a. Percent of household income consumed by housing and transportation costs 
combined 
   b. Percent of income consumed by housing costs 
   c. Percent of income consumed by transportation costs 

YES YES YES  

10. For all daily trips, per capita miles traveled by mode (walking, biking, transit, vehicle) YES  YES  
11. Working with a local public health department, university, or air quality management 
district: estimate premature mortality attributed to traffic-related ambient PM2.5, and 
estimate asthma incidence and asthma exacerbations attributed to traffic-related NO2 

YES  YES YES 

12. Requirement that proposed housing near (within 1,000 feet) busy (over 100,000 
Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)) roadways trigger: 
a. Assessment by local air district or public health department of the need for 
environmental/health impact analysis of exposures related to roadways or other 
significant pollution sources (e.g., rail yards, port terminals, refineries, power plants, etc.) 
b. Best practice mitigation requirements by local governments when the above 
assessment determines that environmental quality is below standards for proposed 
housing, and confirmation by local air districts and public health departments of housing 
safety with identified mitigation(s) 

  YES  
 

Alternate Metrics 12: Working with a local public health department, university and/or air 
quality management district: 
a. Estimate the number of sensitive sites (homes, schools, daycares, parks, etc.) within 
1,000 feet of freeways and other major pollution sources, based on standards such as 
those set by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
b. Estimate the proportion of affordable housing units vs. market rate units within the 
above-identified areas 

  YES YES 

13. Measure and stratify all indicators by race/ethnicity, income, geography (Census 
block or tract level, neighborhood, or Community of Concern), age, and disability  YES YES 

YES 
(current, 
future) 

Additional relevant actions 
YES YES  

YES 
(current, 
future) 
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PART II: STAND-ALONE SECTIONS FOR EACH REGIONAL PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION 
Below are four sections, one for each of the regional planning organizations. 
Each table reflects only the metrics that are included in the current plan or are 
being considered for future documents. We thank the regional planning 
organizations for their input on these tables. 

 
 
 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (MTC) 
 
Metric Prioritized by Statewide Group MTC 
2. Total number of annual vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian collisions per 
capita, stratified by severity of injury/fatality 

X 
(1c) 

6. Daily amount (in minutes) of work trip and non-work trip related physical 
activity 

X  
(1d) 

9.a. Percent of household income consumed by housing and transportation 
costs combined 
   b. Percent of income consumed by housing costs 
   c. Percent of income consumed by transportation costs 

X 
(1e) 

10. For all daily trips, per capita miles traveled by mode (walking, biking, 
transit, vehicle) 

X 
(1f) 

11. Working with a local public health department, university, or air quality 
management district: estimate premature mortality attributed to traffic-
related ambient PM2.5, and estimate asthma incidence and asthma 
exacerbations attributed to traffic related NO2 

X 
(1a, 1b) 

Additional relevant actions X  
(2a) 

NOTE: Black text indicates items in the current RTP.  Blue text indicates 
items under consideration for future documents. The number refers to 
more detailed explanation below.  

1. Performance targets or indicators identified for the plan: 
a. Reduce premature deaths from exposure to fine particulates (PM2.5) by 

10% 
b. Incidence of asthma attributable to particulate emissions 
c. Reduce by 50% the number of injuries and fatalities from all collisions 

(including bike and pedestrian) 
d. Increase the average daily time walking or biking per person for 

transportation by 60% (for an average of 15 minutes per person per day) 
e. Decrease by 10% the share of low-income and lower-middle income 

residents’ household income consumed by transportation and housing 
f. Decrease automobile vehicle miles traveled per capita by 10% 

 
2. Metrics monitored outside of SCS plan: 

a. Monitors total number and location of vehicle, bike, and pedestrian 
collisions
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SACRAMENTO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (SACOG) 

 
Metric Prioritized by Statewide Group SACOG 
1. Map of annual pedestrian and bicycle collisions by severity of 
injury/fatality: per capita, per geographic area, by daytime population 

X 
(3h) 

3. Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to meet at 
least 50% of their daily needs. Public daily needs defined as: schools, 
parks, healthcare institutions and transit. Private daily needs defined as: 
restaurants, grocery stores, food markets, and childcare. 

X 
(3a, 3c, 
3d, 3e) 

4. Proportion of households and proportion of jobs within ! mile of local 
public transit (including both bus and rail) or " mile of regional public 
transit that has less than 15-minute frequencies  

X 
(3b) 

6. Daily amount (in minutes) of work trip and non-work trip related 
physical activity 

X 
(1a) 

9.a. Percent of household income consumed by housing and 
transportation costs combined 
   b. Percent of income consumed by housing costs 
   c. Percent of income consumed by transportation costs 

X  
(3f) 

13. Measure and stratify all indicators by race/ethnicity, income, 
geography (Census block or tract level, neighborhood, or Community of 
Concern), age, and disability 

X  
(3d, 3g) 

Additional relevant actions X 
(2a)  

NOTE: Black text indicates items in the current RTP.  Blue text indicates items 
under consideration for future documents. The number refers to the more 
detailed explanation below.  

1. Metrics included in final plan: 
a. Tabulations of bike and walk person trips per capita 

2. Additional relevant action: 
a. Submitted an application for a Strategic Growth Council Planning grant 

to expand capacity to address public health. The grant would allow 
SACOG to: i) convene public health stakeholders to refine a set of public 
health metrics for use in development, implementation, and monitoring of 
the MTP/SCS and other planning efforts, ii) address emerging tensions 
between infill development and public health concerns about resident 
exposure to toxic air contaminants (i.e., housing near freeways), iii) 
include a complete streets component and other “tools and models 
related to the intersection of land use planning, transportation planning, 
and public health.” 

3. New metrics or analyses that will be considered for future MTP/SCS documents: 
a. Households that can walk/bike 10 minutes to meet daily needs 
b. Jobs within 30 minutes public transit/bicycle commute and 15 minutes 

walking commute 
c. Proportion of households that can walk or bike to meet daily needs (as a 

measure for mix of use) 
d. Proportion of households that can walk or bike to parks AND include 

stratification by income, race, age, and disability (to include equity in 
park access) 
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e. Half-mile access from residences to schools, worksites, shopping, and 
transit stops 

f. Housing plus transportation costs 
g. Stratifying indicators by EJ and non-EJ designations (currently comply 

with what is required, but looking to possibly develop tools that will 
further analyze EJ impacts) 

h. Mapping collision data  
i. Gentrification, by looking at UCB Early Warning Toolkit  

 



Updated 11/15/12 

! %!

 
SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SANDAG) 

 
Metric Prioritized by Statewide Group SANDAG 
2. Total number of annual vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian collisions per 
capita, stratified by severity of injury/fatality 

X 
(1a) 

3. Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to meet at 
least 50% of their daily needs. Public daily needs defined as: schools, 
parks, healthcare institutions and transit. Private daily needs defined as: 
restaurants, grocery stores, food markets, and childcare. 

X 
(2a) 

4. Proportion of households and proportion of jobs within ! mile of local 
public transit (including both bus and rail) or " mile of regional public transit 
that has less than 15-minute frequencies  

X 
(1g, 1h, 
1i, 1j) 

6. Daily amount (in minutes) of work trip and non-work trip related physical 
activity 

X 
(1k) 

7. Both daily and peak time work and non-work trip mode share (including 
biking, walking, transit (bus and train), carpooling, and SOV) 

X  
(1b, 1c, 
1d, 1e) 

8. a. Share of housing growth in transit priority areas, targeting measures of 
how many large (3-4 bedroom) units, senior housing, and low-income units 
will be built 
    b. Proportion of project population growth in priority transit areas 
    c. Proportion of project jobs in transit priority areas 

X  
(1l) 

9.a. Percent of household income consumed by housing and transportation 
costs combined 
   b. Percent of income consumed by housing costs 
   c. Percent of income consumed by transportation costs 

X  
(2a, 2b) 

10. For all daily trips, per capita miles traveled by mode (walking, biking, 
transit, vehicle) 

X  
(1m, 1n, 

1k) 
11. Working with a local public health department, university, or air quality 
management district: estimate premature mortality attributed to traffic-
related ambient PM2.5, and estimate asthma incidence and asthma 
exacerbations attributed to traffic related NO2 

X  
(2c) 

12. Requirement that proposed housing near (within 1,000 feet) busy (over 
100,000 Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)) roadways trigger: 
a. Assessment by local air district or public health department of the need 
for environmental/health impact analysis of exposures related to roadways 
or other significant pollution sources (e.g., rail yards, port terminals, 
refineries, power plants, etc.) 
b. Best practice mitigation requirements by local governments when the 
above assessment determines that environmental quality is below 
standards for proposed housing, and confirmation by local air districts and 
public health departments of housing safety with identified mitigation(s) 

X  
(2c) 

Alternate Metrics 12: Working with a local public health department, 
university and/or air quality management district: 
a. Estimate the number of sensitive sites (homes, schools, daycares, parks, 
etc.) within 1,000 feet of freeways and other major pollution sources, based 
on standards such as those set by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District 

X  
(2c) 
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Metric Prioritized by Statewide Group SANDAG 
b. Estimate the proportion of affordable housing units vs. market rate units 
within the above-identified areas 
13. Measure and stratify all indicators by race/ethnicity, income, geography 
(Census block or tract level, neighborhood, or Community of Concern), age, 
and disability 

X  
(1f) 

NOTE: Black text indicates items in the current RTP.  Blue text indicates items 
under consideration for future documents. The number refers to the more 
detailed explanation below.  

1. Metrics included in final plan: 
a. Annual projected number of bicycle/pedestrian injury/fatal collisions per 

1,000 persons   
b. Work trip mode share (peak periods; drive alone, carpool, transit, 

bike/walk) 
c. Work trip mode share (all day; drive alone, carpool, transit, bike/walk) 
d. Non-work trip mode share (peak periods; drive alone, carpool, transit, 

bike/walk) 
e. Non-work trip mode share (all day; drive alone, carpool, transit, 

bike/walk) 
f. The following metrics were stratified by Low Income Community of 

Concern, Non-Low Income population, Minority Community of Concern, 
Non-Minority population, Low Mobility Community of Concern, Non-Low 
Mobility population, Low Community Engagement Community of 
Concern, Non-Low Community Engagement population): 

i. Average travel time per person trip (in minutes) 
ii. Percent of work trips accessible in 30 minutes in peak periods by 

mode (also stratified by: drive alone, carpool, transit) 
iii. Percent of homes within " mile of a transit stop 
iv. Percent of population within 30 minutes of schools (also stratified 

by: drive alone, transit) 
v. Percent of population within 30 minutes of the San Diego 

International Airport (also stratified by: drive alone, transit) 
vi. Percent of population within 15 minutes of healthcare (also 

stratified by: drive alone, transit) 
vii. Percent of population within 15 minutes of parks or beaches (also 

stratified by: drive alone, transit) 
viii. Distribution of RTP expenditures per capita 

g. Percent of work and higher education trips accessible in 30 minutes in 
peak periods by mode (drive alone, carpool, transit) 

h. Percent of non-work related trips accessible in 15 minutes by mode 
(drive alone, carpool, transit) 

i. Percent of peak-period trips within " mile of a transit stop 
j. Percent of daily trips within " mile of a transit stop 
k. Total bike and walk trips 
l. Share of housing growth in transit priority area, including employment 
m. Systemwide VMT (all day) per capita 
n. Transit passenger miles (all day) per capita 
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2. New metrics for future RTPs 
a. Data to integrate housing and transportation metrics into the Activity 

Based Model will be utilized in the next plan update cycle that is currently 
in process 

b.  Economic considerations will be given to household related metrics 
c. Specific public health performance metrics similar to those included in 

the Health Equity Metrics table will be developed for incorporation into 
future RTPs 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) 

 
Metric Prioritized by Statewide Group SCAG 
1. Map of annual pedestrian and bicycle collisions by severity of injury/fatality: 
per capita, per geographic area, by daytime population 

X 
(4b) 

2. Total number of annual vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian collisions per 
capita, stratified by severity of injury/fatality 

X 
(2c) 

3. Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to meet at 
least 50% of their daily needs. Public daily needs defined as: schools, parks, 
healthcare institutions and transit. Private daily needs defined as: restaurants, 
grocery stores, food markets, and childcare. 

X 
(4a) 

4. Proportion of households and proportion of jobs within ! mile of local 
public transit (including both bus and rail) or " mile of regional public transit 
that has less than 15-minute frequencies  

X 
(2b, 
2e) 

8. a. Share of housing growth in transit priority areas, targeting measures of 
how many large (3-4 bedroom) units, senior housing, and low-income units 
will be built 
    b. Proportion of project population growth in priority transit areas 
    c. Proportion of project jobs in transit priority areas 

X 
(1a, 
1b) 

11. Working with a local public health department, university, or air quality 
management district: estimate premature mortality attributed to traffic-related 
ambient PM2.5, and estimate asthma incidence and asthma exacerbations 
attributed to traffic related NO2 

X 
(4c) 

Alternate Metrics 12: Working with a local public health department, university 
and/or air quality management district: 
a. Estimate the number of sensitive sites (homes, schools, daycares, parks, 
etc.) within 1,000 feet of freeways and other major pollution sources, based 
on standards such as those set by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District 
b. Estimate the proportion of affordable housing units vs. market rate units 
within the above-identified areas 

 
X 

(2a) 

13. Measure and stratify all indicators by race/ethnicity, income, geography 
(Census block or tract level, neighborhood, or Community of Concern), age, 
and disability 

X 
(2f, 4d) 

Additional relevant actions X 
(2d, 2e, 
3a-3i) 

NOTE: Black text indicates items in the current RTP.  Blue text indicates items 
under consideration for future documents. The number refers to the more 
detailed explanation below.  

1. Policies included in the plan:   
a. Substantial increase in population and housing growth in high quality 

transit areas 
b. Substantial increase in housing growth accommodated by multi-family 

and small lot types 
 

2. Metrics included in the plan or appendices:   
a. Information on emissions impacts for areas within 1,000 feet of highways 
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b. Percent of jobs within 15 minute walk of transit and/or proportion of jobs 
& households within ! mile of local public transit, within " mile of 
regional public transit, and within " mile of high frequency transit stop 

c. Change in the number of accidents involving active transportation 
d. Percent of regional population within 0.27 mile radius of existing and 

proposed bikeways  
e. Percent of regional population within 2 miles of transit station (bicycles) 

and " mile of transit station (pedestrians) 
f. The EJ appendix includes substantial analysis of many variables 

stratified by socio-economic indicators 
 

3. Relevant actions for future RTPs include:  
a. Continued monitoring of gentrification by comparing the Regional 

Housing Needs Assessment to updated Housing Elements (due 18 
months after Final RTP/SCS adoption) 

b. “Encourage” project sponsors to be cognizant of potential health risks of 
siting housing near busy roadways in project design and delivery 

c. Assist in disseminating information and identifying effective strategies to 
reduce risk at the project level 

d. Work to enhance a Sustainability Tool by developing parcel and Census 
tract based land use and built environment data that correlate to 
confidential health survey information obtained from LAC DPH. By 
integrating health impacts data into this simulation tool, users can assess 
health related outcomes associated with the built environment. This tool 
should be ready for the next RTP/SCS and could potentially be relevant 
to health outcomes such as physical activity, chronic disease, and 
respiratory disease 

e. Will refine the jobs-housing fit analysis and share results and policy 
implications with academics, MPOs, and interested parties 

f. Developing new scenario planning model with enhanced metrics related 
to physical activity and emissions exposure 

g. Will clarify respiratory risk information contained in the EJ Appendix 
h. Reported total numbers of collisions stratified by injury or death based on 

SWITRS, which does not yet differentiate severity of injuries. Caltrans is 
determining whether to establish state criteria or to wait for federal 
criteria. 

i. Substantial new investment ($6.7 billion) for active transportation  
 

4. New metrics or analyses for future RTPs:   
a. Percent of region’s population within a " mile of parks or open space 
b. Deaths and injuries from vehicles colliding with pedestrians, bicyclists, 

and other vehicles 
c. Premature mortality from exposure to mobile sources, specifically PM2.5 
d. EJ appendix will include health impacts on children 5 years old and 

below 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 
ATTACHMENT 5 

 
ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table - Revised 

 
 



ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table for:  Kern COG - DRAFT

New	Plan	
(S10)	SCS

Old	Plan	
(M24)	BAU

New	Plan	
(S10)	SCS

Old	Plan	
(M24)	BAU

New	Plan	
(S10)	SCS

Old	Plan	
(M24)	BAU

DEMOGRAPHICS

Total population                                 765,600                       816,000     1,010,800       1,010,800  1,321,000 1,321,000    1,444,100     1,444,100 
Group quarters population                                   33,700                         35,800           44,300            44,300  57,800 57,800          63,200           63,200 
Total employment (employees)                                 283,617                       297,016         365,700          365,700  460,385 460,385        501,710         501,710 
Total number of households                                 253,400                       258,400         319,200          319,200  417,200 417,200        456,100         456,100 
Persons per household                                       2.89                             3.02               3.03                3.03  3.03 3.03              3.03               3.03 
LAND USE

Total acres within MPO 5,227,647 5,227,647 5,227,647 5,227,647 5,227,647 5,227,647 5,227,647 5,227,647
Total resource area acres
(CA GC Section 65080.01)

 

Total farmland acres
(CA GC Section 65080.01)

   

Total developed acres (Existing + Growth)

Total developed acres (Growth)  58,625
Total commercial developed acres(Growth)   12,046
Total residential developed acres(Growth)  46,579
Total housing units                                 253,400                       258,400         319,200          319,200  417,200 417,200        456,100         456,100 
Total single‐family detached housing(Growth)
units

Total small‐lot single family(Growth)
detached housing units  (x,xxx sq. ft. lots and smaller)

Total conventional‐lot single family(Growth)
detached units  (between x,xxx and x,xxx sq. ft. lots)

32,019

Total large‐lot single family detached(Growth)
units (x,xxx sq ft. lots and larger)

11,800

Total single‐family attached housing(Growth)
units

1,956

Total multi‐family housing units(Growth) 804
Total mobile home units & other

2040	RTP

Modeling	Parameters1

2005
(if	available)

2010	(Model	base	
year)

2020 2035	



Total infill housing units(Growth)

Total mixed use buildings(Growth)

Total housing units within 1/4 mile(Growth)
of transit stations and stops

169,534

Total housing units within 1/2 mile(Growth)
of transit stations and stops

Total housing units within 1/4 mile(Growth)
of transit stations and stops with service intervals no 
longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours

Total housing units within 1/2 mile of transit stations 
and stops with service intervals no longer than 15 
minutes during peak commute hours

Percent employment within 1/4 mile of transit 
stations(Growth)
Percent employment within 1/2 mile(Growth)
of transit stations

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Freeway general purpose lanes –
mixed flow (lane miles)

1,482

Highway (lane miles) 0
Expressway (lane miles) 225
Arterial (lane miles) 6,863
Collector
(lane miles)

961

Local (lane miles) 0
Freeway‐Freeway (lane miles) 0
Local, express bus, and neighborhood shuttle 
operation miles (1,000's)

             8,500  11,150

Bus rapid transit bus operation
miles

Passenger rail operation miles

Transit total daily vehicle service
hours
Bicycle and pedestrian trail/lane (miles)  2035 
Additional miles outside Bakersfield*

                             112 

Vanpool (total riders per weekday)

TRIP DATA



Number of trips by trip purpose

Home‐based work 524,506
Home‐based other 1,719,526
Non‐home‐based work 699,828
Non‐home‐based other

MODE SHARE

Vehicle Mode Share (Peak Period)

SOV (% of trips)

HOV (% of trips)

Transit (% of trips)

Non‐motorized (% of trips)

Vehicle Mode Share (Whole Day)

SOV (% of trips) 46.20%
HOV (% of trips) 45.20%
Transit (% of trips) 2.20%
Non‐motorized (% of trips) 6.40%
Average weekday trip length (miles)

SOV

HOV

Transit

Walk

Bike

Average weekday travel time (minutes)

SOV

HOV

Transit

Walk

Bike

TRAVEL MEASURES

Total VMT per weekday for
passenger vehicles (ARB vehicle classes of LDA, LDT1, 
LDT2 and MDV) (1,000 miles)

                                  22,236  37,863

Total II (Internal) VMT per weekday
for passenger vehicles (miles)
Total IX/XI VMT per weekday for
passenger vehicles (miles)
Total XX VMT per weekday for
passenger vehicles (1,000 miles)

                                  18,452  30,256



Congested PM Peak Hour  VMT on
freeways (Lane Miles, V/C ratios
>0.75)
Congested PM Peak VMT on all other roadways (Lane 
Miles, V/C ratios >0.75)

CO2 EMISSIONS4

Total CO2 emissions per
weekday for passenger vehicles
(ARB vehicle classes LDA, LDT1, LDT2, and MDV) 
(tons)

10,444

Total II (Internal) CO2 emissions per
weekday for passenger vehicles (tons)
Total IX / XI trip CO2 emissions
per weekday for passenger vehicles (tons)
Total XX trip CO2 emissions per
weekday for passenger vehicles
(lbs/capita)

                                      16.7                15.8 

INVESTMENT (Billions)

Total RTP Expenditure (Year XXXX $)

Highway capacity expansion (S)

Other road capacity expansion ($)

Roadway maintenance ($)

BRT projects ($)

Transit capacity expansion ($)

Transit operations ($)                34,285,377  121,884,024 83,000,000
Bike and pedestrian projects ($)

TRANSPORTATION USER COSTS

Vehicle operating costs (Year XXXX
$ per mile)
Gasoline price (Year XXXX $ per
gallon)
Average transit fare (Year XXXX $)

Parking cost (Year XXXX $)

Data Sources: Kern COG Targets 
Spreadsheet

Land Use Output GIS Analysis MIP Output TDT EMFAC Not 
Available

Revenue 
Plans
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              May 1, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairman Woods called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Steve Woods  GET 
Pedro Nunez  Cal-Trans 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin 
Teresa Binkly  City of Taft 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield   
Jay Schlosser  City of Tehachapi   
 

STAFF:     Peter Smith  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Jeremy Bowman Helt Engineering  
     Noemi Zamudio  City of Delano 
     Marvin Williams  City of Delano  
          
    
         

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of April 3, 2013, there was a motion by Mr. 
Bevin’s to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. McNamara seconded the 
motion.  
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IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of April 3, 2013 was 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $153,446 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented fiscal year 2011-12 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Public Transit 
claim for the City of McFarland for $153,446.   
 
The action requested is to review FY 2011-12 TDA claim for the City of McFarland and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF ARVIN FOR $497,671   
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Arvin for $497,671. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Arvin and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  

  
VII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 

CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $86,318 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the 
City of McFarland for $86,318. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of McFarland 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
  

VIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM –  GOLDEN EMPIRE TRANSIT DISTRICT FOR $21,002,369    
 
Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
Golden Empire Transit District for $21,002,369 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for Golden Empire Transit 
District and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
McNamara seconded the motion.  

IX. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF RIDGECREST FOR $374,772   

Mr. Snoddy presented review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Ridgecrest and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Ridgecrest 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
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seconded the motion.  

X. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF BAKERSFIELD FOR $247,037  

Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the 
City of Bakersfield for $247,037. 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Bakersfield 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Neath 
seconded the motion.  

XI. FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $946,802   

Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for 
the City of McFarland for $946,802. 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
McFarland and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Clausen made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.  

XII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF ARVIN FOR $415,035 

Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for 
the City of Arvin for $415,035. 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Road claim for the city of Arvin 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

XIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $785,901 

Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for 
the City of McFarland for $785,901.  

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Road claim for the City of 
McFarland and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Clausen made a motion to recommend approval.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

XIV. CALL FOR PROJECTS:  TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ARTICLE 3 PROGRAM 

Mr. Smith stated that The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity of the state-
designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency, administers funding for the Transportation 
Development Act Article 3 Program (Article 3).   

Mr. Smith advised that there is approximately $707,704 available for distribution during this cycle.  
He went on to note that applications are due by July 1, 2013.    

XV. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

Mr. Stramaglia stated that the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) 
is a 6-year Program for Projects of Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC).  Kern Council of Governments is expected to 
submit its regionally approved project requests to the CTC by December 2013 as required by law. 
He requested that TTAC members review the current STIP Guidelines as well as Chapter 3 of the 
currently updated Project Selection Process updates. Mr. Stramaglia pointed out the various 
elements of the state report including the overview of the current process timeline, history of 
projects that have advanced and those that have been delayed. He also explained how specific 
elements of Kern’s policy were conducive to leveraging revenue and staying on track to deliver 
projects that often require many years to complete. Mr. Stramaglia answered several questions 
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from Committee members.  

This item was for information. 

 

XVI. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT 

Ms. Pacheco stated that the highlights for the April 16th meeting include: 

1. The Regional Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program call 
for projects timelines were discussed. Update: Timelines were approved by the Kern COG Board 
of Directors April 18, 2013. Programming is available for fiscal years14/15 and 15/16. Workshops 
will be held May 14 and June 11 from 10am to noon. Applications are due by 4:00 pm on 
September 4, 2013. 
 

2. A presentation was given regarding the redesigned CommuteKern website available at 
www.CommuteKern.org  
 

3. April 16, 2013 Score Card – 3% of projects have approved funding authorization; 82% is awaiting 
funding authorization; 15% was not submitted for funding authorization.  
 

4. Caltrans has announced the Highway Safety Improvement Program call for projects. Applications 
are due July 26, 2013 to Caltrans. 

 
This item is for information only. 
 

XVII. INACTIVE PROJECTS POLICY UPDATE 

Ms. Pacheco reported at the March 6, 2013 TTAC meeting that the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) has a new policy regarding inactive projects.  In response, Caltrans Office 
of Local Assistance has developed a new process to manage inactive obligations. 

This item is for information only 

XVIII. 2008 OZONE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION  PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 

Ms. Pacheco stated that the amendment documents were available for public review March 25, 
2013 to April 23, 2013 and included a public hearing on April 18, 2013. Comments were received 
during the public hearing. Public comments received do not require changes to the 
documentation, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the May 16, 2013 Board meeting. 

The action requested is that the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee recommend 
approval of the Conformity Analysis, 2011 Regional Transportation Plan Amendment # 4, and 
2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment # 4 to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
 
Mr. McNamara made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.  
 

XIX. PROGRAM (FTIP)   

 
XX. MEMBER ITEMS  

 
XXI. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be June 5, 2013.  With no further business, the 
meeting adjourned at approximately 11:05 a.m.  



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       July 3, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                  1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 

• RPAC Meeting of Wednesday June 5, 2013 
 

IV. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 

V. SB 375 FRAMEWORK CORE VALUES (Napier) 
 
Comment: The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) requested that the SB 375 
Framework be placed on the agenda for discussion. 
 
Action:  Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee adopt the revised SB 
375 Framework. 
 

VI. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 
 
Comment: A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization 
representatives has assisted staff in updating areas designated as environmental justice areas, 
and results of the new method are scheduled to be reviewed at the July 31, 2013 RPAC meeting. 
 
Action:   Information 

 
VII. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT (Hightower) 

 
Comment: Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to 
analyze modeling results for the scenarios for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

Action:   Information 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 
ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE (Ball) 

Comment:  The adoption date for the 2014 RTP and RHNA is scheduled for March 2014. 
 
Action: Information 
 

IX. PRESENTATION FROM ADAM LIVINGSTON OF SEQUOIA RIVERLAND TRUST 



 

X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of June 5, 2013 
 

XI. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

XII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

XIII. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be July 31, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              June 5, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Clausen called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Michael Bevin's  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano (phone) 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Jeff Sorensen  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Karen King  GET 
     Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 

 
STAFF:       
     Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ella Wise  (phone) 
     Amanda Eaken  NRDC (phone) 
     Carrie Turner  Sierra Business Council (phone) 
     David Berggren  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks  
     Martha Contreras California Walks 
     Heather Dumais American Lung Association 
     William Gollnick  Tejon Indian Tribe 

       
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments. 
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday May 1, 2013. 
 
Committee Member Clausen made a motion to approve the May 1, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee King, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS PROGRAM MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING AMENDMENT (Urata) 

 
Ms. Urata discussed contract with Southern California Edison (SCE) to conduct a local 
government operations protocol inventory for the years 2005 and 2010.  A projection of energy 
use in the year 2020 was made for each city serviced by SCE.  The cities prioritized selection 
criteria and used a strategy selection tool to develop a customized Energy Action Plan.  This 
contract was set to expire November 30, 2012, but the California Public Utilities Commission 
granted an extension to the funding agreements to December 31, 2014; therefore, an amendment 
to the agreement with each of the participating cities will be completed. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. REVISED SCHEDULE – 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (Napier) 
  
Ms. Napier advised the Committee that the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency 
Directors Committee met with Janill Richards, Supervising Deputy Attorney General for the 
Environmental Section of the California Department of Justice to discuss the adoption timeline for 
the 2014 RTPs.  Ms. Richards advised the Directors Committee that the Attorney General’s Office 
would rather have quality RTPs from the eight COGs than to rush adoption because of an 
arbitrarily set date of October 2013.  The Attorney General’s Office agreed to an extension for 
adoption of the 2014 RTPs to March 2014. 
 
This was an information item.  
 

VI. REVISED SCHEDULE – 2014 REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) (Invina) 
 
Ms. Invina advised the Committee that due to the extension of time for the 2014 RTP, the RHNA 
schedule has been updated to be coordinated with the revised 2014 RTP adoption date from 
October 2013 to March 2014.  
 
This was an information item.  

 
VII. SCENARIO PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND INDICATORS UPDATE (Hightower) 

 
Mr. Hightower presented information to the Committee on the development of RTP scenario 
performance measures and indicators.  There was discussion of Health based indicators which 
are outputs from the model.  The Committee requested that the health indicators be marked as 
outputs so that there is no confusion. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATE  
 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of May 1, 2013 
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IX. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

Ms. Napier advised the Committee that Kern COG is in the process of updating its General Plan 
information. 
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Ms. Poire brought up two items that were requested to be brought back to the Committee at this 
meeting.  Ms. Napier explained to the Committee that Ms. Poire had been party to an email 
discussion between Mr. James and Ms. Napier on one of the items and that Mr. James agreed 
that bringing the item back in July was appropriate, and that Ms. Poire was already aware of this.  
The second item was Mr. Ball’s item and he is on vacation this week; therefore, the item was 
postponed to July when Mr. Ball can be in attendance. 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 2:21 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday July 3, 2013, at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 
 

 
July 3, 2013 

 
 

 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
    
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Becky Napier 
   Regional Planner III 
 
  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  V  
  SB 375 FRAMEWORK CORE VALUES 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) requested that the SB 375 Framework be 
placed on the agenda for discussion.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On March 20, Kern COG received a letter from Consultant, Ted James, requesting a change in 
the Core Values language of the SB 375 Framework.  Specifically Mr. James is requesting that 
Core Value No. 4 be modified to read “Kern County shall continue to discuss cooperation and 
coordination with the seven (7) other counties located in the central San Joaquin Valley, while 
recognizing the Kern region’s unique qualities and developing appropriate strategies for Kern 
County”. 

Core Value No. 4 currently reads:  “Kern County shall continue to discuss cooperation and 
coordination with the seven (7) other counties located in the Central San Joaquin Valley to 
develop a regional Sustainable Community Strategy that recognizes the both shared and unique 
characteristics of each of the eight (8) counties”.  
 
When the SB 375 Framework was developed, Kern COG staff did not know if each individual 
COG would be required to meet the targets set by the California Air Resources Board or if there 
would be one target for all eight (8) MPOs.  This unknown has now been resolved and each 
individual COG must meet the targets. 
 
Attached for Committee information is a revised SB 375 Framework containing the modification 
requested by Mr. James. 
 
ACTION 
 
Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee adopt the revised SB 375 
Framework. 



SB 375 FRAMEWORK 
 

CORE VALUES 
 

1) The Sustainable Community Strategy relies on the existing and planned circulation 
networks and land use designations for Kern County and its eleven (11) incorporated 
cities. 
 

2) The Sustainable Communities Strategy shall not hinder the local land use authority of 
Kern County and its eleven (11) incorporated cities. 

 
3) The Sustainable Community Strategy shall allow Kern County and its eleven (11) 

incorporated cities to continue the pursuit and promotion of a diversified economic base. 
 

4) Kern County shall continue to discuss cooperation and coordination with the seven (7) 
other counties located in the central San Joaquin Valley, while recognizing the Kern 
region’s unique qualities and developing appropriate strategies for Kern County.   

5) Kern County shall continue to discuss cooperation and coordination with the seven (7) 
other counties located in the Central San Joaquin Valley to develop a regional 
Sustainable Community Strategy that recognizes the both shared and unique 
characteristics of each of the eight (8) counties.  
 
 

CORE ACTIONS 
 

1) Identify Kern County’s existing and planned transportation and circulation network as the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) network.  
 

2) Identify and model transportation measures with the purpose of reducing vehicle trips 
and vehicle miles travelled for Kern County’s existing and planned transportation and 
circulation network to determine anticipated effectiveness.  

 
3) Include clean fuel and clean technology (Pavely) regulations when evaluating any 

measures that may reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. 
 

4) Use the adopted land uses that may be amended from time to time, of Kern County and 
its eleven (11) incorporated cities as the forecasted development patterns. 

  
5) Base all models utilized by Kern COG on locally adopted general plans and identified 

regional economic centers.  Any request to change the baseline model will require 
approval of the local city and/or county whichever has the appropriate authority. 
 

6) Consistent with adopted General Plans, model strategic locations for new retail and 
employment uses to determine whether they reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles 
traveled. 

 
7) Allow for the flexibility to amend the adopted land use elements of Kern County and its 

eleven (11) incorporated cities based on market demands and market responses.  
 



8) Identify local, community oriented, alternative feasible transportation strategies such as 
enhancing biking and walking within established communities. 

  
9)  Respect the uniqueness of Kern County when the California Air Resources Board 

considers revising the targets.  
 
10) Strive to achieve an acceptable SCS to allow for the use of CEQA streamlining by the 

development community.  
 
11) I Identify regional modeling baseline information and provide updates for the eight (8) 

sub-regions of Kern County to provide feedback on progress towards achieving the state 
targets.  

 
12) Develop two types of strategies within the plan:  (1) strategies that reduce emissions 

county-wide; and (2) strategies that reduce emissions sub-regionally.  
 
13) Explore the potential of establishing modeling budgets for each sub-region of the county.  
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

ADDENDUM TO SB 375 FRAMEWORK 

The Kern County Story: Putting It into Perspective 
 

 
From an overall perspective, Kern County, consisting of 8,200 square miles, the size of New 
Jersey, is the third largest County in California.  As the crow flies, Kern County is 159 miles in 
length from the northwestern boundary to the southeastern boundary. The current population is 
850,000 and is expected to grow by 55% percent over the next 20 years and nearly double by 
2050.  Although two-thirds of Kern’s population lives within 1/20th of the area of the county 
known as Metropolitan Bakersfield, many of the economic centers require long ex-urban 
commutes to areas that are not conducive to urban development. 
  
There are 11 incorporated cities within Kern County including; Delano, McFarland, Wasco, 
Shafter, Taft, Maricopa, Bakersfield, Arvin, Tehachapi, Ridgecrest and California City. Kern 
County is comprised of separate regions based on significant variations in terrain, climate, 
geographic and environmental factors. The regions are identified as follows: 
 
Valley Region: The southern San Joaquin Valley below an elevation of 1,000 feet mean 

sea level (MSL). 
 
Mountain Region: The westernmost and central portion of the County above the 1,000 foot 

MSL contour in the valley and western region of the County and west of 
the primary alignment of the Los Angeles Aqueduct in the eastern 
County, including the southernmost portion of the County.  

 
Desert Region: The eastern section of the County east of the primary alignment of the 

Los Angeles Aqueduct.  
 
Kern County has six (6) significant industry clusters: 
 
Value-Added Agriculture is the leading employment cluster with the bulk of the State’s 
agricultural operations concentrated throughout the Valley. The cluster builds on Kern’s historic 
role as a leading center for crop production, particularly vegetables, nuts, citrus, dairy and 
cotton. The cluster also benefits from the food processing component, particularly carrot and 
tomato processing. 
 
Transportation and Logistics is a fast growing industry with tremendous potential within Kern. 
This is a leading cluster and supports the competitiveness of the Energy and Natural Resources 
and Value-added Agriculture clusters through the use of warehousing and distribution services. 
Given Kern’s location at the geographic population center of California, logistically and 
environmentally Kern is the best location in the state to centralize distribution services to the 
rest of the state with the lowest carbon footprint.  Kern also serves as the immediate northern 



gateway to Los Angeles County. With California’s two major north south interstates running 
through the County as well as the only year-round pass over the Sierra Nevada Mountain 
Range in the San Joaquin Valley, it is a natural place for growth in transportation and logistics. 
Kern has become the location for major distribution centers. 
 
Energy and Natural Resources production is the cornerstone and foundation of Kern County. 
Historically oil production has driven energy development. Kern County is the top oil producing 
county in California. This county alone produces 76% of California’s total oil. If Kern County 
were a state, it would be the third largest oil producing state in the U.S., behind Alaska and 
Texas. Kern County has four (4) giant oil fields (greater than 1 billion barrels of cumulative 
production) and as a whole produces 445,000 barrels per day.  In terms of future production, 
Kern County is leading the State in development and production of renewable energy..  Over 
7,000 megawatts of renewable energy in the form of wind, solar, geothermal, biogas and 
gasification production have been permitted countywide. The County’s dependence on energy 
and natural resource production as part of our economic structure is reflective in the fact that all 
ten (10) of the County’s top tax payers are either oil producing and/or processing companies or 
renewable energy producers.  For the year 2010 – 2011, these companies made up an overall 
assessed value of nearly twenty-eight (28) percent of all general taxes owed and paid to the 
County. 
 
Aerospace and Defense remains a leading industry cluster for the County and particularly for 
eastern Kern County where the economy of most of the communities is dependent on the 
strength of the aerospace and defense industries. The County has some of the best natural 
assets in the western United States for continued expansion in aerospace and defense. The 
2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process resulted in the decision to consolidate 
naval weapons and armament research development and testing at the U.S. Naval Air 
Weapons Station at China Lake, resulting in a projected 1,400 new direct jobs. The potential for 
space tourism continues to be great, through other states are fiercely competing for this 
business. 
 
Tourism, Recreation & Entertainment continues to suggest continued growth opportunities in 
both annual expenditures and employment. This includes the generation of tourism and visit 
activity from people traveling between major cities in Northern and Southern California as well 
as those from large metro areas in Southern California seeking a close weekend get-away 
destination.  
 
Healthcare Services has been recast to reflect the vast array of services and networks in the 
County. Throughout the San Joaquin Valley, population growth has resulted in major increases 
in hospital and health care employment. In addition, the general growth in health care spending 
has served as the catalyst for the recent or planned expansion of several regional facilities. 
 
  



Impacts of SB 375 and the Region’s Local Economy 
 
While many of the above identified industries are not unique to Kern County alone, the fact that 
all six (6) of these industries are located within our region sets Kern County apart from the rest 
of California. As identified above, the unique geographic regions and abundance of natural 
resources, open space, productive farmland, and available labor market have created a thriving 
economic environment for Kern County. Unfortunately, there is a fundamental disconnect 
associated with an economic industry that cannot be located within urban areas. 
 
While it is the intent of Kern County and the incorporated cities to meet the standards set by the 
State legislature in the adoption of SB 375, any Sustainable Communities Strategy prepared 
must: (1) reflect the uniqueness of the various industries and communities that make up Kern 
County; (2) identify realistic County-wide & sub-regional strategies to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled, where feasible; and (3) ensure that Kern County and the various incorporated cities’ 
economic prosperity will not be adversely impacted in meeting the California Air Resources 
Board’s greenhouse gas reduction targets for Kern County. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

July 3, 2013 
 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert Ball, Planning Director 
   Ed Flickinger, Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM: VI 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization representatives has assisted staff in updating 
areas designated as environmental justice areas, and results of the new method are scheduled to be reviewed at the July 
31, 2013 RPAC meeting. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 require metropolitan planning organizations to focus on 
environmental justice concerns in their planning processes. Kern COG originally formed a task force in 2002 to assist in 
creating ways to focus on environmental justice (EJ) concerns caused by transportation issues. One of the products of 
that task force was the methodology to define an EJ area based upon income, age, and minority status based upon the 
2000 Census. After the 2010 Census data was made available, the task force was reformed as the Environment and 
Social Equity Round table as part of the Directions to 2050 RTP outreach process, to determine if the methodology 
defining EJ areas should be revised.  
 
Three task force meetings were held from July 2012 to March 2013.  Participants included: Community Action Partnership 
of Kern, Bike Bakersfield, California Rural Legal Assistance, Greenfield Walking Group, Kern County Department of 
Public Health, California Walks, Independent Living Center for Kern, Center for Race Poverty and the Environment, 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust, Sierra Club, City of Shafter, and the Kern County Housing Authority. 
 
Two different methodologies were presented to the EJ task force for consideration. The first method was virtually identical 
to the original method approved in 2002 only using updated census data. The second methodology was created by a 
group at the University of California, Davis. This method factored in environmental as well as social data to determine if an 
area should be defined as an EJ area. The task force preferred the methodology created by the UC Davis group. 
 
At the May 2013 RPAC meeting staff presented the two methodologies.  A request was made to see the difference in 
results the between the two methodologies.   
 
ACTION: 
 
Information 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 

July 3, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Regional Planner II 
Ben Raymond, Regional Planner II 

 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VII 

UPDATE ON 2014 RTP SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to analyze modeling results 
for the scenarios for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background  
 
The 2014 RTP will be the first to contain a Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) as required by the 
state Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB-375).  Kern COG began work with the Transportation Modeling 
Committee and the former Kern Climate Change Task Force now the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee (RPAC) in 2008 after completion of the Kern Regional Blueprint visioning process. 
  
To meet the requirements of SB 375 Kern COG is developing scenarios that attempt to illustrate future 
land use patterns projected to meet the emissions targets set by the Air Resources Board (ARB). 
Currently there are three scenarios under development. They have been named the Old Plan, Preliminary 
Plan, and Intensified Scenario. 
 
Scenario assumptions, inputs, and methodologies have been developed under the direction of the RPAC. 
The development process included considerable input from stakeholders and the extensive public 
feedback received as part of the Kern COG outreach effort for the 2014 RTP.  
 
In February 2013, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approved the RPAC recommendation to 
incorporate these three scenarios to be included in the development of the 2014 RTP environmental 
document.  In May 2013, a 5-month extension to the schedule was approved by the San Joaquin Valley 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies Directors Committee based on feedback from the California 
Attorney General’s office which had requested five of the COGs in the 8-county region adopt RTPs ahead 
of the regular schedule.  The 5 COGs were San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Madera, Fresno, and Tulare.  Kern 
COG had voluntarily been adhering to the earlier schedule for the public review period to begin in July 
2013.  That date has now been moved back to late November 2013. 
 
Kern COG staff is taking advantage of the additional time to further refine the models and provide 
additional opportunity for public workshops in the Metro Bakersfield area.  The following is an updated the 
descriptions of the three scenarios approved by the Kern COG Board for inclusion in the EIR. 
 



 
 

Scenario Development 
 
Three primary scenarios have been pared down from the original 12 developed by the RPAC in spring 
2012. They represent a range of alternatives still under development for the 2014 RTP. Table 1 contains 
a summary comparison of the assumptions for these preliminary scenarios.  The scenarios are designed 
to provide the widest range of options that might conceivably happen.    
 
In addition, the City of Bakersfield staff has recently requested modifications to the scenarios that would 
only affect the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and likely add a 4th scenario for consideration in a series of 
public workshops scheduled for Bakersfield this August. 
 
The Old Plan Scenario - Preliminary 
 
The “Old Plan” or baseline uses transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of 
financially constrained projects, reflecting modest improvements to transit, bike and walk infrastructure.  
This scenario represents a continuation of the growth pattern occurring in Kern County over the past 
several decades.  Representing 2/3rds of the growth for the region, Metropolitan Bakersfield growth in 
this scenario occurs primarily on the periphery. This scenario would have the largest development 
footprint.  The following bullets highlight some of the scenario assumptions: 
 
• Highway Investment:  The transportation investments would be focused on planned freeway and 

local road improvements to accommodate a peripheral development pattern, improved truck flows 
and safety.  The scenario also assumes funding for portions of the South Beltway by 2040 consistent 
with prior RTPs.   

• Transit/Bike/Walk Investment: Transit investments consist of operations and maintenance of 
existing bus and passenger rail services with expansion of key services as envisioned prior to the 
adoption of the new Golden Empire Transit Long Range Plan.  Investment continues based on past 
trends. 

• Maintenance Investment:  22% shortfall in maintenance funding.  
• Housing Choice:  17% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 

single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located primarily in Metropolitan Bakersfield. 
• Transit Access:  38% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops by 2035. 
• Revitalization:   Revitalization and growth in transit priority areas is consistent with historic trends 

and assumes 600 additional housing units in downtown Bakersfield.  
• Land Use Forecast:  Demographic growth forecast is based on latest planning assumptions adopted 

by Kern COG in October 2009 and the growth distribution pattern was updated to reflect the 2010 
Census.  Employment in the region is guided by locations provided by the California Employment 
Development Department (EDD) and updated with the 2008 Longitudinal Employer-Household 
Dynamics (LEHD) data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Forecast employment and housing locations 
reflect the latest adopted general plans and local planning assumptions. 

 
This scenario would add an average of 2,400 jobs over the life of the plan or 57,600 job years at 10.87 
jobs per million dollars spent.  Preliminary results of the 2035 Old Plan have reduced CO2 lbs/capita from 
2005 levels by 5.4%, not sufficient to meet the Air Resource Board’s established 2035 target for the San 
Joaquin Valley MPOs of 10% reduction of 2005 levels. 
 
The Plan Scenario - Preliminary 
 
The preliminary plan scenario is still undergoing refinements in the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and will 
incorporate feedback from additional public workshops scheduled for August 2013. The scenario uses 
transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of financially constrained projects and 
includes new investments in highway maintenance and transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This scenario 
represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, and regional 
studies undertaken since the old plan. The preliminary plan scenario assumes an increase in demand for 
multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield resulting in a 4 square mile  decrease in 
total land used by this scenario compared to old plan.  The following bullets highlight some of the 
scenario assumptions: 
 
• Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 



 
 

demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This scenario would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040.   

• Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan, the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes a new Bus Rapid Transit system for Metro 
Bakersfield and extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond in East Kern.  
Additional bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and 
Complete Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized areas.  Continues 
the rideshare program and adds the new 511 travel information system. 

• Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure. 
• Housing Choices:  25-50% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 

lot single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located predominately in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield.  The range reflects scenarios to be considered in the August workshops. 

• Transit Access:  40% of homes are located within ½ mile of transit stops. 
• Revitalization:  Focus infill on vacant lots in Metropolitan Bakersfield and at the transit oriented 

development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and consistent with the 
General Plan. 

• Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan.  The distribution in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in developed areas are filled, consistent with 
the existing general plan as well as some revitalization around TOD/infill sites.  This scenario uses 
Uplan land use model software developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth from areas with the 
lowest level of economic attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 
 

This scenario assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources and would add an 
average of 3,100 jobs over the life of the plan or 80,400 job years.  This preliminary scenario run has 
shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita of 11.7% below the 2005 level, exceeding the state goal of a 
10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are preliminary as the modeling inputs and 
assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
The Intensified Scenario – Preliminary  
 
The intensified scenario builds on transportation planning assumptions from the preliminary plan list of 
financially constrained projects and intensifies investment in transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This scenario 
represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, and regional 
studies undertaken since the Old Plan was adopted. The intensified scenario assumes a major increase 
in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield, resulting in a 6 square mile 
decrease in total land used by this scenario compared to the Old Plan.  The following bullets highlight 
some of the scenario assumptions: 
 
• Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This scenario would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040.   

• Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid transit/light rail 
system for Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond, 
and adds additional local Amtrak service stops the San Joaquin Valley portion or Kern.  Additional 
bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and Complete 
Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized. 

• Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure.  
• Housing Choices:  50% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 

single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located predominately in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. 

• Transit Access:  50% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops. 
• Revitalization:  In Metropolitan Bakersfield focus revitalization efforts at the transit oriented 

development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and consistent with the 
General Plan. 

• Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan.  The distribution in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in developed areas are filled, consistent with 
the existing general plan as well as some revitalization around TOD/infill sites.  This scenario uses 



 
 

Uplan land use model software developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth from areas with the 
lowest level of economic attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 

 
This scenario although financially unconstrained would add an average of 11,500 jobs over the life of the 
plan or 298,000 job years.  This preliminary scenario run has shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita of 
~15% below the 2005 level, exceeding the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All 
results are preliminary as the modeling inputs and assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
Additional Scenarios  
 
An additional scenario is being developed for Bakersfield that would only affect the Metropolitan 
Bakersfield area.  The results of the scenario will be presented at the next RPAC meeting and the August  
public workshops in Bakersfield.  The scenario will help better define the final assumptions for the 
preliminary plan scenario in the Bakersfield portion of the land use model.   Initial discussions with 
Bakersfield staff have suggested a new scenario that falls between the preliminary plan and intensified 
scenario assumptions.    
 
In addition, a no-build scenario will be included in the environmental document to analyze environmental 
effects if all new infrastructure investment were to cease, and growth continues to occur at forecasted 
rates. 
 
A total of 4 scenarios are anticipated to be included in the environmental document for the 2014 RTP 
including the three primary scenarios and the no build scenario.  A draft versions of these scenarios are 
scheduled to be presented to the RPAC and TPPC in September 2013.  A 55-day public review of the 
environmental document is scheduled to begin in November.  Additional adjustments could be made to 
the plan scenario based on responses to comments. 
 
Performance Measures and Indicators 
 
The outputs generated by the transportation model are used to produce performance measures. These 
measures such as Vehicle Miles Travels (VMT) are used to evaluate the efficiency of the transportation 
system. Indicators are produced mainly from the outputs generated by the land use model. Indicators 
such as land consumption are used to evaluate the impacts and benefits a future land use pattern may 
have. Indicators can also be used to evaluate co-benefits such as public health.  ARB has established 
CO2 per capita as a key measure to determine that the SCS if implemented is projected to meet the SB 
375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
 
Next Steps 
 
August – Two workshops in Metro Bakersfield 
September/October - Recommend scenarios for consideration in the RTP Environmental Document. 
 
Attachment 
 
Scenario Assumptions Table 1  

 
 
ACTION:  Information 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1 - Scenario Assumptions

Scenario Assumptions
2035   

Old Plan

2035 
Preliminary 

Plan

2035 
Intensified 
Alternative

Transit: Notes

Construct new transit lines Existing Enhanced Intensified

Expanded Bus Routes Coordinated with Planned Centers Existing Enhanced Intensified See GET 2012 Long Range 
Transit Plan (LRTP)

Expand Passenger Rail Service Existing Enhanced Intensified See 2012 Kern Commuter 
Rail Study (KCRS)

Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase network 
connectivity)

Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP/KCRS

Expanded Transit Service Area Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP/KCRS
Rapid Bus/Shorter Wait Times Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP
Upgrade transit service (e.g., improve service to express bus, 
etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced See LRTP

Express Transit Existing Enhanced Enhanced See LRTP
Bus Rapid Transit Existing Enhanced Enhanced See LRTP
Light Rail None None Enhanced See LRTP (cost est. $4B)
Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance to 
transit stations, change auto access distance to transit stations)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced See LRTP

Optimized Bus Routes Existing Enhanced Enhanced See LRTP
Transportation Demand Management:
Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and 
teleconferencing

Existing Enhanced Enhanced

Expand Van Pools Existing Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern MOU with 
CalVans

Promote walking and biking (e.g., new class I bicycle facilities, 
inter-city bikeways

Existing Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern Bikeway 
Master Plan

Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and Indirect 
Source Rule

Existing Existing Existing SJV APCD Rules 94.10 & 
95.10

Pricing:
Change in auto operation cost/user fees Existing Enhanced Enhanced 50% Increase
Increase the cost of parking Existing Existing Existing
Change in transit fares Existing Existing Existing
Road Projects:
Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic 
management (e.g., change auto travel times, change highway free-
flow speed, 511, etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced New 511 system

Add HOV facilities None Enhanced Enhanced Ramp metering
Delay capacity increasing project (e.g., new beltway) Existing Enhanced Enhanced S. Beltway delayed
Add general purpose lanes (e.g., reduce congestion and out-of-
direction travel)

Existing Existing Existing

Land Use:

Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other 
variables (infill along major transit corridor consistent with GP)

Existing Enhanced Intensified

Limited to Bakersfield - 
Consistent with Core Area 
Impact Fee Development 
Incentive.

Rebalance housing closer to employment/shopping areas Existing Enhanced Intensified
Assumes shopping 
opportunities in outlying 
communities.

Market based demand shift to smaller lots/multifamily Existing Enhanced Intensified Limited to Bakersfield 
Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit 
centers)

Existing Enhanced Intensified Incentivized by ISR rule

*Definitions: Existing = strategies in current plan; Enhanced = improvement over current plan; Intensified = improvement over 
 **Some of the listed scenario assumptions are not yet working in the model and maybe included as post model adjustments.  
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July 3, 2013 
 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert Ball, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VIII 
 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION 

(RHNA) SCHEDULE 
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
The adoption date for the 2014 RTP and RHNA is scheduled for March 2014.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Federal law requires that an RTP be updated every four years in air quality non-attainment areas.  The last RTP was 
adopted in July 2010.   In addition, the 8 COGs that contain portions of the San Joaquin Valley planning area need to be 
able demonstrate federal air quality conformity with the air district’s plans.  In May 2013 the 8 COG directors voted to 
synchronize their adoption in the month of March 2014.  Two additional workshops are being planned in coordination with 
the Bakersfield Planning Department and the County of Kern to look at refining scenarios in the Metro Bakersfield area in 
August 2013. 
 
In addition, state legislative changes have linked the RTP and the RHNA.  Production of the RHNA is being coordinated 
with the RTP schedule. The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has developed a 
template to help determine the sequence of events related to the RHNA.  The following is an integrated RTP/RHNA 
schedule:  
 
Date   Event 
 
Mid-July 2013   HCD issues RHNA determination to Kern COG 
   Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2)  
August 17, 2013(tent.) Metro Bakersfield scenarios evening workshop 1 
August 24, 2013(tent.) Metro Bakersfield scenarios evening workshop 2 
October 2, 2013  RPAC recommends scenarios for inclusion in the RTP EIR 
October 17, 2013 (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG considers RPAC recommendation on RTP EIR scenarios 
November 2013 COG issues draft RHNA, draft RTP and EIR for 55 day public review 
February 2014   (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts RHNA methodology  
February 2014   (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Public Hearing on the RTP Adoption  
March 2014  (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts Final RHNA, RTP and EIR 
September 30, 2015  Cities and County Adopt Housing Elements - 5th cycle Housing Element Planning Period (8 years) 
 
Attachments:  Timeline, Schedule  
 
ACTION:   
 
Information 
 



 
 
 
 

(dashed arrows indicate approximate extension period) 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              June 5, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Vice Chairman Neath called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was 
provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Loren Culp  City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield   
Bob Wren   City of Wasco  
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Will Winn  KTF 
     Paul Pineda  Caltrans  
      
          
    
         

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
A Public Comment was made by Will Winn.  Mr. Winn introduced himself as the Director of the 
Kern Transportation Foundation.   Mr. Winn stated that he wanted to bring to the attention of the 
committee a project application for a signal that installed at Meadow Vista Court and Panorama  
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Drive under CMAQ funding.   Mr. Winn expressed that this project was intended to mitigate 
congestion and air quality, however; he believed that it is adding to the congestion and poor air 
quality.   
Mr. Winn expressed that he would like the COG to be more through in its review of projects that 
come before the committee.   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of May 1, 2013, there was a motion by Mr. 
Clausen to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  
 

IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of May 1, 2013 was 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF WASCO FOR $176,706 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented fiscal year 2012-13 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Public Transit 
claim for the City of Wasco for $176,706.   Mr. Snoddy noted that in the claim, the city of Wasco 
asked for $30,638 of LTF funds and $146,068 of STF funds.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA claim for the City of Wasco and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a motion to 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Neath seconded the 
motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – (NOR) NORTH OF THE RIVER RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT FOR $930,404 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the North of the River Recreation and park District for $930,404.    Mr. Snoddy noted that NOR is 
only eligible for Public Transit claims.  This is the annual claim for NOR.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the North of the River 
Recreation and Park District and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Wren made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen seconded the motion.  

  
VII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 

ROADS CLAIM – CITY RIDGECREST for $575,000 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for 
the City of Ridgecrest for $575,000.   
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Ridgecrest 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
  

VIII. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT  
Ms. Pacheco stated that agencies are reminded that in order to receive timely responses from 
Caltrans staff on project submittals, first agencies must submit adequate and complete packages. 
Agencies should call their respective Caltrans Local Assistance Engineer for status updates or to 
discuss issues. As a region, there is 93% of project funding awaiting approval. 

This item is for information only. 
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IX. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

Mr. Snoddy stated that there are remaining funds in the 99313 account from the 2007-2011.  The 
funds were created by project changes to individual projects throughout Kern County.   The total 
amount in the account is $334,994.  Mr. Snoddy stated that the money needs to be reprogramed 
into the PTMIESA projects.   
Mr. Snoddy advised that the PTMIESA applications need to be submitted to Mr. Snoddy and 
Caltrans no later than June 21, 2013.    
 
Vice Chairman Neath stated that Mr. Stramaglia had sent an email to the committee that stated 
Caltrans is requesting comments on State Route 46 Transportation Concept Report.  Vice 
Chairman Neath advised that if any committee member did not receive it, to please contact Mr.  
Stramaglia for copy of the email.  

 
X. ADJOURNMENT  

 
With no further business, the TTAC meeting was adjourned at 10:18 a.m.  The next scheduled 
meeting will be Wednesday, July 3, 2013.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       July 31, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                  1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 

 RPAC Meeting of Wednesday July 31, 2013 
 

IV. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 
 

V. 2013 Transportation Model Improvements Documentation (Flickinger) 
 
Comment: New base year travel model validation documentation to the San Joaquin Model 
Improvement Program for Kern is now available online at http://www.kerncog.org/transportation-
modeling .  The model is still under evaluation by staff for use in the 2014 RTP. 
 
Action:  Information  
 

VI. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT (Ball) 
 
Comment: Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to 
analyze modeling results for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
environmental document. This report has been updated from the July 3 RPAC item. 

Action:   Information  

 
VII. METROPOLITAN BAKERSFIELD RTP WORKSHOPS – SCENARIOS  (Ball) 

 
Comment:  Two Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) workshops are scheduled for August 21 
and 27 to gather additional public input on development strategies and scenarios affecting in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield.  

Action:   Information, Workshops scheduled to be held August 21 and August 27. 

 

 

 

 



VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 
 
Comment:  A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization 
representatives has assisted staff in updating areas designated as environmental justice areas. 
 
Action: Approve use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC 
Davis for preparation of the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis.  
 

IX. DRAFT 2013 KERN REGIONAL HOUSING DATA REPORT (VERSION 2) (Invina) 
 
Comment: To assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing element update, Kern COG has 
prepared the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report. Staff requests comments on the 
Data Report to be submitted by September 6, 2013. 
 
Action: Comments for the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2) are due 
September 6, 2013. 
 

X. PRESENTATION FROM KEITH WOODCOCK OF WOODCOCK PLANNING AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CO-BENEFITS OF A SCS, BUILDING HEALTHY 
COMMUNITIES.   
 

XI. TRANSPORTATION COMMUNITY VIDEO PRESENTATION BY YOUTH LEADERS  
 

XII. JOINT COMMENT LETTERS ON THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY (Ball) 
 
Comment: Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) received a comment letter from a coalition 
of stakeholder groups dated July 2, 2013 and a follow-up comment letter dated July 24, 2013 on 
Kern COG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
  
Action: Information  
 

XIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of July 31, 2013 
 

XIV. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

XV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

XVI. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be September 4, 2013. 

 



1 
 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              July 3, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevin’s called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Michael Bevins  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano  
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi (phone) 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6  
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 

Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
     Ryan McHenry  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ella Wise  NRDC 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks  
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     Ted James 
     Alec Kimmel    Caltrans District 6  
     Dave Dmohowsky Quad Knopf  
     Adam Livingston Sequoia Riverland Trust 
     Daniel O’Conner American Farmland Trust  

       
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments. 
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday June 5, 2013. 
 
Committee Member Hellman made a motion to approve the June 5, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee Member McNamara, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS PROGRAM MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING AMENDMENT (Urata) 

 
Ms. Urata discussed the Draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU’s) for cities serviced by 
Southern California Edison. This contract was set to expire November 30, 2012, but the California 
Public Utilities Commission granted an extension to the funding agreements to December 31, 
2014.  The amended MOU was sent to the cities on July 1st, and are expected to be adopted by 
August 31, 2013.  
 
Ms. Urata presented an update on the adoption status of the Energy Action Plans.    
The city of Ridgecrest adopted their plan on June 19th.   
Ridgecrest also submitted the paperwork for Southern California Edison Energy Leader 
Partnership Tier Level.   
The County of Kern is taking their Energy Action Plan to the Board of Supervisors on August 6th.  
 
Ms. Urata announced that an Energy Action Plan conference will be held the last week in October 
or the first week in November.    
 
A Request for Proposals will be sent out the end of July for a consultant who will develop 
strategies for natural gas use in local government operations.    
 
Ms. Urata announced that there will be funding available through the Kern Energy Watch program 
to assist the cities with automated benchmarking services.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. SB 375 FRAMEWORK CORE VALUES (Napier) 
 
Ms. Napier advised the Committee that the current version provided of the SB 375 Framework 
Core Values had been updated with suggested revisions from Ted James.  
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee adopt 
the revised SB 375 Framework. Committee Member Clausen made a motion to recommend 
approval, seconded by Committee Member McNamara, carried unanimously. 

 
VI. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 

 
Mr. Ball advised that this item was intended as a placeholder.   He advised that the item will be 
placed on the July 31st agenda.  
 
This was an information item.  

 
VII. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT  (Ball)   

 
Mr. Ball presented information to the Committee on the development of the RTP scenario 
performance measures and indicators.   He advised the Committee on some updates in the three 
Scenarios that were approved by the Kern COG Board in February.  
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Mr. Ball announced that Kern COG will hold two workshops in August.  The workshops will cover 
the scenarios that will effect changes to the metropolitan Bakersfield portion of the model.  
 
There was a discussion among the Committee regarding the Scenario Development.  
 
This item was for discussion only.  
 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 
ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE (Ball)  
 
Mr. Ball stated that the schedule combines the RHNA and RTP schedules to keep the Committee 
advised of upcoming dates.   
 
Mr. Ball announced that Kern COG will issue the Draft RTP EIR in November with the 
alternatives.    
 
Ella Wise from the NRDC thanked Kern COG Staff and the RPAC.  Ms. Wise expressed that as a 
member of the public it is helpful to see the specific timeline and work that is being done in the 
new scenario.  
 

IX. PRESENTATION FROM ADAM LIVINGSTON OF SEQUOIA RIVERLAND TRUST  
 
Mr. Livingston shared that Sequoia Riverland is a Regional Land Trust.  Sequoia Riverland Trust 
works in Fresno, Tulare, Kern and Kings County.  Sequoia works with willing land owners to 
protect habitat in the foothills and farmland on the valley floor.   
 
Mr. Livingston went on to give a presentation on land use policy and long term economic 
resilience. 
 

X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting of June 5, 
2013 were distributed for review.  
 

XI. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Mr. Ball introduced Ryan McHenry, the new planning intern for Kern COG.  
 
Ms. Poire commented on the importance of having the Modeling Committee at the RPAC 
meeting.  Mr. Clausen suggested placing the Modeling Committee items first on the agenda.  
 
Mr. James announced that the City of Tehachapi won first place in the State of California for their 
General Plan.  
 

XII. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:07 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday July 31, 2013, at 1:30 p.m.   
 



  
 

July 31, 2013 
 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  By: Robert Ball, Director of Planning 

Ed Flickinger, Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  V  

2013 Transportation Model Improvements Documentation 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
New base year travel model validation documentation to the San Joaquin Model Improvement Program for 
Kern is now available on line at http://www.kerncog.org/transportation-modeling .  The model is still under 
evaluation by staff for use in the 2014 RTP. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Transportation model accuracy can be measured by how well a model replicates observed traffic counts based 
on a host of model algorithms and input data including demographics, land use, surveyed household travel 
characteristics, etc.   
 
A new Kern COG transportation model, San Joaquin Valley-wide Model Improvement Program (MIP) model, 
was delivered in September 2012. The model contains mode split, trucks, peak periods (am, pm, mid-day, off-
peak), and an increase in the number of Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) to nearly 2,000 designed to 
more accurately measure alternative modes of travel such as transit, bike and walk. 
 
In Fall of 2012, DKS Consulting was retained to improve the MIP validation with the latest available observed 
data for trip distribution, gateway inputs, trip generation, mode share, auto ownership, and truck model inputs. 
DKS is also improving environmental justice measure reporting and transit mode share reporting. 
 
DKS adjusted model parameters and input data to the Kern COG MIP model to improve intercity flows 
measured along current and added screenlines, while keeping overall Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) close to 
the observed traffic data from the state Highway Performance Management System (HPMS). Spot‐corrections 
to employment data, and adjustment to the population per household calculation and to trip production rates, 
improved the internal balance of outlying areas, reducing high flows along some corridors based on observed 
traffic counts. Some corridors and routes flows on SR 58 between Tehachapi and Bakersfield remain high, 
indicating a need for further review of east county employment and production‐attraction balance. Model 
adjustments are still underway and are showing measureable improvements in accuracy. 
 
Attached is an overview of some of the preliminary validation statistics.   
 
ACTION:  Information 



Preliminary Model Validation Statistics by DKS - April 2013 
 

 

 
 

Side by Side Model Comparison 
Preliminary DKS Improvements - April 2013  Preliminary MIP model - August 2012 

 

 
 

 



 
Preliminary Base Year Level of Service – 2013 MIP – Metro Bakersfield 

 
 
Preliminary Base Year Level of Service – 2013 MIP – Countywide 

 
 
 

 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 

July 31, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Regional Planner II 
Ben Raymond, Regional Planner II 

 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VI  

UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to analyze modeling results 
for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) environmental document. This report 
has been updated from the July 3 RPAC item. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background  
 
The 2014 RTP will be the first to contain a Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) as required by the 
state Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB-375).  Kern COG began work with the Transportation Modeling 
Committee and the former Kern Climate Change Task Force now the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee (RPAC) in 2008 after completion of the Kern Regional Blueprint visioning process. 
  
 
To meet the requirements of SB 375 Kern COG is developing alternatives that attempt to illustrate future 
land use patterns projected to meet the emissions targets set by the Air Resources Board (ARB). 
Currently there are three alternatives under development for the environmental document. They have 
been named the Old Plan, Preliminary Plan, and Intensified Alternative. 
 
To better differentiate the use of each model run Kern COG has made the following distinction between 
the use of the terms “alternative” and “scenario.”  An alternative refers to modeling, assumptions and 
output that is intended to be included in the CEQA document for the 2014 RTP.  A scenario describes 
modeling intended to generate information in a public workshop.  Feedback on scenarios may be used to 
inform the development of assumptions for the alternatives. 
 
Alternative assumptions, inputs, and methodologies have been developed under the direction of the 
RPAC. The development process included considerable input from stakeholders and the extensive public 
feedback received as part of the Kern COG outreach effort for the 2014 RTP.  
 
In February 2013, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approved the RPAC recommendation to 
incorporate the following three alternatives to be included in the development of the 2014 RTP 
environmental document.  In May 2013, a 5-month extension to the schedule was approved by the San 
Joaquin Valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies Directors Committee based on feedback from 
the California Attorney General’s office which had requested five of the COGs in the 8-county region 



 
 

adopt RTPs ahead of the regular schedule.  The 5 COGs were San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Madera, Fresno, 
and Tulare.  Kern COG had voluntarily been adhering to the earlier schedule for the public review period 
to begin in July 2013.  That date has now been moved back to late November 2013. 
 
Kern COG staff is taking advantage of the additional time to further refine the models and provide 
additional opportunity for public workshops in the Metro Bakersfield area.  The following is an updated 
description of the three alternatives approved by the Kern COG Board for inclusion in the EIR in February 
2013. 
 
Alternative Development 
 
Three primary alternatives have been pared down from the original 12 developed by the RPAC in spring 
2012. They represent a range of alternatives still under development for the 2014 RTP. Table 1 contains 
a summary comparison of the assumptions for these preliminary alternatives.  The alternatives are 
designed to provide the widest range of options that might conceivably happen.    
 
In addition, the City of Bakersfield staff has recently requested modifications to the alternatives that would 
only affect the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and likely add a new 4th scenario for consideration in two 
public workshops scheduled for Bakersfield August 21, and 27. 
 
The Old Plan Alternative - Preliminary 
 
The “Old Plan” or baseline uses transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of 
financially constrained projects, reflecting modest improvements to transit, bike and walk infrastructure.  
This alternative represents a continuation of the growth pattern occurring in Kern County over the past 
several decades.  Representing 2/3rds of the growth for the region, Metropolitan Bakersfield growth in 
this alternative occurs primarily on the periphery. This alternative would have the largest development 
footprint.  The following bullets highlight some of the alternative assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  The transportation investments would be focused on planned freeway and 

local road improvements to accommodate a peripheral development pattern, improved truck flows 
and safety.  The alternative also assumes funding for portions of the South Beltway by 2040 
consistent with prior RTPs.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment: Transit investments consist of operations and maintenance of 
existing bus and passenger rail services with expansion of key services as envisioned prior to the 
adoption of the new Golden Empire Transit Long Range Plan.  Investment continues based on past 
trends. 

 Maintenance Investment:  22% shortfall in maintenance funding.  
 Housing Choice:  17% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 

single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located primarily in Metropolitan Bakersfield. 
 Transit Access:  38% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops by 2035. 
 Revitalization:   Revitalization and growth in transit priority areas is consistent with historic trends 

and assumes 600 additional housing units in downtown Bakersfield.  
 Land Use Forecast:  Demographic growth forecast is based on latest planning assumptions adopted 

by Kern COG in October 2009 and the growth distribution pattern was updated to reflect the 2010 
Census.  Employment in the region is guided by locations provided by the California Employment 
Development Department (EDD) and updated with the 2008 Longitudinal Employer-Household 
Dynamics (LEHD) data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Forecast employment and housing locations 
reflect the latest adopted general plans and local planning assumptions at the time of the 2011 RTP. 

 
This alternative would add an average of 2,400 jobs over the life of the plan or 57,600 job years at 10.87 
jobs per million dollars spent.  Preliminary results of the 2035 Old Plan have reduced CO2 lbs/capita from 
2005 levels by 5.4%, not sufficient to meet the Air Resource Board’s established 2035 target for the San 
Joaquin Valley MPOs of 10% reduction of 2005 levels. 
 
The Plan Alternative - Preliminary 
 
The preliminary plan alternative is still undergoing refinements in the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and 
will incorporate feedback from additional public workshops scheduled for August 2013. The alternative 
uses transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of financially constrained 



 
 

projects and includes new investments in highway maintenance and transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This 
alternative represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, 
and regional studies undertaken since the old plan. The preliminary plan alternative assumes an increase 
in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield resulting in a minimum 8% 
decrease in total land used by this alternative compared to old plan.  The following bullets highlight some 
of the alternative assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan, the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes a new Bus Rapid Transit system for Metro 
Bakersfield and extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond in East Kern.  
Additional bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and 
Complete Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized areas.  Continues 
the rideshare program and adds the new 511 travel information system. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure. 
 Housing Choices:  25-50% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 

lot single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located predominately in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield.  The range reflects alternatives to be considered in the August Metro Bakersfield 
workshops. 

 Transit Access:  40% of homes are located within ½ mile of transit stops. 
 Revitalization:  Focus infill on vacant lots in Metropolitan Bakersfield and at the transit oriented 

development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and consistent with the 
General Plan. 

 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan.  The distribution in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in developed areas are filled, consistent with 
the existing general plan as well as some revitalization around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This 
alternative uses Uplan land use model software developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth 
from areas with the lowest level of economic attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 
 

This alternative assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources and would add an 
average of 3,100 jobs over the life of the plan or 80,400 job years.  This preliminary alternative run has 
shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita of 11.7% below the 2005 level, exceeding the state goal of a 
10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are preliminary as the modeling inputs and 
assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
The Intensified Alternative – Preliminary  
 
The intensified alternative builds on transportation planning assumptions from the preliminary plan list of 
financially constrained projects and intensifies investment in transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This 
alternative represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, 
and regional studies undertaken since the Old Plan was adopted. The intensified alternative assumes a 
major increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield, resulting in a 
19% decrease in total land used by this alternative compared to the Old Plan.  The following bullets 
highlight some of the alternative assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid transit/light rail 
system for Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond, 
and adds additional local Amtrak service stops the San Joaquin Valley portion or Kern.  Additional 
bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and Complete 
Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure.  



 
 

 Housing Choices:  50% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 
single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located predominately in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. 

 Transit Access:  50% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops. 
 Revitalization:  In Metropolitan Bakersfield focus revitalization efforts at the transit oriented 

development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and consistent with the 
General Plan. 

 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan.  The distribution in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in developed areas are filled, consistent with 
the existing general plan as well as major revitalization around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This 
alternative uses Uplan land use model software developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth 
from areas with the lowest level of economic attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 

 
This alternative although financially unconstrained would add an average of 11,500 jobs over the life of 
the plan or 298,000 job years.  This preliminary alternative run has shown an improvement in CO2 

lbs/capita of ~15% below the 2005 level, exceeding the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 
2035.   All results are preliminary as the modeling inputs and assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
Additional Scenarios  
 
An additional scenario is being developed for Bakersfield that would only affect the Metropolitan 
Bakersfield area.  The results of the scenario will be presented to the RPAC and the August  public 
workshops in Bakersfield.  The scenario will help better define the final assumptions for the preliminary 
plan scenario in the Bakersfield portion of the land use model.   Discussions with Bakersfield staff have 
suggested a new scenario that falls between the preliminary plan and intensified scenario assumptions.    
 
In addition, a no-build alternative will be included in the environmental document to analyze 
environmental effects if all new infrastructure investment were to cease, and growth continues to occur at 
forecasted rates. 
 
A total of 4 alternatives are anticipated to be included in the environmental document for the 2014 RTP 
including the three primary alternatives and the no build alternative.  A draft versions of these alternatives 
are scheduled to be presented to the RPAC and TPPC in September 2013.  A 55-day public review of the 
environmental document is scheduled to begin in November.  Additional adjustments could be made to 
the plan alternative based on responses to comments. 
 
Performance Measures and Indicators 
 
The outputs generated by the transportation model are used to produce performance measures. These 
measures such as Vehicle Miles Travels (VMT) are used to evaluate the efficiency of the transportation 
system. Indicators are produced mainly from the outputs generated by the land use model. Indicators 
such as land consumption are used to evaluate the impacts and benefits a future land use pattern may 
have. Indicators can also be used to evaluate co-benefits such as public health.  ARB has established 
CO2 per capita as a key measure to determine that the SCS if implemented is projected to meet the SB 
375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
 
Next Steps 
 
August – Two workshops in Metro Bakersfield 
September/October - Recommend alternatives for consideration in the RTP Environmental Document. 
 
Attachments 
 
Table 1 - Alternative Assumptions  
Table 2 – SB 375 Scenario Development Comparison Table 
Table 3 – Indicator Worksheet 
 
ACTION:  Information 
 



 
 

 
 
 
Table 1 - Alternative Assumptions

Alternative Assumptions
2035   

Old Plan

2035 

Intensified 

Alternative

Transit: Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Notes

Construct new transit lines Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified

Expanded Bus Routes Coordinated with Planned Centers Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See GET 2012 Long 
Range Transit Plan (LRTP)

Expand Passenger Rail Service Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See 2012 Kern Commuter 
Rail Study (KCRS)

Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase network 
connectivity)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Expanded Transit Service Area Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Rapid Bus/Shorter Wait Times Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Upgrade transit service (e.g., improve service to express bus, 
etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Express Transit Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Bus Rapid Transit Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Light Rail None None None None See LRTP
Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance to 
transit stations, change auto access distance to transit stations)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Optimized Bus Routes Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Transportation Demand Management:
Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and 
teleconferencing

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced

Expand Van Pools Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern MOU with 
CalVans

Promote walking and biking (e.g., new class I bicycle facilities, 
inter-city bikeways

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern Bikeway 
Master Plan

Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and Indirect 
Source Rule

Existing Existing Existing Existing SJV APCD Rules 94.10 & 
95.10

Pricing:
Change in auto operation cost/user fees Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced 50% Increase
Increase the cost of parking Existing Existing Existing Existing
Change in transit fares Existing Existing Existing Existing
Road Projects:
Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic 
management (e.g., change auto travel times, change highway free-
flow speed, 511, etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced New 511 system

Add HOV facilities None Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Ramp metering
Delay capacity increasing project (e.g., new beltway) Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced S. Beltway delayed
Add general purpose lanes (e.g., reduce congestion and out-of-
direction travel)

Existing Existing Existing Existing

Land Use:

Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other 
variables (infill along major transit corridor consistent with GP)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced+ Intensified

Limited to Bakersfield - 
Consistent with Core Area 
Impact Fee Development 
Incentive.

Rebalance housing closer to employment/shopping areas Existing Enhanced Enhanced+ Intensified
Assumes shopping 
opportunities in outlying 
communities.

Market based demand shift to smaller lots/multifamily Existing Enhanced Enhanced+ Intensified Limited to Bakersfield 
Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit 
centers)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced+ Intensified Incentivized by ISR rule

 Intensified = improvement over enhanced and enhanced+ strategies.
*Definitions: Existing = strategies in current plan; Enhanced = improvement over current plan; Enhanced + = improvement over enhanced 
strategies.

**Some of the listed scenario assumptions are not yet working in the model and maybe included as post model adjustments.

2035 Preliminary Plan 

(scenarios 1,2,3,4 or 

hybrid)

 
 
 



 

 

Table 2 

 

 

 

 

Backcast from 

MIP 2006 model 

base year

Old Plan 

(Scenario 1)

Intensified 

(Scenario 4)

Total Population 765,750 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000

Households 260,700 417,057 417,057 417,057 417,057

Jobs 286,432 460,674 460,674 460,674 460,674

Households within 1/4 mile of Quality Transit Areas 101,751 122,424 127,237 157,803

Households within 1/2 mile Quality Transit Areas 140,598 186,306 190,475 219,525

Growth %

    Residential High / Multi-Family 6.5% 12.0% 16.0% 19.5%

    Residential Medium / Small Lot, duplex, triplex, bungalows 10.4% 16.4% 16.7% 31.8%

    Residential Low / Single Family 83.1% 71.6% 67.3% 48.7%

Growth + Existing %

    Residential High / Multi-Family 2.6% 4.5% 5.9% 7.2%

   Residential Medium / Small Lot, duplex, triplex, bungalows 15.3% 17.5% 17.6% 23.0%

    Residential Low / Single Family 82.2% 78.0% 76.5% 69.8%

Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) 41.40% 41.29% 41.20% 40.98%

High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) 2+ per vehicle 51.00% 50.31% 50.15% 49.75%

Public Transit (Boardings) 22,028* 34,410 40,689 44,873 55,137

Bike+Walk (Non-Motorized) 7.7% 7.7% 7.9% 8.2%

Total SB 375 Emissions 9,455 9,327 9,202 8,966

Per Capita SB 375 CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday 

(lbs)
16.70 14.31 14.12 13.93 13.57

Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 29.04 27.55 27.24 26.97 26.38

Difference between Scenarios and 2005 Base Per Capita CO2 16.7 lbs (0% 

reduction below 2005 Base)
0.0% -14.3% -15.4% -16.6% -18.7%

Total VMT per Weekday  (Miles, in Thousands) 22,236 36,388 35,980 35,624 34,854

Total SB 375 VMT by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday (-XX, Miles, in 

Thousands)
18,452 27,278 26,880 26,514 25,743

Kern SB 375Scenario Development - Notes and Assumptions (See Scenario Detail Sheets for more information)

This is a modified version of the spreadsheet compiled by ARB.  The purpose of this spreadsheet is to facilitate scenario data review and development.  

Recent Emissions backcast from Kern MIP 2006 base model to 2005 model.

Population projections are based on Kern COG Growth Forecast adopted in Oct 2009 without Group Quarters. Updated 2035 Base with 2010 Census data.

EMFAC2011 used for emissions results.

Land Use Scenarios do not change General Plan densities or areas.

* 2006 Boardings

Preliminary MIP Model Results (Outputs)

Category Scenario Indicators & Measures

2005

                               KCOG RTP Alternatives Development Comparison Table  As of July 23, 2013

2035

Preliminary Plan                       

(Scenario 1,2,3,4 or hybrid)      

(Scenario 2)    (Scenario 3)
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Table 3 

 

 

 

 

 

Kern Scenario Development - Indicator Worksheet - 2035
Preliminary Model Outputs 7/23/2013

Scenario  Indicators Description
Old Plan 

(Scenario 1)

Intensified 

(Scenario 4)

VMT per capita Vehicle miles traveled per person (Total VMT in 1,000's) 27.55 27.24 26.97 26.38

Drive Alone 41.88% 41.29% 41.20% 40.98%

Shared Ride 2 25.08% 25.06% 25.03% 24.92%

Shared Ride 3 25.05% 25.25% 25.12% 24.83%

Transit (Walk + Drive) 0.55% 0.69% 0.78% 0.97%
Walk 6.50% 6.72% 6.88% 7.22%
Bike 0.95% 0.98% 0.99% 1.02%

Transportation options in 

compact neighborhoods

Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less than 

1 mile by mode (walking/biking/bus and rail 

transit/driving)

Rural mobility % of HH with no access to transit (rural / urban / all)    

Health Indicators

Per capita criteria pollutants

Criteria pollutants per capita (ROG, NOX, CO, PM2.5, 

PM10) from all vehicles (passenger vehicles / freight / 

all) divided by total population

Avoided Health Incidences(1)
Annual Reduction in Asthma Exacerbation (from NOX 

exposure) compared to Scenario 1
0 21 41 80

Transportation-related 

physical activity
Daily walk / bike travel time (in minutes) per capita    

Land consumed

Total land consumed due to new development 

(important farmland / identified natural resource areas 

by type [state- or federally-designated habitat lands, 

floodplains, riparian areas, vernal pools, forested 

areas, groundwater recharge zones] / all)

54,750 Acres/ 

85.5 Sq. Miles

50,940 Acres/ 

79.6 Sq. Miles

49,920 Acres/ 

78.0 Sq. Miles

47,050 Acres/ 

73.5 Sq. Miles

Important farmland 

consumed (as defined by SB 

375) 

Total important farmland consumed due to new 

development (where "important" includes prime, 

statewide importance) outside Spheres of Influence.

 1.6 Sq. Miles     1.0 Sq. Miles    1.0 Sq. Miles     0.7 Sq. Miles

Percentage of Kern's important farmland consumed (SB 

375)
0.13% 0.08% 0.08% 0.06%

Important Farmland 

consumed (total)

Total important farmland consumed due to new 

development (where "important" includes prime, 

statewide importance).

Efficiency
Fiscal impacts of growth(2) Costs to build and maintain infrastructure (Million $'s) 4,074 4,026 3,998 3,949

Energy usage(3)
Total energy consumption per household from new 

growth(Billon Btu). 
35,243 34,574 34,253 33,383

Water consumption(4)
Total tons of water usage from new growth(million 

Gal/Day)
27.60 27.13 26.92 26.28

Preliminary Plan                       

(Scenario 1,2,3,4 or hybrid)      

(Scenario 2)    (Scenario 3)

Resource Conservation Indicators

Mode share. Percent of trips 

(commute / non-commute / 

all) by travel mode: e.g. auto, 

bike, walk, transit, car share 

2+, etc.



 

 

 

Table 3 – continued 

 

Scenario  Indicators Description
Old Plan 

(Scenario 1)

Intensified 

(Scenario 4)

Percent of growth by land 

type

Land use mix: Percentage of new development that is 

infill development, redevelopment, and greenfield

Equity ALL INDICATORS SHOULD BE COMPARED EJ vs. NON-EJ

Walk/bike accessibility

Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 

minutes) to meet at least 50 percent of their daily 

needs. Public daily needs defined as: schools, parks, 

healthcare institutions and transit. Private daily needs 

defined as: restaurants, grocery stores, food markets 

and childcare.

Cumulative impacts
Reduction in air pollution (EJ areas vs. all, freight 

specific air pollution: EJ vs. all) 

Protection of sensitive sites 

from roadway pollutants

Percentage of HH within 500' of a high-volume roadway 

(EJ area vs. all, affordable housing vs. all)

Distance of housing and 

employment from major 

transit stations

Percent of new housing and employment located 

within Transit Priority Areas (1/2 mile from Rail, transit 

stations and transit corridors with frequent service 15 

min headways)

Transit Accessibility 

Households

New housing located within 1/2 mile of transit stops 

and centers , including what portion of those homes 

are affordable, senior housing, EJ, or larger (3-4 

bedroom units)

              140,598               186,306               190,475               219,525 

Transit Accessibility 

Employment

New employment located within 1/2 mile of transit 

stops and centers , including what portion of those 

homes are affordable, senior housing, EJ, or larger (3-4 

bedroom units)

              156,928               200,978               205,636               226,699 

Jobs / housing fit
Jobs-housing balance and fit (the relationship between 

jobs and households)
   

Household costs

% of HH income spent on Housing, utility + 

Transportation (each separately and combined, by 

income category)

Total 41,714 37,784 36,711 33,670

Multi-Family 782 1,440 1,917 2,344

Small-lot/Townhome 1,868 2,969 3,010 5,717

Large-lot 39,064 33,375 31,784 25,609

Total 417,900 417,900 417,900 417,900

Multi-Family 10,700 18,900 24,800 30,100

Small-lot/Townhome 63,800 72,900 73,400 95,900

Large-lot 343,400 326,100 319,700 291,900

Notes:

 

Preliminary Plan                       

(Scenario 1,2,3,4 or hybrid)      

(Scenario 2)    (Scenario 3)

(3) US Energy Information Administration (EIA), 2009 Residential Energy Consumption Survey
(4) Rapid Fire - Vickers, Amy. Handbook of Water Use and Conservation. (2001)

Housing & Employment

Housing type  (Acres)              

(Growth Only)

Housing type  (Units)   

(Existing + Growth)

(1) TIAX LLC prepared for the American Lung Association of California, 2011. Not for use as inputs.

Line items with missing data are still under development.

(2) HCD Central Valley South Bakersfield - Impact Fees (1999)
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July 31, 2013 
 

 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 
   Ben Raymond, Planner 
 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VII 

METROPOLITAN BAKERSFIELD RTP WORKSHOPS – SCENARIOS  
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Two Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) workshops are scheduled for August 21 and 27 to gather additional 
public input on development strategies and scenarios affecting in Metropolitan Bakersfield.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Metropolitan Bakersfield RTP Workshops 
Over the past two years, Kern COG has held more than 30 community workshops, roundtables, festival and 
online interactive surveys resulting in over 5,000 participants providing feedback on 2014 RTP. This feedback 
combined with 6 years of phone survey data (1,200 surveys per year) have been used to assist in the 
development of scenarios to be considered for use in the 2014 RTP process. Four draft scenarios are 
scheduled to be presented at two public workshops scheduled for the last 2 weeks of August, giving the public 
a chance to provide additional feedback on the strategies and scenarios developed based on public input to 
date. 
 

Session #1 
Wednesday, August 21, 2013 
6:00-8:00 PM 
Rabobank Convention Center 
(Potato Room) 
1001 Truxtun Avenue, Bakersfield 
 
Session #2 
Tuesday, August 27, 2013 
6:30-8:30 PM 
Fresno Pacific University 
(Bakersfield Center, Room 203) 
1100 River Run Boulevard, Bakersfield 
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Both sessions will be identical in content and feedback opportunities. 
 
Workshop Flow  
The workshops will introduce the public to the Kern 2014 RTP, explain the need for a RTP and the hurdles, like 
funding and implementation. A large section of the presentation will discuss the many strategies, both existing 
and future, that support the RTP. A full list of existing strategies that our region has already began 
implementing can be found in Attachment 1: Success Stories. Some of these success stories include:  

 Kern County Bicycle Master Plan – the recently developed plan outlines the expansion of Kern Bike 
Network and filling broken links in the network to improve connectivity and accessibility;  

 Kern Delta Park and Ride – has a partnership between a number of employers and Golden Empire 
Transit (GET) to subsidize a special transit route to reduce 19,000 employee trips per year (~1.4 Million 
Miles less Travel Annually);  

 2012 Tehachapi General Plan – this new general plan was innovative in its use of form-based planning 
and centers strategies to create a plan that responded to its communities goals of having a walkable 
and sustainable community.  

 
Next, there will be a presentation of the four draft scenarios: Scenario 1 – No Change, Scenario 2 – Some 
Change, Scenario 3 – Moderate Change, and Scenario 4 – Major Change. The assumptions for each scenario 
and the resulting indicator measures will be presented in graphic tables, see Attachment 2. The assumptions 
include a range of strategies and scenarios based on the extensive public input to date. Several indicator 
measures will be used to compare scenarios including: Local Infrastructure cost, water usage, energy 
consumption, public health, household costs, GHG emissions, and land consumption. The scenario 
presentation will include “live polling,” allowing participants to provide immediate feedback about the scenarios.  
Following the scenario presentation, attendees will have the opportunity to break into small groups to further 
discuss strategies and scenario tradeoffs. See Attachment 3 for the full draft workshop agenda. 
 
Next Steps 
Kern COG will analyze the results of the two workshops, and evaluate the scenarios, to refine the scenarios to 
three alternatives to move forward for the RTP. 
 
 
 
Attachments 
 

1. Attachment 1: Success Stories     
2. Attachment 2: 2035 Scenario Metrics 
3. Attachment 3: Draft Workshop Agenda  

 
ACTION:  Information, Workshops scheduled to be held August 21 and August 27.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 – SUCCESS STORIES 

A GREAT START: SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY SUCCESS STORIES 

In order to help demonstrate our regions extensive efforts to comply with the state climate change goals, 
Kern COG developed a sample template to demonstrate activities that our member agencies use to help 
our region track progress toward SB 375 goals. The following is a compilation of the success stories:  

 

 
 
 
The following pages are selected success stories to be presented at the August Metro Bakersfield 
Community Workshops. 
 
 
  

 Tehachapi General Plan (Form Based Code, Mobility Element, Town Form Element, Transect 
Zone) 

 Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Core Area (City of Bakersfield and City of Tehachapi) 

 Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Sewer Policies 
 City of Bakersfield Minimum Lot Area Zoning 
 San Joaquin Valley Air District’s Indirect Source Review  
 City of Bakersfield Redevelopment Projects 
 Transit Priority Areas (TPA) 
 Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Centers Concept  
 Commuter Rail Feasibility Study 
 Rideshare Program 
 Park and Ride lots 
 GET Short-Term Service Plan (2012-2020) 
 GET X-92 Route  
 Commute Kern - Dial-A-Ride and Local Transportation Services 

 Kern County Bicycle Master Plan & Complete Streets Recommendations / City of Tehachapi 
Bicycle Master Plan  

 City of Bakersfield Bicycle Facilities 
 Kern County 511  
 Cal Vans 
 San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration Project 
 Caltrans Vehicle Detection System  
 California Highway Patrol’s Safety Corridors  
 Kern County Wind Farm Area 
 Purchase of CNG buses  
 The Electric Cab Company of Delano 
 Intermodal Rail Facility Expansion 
 Downtown Elementary School Expansion (Bakersfield) 
 Intersection signalization  
 Traffic Control Devices 
 Kern Regional Energy Action Planning  



PROJECT TITLE: City of Bakersfield Bicycle Facilities   
 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield Public Works Department 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
These projects relate to bicycle facilities at 
numerous locations within the City of Bakersfield. 
There were a total of two bicycle facilities 
proposed projects (total of eight proposed lanes) 
for the Fiscal years of 2012-2013. Both projects 
proposed the installation of Class 2 bicycle lanes 
along each corridor including pavement striping, 
markings and roadway signage. The map also 
includes the existing bicycle facilities.  
 

 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
On-street bike lanes (Class 2) along major 
roadways help raise bicycle usage resulting in 
lower emissions and congestion, while resolving 
safety issues.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $7 – $21/ lb 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $35,000 - 
$60,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2013 
STATUS: Constructed, Planned

 
Map of Bicycle Lanes  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Map of Bicycle Lanes  



 

PROJECT TITLE: Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations / City 
of Tehachapi Master Bike Plan  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments/ City of Tehachapi 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and 
Complete Streets Recommendations proposed 
664 miles of new bikeways, including 30 miles of 
Class I bike paths, 297 miles of Class II bike lanes, 
46.6 miles of Class III bike routes, and 186 miles 
of Class II bike routes on State Routes. In addition, 
the Plan also presents recommendations for 
complete streets. 

The City of Tehachapi Master Bike Plan proposed 
31.69 total miles of bikeways, including 4.66 miles 
of Class I Bike Paths and 25.24 miles of Class II 
bike lanes.    

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
Replacing vehicular trips with bicycle trips can 
reduce human-generated GHGs in the 
atmosphere, reduce VMT, reduce fuel 
consumption and lessenmobile source pollutants, 
such as carbon dioxide being released into the air.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:    
STATUS: Kern County Final Plan will be issued in 
September 2012 and the City of Tehachapi Master 
Bike Plan was adopted in June 2012.  
 

Map of Proposed Bicycle Facilities in Kern County 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Sample Bike 
Route Signage 

Source: Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations, June 2012.  



PROJECT TITLE: Caltrans Detection Systems - State Route 43 Intersection Improvements and East 
Bakersfield Vehicle Detection Systems 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Caltrans 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The SR 43 Intersection Improvements in Shafter project installed vehicle detection systems (loops, vehicle 
signal heads, conduit and connectors) and new signal controllers with GPS clocks to reduce traffic 
congestion and improve operations at the following intersections of SR 43:Lerdo Hwy, Shafter Ave, Central 
Ave and Kimberlina Rd.   

The East Bakersfield Vehicle Detection Systems proposed project will install vehicle detection systems in 
order to reduce traffic congestion and maximize efficiency of existing highways. The system will be on State 
Route 58 through the City of Bakersfield from Real Road to Vineyard Street at various locations. The system 
may be traditional loops installed in roadways or microwave radar detection systems. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The system will provide travelers with real time 
information to make decisions to choose alternate 
routes for more efficient travel.  These efficiencies 
will also help to improve air quality.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: All emissions – $7.00 - 
$21.00 / lb  
COST OF PROJECTS: $1,038,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2010, 2012 
STATUS: Operating, In Construction                                       

 
Detection System 
 

                                                                                                        
        
        
        
        
        
        
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
             
             
             
             
       

 



 

PROJECT TITLE: Purchase of CNG Buses  
PROJECT SPONSOR: Golden Empire Transit District, County of Kern Roads/Kern Regional Transit 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
These projects relate to the purchase and 
replacement of CNG Buses for the Golden Empire 
Transit (GET) and Kern Regional Transit (KRT). 
There are three proposed projects that relate to 
the purchase of CNG buses for Fiscal Years 2012-
2014.   
The purpose of these projects is to invest in 
alternate fuel fleets which promote the reduction 
of automobile trips, while also reducing the 
emission of harmful pollutants. 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Increasing the available capacity for passengers 
will encourage the public not to drive their own 
vehicles and decrease the number of buses for 
services that will reduce fleet emission levels.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $ 34+ / lb  
COST OF PROJECTS: $400,000 -  $575,000 per 
bus 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2013-2014 
STATUS: Planned 

 
                   

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GET CNG Bus KRT CNG Bus 



 
PROJECT TITLE: City of Shafter Intermodal Rail Facility Expansion  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Shafter 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The City of Shafter Intermodal Rail Facility 
Expansion proposal will expand Shafter’s existing 
rail facility by providing a 4,900 ft. lead extension 
and a 5,400 ft. run around extension with two Type 
15 switches.  The rail facility will establish a 
dedicated reliable intra-state rail shuttle 
connecting the Port of Oakland in the northern 
California with the southern San Joaquin Valley. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The rail shuttle will better utilize existing port 
facilities, highways, and rail infrastructures in 
California to reduce the relocation of empty 
containers, remove trucks from overcrowded 
highways, and improve air quality. The proposal is 
to create an intermodal facility which will divert the 
freight transported by 600 trucks per day to 2 unit 
trains per day to and from the Port of Oakland. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $99 / lb  
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $3,712,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2013 
STATUS: In process

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposed Shafter Intermodal Rail 
Facility Expansion 
 



 

PROJECT TITLE: Intersection Signalization   
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Bakersfield Public Works, Kern County Roads Department, City of 
Ridgecrest, Caltrans 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Existing and proposed intersection signalization 
projects at numerous locations throughout the 
Kern region. A total of 13 intersection 
signalization proposed projects have been 
scheduled for the Fiscal years of 2012-2014. 
       

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Improves signal timing along the reference 
corridor which will reduce overall vehicle stops 
and starts, and limit delays in travel time. The 
reduction in vehicle stops and starts will improve 
the corridor’s average speed, thereby reducing 
the harmul pollutants generated by vehicles at 
low speeds and when idling.  
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $ 3 – $ 60/ lb 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT:  
$ 104,500 - $ 652,500 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2009, 2011, 2013-
2014 
STATUS: Constructed/Operating, Planned 
 

 

 

Proposed Intersection Signalization Projects 

 



 
PROJECT TITLE:  KERN COUNTY 511 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Establish a 511 Traveler Information System in 
Kern County.  The Kern 511 System will include a 
website and an Interactive Voice Recognition 
System (IVR).   
 
The purpose of this project is to provide real-time 
information to the traveling public to improve traffic 
flow and safety on highways throughout Kern 
County. 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Provide traveler information including traffic 
speeds, traffic alerts, transit services, carpool 
information, and trip planning. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECT: $773,762 
YEAR ESTABLISHED:  2012 
STATUS:  In Process 

 

Kern County 511 Website 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

PROJECT TITLE: Rideshare Program 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Commute Kern provides customer service upon 
request from the general public, employers, 
colleges, vanpool operators, other agencies and 
the media regarding ridesharing opportunities.   As 
an on-line transportation demand management 
program, Commute Kern’s website- 
commutekern.org, serves as a resource for 
carpooling, vanpooling, public transit, park-and-
ride facility use, telework, walking and bicycling for 
commutes to work and school to help improve our 
air quality. The program also allows for flexible 
scheduling, daily tracking, vanpool management, 
outreach to employers, resources to commuters 
such as concierge services, and forum for 
discussion and sharing resources.  

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Using rideshare services reduces the number of 
single occupancy vehicles on the road, and 
ultimately helps to improve our air quality. 

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
COST OF PROJECT: 

2012-2013: $ 189,000 
2013-2014: $ 216,300 

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:  Non-construction 
STATUS: Ongoing 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

Bicycle Carpool 

Public Transit 



PROJECT TITLE: Traffic Control Devices   
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
These projects relate to traffic control devices at 
numerous locations within the City of Bakersfield. 
There were a total of four traffic control device 
projects proposed (total of nine monitoring 
cameras) for the Fiscal years of 2012-2014.  

The purpose of these projects is to improve traffic 
flow and safety through better signal timing and 
accident detection through main corridors. The 
cameras will be controlled and monitored from the 
City’s Traffic Operation Center (TOC), and 
changes to signal time can be made through the 
City’s existing signal communication system.  

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Signal timing improvements as well as visually 
monitoring traffic flow on central corridors will 
reduce overall vehicle stops and starts and limit 
delays in travel time.  This reduction in vehicle 
stops and starts will improve the corridor’s 
average speed, thereby reducing the harmful 
pollutantsgenerated by vehicles at low speeds 
when idling.  
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $15 – $30 / lb 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $168,000 - 
$460,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2013-2014 
STATUS: Planned   

  
 
Proposed Traffic Control device Projects (Traffic Monitoring Cameras) 

 

 
 
 



 

PROJECT TITLE: GET - Short-Term Service Plan (2012-2020) 
PROPOSED SPONSOR: Golden Empire Transit 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit System 
Long-Range Plan, there is a proposed Short-Term 
Service Plan (2012-2020). In the Short-Term plan, 
GET’s fixed-route bus network would be 
reconfigured to reflect population and employment 
growth since the 1980’s and to improve customer 
service and cost-effectiveness. In addition, the 
area covered within half a mile from the Short-
Term transit routes? is 26.40 square 
milescontaining a household population of 
121,394 residents. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The prominent features of the Short-Term Plan 
includes a new transit center at CSU Bakersfield, 
increased service to CSU Bakersfield and 
Bakersfield College, faster cross-town trips, and 
decreased emphasis on timed connections at 
transit centers. The public will have more access 
to quality transit which will influence more people 
to use public transportation.  

 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: - 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT: - 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: - 
STATUS: Planned 
 
Reference: Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit 
System Long-Range Plan, April 2012 

 
Short Term Service Plan (2012-2020) 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



 
 
PROJECT TITLE: GET X-92 Commuter Express bus service to Tejon Industrial Complex 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Golden Empire Transit District (GET) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
For four years, GET has been using federal and 
local funds to provide a round-trip commuter 
express bus service that begins at 22nd Street and 
Eye Street, travels to a park-n-ride facility at 
McKee Road, and then terminates at the Tejon 
Industrial Complex (TIC). The purpose of this 
service is to provide employees of the TIC an 
efficient, inexpensive commuter alternative to 
driving to work in their own car.  

GET staff has worked closely with the employers 
at TIC to ensure the X-92 Route arrivals and 
departures match the work schedules as much as 
possible. GET currently offers nine round-trip 
schedules beginning at 3:50 a.m. and ending as 
late as 10:30 p.m. to accommodate as many TIC 
employers/employees as possible. Approximately 
19,000 employees per year use the X-92. A 31-
day pass for the service currently costs $51; a 
significant value given the fluctuation of today’s 
fuel prices! 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The X-92 Route provides the benefits below:  

 Lowers employee driving costs such as 
general vehicle wear and tear, oil 
changes, fuel costs, etc.  

 Allows for TIC employers to offer fare 
subsidies to meet SB 375 requirements.  

 Reduces the number of single occupancy 
vehicle trips.  

 Reduces vehicle emissions throughout 
metro-Bakersfield and the surrounding 
rural area.   

 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress

 
Map of GET’s X-92 Route 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

 
 
PROJECT TITLE: San Joaquin Valley Vanpool Program (CalVans)  
PROJECT SPONSOR: 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The San Joaquin Valley vanpool program 
(CalVans) is a public vanpool service that serves 
Central California and began serving Kern County 
residents in 2009. CalVans provides public transit 
services to people in transportation uses that are 
difficult for traditional public transit operators to 
provide. CalVans currently provides transportation 
services to farmworker throughout the county and 
has also provided services to Shafter students 
attending Taft Community College. 

 

 

 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
CalVans provides a higher level of vanpooling 
while reducing overall miles traveled and carbon 
dioxide emissions from passenger vehicles. 

CalVans provides 7,8, and 15-passenger vans to 
its customers.  Currently Calvans has over 65 
vanpools in operation which in turn saves nearly 
13,000 vehicle miles traveled per day.  Growing 
demands project a market for nearly 500 vans 
pools which can save approximately 100,000 
vehicle miles traveled per day.   

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:   
STATUS: In processX

Local college students who use CalVans  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
PROJECT TITLE: Transit Priority Areas (TPA)   
PROJECT SPONSOR: 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
SB 375 addresses Transit Priority Areas (TPA) as 
part of the SCS. TPA are areas within ½-mile of 
either rail stations or bus services with 15 minute 
headways in the peak period. The current TPA 
only includes the Amtrak stations with a total 
coverage of 1.57 square miles and household 
population of 5,628 within the TPA. In October 
2012, the GET Short Term Transit Plan will 
implement their 2012 plan which will increase the 
TPA coverage to 26.40 square miles and include 
a household population of 127,022 within the TPA. 
With the implementation of the GET Long Range 
Plan by 2035, the TPA coverage will increase 
87.58 square miles and include a household 
population 415,431. The TPA difference from 
existing and 2035 is a 5,478.3% increase in the 
TPA coverage and a household population of 
7,281.5%.  

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
TPA encourages sustainable development by 
providing accessibility to quality transit which can 
reduce vehicle miles traveled and reduce the 
region’s GHG.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: October 2012    
STATUS: Planned 
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PROJECT TITLE: Transportation Impact Fee Core Area (City of Bakersfield & City of Tehachapi) 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield / City of Tehachapi 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Core Area is 
a designated area within Metro Bakersfield that 
has been identified through the City’s Land Use 
policies as an area where development is 
encouraged. Developers who plan projects in the 
TIF Area will have reduced permitting fees. The 
TIF Core Area would allow an increase of 
approximately four times the number of 
households that are currently in this area.  
 
Tehachapi information still needed    

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Implementing incentivesfor development in the 
TIC Core Area can promote infill, mixed-use, and 
discourage sprawl. Future development in the TIF 
Core Area will also bring the public closer to 
quality transit service.   
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:   
STATUS: In process

 
 
Map of TIF Core Area 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



 

PROJECT TITLE: Commuter Rail Feasibility Study 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Kern COG contracted with a consultant to develop 
a feasibility study for Federal Small Starts or New 
Starts program, and to determine alternative 
commuter bus and passenger rail service to 
replace or enhance the Amtrak San Joaquin 
passenger rail service between Bakersfield and 
Fresno once high-speed rail is implemented. 
 
If the existing Amtrak San Joaquin trains move off 
of the current Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
(BNSF) tracks and onto the proposed grade-
separated high-speed rail tracks from north of 
Shafter to Fresno, what will happen to Amtrak 
service from Bakersfield to Wasco? The 
Commuter Rail Feasibility Study was designed to 
answer this question and determine other possible 
commuter rail possibilities countywide. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  

The Study recommends a long-term alternative 
service strategy for the San Joaquin’s Amtrak if 
high-speed rail trains begin to operate in six to 
eight years. If funding is available, strategies 
include: 

 A possible commuter passinger rail 
service from Bakersfield to Delano with 
stops in northwest Bakersfield, Shafter, 
Wasco, and Delano. 

 A possible commuter passenger rail 
service to rural employment sites such as 
Frito Lay, Grimmway, Bolthouse, etc.  

 An extension of the Metrolink commuter 
passenger rail services from Palmdale to 
Rosamond.   

 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
Source: Commuter Rail Feasibility Study, Draft July 2012 

 

Map of Alternatives 1 and 2 
in Bakersfield Region 

 



PROJECT TITLE: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District – Indirect Source Review (ISR)  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The SJVAPCD adopted Indirect Source Review 
(Rule 9510) to reduce the impacts of growth in 
emissions from all new land development in the 
San Joaquin Valley. Indirect air emissions are 
emissions indirectly caused by growth in 
population. ISR applies to development projects 
that have not yet gained discretionary approval.  
 
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The ISR Rule looks to reduce the emission of 
harmful pollutants, specifically NOx and PM10 

associated with the construction and operation of 
new development projects in the San Joaquin 
Valley.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Unknown 
STATUS: Adopted

 
 
Examples of Smart Growth Development Located in Downtown Bakersfield 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 



 

PROJECT TITLE: City of Bakersfield Redevelopment Projects – Mill Creek and Baker Street  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The Mill Creek Linear Project was a 
redevelopment project in Downtown Bakersfield, 
and included the renovation and redesign of 
Central Park. The Mill Creek Project includes a 1.5 
mile linear park, housing, senior housing, and 
commercial developments, along with 
landscaping and street improvements.  

The Baker Street Village Project was also a 
redevelopment project that involved the 
revitalization of Olde Town Kern. The Project 
mixes condos and lofts, along with 10,000 square 
feet of commercial and community space.   

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
These two mixed-use redevelopment projects 
help reduce auto dependency, roadway 
congestion, and improve air quality.  In addition, 
these projects promote pedestrian and bicycle 
travel, and promote efficient use of land and 
infrastructure.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress

 
Images of Mill Creek Linear Project 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Images of Baker Street Village Project 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 



PROJECT TITLE: City of Bakersfield Zoning Strategies 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In November 1995, the City of Bakersfield 
amended Section 17.14.070 of the Municipal 
Code relating to minimum lot area zoning. The 
amendment reduced the minimum lot size for R-2 
zone dwellings to four thousand five hundred 
square feet per dwelling unit.  
 
The City of Bakersfield also has a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) zone, which enables 
developers to propose any lot size they desire, 
subject to discretionary approval by either the 
Council or Planning Commission. An example of a 
project that achieved higher density in a single-
family residential development is University Park 
located in southwest Bakersfield.  
 

The housing project includes a mixture of small, 
but traditional lots as well as cluster lots where six 
lots share a single driveway. In addition, the City 
has the Commercial-Center (C-C) zone which 
permits mixed use development by-right.  
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Building on smaller lot sizes allows for compact 
and sustainable development. Planning and 
implementing compact sustainable development 
provides opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Ordinance 
implemented in November 1995 
STATUS: In process

 
Map of Small Lot Areas in Metro Bakersfield 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 

PROJECT TITLE: Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Sewer Policies  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In November 2005, the Kern County Board of 
Supervisors approved revisions to the 
Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan including 
sewer policy revisions. The revisions required all 
new commercial, industrial and residential 
developments includingresidential land divisions 
proposing parcels smaller than six gross acres to 
connect to public sewer.    
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The policy is intended to ensure that new growth 
be based on the availability of the extension of 
sewer infrastructure. The policy greatly curtails 
large lot development on the periphery of Metro 
Bakersfield.   
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:   
STATUS: In process

 
Map of Sewer Area in Metro Bakersfield 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



PROJECT TITLE: Downtown Elementary School (City of Bakersfield) 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Bakersfield City School District 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
Downtown Elementary School is located in the 
City of Bakersfield’s Downtown. The school 
serves K-8 students and provides extended day 
programs where the school day is extended 
before and after school to accommodate working 
parents. Downtown Elementary was recently 
expanded to accommodate more students. 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Downtown Elementary was designed to support 
families of the employees working in the 
downtown area.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:  
STATUS: In process

 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 



 

PROJECT TITLE: Dial-A-Ride and Local Transportation Services 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Arvin, California City, City of Delano, City of McFarland, City of Ridgecrest, 
City of Shafter, City of Taft, City of Tehachapi, City of Wasco, City of Bakersfield (GET) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
The following cities provide Dial-A-Ride service to 
the public within their city limits: Arvin, California 
City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, 
Taft, Tehachapi, and Wasco. The Dial-A-Ride 
services vary from city to city; some cities provide 
services to all the public while some limit services 
to seniors and the disabled. In addition, 
Bakersfield through the Golden Empire Transit 
(GET) provides the GET-A-Lift service to eligible 
seniors and disabled.  

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The Dial-A-Ride service is a form of ridesharing 
that benefits the Kern region by reducing the 
number of single occupancy vehicles on the road 
which ultimately helps improve our air quality. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PROJECT TITLE: San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration Project   
PROJECT SPONSOR:  San Joaquin Valley Blueprint 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration 
Project is a valley-wide program to provide 
support to cities in the valley whose population is 
under 50,000. The Project integrates Blueprint 
Smart Growth principles into the cities’ General 
Plan and planning policies. A team of planning 
consultants will serve as Circuit Planners and will 
provide hands-on support to local agencies to 
integrate the appropriate Blueprint principles into 
local planning programs.  

Within Kern County, the following small cities are 
involved in the Project and will be integrating the 
corresponding Blueprint Integration (BPI) tool:  

Ridgecrest – Sign Ordinance 
Wasco – Design guidelines SR 46 Corridor 
Arvin – Design guidelines 
Shafter – Strategy to link transportation/land use 
California City – infill strategy 
McFarland – Ag mitigation program 
Tehachapi – Climate Action Plan Guidance 
Taft – Zoning Ordinance audit tool 
 
 

 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The SJV Blueprint Integration Project assists in 
implementing the 12 Blueprint Smart Growth 
Principles. The Principles include creating 
walkable neighborhoods, mixing land uses, and 
providing a variety of transportation choices.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 



 DRAFT METRO BAKERSFIELD/KERN COUNTY  2035 SCENARIO METRICS 

This scenario extends the land 

development and transportation 

investment choices of past decades 

out to 2035 and beyond. Sc
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Scenario 2 represents a shift 

towards growth in walkable, mixed 

use communities focused around 

high quality transit service, with 

growth evenly split between refill 

and greenfield locations. 

This scenario focuses the majority 

of growth around new transit 

investments, and seeks to meet 

projected housing demand type. 

More than 64% of growth occurs.  

Local  
Infrastructure Costs 

Cumulative capital costs 

and general fund 

operations and 

maintenance expenditures 

$3.8 bil 

$X bil 

$2.9 bil 

$3.3 bil 

In 2012 dollars 
(cumulative to 2035) 

In 2012 dollars 
(cumulative to 2035) 

In 2012 dollars 
(cumulative to 2035) 

In 2012 dollars 
(cumulative to 2035) 

Energy Independence 

Energy (electricity  and 

natural gas) consumed by 

new residential and 

commercial buildings 

35,241 bil 

33,383 bil 

34,252 bil 

34,577 bil 

Btu 
(annual in 2035) 

Btu 
(annual in 2035) 

Btu 
(annual in 2035) 

Btu 
(annual in 2035) 

Water Use/Quality 

Water used to serve and 

maintain new homes 

10,074 mil 

9,826 mil 

9,906 mil 

gallons 
(per year from new growth) 

gallons 
(per year from new growth) 

gallons 
(per year from new growth) 

gallons 
(per year from new growth) 

Air Emissions 

CO2 emissions from 

passenger vehicles 

15.55 

13.57 

13.93 

14.12 

lbs CO2 / CAPITA 
(weekday in 2035) 

lbs CO2 / CAPITA 
(weekday in 2035) 

lbs CO2 / CAPITA 
(weekday in 2035) 

lbs CO2 / CAPITA 
(weekday in 2035) 

56,564 

Land Consumption 

50,906 

Includes all previously 

undeveloped land that 

will be urbanized in a 

scenario 

45,229 

X 

acres 
(cumulative to 2035) 

acres 
(cumulative to 2035) 

acres 
(cumulative to 2035) 

acres 
(cumulative to 2035) 

VMT &  
Fuel Consumption 

Passenger vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT) and fuel 

use 

255 bil 

X bil 

213 bil 

223 bil 

Vehicle miles traveled 
(cumulative to 2035) 

Vehicle miles traveled 
(cumulative to 2035) 

Vehicle miles traveled 
(cumulative to 2035) 

Vehicle miles traveled 
(cumulative to 2035) 

X bil  
gallons 
(Cumulative to 2035) 

X bil  
gallons 
(Cumulative to 2035) 

X bil  
gallons 
(Cumulative to 2035) 

X bil  
gallons 
(Cumulative to 2035) 

All scenarios assume growth to 1.3 

million people; 417,000 

households; and 461,00 jobs in 

Kern County by 2035.  

7/25/2013 

$26,000 
in 2012 dollars 
(annual in 2035) 

$21,500 
in 2012 dollars 
(annual in 2035) 

$19,600 
in 2012 dollars 
(annual in 2035) 

$ X 
in 2012 dollars 
(annual in 2035) 

Annual Coast per 

household for automobile 

transportation (fuel, 

insurance, maintenance) 

and home energy and 

water  

9,593 mil 

*Data derived from Kern Council of Governments’ land 

use and transportation modeling results.  

Similar to Scenario 3, Scenario 

4 focuses a majority of the 

growth around new transit 

investments.  Intensified transit 

investments will bring higher 

density housing options closer 

to jobs and shopping.  

Public Health 

Annual savings in health 

costs due to reductions in 

transportation-related 

pollutant and carbon 

emissions 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Household 
Transportation Costs 

DRAFT 



 DRAFT METRO BAKERSFIELD/KERN COUNTY  2035 PRELIMINARY SCENARIO  
All scenarios assume growth to 1.3 million people; 417,000 households; and 461,000 jobs 

in Kern County by 2035. Approximately 2/3rds of this growth is within Metropolitan 

Bakersfield.  Scenarios analyze changes in Metro growth using Kern Council of 

Governments’ land use and transportation modeling tools.  Modeling documentation is 

available online at:  http://www.kerncog.org/transportation-modeling     

This scenario builds on Scenario 1 by assuming some additional funding primarily for roadway 

maintenance, as well as some additional funding for walk/bike/transit infrastructure in support of 

revitalized under used areas in Metro Bakersfield. 

 Focus investment on maintenance, and making our communities more walk/bike/transit friendly.   
 Improve connectivity between modes of travel.   
 Provide safer roads and smooth goods movement flow.   
 In Metro revitalize vacant, underused areas. 

 Assume a modest change in demand for more walk, bike, and transit friendly housing choices closer 

to jobs and shopping.   

 

This scenario builds on Scenario 2, with the goal of revitalized Downtown and providing transportation 

investments that support this effort.  

 In Metro revitalize downtown and under used areas  

 Assumes a moderate increase in demand for more walk, bike, and transit friendly housing choices 

closer to jobs and shopping.   

This scenario continues past transportation investment trends forward to 2035 and beyond.  

Transportation investments continue to heavily favor roadway infrastructure, with only modest 

investment in walk/bike strategies and lacks major service improvements to transit.  The housing mix 

does not meet observed market trends for more walkable housing choices.   

 Investment focused on capacity and safety improvements including a south beltway by 2040. 

 Maintenance underfunded by 22%. 

 No major change in walk/bike/transit friendly housing choices close to shopping/jobs. 

 No significant change in historic growth continuing on the periphery. 

 Minor revitalization of downtown assumed.   

Transportation        
Investment Strategy 

Housing Choices Bike/Walk/Transit Friendly 
Communities 

Sc
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e
n
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e

n
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 3

 
Sc

e
n
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This scenario builds on Scenarios 2 and 3, with the goal of maximizing investment in transit, bike, and 

walking infrastructure. 

 Accelerates improvements to walk/bike/transit network by 2020. 

 In Metro revitalize underused areas, downtown and transit priority centers, and assume a major 

shift in demand for more walk/bike/transit friendly housing choices closer to jobs and shopping.   

 This scenario would require new investment in infrastructure with an expedited timeframe. 

Revitalized Areas 

 

 

 

 

Population Within 1/2 mile of 
Transit Service 

DRAFT 

Downtown 

Downtown 

Downtown 

Downtown 

Multi-Family 

Small Lot, Attached 

Single Family 

Multi-Family 

Small Lot, Attached 

Single Family 

Multi-Family 

Small Lot, Attached 

Single Family 

Multi-Family 

Small Lot, Attached 

Single Family 

140,000 

186,000 

190,000 

 
Maintenance - 78% Funded 

219,000 

Population Within 1/2 mile of 
Transit Service 

Population Within 1/2 mile of 
Transit Service 

Population Within 1/2 mile of 
Transit Service 

 
Maintenance - 100% Funded 

 
Maintenance - 100% Funded 

 
Maintenance - 100% Funded 

Highway  

Infrastructure 

Focus 

Transit/Non-Auto  

Infrastructure 

Focus 

Highway  

Infrastructure 

Focus 

Transit/Non-Auto  

Infrastructure 

Focus 

Highway  

Infrastructure 

Focus 

Transit/Non-Auto  

Infrastructure 

Focus 

Highway  

Infrastructure 

Focus 

Transit/Non-Auto  

Infrastructure 

Focus 
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Directions to 2050

RTP/SCS Metro Bakersfield Community Workshops 
August 21st and 27th, 2013 

DRAFT AGENDA 
I. Welcome and Introductions  

 Brief introductions and recognition of City/County staff in 
attendance and their role in process (Kern COG) 

 Meeting purpose, agenda and ground rules (PMC) 
 

10 min  

II. Project Overview (Kern COG) 
 How does transportation power the Kern region’s 

economy? 
 What is the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS)? 
 Where are we in the process? 
 What have we learned from the community thus far? 
 What are the next steps and how will this information be 

used? 
 

15 min 

III. Comparing the Four Scenarios – Live Polling (PMC) 
 Presentation of each Scenario 
 Polling questions on Scenario preference 

 

40 min 

IV. Small Group Activities (PMC) 
 Policy and Action Preferences 
 Discussion of Scenario Tradeoffs 

 

50 min 

V. Wrap Up and Adjourn (PMC/Kern COG) 5 min 
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July 31, 2013 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert Ball, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM: VIII 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization representatives has assisted staff in updating 
areas designated as environmental justice areas. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 require metropolitan planning organizations to focus on 
environmental justice concerns in their planning processes. Kern COG originally formed a task force in 2002 to assist in 
creating ways to focus on environmental justice (EJ) concerns caused by transportation issues. One of the products of 
that task force was the methodology to define an EJ area based upon income, age, and minority status based upon the 
2000 Census. After the 2010 Census data was made available, the task force was reformed as the Environment and 
Social Equity Round table as part of the Directions of 2050 RTP outreach process, to determine if the methodology 
defining EJ areas should be revised.  
 
Three task force meetings were held from July 2012 to March 2013.  Participants included: Community Action Partnership 
of Kern, Bike Bakersfield, California Rural Legal Assistance, Greenfield Walking Group, Kern County Department of 
Public Health, California Walks, Independent Living Center for Kern, Center for Race Poverty and the Environment, 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust, Sierra Club, City of Shafter, and the Kern County Housing Authority. 
 
Two different methodologies were presented to the EJ task force for consideration. The first method was virtually identical 
to the original method approved in 2002 only using updated census data. The second methodology was created by a 
group at the University of California, Davis. This method factored in environmental as well as social data to determine if an 
area should be defined as an EJ area. The task force preferred the methodology created by the UC Davis group.  
 
The new EJ Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) were chosen by the highest of 3 UC Davis criteria levels of culture and 
environment.   
 
At the April 2013 RPAC meeting staff presented the two methodologies.  A request was made to see the difference in 
results the between the two methodologies.  Attached is a series of tables and narrative adapted from the 2011 RTP with 
the results of the new method included as highlighted as green bars in the tables for easy comparison.  The comparison 
reveals similar results using the two methods. 
 
Attachments: Preliminary Environmental Justice Appendix with Results Comparison Tables 
  Methodology Presentation to the April RPAC 
 
ACTION:  Approve use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC Davis for preparation of 
the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis.  
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APPENDIX __  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS 

Overview 

An environmental justice analysis has been prepared consistent with Federal Title VI of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 requiring metropolitan planning organizations to focus on 
environmental justice concerns in their planning processes.  The analysis is part of a larger proactive 
planning effort that to provide an intensive, proactive outreach to environmental justice communities.  
Garnering public input in the earliest planning stages from all communities can go a long way towards 
successfully delivering projects, and minimizes the potential for costly challenges late in the process.  
Appendix ?? summarizes the RTP outreach effort.  In concert with the public input from environmental 
justice communities as a result of the outreach, the environmental analysis provides important feedback 
to policy makers on how well the regional transportation plan performs in areas that tie to the Regional 
Transportation Plan Goals.  The results of the analysis indicate that with the implementation of the plan, 
environmental justice communities will be better off than in most measures of performance that the region 
as a whole. 

Measuring Performance 

Performance measures: (1) provide information on how well the transportation system is performing 
compared to the base year and/or future no-build scenario; (2) identify opportunities for system 
improvements to meet the plan’s goals; and (3) assess the system-wide impacts of future improvements.   

System-wide performance measures should not be applied unilaterally, but should only be used as an 
indicator that the plan’s policies and actions are headed in the same direction as the goals. Often 
progress shown in one performance measure can show a negative effect in another area.   

Demonstrating improvements in all performance measures may be nearly impossible to achieve. For 
example, improvements in congestion may increase travel speeds and negatively affect air quality. In 
addition, improvements under a specific performance measure may take several planning cycles to 
achieve. The existing activity in the plan has a certain level of inertia created by previously adopted RTPs. 
Projects that have completed environmental review need to move to right-of-way acquisition and 
construction fairly quickly, before the environmental work is out of date and more resources are needed to 
update the environmental work. The performance measure process is designed to provide feedback in 
areas upon which the region should focus the subsequent plan update, while minimizing disruptions to 
the project delivery process.  

The Kern Regional Transportation Model is the primary tool for measuring system-level performance of 
the plan. Kern COG uses an integrated one-model approach for its performance measures analysis. The 
model uses monitoring data and growth assumptions to compare the performance measures for the 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. The two primary categories of 
performance measures used are the Smart Mobility Framework and Environmental Justice. The 
Environmental Justice measures have been in place since 2001 and have been adapted for use with the 
Smart Mobility Framework performance measure category.   

The State of California prepares an annual Regional Progress Report.  This RTP includes measures that 
are coordinated with the measures in the statewide progress report.  In February 2010, the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) released Smart Mobility 2010: A Call to Action for the New 
Decade that establishes performance measures based on place type in recognition of a “one-size does 
NOT fit all” philosophy. Kern County has been split into two broad place-types. The first is the 
Metropolitan Bakersfield or urban place type. The second is made up of the outlying communities or rural 
place type. The RTP performance measure analysis differs somewhat for these two place types.  The 
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performance measure for sustainability/environment uses a slightly different modeling method to analyze 
air quality on a per-capita basis. This measure differs from the other performance measures in that a 
second model, EMFAC, developed by the California Air Resources Board, uses the output vehicle travel 
from the Regional Transportation Model to generate nitrogen oxide (NOx) by air basin analysis areas 
rather than urban and rural. NOx is a precursor gas that contributes to ozone and particulate matter, 
Kern’s two worst pollutants that violate federal standards. 

Performance Measures Analysis Methodology 

Kern COG has developed an integrated framework for nine performance measures to demonstrate 
consistency of the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy with its seven 
established goals. Some of the performance measures comply with as many as five goals.   

FIGURE 2-1 INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE MEASURES FRAMEWORK

 

This figure illustrates the overlap among the nine performance measures used for countywide analysis, 
the two smart mobility framework place types, and environmental justice areas. For example, some 
measures are the same for environmental justice, urban and rural place types, and countywide, while 
other measures may only be used in two of the three categories. The following table contains a 
breakdown of which measure applies to which categories and goals. 

TABLE 2-3 RTP GOALS, PERFORMANCE MEASURES, 
AND SMART MOBILITY FRAMEWORK PLACE TYPES ADAPTED FOR KERN COUNTY 

 RTP Goal(s) Measure Description Applicability by  
Place Types, 

Environmental 
Justice (EJ) Areas 

1 Mobility, livability, sustainability, 
congestion 

Average Travel Time –  
Peak Highway Trips, Peak Transit Trips 

EJ, Urban 

2 Accessibility, livability, sustainability, 
congestion 

Average Travel Time to Job Centers –  
Highway Trips, Transit Trips 

EJ, Urban 

3 Reliability, livability, congestion Average Level of Congestion in Hours EJ, Urban, 
Countywide 

4 Reliability, safety, livability Annualized Accident Statistics for Annual Average Daily 
Traffic 

EJ, Urban/Rural, 
Countywide 

5 Efficiency, cost effectiveness, 
sustainability 

Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – 
Highways, Transit 

EJ, Urban/Rural, 
Countywide 
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6 Livability, customer satisfaction, 
sustainability, congestion 

Average Trip Delay Time in Hours EJ, Urban/Rural, 
Countywide 

7 Sustainability, environment Percentage Change NOx/PM by air basin Air Basins 

8 Sustainability, preservation Percentage Change in Maintenance Dollars Per Lane Mile Countywide 

9 Equity Percentage of Expenditures versus Passenger Miles 
Traveled in 2035 – Highways, Transit 

EJ, Urban/Rural, 
Countywide 

 
Performance Measure Results 

As part of the Directions to 2050 outreach process Kern COG held the Environment and Social Equity 
Roundtable stakeholder meetings.  The meeting built on the federally recognized best practices effort 
began by Kern COG in 2000.  Environment and Social Equity Roundtable identified low-income, minority, 
elderly, and disabled people as the target populations for analyzing federal Title VI Environmental Justice 
(EJ) efforts. Areas with higher than average concentrations of the target populations were identified and 
mapped by census block groups. Kern COG used the transportation model output stratified by EJ areas 
and the urban and rural place types to determine whether the goals of the RTP were being met.  The 
following is a more detailed description of the Performance Measures. 

 Mobility – Calculates average trip time by mode (auto and transit) from environmental justice 
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) and countywide. 

 Accessibility/Economic Well-Being – Calculates average trip time by mode (auto and transit) to 
major job centers from a group of approximately 1,700 TAZs. Accessibility also provides an 
economic measure by indicating the level of congestion around major job centers that may affect 
freight movement. 

 Reliability/Congestion – Calculates the distance of level of service D through F links inside 
environmental justice TAZs and countywide. 

 Reliability/Safety – Calculates the percentage increase between property damage, injury, and 
fatal accident rates between base year 2006 and 2035. 

 Efficiency/Cost-Effectiveness – Calculates the planned expenditure per passenger miles 
traveled. Calculates passenger miles traveled by both vehicle and transit networks for current and 
planned transit projects (increased headway, new routes) and capacity-increasing road projects 
links in future years, inside EJ TAZs and countywide. These figures are divided by the total 
investment in these projects and used to calculate their cost-effectiveness. 

 Livability/Consumer Satisfaction – Calculates the average trip delay after feedback between 
constrained and unconstrained roadways on links inside EJ TAZs and countywide.1 

 Sustainability/Environment – Vehicle emissions of NOx per person for the valley and 
mountain/desert portions of Kern.  

 Sustainability/Preservation – Provides for maintenance as the system expands. 

                                                      

1 Delay refers to the amount of additional time a vehicle spends on the road because of congestion.  Constrained and unconstrained roads refer to those streets, 

highways, or freeways where congestion is either typical or atypical. 
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 Equity – Calculates the passenger miles traveled and compares to the percentage of investment 
in EJ areas and urban and rural place types. 

The RTP Guidelines also recommend including goals on transportation system preservation. Preservation 
was not included in the model because it is not a component the model can measure readily. A detailed 
description of maintenance and preservation funding can be found in the Financial Element The model 
generated several factors, including travel times, vehicle miles traveled, passenger miles traveled, transit 
boardings, transit trip hours, transit trip distance, and road miles of LOS C or worse for 2006 (base year), 
2035 build scenario, and 2035 no-build scenario. The 2035 build scenario assumes all projects listed in 
Table 4-1 of the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan will have been completed, whereas the No-Build 
scenario assumes 2035 traffic levels on the same network used in 2006. An additional assumption was 
that funding sources and technology will remain constant. The model also stratified its factors along three 
separate lines: All of Metropolitan Bakersfield (urban); all other areas of Kern County, including the ten 
other incorporated cities (rural); and countywide. Kern COG paid particular attention to the accessibility 
and mobility criteria because they represented overall system performance now and in the future. 

Mobility  

Mobility is defined as the ability to move throughout the region and the time it takes to reach desired 
destinations; it is considered to be the most informative performance measure in the RTP. The criterion is 
measured by calculating average travel times during the base year 2006, in 2035 when all RTP projects 
are completed, and in a 2035 no-build scenario where none of the RTP projects are completed. The goal 
for mobility is to demonstrate that EJ TAZs perform better, or at least no worse, than the countywide 
average. Peak highway and transit trip periods (evening commute times) were used to demonstrate the 
worst-case scenario. 

Metropolitan Bakersfield’s average travel time in 2006 for all trips was 12.67 minutes, compared to a rural 
time of 20.58, for a countywide average of 16.26 minutes. In considering just Metro Bakersfield’s EJ 
TAZs, the average travel time was 12.40, versus rural EJ TAZs at 20.31, for a countywide average of 
14.14 minutes. During the 2006 base year, EJ TAZs throughout the county enjoyed shorter average travel 
times than in the county as a whole. As depicted in the table below, that trend is maintained over both the 
2035 build and the 2035 no-build scenario. On the whole, people living in EJ TAZs will have shorter 
average travel times anywhere within the county than the county will have as a whole. 

TABLE 2-4 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK HIGHWAY TRIPS (IN MINUTES) 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.67 13.39 14.47 

Urban/Metro (new method) 12.15 12.02 Not available yet 

Rural Areas 20.58 20.78 21.37 

Rural Areas (new method) 23.94 22.64  

Countywide 16.26 16.94 18.75 

Countywide (new method) 15.86 15.84  

TABLE 2-5 EJ TAZS AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK HIGHWAY TRIPS 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.40 13.00 13.51 

Urban/Metro (new method) 11.91 11.96  
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Rural Areas 20.31 20.69 21.34 

Rural Areas (new method) 18.59 17.61  

Countywide 14.14 14.71 15.23 

Countywide (new method) 13.03 13.04  

Because rural transit ridership comprises such a small percentage of trips in the model, and because no 
data is being forecasted by rural transit agencies regarding trip lengths and travel times, staff is unable to 
compare the rural transit network to the Golden Empire Transit system in Metro Bakersfield. However, in 
judging average travel times for transit trips between EJ TAZs in Metro and the rest of Metro as a whole, 
EJ TAZs also continue to fare better in this category. In 2006, the average peak hour transit trip took 
44.77 minutes in Bakersfield. However, transit trips emanating from EJ TAZs were clocked at 43.86 
minutes. In 2035, the model estimates the difference to increase from 46.10 minutes in Bakersfield as a 
whole to 45.38 minutes in Bakersfield EJ TAZs. 

TABLE 2-6 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK TRANSIT TRIPS2 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 44.77 46.10 45.50 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.61 31.62  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 39.98 44.99  

Countywide 47.54 47.98 49.07 

Countywide (new method) 32.79 33.6  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

TABLE 2-7 EJ TAZS AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK TRANSIT TRIPS 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.86 45.38 44.14 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.33 30.22  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 39.68 41.91  

Countywide 48.63 45.65 44.73 

Countywide (new method) 32.79 31.42  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

Accessibility/Economic Well Being  

Accessibility differs from mobility in that it is measured by commuter trip times to major job centers rather 
than overall trip times. Major job centers are defined as those TAZs containing employment sites with 75 
or more workers. Specifically, accessibility is defined as the ease of reaching destinations as measured 
                                                      

2No data are maintained on average travel times for rural fixed-route and dial-a-ride services.  The countywide average listed under Average Travel Time – Peak 

Transit Trips and EJ TAZs Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips reflects statistics on the Golden Empire Transit network only. Rural transit ridership is a small 

percentage of countywide and would result in a negligible increase. 
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by the percentage of commuters who can get to work within a given period of time. As with mobility, the 
goal is to ensure that commuters in EJ TAZs throughout the county have average trip times that are 
shorter, or at least no longer, than in the county as a whole. The measure on highways also provides an 
indicator of the ability of freight to get to major employment sites, providing a measure of economic well-
being for the region. 

In 2006, the average trip length from anywhere in Bakersfield to a major job center was 12.13 minutes. 
For areas outside Bakersfield, the time was approximately 15 minutes longer at 27.26 minutes. The 
average commute time to a major job center in Kern County was 19.69 minutes in 2006. This compares 
to 14.8 minutes for all commutes from EJ TAZs to major job centers throughout the county in 2006. 

EJ TAZs generally fare better across the board against urban, rural, and countywide averages for 
commutes to major job centers under the 2035 build and 2035 no-build scenarios. This is true for both 
private vehicle trips countywide and transit trips in Bakersfield. Rural transit data are unavailable. 

TABLE 2-8 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – HIGHWAY  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.13 12.12 13.24 

Urban/Metro (new method) 9.19 9.21  

Rural Areas 27.26 27.16 27.73 

Rural Areas (new method) 13.62 13.69  

Countywide 19.69 19.39 21.55 

Countywide (new method) 10.77 11.09  

TABLE 2-9 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME FROM EJ TAZS TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – HIGHWAY 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 11.85 11.78 12.20 

Urban/Metro (new method) 8.59 8.4  

Rural Areas 25.31 24.73 25.27 

Rural Areas (new method) 13.04 11.34  

Countywide 14.80 14.65 15.08 

Countywide (new method) 9.12 8.84  

TABLE 2-10 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – TRANSIT 3  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.98 46.23 44.91 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.73 31.06  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

                                                      

3 No data are maintained on average travel times for rural fixed-route and dial-a-ride services.  The countywide average listed under Average Travel Time – Peak 

Transit Trips and EJ TAZs Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips reflects statistics on the Golden Empire Transit network only. 
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Rural Areas (new method) 37.28 48.73  

Countywide 47.07 49.35 49.02 

Countywide (new method) 33.47 33.87  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

TABLE 2-11 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME FROM EJ TAZS TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – TRANSIT  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.88 45.29 44.73 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.1 29.2  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 36.98 45.62  

Countywide 44.42 45.62 17.1 

Countywide (new method) 32.55 30.6  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

Reliability/Congestion 

Reliability is the percentage of on-time arrivals for both transit and highway trips. For highways, it is 
measured by the number of hours daily that passengers spend in congested traffic. Congestion on 
roadways is measured by levels of service (LOS) on roadways and also by the amount of time in hours 
that a vehicle is not able to reach the speed limit on a given roadway segment. LOS also affects the 
reliability of transit service in Metropolitan Bakersfield. The Metro transit system lacks any facilities 
immune to congestion such as carpool lanes, bus lanes, or rail. The level of congestion is not a significant 
measure for rural place type areas based on the smart mobility framework analysis; however, the 
numbers are provided for comparison purposes.  

For transit, reliability is judged by the percentage of on-time arrivals for each operator. Golden Empire 
Transit District has developed its own environmental justice analysis, “Title VI Update,” last produced in 
March 2010. Based on observations through February 2004, GET estimated its on-time arrival rate for 
July 2009 through February 2010 was 76% of all trips. The report does not stratify by EJ TAZ. 

Metropolitan Bakersfield residents will see the number of hours spent in congested traffic rise from 
284,056 in 2006 to 500,661 in 2035. Relative to increases regionally, EJ TAZs will be 6% more congested 
than other areas countywide. 

TABLE 2-12 AVERAGE LEVEL OF CONGESTION IN HOURS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 284,056 500,661 76 

Urban/Metro (new method) 198,433 331,135 67 

Rural Areas 276,468 503,753 82 

Rural Areas (new method) 235,992 387,197 64 

Countywide 560,524 1,004,414 79 

Countywide (new method) 434,425 718,332 65 
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TABLE 2-13 AVERAGE LEVEL OF CONGESTION IN HOURS – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 122,791 183,661 50 

Urban/Metro (new method) 88,041 121,480 38 

Rural Areas 64,257 116,046 81 

Rural Areas (new method) 8,740 11,694 34 

Countywide 187,048 299,896 60 

Countywide (new method) 96,780 133,173 38 

Reliability/Safety 

For Kern COG’s environmental justice policy purposes, safety is considered to be the minimal risk of 
accident or injury as measured by reduced accidents. While the model does make predictions regarding 
the number of accidents that cause property damage, injury, and fatalities, it cannot stratify that 
information specifically by project, as the environmental justice safety goal requires. On new facilities 
within environmental justice TAZs, projects outlined in the [Placeholder: Kern COG to update the 
following content to reflect updated 2014 RTP] 2014 RTP will demonstrate no more accidents than the 
countywide average. 

Despite the model’s inability to predict accident rates on specific projects, it does provide an aggregate 
look at annual accidents in 2006 compared to 2035. Results show that injury accidents will rise sharply 
throughout the county by 2035. Meanwhile, EJ TAZs will see a slower increase for injury accidents than 
the region as a whole. For example, in Metro Bakersfield, the injury accident rate is predicted to rise from 
879 in 2006 to 1,636 in 2035, an 86% increase. In urban EJ TAZs, however, the rate for the same type of 
accident will go from 370 to 572, a 55% rise. 

Using the Smart Mobility 2010 philosophy, safety is a higher concern in rural place type areas than 
congestion. Based on this plan’s funded project list, accidents in rural areas are forecast to rise at a 
slightly lower rate than the countywide average as travel increases on Kern’s roadway network. 

TABLE 2-14 ANNUALIZED ACCIDENT STATISTICS FOR ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage 1,537 2,862 86 

Property damage (n.m.) 1,039 1,732 67 

Injury 879 1,636 86 

Injury (n.m.) 563 939 67 

Fatality 55 103 87 

Fatality (n.m.) 24 40 67 

Rural 

Property damage 2,239 4,092 83 

Property damage (n.m.) 1,054 1,462 39 

Injury 1,279 2,338 83 
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Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Injury (n.m.) 571 793  

Fatality 81 147 81 

Fatality (n.m.) 24 34 42 

 
 

   

Countywide 

Property damage 3,776 6,954 84 

Property damage (n.m.) 2,093 3,195 53 

Injury 2,158 3,974 84 

Injury (n.m.) 1,135 1,732 53 

Fatality 136 250 84 

Fatality (n.m.) 48 73 52 

TABLE 2-15 ANNUALIZED ACCIDENT STATISTICS FOR ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage 647 1,001 55 

Property damage (n.m.) 467 655 40 

Injury 370 572 55 

Injury (n.m.) 253 355 40 

Fatality 23 36 57 

Fatality (n.m.) 11 15 36 

Rural 

Property damage 490 911 86 

Property damage (n.m.) 45 57 27 

Injury 280 521 86 

Injury (n.m.) 24 31 29 

Fatality 18 33 83 

Fatality (n.m.) 1 1 0 

Countywide 

Property damage 1,137 1,912 68 

Property damage (n.m.) 512 712 39 

Injury 650 1,093 68 

Injury (n.m.) 278 386 39 

Fatality 41 69 68 

Fatality (n.m.) 12 16 33 



APPENDIX __ 2014 RTP -  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS 

2014 Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/ Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) July 2013 

2-10 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

Efficiency/Cost-Effectiveness 

Efficiency and cost-effectiveness can be measured by maximized returns on transportation investments. 
This criterion was measured by dividing the average daily investment from 2011 RTP projects through 
2035 by the average number of daily passenger miles traveled (PMT) on the transportation network, both 
inside and outside of EJ TAZs for urban and rural place types. 

In the Metropolitan Bakersfield area, the average daily investment in highways will amount to $.009 per 
PMT versus $.015 per PMT in Bakersfield EJ TAZs. In rural areas outside Bakersfield, the cost is $.004 
versus $.006 in rural EJ TAZs. For transit service in Bakersfield, the daily investment per PMT is $.11 
versus $.07 in Bakersfield EJ TAZs While the daily investment per PMT for roads indicates that the 
transportation system will meet the goal of spending more money per PMT in EJ areas than in the county 
as a whole, the transit system does not measure up to that criterion, with all factors constant. However, 
more funding will be spent per PMT in EJ TAZs than in the county as a whole, and mobility and 
accessibility for EJ TAZs will also be higher. 

Because the cost-effectiveness criterion assumes that RTP projects will be built, the no-build scenario is 
not displayed. 
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TABLE 2-16 AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – HIGHWAYS 

Place Type 2035 Build 

Urban/Metro $.009 

Urban/Metro (new method) Not available yet 

Rural Areas $.004 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.007 

Countywide (new method)  

TABLE 2-17 AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – HIGHWAYS – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2035 Build 

Urban/Metro $.015 

Urban/Metro (new method) Not available yet 

Rural Areas $.006 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.0105 

Countywide (new method)  

TABLE 2-18 AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – TRANSIT4 

Place Type 2035 

Urban/Metro $.11 

Urban/Metro (new method)  

Rural Areas N/A 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.13 

Countywide (new method)  

TABLE 2-19 AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – TRANSIT – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2030 

Urban/Metro $.0723 

Urban/Metro (new method)  

Rural Areas N/A 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.06 

                                                      

4 Because Kern COG’s regional transportation model cannot estimate passenger miles traveled for rural transit services, estimates for daily investment per PMT 

countywide are unable to be calculated. 
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Countywide  

 
Livability/Consumer Satisfaction 

Consumer satisfaction is one potential measure of livability and is defined as the condition where 
consumers can largely agree that their transportation needs are being met in a safe, reliable, efficient, 
and cost-effective manner. The criterion is measured by the daily amount of trip delay in hours. On 
roadways, trip delay refers to the difference between the time a trip should take and the time it actually 
requires, or the difference between free-flow traffic and some level of congestion. Traffic congestion also 
affects the on-time performance of transit operations, limiting alternative transportation choices during 
peak periods and impacting the region’s livability. 

For example, between 2006 and 2035, Kern COG’s traffic model estimates the number of daily trip delay 
hours in the urban metro area will rise from 61,929 to 105,837, a 71% increase. However, in Metro 
Bakersfield’s EJ TAZs, the number would increase from 27,134 to 43,190, a 59% rise. While neither 
scenario is desirable, EJ TAZs within Metropolitan Bakersfield increase 12 percentage points less than 
the area as a whole. In rural areas, travel delay grows a little faster than in the county as a whole. 

TABLE 2-20 AVERAGE TRIP DELAY TIME IN HOURS  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 61,929 105,837 71 

Urban/Metro (new method) 6,723 11,830 76 

Rural Areas 24,703 48,163 95 

Rural Areas (new method) 53 7,627 4391 

Countywide 86,632 154,000 78 

Countywide (new method) 6,776 19,459 187 

TABLE 2-21 AVERAGE TRIP DELAY TIME IN HOURS FOR EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 27,134 43,190 59 

Urban/Metro (new method) 4,349 5,033 16 

Rural Areas 8,905 15,344 72 

Rural Areas (new method) 0 2 200 

Countywide 36,039 58,534 62 

Countywide (new method) 4,349 5,035 16 

Sustainability/Environment 

This measure is defined as enhancing the existing transportation system while improving the 
environment. It is the one factor in Kern COG’s environmental justice criteria set that the transportation 
model currently cannot measure. Environmental effects vary among different transportation projects and 
can only be determined meaningfully on a project-by-project basis. The goal is for projects in the 2014 
RTP to demonstrate no difference in unmitigated impacts between environmental justice populations and 
the region as a whole. This goal is measured through conformity with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990 according to measures of certain pollutants such as nitrous oxide and particulate matter.  
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[Placeholder: Kern COG to update following language to describe GHG modeling efforts accompanying 
transportation model update.] A greenhouse gas (GHG) measure is currently under development as part 
of efforts to implement AB 32 and SB 375, and should be available in time for the next major RTP update. 
In the meantime, measuring current federal criteria pollutants offer an adequate surrogate for GHG 
because the strategies used to reduce one usually help reduce the other. 

Both Kern COG’s long-term 2011 RTP and the short-term Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
(FTIP) require a demonstration of air quality “conformity” prior to being adopted by Kern COG and the 
federal government. This conformity process is necessary because the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is 
nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter. The process ensures that new transportation projects will 
either benefit or at least have no negative effect on air quality. Kern COG’s conformity analysis for its 
most recent FTIP amendment was approved by the US Department of Transportation on November 3, 
2009. A revised conformity analysis has been undertaken to support the 2011 RTP and the 2011 FTIP. 

TABLE 2-22 VEHICLE NOX/PM10 EMISSIONS DECREASE 

Air Basin 
(portion of Kern) 

Base 
2008/11 

Horizon 
2030/35 

Percentage Decrease Air Standard Met? 

San Joaquin Valley 75.5 22.9 70 YES 

Mojave Desert 14.6 4.2 71 YES 

Indian Wells Valley* 1.3 1.1 15 YES 

*Indian Wells Valley totals are for all particulate matter 10 microns or smaller, not just the NOx precursor. 

For a more detailed discussion of air quality, see the 2011 Conformity Analysis for simultaneous adoption 
with the 2011 RTP and FTIP. 

Sustainability/Preservation 

Sustaining and preserving the transportation system can be measured by the total annualized amount of 
maintenance funding divided by the number of lane miles in the model. Countywide maintained lane miles 
are calculated from the transportation model. In November 2008, an initiative with 56% voter approval 
failed to garner the two-thirds vote required to pass. Had it passed, approximately 40% of the funding 
would have been reserved for maintenance. The following tables illustrate the growing problem of 
maintaining an expanding system and underscore the need for rapid action to provide new funding 
sources to maintain the system. 

TABLE 2-23 MAINTENANCE DOLLARS PER LANE MILE FOR THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

Countywide Base Horizon Percentage 
Change 

2006 2035 

Lane Miles 7,349 9,474 29 

Annual Maintenance $96,000,000 $96,000,000 0 

Maintenance per Mile $13,063 $10,133 -22 

TABLE 2-24 MAINTENANCE DOLLARS PER LANE MILE FOR THE 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IF THE 2008 TRANSPORTATION MEASURE HAD PASSED 

Countywide Base Horizon Percentage Change 
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2006 2035 

Lane Miles 7,349 9,474 29 

Annual Maintenance $96,000,000 $124,000,000 29 

Maintenance per Mile $13,063 $13,088 0 

Equity 

Equity is defined as a fair and reasonable distribution of transportation investment benefits (as a share of 
benefits). Kern COG took a similar approach to equity as with cost-effectiveness, comparing the total 
investment in roads and transit through 2035 with total passenger miles traveled in Bakersfield, rural 
areas, and the county as a whole. All numbers were converted to percentages for simplicity. 

In 2035, Urban/Metro Bakersfield EJ TAZs will account for 52% of all passenger miles traveled in the 
region. However, approximately 73% of transportation expenditures will go directly into the metropolitan 
EJ TAZs. Rural EJ TAZs will represent 13% of countywide PMT, and 13% of all highway funding will be 
spent in those areas. Countywide, approximately 28% of all passenger miles traveled will occur in EJ 
TAZs, which will collect 47% of funding and projects. 

Although Kern COG cannot reliably project the number of passenger miles traveled by rural transit 
agencies in 2035, the model does predict that EJ TAZs in the Metro Bakersfield region will make up 
approximately 68% of transit PMT. Those same TAZs, however, will receive 90% of all transit funding 
attributable to the metropolitan area. Stratification between metro and rural transit services is impractical 
because of the rural transit PMT variable. The model currently excludes rural transit because the 
extremely low volumes are difficult to calibrate. 

TABLE 2-25 PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN 2035 – HIGHWAYS 

Place Type 2035 PMT Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 23,381,541 $2,403,140,132 41 63 

Urban/Metro(new method) 20,289,625    

Rural Areas 33,427,754 $1,435,741,868 59 37 

Rural Areas (new method) 26,093,580    

Countywide 56,809,295 $3,838,882,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 46,383,204    

TABLE 2-26 PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES VERSUS 
PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN EJ TAZS BY 2035 – HIGHWAYS 

Place Type 2035 PMT Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 8,179,260 $1,303,108,495 52 73 

Urban/Metro (new method) 7,483,843    

Rural Areas 7,443,927 $481,971,635 48 27 

Rural Areas (new method) 766,523    

Countywide 15,623,187 $1,785,080,130 100 100 



APPENDIX __ 2014 RTP -  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS  

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2014 Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/ 
July 2013 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 

2-15 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

Countywide (new method) 8,250,365    

TABLE 2-27 PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES 
VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN 2035 – TRANSIT  

Place Type 2035 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 95,045 $96,000,000 100 85 

Urban/Metro (new method) 70,281    

Rural Areas N/A $16,800,000 N/A 15 

Rural Areas (new method) 13,086    

Countywide N/A $112,800,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 118,697    

 
TABLE 2-28 PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES 

VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN EJ TAZS BY 2035 – TRANSIT 

Place Type 2035 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 64,610 $46,944,000 N/A 90 

Urban/Metro (new method) 19,734    

Rural Areas N/A $5,410,000 N/A 10 

Rural Areas (new method) 3,155    

Countywide N/A $52,354,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 26,460    

 
Environmental Justice Conclusions 

Ideally, transportation projects not only achieve immediate transportation goals (such as congestion relief) 
but contribute to the betterment of our physical and socioeconomic environment. It is inevitable, however, 
that some transportation projects generate negative impacts as well. This chapter identifies the 
methodology used to determine the 2014 RTP projects’ equitability and their overall cost and benefit to 
the residents of Kern County, including traditionally disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

From a public information perspective, Kern COG’s commitment to environmental justice and both rural 
and urban community types is demonstrable through its efforts at gathering public input. These efforts 
include broadcasting its monthly meetings on television, using display advertising and electronic notices 
to announce workshops and public hearings, and developing radio advertisements for long-range 
planning efforts. Kern COG has been visible in every community over the last three years during city 
council meetings, street fairs, and community festivals. Press releases are generated at project 
milestones. Kern COG’s quarterly newsletter is distributed to over 2,000 organizations and individuals.  

From a planning standpoint, the transportation model indicates that, with few exceptions, Kern COG has 
and will continue to divide its resources equitably, with no single population group suffering 
disproportionate and adverse effects from agency activity. Analyses demonstrated some shortcomings 
that will be addressed, however. For example, Metropolitan Bakersfield will see the number of hours 
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spent in congested traffic rise from 284,056 in 2006 to 500,661 in 2035, a 76% increase. But metro area 
EJ TAZs will experience a 50% rise in congestion levels over the same period.   

Kern COG’s position that it is meeting the rigors of environmental justice is based largely on averages, 
and in some cases predicated on a worst-case scenario for every portion of the Kern region. The fact that 
delay times will rise by only 62% in EJ areas versus 78% for the region as a whole over the long term is 
nothing to trumpet; however, it does demonstrate that despite substantial financial commitments, and with 
all issues remaining constant, the Kern region’s transportation network will continue to deteriorate for 
every segment of the population. The model shows that, generally speaking, the transportation network 
will not deteriorate in EJ areas as quickly as in the county as a whole. 

Kern COG re-evaluated its environmental justice policies and procedures with the release of the federal 
2010 Census results. In its initial analysis, Kern COG determined that several of the criteria were 
measured redundantly. This redundancy is intended to provide additional internal checks should a 
performance measure have an unusual result. 

Similarly, cost-effectiveness and equity both attempt to determine how expenditures are being divided 
between EJ areas and the region as a whole. While each measure uses a different analysis method, the 
conclusions appear to be the same. Because environmental issues such as noise, air quality, wildlife 
disturbances, and context-sensitive design must be addressed through the mitigation process on a 
project-by-project basis, no substantive means are available to measure these environmental effects as a 
system-wide criterion in this analysis. 

Considering all the analyses as a whole, it is fair to conclude that the 2014 RTP meets the Federal Title 
VI environment justice requirements by ensuring that all of the population is subject to proportionate 
benefits and detriments. It also must be understood that environmental justice does not create an 
entitlement; however, it does attempt to assure that transportation projects do not have discriminatory 
effects or disparate impacts on any segment of the population, especially those traditionally 
disadvantaged groups such as racial minorities and low-income communities. The above analyses 
demonstrate that the 2014 RTP has met those expectations. 

Smart Mobility Conclusions 

The smart mobility method divided the performance measures into two place types—urban and rural. The 
measures reveal that a relatively even distribution of resources addresses mobility and accessibility. For 
example, the greatest improvement in accessibility to job centers is found in rural areas were average 
travel times are reduced by about six seconds compared to one second in urban areas, despite 63% of 
the highway investment in the metro/urban area. Trip delay and congestion increases in rural areas at a 
faster rate than in metro; however, congestion is not considered as important a factor as safety where 
rural place types see a 3–6% reduction in accidents. This is primarily because projects in outlying rural 
areas are focused less on relieving congestion and more on safety improvements.  

The performance measures look at all funding sources, and not just those subject to the 60–40 guideline 
policy adopted by the Kern COG board. It is interesting to note that more passenger miles are traveled 
outside of Metropolitan Bakersfield than within. That is because the metro area makes up less than 10% 
of the total area of the county, and through-county trips make up about 25% of all travel in Kern County. 

System-wide Conclusions 

System-wide, the performance measures indicate that the Kern  region is losing ground in its battle with 
congestion while improving the economy by providing better accessibility to major job centers. 
Accessibility to major job centers countywide improved by 18 seconds between 2006 and 2035. However, 
even with the influx of more than $640 million in federal demonstration funds to the region, and a recent 
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increase in traffic impact fees on housing in Metropolitan Bakersfield are forecast to see an 80% increase 
in congestion over the next 25 years. With the current housing downturn, it is not likely that another 
increase in impact fees can absorb the costs needed to accommodate the growth for the region. In 
addition, many of these future improvements are becoming more expensive. The cheap, easy fixes are 
no longer available. Changing a six-lane arterial to eight or ten lanes can be costly. Not only does the 
congestion affect the reliability of our transportation system, it affects transit operations as well. 

Transit can only provide a relief for congestion if the express bus service is not stuck in the same traffic as 
single-occupant vehicles. Investment in carpool and bus lanes on freeways, ramps, and arterial streets is 
not much more expensive than adding free-flow lanes; however, they can provide a vital relief valve 
during peak travel times. The ability to get around during peak periods is important to ensure the 
economic vitality of the region and can stretch the effectiveness of Kern’s transportation dollar. 

One of the worst performing indicators is the Sustainability/Preservation measure.  

Recent polling for both the 2008 local transportation sales tax measure and the Kern Blueprint ranked 
maintenance of the existing system as the highest priority for transportation funding. However, federal, 
state, and local efforts have failed to provide the funding necessary to maintain the infrastructure that 
Kern County is building. The 2008 sales tax measure would have provided sufficient funding to maintain 
the system at current levels to 2030.   

Some local successes have occurred for new funding sources. Recently, the City of Bakersfield passed a 
utility tax for transportation maintenance, and the City of Delano has approved a 1-cent general fund 
measure that can be used for road maintenance. The national American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) has provided a one-time influx of funding to catch up on maintenance backlogs for more than 80 
projects in Kern County. ARRA II may provide additional funding; however, deficit stimulus spending is 
not a permanent solution. The state and federal highway trust funds are insolvent and must be fixed as 
part of the federal surface transportation act reauthorization now under way. Innovative long-term pay-as-
you-go solutions, such as a phased-in odometer-based gas tax, should be seriously considered. 

Monitoring Performance 

Performance measures are often driven more by the tools available to measure than by the policies that 
need to be tracked. Performance measures can be divided into two types. The first includes future 
performance measures that are used in modeling to compare scenarios such as the ones in this chapter. 
A second type is a monitoring indicator that measures real-world data, such as traffic counts and air 
quality. The following variables are already tracked annually and may be enhanced: 

 Traffic count information 

 Truck origin destination studies along key corridors 

 Traffic speed survey program 

 Transit ridership travel survey 

 Bike rider survey 

 Air Quality Monitoring System 

These datasets are incorporated into the base year validation of the regional transportation model and 
provide the basis for forecasting future performance measures and tracking progress toward the goals. 
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Abstract: The identification of “environmental justice (EJ) communities” is an 
increasingly common element in environmental planning, policy, and regulation. As a 
result, the choice of methods to define and identify these communities is a critical and 
often contentious process. This contentiousness is, in turn, a factor of the lack of a 
commonly accepted method, the concern among many EJ advocates and some regulators 
that existing frameworks are inadequate, and ultimately, the significant consequences of 
such designations for both public policy and community residents. With the aim of 
assisting regulators and advocates to more strategically focus their efforts, the authors 
developed a Cumulative Environmental Vulnerability Assessment (CEVA). This CEVA is 
composed of a Cumulative Environmental Hazard Index and a Social Vulnerability Index, 
with a Health Index as a reference. Applying CEVA produces spatial analysis that 
identifies the places that are subject to both the highest concentrations of cumulative 
environmental hazards and the fewest social, economic and political resources to prevent, 
mitigate, or adapt to these conditions. We recommended that these areas receive special 
consideration in permitting, monitoring, and enforcement actions, as well as investments in 
public participation, capacity building, and community economic development.  
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1. Introduction 

The concept of cumulative impacts is increasingly in evidence in public policies, regulation, and 
advocacy in the domains of public health and environmental quality [1–3]. In contrast with 
environmental and health science and policy that assess risks from exposures to individual contaminants, 
often through one media and at one point in time, a cumulative impacts approach considers the 
experience of encounters with multiple environmental hazards through multiple media and over time [1–3]. 
The cumulative impacts approach also considers the social, economic and political context of these 
exposures, and ways in which these factors may exacerbate the vulnerability experienced certain places 
and populations to environmental hazards [4–8]. Recent pioneering work offers a sophisticated set of 
environmental justice indices and screening methods to map and prioritize the most vulnerable 
communities for interventions to improve current conditions and prevent future harm. Some of these 
innovations have been adopted by public agencies at the state and federal levels [9–13]. This  
social-environmental analysis is illustrated in a recent policy guidance document from the California 
EPA, in which cumulative impacts are defined as, “The exposures, public health or environmental 
effects from the combined emissions and discharges, in a geographic area, including environmental 
pollution from all sources, whether single or multi-media, routinely, accidentally, or otherwise 
released. Impacts will take into account sensitive populations and socio-economic factors, where 
applicable and to the extent data are available.” [14]. 

Advocates for environmental justice have turned to cumulative impacts as a powerful way to 
document their experiences of confronting environmental hazards in the places in which they “live, 
work, learn, and pray” [15] and that often affect low-income populations and communities of color in 
disproportionate patterns [16,17]. They point to a “double jeopardy” of environmental injustice in 
which the people with the fewest social, economic and political resources experience the greatest 
concentrations of environmental threats to their health and well-being [18] In particular, factors such as 
historical patterns of housing segregation, limited political and social capital, and policy processes that 
are inaccessible by grassroots constituencies have been shown to combine to create a “risks-cape” that 
systematically places communities with lower incomes and greater concentrations of people of color in 
harm’s way from a wide range of environmental hazards [18–21]. In the face of these conditions, 
activists call for three dimensions of environmental justice: distributional justice for addressing 
disproportionate burdens of environmental hazards and the absence of environmental goods, 
procedural justice for meaningful access to decision-making, and cognitive justice to consider local 
knowledge legitimate in the assessment and mitigation of environmental hazards [22,23]. 

This case study of California’s San Joaquin Valley (SJV) seeks to contribute to the science and policy 
of cumulative impacts and environmental justice by adapting leading existing analytical methods to fit 
the geographic profile of this diverse region. The purpose of this study was to assist regulators and 
advocates to more strategically focus their efforts on the places confronting the highest levels of 
environmental hazards and the highest levels of social vulnerability. We developed a Cumulative 
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Environmental Vulnerability Assessment (CEVA) including a Cumulative Environmental Hazard Index 
(CEHI), a Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) and a Health Index (HI).  

2. Study Site 

The SJV is the southern half of California’s 450-mile-long Central Valley, an elongated “bowl” 
bounded on three sides with mountains and extending through the heart of the state (Figure 1). It has 
eight counties: San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Tulare, Kings, and Kern. The SJV 
has a population of 4.2 million, of which 46% are Latino/Hispanic residents, many of whom are first 
generation immigrants from Mexico and elsewhere in Latin America. The ethic mosaic of the region is 
also made up of immigrants from South East Asia, South Asia, Europe, as well as historical 
settlements of Native Americans, African Americans, and Caucasians (many of the latter from the 
Dust Bowl migration). The region is considered politically conservative, with strong property rights, 
pro-business and limited government values, although a new generation of progressive political 
leaders, is beginning to change this profile [24]. 

Figure 1. Study area: San Joaquin Valley Region. 

 
 
The SJV is world-renowned for its rich agricultural bounty, with three of its counties (Fresno, 

Tulare, Kern) occupying the top ranks of agricultural production in the country. Large-scale irrigation 
works, intensive chemical inputs (pesticides, fertilizers), and a labor market dependent on a low-wage 
work force have driven the richness of the agricultural sector but also the poverty of many who work 
the land, and the contamination of its air and water [25]. Sometimes called the “other California” and 
compared to Appalachia, the San Joaquin Valley is a land of “poverty amidst prosperity” with 
concentrated poverty and associated social ills despite the wealth of its agricultural industry [25–28]. 
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Coupled with significant goods movement infrastructure such as highways and freight lines, industrial 
developments (refineries, manufacturing, power plants, and waste disposal sites) as well as the bowl-like 
geo-morphology, the SJV is considered to have among the worst air quality in the nation [29,30]. While 
important progress has been made by environmental regulators at the regional (San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District), state (California EPA/Air Resources Board), and federal levels (US EPA), 
the SJV is in non-attainment for criteria air pollutants (i.e., ozone and particulate matter). Within this 
regional non-attainment area, some communities, particularly in the southern end of the bowl have 
extremely high air quality impacts [29]. Residents of the San Joaquin Valley suffer from high rates of 
asthma and other respiratory ailments [29–31]. Madera, Fresno, and Kings Counties for example, have 
rates approximately twice that of the state as a whole for asthma-related emergency room visits by 
young children (ages 0–4) [32]. According to one recent study, the economic benefits of the region 
meeting air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter would top $6 billion per year in reduced 
health, missed work and school, and premature death; this is equivalent to a payment of $1,600 per 
person per year [33]. In addition, residents in many of the rural unincorporated communities often 
suffer significant impairment of their drinking water supplies [34,35]. In sum, living near freeways and 
rail lines, working in outdoor occupations with inadequate safety precautions, drinking polluted water, 
and lacking access to affordable and healthy food, health insurance, and quality medical care together 
create a spatially and racially patchy “riskscape” [18]. 

Mobilized by these multiple environmental and social threats, a vibrant social and environmental 
justice movement has organized in the SJV, with roots back to the International Workers of the World 
in the 1920s and 1930s, to the United Farm Workers in the 1960s and 1970s, to the contemporary 
environmental justice movement beginning in the 1980s and continuing to today [36–40]. Many of 
these movements have organized on a regional scale in attempts to address the “spatial mismatch” 
between the local sites of impact from environmental hazards and the wider-scale drivers of these 
phenomena [41,42]. One prominent example of this multi-scalar organizing is campaigns that focus 
pressure on the regional San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District and its nested organization 
with state and federal regulatory agencies.  

We therefore selected the eight-county SJV as a strategic case study of the complex relationship 
among cumulative environmental risks, social vulnerability and health, and to offer this methodology 
to public agencies and advocates working to improve health conditions in the region.  

3. Methods 

We developed CEVA for the eight-county SJV region. This process involved a collaborative 
research model where a university-based team drew on the leading methods from the academic and 
professional literature and partnered with a coalition of environmental justice and health advocates 
who contributed their sophisticated knowledge of local and regional environmental, social, economic, 
and political contexts. Through a three-year iterative process, the combined team developed the CEVA 
framework [43,44]. 

The CEVA is composed of a Cumulative Environmental Hazard Index and a Social Vulnerability 
Index, with an additional Health Index as a reference layer. Applying this CEVA produces spatial 
analysis that identifies the places that are subject to both the highest concentrations of cumulative 
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environmental hazards and the fewest social, economic and political resources to prevent, mitigate or 
adapt to these conditions. Table 1 presents the indicators for all three of these indices.  

Table 1. Cumulative environmental hazards index, social vulnerability index and  
health index. 

Index Dataset Source Time 
Cumulative 
Environmental 
Hazards Index 

Toxic release inventory sites U.S. EPA 2006 
Refineries U.S. EPA 2006 
Hazardous waste treatment, storage and  
disposal facilities 

U.S. EPA 2006 

Chrome platters U.S. EPA 2006 
Total amount agri. pesticide application  
per 1 mile2 

CA Dept. of Pesticide 
Regulation 

2007 

National-scale air toxic assessment  U.S. EPA 2005 
Social 
Vulnerability 
Index 

Percent of people younger than 5 or  
older than 60  

American Community Survey 
(ACS) 

2006–2009 

Locations of health care facilities Cal-Atlas 2010 
Percent of linguistically isolated households ACS 2006–2009 
Percent of population in poverty ACS 2006–2009 
Percent of people of color ACS 2006–2009 
Percent of people older than 25 without a 
high school diploma 

ACS 2006–2009 

Health Index Low birth weight rate CA Dept. of Public Health 1999–2007 
Years of potential life lost before age 65 CA Dept. of Public Health 1999–2007 
Asthma hospitalization rate ages 0–19 CA Office of statewide health 

planning and development 
1999–2007 

3.1. Cumulative Environmental Hazard Index  

The CEHI is a relative measure of environmental hazards in and around each block group with 
possible scores between 0 and 1. The higher the value, the greater the concentration of environmental 
hazards within or around the block group. The CEHI was calculated at the census block group level 
from the following six datasets: toxic release inventory sites, refineries, hazardous treatment, storage 
and disposal facilities (TSDs), chrome platters, pesticide application, and the national-scale air  
toxic assessment (NATA). These indicators were selected based on both leading cumulative impact 
methods [1–13] and input from the project’s environmental justice partners as their most pressing 
concerns. The first four datasets, toxic release inventory sites, refineries, hazardous TSDs and chrome 
platters, are all point source data, indicating the specific location of the pollution sites. These four 
datasets were merged into one file and a 1-mile buffer zone was drawn around the points in ArcGIS 
9.3TM. The percent area of each block group that falls within the 1-mile buffer was calculated, to be 
incorporated into the CEHI. Here we focused on the percent area of each block group falls within the 
1-mile buffer instead of the numbers of the pollution sites to avoid double-counting. Many pollution 
sites were listed in multiple inventories. Giving weight on the number of pollution sites within each 
block group may count the same pollution site multiple times. The percent area falls within the buffer 
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zone presented the magnitude impacted by the point source pollution sites. We realized considering the 
percent area falls within the buffer zone underestimated the impact by the point source pollution sites, 
which will be discussed as one of the limitations of CEVA.  

Pesticides application density, of active ingredients, was based on the public land survey system, 
which divided land into sections with an approximate 1-square-mile area. To break down these  
large-spatial units to a scale in line with potential individual exposures, we divided each section in 
ArcGIS 9.3TM into 16 units with an approximate size of 100 m × 100 m and assigned each unit the 
pesticide density from the section where the unit was located. Then we calculated pesticide density for 
each block group as the mean value of that from all the units within or including at least 50% coverage 
of the block group.  

National air toxic assessment (NATA) estimates the risk of different kinds of cancer and other 
serious non-cancer health effects from inhaling air toxics. We used the latest available data from the 
2005 NATA in this study. NATA uses census tracts, which is one level higher than block group as the 
unit of analysis. In the San Joaquin Valley, one census tract contains an average of 5.5 block groups. 
We assigned the total risk of cancer of a tract to all the block groups that were contained within it. 
Although assigning the same score of a tract to all the block groups within it did not consider the air 
toxics variation among the block groups, it preserved the precisions of the source data sets (i.e., tract 
for NATA and block groups for the rest data sets) the best while incorporated them into CEHI. 

Lastly, we normalized the percent area of each block group within 1-mile buffer of point source 
pollution, pesticides density and total risk of cancer by dividing each value by the maximum value of 
the dataset, and calculated the mean value of the three normalized datasets. In order to have the scores 
spread out widely and range between 0 and 10, we normalized the mean values by dividing its 
maximum value and multiplying the entire data set by 10 to generate the CEHI value for each block 
group. The formula calculating CEHI is shown below in two steps: 

∑

3
 

10	  

where  is the cumulative environmental hazard index score for block group  before normalized; 
	is the percent area of block group  that falls in the 1-mile buffer of point source pollution sites; 
 is the normalized total risk of cancer for block group  from NATA; 
	is the normalized pesticide application for block group ; 

CEHI  is the maximum value of  of all the block groups in SJV; 
 is the normalized cumulative environmental hazard index score for block group . 

3.2. Social Vulnerability Index 

The SVI was developed to describe the sensitivity of the community to health challenges and 
resources to mitigate negative health impacts from environmental hazards. The SVI is a relative 
measure with values between 0 and 1: the higher the value, the more vulnerable the residents of a 
block group are to the effects to environmental and other hazards. The SVI was calculated at the 
census block group level from the following six datasets: locations of health care facilities, poverty 
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rate, education, linguistic isolation, race/ethnicity, and age. These indicators were selected based on a 
combination of leading CI studies and the input of community partners, as the factors their increase 
sensitivity to hazards (age, residence in in-patient care facilities) or decrease the social, economic and 
political capital needed to effectively prevent or mitigate hazards (poverty, education, racial/ethnic 
concentration, language ability.) 

In this study we consider the presence of in-patient health care facilities within given block groups 
as an indicator of the presence of sensitive receptors to environmental hazards. While health care 
facilities can also be an asset to mitigate negative environmental impacts, this positive function was 
not considered here because the presence of a health care facility in or around a community may not 
indicate that it is accessible or utilized by local residents [9]. We retrieved the dataset of locations of 
health care facilities from the Cal-Atlas website. In ArcGIS 9.3TM, we drew a 1-mile buffer zone 
around each health care facility and then calculated the percent area of each block group within the 
buffer zone. We calculated the mean value of the percent area of each block group within the buffer 
zone, percent population in poverty, percent people older than 25 without a high school diploma, 
percent household that are considered linguistically isolated (defined as without a member older than 
14 speaks English fluently), percent people of color (other than non-Hispanic White) and percent 
population older than 60 and younger than 5. Finally, we normalized the datasets by dividing its 
maximum value and multiplying by 10 to generate the SVI value for each block group. The formula of 
calculating SVI is shown below: 

∑

6
 

10  

where  is the social vulnerability index score for block group  before normalized; 
	is the percent area of block group  that falls in the 1-mile buffer of health facilities; 
 is percent population in poverty for block group ; 
	is percent people older than 25 years old without a high school diploma for block group ; 
 is percent linguistically isolated households for block group ; 
 is percent people of color for block group ; 
 is percent people older than 60 or younger than 5 for block group ; 

 is the maximum value of  of all the block groups in SJV; 
 is the normalized social vulnerability index score for block group . 

3.3. Health Index 

We constructed HI from data in low birth weight rate, years of potential life lost before age 65 
(YPLL65) and asthma hospitalization rate ages 0–19. These indicators were selected to represent 
conditions across the life span, and as those that can serve as proxies for overall health status. Due to 
data availability, health data is based on zip code. We first normalized low birth weight rate, YPLL65 
and asthma hospitalization rate ages 0–19 by dividing the data sets by its maximum value. For each zip 
code, the maximum value of the three health indicators was assigned as the value of health index. In 
this way, the health index was designed to reflect high value (i.e., health problems) from any indicator. 
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Then we converted the unit of analysis from zip code to block group. We generated a raster file in 
ArcGIS 9.3TM with a cell size of 100 m × 100 m. Each cell was assigned the value of HI from the zip 
code where the cell was located within. Second, we calculated the mean value of the HI from the raster 
file for each block group. Similarly to the way we converted tract-level NATA data to block group 
level, such conversion preserved the original precision of the source datasets. However, it is worth 
noting that such “block group level” NATA and health data are generated as a middle step and to be 
incorporated into CEHI and HI along with other datasets at block group level. The precisions of NATA 
and health are still tract and zip code respectively. The raster technique did not improve the precision 
of the original datasets. The formula of calculating HI is shown below: 

HIi = max (vi1, vi2, vi3) 

where HIi is the Health Index score for block group i; 
vi1 is normalized incidence of low birth weight for block group i; 
vi2 is the normalized YPLL65 block group i; 
vi3 is the normalized hospitalization rate for asthma (ages 0–19) for block group i. 

4. Findings 

We generated a boxplot to present the distributions of CEHI within the five quintile groups of SVI 
(Figure 2). The boxplot presents the five statistics (minimum, first quartile, median, third quartile and 
maximum) within each category. Each category contains about 450 cases. The results show an increase 
of the median CEHI when the SVI increases across the five social vulnerability index categories. 

Figure 2. Box plot of CEHI and SVI. 
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Using the Pearson’s statistic, we determined that the CEHI is significantly correlated with the SVI 
(0.296) and, to a lesser but still significant degree with the HI (0.092). This statistic also shows that the 
SVI is significantly correlated with the HI (0.231). There was not a statistically significant correlation 
between the CEHI and the HI, for reasons considered below. The Pearson’s correlation matrix is 
presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Pearson’s Correlation Matrix of CEHI, SVI and HI. 

  CEHI SVI HI 
CEHI Pearson Correlation 1 0.296 ** 0.092 ** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - 0.000 0.000 
 Block Groups (n) 2,237 2,237 2,237 
SVI Pearson Correlation 0.296 ** 1 0.231 ** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 - 0.000 
 Block Groups (n) 2,237 2,241 2,241 
HI Pearson Correlation 0.092 ** 0.231 ** 1 
 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 - 
 Block Groups (n) 2,237 2,241 2,241 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

4.1. Spatial Relationships between CEHI, SVI, and HI 

Arraying the CEHI and the SVI in one map produces a patchwork spatial pattern for the region  
in which where one lives has a profound effect on the environmental hazards in the proximate  
risk-scape (Figure 3).  

Figure 3. CEVA for the San Joaquin Valley. 
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The map of CEVA reveals two important patterns. First, in urban areas with the highest levels of 
environmental hazards and social vulnerability, there is a patch work pattern of separate and unequal 
places. Second, significant overlap between environmental hazards and social vulnerability also occurs 
in many small, rural towns throughout the region where low-income communities and communities of 
color live amidst agricultural fields with intensive pesticide applications and non-agricultural industries 
such as power plants and waste disposal facilities. Our analysis also examined the spatial distribution 
of health conditions with potential environmental influences. This is represented in Figure 4 below. 

Figure 4. Health Index. 

 

Health conditions are caused by a wide range of factors, including genetics, individual behaviors, 
health care, and the social and physical environment. This study addresses only the issue of social and 
physical environment, and therefore does not provide a comprehensive analysis of the breadth of 
causes of health problems in the region. However, using the Health Index, this study demonstrates that 
there are many thousands of people living with severe environmental hazards and high social 
vulnerability who are contending with a range of health problems that other research has shown to be 
correlated with environmental and social stressors. This is seen especially in rural areas in the 
northwest section of the region, with some pockets along the foothills on the eastern side of the valley.  

5. Limitations 

There are some limitations of our model for the three indices–CEHI, SVI, and HI. To begin, our 
model is only as accurate as the source data sets. All the data sets we used are generated either on 
national or state scale and publicly available, which allows our model to be replicated. These data sets 
are the most reliable ones in their field. However, restricted by time and other resources, these data sets 
all have their own limitations, which are published along with the data sets. For example, NATA does 
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not consider diesel when assessing cancer risk. The health impact from diesel may be addressed with 
transportation volume data, which is our next step for this study. 

Second, there are certain issues—including those correlated with severe health conditions—that lack 
data sets that are reliable and comprehensive in geographic scale. Water quality, for example, has long 
been an issue in the San Joaquin Valley region and could potentially have very important health impacts 
on residents. While there is some water quality data available, it is not available at the census block 
group for the region as a whole, and therefore is not possible to incorporate this data into the CEHI.  

Third, the indices use data sources that cover a range of stages in the emissions, potential exposures, 
toxicity, and health risk process. For example, the point source data (e.g., TRI, TSDs) indicate only the 
presence of an emitting facility, but not the amounts, the fate or the toxicity of the pollutants. The 
emissions data (e.g., pesticide application) indicates the amounts, but not the fate, exposures or toxicity 
of the substances. Our CEHI also provides a binary (presence/absence) for the location of TRI and 
other point sources, as opposed to a score that incorporates the density of such sources in a given area. 
This is one of the factors that suggest that the CEHI is an under-estimate of the concentrations of 
environmental hazards in any given block group. 

Fourth, our model is limited by its geographic unit of analysis: the census block group, which is the 
smallest geographic unit that the U.S. Census Bureau aggregates certain demographic data. Therefore, 
CEHI and SVI calculated from our model are mostly likely to be accurate when we look at areas that are 
larger than a block group. Our model cannot provide much reference to areas smaller than a block group. 

The fifth limitation is related to using block group as the unit of analysis. By doing this, we 
assumed that people spend most of their time in or nearby their home and spread out evenly in a block 
group. In fact, people constantly move and population densities often vary greatly within each block 
group. Using residential areas as the unit of analysis can address the variation of population densities. 
However, the prevalence of unauthorized settlements in rural areas makes it likely that there are people 
living in areas not included in “residential” land use zones. A final caution on the use of place-based 
analysis such as the CEHI is that it does have a limited ability to account for hazards that originate 
outside the block group (e.g., regional flows of air pollution). The inclusion of the NATA data does 
partially address this.  

Finally, the indices are relative to the region and not absolute measures. Relative indices present the 
regional patterns well but preclude being able to track progress over time, as conditions in individual 
places or the entire region may have declined. Because the SJV faces high incidence of environmental 
and social problems relative to the state and nation as a whole, the relative low or medium score of 
some areas (compared with SJV) can mask vulnerabilities.  

More broadly it is important to state that the CEHI is not a formal risk assessment that quantifies 
the specific pollution exposures. We used metrics that measure emissions, potential exposures, as well 
as health risks. It should also be noted that there are a range of other data sets that were not included in 
this index because of challenges of data availability at the appropriate spatial scale, with a region-wide 
scope, or with reliable sources. Therefore, the CEHI should be understood as a screening method, 
helping to identify places with higher relative degrees of environmental hazards compared to the 
region as a whole.  

Future improvements to the CEVA ought to include strategies to address the above limitations, with 
a priority on including air quality (PM, Ozone), drinking water quality (particularly nitrate and arsenic) 
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and transportation volume; integrating measures of pesticide and point source site emissions fate and 
toxicity; incorporation of bio-monitoring and health condition data to move beyond exposure to actual 
health impacts; attention to especially vulnerable populations such as children, seniors, prisoners, and 
undocumented residents; longitudinal studies to track the relationships between environmental hazards, 
social vulnerability factors, and health conditions overtime; and methods to track individual mobility 
and behaviors to better account for the multiple exposure pathways. 

6. Conclusions and Discussion 

Despite the limitations of the CEVA method, it offers clear advantages by analyzing multiple 
factors involved in environment hazards and social vulnerability. Besides national air toxic assessment, 
CEVA includes other indicators of localized environmental hazards such as pesticide applications and 
point source pollutions sites. It goes beyond income and race when considering the social vulnerability 
of the residents by incorporating formal education, English language fluency, age, and in-patient 
residence into the model. It also brings in health status as a reference to illustrate how the existing 
health problems may exacerbate the vulnerability to environmental hazards. 

Given the focus of environmental justice on the disproportionate burdens of environmental hazards 
on the most vulnerable populations and places [16] it can be argued that the CEVA map (Figure 2) 
reflects the spirit as well as the letter of the relevant laws. We recommend that these areas receive 
special consideration in permitting, monitoring, and enforcement actions, as well as investments in 
public participation, capacity building, and community economic development. For example, the Air 
District may use the CEVA to focus its resources, such as incentive funds, air quality monitoring, 
permitting reviews, enforcement, and public education and outreach in these most vulnerable areas [45]. 
The Air District might also use the CEVA to advocate for additional funds from state and federal 
sources for such enhanced protections of these areas and to track its own progress over time. Beyond 
the Air District, collaborative efforts that bring together local, regional, state and federal agencies 
across multiple media (air, water, land) and issue areas (transportation, housing and land use) along 
with community leaders, will be needed to develop holistic strategies to address cumulative 
environmental vulnerabilities [46].  
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Cumulative Environmental Vulnerability Assessment  

 

High 7 8 9 

Medium 4 5 6 

Low 1 2 3 

 Low Medium High 
 

 

The top CEVA action zones (CEVAz) are defined as numbers/grids 6, 8 and 9. 

The Cumulative Environmental Vulnerabilities Assessment (CEVA) was developed by the UC Davis Center 
for Regional Change, in collaboration with the San Joaquin Cumulative Health Impact Project as part of a 
three year study documenting the high levels of environmental and social risks confronting San Joaquin 
Valley residents.  The report can be found at http://regionalchange.ucdavis.edu/publications/land-of-
risk-land-of-opportunity.  Funding for the report was generously provided by The Ford Foundation 
through a sub-grant from the Environmental Justice Project of the UC Davis John Muir Institute of the 
Environment. Additional funding was provided by the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation as well as 
the Community Forestry and Environmental Partnerships graduate fellowship. 
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Outreach to Low‐income, Minority, 
and Limited‐English Proficiency 

Communities
Kern COG Environmental Justice (EJ) 

Analysis Update

Regional Planning Advisory Committee  5‐1‐13

What is Environmental Justice (EJ)?

• Environmental Justice is the concept that no 
single population or group is disproportionately 
affected by government activities.

• Legal authority behind the concept is rooted in 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and President 
Clinton’s Executive Order 12898 signed in 1993.

• Typically, environmental justice activities fall into 
three broad categories: public participation, 
population identification & impact evaluation.

Kern’s EJ Analysis Methodology
– National/State Best Practice 

• In CTC Adopted State 2010 RTP Guidelines as 
Best Practice

• Cited in the “Best Practices of Environmental 
Justice (EJ) Analysis within California” 
presentation by the Federal Highway 
Administration

• 2 Pronged Focus: Outreach, Analysis

Community Engagement Outreach

• Designed as a partnership with Kern 
COG and communities they serve

• Targeted all sectors of the 
community, including traditionally 
underrepresented communities

• Included various methods: 
– Community workshops
– Community‐based organization 

meetings
– Festival and fairs

• Visited each city/town twice, totaling 
32 meetings

• Activities for participants of all ages 
(youth, adults, and seniors)

• Youth from Frontier High ASB 
• Kern County Fair participants
• Greenfield Walking Group
• Arvin, Delano, and Shafter 

Center for Race, Poverty, and 
the Environment 

• Dolores Huerta Foundation 
• Wasco Rotary
• Frazier Mountain and 

Ridgecrest chambers of 
commerce

• Kern River Valley 
Revitalization Tehachapi 
Mountain Festival

• Ridgecrest Desert Empire Fair

Over 5,000 participants:

Services for Limited‐English 
Proficiency Participants
• Stakeholder Roundtable Meetings

– 3 Social Justice and Equity Stakeholders Meetings

• Community Workshops
– Live translation services provided at 5 Cycle 1 community 
workshops

– 37% of Cycle 1 community workshop participants were 
Spanish‐speaking

– Presentation and materials in both Spanish and English

• Festivals and fairs
– Activities for youth and adults
– Materials in Spanish and English

• Online activities
– Survey and interactive games in Spanish and English

Directions to 2050 
Promotional Activities using Media

• Newspaper advertisements in:

• Facebook
• Google advertisements
• Email blasts
• Press releases
• Banner advertisement on bakersfield.com

• El Mexicalo/El Popular • Midway‐Driller

• Bakersfield Californian (print & online) • Mojave Desert‐News

• Daily Independent • News‐Review (Ridgecrest)
• Delano Record • Rosamond News

• Kern Valley Sun • Shafter Press
• Lamont Reporter/Arvin Tiller • Wasco Tribune
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Analysis: How We Measure Progress

• Kern COG’s 2003 Approach

• Kern COG’s 2013 Approach

• Performance Measures

• Next Steps

2003 Environmental Justice Task Force

• Criteria: Represent non‐white, low‐income, seniors, disabled

• Participating agencies include:
– Native American Heritage Council

– Kern County Economic Opportunity Corporation

– Kern Senior Collaborative/Center for Living and Learning

– Independent Living Center

– City of Shafter

– Kern County Housing Authority

– Kern County Office on Aging and Adult Services

– Consolidated Transportation Services Agency

– Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

– California Highway Patrol

– Hispanic Chamber Foundation

– NOR Recreation and Parks District

– American Indian Health Project

Identifying EJ Areas: Old Method

2000 Kern COG MethodKern County

2012‐13 Environment and Social Equity Roundtable

Participants:
• Community Action Partnership of Kern
• Bike Bakersfield
• California Rural Legal Assistance
• Greenfield Walking Group
• Kern County Department of Public Health
• California Walks
• Independent Living Center for Kern
• Center for Race Poverty and the Environment
• Sequoia Riverlands Trust
• Sierra Club
• City of Shafter
• Kern County Housing Authority

Identifying EJ Areas

UC Davis 2010 Methodology to Identify EJ Areas

Identifying EJ Areas

UC Davis 2010 Methodology to Identify EJ Areas
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Identifying EJ Areas

2010 UC Davis MethodKern County

Identifying EJ Areas

2010 UC Davis MethodMetro Bakersfield

Performance Measures

• Mobility – Calculate average trip time by mode (auto 
and transit) from environmental justice TAZs and 
countywide. [Vehicle hours/trips]

• Accessibility – Calculate average trip time by mode 
(auto and transit) to major job centers (600 TAZs), 
[Vehicle hours/trips to job centers]

Performance Measures 

• Cost‐effectiveness – Passenger miles traveled. Calculate 
passenger miles traveled by both vehicle and transit 
networks for current and planned transit projects (increased 
headway, new routes) and capacity increasing road projects 
links in future years, inside EJ TAZs and countywide. These 
figures are divided by the total investment in these projects 
and used to calculate their cost‐effectiveness.  [Person miles 
traveled/cost]

• Reliability – Calculate the distance of level of service D 
through F links inside environmental justice TAZs and 
countywide. [Vehicle miles of travel in congestion]

Performance Measures 

• Consumer satisfaction – Calculate the average trip delay 
after feedback between constrained and unconstrained 
roadways on links inside EJ TAZs and countywide. 
[Minutes of delay]

• Safety – Calculate the percentage increase between 
property damage, injury and fatal accident rates 
between base year 1998 and 2030. [expected accident 
rates by type and volume]

• Equity – Show an equitable distribution of 
transportation investment benefits [Percent of Person 
Miles Traveled in and out of EJ areas compared to 
Percent of Cost in and out of EJ areas]

Accessibility ‐ Highways

.72
worse

.06
worse

EJ TAZs
not  as 

bad off as 
Countywide

Countywide

EJ AreasH
IG
H
W
A
Y
S

Source: 
2011 RTP
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Accessibility ‐ Transit

1.33
worse

1.52
worse

EJ TAZs
not  as 

bad off as 
Countywide

Countywide

EJ AreasTR
A
N
SI
T

Source: 
2011 RTP

Next Steps/Questions

• Use The Performance Measures for UC Davis EJ 
Areas on SCS Scenarios.

• Revise Accessibility Measure to include 
Affordability

• Measure Transit Availability/Affordability in 
outlying areas

• Modeling Limitations

• Results Available In Draft RTP – July 2013



 

 
 
 
 

July 31, 2013 
 

  
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
  
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  

Executive Director 
  

BY: Rochelle Invina, Regional Planner  
  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC: IX 

DRAFT 2013 KERN REGIONAL HOUSING DATA REPORT (VERSION 2)  
 
  
DESCRIPTION:  
 
To assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing element update, Kern COG has prepared the Draft 2013 
Kern Regional Housing Data Report. Staff requests comments on the Data Report to be submitted by 
September 6, 2013. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity as the state-designated Regional Planning Agency, 
prepares the state mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). The RHNA is used by Kern COG 
member agencies as guidance in the preparation of Housing Element updates.  
 
In support of the RHNA planning process, Kern COG will produce a 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report. 
The report is a compilation of housing and demographic information that local jurisdictions can use for their 
housing element update.  
 
The Draft Data Report has been updated to include comments and suggestions from jurisdictions and the CA 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).  Comments included from the City of Shafter and 
format changes. HCD is also reviewing the updated version of the Draft Data Report and will be providing a 
letter of certification to Kern COG after the final changes and latest American Community Survey (ACS) data 
updates have been made in December 2013.  The updated Draft Data Report is available for review on: 
http://www.kerncog.org/regional-housing. The document can be downloaded from the Attachments section 
towards the bottom of the webpage. Comments can be emailed to Rochelle Invina at rinvina@kerncog.org.  
 
 
ACTION: Comments for the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2) are due September 6, 
2013. 
 
  



 

 
 
 

July 31, 2013 
 

  
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
  
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  

Executive Director 
  

BY: Rob Ball, Director of Planning  
 Rochelle Invina, Regional Planner 

  
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC XII 

JOINT COMMENT LETTERS ON THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

 
  
DESCRIPTION:  
 
Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) received a comment letter from a coalition of stakeholder groups 
dated July 2, 2013 and a follow-up comment letter dated July 24, 2013 on Kern COG’s Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
Kern COG received a joint comment letter from a coalition of stakeholder groups. The first letter was signed by 
the Natural Resources Defense Council, The Nature Conservancy, Sierra Club Kern-Kaweah Chapter, 
California WALKS, Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, American Land Trust, Sequoia 
Riverlands Trust, Coalition for Clean Air, and Center for Race, Poverty, and the Environment related to Kern 
COG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy dated July 2, 2013.  Staff received a 
follow-up joint comment letter that was signed by the Natural Resources Defense Council, Sequoia Riverlands 
Trust, American Farmland Trust, California WALKS, and the Nature Conservancy dated July 24, 2013.  Staff is 
working on a response to the letters.    
 
The joint comment and follow-up comment letters are attached.  
 
 
ACTION: Information 
 
Attachments: 1. Joint Follow-up Comment Letter dated July 24, 2013   

2. Joint Comment Letter dated July 2, 2013 
    
  



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
July 24, 2013 
 
Mr. Ahron Hakimi 
Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301 
 
Re: Follow-up Comments on Kern COG’s draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy 
 
Dear Mr. Hakimi, 
 
We appreciate the growing momentum behind Kern County’s draft Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS.) A strong RTP/SCS will help create a more 
prosperous and healthy Kern County. With this letter, we hope to continue our constructive 
collaboration by building on our July 2, 2013 letter with recommendations and responses to 
information presented at the July 3, 2013 Regional Planning Advisory Council (RPAC) meeting.  
 
We appreciate the progress that has already been achieved. 
 

• Continue building on good work done this far. 
We very much appreciated staff’s work in providing more specific qualitative information about 
each of the scenarios. In addition, we are grateful for the revisions to the scenarios, including the 
increase in the share of new growth in multi-family, attached, and small-lot single-family 
housing in the “Intensified Scenario.” We continue to recommend modeling a scenario based on 
the projected market demand, however, we appreciate these changes.1 We also appreciate staff’s 

1 “Market demand” refers to the findings of the most recent housing demand studies available performed by 
Professor Arthur Nelson found at: http://www.councilofinfillbuilders.org/resources/valley-housing.html and the 
Concord Group found at: 
http://www.valleyblueprint.org/files/SJV%20Demand%20Final%20Report%206.22.12_3.pdf. 
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more detailed timeline outlining the remainder of the RTP/SCS creation and adoption process. 
These were all issues we raised in our original letter and we are grateful that they were addressed 
in part, and addressed so promptly. 
 
We offer the following recommendations on Kern COG’s approach and scenario modeling. 
 

• Make clear the strategy behind each scenario. 
In agreement with the statements made at the July 3 RPAC meeting, we recommend that the 
goals and strategies behind each scenario be clarified. All of the scenarios are driven by the 
mandate to reduce per capita greenhouse gas emissions, but each scenario is guided by differing 
goals and achieved by different strategies. For example, one goal of the “Intensified Scenario” 
may be to achieve greater transit ridership through strategies of transit investments and shifts in 
land use.  
 

• Integrate transportation and land use. 
At the July 3 RPAC meeting, members of RPAC asserted that “walkability” and increased transit 
use be re-prioritized. There was concern that the focus of the RTP/SCS modeling had been 
overly focused on land use. This should be avoided, as one of the main goals of SB 375 is to 
ensure that transportation and land use planning and modeling are integrated. Shifts in 
transportation and land use mutually inform and support each other. Specifically, land use 
attractors, such as new housing developments, must be incorporated into the transportation 
models.  
 

• Appropriately model scenarios using standard industry procedures. 
The modeling used by Kern COG (not just the travel demand model, but any other 
methodologies implemented to measure scenario performance) should be peer-reviewed to 
ensure accuracy of assumptions and to follow standard industry practices. 
 
In addition, each scenario should stand alone as a unique and internally coherent package of land 
use strategies and transportation infrastructure. For example, employment locations should vary 
by scenario based on each scenario’s variation in its distribution of residential units and 
transportation infrastructure. Fully acknowledging Kern County’s uniqueness, many of the job 
centers are located in rural areas and dependent on resources distant from population centers. 
Nevertheless, retail and professional jobs will grow or shift with residential development and 
population growth. To model this interaction, this employment can be associated with housing 
types so that at least some retail jobs are more accurately distributed by the Uplan model during 
the allocation process.  Similarly, model differing allocations of new transportation investments 
tailored to each scenario. Shifts in transportation require shifts in land use and vice-versa. Thus, 
the simple allocation of retail and office space by Uplan based on accessibility needs to be 
appropriately modified for each scenario. More compact growth has different demands on the 
transportation system than more dispersed growth patterns.  
 

• Provide the community, the RPAC, and the COG with more information, including the 
co-benefits of each scenario. 

We recommend that the names of the scenarios be changed to more neutral titles (such as 
Scenario “A,” “B,” and “C”) to eliminate unnecessary prejudgment of the scenarios. We also 



recommend that the metrics for the job projections for the “Plan Scenario” and “Intensified 
Scenario” be standardized, with the numbers highlighted. Additionally, other California MPOs 
have put to use methodologies to model many more scenario results. Kern COG should do the 
same. These co-benefits, including savings for localities from lowered infrastructure costs and 
household savings on transportation costs, are important considerations in selecting a scenario.  
 
In addition, each scenario should analyze impacts on any natural resources and agricultural land 
(farmland and ranchland) that will be protected or, conversely, consumed in each scenario. To 
start, Kern COG can develop a countywide greenprint—similar to the regional greenprint of the 
San Joaquin Valley sponsored by the Fresno COG--to illustrate the existing resources and 
incorporate that data into the models. Likewise, the RTP/SCS needs to recognize the places of 
most environmental vulnerability and the communities living in them. Fortunately, Kern County 
has adopted the UC Davis Center for Regional Change methodology for identifying 
environmental justice communities, and can build off of what has already been achieved.2  
 

• Use scenario modeling to highlight the most important differences among the various 
alternatives. 

A scenario is not a plan. There should be considerable contrast between various scenarios to 
usefully produce distinct model results and provide clear policy choices to decision-makers. 
Additionally, to be very clear, even the housing mix of an adopted RTP/SCS, rather than just a 
modeled scenario, does not need to be reflected by each individual future development project. 
 
To achieve RPAC and the community’s goals, prioritize active transportation, public 
transit, road maintenance, and a housing mix that meets the projected market demand.  
 
At the July 3 RPAC meeting, members of the council asked for more focus on increasing transit 
ridership and making neighborhoods more walkable. The community has asked for the same: 
four of the public’s top five most important transportation priorities in Kern County are related to 
active and public transportation and local road maintenance, according to the public survey 
results presented by Kern COG staff. Staff should create a scenario alternative that reflects these 
priorities. Such a scenario would enable people to choose alternative modes of transportation by: 
1) increasing investment in public transit, road maintenance, active transportation, and 2) 
planning for a housing mix based on market demand in Bakersfield. 
 
Local Roads Maintenance: Investment in local streets and roads maintenance ranked highest in 
the public outreach. As shown in the California State Association of Counties (CSAC) 
presentation to the Kern COG in July 2013, there is a high percentage of deferred maintenance in 
local streets and roads, from potholes to lines, signs and sidewalks.  Modeling should include an 
alternative in which clearing the backlog of deferred maintenance is prioritized. 
 
Transit: Model a scenario that prioritizes funding for transit by making these investments early in 
the expenditure plan, rather than delaying them to later years. Funding for Golden Empire 
Transit’s (GET) short- and middle-range plans should be guaranteed. 
 

2 For more information, seehttp://regionalchange.ucdavis.edu/ourwork/publications/ceva-sjv/full-report-land-of-risk-
land-of-opportunity 

                                                           



We appreciate that the “Plan Scenario” and “Intensified Scenario” are based on the GET long-
range plan. Serious consideration should be given to new transit expansion projects. While 
transit can play a key role as a pedestrian trip extender to enhance the walkability and livability 
of a region, care must be taken to ensure that transit investments are sustainable. The 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission in the Bay Area has articulated, as a part of its transit-
oriented development policy, clear guidelines for land use intensity in station areas related to 
transit modes (http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tod/TOD_policy.pdf). These 
guidelines clearly state that, averaged over all the stations on each new transit alignment, there 
should be 2,750 housing units within a half-mile radius of each new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
station; or 3,300 housing units for light rail stations. Light rail investments should thus be 
reserved for the most intensive land use scenarios, the ones that have the clear potential to 
exceed these thresholds; in less-intensive scenarios, light rail should be replaced with expanded 
BRT and increased local transit service investment.  
 
Bicycling: All of the scenarios allocate the same amount of funding for bicycle infrastructure. 
Explore a different scenario by modeling more extensive bicycle infrastructure and increased 
funding. 
 
Youth Student Transit Pass: Investment in a free student (ages12-20) bus pass project should be 
included in a scenario for modeling.  Student passes are known to reliably cause mode shift to 
public transit.  
 
Regional Safe Routes to Schools: Many regions are investing in transportation programs for safe 
routes to school (improving safety of streets and roads within 2 miles of schools and remote bus 
stops), safe routes to transit (prioritizing local road complete streets improvements within ½ mile 
of transit stops especially on the transit corridors) and safe routes for seniors (improvements 
within 2 blocks of senior centers and housing). Kern COG should include these programs in a 
scenario. 
 
Increase housing supply downtown and near transit: In addition to improving infrastructure and 
service, mixing land uses and increasing housing supply downtown and near transit are effective 
ways of improving transit ridership and walkability. A scenario should model meeting the 
projected demand for housing by placing 85% of new growth in multi-family, attached, and 
small-lot housing. This housing mix is more desirable and realistically affordable for the 
projected population.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



We look forward to a clear and thorough presentation of revised scenarios at the August 
workshops.  
 
Thank you for your continued work. We are eager to collaborate and assist the Kern COG 
through this exciting time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Amanda Eaken  Wendy Alfsen  
Deputy Director, Sustainable Communities  Executive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council  California WALKS 
 
Sopac Mulholland  Elizabeth O’Donoghue 
Executive Director  Director of Infrastructure and Land Use 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust   The Nature Conservancy 
 
Ed Thompson 
California Director 
American Farmland Trust 
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July 2, 2013 
 

Mr. Ahron Hakimi 
Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301 
 
Re: Comments on Kern COG’s Sustainable Communities Strategy/Regional Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. Hakimi, 

We are writing to offer our constructive comments about the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) that the Kern Council of Governments 
(COG) is currently preparing to implement Senate Bill 375. We submit these comments in the 
spirit of collaboration and partnership and look forward to working closely with you to create a 
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successful RTP/SCS. We are pleased to note that Kern COG has elected to delay its plan 
adoption until March 2014, leaving more time for development of scenarios and additional 
public engagement before a preferred project is selected. 

The RTP/SCS is an opportunity to make lasting improvements to quality of life in Kern County—
benefitting the economy, the environment, and furthering social equity. The groups undersigned 
urge Kern COG to seize this opportunity to strengthen Kern’s RTP/SCS in accordance with the 
following suggestions on the RTP/SCS process and substance.  

I. The Process: Decisions should be transparent, available for public review, and 

based on data.  

 
 The development of the Kern SCS should be a transparent process that encourages 

public engagement.  

To produce a quality plan that meets the requirements of SB 375 and improves the future of the 
region, meaningful public participation is absolutely essential.  This means that the timeline for 
decision-making must be understood, data must be made publically available, proposals must be 
made available with enough time for consideration, opportunities to provide input must be well-
noticed, the assumptions underlying agency proposals must be made plain, and the process for 
incorporating public input should be clear.  

Unfortunately, the Kern County RTP/SCS process so far has been far from clear and has created 
confusion and frustration among stakeholders. 

On several occasions, the public has been rushed through or inadequately notified of document 
review, resulting in unsatisfactory public review and comment.  For example, the public was 
notified during the Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) meeting on Wednesday 
March 6th that comments on the SCS were due two days later.  This deadline was not posted on 
the Kern COG website, nor was any other notice given of this deadline to submit comments. In 
addition, presentations on the SCS were recently made to various City Councils; however, no 
public comment was allowed.  

Currently, it is unclear what the timeline is for scenario development, review, and adoption. It is 
our understanding that there will be public workshops in August at which the scenarios will be 
thoroughly explained and discussed. We look forward to robust notification of and public 
engagement at these workshops. To simplify the process for all parties, we strongly suggest that 
you and your staff provide a detailed timeline of decisions by the RPAC and COG board 
members surrounding adoption of scenarios including when a final version of the SCS might be 
available, complete with real information, to evaluate.  
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In addition, translated versions of the SCS and other materials have not been made available, 
even though Kern County has a significant Spanish speaking population. To allow for true public 
review, we ask that Kern COG provide a translated version of their RTP/SCS. 

This is not just about good planning practice, it is legally required under SB 375.  SB 375 states 
that “each metropolitan planning organization shall adopt a public participation plan” that 
includes “outreach efforts” and “workshops throughout the region to provide the public with the 
information and tools necessary to provide a clear understanding of the issues and policy 
choices.”  

 Kern COG should provide missing data and information. 

The data used to develop Kern’s RTP/SCS is not clear or is missing entirely. Since October 
2012, versions of the RTP/SCS have been circulating with placeholders for the actual data 
required both for 1) Kern to develop their plan, and 2) for the public to make sense of Kern’s 
choices. The missing data includes defining characteristics of an RTP/SCS, including the 
baseline amount of greenhouse gas emissions to which all the scenarios must be compared (page 
4-3); the regional housing need (page 4-29); the historical land use pattern (page 4-31); current 
land use (page 4-32); and the models used to forecast outcomes and thus to create the RTP/SCS 
(page 4-38). SB 375 requires that “a Metropolitan Planning Organization shall disseminate the 
methodology, results and key assumptions of whichever travel demand models it uses in a way 
that would be useable and understandable to the public.”    

We understand that there might be technical difficulties with the model, and we appreciate the 
presentation of modeling results at the June 5, 2013 Kern County Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee (RPAC) meeting. However, these most recent model outcomes still lack critical 
information such as the fiscal impact of the various scenarios.  

II. The Substance: The draft SCS lacks a consistent vision and adequate integration 

of transportation and land use planning. The alternative scenarios are obscure 

and not based on the best available data regarding housing mix, transportation 

choices and farmland and natural resource conservation.  

 

 Kern COG should create a strong, forward-looking plan rather than rely on old, 
existing plans. 

One of the four Framework Core Values in Kern’s RTP/SCS is to rely on existing land use 
designations. Kern County’s approach is to take the land use choices its cities and counties were 
contemplating in advance of SB 375, and collect these to become the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy. We share many of the other values stated in the Framework: SB 375 is explicit in its 
deference to local land use authority and regional cooperation. However, this approach of 
compiling existing plans fails to recognize the clear intent and potential of SB 375 to improve 
Kern County’s quality of life and economic outlook. The potential benefits of a strong RTP/SCS 
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are manifold. For example, a recent report released by the Southern Sierra Partnership highlights 
the economic benefits of compact growth and farmland conservation (see 
http://www.climateplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/05/SSP-Paths-to-Properity-Economic-
Study-Full-Report.pdf and attached summary.) According to this study, the typical household in 
Kern County spends 30% of its income on transportation. According to modeling done by 
Calthorpe Associates (see attached,) the San Joaquin Valley could save $2.7 billion in 
infrastructure costs until 2035 if it pursued a more compact growth pattern. We urge the Kern 
COG to seize the current opportunity through a meaningful reconsideration of regional land use 
planning and transportation investments. 
 
We appreciate that SB 375 Framework Core Actions were added to the Core Values in the most 
recent version of the SCS, and that these Actions better reflect the intent of SB 375 by embracing 
the robust community benefits from walkable communities and greater transportation choices. 
We recommend revisiting the Core Values to ensure consistency between them and these new 
Actions. For example, the Framework Core Values could express the intention of better meeting 
the changing market demand for housing and protecting Kern County’s prized natural resources. 
For example, the Guiding Principles of the Sacramento Area plan include the following, among 
others:  

o Smart Land Use: Design a transportation system to support good growth patterns, 
including increased housing and transportation options, focusing more growth inward 
and improving the economic viability of rural areas; 

o Environmental Quality and Sustainability: Minimize direct and indirect transportation 
impacts on the environment for cleaner air and natural resource protection;  

o Financial Stewardship: Manage resources for a transportation system that delivers 
cost-effective results and is feasible to construct and maintain; 

o Economic Vitality: Efficiently connect people to jobs and get goods to market.i 
 

 Kern COG should clearly present its alternative visions for the future. 

The alternative scenarios presented at the June 5th RPAC meeting lack basic information 
stakeholders and policymakers require to thoughtfully evaluate the alternatives. Before pursuing 
further modeling, we recommend that the goal and unique characteristics of each scenario be 
clearly defined. There is already a lot on which to build:  the rich, multi-year Kern Regional 
Blueprint Program engaged a significant number and wide variety of Kern County residents. 
Residents’ desires for a mix of housing, a variety of transportation choices, and conservation of 
natural resources—as summarized in the draft 2014 RTP itself on page 4-5—should be reflected 
in policy. Also, over 42 groups signed on to a platform for the RTP/SCS process in the Valley a 
few months ago (attached). Below, we further detail how that platform should be interpreted in 
Kern’s draft RTP/SCS.  
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In addition, there are examples from other regions to use as models. For an example of a clear 
description of scenarios to be modeled, please see the attached San Joaquin County Council of 
Governments March 2013 Staff Report. 

 The SCS should be internally consistent. 

Inconsistencies between the stated values and the policies, as well as land use and transportation 
planning practices, currently exist in the RTP/SCS. For example, while preservation of Kern’s 
unique farmland and natural resources is a stated goal, the land is presumed available for 
development elsewhere in the RTP/SCS:  “With enough land to accommodate twice the current 
forecast growth, Kern County has had little difficulty in providing adequate acreage for low-
income housing;” (page 4-29) and: “As rural lands transition into non-agricultural uses, commute 
and other high speed auto traffic will experience conflicts with slow moving farm vehicles” 
(page 4-22).  

The Westside Beltway project exemplifies internal conflicts between goals and policies: the 
Westside Beltway is still being supported with more than $200 million in funding, even though it 
will expand sprawl development west of downtown, thus weakening the vitality of downtown 
and encouraging the conversion of farmland.  

 The Kern COG should truly integrate land use planning and transportation 
investments—the primary goal of SB 375. 

One of the explicit mandates of SB 375 is to integrate transportation and land use planning. 
Integrating these planning processes will not only meet state mandates, but ensure the most 
efficient use of resources and funding. 

How transportation and land use are integrated in the Draft RTP/SCS is unclear. For example, 
the land use mapping Kern COG has provided--for which transportation projects must be 
planned in tandem--is inadequate, and of such large scale that locations become indistinct. More 
detailed maps would show how priority locations for growth are served by a mix of new 
transportation choices. 

Kern COG is currently examining three transportation scenarios to accompany its three land use 
scenarios. As the land use scenarios are revised, the transportation scenarios should be as well. 
We suggest that Kern COG take the time to develop a transportation scenario that focuses on 
elements the public strongly supports: system maintenance, transit, and bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure, and revisit the need for some of the projects which will simply support more 
driving. 

In the 2011 Kern RTP, Kern COG funded preparation of a long range transit plan for Golden 
Empire Transit (GET).  The RTP/SCS should embrace the principles and intent of the GET Plan.  
Kern County’s draft RTP/SCS would be improved if it integrated long term land use planning 
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with GET’s transportation plan, so that infill, town center, and corridor development can be 
coordinated with the location, timing, and design of transit improvements.  

In addition, we appreciate that the Transportation Financial Plan directs more than 6% of total 
RTP funding to walk and bicycle improvements and maintenance, an ambitious amount for Kern 
County.  However, a true shift in emphasis towards walking and biking would involve not just a 
regional commitment towards increased funding allocations to benefit these modes; it would 
involve a shift in the urban design of projects towards building complete communities that 
incorporate a mix of uses and product types within each walkable, bike-able neighborhood. This 
could be facilitated by programs such as a regional street connectivity policy specifying that 
streets should connect to form a grid, rather than branch out from arterials to cul-de-sacs. And, as 
the design of the Centennial Corridor is still largely undefined, Kern COG should encourage that 
this project include complete street and transit improvements. 

 The Kern COG scenarios should adopt a mix of housing units that helps meet future 
market demand. 

In January of this year, the Council of Infill Builders released a housing market study entitled “A 
Home for Everyone: San Joaquin Valley Housing Preferences and Opportunities to 2050” (see 
http://www.councilofinfillbuilders.org/resources/valley-housing.html.) The clearest finding of 
that report is that the existing supply of homes in the San Joaquin Valley is fairly homogenous, 
with the great majority of existing stock in large lot ( >6,000 square feet) single family homes, 
and that the Valley communities have largely failed to provide the apartments, townhomes and 
small lot, walkable single-family homes the market is increasingly demanding. This discrepancy 
will only be exacerbated in the future, as demographic changes and consumer preferences shift 
towards smaller units and walkable communities. 

In the figure below from the Council of Infill Builders report, the 2010 supply of housing types is 
compared to the demand in 2050.  It is clear is that the Valley is severely undersupplied in 
Attached and Small Lot detached products. 
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This finding was corroborated in a 2012 market demand study by the Concord Group, upon 
which the Infill Builders study builds, which found that 45% of housing now to 2050 should be 
in attached products – such as apartments and townhomes (see 
http://www.valleyblueprint.org/files/SJV%20Demand%20Final%20Report%206.22.12_3.pdf.) 
The report found that even while including population growth to 2050, Valley communities need 
not emphasize providing new large lot single family homes. Significant demographic and 
economic trends explain this sea change in housing market demand, including the changing face 
of Kern County’s population, the global economic recession of 2008-2009, increasing energy 
prices, and unaddressed concerns about environmental issues.  

None of the three scenarios currently under consideration by RPAC come close to meeting the 
recommendations of the housing market studyii. In fact, the best of the three scenarios—currently 
named Transit LU Alternative S01LT in the “Kern Scenario Development-Indicator Worksheet-
2035” presented at the June 5, 2013 RPAC meeting—still locates 97,000 out of 156,000 new 
housing units, or over 62%, in large lot single family homes. The other two scenarios are even 
more egregious in this regard, with 69% and 82% in large- lot single family configurations. In 
direct contrast, the majority of new growth should be in attached and small lot single family 
configurations.  This is not an environmental imperative, but an economic one. 

The San Diego, Sacramento, and Southern California RTP/SCSs all have recognized the 
evolving trends in housing preferences, by allocating the majority of new growth into attached 
and small lot single family configurations. The Southern California plan includes just 4% of new 
growth in large-lot single family homes; the San Diego plan includes only 14% of new growth as 
large-lot single family homes; and the Sacramento plan includes 29% of new growth in large-lot, 
single-family housingiii. We recommend that Kern COG model scenarios more consistent with 
projected market demand for more compact housing choices. Continuing to build a product type 
for which demand is declining poses challenges to the housing market recovery and 
unnecessarily increases infrastructure and maintenance costs of cities and counties. 

 Kern COG should investigate transit options for its unique landscape, with the intent 
that they become part of the RTP. 

Kern County has a unique landscape. GET and Kern COG should actively begin investigating 
applications for alternative and innovative service models in the low-density Bakersfield transit 
environment.  The GET plan recognizes opportunities here, but Kern COG and GET should 
collaborate to identify specific examples that might make its system more effective and identify 
places to implement or test the new models in the next five years. 
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 Kern COG should commit more to maintenance, transit, and healthier transportation 
infrastructure.  

The Draft RTP/SCS proposes to spend $4.2B for maintenance and operations (about 40% for 
transit and 60% for roads and bicycle facilities.) Analysis of maintenance needs in Kern County 
from Fehr and Peers suggests that an even greater proportion of funding needs to be set aside for 
system maintenance, in order to cost effectively address basic needs. We suggest Kern COG 
request a presentation from Fehr and Peers on this Kern County specific analysis, and 
incorporate these findings into the transportation plan. Kern COG should assess directly the 
underfunding of road maintenance, describe the consequences, and discuss the options that 
would be designated to overcome the shortfall. 

With GET’s planning process done, Kern County should now fund its implementation, including 
not only the Short Range Plan, but the Medium Range Plan. Therefore, the transit funding for 
GET should be increased from the current $25 million per year closer to $45 million per year 
over about ten years. All unconstrained parts of the GET plan—those for which there is no 
realistic funding strategy or no funding strategy at all—should become part of a conversation 
about additional funding sources, or move out beyond 2040.  

Again, we applaud the improvement of increased funding to pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure. The RTP/SCS identifies bike lane maintenance as a significant problem, and 
specifies funding to address it; few other RTPs do this.  However, 70% of the maintenance 
funding would come from new funding sources, meaning the funding is not yet guaranteed. Kern 
COG should give bicycle and pedestrian projects higher priority for existing funding. 

 Kern COG should state its transportation priorities and investments clearly for the 
general public. 

It is unclear from the draft RTP/SCS exactly which transportation projects are proposed to be 
funded.   New versions of the RTP/SCS should clarify which projects will be funded and how 
these projects will serve priority growth areas in the region. In addition, the SCS/RTP should 
note the projected increase in biking/walking mode share to result from these investments, and 
whether these investments fully fund identified needs throughout the County.   
 
In regards to “transit” funding, the category liberally includes High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lane and ramp meter projects—not a standard practice for RTPs—and the high speed rail project. 
Therefore, it is difficult to focus on public transit in isolation, and particularly hard to examine 
funding available for transit capital needs (i.e. bus replacements and station investments for both 
GET and other operators) versus HOV lane projects. Kern COG should present information to 
allow urban transit, rural transit, high speed rail, and carpool facilities to be examined separately. 
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 Kern COG should consider the respective environmental, public health, financial, and 
equitable co-benefits of various scenarios. 

Kern COG should appropriately analyze and communicate the tremendous co-benefits of 
compact growth compared to business-as-usual. In January, 2013, Calthorpe Associates modeled 
the co-benefits of building to the Infill Builders’ recommendations compared to the current 
trajectory of housing development in the San Joaquin Valley. The overwhelming co-benefits are 
included as an attachment to this letter, and should be factored into your analysis. We appreciate 
that public health indicators were added to the models presented at the June 5, 2013 RPAC 
meeting. However, there are many other important co-benefits such as water conservation and 
savings on infrastructure costs that are critical to the SCS process and adoption. Further, any co-
benefit indicators used should rely on peer-reviewed methodology, and that methodology should 
be available for review by the public and by your colleagues in the planning profession. 
 
In addition, Kern COG should develop additional environmental justice indicators beyond the 
amount of transportation dollars spent in environmental justice areas.  Kern COG can evaluate 
job/housing balance, housing mix, infill opportunities, and access to affordable public transit that 
meets the transportation needs of low income people and people of color.  
 

 The Kern COG scenario modeling should include analysis of the Valley’s most 
precious resource: farmland and ranches. 

A study released in January 2013 by the American Farmland Trust (AFT), “Saving Farmland, 
Growing Cities” (see http://www.farmland.org/programs/states/ca/SanJoaquin.asp) found that if 
current trends continue, the Valley stands to lose over 300,000 acres of highly productive 
farmland by 2050.  According to AFT, Kern alone stands to lose nearly 70,000 acres by 2050. 
Based on the average acre of pistachios in Kern County in 2011 generating about $6,200 in 
revenue, and the finding from the University of California Agricultural Issues Center that every 
dollar of farm production in the San Joaquin Valley adds a total of $1.89 to the local economy,iv 
a loss of only 10,000 acres of farmland translates into a loss of an existing revenue stream in 
Kern County worth $100 million per year (see Southern Sierra Partnership report for more 
information at http://www.climateplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/05/SSP-Paths-to-Properity-
Economic-Study-Full-Report.pdf.) A loss of 70,000 acres would be that much more dramatic. 
 
Of Kern’s three proposed scenarios, the U01 scenario puts the greatest number of new housing 
units into attached and small lot single family homes and consequently has the most favorable 
environmental, farmland conservation and public health outcomes. However, even U01 will 
result in the loss of 18,976 acres of prime farmland in Kern County, as the majority of growth is 
housed in large lot single family homes, with over 50,000 acres of land consumed including 
other natural resource landsv. One of the most fortunate synergies of a shifting housing market 
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demand is that it is possible to both meet the market demand for housing and conserve farmland 
at the same time.  

We strongly recommend that Kern COG not only model a scenario that meets the market 
demand projections in the Council of Infill Builders report, but also make available for the public 
an assessment of the farmland acres that could be saved under a market demand scenario.  

In addition, the conversation at both of the last RPAC meetings has focused on the definition of 
farmland and the concerns about spheres of influence. Some on the committee have argued that 
if farmlands are already inside the city’s Sphere of Influence, that their conversion to housing 
should not be included in the tally of farmland acres lost to development. We strongly believe 
that whether farmland is inside or outside of an SOI, if it is still functioning farmland; its loss 
from the Valley’s inventory should still be made known to the public; and request that you deny 
the calls to eliminate these lands from the final tally of lost farmlands. To be consistent with land 
consumption methodologies used statewide, any assessment of land consumption should work 
from the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP)’s latest assessment of urbanized 
land in Kern County as the starting point; total urbanization in the horizon year minus this 
FMMP baseline should be the only calculation used to derive total land consumption for each 
scenario. 

 The Kern RTP/SCS should include a conservation element designed to enhance the 
County’s important natural environment and include policies to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate the conversion of resource areas, farmland and ranchland. 

Kern County is special in its natural beauty, globally important landscapes, vibrant farm and 
ranchlands, parks and open spaces. This is recognized in numerous adopted and pending adopted 
Conservation Plans including the Metro Bakersfield and Tehachapi Uplands Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plans. These important natural and working lands are essential contributors 
to the clean water, clean air, quality of life, health and economic prosperity of the region.  For 
these important resources to remain viable for food, recreation, tourism, habitat and nature’s 
services like flood control and carbon sequestration, the plan should include specific policies and 
programs to ensure that the existing natural resources, working lands and parks are adequately 
protected and stewarded for generations to come. Conserving these important places is 
consistent with adopted regional land use goals, adopted conservation plans, and conservation 
plans underway. As expressed in the draft RTP/SCS, the vision for the future of the Kern region 
includes “unique natural resources and open spaces – a healthy environment in which to explore 
and recreate.” Among the set of principles for growth in the Kern region are, “Conserve energy 
and natural resources, and develop alternatives,” and, “Conserve undeveloped land and spaces.”  
 
The draft RTP/SCS to date does not include any description of policies and strategies to 
acknowledge how the adopted plans conserve the resource areas of the region and the benefits 
that those resources provide to residents of the region. Indeed, the SB375 Framework Core 
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Actions do not include any action that relates to gathering the best available data on natural 
resources and working lands, and integrating that data into the land use scenarios to determine 
the best way to minimize conversion of these important resources to urbanization or rural sprawl.  
Further, much of the discussion regarding natural resources focuses on extraction of the 
resources and does not address in a meaningful way either the sustainability of those resources or 
protection of habitat, water resources, open space and other natural resources that sustain our 
health and quality of life.   

Moreover, the sections related to recreation, open space and habitat are inadequate in the 
collection and consideration of best available data.  For example, the section on habitat focuses 
exclusively on Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs) and Habitat Conservation Plans 
(HCPs) in development, but does not include other important data such as wildlife corridors, 
groundwater recharge areas and critical habitat.  Further, the draft RTP/SCS does not include any 
policies or incentives to conserve these important areas.  Absent policies or incentives, natural 
resource lands and farmland will likely be converted to other uses and the benefits that they 
provide to the residents and economy of the region will be lost forever. 

As a best practice with many benefits, we recommend that the County incorporate conservation 
of natural and working lands at all stages of land use and infrastructure planning and 
development. Integrating conservation early in infrastructure and land use decision-making 
processes can provide benefits such as decreased costs, reduced risk, and more efficient project 
delivery all while protecting and investing in important natural and working lands. 
Understanding where the important resources exist and committing to avoid impacting those 
important areas can save money and accelerate project delivery by avoiding conflicts with 
resources.  This approach has long been embraced and promoted by agencies such as the Federal 
Highway Administration (FWHA) in its 2008 publication “Eco-Logical: An Ecosystem 
Approach to Developing Infrastructure Projects.” 
(http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/ecological/ecological.pdf)  Since 2008, FHWA has 
worked to refine Eco-Logical to allow better highway and natural systems outcomes, called the 
Integrated Ecological Framework. Likewise, Caltrans, counties and regional transportation 
agencies throughout California are developing green infrastructure plans through conservation 
planning and integrating them into the county and/or transportation agency plan and project 
development processes to achieve the desired outcomes.  
 
SB 375 calls for the SCS to “gather and consider the best practically available scientific 
information regarding resource areas and farmland in the region.”  The importance of this 
requirement is underscored not only by the enormous contribution that agriculture makes to the 
Kern County economy – $5.4 billion in annual gross product sales alone – but also by recent 
studies demonstrating that land devoted to agricultural and open spaces contributes to less to 
greenhouse gas emissions than land that has been urbanized. In a county where development is 
replacing farmland at an alarming rate (nearly half of all urban development that occurred in 
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Kern between 1990 and 2008 took place on agricultural lands), it makes sense to give this land 
base considerable attention both in the analysis of scenarios and in identifying tangible programs 
and strategies to integrate conservation in infrastructure and land. 
 
We therefore recommend that Kern COG include a resource conservation chapter in its SCS that 
fully accounts for the breadth of natural resource areas and farmland in the County, integrates the 
data into the plan, includes policies and incentives to conserve the important areas, is consistent 
and synergistic with livable communities and complete street planning and that serves as a guide 
to enhance and protect the County’s most valuable natural resources.   

At a minimum, a land conservation element in the SCS should include: 

o An inventory and map of the farmland, ranchland, water, habitat and other open space 
resources in the county 

o An analysis of how the various proposed SCS scenarios would impact these resources 
o Identification of measures that could be taken to avoid, minimize and mitigate these 

impacts  
o Policies and incentives to conserve these resources 

 
We believe this is the kind of inquiry and analysis that SB 375 contemplated, and that it is 
entirely feasible, given the extensive, relevant information available to Kern COG, including the 
farmland and open space map data series posted by the U.C. Davis Information Center for the 
Environment (UCD/ICE) on its web site as part of its San Joaquin Valley greenprint work (see 
http://169.237.167.64/sjvmap.html.) 

 Kern COG leaders should incorporate lessons learned from the SANDAG litigation 
and decision, which we hereby submit into the public record.  

As you prepare your RTP/SCS, we thought you should be aware of a lawsuit that is currently 
pending against the San Diego Association of Governments. See attached Ruling dated Dec. 3, 
2012 of San Diego County Superior Court, holding that SANDAG violated the California 
Environmental Quality Act in approving its RTP/SCS (Ruling currently on appeal). Among other 
things, the lawsuit contends that SANDAG’s RTP/SCS did not adequately consider 
transportation alternatives and mitigation measures that would reduce GHG emissions in the 
long-term.  SANDAG’s initial approach, and the approach challenged in the lawsuit, is similar to 
Kern COG’s in that it relied mainly on existing land use plans and transportation investments; 
that is, it did not take seriously enough SB 375’s mandate to integrate transportation and land use 
planning in a new way to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets.  

We have been requested to comment on the best strategies to avoid similar litigation in the San 
Joaquin Valley. Our response has been that you should invite stakeholders to the table early and 
often and take their concerns and recommendations seriously. With our platform and this letter, 
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we believe we have made our recommendations clear—provide a mix of housing choices more 
in line with the changing market demand, and in so doing, conserve farmland consistent with the 
recommendations of the American Farmland Trust report; work with your local partners to 
ensure that this housing is built within complete communities that allow residents to walk, ride 
transit or bicycles or take shorter trips to meet a majority of their daily needs; and reconsider 
your transportation portfolio to provide a system that prioritizes maintenance of the existing 
system and expansion of transportation choices that can provide real alternatives to driving. 

We stand ready to assist you as you embark on the ambitious process of updating your 
regional transportation plan, and we look forward to transparent and productive collaboration 
moving forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Amanda Eaken Dan O’Connell 
Deputy Director, Sustainable Communities San Joaquin Valley Field Representative 
Natural Resources Defense Council American Farmland Trust 
 
 
Elizabeth O’Donoghue Sopac Mulholland 
Director of Infrastructure and Land Use Executive Director 
The Nature Conservancy Sequoia Riverlands Trust 

 
Gordon Nipp Elizabeth Jonasson  
Vice Chair, Kern-Kaweah Chapter Campaign & Outreach Associate 
Sierra Club Coalition for Clean Air 
 
 
Wendy Alfsen Caroline Farrell 
Executive Director Executive Director 
California WALKS Center for Race, Poverty, & the 

Environment 
 

Veronica Garibay      
Co-Director       
Leadership Counsel for Justice &   

Accountability 
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i Sacramento Area Council of Governments Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy 
2035. Retrieved from http://www.sacog.org/2035/files/MTP-SCS/MTPSCS%20WEB.pdf 
ii Kern Regional Planning Advisory Council June 5, 2013 agenda.  p. 28 provides scenario information. Retrieved 
from http://www.kerncog.org/images/agendas/RPAC/RPAC_agenda_20130605.pdf   
iii Natural Resources Defense Council. “A Bold Plan for Sustainable California Communities: A Report on the 
Implementation of State Bill 374.” September 2012. Retrieved from 
http://www.nrdc.org/globalwarming/sb375/implementation-report/files/implementation-report.pdf 
iv University of California Agricultural Issues Center. 2009. “The Measure of Agriculture.” Retrieved from     
http://aic.ucdavis.edu/publications/moca/moca09/moca09.pdf  
v http://www.kerncog.org/images/agendas/RPAC/RPAC_agenda_20130605.pdf 
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S A N  J O A Q U I N  V A L L E Y  P R E L I M I N A R Y  S C E N A R I O  R E S U L T S
BUSINESS AS USUAL:   Growth pattern based on past trends. A signifi cant portion of growth takes place at 
 the edges of urban areas, with a fair amount of larger-lot single family development.

MARKET DEMAND:  Focuses a majority of growth in and around existing cities and towns and aligns 
 with the housing demand profi le of the recent San Joaquin Valley Housing 
 Preferences and Opportunities report (CIB, 2013).

MARKET 
DEMAND

BUSINESS 
AS USUAL

LAND CONSUMPTION
Trend development patterns will expand the San Joaquin Valley’s urban 

footprint by 2035, consuming an additional 548 square miles of farmland, 

open space, and recreation areas. The Market Demand scenario saves 
over 435 square miles of this resource.

WATER
More compact development patterns, with more smaller lot single family 

homes, townhomes, and multifamily housing, save water. By 2035, the 

average new household in the Market Demand scenario saves over 
30,000 gallons per year.

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS
Infrastructure costs rise in line with land consumption, as dispersed 

development calls for longer extensions of sewers, water pipes, local 

roadways, and utility lines. Through 2035, the Market Demand scenario 

saves more than $2.7 billion in infrastructure capital and operations 

and maintenance costs, about $5,000 per new housing unit.

PUBLIC HEALTH
Auto-related air pollution results in a spectrum of respiratory and 

cardiovascular health issues, leading to hospital visits, work loss days, 

and premature mortality. Health incidences, and their related costs, 

are reduced along with VMT. The Market Demand scenario avoids 
21,000 health incidences and $342 million in health costs  
in 2035.

FUEL CONSUMPTION
The Market Demand Scenario, with more walkable, transit-oriented 

development, signifi cantly reduces vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which in 

turn saves nearly 7 billion gallons of automobile fuel to 2035.

 

BUILDING ENERGY USE
Due to its greater proportion of more compact building types, the Market 

Demand scenario cuts annual energy use in our homes and 
businesses by 12 trillion Btus. This leads to lower household utility 

bills, greater energy security, and lower carbon emissions.

HOUSEHOLD COSTS
More centrally located homes and more compact building types can 

dramatically reduce household driving and utility costs. Households in the 

Market Demand scenario spend $5,200 less per year on auto-related 

costs and utility bills.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
More compact development patterns, along with more effi cient cars and 

buildings, cleaner fuels, and a cleaner energy portfolio are all essential 

in reducing GHG emissions. The Market Demand scenario prevents the 

release of over 3.3 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 

in 2035, or 18% less than a Business as Usual future. 

Annual Building Energy Use in 2035

140 tril Btus

0 trillion Btus

128 tril Btus

Saves enough energy 
annually to power 
over 175,000 homes.

9.0 MMT CO2e

6.5 MMT CO2e

Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 2035

9.3 MMT CO2e

9.5 MMT CO2e

Buildings

Passenger
Vehicles

Savings equal to 
emissions offset by 
4,250 square miles 
of trees in a year.

23.2 bil gal

Cumulative Fuel Consumption to 2035

30 bil gal

0  billion gallons

Saves the average 
household $2,000 per 
year.

Rev. 01-23-2013

2035 SCENARIO RESULTS
Scenarios analyzed using 

Calthorpe Associates’ RapidFire Model
(See reverse for assumptions.)

81,900 gal

Average New Household Water Use in 2035

113,700 gal

0 gal

Saves enough water 
annually to supply 
nearly 200,000 
households.

$10.1 bil

Cumulative New Infrastructure Costs to 2035

$12.9 bil

0 billion dollars

Saves $5,000 per new 
housing unit,  or over 
$110 million per year.

110 sq mi

Cumulative Land Consumption to 2035

548 sq mi

0 square miles

Saves nearly four 
times the land area of 
the City of Fresno.

$14,100

Annual Costs per Household in 2035

$19,300

0  dollars

Saves $5,200 per 
household on annual 
auto costs and utility 
bills.

-$342 mil

Annual Health Costs in 2035

Business as 
Usual

(basis for 
comparison)

  dollarsLess pollution avoids 
$342 million in health 
costs.

0  million metric tons



Scenarios cover the eight counties that comprise the San Joaquin Valley, including Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and 

Tulare. 

Housing demand profi le of Market Demand scenario based on Nelson, Arthur C., 2013. A Home for Everyone: San Joaquin Valley Housing Preferences and 
Opportunities to 2050. Council of Infi ll Builders. Available online at councilofi nfi llbuilders.org/resources/valley-housing.html.

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY SCENARIO ASSUMPTIONS:  

Preliminary scenario results are calculated using policy-based assumptions for automobile and fuel technology, building energy and water effi ciency, and energy generation 

and emissions. The assumptions used for these scenarios were developed in coordination with relevant state agencies to refl ect the direction of adopted policy into the future. 

Assumptions for the year 2035 are as follows: 

Transportation 

• On-road passenger fl eet average fuel economy: 32.3 mpg by 2050. (This refl ects a passenger vehicle fl eet mix (including sales rates and vehicle effi ciency) that meets the 

Governor’s Executive Order for 1.5 million ZEVs on the road by 2025. On-road new vehicle fl eet average performance aligns with the EPA standard of 54.5 mpg by 2025, 

with the assumption that real-world fuel economy is typically a certain percentage lower.) 

• Fuel emissions: 17.7 lbs per gallon. 

• Fuel cost: $10 per gallon. (2012$)

• Auto ownership and maintenance: $0.40 per mile. (2012$)

Buildings and Energy Generation
• Energy and water effi ciency of new buildings: 35% reduction from baseline usage rates for residential buildings, 60% reduction for commercial buildings.

• Energy and water use effi ciency of existing buildings: 0.5% reduction, year-upon-year. 

• Electricity emissions: 0.61 lbs CO
2
e per kWh. 

• Natural gas emissions: 11.7 lbs CO
2
e per therm. 

• Residential electricity cost: $0.35 per kWh. (2012$)

• Residential natural gas cost: $3.74 per therm. (2012$)

• Water cost: $1,634 per acre-foot. (2012$)

Public Health Impacts
• Estimated based on tons of criteria pollutants emitted, which in turn are estimated based on per-mile emission rates from the California Air Resources Board Emissions 

Factors (EMFAC 2011) model. Health incidence and valuation assumptions developed by TIAX, LLC for the American Lung Association (Oct 2011). 

Fiscal Impacts
• Infrastructure costs are one-time costs that include the construction of streets, parks, water, and wastewater infrastructure. Operations and maintenance costs are 

ongoing costs that are incurred annually to maintain that infrastructure. Costs vary by dwelling unit type, and are based on data collected from a number of representative 

cities/areas in California.

All cost metrics are expressed in 2012 dollars.



Seizing the Opportunity
Using the San Joaquin Valley Sustainable Communities Strategies 

to advance health, sustainability, and shared prosperity

Regional Transportation Plans (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) can jumpstart the 
region’s economy, save families money, improve public health, reduce air and water pollution and 
strengthen the agricultural sector. In 2012, over 30 groups sent a letter to the Regional Policy Council 
describing strategies to create a more healthy, prosperous and equitable region while reducing air 
pollution and greenhouse gases (GHGs): http://bit.ly/VbuQSA.

Public Health: Our transportation investments can provide 
residents the opportunity to make healthier choices and support 
cleaner air. Embracing health-oriented planning will allow over 
100,000 San Joaquin Valley children with asthma to breathe 
cleaner air and will begin to reverse epidemic levels of obesity, 
diabetes, heart disease and other chronic illnesses that affect 
hundreds of thousands of Valley residents.  

Economy: As demographics shift, meeting the growing demand 
for walkable communities will help keep homes affordable and 
attract long-term economic growth. Existing land use growth 
patterns burden households with costly commutes and tax local 
governments with expensive infrastructure. Investing in existing 
communities can put that money to better use, and targeting 
those investments to communities that historically have been 
left behind will produce the greatest returns Valleywide. 

Equity and Opportunity: Efforts to reduce greenhouse gases 
will best succeed when they serve historically overlooked 
communities and expand opportunities for everyone. Low-
income, especially rural, communities often lack basic features 
of healthy, sustainable neighborhoods – potable water, sewer 
systems, safe and affordable homes, adequate public transit, 
parks, sidewalks, streetlights and essential services. Our 
planning must address these inequities to meet its full potential.

Watersheds and Working Lands: An acre of farmland can add 
up to $15,000 to the local economy annually, and the Sierra 
provides our water. Focusing growth and investment in existing 
communities can begin to reverse decades of land use and 
transportation planning decisions that have contributed to poor 
air quality and allowed for growth at the expense of critical 
farmland and foothills. 



Complete Communities: Focus growth and 

investment to improve existing urban and rural 

neighborhoods, creating sustainable places to live 

for people of all incomes

The SCS should direct growth and investment into 

existing urban and rural communities, so that current 

residents can count on the opportunities that complete 

communities offer: affordable homes, high quality 

transportation options, walkable neighborhoods, 

essential services, and economic and educational 

opportunities. Regions should help identify funding 

sources that localities can use to plan, build, and 

maintain the infrastructure in these communities.

Transportation: Provide Valley residents of all 

incomes with a variety of transportation options–

such as rail, bus, and vanpools – and safe and 

comfortable routes for walking and biking

SCS plans should front-load walking, biking and transit 

projects that boost healthy transportation opportunities, 

reduce vehicle pollution and health impacts to residents 

near roadways, and provide all communities with real 

transportation options – particularly rural, low-income 

and other underserved populations such as seniors. 

Housing: Provide a diversity of housing options 

for all income levels and consider the 

jobs/transit/housing fit

For housing, SCSs should include: growth scenarios that 

examine a variety of housing types affordable to all 

income levels, a jobs-housing fit measuring the match 

between housing affordability and wage levels within a 

defined area, and identification of areas susceptible to 

gentrification and resident displacement.  This will help 

maximize greenhouse gas reductions by creating 

opportunities for those most likely to use public transit 

and alternative transportation to access jobs and 

services. 

Land Conservation: Minimize loss and 

conversion of high-value farm, ranch, and natural 

resource lands

Undertake a step-by-step process to identify key 

landscapes and the valuable services they provide and to 

set goals for their protection and remedies for their loss. 

Land conservation represents an important tool for 

achieving SCS goals and brings with it a wealth of co-

benefits, from maintaining a viable agricultural 

infrastructure to increasing recreational opportunities.

Strategies for Success

The benefits of taking action: greater health and prosperity

Save households and local governments money: By 2035, a more focused growth pattern could save 

Valley households $3,600 per year in driving and utility costs and Valley taxpayers more than $20 billion in 

infrastructure costs, according to research funded by the California Strategic Growth Council.

Improve health via increased physical activity: The CA Dept. of Public Health found that if residents spent 

just 22 minutes apiece each day walking or biking, the health benefits would “rank among the most notable 

public health achievements in the modern era, and reduce the estimated $34 billion annual cost in California 

from cardiovascular disease and other chronic conditions such as obesity.”

Build neighborhoods where people want to live: In 2012, Kern Council of Governments surveyed 1201 

residents and found that two thirds support efforts to expand alternatives to driving alone, such as local bus 

services and improved sidewalks and bike lanes. A 2012 study prepared for Fresno Council of Governments by 

The Concord Group found that demand for multi-family development such as townhomes and rental flats, in 

both urban centers and small communities, exceeds supply 4 to 1.

Reduce air pollution health impacts: American Lung Association in California research found reductions in 

VMT and traffic pollution in the Southern California region could avoid 16,000 asthma attacks and nearly $16 

billion in health and other costs by 2035. Similarly, Calthorpe Associates’ research into the Fresno General Plan 

found that more focused land use could avoid $14 million in pollution-related health costs in 2035 alone.



March 2013 
SJCOG Board 

STAFF REPORT 
SUBJECT: 2014 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Status Update on Scenario Planning and 
Performance Measures 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Discussion 
DISCUSSION: 
SUMMARY: 
The 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) will be the first RTP in San Joaquin County to 
contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), the result of the Sustainable Communities 
and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (i.e., SB-375). SJCOG, working with the RTP/SCS Advisory 
Committee prepared descriptions of the key assumptions that will form the basis for the 
scenarios for evaluation in the SCS. The scenarios will illustrate varying land use options and 
transportation investments that could be realistically expected over the RTP/SCS period (2040).  
 
The advisory committee has also provided feedback on performance measures that will be used 
to assess the differences between the baseline and three “SCS” scenarios. 
This staff report summarizes the work completed to date on the conceptual descriptions of the 
SCS scenarios and the performance measures. Staff is seeking comment on both the conceptual 
descriptions and performance measures. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
This item is for discussion only. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The development of the 2014 RTP/SCS is programmed in the SJCOG’s Overall Work Program. 
The ability to capture the intent of SB-375 through the SCS process and satisfying the 
greenhouse reduction targets has direct future implications on the SJCOG Regional 
Transportation Plan and related Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Should the SB-
375 GHG target not be met or the 2014 RTP/SCS adopted, there are future financial implications 
related to project funding, project delivery, and CEQA relief (of the project applicant). 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The adoption of SB-375 requires the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy that 
demonstrates the ability of the San Joaquin region to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from cars 
and light duty trucks through integrated land use, transportation investments, and policies. The 
2014 RTP will identify how and where the region’s future population will be housed and the 
corresponding transportation investments through 2040. In September 2010, the California Air 
Resource Board (ARB) adopted provisional “Valleywide” targets of 5 percent per capita 
reduction of greenhouse gas emission from 2005 levels by 2020 and 10 percent per capita 
reduction by 2035 for the eight San Joaquin Valley MPOs. 



The development of the SCS is being guided by the RTP/SCS Advisory Committee that consists 
of member agencies and local stakeholders. The SJCOG Board finalized the advisory committee 
composition in June 2012. The committee will provide guidance and feedback on both policy 
and technical elements of the SCS, review public input received during the SCS development, 
and make recommendations to the SJCOG board. 
 
Scenario Planning – Conceptual Descriptions 
SJCOG, through the RTP/SCS Advisory Committee and public outreach process will develop a 
baseline and three distinct SCS “scenarios” that emphasize various aspects of the goals and 
objectives of the RTP/SCS. The “scenarios” will demonstrate the range of benefits that can be 
achieved by identifying a range of housing types to fit the future population needs, locating jobs 
and housing in closer proximity, developing interconnected communities, and providing 
complementary transportation choices for the region. 
 
SJCOG staff and the Advisory Committee began the discussion of scenario development around 
the following five functional attributes: 
 Development Pattern - The proportion of new development that occurs within and 
immediately adjacent to or within existing urbanized areas versus non-urbanized areas. 
 Housing Options – The proportion of new development type that is of single family 
(conventional large lot or small lot homes) and multifamily (townhomes, condos, apartments) 
housing types. 
 Growth Location & Intensity – The proportion of new growth that will occur in greenfield, 
infill, and redevelopment areas and the densities of the development. 
 Economic Development – Future employment, based on employment projection provided by 
UOP, with a focus on co-locating specific employment sectors with future housing. 
 Transportation Investments – Transportation options are intended to complement the land 
use patterns in each scenario and will vary in the amount of congestion relief, bicycle/pedestrian, 
transit, and transportation systems management investments. 
The committee was then asked a series of prompting questions regarding residential densities, 
the proportion of new single family units in comparison to multi-family units, and the proportion 
of new development in greenfield areas in comparison to infill and reinvestment sites identified 
in the 
 
SJCOG Smart Growth and Transit Oriented Development Plan. The Economic Development 
attribute began as a discussion regarding the potential for future shifts in employment sectors 
(e.g., manufacturing to hi-tech) to minimize the number of residents commuting out of county. 
The committee anticipated that the employment forecasts provided by UOP took into account 
future sector shifts and felt that the attribute should focus on the ability to co-locate future jobs 
and housing in the region. 
 
Working with the Advisory Committee, SJCOG staff prepared the following four conceptual 
“Scenario” descriptions. The land use concepts contained in each “scenario” will build upon 
local agencies’ action plans and regional planning studies; however, elements such as amount, 
type, and location of new growth may differ between the 2014 RTP/SCS and general plans due 
to different planning horizons. 
 



Scenario A “Baseline” – This scenario represents a continuation of the growth pattern 
occurring in San Joaquin County over the past decade. Future growth will continue in an outward 
expansion into greenfield areas not currently served by existing transit. This scenario would have 
the largest development footprint. 
• New residential housing stock will continue to be predominately large lot single family homes 
(approximately 95-98%). 
• Density will remain in the lower end allowed by local general plans. The countywide average 
density is approximately 4.5 dwelling units per acre. 
• Employment in the region is guided by locations identified in the general plans and 
employment forecasts provided by UOP. 
• The transportation investments would be focused on planned freeway and local road 
construction or expansions to accommodate outward development pattern. Transit investments 
consist of operations and maintenance of existing bus and passenger rail services with expansion 
of key services. 
 
Scenario B – This scenario represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan 
updates, climate/sustainability action plans, and regional studies undertaken since the 2011 RTP. 
The growth pattern reflects continued greenfield development, but in a more compact form and 
with a greater mix of housing units than Scenario A. Scenario B introduces mixed-use 
developments in targeted infill and reinvestment locations such as downtowns, mixed-
use/multimodal corridors, and along and near existing BRT corridors and rail stations. 
• New residential housing stock will diversify with a targeted split of 76% single family and 
24% multi-family units. 
• Residential densities would shift to the low to mid-range allowed by general plans to achieve a 
countywide average target density of approximately 7.7 dwelling units per acre. 
• 1/3 of the transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the SJCOG Regional 
Smart Growth and TOD Plan would be developed. 
• Employment in the region is guided by UOP forecasts and mixed use opportunities contained 
in action plans begins to provide opportunity to co-locate jobs and housing. 
• Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical roadway bottlenecks 
while investing in operational improvements and demand management strategies. Additional 
bike, pedestrian, and transit investments would enhance transportation in the infill and 
reinvestment areas. 
 
Scenario C –This scenario builds upon Scenario B by shifting a greater proportion of future 
growth to existing and planned BRT and local transit corridors, rail stations, and more compact 
development in greenfield areas. Scenario C incorporates more mixed-use development and 
transit oriented neighborhoods in select corridors than Scenario B, placing more destinations 
within walking and biking distance. 
• New residential housing stock will diversify to a greater degree with a targeted split of 61% 
single family and 39% multi-family units. 
• Residential densities would shift to the mid-range allowed by general plans to achieve a 
countywide average targeted density of approximately 10 dwelling units per acre. 
• 2/3 of the transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the SJCOG Regional 
Smart Growth and TOD Plan would be developed. 



• Employment in the region is guided by UOP forecasts and mixed use areas contained in action 
plans begins to provide opportunity to co-locate jobs and housing. 
• Transportation investments begin to focus more on operational and demand management 
strategies than expansion and new roadway construction. Transit expansion for intra-city, 
intercity, and interregional service would see greater investments than Scenario B. 
Investments in bicycle and pedestrian facilities would focus on mobility in infill and 
reinvestment areas. 
 
Scenario D – This scenario builds upon Scenario C by focusing new development in existing 
urban core areas with an emphasis on coordinated jobs, housing, and transportation centers. New 
growth shifts from rural/suburban locations to existing urban areas. Development is maximized 
in and around bus transit and rail hubs/stops. Greenfield development occurs where future 
development is not reasonably accommodated in infill and reinvestment areas or within existing 
city boundaries. This scenario has the smallest development footprint. 
• New residential housing stock will diversify to a greater degree than Scenario C. SJCOG staff 
and the Advisory Committee are working to identify a targeted split of single family and multi-
family units. 
• Residential densities would shift to the mid to higher end allowed by general plans. SJCOG 
staff and the Advisory Committee are working to identify a countywide average density. 
• 100% of the transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the SJCOG 
Regional Smart Growth and TOD Plan would be developed. 
• Employment in the region is guided by UOP forecasts and mixed use opportunities contained 
in action plans begins to provide opportunity to co-locate jobs and housing. 
• Transportation investments maximize roadway mobility through operational improvements, 
TSM, and TDM strategies with limited roadway expansion. Increased expansion for intra-city, 
intercity, and interregional transit services as well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 
comparison to Scenarios B and C. 
 
The conceptual scenario descriptions will be input into a land use sketch planning tool called 
Envision. Envision will be used to quantify the benefits and impacts of each land use plan. 
For example, the amount of developed farm land, residential water usage, and amount of infill 
development can be quantified. The exact measures of effectiveness to be used are discussed in 
the following section. 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
SJCOG staff has been working with the RTP/SCS Advisory Committee to identify performance 
measures to quantify the benefits and trades-offs between the SCS scenarios described above. 
The performance measures will also aid in the identification and recommendation of a “Preferred 
Scenario” to the SJCOG Board. 
 
SJCOG staff presented a list of performance measures for discussion by the Advisory Committee 
at the February meeting. The performance measures presented were assembled from other 
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s RTP/SCS, performance indicators required by the Air 
Resources Board and other organizations non-governmental organizations such as the Human 
Impact Partners and the National Resource Defense Council. The performance measures are 
categorized by the following topical areas: 



• Travel Related 
• Health 
• Resource Conservation 
• Efficiency 
• Housing and Employment 
• Equity (Environmental Justice Analysis) 
• Economic Vitality 
The Advisory Committee reviewed and provided comments on the working draft Performance 
Measures (see Attachment 1) at their February 21st meeting. The comments identified the need 
to consider the following: 
• A metric that identifies the increased investments in transit service and pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure 
• A metric related to safety of the transportation system 
• Whether there the resource conservation metrics of acres of land consumed and acres of prime 
farmland consumed are redundant 
• A point of reference for which the resource conservation and efficiency metrics are compared 
against 
• The number of times that the air quality standards may be exceeded 
• A metric that quantifies the distance or duration of biking and/or walking trips per day 
• Consider how the health risk assessment would positively or negatively be influence by more 
residential development in mixed use corridors that may also serve as truck routes 
SJCOG staff is seeking additional input from the TAC to refine the working draft performance 
measures. Input on the performance measures should consider the availability of data, technical 
capability and resources of SJCOG staff, provide meaningful distinction between scenario 
outcomes, and how they relate to the Goals and Objectives. 
NEXT STEPS 
The 2014 RTP/SCS is anticipated for Board adoption in October 2013. The major milestones and 
deliverables leading up to the release of the Draft RTP/SCS and Environmental Impact Report in 
July 2013 are listed on the following page. 
Overall 2014 RTP/SCS Schedule 
Date Milestone/Deliverable 
December 2012 – January 2013 Identify Revenues Projections 
October 2012 – April 2013 Develop Project List and Financial Revenue Projections 
October 2012 – April 2013 Develop Policy Element and Performance Indicators 
November 2012 – April 2013 Scenario Development 
February 2013 – May 2013 Evaluate Scenario Performance 
July 3, 2013 Release Draft RTP/SCS & EIR (55 day public review period) 
October 24, 2013 SJCOG Board Adoption 
SJCOG Staff is coordinating a date for the next RTP/SCS Advisory Committee which will be 
tentatively held in late March early April. The Advisory Committee meetings are open to the 
public and material prepared for the meeting can be automatically received through an interested 
parties email list. Please contact Aaron Hoyt if you are interested in receiving regular updates on 
the RTP/SCS Advisory Committee. 
SJCOG staff will continue to provide monthly updates at critical milestones in the development 
of the 2014 RTP/SCS. 
Prepared by: Aaron Hoyt, Associate Regional Planner 
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FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN Maio

CLEVELAND NAT'L FOREST
FOUNDATION, et al.,

Petitioners,

V.

SAN DIEGO ASS'N OF GOVERNMENTS,

Respondent;

And CONSOLIDATED CASE and
COMPLAINT IN INTERVENTION BY the
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CALIFORNIA

Case No. 2011-00101593.

RULING ON PETITIONS' FOR WRIT OF
MANDATE

Judge: Timothy B. Taylor
Dept.: 72

Hearing: November 30, 2012

1. Overview and Procedural History.

In this CEQA case, the petitioners and the Attorney General claim SANDAG abused its
discretion when it decided to certify an EIR and adopt a Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) which for the first time included a "Sustainable Communities Strategy" (SCS)
ostensibly designed to meet a greenhouse gas emission reduction target as required by
Senate Bill 375, Stats. 2008, Ch. 728. The parties agree this is the first RTP in California
to be adopted following the 2008 legislation [AR2075; AR 04465], but they
fundamentally disagree about the reach and requirements of that statute as it interfaces
with the requirements of CEQA. No court has heretofore interpreted SB 375; the
RTP/SCS at issue is meant to provide a blueprint for transportation planning for the next
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40 years; and entities like SANDAG up and down the State are looking for guidance
from this case regarding how to implement SB 375 in the context of an EIR. Thus, this
court is but a way station in the life of this case, which is clearly headed for appellate
review regardless of the outcome at the trial level. The case arises against a backdrop of
intense scientific and political debate over what one counsel referred to as the signal issue
of our time: global climate change.

Petitioners Cleveland Nat'l Forest Foundation ("Cleveland") and the Center for
Biological Diversity ("CBD") filed the petition on November 28, 2011. The case was
assigned to Judge Hayes, but Cleveland challenged her and the case was reassigned.
Petitioners CREED-21 and the Affordable Housing Coalition ("AHC") filed a
substantially similar petition, also on November 28, 2011 (ROA 42). This case, No.
2011-00101660, was initially assigned to another department, but the parties later
stipulated to (and the court ordered) consolidation with the low-numbered case (ROA
41).

Cleveland and CBD filed an amended petition on 1/23/12, adding the Sierra Club as a
petitioner (ROA 17). The AG sought and obtained leave to intervene on 1/25/12, and
filed her petition in intervention the same day on behalf of the People (ROA 22-25).

At a CMC on 2/24/12; the parties advised the court that the Administrative Record in this
case exceeds 10,000 pages in length (as it turned out, it is over 30,000 pages). In light of
this, the court adopted a party-proposed briefing schedule, granted relief from brief page
limits imposed by the Rules of Court, and set the matter for a merits hearing (ROA 38).
SANDAG subsequently filed answers to both the Cleveland/CBD/Sierra Club amended
petition and the CREED-21/AHC petition (ROA 48, 49). SANDAG also filed its answer
to the AG's petition in intervention.

The Administrative Record, which is contained on a CD, was lodged on June 27 (ROA
53), having been certified by SANDAG on May 3 (ROA 45). Joint excerpts are
contained in two binders, which were lodged 10/25/12. On November 19, the parties
lodged a "Corrected Joint Appendix" (ROA 80); but by this time, the court had done the
lion's share of its review using the joint excerpts lodged in October.

The briefing has been extensive, and as will be explained below, might have been even
more extensive. On June 27, the AG filed an opening brief, an amended opening brief,
and (a few days later) an errata to the amended opening brief (ROA 52, 56). Also on
June 27, CREED-21/AHC filed their opening brief (ROA 54), and Cleveland/CBD/Sierra
Club filed their opening brief (ROA 55). This was a total of 81 pages of briefing (not
counting the AG's amendments and corrections). On Sept. 10, SANDAG filed its
responsive briefs: one in response to the AG's amended brief (ROA 62), and a second in
response to the Cleveland and CREED-21 briefs (ROA 61). This was a total of 95 pages
of briefing.

On September 25, 2012, the court had the unpleasant experience of denying several
requests for leave to file amicus briefs. ROA 68. Respondents recruited several amici
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who spent time and energy preparing extensive briefs. See ROA 59, 64. The parties and
the proposed amici appeared on September 25 to ask the court to allow the filing of these
briefs, and to set a briefing schedule for joinders and responses thereto. The court was
constrained to exercise its discretion to deny all such requests; it explained its decision in
two ways. First, the court is aware of its limited role here: to ensure a complete record,
and to provide the parties with a timely decision so that the case may proceed promptly to
appellate review. The court was concerned that allowing amicus briefing, joinders and
responses would retard rather than advance the latter goal (particularly given that the trial
court's decision will not affect the others statewide with an interest in this topic, but
rather only the parties - and then only for the limited period between the decision set
forth below and the issuing of a learned opinion from the 4th DCA, Div. 1).

Second, and in a related vein, the court noted that Brobdingnagian budget cuts recently
suffered by the Judicial Branch have caused the San Diego Superior Court to lay off
hundreds of staff, stop providing court reporters in civil cases, restrict office hours, and,
most recently, "close a county-wide total of seven civil independent calendar courtrooms
(with a consequent re-distribution of the caseload among the "surviving" departments).
Again, the court was concerned that 100+ pages of additional briefing (on top of the
lengthy party/intervenor briefs) could not be properly addressed by the court in a timely
fashion, given these harsh fiscal and workload realities. Fortunately, the work done by
amici will not have been wasted; they remain free to polish their briefs in light of this
court's decision and seek leave to file them as the case proceeds to review before courts
with broader authority.

Finally, reply briefing was filed by the AG on October 12; petitioners filed their
consolidated reply that same day (ROA 72, 73). This was an additional 50 pages of
briefing. The court has reviewed the opening, opposition and reply briefing, as well as
the Administrative Record and the Supplement thereto filed October 22 (ROA 74).

The court notes that the briefing was accompanied by lodgments of non-California
authorities. The court asks the parties to forebear from routinely lodging copies of
federal or foreign authorities in the future. These are ordinarily available to the court on
Westlaw. Counsel are encouraged to review the Summer 2011 amendments to CRC
3.1113(i) in this regard. The former rule made such lodgments mandatory; the current
rule permits judicial discretion in this area. The court will advise counsel if it needs a
lodgment of a non-California authority. Many trees will be saved if counsel will honor
this request. Also, recent budget cuts imposed on the court make the clerk time for the
handling of these lodgments quite problematic.

On November 16, 2012, the court published a lengthy tentative ruling. The court did so
early, in order to facilitate counsel's preparation in light of the intervening Thanksgiving
holiday. The court entertained well-prepared and very thoughtful argument on November
30 from Mr. Seymour on behalf of SANDAG, Mr. Selmi on behalf of petitioners, and by
Mr. Patterson and Ms. Durbin on behalf of the AG. Petitioners and the AG used a
Powerpoint presentation, which the court marked as Ex. 1 to the hearing for record
purposes. Following argument, the court took the matter under submission. The court
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now renders its decision. Record references below are to the excerpts lodged by the
parties in October, except where stated. The court notes that, near the end of her
comments during the 1 hour 45 minute hearing, Ms. Durbin requested a Statement of
Decision. This is not required, as there was no "trial" of this matter as contemplated by
CCP section 632. There was no testimony or cross examination; the matter proceeded, as
most if not all CEQA cases do, in the manner of a complex motion argument. The court
hopes that the following discussion will be deemed by the parties and the reviewing court
to be an adequate specification of the grounds for non-compliance as required by Pub.
Res. Code section 21005(c), and an adequate setting forth of the court's decision and the
reasons therefor. -

2. Overview of the CEOA Process.

A. The Court's Role in CEOA Cases.

In Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside, 119 Cal.App.4th 477,486 (2004)
(Mira Mar Mobile Community), the court explained that "[i]n a mandate proceeding to
review an agency's decision for compliance with CEQA, [courts] review the
administrative record de novo [citation], focusing on the adequacy and completeness of
the EIR and whether it reflects a good faith effort at full disclosure. [Citation.] [The
court's] role is to determine whether the challenged EIR is sufficient as an information
document, not whether its ultimate conclusions are correct. [Citation.]" An EIR is
presumed adequate. Pub. Res. Code § 21167.3, subd. (a).

Courts review an agency's action under CEQA for a prejudicial abuse of discretion. Pub.
Res. Code § 21168.5. "Abuse of discretion is established if the agency has not proceeded
in a manner required by law or if the determination or decision is not supported by
substantial evidence." Id.; see Mira Mar Mobile Community, supra, 119 Cal.App.4th at
486; County of San Diego v. Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College Dist.
("Grossmont"), 141 Cal. App. 4t' 86, 96 (2006)(same).

In defining the term "substantial evidence," the CEQA Guidelines state: " `Substantial
evidence' ... means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other
conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be made ... is to be
determined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument,
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion[,] narrative [or] evidence which is clearly erroneous
or inaccurate ... does not constitute substantial evidence." CEQA Guidelines, § 15384(a).
"In applying the substantial evidence standard, [courts] resolve all reasonable doubts in
favor of the administrative finding and decision. [Citation.]" Mira Mar Mobile
Community, supra, 119 Cal.App.4th at 486; Grossmont, supra, 141 Cal. App. 4t' at 96.

Although the lead agency's factual determinations are subject to the foregoing deferential
rules of review, questions of interpretation or application of the requirements of CEQA
are matters of law. While judges may not substitute their judgment for that of the decision
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makers, they must ensure strict compliance with the procedures and mandates of the
statute. Grossmont, supra, 141 Cal. App. 4a' at 96.

B. The Three Steps of CEQA.

CEQA establishes "a three-tiered process to ensure that public agencies inform their
decisions with environmental considerations." Banker's Hill, et al v. City of San Diego,
139 Cal. App. 4a' 249, 257 (2006)("Banker's Hill"); see also CEQA Guidelines, §
15002(k)(describing three-step process).

First Step in the CEQA Process.

The first step "is jurisdictional, requiring that an agency conduct a preliminary review in
order to determine whether CEQA applies to a proposed activity." Banker's Hill, supra,
139 Cal. App. 4th at 257; see also Guidelines, § 15060. The Guidelines give the agency
30 days to conduct this preliminary review. (Guidelines, § 15060.) The agency must first
determine if the activity in question amounts to a "project." Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano
County Airport Land Use Com. (2007) 41 Cal.4th 372, 380. "A CEQA ...project falls
into one of three categories of activity which may cause either a direct physical change in
the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment
(§ 21065.)" Sunset Sky Ranch Pilots Assn. v. County of Sacramento (2009) 47 Cal.4th
902, 907.

As part of the preliminary review, the public agency must also determine the application
of any statutory exemptions or categorical exemptions that would exempt the proposed
project from further review under CEQA. See Guidelines, § 15282 (listing statutory
exemptions); Guidelines, §§ 15300-15333 (listing 33 classes of categorical exemptions).
The categorical exemptions are contained in the Guidelines and are formulated by the
Secretary under authority conferred by CEQA section 21084(a). If, as a result of
preliminary review, "the agency finds the project is exempt from CEQA under any of the
stated exemptions, no further environmental review is necessary. The agency may
prepare and file a notice of exemption, citing the relevant section of the Guidelines and
including a brief `statement of reasons to support the finding.' " Banker's Hill, supra, 139
Cal.App.4th at 258, citing Guidelines, §§ 15061(d), 15062(a)(3).

Second Step in the CEQA Process.

If the project does not fall within an exemption, the agency proceeds to the second step of
the process and conducts an initial study to determine if the project may have a
significant effect on the environment. (Guidelines, § 15063.) If, based on the initial study,
the public agency determines that "there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole
record ... that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, an
environmental impact report [(EIR)] shall be prepared." [CEQA, § 21080(d).] On the
other hand, if the initial study demonstrates that the project "would not have a significant
effect on the environment," either because "[t]here is no substantial evidence, in light of
whole record" to that effect or the revisions to the project would avoid such an effect, the

5



agency makes a "negative declaration," briefly describing the basis for its conclusion.
(CEQA, § 21080(c)(1); see Guidelines, § 15063(b)(2); Banker's Hill, supra, 139
Ca1.App.4th at 259.)

The Guidelines and case law further define the standard that an agency uses to determine
whether to issue a negative declaration. "[I]f a lead agency is presented with a fair
argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency
shall prepare an EIR even though it may also be presented with other substantial evidence
that the project will not have a significant effect." (Guidelines, § 15064(f)(1), italics
added.) This formulation of the standard for determining whether to issue a negative
declaration is often referred to as the "fair argument" standard. See Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California, 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1134-1135
(1993). Under the fair argument standard, a project "may" have a significant effect
whenever there is a "reasonable possibility" that a significant effect will occur. No Oil v.
City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d 68,, 83-84 (1974). Substantial evidence, for purposes of
the fair argument standard, includes "fact, a reasonable assumption predicated upon fact,
or expert opinion supported by fact." § 21080, subd. (e)(1). Substantial evidence is not
argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence that is clearly
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts unrelated to physical
impacts on the environment. § 21080, subd. (e)(2).

If the initial study reveals no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant
environmental effect, the agency may adopt a negative declaration. Pub. Res. Code
§ 21080, subd. (c)(2); Guidelines, § 15070, subd. (b); Grand Terrace, supra, 160
Cal.App.4th at 1331; Save the Plastic Bag Coalition v. City of Manhattan Beach, 52 Cal.
4e 155, 175 (201 1)(holding common sense is part of the substantial evidence analysis).
"Alternatively, if there is no substantial evidence of any net significant environmental
effect in light of revisions in the project that would mitigate any potentially significant
effects, the agency may adopt [an MND]. [Citation.] [An MND] is one in which `(1) the
proposed conditions "avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no
significant effect on the environment would occur, and (2) there is no substantial
evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised,
may have a significant effect on the environment " (§ 21064.5 ....)' [Citations.]"
Grand Terrace, supra, at 1331-1332. The MND allows the project to go forward subject
to the mitigating measures. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21064.5, 21080, subd. (c); see Grand
Terrace, supra, 160 Cal. App. 4th at 1331.

Third Step in the CEQA Process.

If no negative declaration is issued, the preparation of an EIR is the third and final step in
the CEQA process. Banker's Hill, supra, 139 Cal. App. 4th at 259; Guidelines, §§
15063(b)(1), 15080; CEQA, §§ 21100, 21151.
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C. The Environmental Impact Report.

Central to CEQA is the EIR, which has as its purpose informing the public and
government officials of the environmental consequences of decisions before they are
made. [Citation.] "An EIR must be prepared on any `project' a local agency intends to
approve or carry out which `may have a significant effect on the environment.' Pub. Res.
Code §§ 21100, 21151; Guidelines, § 15002, subd. (1)(1). The term `project' is broadly
defined and includes any activities which have a potential for resulting in a physical
change in the environment, directly or ultimately. Pub Res. Code § 21065; Guidelines,
§§ 15002, subd. (d), 15378, subd. (a); [Citation].) The definition encompasses a wide
spectrum, ranging from the adoption of a general plan, which is by its nature tentative
and subject to change, to activities with a more immediate impact, such as the issuance of
a conditional use permit for a site-specific development proposal." CREED v. City of San
Diego, 134 Cal. App. 0 598, 604 (2005).

"To accommodate this diversity, the Guidelines describe several types of EIR's, which
may be tailored to different situations. The most common is the project EIR, which
examines the environmental impacts of a specific development project. (Guidelines, §
15161.) A quite different type is the program EIR, which `may be prepared on a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: (1)
Geographically, (2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, (3) In
connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern
the conduct of a continuing program, or (4) As individual activities carried out under the
same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar
environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways."' Guidelines, § 15168,
subd. (a); CREED, supra, 134 Cal. App. 4`s at 605. As the court held in CREED, a
program EIR may serve as the EIR for a subsequently proposed project only to the extent
it contemplates and adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the
project. CREED, supra, 134 Cal. App. 4th at 615.

The EIR at issue in this case is of the latter variety, a program EIR. Cleveland/CBD/
Sierra Club accuse SANDAG of attempting to use the "programmatic" nature of the EIR
as an invalid attempt to excuse it from fully analyzing the health impacts of the RTP.
[ROA 55 at 15] The AG joins in this criticism. [ROA 52 at 29]

Under CEQA, an EIR is presumed adequate (Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.3), and the
plaintiff in a CEQA action has the burden of1mroving otherwise. (Preserve Wild Santee v.
City of Santee, 210 Cal. App. 4' 260, 275 (4 DCA Div. 1 Oct. 19, 2012, internal
quotation marks omitted), quoting Concerned Citizens of South Central L.A. v. Los
Angeles Unified School Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 836.) Courts review an
agency's determinations and decisions for abuse of discretion. An agency abuses its
discretion when it fails to proceed in a manner required by law or there is not substantial
evidence to support its determination or decision. [§§ 21168, 21168.5; Vineyard Area
Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412,
426-427 (2007) ("Vineyard")]. "Judicial review of these two types of error differs
significantly: While [courts] determine de novo whether the agency has employed the
correct procedures, 'scrupulously enforc[ing] all legislatively mandated CEQA
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requirements' [citation], [courts] accord greater deference to the agency's substantive
factual conclusions." (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal. 4th at 435.)

Consequently, in reviewing an EIR for CEQA compliance, courts adjust "scrutiny to the
nature of the alleged defect, depending on whether the claim is predominantly one of
improper procedure or a dispute over the facts." (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 435.)
For example, where a petitioner claims an agency failed to include required information
in its environmental analysis, the court's task is to determine whether the agency failed to
proceed in the manner prescribed by CEQA. Conversely, where a petitioner challenges an
agency's conclusion that a project's adverse environmental effects are adequately
mitigated, courts review the agency's conclusion for substantial evidence. (Vineyard,
supra, 40 Cal. 4' at 435.)

4. Issues Raised in This Case.

SANDAG is a council of local governments, and is one of 18 Metropolitan Planning
Organizations ("MPO") in California. Each MPO is charged under law with the
development of the region's RTP, which must be updated every four years. SANDAG
began its work in April of 2010, released drafts of the RTP/SCS for public comment on
4/22/11, and released the draft EIR for public comment on June 7, 2011 [AR225-1580].
Petitioners and the AG's office criticized the drafts. [AR4430, 12696-12699, 17972-75,
18053-55] The final EIR was released on October 18, 2011 [AR1969-3401], and was
certified after a public hearing on October 28, 2011. Inasmuch as the petitions were filed
on November 28, there is no issue in this case regarding the timeliness of the legal
challenges to the EIR. Nor are any issues raised by SANDAG with regard to exhaustion
of administrative remedies or standing.

There is substantial overlap in the attacks on the E]R leveled by petitioners and the AG.
Both sets of petitioners assert that the EIR fails to adequately analyze air quality impacts
[ROA 54 at 3-6; ROA 55 at 12-20]. The AG joins in this assertion [ROA 52 at 7-29].
Both petitioners add that the EIR failed to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives
[ROA 54 at 6; ROA 55 at 38].

CREED-21/AHC's brief focuses on the failure of the EIR to properly analyze air quality
impacts in two specific areas: greenhouse gas emissions and sensitive receptors [ROA 54
at 4-6]. The Cleveland/CBD/Sierra Club brief carefully analyzes the deficiencies of the
EIR in relation to greenhouse gas emissions (ROA 55 at part III), while the AG provides
extensive discussion on both sensitive receptors and greenhouse gas emissions [ROA 52
at 14-18 and 22-29]. The Cleveland/CBD/Sierra Club brief raises several other issues
which neither the AG nor CREED-21/AHC discuss in any detail (mass transit ridership,
agricultural land, growth-inducing impacts, parking management, etc.).

5. Ruling.

The court finds that the real focal point of this controversy is whether the EIR is in
conformance with a series of state policies enunciated by the legislative and executive
branches since 2005 relating to greenhouse gases. Governor Schwarzenegger issued, in
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2005, Executive Order S-03-05, which for the first time set a state goal of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. This Executive Order gave rise to the Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), which is codified at H&S Code section 38500 et seq.
Section 38550 provides:

"By January 1, 2008, the [Air Resources Board] shall, after one or more public workshops, with public
notice, and an opportunity for all interested parties to comment, determine what the statewide greenhouse
gas emissions level was in 1990, and approve in a public hearing, a statewide greenhouse gas emissions
limit that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020. In order to ensure the most accurate
determination feasible, the state board shall evaluate the best available scientific, technological, and
economic information on greenhouse gas emissions to determine the 1990 level of greenhouse gas
emissions."

It is undisputed that the ARB has established greenhouse gas targets for the SANDAG
region for 2020 and 2035.

In 2008, the Legislature passed SB 375, which amended both the Public Resources Code
and the Government Code in several respects. In section 1 of the statute, the Legislature
found and declared: :

"(a) The transportation sector contributes over 40 percent of the greenhouse gas emissions in the State of
California; automobiles and light trucks alone contribute almost 30 percent. The transportation sector is the
single largest contributor of greenhouse gases of any sector.
(b) In 2006, the Legislature passed and the Governor signed Assembly Bill 32 (Chapter 488 of the Statutes

of 2006; hereafter AB 32), which requires the State of California to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to
1990 levels no later than 2020. According to the State Air Resources Board, in 1990 greenhouse gas
emissions from automobiles and light trucks were 108 million metric tons, but by 2004 these emissions had
increased to 135 million metric tons.
(c) Greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks can be substantially reduced by new

vehicle technology and by the increased use of low carbon fuel. However, even taking these measures into
account, it will be necessary to achieve significant additional greenhouse gas reductions from changed land
use patterns and improved transportation. Without improved land use and transportation policy, California
will not be able to achieve the goals of AB 32.
(d) In addition, automobiles and light trucks account for 50 percent of air pollution in California and 70

percent of its consumption of petroleum. Changes in land use and transportation policy, based upon
established modeling methodology, will provide significant assistance to California's goals to implement
the federal and state Clean Air Acts and to reduce its dependence on petroleum.
(e) Current federal law requires regional transportation planning agencies to include a land use allocation

in the regional transportation plan. Some regions have engaged in a regional "blueprint" process to prepare
the land use allocation. This process has been open and transparent. The Legislature intends, by this act, to
build upon that successful process by requiring metropolitan planning organizations to develop and
incorporate a sustainable communities strategy which will be the land use allocation in the regional
transportation plan.
(t) The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is California's premier environmental statute. New

provisions of CEQA should be enacted so that the statute encourages developers to submit applications and
local governments to make land use decisions that will help the state achieve its climate goals under AB 32,
assist in the achievement of state and federal air quality standards, and increase petroleum conservation.
(g) Current planning models and analytical techniques used for making transportation infrastructure

decisions and for air quality planning should be able to assess the effects of policy choices, such as
residential development patterns, expanded transit service and accessibility, the walkability of
communities, and the use of economic incentives and disincentives.
(h) The California Transportation Commission has developed guidelines for travel demand models used in

the development of regional transportation plans. This act assures the commission's continued oversight of
the guidelines, as the commission may update them as needed from time to time. ,
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(i) California local governments need a sustainable source of funding to be able to accommodate patterns
of growth consistent with the state's climate, air quality, and energy conservation goals."

Section 4 of SB 375 added Government Code section 65080, which provides, in relevant
part:

"(a) Each transportation planning agency designated under Section 29532 or 29532.1 shall prepare and
adopt a regional transportation plan directed at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional
transportation system, including, but not limited to, mass transportation, highway, railroad, maritime,
bicycle, pedestrian, goods movement, and aviation facilities and services. The plan shall be action-oriented
and pragmatic, considering both the short-term and long-term future, and shall present clear, concise policy
guidance to local and state officials. The regional transportation plan shall consider factors specified in
Section 134 of Title 23 of the United States Code. Each transportation planning agency shall consider and
incorporate, as appropriate, the transportation plans of cities, counties, districts, private organizations, and
state and federal agencies.

(b) The regional transportation plan shall be an internally consistent document and shall include all of the
following:

(1) A policy element that describes the transportation issues in the region, identifies and quantifies regional
needs, and describes the desired short-range and long-range transportation goals, and pragmatic objective
and policy statements. The objective and policy statements shall be consistent with the funding estimates of
the financial element. The policy element of transportation planning agencies with populations that exceed
200,000 persons may quantify a set of indicators including, but not limited to, all of the following:
(A) Measures of mobility and traffic congestion, including, but not limited to, daily vehicle hours of delay
per capita and vehicle miles traveled per capita.
(B) Measures of road and bridge maintenance and rehabilitation needs, including, but not limited to,
roadway pavement and bridge conditions.
(C) Measures of means of travel, including, but not limited to, percentage share of all trips (work and
nonwork) made by all of the following:
(i) Single occupant vehicle.
(ii) Multiple occupant vehicle or carpool.
(iii) Public transit including commuter mil and intercity rail.
(iv) Walking.
(v) Bicycling.
(D) Measures of safety and security, including, but not limited to, total injuries and fatalities assigned to
each of the modes set forth in subparagraph (C).
(E) Measures of equity and accessibility, including, but not limited to, percentage of the population served
by frequent and reliable public transit, with a breakdown by income bracket, and percentage of all jobs
accessible by frequent and reliable public transit service, with a breakdown by income bracket.
(F) The requirements of this section may be met utilizing existing sources of information. No additional
traffic counts, household surveys, or other sources of data shall be required.

(2) A sustainable communities strategy prepared by each metropolitan planning organization as follows:
(A) No later than September 30, 2010, the State Air Resources Board shall provide each affected region
with greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for the automobile and light truck sector for 2020 and 2035,
respectively.

ss ♦

(B) Each metropolitan planning organization shall prepare a sustainable communities strategy,
subject to the requirements of Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of Federal
Regulations, including the requirement to utilize the most recent planning assumptions considering local
general plans and other factors. The sustainable communities strategy shall (i) identify the general location
of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within the region, (ii) identify areas within the region
sufficient to house all the population of the region, including all economic segments of the population, over
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the course of the planning period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into
the region, population growth, household formation and employment growth, (iii) identify areas within the
region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional housing need for the region pursuant to
Section 65584, (iv) identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region, (v)
gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding resource areas and
farmland in the region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 65080.01, (vi) consider the state
housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581, (vii) set forth a forecasted development pattern
for the region, which, when integrated with the transportation network, and other transportation
measures and policies, will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to
achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by
the state board, and (viii) allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506).

Section 14 of SB 375, among other revisions, amended Pub. Res. Code section 21155.3
to provide as follows:

"(a) The legislative body of a local jurisdiction may adopt traffic mitigation measures that would apply to
transit priority projects. These measures shall be adopted or amended after a public hearing and may
include requirements for the installation of traffic control improvements, street or road improvements, and
contributions to road improvement or transit funds, transit passes for future residents, or other measures
that will avoid or mitigate the traffic impacts of those transit priority projects.

(b)(l) A transit priority project that is seeking a discretionary approval is not required to comply with any
additional mitigation measures required by paragraph (1) or (2) of subdivision (a) of Section 21081, for the
traffic impacts of that project on intersections, streets, highways, freeways, or mass transit, if the local
jurisdiction issuing that discretionary approval has adopted traffic mitigation measures in accordance with
this section.
(2) Paragraph (1) does not restrict the authority of a local jurisdiction to adopt feasible mitigation measures
with respect to the effects of a project on public health or on pedestrian or bicycle safety.

(c) The legislative body shall review its traffic mitigation measures and update them as needed at least
every five years."

As already noted, the centerpiece of this case is the parties' fundamental disagreement
over implementation of these statutory requirements within the framework of CEQA. In
all the statutory quotations immediately above, bold type has been added by the court.

The court agrees with the points made in section III of the Cleveland brief (ROA 55), part
II of the AG's brief (ROA 52), and pp. 4-5 of the CREED-21 brief (ROA 54) regarding
the inadequate treatment of greenhouse gas emissions in the EIR. This failure is not, as
SANDAG would have it, merely a debate over "editorial control" of the EIR (ROA 62 at
32:24). Rather, the issue is whether the EIR fails to carry out its role as an informational
document to inform the public about the choices made by its leaders. The court finds that
this failure is manifest in several ways.

First, although SANDAG acknowledges SB 375 mandates a "sharper focus on reducing
GHG emissions" (AR 13091, Excerpt Tab 190), the EIR is impermissibly dismissive of
Executive Order S-03-05. SANDAG argues that the Executive Order does not constitute
a `plan' for GHG reduction, and no state plan has been adopted to achieve the 2050 goal.
[ROA 62 at 34] The EIR therefore does not find the RTP/SCS's failure to meet the
Executive Order's goals to be a significant impact. This position fails to recognize that
Executive Order S-3-05 is an official policy of the State of California, established by a
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gubernatorial order in 2005, and not withdrawn or modified by a subsequent (and
predecessor) governor. Quite obviously it was designed to address an environmental
objective that is highly relevant under CEQA (climate stabilization). See AR 17622
(Excerpt Tab 216). SANDAG thus cannot simply ignore it. This is particularly true in a
setting in which hundreds of thousands of people in the communities served by
SANDAG live in low-lying areas near the coast, and are thus susceptible to rising sea
levels associated with global climate change. The court in Association of Irritated
Residents v. State Air Resources Board, 206 Cal. App. 4u' 1487, 1492-93 (2012),
recognized the importance of the Executive Order in upholding the ARB's Scoping Plan.
The court agrees with petitioners that the failure of the EIR to cogently address the
inconsistency between the dramatic increase in overall GHG emissions after 2020
contemplated by the RTP/SCS and the statewide policy of reducing same during the same
three decades (2020-2050) constitutes a legally defective failure of the EIR to provide the
SANDAG decision makers (and thus the public) with adequate information about the
environmental impacts of the SCSIRTP. Moreover, as was pointed out in oral argument,
having chosen to develop a plan for 15 years beyond that which was required under law,
SANDAG was obligated to discuss impacts beyond the 2020 horizon. The ARB's
scoping plan adopts the Executive Order, and SANDAG failed to extend the analysis to
2050.

Second, SANDAG's response has been to "kick the can down the road" and defer to
"local jurisdictions." See, e.g. AR 31-0064, 32-0065, 33-0066, 34-0067, 35-0068, 117-
0090, 118-0091 (Excerpts Vol. 1, Tab 3); 4.8-36, 0790 (Excerpts Tab 7); AR G-63-64,
03825-3826 (Excerpts Tab 8B); AR 27734 and 8A:2588 (Nov. 19 Appx.). This theme is
repeated in SANDAG's brief at page 38 (arguing mitigation is the responsibility of other
agencies). This perverts the regional planning function of SANDAG, ignores the purse
string control SANDAG has over TransNet funds, and more importantly conflicts with
Govt. Code section 65080(b)(2)(B) quoted above. As the AG argues, it is certainly
feasible for SANDAG to agree to fund local climate action plans, yet the EIR does not
adopt or even adequately discuss this form of mitigation (AR 2588, Excerpt Tab 8A).
And as argued by petitioners in their consolidated reply brief, "encouraging" an optional
local plan that "should" incorporate regional policies falls well short of a legally
enforceable mitigation commitment with teeth. This is what the CEQA Guidelines
require at subsections 15126.4(a)(1)(B), (a)(2) and (c)(5) in a setting in which SANDAG
controls the funding for at least some of the projects contemplated by the SCS/RTP.
Contrary to SANDAG's assertion (Oppo. at 38:21), it does have the legal power --
indeed, the obligation - to see to it that TransNet funds are spent in a manner consistent
with the law. SANDAG conceded (even embraced) this at the November 30 hearing.

Resolution No. 2012-09, adopted by SANDAG, finds that the RTP/SCS "achieves the
regional greenhouse gas reduction targets established by CARE" (AR 239-0219,
Excerpts Tab 4) when in fact it either does not (AR 118-0091-92, Excerpts Tab 3; AR
4.8-21-23, 0775-0777, Excerpts Tab 7; AR 4.8-15-17, 02567-2569, 2578, Excerpts Tab
8A; AR08242-8245, Excerpts Tab 111) or does so based on questionable inputs [AR
30143, 30187 et seq. (Supp. filed 10/22/12); compare AR 14550 (Excerpt Tab 190). The
shortcomings of the EIR in this regard (for petitioners do not contend, nor does the court
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find, that SB 375 was violated) were called to SANDAG's attention as evidenced by
what it called "Master Response # 20-23," discussed at AR G-55, 03817 et seq. (Excerpts
Tab 8B); see also AR 19685 (Excerpts Tab 296); AR 25640 ff (Excerpts Tab 311).
SANDAG erroneously and peremptorily states in response to these comments that the
"upward trajectory" in per capita GHG emissions "does not present an SB 375 or CEQA
compliance issue." AR G-59. CEQA requires further discussion, not a one sentence
dismissal. Nor is the court convinced that SANDAG may avoid examination of GHG
reduction due to "modeling constraints." AR G-68, 003830 (Master Response #23).

In light of the foregoing, the court finds that the petitioners and intervenor have overcome
the presumption of validity and have established a prejudicial abuse of discretion. The
court does not reach this conclusion lightly, as it is evident from section 9.0 of the EIR
that it involved thousands of hours of effort by numerous talented professionals. No
doubt the EIR is a satisfactory informational document in many respects; being the first
in the state to tackle something as important to future generations as reduction of
greenhouse gases in a regional transportation setting carried some risk, and the court,
after reviewing the Administrative Record independently, finds that the EIR is
inconsistent with state law as described above. Thus, it is the court's duty under
Vineyard, supra, to sustain the positions advanced by petitioners and the petitioner in
intervention.

Had they been permitted to file briefs, amici would no doubt have argued that the court's
interpretation of CEQA's interface with Executive Order S-03-05 and the statutory
scheme of SB 375 (which the Legislative Counsel's Digest filed with Secretary of State
September 30, 2008 concedes is an "unfunded mandate") will retard growth, harm
California's efforts to attract jobs and create economic activity, and slow down the state's
recovery from the recession. All of this may very well be true, but these are arguments
properly presented to the political branches of the government which adopted the
Executive Order and enacted SB 375 in the first place.

Because the court finds it can resolve the case solely on the inadequate treatment in the
EIR of the greenhouse gas emission issue, it finds that it need not address the other issues
raised by the parties. Compare Natter v. Palm Desert Rent Review Comm'n., 190 Cal.
App. 3d 994, 1001 (1987); Young v. Three for One Oil Royalties, I Cal. 2d 639, 647-648
(1934).

Let a writ of mandate issue forthwith, directing respondent SANDAG to set aside its
October 28, 2011 certification of the EIR for the RTP/SCS. Counsel for petitioners is
directed to forthwith submit same to the court for signature.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: December ' , 2012
TIMOTHY B. TAYLOR
Judge of the Superior Co
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       September 4, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                   1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 

 RPAC Meetings of Wednesday July 3, 2013 and Wednesday July 31, 2013 
 
IV. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT (Ball) 

 
Comment: Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to 
analyze modeling results for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
environmental document. This report has been updated from the July 31 RPAC item. 

Action:   Information  
 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 
 
Comment:  A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization 
representatives has assisted staff in updating areas designated as environmental justice areas. 
 
Action: Approve use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC 
Davis for preparation of the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis. 
 

VI. KERN HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE/BUS RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (HOV/BRT STUDY) 
(Flickinger) 

 
Comment: One of a series of studies developed in preparation of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan, the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit (HOV/BRT) Final Draft 
Study is now complete. 
 
Action: Recommend the Transportation Planning Policy Committee receive and file the Final 
Study.  
 

VII. INTERREGIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN UPDATE (Raymond)  
 

Comment: The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan (SJV IGM) final draft.   
 
Action: Receive and file. 
 



 
 

VIII. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 

IX. DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR KERN COUNTY 
(UPDATE) (Snoddy) 

 
Comment: In February 2013, Kern COG contracted with AMMA Transit Consulting to prepare an 
updated Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan for $30,000. 
 
Action: Review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by Wednesday, October 2, 
2013. 
 

X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 

 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of July 3, 2013 
 Metropolitan Bakersfield RTP Workshops Update (Ball) 

 
XI. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 Comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2) are due 
September 6, 2013.  

 
XII. MEMBER ITEMS 

 
XIII. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be October 2, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              July 3, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevin’s called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Michael Bevin's  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano  
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi (phone) 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6  
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 

Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
     Ryan McHenry  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ella Wise  NRDC 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks  
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     Ted James 
     Alec Kimmel    Caltrans District 6  
     Dave Dmohowsky Quad Knopf  
     Adam Livingston Sequoia Riverland Trust 
     Daniel O’Conner American Farmland Trust  

       
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments. 
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday June 5, 2013. 
 
Committee Member Hellman made a motion to approve the June 5, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee Member McNamara, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS PROGRAM MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING AMENDMENT (Urata) 

 
Ms. Urata discussed the Draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU’s) for cities serviced by 
Southern California Edison. This contract was set to expire November 30, 2012, but the California 
Public Utilities Commission granted an extension to the funding agreements to December 31, 
2014.  The amended MOU was sent to the cities on July 1st, and are expected to be adopted by 
August 31, 2013.  
 
Ms. Urata presented an update on the adoption status of the Energy Action Plans.    
The city of Ridgecrest adopted their plan on June 19th.   
Ridgecrest also submitted the paperwork for Southern California Edison Energy Leader 
Partnership Tier Level.   
The County of Kern is taking their Energy Action Plan to the Board of Supervisors on August 6th.  
 
Ms. Urata announced that an Energy Action Plan conference will be held the last week in October 
or the first week in November.    
 
A Request for Proposals will be sent out the end of July for a consultant who will develop 
strategies for natural gas use in local government operations.    
 
Ms. Urata announced that there will be funding available through the Kern Energy Watch program 
to assist the cities with automated benchmarking services.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. SB 375 FRAMEWORK CORE VALUES (Napier) 
 
Ms. Napier advised the Committee that the current version provided of the SB 375 Framework 
Core Values had been updated with suggested revisions from Ted James.  
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee adopt 
the revised SB 375 Framework. Committee Member Clausen made a motion to recommend 
approval, seconded by Committee Member McNamara, carried unanimously. 

 
VI. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 

 
Mr. Ball advised that this item was intended as a placeholder.   He advised that the item will be 
placed on the July 31st agenda.  
 
This was an information item.  

 
VII. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT  (Ball)   

 
Mr. Ball presented information to the Committee on the development of the RTP scenario 
performance measures and indicators.   He advised the Committee on some updates in the three 
Scenarios that were approved by the Kern COG Board in February.  
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Mr. Ball announced that Kern COG will hold two workshops in August.  The workshops will cover 
the scenarios that will effect changes to the metropolitan Bakersfield portion of the model.  
 
There was a discussion among the Committee regarding the Scenario Development.  
 
This item was for discussion only.  
 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 
ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE (Ball)  
 
Mr. Ball stated that the schedule combines the RHNA and RTP schedules to keep the Committee 
advised of upcoming dates.   
 
Mr. Ball announced that Kern COG will issue the Draft RTP EIR in November with the 
alternatives.    
 
Ella Wise from the NRDC thanked Kern COG Staff and the RPAC.  Ms. Wise expressed that as a 
member of the public it is helpful to see the specific timeline and work that is being done in the 
new scenario.  
 

IX. PRESENTATION FROM ADAM LIVINGSTON OF SEQUOIA RIVERLAND TRUST  
 
Mr. Livingston shared that Sequoia Riverland is a Regional Land Trust.  Sequoia Riverland Trust 
works in Fresno, Tulare, Kern and Kings County.  Sequoia works with willing land owners to 
protect habitat in the foothills and farmland on the valley floor.   
 
Mr. Livingston went on to give a presentation on land use policy and long term economic 
resilience. 
 

X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting of June 5, 
2013 were distributed for review.  
 

XI. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Mr. Ball introduced Ryan McHenry, the new planning intern for Kern COG.  
 
Ms. Poire commented on the importance of having the Modeling Committee at the RPAC 
meeting.  Mr. Clausen suggested placing the Modeling Committee items first on the agenda.  
 
Mr. James announced that the City of Tehachapi won first place in the State of California for their 
General Plan.  
 

XII. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:07 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday July 31, 2013, at 1:30 p.m.   
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              July 31, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Acting Chairman Eggert called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Jim Eggert  City of Bakersfield   
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft 
     Emery Rendes  GET 
     Alec Kimmel  Caltrans District 6  
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 

Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
 

OTHER  Ella Wise  NRDC (phone)  Lena McKinley  CARA 
  Wendy Alfsen  California Walks Beatrice Basuzro CA Walks 
  Ted James  Consultant  Tony Oang  CA Walks 
  Jennifer Gray  CARB (phone)  Gema Perez  GWG 
  Avtar N. Sidhu  Environmental Health  Sara Palominos  GWG 
  Pedro Ramirez  Caltrans District 6 Kimberly Alvarez GWG  
  Gordon Nipp  Sierra Club  Solymar Blanco  GWG  
  Heather Dumais American Lung Assoc. Mary Rodriguez  CARA 
  Mariel Mehdipour KCPHD   Mariana Avila  Youth 
  Jason Cater  Bike Bakersfield  Jason Alvarez  Youth 
  Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield Kimberly Alvarez Youth 
  Steve Frisch  Sierra Bus. Council Isaras Ramos  Youth 
  Aaron Collins  Sequoia Rvrlnds. Trst. Pablo Morales  Youth 
  Veronica Garibay Leadership Council Isaiah Avila  Youth 
  Keith Woodcock Consultant  Richard Blanco  Youth  
  Zach Griffin  Kern Active Trans. Penny Sherwood CARA 
  Bernice Bonillas  CARA   Maria Diaz  CA Walks 
  Jane Prewett  CARA   Chris Chavez  CA Walks 
  Harriet Morris  CARA    
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II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments. 

 
III. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Urata)  

 
Ms. Urata presented updates on the Kern Regional Energy Action Plans.    
Ms. Urata stated that the County of Kern, California City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest and 
Tehachapi should be working on MOU renewals, the expiration date has been extended to 
December 31, 2014.   Ms. Urata noted that the target date to have all the extensions complete is 
August 30, 2013.  
 
Ms. Urata stated the next goal will be greenhouse gases.  She explained that 1 year after the 
plans have been adopted they will determine if the implementations are reflected in their energy 
use analyses.  They will begin with McFarland in November.  
 
Kern COG will be hosting an Energy Action Plan Summit.  Ms. Urata provided the committee and 
draft agenda.   The Summit will be held at Hodels on October 30, 2013.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

IV. TRANSPORTATION COMMUNITY VIDEO PRESENTATION BY YOUTH LEADERS 
 
Item XI was moved up to this portion of the agenda.  Wendy Alfsen of California Walks introduced 
youth leaders from the Greenfield area that presented two videos regarding safety at bus stops 
and while walking.  They discussed their daily transportation challenges.  The youth answered 
questions from the audience. 
 

 
V. 2013 TRANSPORTATION MODEL IMPROVEMENTS DOCUMENTATION (Ball) 

 
Mr. Ball informed the Committee that the new base year travel model validation documentation to 
the San Joaquin Model Improvement Program for Kern is now available online at 
www.kerncog.org/transportation-modeling.  Mr. Ball also stated that the model is still under 
evaluation by staff for use in the 2014 RTP.  Mr. Ball answered questions from Committee 
members. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

VI. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT (Ball) 
 
Mr. Ball informed the Committee that Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators 
that may be used to analyze modeling results for the alternative for the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan environmental document. 
 
This was an information item. 
  

VII. METROPOLITAN BAKERSFIELD RTP WORKSHOPS – SCENARIOS (Ball) 
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Mr. Ball informed the Committee that two Regional Transportation Plan workshops are scheduled 
for august 21 and 27 to gather additional public input on development of strategies and scenarios 
affecting Metropolitan Bakersfield.  Mr. Ball outlined some of the topics to be discussed during the 
meetings.  Mr. Ball answered questions and gathered input from Committee members and the 
audience. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 
 
Due to the lack of a quorum, this item was postponed to the next meeting.    

 
IX. DRAFT 2013 KERN REGIONAL HOUSING DATA REPORT (VERSION 2) (Invina)  

 
Ms. Invina informed the Committee that Kern COG prepared the draft 2013 Kern Regional 
Housing Data Report Version 2 and is requesting additional comments by September 6, 2013.   
 

X. PRESENTATION BY KEITH WOODCOCK OF WOODCOCK PLANNING AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES:  THE CO-BENEFITS OF A SCS, BUILDING HEALTHY 
COMMUNITIES 

 
Mr. Woodcock delivered a PowerPoint Presentation and answered questions from the audience. 
 

XI. JOINT COMMENT LETTERS ON THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY (Ball) 
 
Mr. Ball stated that Kern COG received a comment letter from a coalition of stakeholder groups 
dated July 2 with a follow-up letter dated July 24, 2013 on the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

XII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting of July 3, 
2013 were distributed for review.  
 

XIII. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

None 
 

XIV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Ms. Parra announced that Bike Bakersfield selected Jason Cater as the new Executive Director 
of Bike Bakersfield.   
 

XV. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:16 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday September 4, 2013, at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Regional Planner II 
Ben Raymond, Regional Planner II 

 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  IV  

UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to analyze modeling results 
for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) environmental document. This report 
has been updated from the July 31 RPAC item. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background  
 
The 2014 RTP will be the first to contain a Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) as required by the 
state Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB-375).  Kern COG began work with the Transportation Modeling 
Committee and the former Kern Climate Change Task Force now the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee (RPAC) in 2008 after completion of the Kern Regional Blueprint visioning process. 
  
 
To meet the requirements of SB 375 Kern COG is developing alternatives that attempt to illustrate future 
land use patterns projected to meet the emissions targets set by the Air Resources Board (ARB). 
Currently there are three alternatives under development for the environmental document. They have 
been named the Old Plan, Preliminary Plan, and Intensified Alternative. 
 
To better differentiate the use of each model run Kern COG has made the following distinction between 
the use of the terms “alternative” and “scenario.”  An alternative refers to modeling, assumptions and 
output that is intended to be included in the CEQA document for the 2014 RTP.  A scenario describes 
modeling intended to generate information in a public workshop.  Feedback on scenarios may be used to 
inform the development of assumptions for the alternatives. 
 
Alternative assumptions, inputs, and methodologies have been developed under the direction of the 
RPAC. The development process included considerable input from stakeholders and the extensive public 
feedback received as part of the Kern COG outreach effort for the 2014 RTP.  
 
In February 2013, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approved the RPAC recommendation to 
incorporate the following three alternatives to be included in the development of the 2014 RTP 
environmental document.  In May 2013, a 5-month extension to the schedule was approved by the San 
Joaquin Valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies Directors Committee based on feedback from 
the California Attorney General’s office which had requested five of the COGs in the 8-county region 



 
 

adopt RTPs ahead of the regular schedule.  The 5 COGs were San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Madera, Fresno, 
and Tulare.  Kern COG had voluntarily been adhering to the earlier schedule for the public review period 
to begin in July 2013.  That date has now been moved back to late November 2013. 
 
Kern COG staff is taking advantage of the additional time to further refine the models and provide 
additional opportunity for public workshops in the Metro Bakersfield area.  The following is an updated 
description of the three alternatives approved by the Kern COG Board for inclusion in the EIR in February 
2013. 
 
Alternative Development 
 
Three primary alternatives have been pared down from the original 12 developed by the RPAC in spring 
2012. They represent a range of alternatives still under development for the 2014 RTP. Table 1 contains 
a summary comparison of the assumptions for these preliminary alternatives.  The alternatives are 
designed to provide the widest range of options that might conceivably happen.    
 
In addition, the City of Bakersfield staff has recently requested modifications to the alternatives that would 
only affect the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and likely add a new 4th scenario for consideration in two 
public workshops scheduled for Bakersfield August 21, and 27. 
 
The Old Plan Alternative - Preliminary 
 
The “Old Plan” or baseline uses transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of 
financially constrained projects, reflecting modest improvements to transit, bike and walk infrastructure.  
This alternative represents a continuation of the growth pattern occurring in Kern County over the past 
several decades.  Representing 2/3rds of the growth for the region, Metropolitan Bakersfield growth in 
this alternative occurs primarily on the periphery. This alternative would have the largest development 
footprint.  The following bullets highlight some of the alternative assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  The transportation investments would be focused on planned freeway and 

local road improvements to accommodate a peripheral development pattern, improved truck flows 
and safety.  The alternative also assumes funding for portions of the South Beltway by 2040 
consistent with prior RTPs.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment: Transit investments consist of operations and maintenance of 
existing bus and passenger rail services with expansion of key services as envisioned prior to the 
adoption of the new Golden Empire Transit Long Range Plan.  Investment continues based on past 
trends. 

 Maintenance Investment:  22% shortfall in maintenance funding.  
 Housing Choice:  17% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 

single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located primarily in Metropolitan Bakersfield. 
 Transit Access:  38% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops by 2035. 
 Revitalization:   Revitalization and growth in transit priority areas is consistent with historic trends 

and assumes 600 additional housing units in downtown Bakersfield.  
 Land Use Forecast:  Demographic growth forecast is based on latest planning assumptions adopted 

by Kern COG in October 2009 and the growth distribution pattern was updated to reflect the 2010 
Census.  Employment in the region is guided by locations provided by the California Employment 
Development Department (EDD) and updated with the 2008 Longitudinal Employer-Household 
Dynamics (LEHD) data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Forecast employment and housing locations 
reflect the latest adopted general plans and local planning assumptions at the time of the 2011 RTP. 

 
This alternative would add an average of 2,400 jobs over the life of the plan or 57,600 job years at 10.87 
jobs per million dollars spent.  Preliminary results of the 2035 Old Plan have reduced CO2 lbs/capita from 
2005 levels by 14.3%, sufficient to meet the Air Resource Board’s established 2035 target for the San 
Joaquin Valley MPOs of 10% reduction of 2005 levels. 
 
The Plan Alternative - Preliminary 
 
The preliminary plan alternative is still undergoing refinements in the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and 
will incorporate feedback from additional public workshops scheduled for August 2013. The alternative 
uses transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of financially constrained 



 
 

projects and includes new investments in highway maintenance and transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This 
alternative represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, 
and regional studies undertaken since the old plan. The preliminary plan alternative assumes an increase 
in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield resulting in a minimum 8% 
decrease in total land used by this alternative compared to old plan.  The following bullets highlight some 
of the alternative assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan, the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes a new Bus Rapid Transit system for Metro 
Bakersfield and extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond in East Kern.  
Additional bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and 
Complete Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized areas.  Continues 
the rideshare program and adds the new 511 travel information system. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure. 
 Housing Choices:  25-50% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 

lot single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located predominately in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield.  The range reflects alternatives to be considered in the August Metro Bakersfield 
workshops. 

 Transit Access:  40% of homes are located within ½ mile of transit stops. 
 Revitalization:  Focus infill on vacant lots in Metropolitan Bakersfield and at the transit oriented 

development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and consistent with the 
General Plan. 

 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan.  The distribution in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in developed areas are filled, consistent with 
the existing general plan as well as some revitalization around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This 
alternative uses Uplan land use model software developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth 
from areas with the lowest level of economic attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 
 

This alternative assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources and would add an 
average of 3,100 jobs over the life of the plan or 80,400 job years.  This preliminary alternative run has 
shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita in range of 15.4% and 18.7% below the 2005 level, exceeding 
the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are preliminary as the modeling 
inputs and assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
The Intensified Alternative – Preliminary  
 
The intensified alternative builds on transportation planning assumptions from the preliminary plan list of 
financially constrained projects and intensifies investment in transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This 
alternative represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, 
and regional studies undertaken since the Old Plan was adopted. The intensified alternative assumes a 
major increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield, resulting in a 
19% decrease in total land used by this alternative compared to the Old Plan.  The following bullets 
highlight some of the alternative assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid transit/light rail 
system for Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond, 
and adds additional local Amtrak service stops the San Joaquin Valley portion or Kern.  Additional 
bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and Complete 
Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure.  



 
 

 Housing Choices:  50% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 
single family development less than ~6,000 square feet located predominately in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. 

 Transit Access:  50% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops. 
 Revitalization:  In Metropolitan Bakersfield focus revitalization efforts at the transit oriented 

development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and consistent with the 
General Plan. 

 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan.  The distribution in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in developed areas are filled, consistent with 
the existing general plan as well as major revitalization around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This 
alternative uses Uplan land use model software developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth 
from areas with the lowest level of economic attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 

 
This alternative although financially unconstrained would add an average of 11,500 jobs over the life of 
the plan or 298,000 job years.  This preliminary alternative run has shown an improvement in CO2 

lbs/capita of 18.7% below the 2005 level, exceeding the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita 
by 2035.   All results are preliminary as the modeling inputs and assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
Additional Scenarios  
 
An additional scenario is being developed for Bakersfield that would only affect the Metropolitan 
Bakersfield area.  The results of the scenario will be presented to the RPAC and the August  public 
workshops in Bakersfield.  The scenario will help better define the final assumptions for the preliminary 
plan scenario in the Bakersfield portion of the land use model.   Discussions with Bakersfield staff have 
suggested a new scenario that falls between the preliminary plan and intensified scenario assumptions.    
 
In addition, a no-build alternative will be included in the environmental document to analyze 
environmental effects if all new infrastructure investment were to cease, and growth continues to occur at 
forecasted rates. 
 
A total of 4 alternatives are anticipated to be included in the environmental document for the 2014 RTP 
including the three primary alternatives and the no build alternative.  A draft versions of these alternatives 
are scheduled to be presented to the RPAC and TPPC in September 2013.  A 55-day public review of the 
environmental document is scheduled to begin in November.  Additional adjustments could be made to 
the plan alternative based on responses to comments. 
 
Performance Measures and Indicators 
 
The outputs generated by the transportation model are used to produce performance measures. These 
measures such as Vehicle Miles Travels (VMT) are used to evaluate the efficiency of the transportation 
system. Indicators are produced mainly from the outputs generated by the land use model. Indicators 
such as land consumption are used to evaluate the impacts and benefits a future land use pattern may 
have. Indicators can also be used to evaluate co-benefits such as public health.  ARB has established 
CO2 per capita as a key measure to determine that the SCS if implemented is projected to meet the SB 
375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
 
Next Steps 
 
August – Two workshops in Metro Bakersfield 
September/October - Recommend alternatives for consideration in the RTP Environmental Document. 
 
Attachments 
 
Table 1 - Alternative Assumptions  
Table 2 – SB 375 Scenario Development Comparison Table 
Table 3 – Indicator Worksheet 
 
ACTION:  Information 
 



 
 

 
 
 
Table 1 ‐ Alternative Assumptions

Alternative Assumptions
2035   

Old Plan

2035 

Intensified 

Alternative
Transit: Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Notes

Construct new transit lines Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified

Expanded Bus Routes Coordinated with Planned Centers Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See GET 2012 Long 
Range Transit Plan (LRTP)

Expand Passenger Rail Service Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See 2012 Kern Commuter 
Rail Study (KCRS)

Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase network 
connectivity)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Expanded Transit Service Area Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Rapid Bus/Shorter Wait Times Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Upgrade transit service (e.g., improve service to express bus, 
etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Express Transit Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Bus Rapid Transit Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Light Rail None None None None See LRTP
Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance to 
transit stations, change auto access distance to transit stations)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Optimized Bus Routes Existing Enhanced Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated 
implementation in S4

Transportation Demand Management:
Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and 
teleconferencing

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced

Expand Van Pools Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern MOU with 
CalVans

Promote walking and biking (e.g., new class I bicycle facilities, 
inter-city bikeways

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern Bikeway 
Master Plan

Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and Indirect 
Source Rule

Existing Existing Existing Existing SJV APCD Rules 94.10 & 
95.10

Pricing:
Change in auto operation cost/user fees Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced 50% Increase
Increase the cost of parking Existing Existing Existing Existing
Change in transit fares Existing Existing Existing Existing
Road Projects:
Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic 
management (e.g., change auto travel times, change highway free-
flow speed, 511, etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced New 511 system

Add HOV facilities None Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced Ramp metering
Delay capacity increasing project (e.g., new beltway) Existing Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced S. Beltway delayed
Add general purpose lanes (e.g., reduce congestion and out-of-
direction travel)

Existing Existing Existing Existing

Land Use:

Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other 
variables (infill along major transit corridor consistent with GP)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced+ Intensified

Limited to Bakersfield - 
Consistent with Core Area 
Impact Fee Development 
Incentive.

Rebalance housing closer to employment/shopping areas Existing Enhanced Enhanced+ Intensified
Assumes shopping 
opportunities in outlying 
communities.

Market based demand shift to smaller lots/multifamily Existing Enhanced Enhanced+ Intensified Limited to Bakersfield 
Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit 
centers)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced+ Intensified Incentivized by ISR rule

 Intensified = improvement over enhanced and enhanced+ strategies.
*Definitions: Existing = strategies in current plan; Enhanced = improvement over current plan; Enhanced + = improvement over enhanced 

**Some of the listed scenario assumptions are not yet working in the model and maybe included as post model adjustments.

2035 Preliminary Plan 

(scenarios 1,2,3,4 or 

hybrid)

 
 
 



Backcast from 

MIP 2006 model 

base year

Old Plan 

(Scenario 1)

Intensified 

(Scenario 4)

Total Population 765,750 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000

Households 260,700 417,057 417,057 417,057 417,057

Jobs 286,432 460,674 460,674 460,674 460,674

Households within 1/4 mile of Quality Transit Areas 101,751 122,424 127,237 157,803

Households within 1/2 mile Quality Transit Areas 140,598 186,306 190,475 219,525

Growth %

Residential High / Multi-Family 6.5% 12.0% 16.0% 19.5%

Residential Medium / Small Lot, duplex, triplex, bungalows 10.4% 16.4% 16.7% 31.8%

Residential Low / Single Family 83.1% 71.6% 67.3% 48.7%

Growth + Existing %

Residential High / Multi-Family 2.6% 4.5% 5.9% 7.2%

Residential Medium / Small Lot, duplex, triplex, bungalows 15.3% 17.5% 17.6% 23.0%

Residential Low / Single Family 82.2% 78.0% 76.5% 69.8%

Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) 41.40% 41.29% 41.20% 40.98%

High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) 2+ per vehicle 51.00% 50.31% 50.15% 49.75%

Public Transit (Boardings) 22,028* 34,410 40,689 44,873 55,137

Bike+Walk (Non-Motorized) 7.7% 7.7% 7.9% 8.2%

Total SB 375 Emissions 9,455 9,327 9,202 8,966

Per Capita SB 375 CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday (lbs) 16.70 14.31 14.12 13.93 13.57

Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 29.04 27.55 26.97 26.38

Difference between Scenarios and 2005 Base Per Capita CO2 16.7 lbs (0% 

reduction below 2005 Base)
0.0% -14.3% -15.4% -16.6% -18.7%

Total VMT per Weekday  (Miles, in Thousands) 22,236 36,388 35,980 35,624 34,854

Total SB 375 VMT by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday (-XX, Miles, in 

Thousands)
18,452 27,278 26,880 26,514 25,743

Kern SB 375Scenario Development - Notes and Assumptions (See Scenario Detail Sheets for more information)
This is a modified version of the spreadsheet compiled by ARB.  The purpose of this spreadsheet is to facilitate scenario data review and development.
Recent Emissions backcast from Kern MIP 2006 base model to 2005 model.
Population projections are based on Kern COG Growth Forecast adopted in Oct 2009 without Group Quarters. Updated 2035 Base with 2010 Census data.
EMFAC2011 used for emissions results.
Land Use Scenarios do not change General Plan densities or areas.

 *2006 Boardings

D
EM

O
G

R
A

P
H

I

C
 D

A
TA

LA
N

D
 U

SE
 D

A
TA

M
O

D
EL

 O
U

TP
U

T 

D
A

TA
 -

 P
as

se
n

ge
r 

Tr
av

e
l M

o
d

e
 

Sh
ar

e
s 

(%
 A

ll
 

Tr
ip

s)

M
O

D
EL

 O
U

TP
U

T 
D

A
TA

 -
 C

O
2

 a
n

d
 

V
e

h
ic

le
 M

il
e

s 
Tr

av
e

le
d

SB375 VMT excludes External trips (-XX)

KCOG RTP Alternatives Development Comparison Table  As of August 27, 2013

Preliminary MIP Model Results (Outputs)
C

at
e

go
ry

Scenario Indicators & Measures

2005 2035

             Preliminary Plan             

(Scenario 1,2,3,4 or hybrid)   

(Scenario 2)    (Scenario 3)

invina
Typewritten Text
27.24

invina
Typewritten Text

invina
Typewritten Text

invina
Typewritten Text

invina
Typewritten Text

invina
Typewritten Text

invina
Typewritten Text



Kern Scenario Development - Indicator Worksheet - 2035

Preliminary Model Outputs 7/31/2013

Scenario  Indicators Description
Old Plan 

(Scenario 1)

Intensified 

(Scenario 4)

VMT per capita Vehicle miles traveled per person (Total VMT in 1,000's) 27.55 27.24 26.97 26.38

Drive Alone 41.88% 41.29% 41.20% 40.98%

Shared Ride 2 25.08% 25.06% 25.03% 24.92%

Shared Ride 3 25.05% 25.25% 25.12% 24.83%

Transit (Walk + Drive) 0.55% 0.69% 0.78% 0.97%
Walk 6.50% 6.72% 6.88% 7.22%
Bike 0.95% 0.98% 0.99% 1.02%

Transportation options in 

compact neighborhoods

Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less than 1 

mile by mode (walking/biking/bus and rail transit/driving)

Rural mobility % of HH with no access to transit (rural / urban / all)

Health Indicators

Per capita criteria pollutants

Criteria pollutants per capita (ROG, NOX, CO, PM2.5, 

PM10) from all vehicles (passenger vehicles / freight / all) 

divided by total population

Avoided Health Incidences(1)
Total Annual reduction in respiratory related incidences 

(from NOX exposure) compared to Scenario 1
0 235 643 1,242

Avoided Health Costs
Total Annual reduction in respiratory related Costs (from 

NOX exposure) compared to Scenario 1
0 $610,719 $1,193,678 $2,304,077

Land consumed Total land consumed due to new development
53,180 Acres/ 

83.1 Sq. Miles

49,390 Acres/ 

77.2 Sq. Miles

48,320 Acres/ 

75.5 Sq. Miles

45,300 Acres/ 

70.8 Sq. Miles

Important farmland consumed 

(as defined by SB 375)

Total important farmland consumed due to new 

development (where "important" includes prime, 

statewide importance) outside Spheres of Influence.

1.6 Sq. Miles 1.0 Sq. Miles 1.0 Sq. Miles 0.7 Sq. Miles

Percentage of Kern's important farmland consumed (SB 

375)
0.13% 0.08% 0.08% 0.06%

Important Farmland consumed 

(total)

Total important farmland consumed due to new 

development (where "important" includes prime, 

statewide importance).

Efficiency
Fiscal impacts of growth(2) Costs to build and maintain infrastructure (Million $'s) 4,074 4,026 3,998 3,949

Energy usage(3) Total energy consumption from new growth(Billon Btu). 12,516 11,848 11,521 10,656

Water consumption(4) Water usage from new growth(million Gal/Day) 9.83 9.36 9.14 8.51

             Preliminary Plan             

(Scenario 1,2,3,4 or hybrid)   

(Scenario 2)    (Scenario 3)

Mode share. Percent of trips 

(commute / non-commute / all) 

by travel mode: e.g. auto, bike, 

walk, transit, car share 2+, etc.

Resource Conservation Indicators



Scenario  Indicators Description
Old Plan 

(Scenario 1)

Intensified 

(Scenario 4)

Percent of growth by land type
Land use mix: Percentage of new development that is infill 

development, redevelopment, and greenfield

Equity ALL INDICATORS SHOULD BE COMPARED EJ vs. NON-EJ

Walk/bike accessibility

Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 

minutes) to meet at least 50 percent of their daily needs. 

Public daily needs defined as: schools, parks, healthcare 

institutions and transit. Private daily needs defined as: 

restaurants, grocery stores, food markets and childcare.

Cumulative impacts
Reduction in air pollution (EJ areas vs. all, freight specific air 

pollution: EJ vs. all)

Protection of sensitive sites 

from roadway pollutants

Percentage of HH within 500' of a high-volume roadway (EJ 

area vs. all, affordable housing vs. all)

Distance of housing and 

employment from major transit 

stations

Percent of new housing and employment located within 

Transit Priority Areas (1/2 mile from Rail, transit stations 

and transit corridors with frequent service 15 min 

headways)

Transit Accessibility Households
New housing located within 1/2 mile of transit stops and 

centers
             140,598                 186,306                 190,475              219,525 

Transit Accessibility 

Employment

New employment located within 1/2 mile of transit stops 

and centers
             156,928                 200,978                 205,636              226,699 

Jobs / housing fit
Jobs-housing balance and fit (the relationship between jobs 

and households)

Household costs

Average annual household costs (includes: fuel, 

maintenance, tires, insurance, License/registration/taxes, 

depreciation, finance)

$22,904 $22,647 $22,423 $21,938

Total 41,714 37,784 36,711 33,670

Multi-Family 782 1,440 1,917 2,344

Small-lot/Townhome 1,868 2,969 3,010 5,717

Large-lot 39,064 33,375 31,784 25,609

Total 417,900 417,900 417,900 417,900

Multi-Family 10,700 18,900 24,800 30,100

Small-lot/Townhome 63,800 72,900 73,400 95,900

Large-lot 343,400 326,100 319,700 291,900

Notes:

(2) HCD Central Valley South Bakersfield - Impact Fees (1999)

(3) US Energy Information Administration (EIA), 2009 Residential Energy Consumption Survey
(4) Rapid Fire - Vickers, Amy. Handbook of Water Use and Conservation. (2001)

Housing type  (Acres)              

(Growth Only)

Housing type  (Units)   (Existing 

+ Growth)

Line items with missing data are still under development. Some totals may not add due to rounding.

(1) TIAX LLC prepared for the American Lung Association of California, 2011. Tons NOX per work day from EMFAC.
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Housing & Employment



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert Ball, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM: V 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization representatives has assisted staff in updating 
areas designated federally required environmental justice analysis. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 require metropolitan planning organizations to focus on 
environmental justice concerns in their planning processes. Kern COG originally formed a task force in 2002 to assist in 
creating ways to focus on environmental justice (EJ) concerns caused by transportation issues. One of the products of 
that task force was the methodology to define an EJ area based upon income, age, and minority status based upon the 
2000 Census. After the 2010 Census data was made available, the task force was reformed as the Environment and 
Social Equity Round table as part of the Directions of 2050 RTP outreach process, to determine if the methodology 
defining EJ areas should be revised.  
 
Three task force meetings were held from July 2012 to March 2013.  Participants included: Community Action Partnership 
of Kern, Bike Bakersfield, California Rural Legal Assistance, Greenfield Walking Group, Kern County Department of 
Public Health, California Walks, Independent Living Center for Kern, Center for Race Poverty and the Environment, 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust, Sierra Club, City of Shafter, and the Kern County Housing Authority. 
 
Two different methodologies were presented to the EJ task force for consideration. The first method was virtually identical 
to the original method approved in 2002 only using updated census data. The second methodology was created by a 
group at the University of California, Davis. This method factored in environmental as well as social data to determine if an 
area should be defined as an EJ area. The task force preferred the methodology created by the UC Davis group.  
 
The new EJ Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) were chosen by the highest of 3 UC Davis criteria levels of culture and 
environment.   
 
At the April 2013 RPAC meeting staff presented the two methodologies.  A request was made to see the difference in 
results the between the two methodologies.  Attached is a series of tables and narrative adapted from the 2011 RTP with 
the results of the new method included as highlighted as green bars in the tables for easy comparison.  The comparison 
reveals similar results using the two methods. 
 
Attachments: Preliminary Environmental Justice Appendix with Results Comparison Tables 
  Methodology Presentation to the April RPAC 
 
ACTION:  Approve use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC Davis for preparation of 
the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis.  
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APPENDIX __  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS 

Overview 

An environmental justice analysis has been prepared consistent with Federal Title VI of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 requiring metropolitan planning organizations to focus on 
environmental justice concerns in their planning processes.  The analysis is part of a larger proactive 
planning effort that to provide an intensive, proactive outreach to environmental justice communities.  
Garnering public input in the earliest planning stages from all communities can go a long way towards 
successfully delivering projects, and minimizes the potential for costly challenges late in the process.  
Appendix ?? summarizes the RTP outreach effort.  In concert with the public input from environmental 
justice communities as a result of the outreach, the environmental analysis provides important feedback 
to policy makers on how well the regional transportation plan performs in areas that tie to the Regional 
Transportation Plan Goals.  The results of the analysis indicate that with the implementation of the plan, 
environmental justice communities will be better off than in most measures of performance that the region 
as a whole. 

Measuring Performance 

Performance measures: (1) provide information on how well the transportation system is performing 
compared to the base year and/or future no-build scenario; (2) identify opportunities for system 
improvements to meet the plan’s goals; and (3) assess the system-wide impacts of future improvements.   

System-wide performance measures should not be applied unilaterally, but should only be used as an 
indicator that the plan’s policies and actions are headed in the same direction as the goals. Often 
progress shown in one performance measure can show a negative effect in another area.   

Demonstrating improvements in all performance measures may be nearly impossible to achieve. For 
example, improvements in congestion may increase travel speeds and negatively affect air quality. In 
addition, improvements under a specific performance measure may take several planning cycles to 
achieve. The existing activity in the plan has a certain level of inertia created by previously adopted RTPs. 
Projects that have completed environmental review need to move to right-of-way acquisition and 
construction fairly quickly, before the environmental work is out of date and more resources are needed to 
update the environmental work. The performance measure process is designed to provide feedback in 
areas upon which the region should focus the subsequent plan update, while minimizing disruptions to 
the project delivery process.  

The Kern Regional Transportation Model is the primary tool for measuring system-level performance of 
the plan. Kern COG uses an integrated one-model approach for its performance measures analysis. The 
model uses monitoring data and growth assumptions to compare the performance measures for the 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. The two primary categories of 
performance measures used are the Smart Mobility Framework and Environmental Justice. The 
Environmental Justice measures have been in place since 2001 and have been adapted for use with the 
Smart Mobility Framework performance measure category.   

The State of California prepares an annual Regional Progress Report.  This RTP includes measures that 
are coordinated with the measures in the statewide progress report.  In February 2010, the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) released Smart Mobility 2010: A Call to Action for the New 
Decade that establishes performance measures based on place type in recognition of a “one-size does 
NOT fit all” philosophy. Kern County has been split into two broad place-types. The first is the 
Metropolitan Bakersfield or urban place type. The second is made up of the outlying communities or rural 
place type. The RTP performance measure analysis differs somewhat for these two place types.  The 
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performance measure for sustainability/environment uses a slightly different modeling method to analyze 
air quality on a per-capita basis. This measure differs from the other performance measures in that a 
second model, EMFAC, developed by the California Air Resources Board, uses the output vehicle travel 
from the Regional Transportation Model to generate nitrogen oxide (NOx) by air basin analysis areas 
rather than urban and rural. NOx is a precursor gas that contributes to ozone and particulate matter, 
Kern’s two worst pollutants that violate federal standards. 

Performance Measures Analysis Methodology 

Kern COG has developed an integrated framework for nine performance measures to demonstrate 
consistency of the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy with its seven 
established goals. Some of the performance measures comply with as many as five goals.   

FIGURE 2-1 INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE MEASURES FRAMEWORK

 

This figure illustrates the overlap among the nine performance measures used for countywide analysis, 
the two smart mobility framework place types, and environmental justice areas. For example, some 
measures are the same for environmental justice, urban and rural place types, and countywide, while 
other measures may only be used in two of the three categories. The following table contains a 
breakdown of which measure applies to which categories and goals. 

TABLE 2-3 RTP GOALS, PERFORMANCE MEASURES, 
AND SMART MOBILITY FRAMEWORK PLACE TYPES ADAPTED FOR KERN COUNTY 

 RTP Goal(s) Measure Description Applicability by  

Place Types, 
Environmental 

Justice (EJ) Areas 

1 Mobility, livability, sustainability, 
congestion 

Average Travel Time –  
Peak Highway Trips, Peak Transit Trips 

EJ, Urban 

2 Accessibility, livability, sustainability, 
congestion 

Average Travel Time to Job Centers –  
Highway Trips, Transit Trips 

EJ, Urban 

3 Reliability, livability, congestion Average Level of Congestion in Hours EJ, Urban, 
Countywide 

4 Reliability, safety, livability Annualized Accident Statistics for Annual Average Daily 
Traffic 

EJ, Urban/Rural, 
Countywide 

5 Efficiency, cost effectiveness, 
sustainability 

Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – 
Highways, Transit 

EJ, Urban/Rural, 
Countywide 
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6 Livability, customer satisfaction, 
sustainability, congestion 

Average Trip Delay Time in Hours EJ, Urban/Rural, 
Countywide 

7 Sustainability, environment Percentage Change NOx/PM by air basin Air Basins 

8 Sustainability, preservation Percentage Change in Maintenance Dollars Per Lane Mile Countywide 

9 Equity Percentage of Expenditures versus Passenger Miles 
Traveled in 2035 – Highways, Transit 

EJ, Urban/Rural, 
Countywide 

 

Performance Measure Results 

As part of the Directions to 2050 outreach process Kern COG held the Environment and Social Equity 
Roundtable stakeholder meetings.  The meeting built on the federally recognized best practices effort 
began by Kern COG in 2000.  Environment and Social Equity Roundtable identified low-income, minority, 
elderly, and disabled people as the target populations for analyzing federal Title VI Environmental Justice 
(EJ) efforts. Areas with higher than average concentrations of the target populations were identified and 
mapped by census block groups. Kern COG used the transportation model output stratified by EJ areas 
and the urban and rural place types to determine whether the goals of the RTP were being met.  The 
following is a more detailed description of the Performance Measures. 

 Mobility – Calculates average trip time by mode (auto and transit) from environmental justice 
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) and countywide. 

 Accessibility/Economic Well-Being – Calculates average trip time by mode (auto and transit) to 
major job centers from a group of approximately 1,700 TAZs. Accessibility also provides an 
economic measure by indicating the level of congestion around major job centers that may affect 
freight movement. 

 Reliability/Congestion – Calculates the distance of level of service D through F links inside 
environmental justice TAZs and countywide. 

 Reliability/Safety – Calculates the percentage increase between property damage, injury, and 
fatal accident rates between base year 2006 and 2035. 

 Efficiency/Cost-Effectiveness – Calculates the planned expenditure per passenger miles 
traveled. Calculates passenger miles traveled by both vehicle and transit networks for current and 
planned transit projects (increased headway, new routes) and capacity-increasing road projects 
links in future years, inside EJ TAZs and countywide. These figures are divided by the total 
investment in these projects and used to calculate their cost-effectiveness. 

 Livability/Consumer Satisfaction – Calculates the average trip delay after feedback between 
constrained and unconstrained roadways on links inside EJ TAZs and countywide.1 

 Sustainability/Environment – Vehicle emissions of NOx per person for the valley and 
mountain/desert portions of Kern.  

 Sustainability/Preservation – Provides for maintenance as the system expands. 

                                                      

1 Delay refers to the amount of additional time a vehicle spends on the road because of congestion.  Constrained and unconstrained roads refer to those streets, 

highways, or freeways where congestion is either typical or atypical. 
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 Equity – Calculates the passenger miles traveled and compares to the percentage of investment 
in EJ areas and urban and rural place types. 

The RTP Guidelines also recommend including goals on transportation system preservation. Preservation 
was not included in the model because it is not a component the model can measure readily. A detailed 
description of maintenance and preservation funding can be found in the Financial Element The model 
generated several factors, including travel times, vehicle miles traveled, passenger miles traveled, transit 
boardings, transit trip hours, transit trip distance, and road miles of LOS C or worse for 2006 (base year), 
2035 build scenario, and 2035 no-build scenario. The 2035 build scenario assumes all projects listed in 
Table 4-1 of the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan will have been completed, whereas the No-Build 
scenario assumes 2035 traffic levels on the same network used in 2006. An additional assumption was 
that funding sources and technology will remain constant. The model also stratified its factors along three 
separate lines: All of Metropolitan Bakersfield (urban); all other areas of Kern County, including the ten 
other incorporated cities (rural); and countywide. Kern COG paid particular attention to the accessibility 
and mobility criteria because they represented overall system performance now and in the future. 

Mobility  

Mobility is defined as the ability to move throughout the region and the time it takes to reach desired 
destinations; it is considered to be the most informative performance measure in the RTP. The criterion is 
measured by calculating average travel times during the base year 2006, in 2035 when all RTP projects 
are completed, and in a 2035 no-build scenario where none of the RTP projects are completed. The goal 
for mobility is to demonstrate that EJ TAZs perform better, or at least no worse, than the countywide 
average. Peak highway and transit trip periods (evening commute times) were used to demonstrate the 
worst-case scenario. 

Metropolitan Bakersfield’s average travel time in 2006 for all trips was 12.67 minutes, compared to a rural 
time of 20.58, for a countywide average of 16.26 minutes. In considering just Metro Bakersfield’s EJ 
TAZs, the average travel time was 12.40, versus rural EJ TAZs at 20.31, for a countywide average of 
14.14 minutes. During the 2006 base year, EJ TAZs throughout the county enjoyed shorter average travel 
times than in the county as a whole. As depicted in the table below, that trend is maintained over both the 
2035 build and the 2035 no-build scenario. On the whole, people living in EJ TAZs will have shorter 
average travel times anywhere within the county than the county will have as a whole. 

TABLE 2-4 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK HIGHWAY TRIPS (IN MINUTES) 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.67 13.39 14.47 

Urban/Metro (new method) 12.15 12.02 Not available yet 

Rural Areas 20.58 20.78 21.37 

Rural Areas (new method) 23.94 22.64  

Countywide 16.26 16.94 18.75 

Countywide (new method) 15.86 15.84  

TABLE 2-5 EJ TAZS AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK HIGHWAY TRIPS 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.40 13.00 13.51 

Urban/Metro (new method) 11.91 11.96  
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Rural Areas 20.31 20.69 21.34 

Rural Areas (new method) 18.59 17.61  

Countywide 14.14 14.71 15.23 

Countywide (new method) 13.03 13.04  

Because rural transit ridership comprises such a small percentage of trips in the model, and because no 
data is being forecasted by rural transit agencies regarding trip lengths and travel times, staff is unable to 
compare the rural transit network to the Golden Empire Transit system in Metro Bakersfield. However, in 
judging average travel times for transit trips between EJ TAZs in Metro and the rest of Metro as a whole, 
EJ TAZs also continue to fare better in this category. In 2006, the average peak hour transit trip took 
44.77 minutes in Bakersfield. However, transit trips emanating from EJ TAZs were clocked at 43.86 
minutes. In 2035, the model estimates the difference to increase from 46.10 minutes in Bakersfield as a 
whole to 45.38 minutes in Bakersfield EJ TAZs. 

TABLE 2-6 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK TRANSIT TRIPS2 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 44.77 46.10 45.50 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.61 31.62  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 39.98 44.99  

Countywide 47.54 47.98 49.07 

Countywide (new method) 32.79 33.6  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

TABLE 2-7 EJ TAZS AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK TRANSIT TRIPS 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.86 45.38 44.14 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.33 30.22  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 39.68 41.91  

Countywide 48.63 45.65 44.73 

Countywide (new method) 32.79 31.42  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

Accessibility/Economic Well Being  

Accessibility differs from mobility in that it is measured by commuter trip times to major job centers rather 
than overall trip times. Major job centers are defined as those TAZs containing employment sites with 75 
or more workers. Specifically, accessibility is defined as the ease of reaching destinations as measured 

                                                      

2No data are maintained on average travel times for rural fixed-route and dial-a-ride services.  The countywide average listed under Average Travel Time – Peak 

Transit Trips and EJ TAZs Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips reflects statistics on the Golden Empire Transit network only. Rural transit ridership is a small 

percentage of countywide and would result in a negligible increase. 
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by the percentage of commuters who can get to work within a given period of time. As with mobility, the 
goal is to ensure that commuters in EJ TAZs throughout the county have average trip times that are 
shorter, or at least no longer, than in the county as a whole. The measure on highways also provides an 
indicator of the ability of freight to get to major employment sites, providing a measure of economic well-
being for the region. 

In 2006, the average trip length from anywhere in Bakersfield to a major job center was 12.13 minutes. 
For areas outside Bakersfield, the time was approximately 15 minutes longer at 27.26 minutes. The 
average commute time to a major job center in Kern County was 19.69 minutes in 2006. This compares 
to 14.8 minutes for all commutes from EJ TAZs to major job centers throughout the county in 2006. 

EJ TAZs generally fare better across the board against urban, rural, and countywide averages for 
commutes to major job centers under the 2035 build and 2035 no-build scenarios. This is true for both 
private vehicle trips countywide and transit trips in Bakersfield. Rural transit data are unavailable. 

TABLE 2-8 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – HIGHWAY  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.13 12.12 13.24 

Urban/Metro (new method) 9.19 9.21  

Rural Areas 27.26 27.16 27.73 

Rural Areas (new method) 13.62 13.69  

Countywide 19.69 19.39 21.55 

Countywide (new method) 10.77 11.09  

TABLE 2-9 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME FROM EJ TAZS TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – HIGHWAY 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 11.85 11.78 12.20 

Urban/Metro (new method) 8.59 8.4  

Rural Areas 25.31 24.73 25.27 

Rural Areas (new method) 13.04 11.34  

Countywide 14.80 14.65 15.08 

Countywide (new method) 9.12 8.84  

TABLE 2-10 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – TRANSIT 3  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.98 46.23 44.91 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.73 31.06  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

                                                      

3 No data are maintained on average travel times for rural fixed-route and dial-a-ride services.  The countywide average listed under Average Travel Time – Peak 

Transit Trips and EJ TAZs Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips reflects statistics on the Golden Empire Transit network only. 
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Rural Areas (new method) 37.28 48.73  

Countywide 47.07 49.35 49.02 

Countywide (new method) 33.47 33.87  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

TABLE 2-11 AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME FROM EJ TAZS TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – TRANSIT  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.88 45.29 44.73 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.1 29.2  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 36.98 45.62  

Countywide 44.42 45.62 17.1 

Countywide (new method) 32.55 30.6  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

Reliability/Congestion 

Reliability is the percentage of on-time arrivals for both transit and highway trips. For highways, it is 
measured by the number of hours daily that passengers spend in congested traffic. Congestion on 
roadways is measured by levels of service (LOS) on roadways and also by the amount of time in hours 
that a vehicle is not able to reach the speed limit on a given roadway segment. LOS also affects the 
reliability of transit service in Metropolitan Bakersfield. The Metro transit system lacks any facilities 
immune to congestion such as carpool lanes, bus lanes, or rail. The level of congestion is not a significant 
measure for rural place type areas based on the smart mobility framework analysis; however, the 
numbers are provided for comparison purposes.  

For transit, reliability is judged by the percentage of on-time arrivals for each operator. Golden Empire 
Transit District has developed its own environmental justice analysis, “Title VI Update,” last produced in 
March 2010. Based on observations through February 2004, GET estimated its on-time arrival rate for 
July 2009 through February 2010 was 76% of all trips. The report does not stratify by EJ TAZ. 

Metropolitan Bakersfield residents will see the number of hours spent in congested traffic rise from 
284,056 in 2006 to 500,661 in 2035. Relative to increases regionally, EJ TAZs will be 6% more congested 
than other areas countywide. 

TABLE 2-12 AVERAGE LEVEL OF CONGESTION IN HOURS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 284,056 500,661 76 

Urban/Metro (new method) 198,433 331,135 67 

Rural Areas 276,468 503,753 82 

Rural Areas (new method) 235,992 387,197 64 

Countywide 560,524 1,004,414 79 

Countywide (new method) 434,425 718,332 65 
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TABLE 2-13 AVERAGE LEVEL OF CONGESTION IN HOURS – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 122,791 183,661 50 

Urban/Metro (new method) 88,041 121,480 38 

Rural Areas 64,257 116,046 81 

Rural Areas (new method) 8,740 11,694 34 

Countywide 187,048 299,896 60 

Countywide (new method) 96,780 133,173 38 

Reliability/Safety 

For Kern COG’s environmental justice policy purposes, safety is considered to be the minimal risk of 
accident or injury as measured by reduced accidents. While the model does make predictions regarding 
the number of accidents that cause property damage, injury, and fatalities, it cannot stratify that 
information specifically by project, as the environmental justice safety goal requires. On new facilities 
within environmental justice TAZs, projects outlined in the [Placeholder: Kern COG to update the 
following content to reflect updated 2014 RTP] 2014 RTP will demonstrate no more accidents than the 
countywide average. 

Despite the model’s inability to predict accident rates on specific projects, it does provide an aggregate 
look at annual accidents in 2006 compared to 2035. Results show that injury accidents will rise sharply 
throughout the county by 2035. Meanwhile, EJ TAZs will see a slower increase for injury accidents than 
the region as a whole. For example, in Metro Bakersfield, the injury accident rate is predicted to rise from 
879 in 2006 to 1,636 in 2035, an 86% increase. In urban EJ TAZs, however, the rate for the same type of 
accident will go from 370 to 572, a 55% rise. 

Using the Smart Mobility 2010 philosophy, safety is a higher concern in rural place type areas than 
congestion. Based on this plan’s funded project list, accidents in rural areas are forecast to rise at a 
slightly lower rate than the countywide average as travel increases on Kern’s roadway network. 

TABLE 2-14 ANNUALIZED ACCIDENT STATISTICS FOR ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage 1,537 2,862 86 

Property damage (n.m.) 1,039 1,732 67 

Injury 879 1,636 86 

Injury (n.m.) 563 939 67 

Fatality 55 103 87 

Fatality (n.m.) 24 40 67 

Rural 

Property damage 2,239 4,092 83 

Property damage (n.m.) 1,054 1,462 39 

Injury 1,279 2,338 83 
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Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Injury (n.m.) 571 793  

Fatality 81 147 81 

Fatality (n.m.) 24 34 42 

 

 
   

Countywide 

Property damage 3,776 6,954 84 

Property damage (n.m.) 2,093 3,195 53 

Injury 2,158 3,974 84 

Injury (n.m.) 1,135 1,732 53 

Fatality 136 250 84 

Fatality (n.m.) 48 73 52 

TABLE 2-15 ANNUALIZED ACCIDENT STATISTICS FOR ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage 647 1,001 55 

Property damage (n.m.) 467 655 40 

Injury 370 572 55 

Injury (n.m.) 253 355 40 

Fatality 23 36 57 

Fatality (n.m.) 11 15 36 

Rural 

Property damage 490 911 86 

Property damage (n.m.) 45 57 27 

Injury 280 521 86 

Injury (n.m.) 24 31 29 

Fatality 18 33 83 

Fatality (n.m.) 1 1 0 

Countywide 

Property damage 1,137 1,912 68 

Property damage (n.m.) 512 712 39 

Injury 650 1,093 68 

Injury (n.m.) 278 386 39 

Fatality 41 69 68 

Fatality (n.m.) 12 16 33 
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Efficiency/Cost-Effectiveness 

Efficiency and cost-effectiveness can be measured by maximized returns on transportation investments. 
This criterion was measured by dividing the average daily investment from 2011 RTP projects through 
2035 by the average number of daily passenger miles traveled (PMT) on the transportation network, both 
inside and outside of EJ TAZs for urban and rural place types. 

In the Metropolitan Bakersfield area, the average daily investment in highways will amount to $.009 per 
PMT versus $.015 per PMT in Bakersfield EJ TAZs. In rural areas outside Bakersfield, the cost is $.004 
versus $.006 in rural EJ TAZs. For transit service in Bakersfield, the daily investment per PMT is $.11 
versus $.07 in Bakersfield EJ TAZs While the daily investment per PMT for roads indicates that the 
transportation system will meet the goal of spending more money per PMT in EJ areas than in the county 
as a whole, the transit system does not measure up to that criterion, with all factors constant. However, 
more funding will be spent per PMT in EJ TAZs than in the county as a whole, and mobility and 
accessibility for EJ TAZs will also be higher. 

Because the cost-effectiveness criterion assumes that RTP projects will be built, the no-build scenario is 
not displayed. 
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TABLE 2-16 AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – HIGHWAYS 

Place Type 2035 Build 

Urban/Metro $.009 

Urban/Metro (new method) Not available yet 

Rural Areas $.004 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.007 

Countywide (new method)  

TABLE 2-17 AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – HIGHWAYS – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2035 Build 

Urban/Metro $.015 

Urban/Metro (new method) Not available yet 

Rural Areas $.006 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.0105 

Countywide (new method)  

TABLE 2-18 AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – TRANSIT4 

Place Type 2035 

Urban/Metro $.11 

Urban/Metro (new method)  

Rural Areas N/A 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.13 

Countywide (new method)  

TABLE 2-19 AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – TRANSIT – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2030 

Urban/Metro $.0723 

Urban/Metro (new method)  

Rural Areas N/A 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.06 

                                                      

4 Because Kern COG’s regional transportation model cannot estimate passenger miles traveled for rural transit services, estimates for daily investment per PMT 

countywide are unable to be calculated. 
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Countywide  

 
Livability/Consumer Satisfaction 

Consumer satisfaction is one potential measure of livability and is defined as the condition where 
consumers can largely agree that their transportation needs are being met in a safe, reliable, efficient, 
and cost-effective manner. The criterion is measured by the daily amount of trip delay in hours. On 
roadways, trip delay refers to the difference between the time a trip should take and the time it actually 
requires, or the difference between free-flow traffic and some level of congestion. Traffic congestion also 
affects the on-time performance of transit operations, limiting alternative transportation choices during 
peak periods and impacting the region’s livability. 

For example, between 2006 and 2035, Kern COG’s traffic model estimates the number of daily trip delay 
hours in the urban metro area will rise from 61,929 to 105,837, a 71% increase. However, in Metro 
Bakersfield’s EJ TAZs, the number would increase from 27,134 to 43,190, a 59% rise. While neither 
scenario is desirable, EJ TAZs within Metropolitan Bakersfield increase 12 percentage points less than 
the area as a whole. In rural areas, travel delay grows a little faster than in the county as a whole. 

TABLE 2-20 AVERAGE TRIP DELAY TIME IN HOURS  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 61,929 105,837 71 

Urban/Metro (new method) 6,723 11,830 76 

Rural Areas 24,703 48,163 95 

Rural Areas (new method) 53 7,627 4391 

Countywide 86,632 154,000 78 

Countywide (new method) 6,776 19,459 187 

TABLE 2-21 AVERAGE TRIP DELAY TIME IN HOURS FOR EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 27,134 43,190 59 

Urban/Metro (new method) 4,349 5,033 16 

Rural Areas 8,905 15,344 72 

Rural Areas (new method) 0 2 200 

Countywide 36,039 58,534 62 

Countywide (new method) 4,349 5,035 16 

Sustainability/Environment 

This measure is defined as enhancing the existing transportation system while improving the 
environment. It is the one factor in Kern COG’s environmental justice criteria set that the transportation 
model currently cannot measure. Environmental effects vary among different transportation projects and 
can only be determined meaningfully on a project-by-project basis. The goal is for projects in the 2014 
RTP to demonstrate no difference in unmitigated impacts between environmental justice populations and 
the region as a whole. This goal is measured through conformity with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990 according to measures of certain pollutants such as nitrous oxide and particulate matter.  



APPENDIX __ 2014 RTP -  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS  

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2014 Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/ 
July 2013 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 

2-13 

1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 
The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

[Placeholder: Kern COG to update following language to describe GHG modeling efforts accompanying 
transportation model update.] A greenhouse gas (GHG) measure is currently under development as part 
of efforts to implement AB 32 and SB 375, and should be available in time for the next major RTP update. 
In the meantime, measuring current federal criteria pollutants offer an adequate surrogate for GHG 
because the strategies used to reduce one usually help reduce the other. 

Both Kern COG’s long-term 2011 RTP and the short-term Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
(FTIP) require a demonstration of air quality “conformity” prior to being adopted by Kern COG and the 
federal government. This conformity process is necessary because the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is 
nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter. The process ensures that new transportation projects will 
either benefit or at least have no negative effect on air quality. Kern COG’s conformity analysis for its 
most recent FTIP amendment was approved by the US Department of Transportation on November 3, 
2009. A revised conformity analysis has been undertaken to support the 2011 RTP and the 2011 FTIP. 

TABLE 2-22 VEHICLE NOX/PM10 EMISSIONS DECREASE 

Air Basin 
(portion of Kern) 

Base 
2008/11 

Horizon 
2030/35 

Percentage Decrease Air Standard Met? 

San Joaquin Valley 75.5 22.9 70 YES 

Mojave Desert 14.6 4.2 71 YES 

Indian Wells Valley* 1.3 1.1 15 YES 

*Indian Wells Valley totals are for all particulate matter 10 microns or smaller, not just the NOx precursor. 

For a more detailed discussion of air quality, see the 2011 Conformity Analysis for simultaneous adoption 
with the 2011 RTP and FTIP. 

Sustainability/Preservation 

Sustaining and preserving the transportation system can be measured by the total annualized amount of 
maintenance funding divided by the number of lane miles in the model. Countywide maintained lane miles 
are calculated from the transportation model. In November 2008, an initiative with 56% voter approval 
failed to garner the two-thirds vote required to pass. Had it passed, approximately 40% of the funding 
would have been reserved for maintenance. The following tables illustrate the growing problem of 
maintaining an expanding system and underscore the need for rapid action to provide new funding 
sources to maintain the system. 

TABLE 2-23 MAINTENANCE DOLLARS PER LANE MILE FOR THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

Countywide Base Horizon Percentage 
Change 

2006 2035 

Lane Miles 7,349 9,474 29 

Annual Maintenance $96,000,000 $96,000,000 0 

Maintenance per Mile $13,063 $10,133 -22 

TABLE 2-24 MAINTENANCE DOLLARS PER LANE MILE FOR THE 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IF THE 2008 TRANSPORTATION MEASURE HAD PASSED 

Countywide Base Horizon Percentage Change 
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2006 2035 

Lane Miles 7,349 9,474 29 

Annual Maintenance $96,000,000 $124,000,000 29 

Maintenance per Mile $13,063 $13,088 0 

Equity 

Equity is defined as a fair and reasonable distribution of transportation investment benefits (as a share of 
benefits). Kern COG took a similar approach to equity as with cost-effectiveness, comparing the total 
investment in roads and transit through 2035 with total passenger miles traveled in Bakersfield, rural 
areas, and the county as a whole. All numbers were converted to percentages for simplicity. 

In 2035, Urban/Metro Bakersfield EJ TAZs will account for 52% of all passenger miles traveled in the 
region. However, approximately 73% of transportation expenditures will go directly into the metropolitan 
EJ TAZs. Rural EJ TAZs will represent 13% of countywide PMT, and 13% of all highway funding will be 
spent in those areas. Countywide, approximately 28% of all passenger miles traveled will occur in EJ 
TAZs, which will collect 47% of funding and projects. 

Although Kern COG cannot reliably project the number of passenger miles traveled by rural transit 
agencies in 2035, the model does predict that EJ TAZs in the Metro Bakersfield region will make up 
approximately 68% of transit PMT. Those same TAZs, however, will receive 90% of all transit funding 
attributable to the metropolitan area. Stratification between metro and rural transit services is impractical 
because of the rural transit PMT variable. The model currently excludes rural transit because the 
extremely low volumes are difficult to calibrate. 

TABLE 2-25 PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN 2035 – HIGHWAYS 

Place Type 2035 PMT Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 23,381,541 $2,403,140,132 41 63 

Urban/Metro(new method) 20,289,625    

Rural Areas 33,427,754 $1,435,741,868 59 37 

Rural Areas (new method) 26,093,580    

Countywide 56,809,295 $3,838,882,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 46,383,204    

TABLE 2-26 PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES VERSUS 
PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN EJ TAZS BY 2035 – HIGHWAYS 

Place Type 2035 PMT Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 8,179,260 $1,303,108,495 52 73 

Urban/Metro (new method) 7,483,843    

Rural Areas 7,443,927 $481,971,635 48 27 

Rural Areas (new method) 766,523    

Countywide 15,623,187 $1,785,080,130 100 100 
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Countywide (new method) 8,250,365    

TABLE 2-27 PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES 
VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN 2035 – TRANSIT  

Place Type 2035 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 95,045 $96,000,000 100 85 

Urban/Metro (new method) 70,281    

Rural Areas N/A $16,800,000 N/A 15 

Rural Areas (new method) 13,086    

Countywide N/A $112,800,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 118,697    

 
TABLE 2-28 PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES 

VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN EJ TAZS BY 2035 – TRANSIT 

Place Type 2035 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 64,610 $46,944,000 N/A 90 

Urban/Metro (new method) 19,734    

Rural Areas N/A $5,410,000 N/A 10 

Rural Areas (new method) 3,155    

Countywide N/A $52,354,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 26,460    

 
Environmental Justice Conclusions 

Ideally, transportation projects not only achieve immediate transportation goals (such as congestion relief) 
but contribute to the betterment of our physical and socioeconomic environment. It is inevitable, however, 
that some transportation projects generate negative impacts as well. This chapter identifies the 
methodology used to determine the 2014 RTP projects’ equitability and their overall cost and benefit to 
the residents of Kern County, including traditionally disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

From a public information perspective, Kern COG’s commitment to environmental justice and both rural 
and urban community types is demonstrable through its efforts at gathering public input. These efforts 
include broadcasting its monthly meetings on television, using display advertising and electronic notices 
to announce workshops and public hearings, and developing radio advertisements for long-range 
planning efforts. Kern COG has been visible in every community over the last three years during city 
council meetings, street fairs, and community festivals. Press releases are generated at project 
milestones. Kern COG’s quarterly newsletter is distributed to over 2,000 organizations and individuals.  

From a planning standpoint, the transportation model indicates that, with few exceptions, Kern COG has 
and will continue to divide its resources equitably, with no single population group suffering 
disproportionate and adverse effects from agency activity. Analyses demonstrated some shortcomings 
that will be addressed, however. For example, Metropolitan Bakersfield will see the number of hours 
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spent in congested traffic rise from 284,056 in 2006 to 500,661 in 2035, a 76% increase. But metro area 
EJ TAZs will experience a 50% rise in congestion levels over the same period.   

Kern COG’s position that it is meeting the rigors of environmental justice is based largely on averages, 
and in some cases predicated on a worst-case scenario for every portion of the Kern region. The fact that 
delay times will rise by only 62% in EJ areas versus 78% for the region as a whole over the long term is 
nothing to trumpet; however, it does demonstrate that despite substantial financial commitments, and with 
all issues remaining constant, the Kern region’s transportation network will continue to deteriorate for 
every segment of the population. The model shows that, generally speaking, the transportation network 
will not deteriorate in EJ areas as quickly as in the county as a whole. 

Kern COG re-evaluated its environmental justice policies and procedures with the release of the federal 
2010 Census results. In its initial analysis, Kern COG determined that several of the criteria were 
measured redundantly. This redundancy is intended to provide additional internal checks should a 
performance measure have an unusual result. 

Similarly, cost-effectiveness and equity both attempt to determine how expenditures are being divided 
between EJ areas and the region as a whole. While each measure uses a different analysis method, the 
conclusions appear to be the same. Because environmental issues such as noise, air quality, wildlife 
disturbances, and context-sensitive design must be addressed through the mitigation process on a 
project-by-project basis, no substantive means are available to measure these environmental effects as a 
system-wide criterion in this analysis. 

Considering all the analyses as a whole, it is fair to conclude that the 2014 RTP meets the Federal Title 
VI environment justice requirements by ensuring that all of the population is subject to proportionate 
benefits and detriments. It also must be understood that environmental justice does not create an 
entitlement; however, it does attempt to assure that transportation projects do not have discriminatory 
effects or disparate impacts on any segment of the population, especially those traditionally 
disadvantaged groups such as racial minorities and low-income communities. The above analyses 
demonstrate that the 2014 RTP has met those expectations. 

Smart Mobility Conclusions 

The smart mobility method divided the performance measures into two place types—urban and rural. The 
measures reveal that a relatively even distribution of resources addresses mobility and accessibility. For 
example, the greatest improvement in accessibility to job centers is found in rural areas were average 
travel times are reduced by about six seconds compared to one second in urban areas, despite 63% of 
the highway investment in the metro/urban area. Trip delay and congestion increases in rural areas at a 
faster rate than in metro; however, congestion is not considered as important a factor as safety where 
rural place types see a 3–6% reduction in accidents. This is primarily because projects in outlying rural 
areas are focused less on relieving congestion and more on safety improvements.  

The performance measures look at all funding sources, and not just those subject to the 60–40 guideline 
policy adopted by the Kern COG board. It is interesting to note that more passenger miles are traveled 
outside of Metropolitan Bakersfield than within. That is because the metro area makes up less than 10% 
of the total area of the county, and through-county trips make up about 25% of all travel in Kern County. 

System-wide Conclusions 

System-wide, the performance measures indicate that the Kern  region is losing ground in its battle with 
congestion while improving the economy by providing better accessibility to major job centers. 
Accessibility to major job centers countywide improved by 18 seconds between 2006 and 2035. However, 
even with the influx of more than $640 million in federal demonstration funds to the region, and a recent 
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increase in traffic impact fees on housing in Metropolitan Bakersfield are forecast to see an 80% increase 
in congestion over the next 25 years. With the current housing downturn, it is not likely that another 
increase in impact fees can absorb the costs needed to accommodate the growth for the region. In 
addition, many of these future improvements are becoming more expensive. The cheap, easy fixes are 
no longer available. Changing a six-lane arterial to eight or ten lanes can be costly. Not only does the 
congestion affect the reliability of our transportation system, it affects transit operations as well. 

Transit can only provide a relief for congestion if the express bus service is not stuck in the same traffic as 
single-occupant vehicles. Investment in carpool and bus lanes on freeways, ramps, and arterial streets is 
not much more expensive than adding free-flow lanes; however, they can provide a vital relief valve 
during peak travel times. The ability to get around during peak periods is important to ensure the 
economic vitality of the region and can stretch the effectiveness of Kern’s transportation dollar. 

One of the worst performing indicators is the Sustainability/Preservation measure.  

Recent polling for both the 2008 local transportation sales tax measure and the Kern Blueprint ranked 
maintenance of the existing system as the highest priority for transportation funding. However, federal, 
state, and local efforts have failed to provide the funding necessary to maintain the infrastructure that 
Kern County is building. The 2008 sales tax measure would have provided sufficient funding to maintain 
the system at current levels to 2030.   

Some local successes have occurred for new funding sources. Recently, the City of Bakersfield passed a 
utility tax for transportation maintenance, and the City of Delano has approved a 1-cent general fund 
measure that can be used for road maintenance. The national American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) has provided a one-time influx of funding to catch up on maintenance backlogs for more than 80 
projects in Kern County. ARRA II may provide additional funding; however, deficit stimulus spending is 
not a permanent solution. The state and federal highway trust funds are insolvent and must be fixed as 
part of the federal surface transportation act reauthorization now under way. Innovative long-term pay-as-
you-go solutions, such as a phased-in odometer-based gas tax, should be seriously considered. 

Monitoring Performance 

Performance measures are often driven more by the tools available to measure than by the policies that 
need to be tracked. Performance measures can be divided into two types. The first includes future 
performance measures that are used in modeling to compare scenarios such as the ones in this chapter. 
A second type is a monitoring indicator that measures real-world data, such as traffic counts and air 
quality. The following variables are already tracked annually and may be enhanced: 

 Traffic count information 

 Truck origin destination studies along key corridors 

 Traffic speed survey program 

 Transit ridership travel survey 

 Bike rider survey 

 Air Quality Monitoring System 

These datasets are incorporated into the base year validation of the regional transportation model and 
provide the basis for forecasting future performance measures and tracking progress toward the goals. 



Draft Comparison of Scenarios for Environmental Justice - 8/27/2013

The following is a comparison of the 4 scenarios presented at the Metropolitan Bakersfield Workshops on 8/21/13 and 8/27/13

Abbreviations:  A thru D are 2035 Scenarios 1-4 from the workshops, EJ - Environmental Justice, LOS - Level of Service, PDO - Property Damage Only

Scenario A10 B10 C20 D22 2040 NoBuild

ACCESSIBILITY AND MOBILITY

*** Average travel times (minutes) from county zones to all zones

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 15.76 15.8 15.73 15.54 22.15

Peak Transit Travel Time 34.43 33.58 32.41 31.55 35.14

*** Average travel times (minutes) from county zones to Job Centers

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 12.95 12.12 11.96 11.43 13.16

Peak Transit Travel Time 32.91 30.66 29.09 28.6 33.66

*** Average travel times (minutes) from county EJ zones to all zones

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 13.75 13.07 12.78 12.32 14.79

Peak Transit Travel Time 33.62 31.38 29.84 29.32 33.97

*** Average travel times (minutes) from county EJ zones to Job Centers

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 9.88 9.41 9.21 8.94 9.54

Peak Transit Travel Time 31.73 27.66 26.01 25.96 31.94

ACCESSIBILITY AND MOBILITY

*** Average travel times (minutes) from metro zones to all zones

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 12.93 12.02 11.88 11.44 19.14

Peak Transit Travel Time 34.42 31.6 30.36 29.74 34.12

*** Average travel times (minutes) from metro zones to Job Centers

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 11.32 9.81 9.66 9.17 10.5

Peak Transit Travel Time 32.91 28.3 26.87 26.72 32.6

*** Average travel times (minutes) from metro EJ zones to all zones

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 12.53 11.94 11.64 11.22 13.79

Peak Transit Travel Time 33.62 30.12 28.61 28.29 33.16

*** Average travel times (minutes) from metro EJ zones to Job Centers

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 9.2 8.8 8.57 8.31 8.92

Peak Transit Travel Time 31.73 26.46 24.93 25.07 31.17

ACCESSIBILITY AND MOBILITY

*** Average travel times (minutes) from nonmetro zones to all zones

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 20.98 22.65 22.61 22.6 24.55

Peak Transit Travel Time 45.1 44.65 44.87 45.71 45.14

*** Average travel times (minutes) from nonmetro zones to Job Centers

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 17.9 15.69 15.83 16.03 16.02

Peak Transit Travel Time 44.29 42.01 42.79 44.52 43.42

*** Average travel times (minutes) from nonmetro EJ zones to all zones

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 19.32 17.81 17.77 17.63 18.74

Peak Transit Travel Time NA 42.12 42.31 42.74 41.81

*** Average travel times (minutes) from nonmetro EJ zones to Job Centers

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 15.32 13.18 13.38 13.84 13.14

Peak Transit Travel Time NA 39.93 40.5 41.93 41.04

COST EFFECTIVENESS  CONSUMER SATISFACTION  & RELIABILITY

Scenario A10 B10 C20 D22 2040 NoBuild

Area Condition Period Congested Vehicle Hours

  county all Total 769750 722865 714931 700714 1021769

  county EJ Total 162804 133310 135133 141142 153484

  county LOS D-F Total 91333 80978 78295 79759 370402

  county LOS D-F EJ Total 9302 11626 12094 16773 36957

COST EFFECTIVENESS  CONSUMER SATISFACTION  & RELIABILITY

Scenario A10 B10 C20 D22 2040 NoBuild

Area Condition Period Congested Vehicle Hours

metro all Total 249385 346219 339724 329304 597738

metro EJ Total 111691 121612 123448 129485 140007

metro LOS D-F Total 23192 27914 26478 31119 293424

metro LOS D-F EJ Total 7083 11626 12094 16773 36957

COST EFFECTIVENESS  CONSUMER SATISFACTION  & RELIABILITY

Scenario A10 B10 C20 D22 2040 NoBuild

Area Condition Period Congested Vehicle Hours

nonmetro all Total 270494 376646 375206 371409 424031

nonmetro EJ Total 36563 11698 11684 11656 13477

nonmetro LOS D-F Total 33044 53064 51818 48641 76977

nonmetro LOS D-F EJ Total 2219 0 0 0 0

Area Condition Period Vehicle-Delay Hours

  county all Total 20071 19618 18725 20164 245671

  county  EJ Total 2829 5061 5386 7268 17527

  county  congested Total 14247 13865 13185 14432 236709

  county  congested EJ Total 1397 2533 2794 4392 14059
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COST EFFECTIVENESS  CONSUMER SATISFACTION  & RELIABILITY

Area Condition Period Vehicle-Delay Hours

  metro all Total 7722 12448 11658 13218 230806

  metro  EJ Total 2530 5059 5385 7265 17521

  metro  congested Total 4127 7231 6673 8111 222426

  metro  congested EJ Total 1241 2533 2794 4392 14059

COST EFFECTIVENESS  CONSUMER SATISFACTION  & RELIABILITY

Area Condition Period Vehicle-Delay Hours

  nonmetro  all Total 3150 7169 7066 6946 14864

  nonmetro  EJ Total 191 2 2 2 5

  nonmetro  congested Total 2630 6636 6512 6321 14281

  nonmetro  congested EJ Total 156 0 0 0 0

SAFETY

Scenario A10 B10 C20 D22 2040 NoBuild

All county

  ACCIDENTS DATA

    Total = 5706 5045 4970 4820 5539

    PDO  = 3646 3223 3175 3080 3539

    Injury  = 1977 1748 1722 1670 1919

    Fatal   = 84 74 73 71 81

county EJ Links only

  ACCIDENTS DATA

    Total = 1366 1115 1123 1157 1162

    PDO  = 873 712 717 739 742

    Injury  = 473 386 389 401 402

    Fatal   = 20 16 16 17 17

SAFETY

All metro

  ACCIDENTS DATA

    Total = 2186 2762 2701 2577 2988

    PDO  = 1397 1765 1726 1646 1909

    Injury  = 757 957 936 893 1035

    Fatal   = 32 41 40 38 44

metro EJ Links only

  ACCIDENTS DATA

    Total = 972 1026 1033 1069 1058

    PDO  = 621 655 660 683 676

    Injury  = 337 355 358 370 366

    Fatal   = 14 15 15 16 16

SAFETY

All nonmetro

  ACCIDENTS DATA

    Total = 1622 2283 2269 2244 2552

    PDO  = 1037 1458 1450 1433 1630

    Injury  = 562 791 786 777 884

    Fatal   = 24 33 33 33 37

nonmetro EJ Links only

  ACCIDENTS DATA

    Total = 270 89 89 89 104

    PDO  = 173 57 57 57 66

    Injury  = 94 31 31 31 36

    Fatal   = 4 1 1 1 2
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Abstract: The identification of “environmental justice (EJ) communities” is an 

increasingly common element in environmental planning, policy, and regulation. As a 

result, the choice of methods to define and identify these communities is a critical and 

often contentious process. This contentiousness is, in turn, a factor of the lack of a 

commonly accepted method, the concern among many EJ advocates and some regulators 

that existing frameworks are inadequate, and ultimately, the significant consequences of 

such designations for both public policy and community residents. With the aim of 

assisting regulators and advocates to more strategically focus their efforts, the authors 

developed a Cumulative Environmental Vulnerability Assessment (CEVA). This CEVA is 

composed of a Cumulative Environmental Hazard Index and a Social Vulnerability Index, 

with a Health Index as a reference. Applying CEVA produces spatial analysis that 

identifies the places that are subject to both the highest concentrations of cumulative 

environmental hazards and the fewest social, economic and political resources to prevent, 

mitigate, or adapt to these conditions. We recommended that these areas receive special 

consideration in permitting, monitoring, and enforcement actions, as well as investments in 

public participation, capacity building, and community economic development.  
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1. Introduction 

The concept of cumulative impacts is increasingly in evidence in public policies, regulation, and 

advocacy in the domains of public health and environmental quality [1–3]. In contrast with 

environmental and health science and policy that assess risks from exposures to individual contaminants, 

often through one media and at one point in time, a cumulative impacts approach considers the 

experience of encounters with multiple environmental hazards through multiple media and over time [1–3]. 

The cumulative impacts approach also considers the social, economic and political context of these 

exposures, and ways in which these factors may exacerbate the vulnerability experienced certain places 

and populations to environmental hazards [4–8]. Recent pioneering work offers a sophisticated set of 

environmental justice indices and screening methods to map and prioritize the most vulnerable 

communities for interventions to improve current conditions and prevent future harm. Some of these 

innovations have been adopted by public agencies at the state and federal levels [9–13]. This  

social-environmental analysis is illustrated in a recent policy guidance document from the California 

EPA, in which cumulative impacts are defined as, “The exposures, public health or environmental 

effects from the combined emissions and discharges, in a geographic area, including environmental 

pollution from all sources, whether single or multi-media, routinely, accidentally, or otherwise 

released. Impacts will take into account sensitive populations and socio-economic factors, where 

applicable and to the extent data are available.” [14]. 

Advocates for environmental justice have turned to cumulative impacts as a powerful way to 

document their experiences of confronting environmental hazards in the places in which they “live, 

work, learn, and pray” [15] and that often affect low-income populations and communities of color in 

disproportionate patterns [16,17]. They point to a “double jeopardy” of environmental injustice in 

which the people with the fewest social, economic and political resources experience the greatest 

concentrations of environmental threats to their health and well-being [18] In particular, factors such as 

historical patterns of housing segregation, limited political and social capital, and policy processes that 

are inaccessible by grassroots constituencies have been shown to combine to create a “risks-cape” that 

systematically places communities with lower incomes and greater concentrations of people of color in 

harm’s way from a wide range of environmental hazards [18–21]. In the face of these conditions, 

activists call for three dimensions of environmental justice: distributional justice for addressing 

disproportionate burdens of environmental hazards and the absence of environmental goods, 

procedural justice for meaningful access to decision-making, and cognitive justice to consider local 

knowledge legitimate in the assessment and mitigation of environmental hazards [22,23]. 

This case study of California’s San Joaquin Valley (SJV) seeks to contribute to the science and policy 

of cumulative impacts and environmental justice by adapting leading existing analytical methods to fit 

the geographic profile of this diverse region. The purpose of this study was to assist regulators and 

advocates to more strategically focus their efforts on the places confronting the highest levels of 

environmental hazards and the highest levels of social vulnerability. We developed a Cumulative 
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Environmental Vulnerability Assessment (CEVA) including a Cumulative Environmental Hazard Index 

(CEHI), a Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) and a Health Index (HI).  

2. Study Site 

The SJV is the southern half of California’s 450-mile-long Central Valley, an elongated “bowl” 

bounded on three sides with mountains and extending through the heart of the state (Figure 1). It has 

eight counties: San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Tulare, Kings, and Kern. The SJV 

has a population of 4.2 million, of which 46% are Latino/Hispanic residents, many of whom are first 

generation immigrants from Mexico and elsewhere in Latin America. The ethic mosaic of the region is 

also made up of immigrants from South East Asia, South Asia, Europe, as well as historical 

settlements of Native Americans, African Americans, and Caucasians (many of the latter from the 

Dust Bowl migration). The region is considered politically conservative, with strong property rights, 

pro-business and limited government values, although a new generation of progressive political 

leaders, is beginning to change this profile [24]. 

Figure 1. Study area: San Joaquin Valley Region. 

 
 

The SJV is world-renowned for its rich agricultural bounty, with three of its counties (Fresno, 

Tulare, Kern) occupying the top ranks of agricultural production in the country. Large-scale irrigation 

works, intensive chemical inputs (pesticides, fertilizers), and a labor market dependent on a low-wage 

work force have driven the richness of the agricultural sector but also the poverty of many who work 

the land, and the contamination of its air and water [25]. Sometimes called the “other California” and 

compared to Appalachia, the San Joaquin Valley is a land of “poverty amidst prosperity” with 

concentrated poverty and associated social ills despite the wealth of its agricultural industry [25–28]. 
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Coupled with significant goods movement infrastructure such as highways and freight lines, industrial 

developments (refineries, manufacturing, power plants, and waste disposal sites) as well as the bowl-like 

geo-morphology, the SJV is considered to have among the worst air quality in the nation [29,30]. While 

important progress has been made by environmental regulators at the regional (San Joaquin Valley Air 

Pollution Control District), state (California EPA/Air Resources Board), and federal levels (US EPA), 

the SJV is in non-attainment for criteria air pollutants (i.e., ozone and particulate matter). Within this 

regional non-attainment area, some communities, particularly in the southern end of the bowl have 

extremely high air quality impacts [29]. Residents of the San Joaquin Valley suffer from high rates of 

asthma and other respiratory ailments [29–31]. Madera, Fresno, and Kings Counties for example, have 

rates approximately twice that of the state as a whole for asthma-related emergency room visits by 

young children (ages 0–4) [32]. According to one recent study, the economic benefits of the region 

meeting air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter would top $6 billion per year in reduced 

health, missed work and school, and premature death; this is equivalent to a payment of $1,600 per 

person per year [33]. In addition, residents in many of the rural unincorporated communities often 

suffer significant impairment of their drinking water supplies [34,35]. In sum, living near freeways and 

rail lines, working in outdoor occupations with inadequate safety precautions, drinking polluted water, 

and lacking access to affordable and healthy food, health insurance, and quality medical care together 

create a spatially and racially patchy “riskscape” [18]. 

Mobilized by these multiple environmental and social threats, a vibrant social and environmental 

justice movement has organized in the SJV, with roots back to the International Workers of the World 

in the 1920s and 1930s, to the United Farm Workers in the 1960s and 1970s, to the contemporary 

environmental justice movement beginning in the 1980s and continuing to today [36–40]. Many of 

these movements have organized on a regional scale in attempts to address the “spatial mismatch” 

between the local sites of impact from environmental hazards and the wider-scale drivers of these 

phenomena [41,42]. One prominent example of this multi-scalar organizing is campaigns that focus 

pressure on the regional San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District and its nested organization 

with state and federal regulatory agencies.  

We therefore selected the eight-county SJV as a strategic case study of the complex relationship 

among cumulative environmental risks, social vulnerability and health, and to offer this methodology 

to public agencies and advocates working to improve health conditions in the region.  

3. Methods 

We developed CEVA for the eight-county SJV region. This process involved a collaborative 

research model where a university-based team drew on the leading methods from the academic and 

professional literature and partnered with a coalition of environmental justice and health advocates 

who contributed their sophisticated knowledge of local and regional environmental, social, economic, 

and political contexts. Through a three-year iterative process, the combined team developed the CEVA 

framework [43,44]. 

The CEVA is composed of a Cumulative Environmental Hazard Index and a Social Vulnerability 

Index, with an additional Health Index as a reference layer. Applying this CEVA produces spatial 

analysis that identifies the places that are subject to both the highest concentrations of cumulative 
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environmental hazards and the fewest social, economic and political resources to prevent, mitigate or 

adapt to these conditions. Table 1 presents the indicators for all three of these indices.  

Table 1. Cumulative environmental hazards index, social vulnerability index and  

health index. 

Index Dataset Source Time 

Cumulative 
Environmental 
Hazards Index 

Toxic release inventory sites U.S. EPA 2006 
Refineries U.S. EPA 2006 
Hazardous waste treatment, storage and  
disposal facilities 

U.S. EPA 2006 

Chrome platters U.S. EPA 2006 
Total amount agri. pesticide application  
per 1 mile2 

CA Dept. of Pesticide 
Regulation 

2007 

National-scale air toxic assessment  U.S. EPA 2005 
Social 
Vulnerability 
Index 

Percent of people younger than 5 or  
older than 60  

American Community Survey 
(ACS) 

2006–2009 

Locations of health care facilities Cal-Atlas 2010 
Percent of linguistically isolated households ACS 2006–2009 
Percent of population in poverty ACS 2006–2009 
Percent of people of color ACS 2006–2009 
Percent of people older than 25 without a 
high school diploma 

ACS 2006–2009 

Health Index Low birth weight rate CA Dept. of Public Health 1999–2007 
Years of potential life lost before age 65 CA Dept. of Public Health 1999–2007 
Asthma hospitalization rate ages 0–19 CA Office of statewide health 

planning and development 
1999–2007 

3.1. Cumulative Environmental Hazard Index  

The CEHI is a relative measure of environmental hazards in and around each block group with 

possible scores between 0 and 1. The higher the value, the greater the concentration of environmental 

hazards within or around the block group. The CEHI was calculated at the census block group level 

from the following six datasets: toxic release inventory sites, refineries, hazardous treatment, storage 

and disposal facilities (TSDs), chrome platters, pesticide application, and the national-scale air  

toxic assessment (NATA). These indicators were selected based on both leading cumulative impact 

methods [1–13] and input from the project’s environmental justice partners as their most pressing 

concerns. The first four datasets, toxic release inventory sites, refineries, hazardous TSDs and chrome 

platters, are all point source data, indicating the specific location of the pollution sites. These four 

datasets were merged into one file and a 1-mile buffer zone was drawn around the points in ArcGIS 

9.3TM. The percent area of each block group that falls within the 1-mile buffer was calculated, to be 

incorporated into the CEHI. Here we focused on the percent area of each block group falls within the 

1-mile buffer instead of the numbers of the pollution sites to avoid double-counting. Many pollution 

sites were listed in multiple inventories. Giving weight on the number of pollution sites within each 

block group may count the same pollution site multiple times. The percent area falls within the buffer 
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zone presented the magnitude impacted by the point source pollution sites. We realized considering the 

percent area falls within the buffer zone underestimated the impact by the point source pollution sites, 

which will be discussed as one of the limitations of CEVA.  

Pesticides application density, of active ingredients, was based on the public land survey system, 

which divided land into sections with an approximate 1-square-mile area. To break down these  

large-spatial units to a scale in line with potential individual exposures, we divided each section in 

ArcGIS 9.3TM into 16 units with an approximate size of 100 m × 100 m and assigned each unit the 

pesticide density from the section where the unit was located. Then we calculated pesticide density for 

each block group as the mean value of that from all the units within or including at least 50% coverage 

of the block group.  

National air toxic assessment (NATA) estimates the risk of different kinds of cancer and other 

serious non-cancer health effects from inhaling air toxics. We used the latest available data from the 

2005 NATA in this study. NATA uses census tracts, which is one level higher than block group as the 

unit of analysis. In the San Joaquin Valley, one census tract contains an average of 5.5 block groups. 

We assigned the total risk of cancer of a tract to all the block groups that were contained within it. 

Although assigning the same score of a tract to all the block groups within it did not consider the air 

toxics variation among the block groups, it preserved the precisions of the source data sets (i.e., tract 

for NATA and block groups for the rest data sets) the best while incorporated them into CEHI. 

Lastly, we normalized the percent area of each block group within 1-mile buffer of point source 

pollution, pesticides density and total risk of cancer by dividing each value by the maximum value of 

the dataset, and calculated the mean value of the three normalized datasets. In order to have the scores 

spread out widely and range between 0 and 10, we normalized the mean values by dividing its 

maximum value and multiplying the entire data set by 10 to generate the CEHI value for each block 

group. The formula calculating CEHI is shown below in two steps: 

∑

3
 

10	  

where  is the cumulative environmental hazard index score for block group  before normalized; 

	is the percent area of block group  that falls in the 1-mile buffer of point source pollution sites; 

 is the normalized total risk of cancer for block group  from NATA; 

	is the normalized pesticide application for block group ; 

CEHI  is the maximum value of  of all the block groups in SJV; 

 is the normalized cumulative environmental hazard index score for block group . 

3.2. Social Vulnerability Index 

The SVI was developed to describe the sensitivity of the community to health challenges and 

resources to mitigate negative health impacts from environmental hazards. The SVI is a relative 

measure with values between 0 and 1: the higher the value, the more vulnerable the residents of a 

block group are to the effects to environmental and other hazards. The SVI was calculated at the 

census block group level from the following six datasets: locations of health care facilities, poverty 
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rate, education, linguistic isolation, race/ethnicity, and age. These indicators were selected based on a 

combination of leading CI studies and the input of community partners, as the factors their increase 

sensitivity to hazards (age, residence in in-patient care facilities) or decrease the social, economic and 

political capital needed to effectively prevent or mitigate hazards (poverty, education, racial/ethnic 

concentration, language ability.) 

In this study we consider the presence of in-patient health care facilities within given block groups 

as an indicator of the presence of sensitive receptors to environmental hazards. While health care 

facilities can also be an asset to mitigate negative environmental impacts, this positive function was 

not considered here because the presence of a health care facility in or around a community may not 

indicate that it is accessible or utilized by local residents [9]. We retrieved the dataset of locations of 

health care facilities from the Cal-Atlas website. In ArcGIS 9.3TM, we drew a 1-mile buffer zone 

around each health care facility and then calculated the percent area of each block group within the 

buffer zone. We calculated the mean value of the percent area of each block group within the buffer 

zone, percent population in poverty, percent people older than 25 without a high school diploma, 

percent household that are considered linguistically isolated (defined as without a member older than 

14 speaks English fluently), percent people of color (other than non-Hispanic White) and percent 

population older than 60 and younger than 5. Finally, we normalized the datasets by dividing its 

maximum value and multiplying by 10 to generate the SVI value for each block group. The formula of 

calculating SVI is shown below: 

∑

6
 

10  

where  is the social vulnerability index score for block group  before normalized; 

	is the percent area of block group  that falls in the 1-mile buffer of health facilities; 

 is percent population in poverty for block group ; 

	is percent people older than 25 years old without a high school diploma for block group ; 

 is percent linguistically isolated households for block group ; 

 is percent people of color for block group ; 

 is percent people older than 60 or younger than 5 for block group ; 

 is the maximum value of  of all the block groups in SJV; 

 is the normalized social vulnerability index score for block group . 

3.3. Health Index 

We constructed HI from data in low birth weight rate, years of potential life lost before age 65 

(YPLL65) and asthma hospitalization rate ages 0–19. These indicators were selected to represent 

conditions across the life span, and as those that can serve as proxies for overall health status. Due to 

data availability, health data is based on zip code. We first normalized low birth weight rate, YPLL65 

and asthma hospitalization rate ages 0–19 by dividing the data sets by its maximum value. For each zip 

code, the maximum value of the three health indicators was assigned as the value of health index. In 

this way, the health index was designed to reflect high value (i.e., health problems) from any indicator. 
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Then we converted the unit of analysis from zip code to block group. We generated a raster file in 

ArcGIS 9.3TM with a cell size of 100 m × 100 m. Each cell was assigned the value of HI from the zip 

code where the cell was located within. Second, we calculated the mean value of the HI from the raster 

file for each block group. Similarly to the way we converted tract-level NATA data to block group 

level, such conversion preserved the original precision of the source datasets. However, it is worth 

noting that such “block group level” NATA and health data are generated as a middle step and to be 

incorporated into CEHI and HI along with other datasets at block group level. The precisions of NATA 

and health are still tract and zip code respectively. The raster technique did not improve the precision 

of the original datasets. The formula of calculating HI is shown below: 

HIi = max (vi1, vi2, vi3) 

where HIi is the Health Index score for block group i; 

vi1 is normalized incidence of low birth weight for block group i; 

vi2 is the normalized YPLL65 block group i; 

vi3 is the normalized hospitalization rate for asthma (ages 0–19) for block group i. 

4. Findings 

We generated a boxplot to present the distributions of CEHI within the five quintile groups of SVI 

(Figure 2). The boxplot presents the five statistics (minimum, first quartile, median, third quartile and 

maximum) within each category. Each category contains about 450 cases. The results show an increase 

of the median CEHI when the SVI increases across the five social vulnerability index categories. 

Figure 2. Box plot of CEHI and SVI. 
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Using the Pearson’s statistic, we determined that the CEHI is significantly correlated with the SVI 

(0.296) and, to a lesser but still significant degree with the HI (0.092). This statistic also shows that the 

SVI is significantly correlated with the HI (0.231). There was not a statistically significant correlation 

between the CEHI and the HI, for reasons considered below. The Pearson’s correlation matrix is 

presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Pearson’s Correlation Matrix of CEHI, SVI and HI. 

  CEHI SVI HI 
CEHI Pearson Correlation 1 0.296 ** 0.092 ** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) - 0.000 0.000 
 Block Groups (n) 2,237 2,237 2,237 
SVI Pearson Correlation 0.296 ** 1 0.231 ** 
 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 - 0.000 
 Block Groups (n) 2,237 2,241 2,241 
HI Pearson Correlation 0.092 ** 0.231 ** 1 
 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 - 
 Block Groups (n) 2,237 2,241 2,241 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

4.1. Spatial Relationships between CEHI, SVI, and HI 

Arraying the CEHI and the SVI in one map produces a patchwork spatial pattern for the region  

in which where one lives has a profound effect on the environmental hazards in the proximate  

risk-scape (Figure 3).  

Figure 3. CEVA for the San Joaquin Valley. 
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The map of CEVA reveals two important patterns. First, in urban areas with the highest levels of 

environmental hazards and social vulnerability, there is a patch work pattern of separate and unequal 

places. Second, significant overlap between environmental hazards and social vulnerability also occurs 

in many small, rural towns throughout the region where low-income communities and communities of 

color live amidst agricultural fields with intensive pesticide applications and non-agricultural industries 

such as power plants and waste disposal facilities. Our analysis also examined the spatial distribution 

of health conditions with potential environmental influences. This is represented in Figure 4 below. 

Figure 4. Health Index. 

 

Health conditions are caused by a wide range of factors, including genetics, individual behaviors, 

health care, and the social and physical environment. This study addresses only the issue of social and 

physical environment, and therefore does not provide a comprehensive analysis of the breadth of 

causes of health problems in the region. However, using the Health Index, this study demonstrates that 

there are many thousands of people living with severe environmental hazards and high social 

vulnerability who are contending with a range of health problems that other research has shown to be 

correlated with environmental and social stressors. This is seen especially in rural areas in the 

northwest section of the region, with some pockets along the foothills on the eastern side of the valley.  

5. Limitations 

There are some limitations of our model for the three indices–CEHI, SVI, and HI. To begin, our 

model is only as accurate as the source data sets. All the data sets we used are generated either on 

national or state scale and publicly available, which allows our model to be replicated. These data sets 

are the most reliable ones in their field. However, restricted by time and other resources, these data sets 

all have their own limitations, which are published along with the data sets. For example, NATA does 
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not consider diesel when assessing cancer risk. The health impact from diesel may be addressed with 

transportation volume data, which is our next step for this study. 

Second, there are certain issues—including those correlated with severe health conditions—that lack 

data sets that are reliable and comprehensive in geographic scale. Water quality, for example, has long 

been an issue in the San Joaquin Valley region and could potentially have very important health impacts 

on residents. While there is some water quality data available, it is not available at the census block 

group for the region as a whole, and therefore is not possible to incorporate this data into the CEHI.  

Third, the indices use data sources that cover a range of stages in the emissions, potential exposures, 

toxicity, and health risk process. For example, the point source data (e.g., TRI, TSDs) indicate only the 

presence of an emitting facility, but not the amounts, the fate or the toxicity of the pollutants. The 

emissions data (e.g., pesticide application) indicates the amounts, but not the fate, exposures or toxicity 

of the substances. Our CEHI also provides a binary (presence/absence) for the location of TRI and 

other point sources, as opposed to a score that incorporates the density of such sources in a given area. 

This is one of the factors that suggest that the CEHI is an under-estimate of the concentrations of 

environmental hazards in any given block group. 

Fourth, our model is limited by its geographic unit of analysis: the census block group, which is the 

smallest geographic unit that the U.S. Census Bureau aggregates certain demographic data. Therefore, 

CEHI and SVI calculated from our model are mostly likely to be accurate when we look at areas that are 

larger than a block group. Our model cannot provide much reference to areas smaller than a block group. 

The fifth limitation is related to using block group as the unit of analysis. By doing this, we 

assumed that people spend most of their time in or nearby their home and spread out evenly in a block 

group. In fact, people constantly move and population densities often vary greatly within each block 

group. Using residential areas as the unit of analysis can address the variation of population densities. 

However, the prevalence of unauthorized settlements in rural areas makes it likely that there are people 

living in areas not included in “residential” land use zones. A final caution on the use of place-based 

analysis such as the CEHI is that it does have a limited ability to account for hazards that originate 

outside the block group (e.g., regional flows of air pollution). The inclusion of the NATA data does 

partially address this.  

Finally, the indices are relative to the region and not absolute measures. Relative indices present the 

regional patterns well but preclude being able to track progress over time, as conditions in individual 

places or the entire region may have declined. Because the SJV faces high incidence of environmental 

and social problems relative to the state and nation as a whole, the relative low or medium score of 

some areas (compared with SJV) can mask vulnerabilities.  

More broadly it is important to state that the CEHI is not a formal risk assessment that quantifies 

the specific pollution exposures. We used metrics that measure emissions, potential exposures, as well 

as health risks. It should also be noted that there are a range of other data sets that were not included in 

this index because of challenges of data availability at the appropriate spatial scale, with a region-wide 

scope, or with reliable sources. Therefore, the CEHI should be understood as a screening method, 

helping to identify places with higher relative degrees of environmental hazards compared to the 

region as a whole.  

Future improvements to the CEVA ought to include strategies to address the above limitations, with 

a priority on including air quality (PM, Ozone), drinking water quality (particularly nitrate and arsenic) 
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and transportation volume; integrating measures of pesticide and point source site emissions fate and 

toxicity; incorporation of bio-monitoring and health condition data to move beyond exposure to actual 

health impacts; attention to especially vulnerable populations such as children, seniors, prisoners, and 

undocumented residents; longitudinal studies to track the relationships between environmental hazards, 

social vulnerability factors, and health conditions overtime; and methods to track individual mobility 

and behaviors to better account for the multiple exposure pathways. 

6. Conclusions and Discussion 

Despite the limitations of the CEVA method, it offers clear advantages by analyzing multiple 

factors involved in environment hazards and social vulnerability. Besides national air toxic assessment, 

CEVA includes other indicators of localized environmental hazards such as pesticide applications and 

point source pollutions sites. It goes beyond income and race when considering the social vulnerability 

of the residents by incorporating formal education, English language fluency, age, and in-patient 

residence into the model. It also brings in health status as a reference to illustrate how the existing 

health problems may exacerbate the vulnerability to environmental hazards. 

Given the focus of environmental justice on the disproportionate burdens of environmental hazards 

on the most vulnerable populations and places [16] it can be argued that the CEVA map (Figure 2) 

reflects the spirit as well as the letter of the relevant laws. We recommend that these areas receive 

special consideration in permitting, monitoring, and enforcement actions, as well as investments in 

public participation, capacity building, and community economic development. For example, the Air 

District may use the CEVA to focus its resources, such as incentive funds, air quality monitoring, 

permitting reviews, enforcement, and public education and outreach in these most vulnerable areas [45]. 

The Air District might also use the CEVA to advocate for additional funds from state and federal 

sources for such enhanced protections of these areas and to track its own progress over time. Beyond 

the Air District, collaborative efforts that bring together local, regional, state and federal agencies 

across multiple media (air, water, land) and issue areas (transportation, housing and land use) along 

with community leaders, will be needed to develop holistic strategies to address cumulative 

environmental vulnerabilities [46].  
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Cumulative Environmental Vulnerability Assessment  

 

High 7 8 9 

Medium 4 5 6 

Low 1 2 3 

 Low Medium High 
 

 

The top CEVA action zones (CEVAz) are defined as numbers/grids 6, 8 and 9. 

The Cumulative Environmental Vulnerabilities Assessment (CEVA) was developed by the UC Davis Center 
for Regional Change, in collaboration with the San Joaquin Cumulative Health Impact Project as part of a 
three year study documenting the high levels of environmental and social risks confronting San Joaquin 
Valley residents.  The report can be found at http://regionalchange.ucdavis.edu/publications/land-of-
risk-land-of-opportunity.  Funding for the report was generously provided by The Ford Foundation 
through a sub-grant from the Environmental Justice Project of the UC Davis John Muir Institute of the 
Environment. Additional funding was provided by the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation as well as 
the Community Forestry and Environmental Partnerships graduate fellowship. 
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September 4, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  By: Ed Flickinger, Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VI 

Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study (HOV/BRT Study) 
 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
One of a series of studies developed in preparation of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan, the Kern 
High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit (HOV/BRT) Final Draft Study is now complete.  
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
In June 2011, Kern COG contracted IBI Group to prepare the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid 
Transit Study (HOV/BRT Study).   
 
The project oversight committee included key members from Caltrans- Warren Lum, City of Bakersfield- 
George Gilberg, County of Kern- Steve Young, and Thomas Roads Improvement Program (TRIP) - 
Walter Allen, Heather Ellison.  Public input on the concept has been combined with the RTP public 
outreach process. 
 
The study analyzed managed lane strategies that included some combination of Express Bus/Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) service with multiple passenger High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) lanes, High Occupancy 
Toll (HOT) lanes, Express Toll Lanes (ETL), Low Emissions Vehicle (LEV) lanes, Business Access and 
Transit (BAT) lanes, Bus On Shoulder (BOS), Truck Only Toll (TOT) lanes, any mix or other best 
practices on freeways, ramps and major streets.  The analysis used the existing Kern Regional 
Transportation Model, which includes mode choice, auto occupancy, parking cost, HOV, LEV capabilities.  
 
This study identified and recommended Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) reduction strategies for 
consideration in the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that will reduce climate 
change emissions from passenger vehicles as required by SB 375.   
 
The recommendations are organized in the executive summary into short-term (2020), mid-term (2035), 
and long-term (Post-2035) classifications. Some of the recommendations include BRT, Express Bus, 
Truck Climbing Lanes, HOV lanes, and Ramp metering with the locations detailed. The Final Draft Study 
is now on Kern COG’s website at:   
http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/pubtrans/HOV-BRT_Report_20120703.pdf 
 
ACTION: Recommend the Transportation Planning Policy Committee receive and file the Final Study. 
 

 



 
September 4, 2013 

 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Ben Raymond, Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM: VII 

Interregional Goods Movement Plan Update (Raymond)  
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan (SJV IGM) final draft.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan was completed over a 24-month period, with the final draft 
being delivered to the SJV Regional Planning Agencies’ Directors’ Committee on September 5th, 2013.   
 
The project was divided into three phases: Phase I – Assess Conditions; Phase II – Strategy Development; 
and Phase III – Recommendations. The overall goal of the project was to work with the goods movement 
stakeholders in the valley in order to identify issues, challenges and opportunities for the goods movement 
system, and to develop a plan that prioritizes goods movement projects in the San Joaquin Valley.  
 
The SJV IGM project hosted four stakeholder workshops in addition to a stakeholder kickoff meeting. The 
meetings were well attended by stakeholders including Shippers, Shipping Customers, and many Public 
Agency staff. During the project the consultant team conducted online and telephone surveys for each of 
three stakeholder groups: Carrier Survey, Public Agency Survey, and Customer Survey. Using information 
from this outreach, a high-level list of goods movement projects was created and refined for further analysis 
using the Valley-Wide Truck Model and other data sources. The analysis created a ranked list of projects 
according to performance impacts and additional stakeholder outreach, of which 50 projects were selected as 
priority projects. 
 
Some of the Kern’s major goods movement projects included in the priority list are: The Centennial Corridor 
Connector; SR99 Widening Projects, Shafter Inland Port, and Added Capacity on SR58 Grade for Truck 
Climbing. 
 
The full list of priority projects can be found in the attached Draft San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods 
Movement - Executive Summary. The latest available updates and the draft SJV IGM plan are available at: 
http://www.sjvcogs.org/goods.html and the final report will be uploaded to the Kern COG website following the 
anticipated acceptance by the SJV Regional Planning Agencies Directors Committee on September 5th, 
2013.   
 
ACTION: Receive and file. 
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The San Joaquin Valley  
Interregional Goods Movement Plan

The San Joaquin Valley (SJV) has always been 
California’s geographic and agricultural production 
center, and its main source of exports. Now, the SJV is 
taking on new roles in California’s goods movement 
economy. It is California’s fastest-growing region, 
with a population of over 4 million that is anticipated 
to grow to more than 6 million people by 2035. It is the 
still the nation’s number one agricultural producer, 
generating more than $35 billion every year in nuts, 
lettuce, tomatoes, wine, and other grains and agricul-
tural products. It also plays a major role in the national 
and international distribution of processed foods and 
energy products, and has a burgeoning logistics and 
distribution industry.  In fact, a number of companies 
have located large regional and national distribution 
centers in the SJV to take advantage of relatively inex-
pensive land and low cost labor, good access to the 
national rail and interstate highway networks, con-
nections to major deepwater ports in Oakland, Los 
Angeles, and Long Beach, and proximity to major 
consumer markets in Southern California and the San 
Francisco Bay Area.  As a growing and diversified 
region, efficient goods movement is important to the 
long-term success of the SJV economy.

Recognizing the importance of goods movement 
to the region, the eight San Joaquin Valley Council 
of Governments and Caltrans commissioned this 
San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement 
Plan. The goods movement plan summarized in 
this Executive Summary builds upon recent traffic, 
logistics, and long-term infrastructure improvement 
planning efforts throughout the study area.  Building 
on these prior efforts and new analysis, the plan 
developed a comprehensive list of prioritized multi-
modal projects, strategic programs, and policies that 
will guide goods movement investments and policy 
in the region in the future. 

While accommodating growth in goods movement 
demand is important to ensuring the economic health 
of the SJV region, this growth must be achieved in 
an environmentally sustainable manner.  The plan 
includes strategies for improving the environmental 
performance of goods movement in the SJV and miti-
gating impacts on communities.  The plan concludes 
with a discussion of funding and implementation 
strategies so the SJV regional transportation agencies 
can move forward with next steps to realize the vision 
embodied in this plan.

Executive Summary
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Plan Timeline and Milestones
The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan was completed over a 24-month time frame during 
2011 to 2013. The work was completed following a nine-step process that was divided into three stages, as shown 
in the figure below:

• In Phase I, the team used available data, previous studies, and stakeholder outreach to establish existing 
goods movement conditions, the nature of regional freight demand, expected growth, and current operating 
conditions of the major transport modes.  

•	 Phase II concentrated on developing strategies for freight mobility improvements and mitigation of adverse 
impacts, including an extensive list of priority projects in multiple categories.  

•	 Phase III brings these efforts together in a final report constituting the recommended SJV goods movement 
plan and implementation strategy.  The plan identifies funding options and also makes policy recommenda-
tions.  Many of the funding strategies and policy recommendations necessitate action by other agencies both 
within and outside of the SJV.  As such, the plan provides an agenda for advocacy that the SJV COGs can 
pursue over the coming years.

This SJV Inter-Regional Goods Movement Plan is intended to take the next steps to develop and implement 
the region’s freight transportation vision.  This effort, more than the prior Valley-wide goods movement 
planning efforts, is focused on developing actionable project recommendations and implementation plans.

San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Plan 9 – Task Methodology
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The priority project and strategy list was developed according to four main criteria as established by the  
project stakeholders:

1. The list should offer solutions to the goods movement issues that are facing the SJV, and as established by stake-
holders or through technical work completed throughout this SJV Goods Movement Plan.

2. The list should be multimodal, and reflect the fact that goods movement in the SJV includes trucks, railcars, 
airplanes, and port facilities.

3. The list should represent the combined vision of the eight SJV counties.  It should be geographically diverse, 
be built through significant stakeholder outreach, and reflect projects of regional significance. 

4. The list should be prioritized using clearly identifiable information and data, so that the selection process is 
objective and recognizes the different categories of benefits provided by the regional goods movement system.  

The six-step methodology used to create the priority project and strategy list relied on a mixture of quantitative 
analysis, qualitative assessment, and stakeholder feedback.  In some cases, it was not possible to develop quantita-
tive evaluation methodologies and in these cases, qualitative techniques were used during project prioritization. 

Methodology to Create a 
Prioritized Project List
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In order to address the identified goods movement issues, the SJV Goods Movement study identified 49 priority 
projects, organized into seven categories:

1. Regional North-South Highway Capacity: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange 
improvements, and new construction. 

2. East-West Connectors: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange improvements, and 
new construction. 

3. Local “Last Mile” Connectors: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange improve-
ments, and new construction. 

4. Modal Capacity for Expected Flows: Rail and highway capacity increases to accommodate specific expected 
increases in existing freight flows.

5. Contingent Economic Development Opportunities: Rail and air cargo capacity increases or upgrades to sup-
port new or hoped-for freight flows. 

6. Inland Ports: Goods movement and economic development initiatives requiring both capital investment and 
operating subsidies.

7. Strategic Programs: Regional strategies encompassing multiple projects.

Priority Regional Highway Capacity Projects
15a Widen I-5 from 1 mile north of SR 12 to SJ County Line
15b Widen I-5 between SR 120 and I-205
15c Widen I-5 from 4 to 6 lanes from the San Joaquin County Line to Sperry Ave 
15d Widen I-5 between Kings County and Merced County lines
99a Widen SR 99 French Camp Rd to Mariposa Rd from 6 to 8 lanes, improve interchanges
99b Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in Stanislaus County
99c Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes in Merced County
99d Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes from Avenue 7 to Avenue 12
99e Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes from Central Avenue to Bullard Avenue
99f Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes from SR 137 to SR 198
99g Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes from Kern Co. Line to Prosperity Avenue 
99h Widen SR 99 from Beardsley Canal to 7th Standard road
106 Widen SR 65 in Tulare County- SR 190 to County Line

Prioritized Project List



The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan

4 5

Priority East-West Connector Projects
6 I-580  WB Truck climbing lane
13 North County Corridor New Interregional Expressway from SR 99 to SR 120/108
16 Widen SR 120 between I-5 and SR 99, new interchange at SR 99/SR 120
17 Widen SR 132 connecting SR 99 and I-580
18 SR 152 Bypass around the City of Los Banos
19 Widen SR 152 between SR 99 and U.S. 101
20 Widen SR 180 to 4 Lane Expressway Quality Avenue to Frankwood Avenue
26 Widen SR 12 from I-5 to SR 99 
42 Construct New Route:  SR 132 West Freeway project from SR 99 to I-580
51 Centennial Corridor SR 58 Upgrade I-5 to  SR 99 and east
60 Widen SR 137 between Lindsay and Tulare
63 Widen SR 198 from 2 to 4 lanes from LNAS to I-5
69 Add SR 58 capacity east of Bakersfield (near Sandpatch grade)
105 Widen SR 41 to a 4 lane expressway – King Co. Line to Elkhorn Ave.
Priority "Last Mile" Access Projects
14 Port of Stockton Highway Access Improvements, Widen Navy Drive from 2 to 4 Lanes (Washington St. 

to Fresno Avenue)
22 SR 4 Extension (Cross-town Freeway) to the Port of Stockton – Phase II. New alignment from Navy 

Drive to Charter Way
41 Improve Roth Road connection between UP Lathrop Yard and SR 99 (Widen from 2 to 4 lanes)
Priority Modal Capacity Projects
35 CCT Port of Stockton West Complex Trackage
37 CCT Lodi Branch Upgrade
73 New SR 58 Truck Weight Station

101 CCT New Trackage at Port of Stockton East Complex
102 New  connection at Stockton Tower between UP and CCT
Priority Economic Development Projects
33 Crows Landing Industrial Business Park and Airport Facility
34 CCT Rail Upgrade (for new aggregates business)
56 Mojave Airport Rail Access Improvements
89 SJVR -Short-Line Rail Improvements
91 Expansion of RailEx Facility at Delano
94 SJVR Expand Bakersfield Yard Capacity
Priority Inland Port Projects
38 Altamont Pass Rail Corridor / SJV Rail Shuttle (CIRIS)
92 Shafter Inland Port Phase II and III
Priority Strategic Programs
1 Truck Stop Electrification
2 Truck Route Signage
3 Additional Truck Rest Areas
4 Oversize or Overweight Vehicle Pilot Program or Research
5 Reexamine STAA Designated Routes
104 West Coast Green Highway Initiative

Prioritized Project List (continued)
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This plan recognizes that the efficient and safe movement of goods is a crucial aspect of daily life for residents 
and businesses alike in the SJV. For residents, goods movement is essential to deliver food to grocery stores, con-
sumer goods to stores, furniture and goods to offices, and packages to people’s homes – even tap water depends 
on the timely arrival of treatment chemicals.  

Likewise, goods movement-dependent industries rely heavily and visibly on transportation as a key part of their 
operations. This group of industries includes agriculture, manufacturing, wholesale (and retail) trade, construction, 
transportation and warehousing (including utilities), and mining sectors. They may receive daily shipments of raw 
supplies to support their production process, or send daily deliveries of refined or finished product to market.  

Goods movement-dependent industries remain 
the foundation for many local area econo-
mies within the SJV region. In 2010, over 44% 
of the region’s employment (564,000 jobs) was 
provided by goods movement-dependent 
industries. This amount is anticipated to grow- 
by 2040 it is anticipated that over 813,000 jobs 
will be provided by industries such as whole-
sale and retail trade (293,000 jobs), farming 
(217,000 jobs), manufacturing (117,000 jobs) and 
transportation and utilities (93,000 jobs).

These industries also contribute billions to the 
region’s economy. According to the United 
States Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP) for goods movement-
dependent industries in the eight-county study 
area in 2010 was about $56 billion. 

Growing industries and population mean that 
freight demand will grow in the future. In fact, 
freight volumes moving in the San Joaquin 
Valley are projected to grow from 500 million 
tons in 2007 to almost 800 million tons by 2040. 
Movements will continue to rely heavily on 
truck- by 2040 roughly 93% of all commodity 
movements will be carried by truck. 

Why is Goods Movement  
Important in the SJV?

2040 Anticipated SJV Goods Movement 
Dependent Industry Employment

Source: California Forecast, 2011, Moody’s economy.com  
(for mining employment).
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The SJV is home to a variety of trans-
portation facilities for moving goods 
ranging from Interstate and state 
highways, Class I and short line rail-
road facilities, intermodal terminals, 
inland ports and waterways, air cargo 
facilities, and other infrastructure that 
supports the movement of goods. 

The highway and local road system is 
the primary freight infrastructure for 
the region, and trucking is the domi-
nant freight mode.  Truck movements 
are centered on the main north-south 
arteries, including I-5 and SR 99, as 
well as numerous east-west corridors 
such as SR 58, SR 120, SR 132, SR 180, 
I-580 to 205, SR 152, SR 46, and SR 198.  
In all, there are over 31,420 roadway 

miles in the SJV. Combined, they offer connections between the SJV and California’s coastal population centers 
(major markets for the SJV’s food products and distribution centers), as well as providing connections to the 
rural agricultural production areas.  

The SJV is also served by two major Class I railroads, BNSF Railway (BNSF) and the Union Pacific Railroad (UP); 
and short line and regional railroads, including Sierra Northern Railway (SERA), California Northern Railroad 
(CNR), Stockton, Terminal & Eastern (STE), Central California Traction (CCT), Modesto & Empire Traction 
Company (MET), San Joaquin Valley Railroad Company (SJVR), and the West Isle Line (WFS).

The Ports of Oakland, West Sacramento, Los Angeles, Long Beach, and others are linked to SJV origins and desti-
nations by truck. The Port of Stockton is located within the SJV, and is primarily a bulk commodity port. It also 
has extensive rail trackage operated by the CCT, with connections to UP and BNSF.

The air cargo system in the SJV is comprised of seven airports– all of which offer limited commercial passenger 
airline and air cargo service:  Fresno-Yosemite International, Inyokern Airport, Meadows Field (Bakersfield), 
Merced Regional Airport, Modesto Municipal Airport, Stockton Metropolitan Airport, and Visalia Municipal 
Airport.

What is "The Goods Movement 
System" in the San Joaquin Valley?
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The technical analysis and stakeholder 
outreach completed throughout the 
San Joaquin Valley Interregional 
Goods Movement Plan revealed that 
there are numerous challenges facing 
the safety and efficiency of the region’s 
goods movement system. Many of 
these challenges can be grouped 
around six main issues. Some issues 
and challenges deal with the safety or 
maintenance of the region’s infrastruc-
ture, while others describe operational 
inefficiencies. These issues and chal-
lenges helped to guide the creation of 
performance measures and the project 
prioritization process that was a cen-
tral part of this plan.

Issue #1: Increasing population and industry activity means trucks and cars vying for lim-
ited roadways access, leading to congestion and bottlenecks throughout the region.  By 2040, 
many of the region’s main truck routes are projected to carry demand that exceeds their capacity – and to oper-
ate in a congested manner, despite programmed improvements. The region has several critical goods movement 
corridors (most notably I-5 and SR-99) that carry the highest volumes of trucks within the San Joaquin Valley. 
However, there are also many corridors and local roads that, though carrying smaller total volumes of trucks, 
are still vital to the region’s goods movement. East-West corridors throughout the SJV (including SR 152, SR 58, 
SR 198 and SR 46) are especially important, as are numerous smaller facilities (such as farm to market roads and 
County roadways) that connect single industrial sites, farms, agricultural processing centers, or other freight-
generating activities to the Statewide and National freight system. It is crucial that all of these corridors are 
maintained at a level where the safe, efficient movement of goods is possible.

What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System?

Source: SJV Truck Model
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What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System? (continued)

Issue #2: Lack of Transportation Modal 
Choices. Goods Movement in the San Joaquin 
Valley is currently dominated by a single trans-
portation mode – trucking. In 2007, of the 500 
million tons of goods that moved into, out of, 
or within the region, more than 90% moved by 
truck. There are some good reasons for this, and 
trucks will always be a very important compo-
nent to goods movement in the San Joaquin 
Valley (SJV). However, it is important to con-
tinue to study the potential of expanding other 
modes in the region – including short line rail, 
improved access to Class I rail, and increased use 
of air cargo.

In addition, the dependence on one mode could increase the supply chain costs of certain industries. Some 
industries, such as the tomato processing industry, use alternate modes such as rail for various stages of their 
supply chains. Maintaining the safety, usability, and efficiency of these modes is important to the economic 
health of these industries, and the region as a whole. 

Source: National Transportation Atlas Database, Caltrans
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What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System? (continued)

Issue #3. Environmental and Community Impacts of Goods Movement. Goods movement in 
the San Joaquin Valley results in several types of environmental and safety impacts to communities. Movement 
of trucks, trains, and airplanes all contribute to the Region’s air pollution problems, as well as the associated 
impacts to public health and the environment. In addition, safety concerns exist around at-grade rail crossings, 
as well as along some corridors not designed to safely carry high truck traffic, and places where truck parking 
shortages lead to illegally parked trucks. In 2010 (the most current data available) there were 752 truck-involved 
crashes recorded in the San Joaquin Valley. The sources of these accidents vary, and can include poor weather, 
driver fatigue, or lack of awareness of trucks by other roadway users. Finally, goods movement can lead to 
incompatible land uses – residents near distribution centers, rail yards, and other goods movement facilities can 
be impacted by light and noise pollution, as well as from runoff pollution to regional drinking water.  In some 
cases, expanding urban/residential areas can move incompatible land uses into close contact, causing conflicts 
between residents and the goods movement facilities.

According the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJV APCD), emissions from trucks, trains, and 
aircraft account for about 9 percent of daily PM2.5 and about 50 percent of daily NOx in the Valley.  Freight 
activities are not a major source of carbon monoxide (CO) pollution, and contribute a relatively small portion of 
the total sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead (Pb) to the atmosphere.  For example, trucks were responsible for 4% of 
total SO2  San Joaquin Valley emissions in 2012.

Daily NOx Sources in the SJV
Daily Directly Emitted PM2.5 

Sources in the SJV

Source:   San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District  2012 PM2.5 Plan.
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Issue #4. Maintain and improve connections to international markets. Many of the SJV’s agri-
cultural and manufacturing products utilize the Port of Oakland, LA / Long Beach, and Stockton to access to 
national and international markets. This connectivity is essential to the livelihood of the SJV, and should be 
preserved. In addition, as industries within the San Joaquin Valley strive to move up the value chain in agricul-
tural production, these links to domestic and international markets will become even more crucial. Institutional 
support for marketing SJV products include California’s International Trade Coordinating Council, California 
Enterprise Zones, and Free Trade Zones established at several locations throughout the SJV.

Issue #5: The Importance of East-West Corridors and “Last 
Mile” facilities.  Many of the SJV’s east-west corridors (SR-152, SR-58, 
SR-120 and others) are outdated and require updating to  keep pace with 
traffic volumes. This has important implications for goods movement, 
since 53% of all commodities moving into, out of, or within the region are 
“interregional”. This means that 53% of all commodities are moving from 
one location in the SJV to another location in the SJV, often using the criti-
cal E-W corridor linkages. 

Last Mile” connectivity. Many of the SJV’s agriculture and industrial 
facilities are located in rural regions, dispersed throughout the entire 
SJV.  These industries rely heavily on intraregional trucking for their 
day-to-day business activities.  This means that trucks associated with 
agriculture and industrial activities rely on many different types of 
roads, including smaller local roadways connecting rural farms and industrial plants that are not designed to 
carry heavy vehicle traffic.  This creates issues of “last mile” connectivity, where roads to individual sites are 
under-maintained, capacity constrained, or unsafe.  Some stakeholders report that companies have chosen to 
locate elsewhere because of this lack of intraregional transportation system connectivity.

What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System? (continued)

Source:   FHWA, FAF3.
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Issue #6. Build a transportation system to encourage economic development. San Joaquin Valley stakeholders 
have expressed interest in diversifying and building the Valley’s economy in several new directions, including:

• Higher- value crops including tree nuts (almonds, pistachios, walnuts)

• Logistics and warehousing/distribution

• Light manufacturing (including biotech, alternative energy, packaging materials)

• Oil production

• Products for the export market, especially specialty agricultural products

Transportation system investments, to the extent possible, should support these economic development trends, 
and recognize likely demographic shifts in the SJV that may help to predict industry growth or decline. 

Other issues discussed throughout this San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan. 

Truck Parking Shortages.  Truck parking shortages can result in illegal truck parking, sometimes located on 
residential streets and next to goods movement facilities.  Illegally parked trucks can be a safety hazard, as well 
as contribute to noise and localized emissions. As a state, California ranks first in the nation in overall (private 
and public) commercial vehicle parking shortage.  Recent truck parking estimates indicate that demand exceeds 
capacity at all public rest areas and at 88 percent of private truck stops on the State’s highest-volume corridors 
(including I-5).

Pavement Wear and Tear.  On average, one fully-loaded 80,000 pound truck causes as much pavement wear as 
up to 10,000 automobiles.  This can contribute to the deterioration of roadway surfaces, in particular when trucks 
are using smaller connector facilities that are not intended for heavy truck usage (which is extremely prevalent in 
the SJV).  Deterioration of roadway surfaces is a problem for truck owners/operators and the public sector alike.

Short line Rail Capacity.  There have been several occasions of short line rail abandonments or plans to discon-
tinue service on parts of their system. In addition, car supply can be a perennial problem for customers that do 
not ship often or that ship in peak periods when the car supply is tight. 

Port Access Concerns.  Including the concern that limited rail capacity at the Port of Stockton may soon be 
exceeded. Ensuring access to the Port of Oakland is also of utmost priority, since it serves as the primary export 
port for the SJV.  Several major industries in the SJV depend heavily on this link to reach international markets. 

Underutilized Airport Capacity.  The SJV has available, underutilized assets in the form of eight regional air 
cargo facilities.

What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System? (continued)
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In order to address the identified goods movement issues, the SJV Goods Movement study identified 48 priority 
projects.  These include projects on the highway system, local and connector road system, short line rail system, 
and projects that support the development of an inland port facility in the SJV.  In addition, long-term environ-
mental and economic development strategies and projects are included. The list is organized into seven project 
types. 

1. Regional North-South Highway Capacity: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange 
improvements, and new construction. 

2. East-West Connectors: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange improvements, and 
new construction. 

3. Local “Last Mile” Connectors: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange improve-
ments, and new construction. 

4. Modal Capacity for Expected Flows: Rail and highway capacity increases to accommodate specific expected 
increases in existing freight flows

5. Contingent Economic Development Opportunities: Rail and air cargo capacity increases or upgrades to 
support new or hoped-for freight flows. 

6. Inland Ports: Goods movement and economic development initiatives requiring both capital investment and 
operating subsidies.

7. Strategic Programs: Regional strategies encompassing multiple projects, including those focused on long-
term sustainability and energy efficiency.

It is anticipated that this project list will be forwarded into statewide and national planning efforts, including the 
Caltrans Freight Mobility Plan and efforts that arise out of the Federal MAP-21 process.

The 49 projects are displayed on 7 regional maps on the following pages. 

SJV Goods Movement  
Priority Project List



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

S a n  J o a q u i n  
C o u n t y  

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

õd
T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

6 I-205/I 580 I-580 Truck Climbing Lanes 

15a I-5 
Widen I-5 from 1 mile north of SR-12 to 
SR-120 

15b I-5 Widen I-5 Between SR 120 and I-205 

15c I-5 
Widen I-5 from 4 to 6 Lanes  from 1 
mile north of SR-12 to the Sacramento 
County line 

14 SR 4 

Port of Stockton Highway Access 
Improvements. Widen Navy Drive from 
2 to 4 Lanes (from Washington Street to 
Fresno Ave.) 

26 SR 12 Widen SR 12 between I-5 and SR 99 

16 SR 120 
Widen SR 120 between I-5 and SR 99, 
with a new interchange at SR 99 /SR 120 

22 SR 4 
SR 4 Extension (Cross-town Freeway) to 
the Port of Stockton – Phase II 

99b SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in 
Stanislaus County 

99a SR 99 
Widen SR 99 French Camp Rd to 
Mariposa Rd  6 to 8 lanes, New 
Interchange Structure 

41 Roth Road 
Improve Roth Road Connection 
Between UP Lathrop Yard and SR 99 
(Widen from 2 to 4 Lanes) 

34 
CCT Rail Upgrades (For New Aggregates 
Business) 

Project Description 

35 Port of Stockton West Complex Trackage 

37 
CCT Lodi Branch Upgrade (bridge trestle, 
upgrade 2.5 miles of rail) 

38 
Altamont Pass Rail Corridor/ SJV Rail Shuttle 
(CIRIS) 

101 
CCT New trackage at Port of Stockton East 
Complex 

102 
New connections at Stockton Tower between 
UP and CCT 

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  ( R a i l )  



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

S t a n i s l a u s   
C o u n t y  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

13 
North 
County 
Corridor 

New Interregional Expressway from SR 
99 to SR 120/ 108 

15c I-5 
Widen I-5 1 Mile north of SR 12 to the 
San Joaquin County Line 

17 SR 132 
Widen SR 132  connecting SR 99 and I-
580 

33 Rail Crows Landing Intermodal Rail Facility 

42 New Route 
SR 132 West Freeway / Expressway 
Project from SR 99 to Dakota Avenue 

99b SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in 
Stanislaus County 

103 New Route 
Develop Expressway Connector 
Between SR-99 and I-5 From Turlock to 
Patterson 

õd
T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

M e r c e d  
C o u n t y  

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

18 SR 152 
SR 152 Bypass around the City of Los 
Banos 

19 SR 152 
Widen SR 152 between SR 99 and U.S. 
101 

99c SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes in 
Merced County 

99b SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in 
Stanislaus County 

33 Rail Crows Landing Intermodal Rail Facility 

42 New Route 
SR 132 West Freeway / Expressway 
Project from SR 99 to Dakota Avenue 

44 New Route 
New Construction: Atwater-Merced 
Expressway 

103 New Route 
Develop Expressway Connector 
Between SR-99 and I-5 From Turlock to 
Patterson 

Project Route Project Description 

õd
T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  12 

Castle 
Airport 

Castle Airport Air Cargo Improvements 



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

F r e s n o  &  M a d e r a   
C o u n t i e s  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

15d I-5 
Widen I-5 between Kings County and 
Merced County lines 

18 SR 152 
SR 152 Bypass around the City of Los 
Banos 

19 SR 152 
Widen SR 152 between SR 99 and U.S. 
101 

20 
SR 180 
(East) 

Widen SR 180 to 4 Lane expswy 
Quality Ave. to Frankwood Ave. 

21 
SR 180 
(West) 

 Extend SR 180 from Mendota to I-5 

24 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 from 4 to 6 Lanes 
Between Madera County Line and 
Avenue 12 

25 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 from 6 to 8 Lanes 
Between Divisadero and Ashlan & 
widen SB off-ramp at Divisadero 

32 SR 145 
Widen SR 145 Between the UP and 
Shaw Avenue 

63 SR 198 
Widen SR 198 from 2 to 4 lanes from 
LNAS to I-5 

65 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 from 2 to 4 lanes 
between SR 198 to I-5 

99d SR 99 
Widen SR-99 from 4 to 6 lanes from 
Avenue 7 to Avenue 12  

99e SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes from 
Central Avenue to Bullard Avenue 

105 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 to a 4 Lane Expressway 
Kings County Line to Elkhorn Ave. 

õd
T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

T u l a r e  &  K i n g s  
C o u n t i e s  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

15d I-5 
Widen I-5 between Kings County and 
Merced County lines 

60 SR 137 
Widen SR 137 between Lindsay and 
Tulare 

62 SR 190 
Widen SR 190 from 2 to 4 lanes 
between SR 65 and SR 99 

63 SR 198 
Widen SR 198 from 2 to 4 lanes from 
LNAS to I-5 

65 SR 41 Widen to 4 lanes from SR 198 to I-5 

99g SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from Kern County line to 
Avenue 200 

99f SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from Avenue 200 to SR-
198 

93 Rail 
Extend existing track, add new track in 
Tulare 

95 Rail West Isle Line Track Upgrades 

105 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 to a 4 Lane Expressway 
Kings County Line to Elkhorn Ave. 

106 SR 65 
Widen SR 65 in Tulare County (4 
Phases) County Line to SR 190 

õd
T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s   

W e s t e r n  K e r n  
C o u n t y  

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s   

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

õd
T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  

57 
Meadows Field 
Airport 

Meadows Field Air Cargo Improvements 

61 SR 166 
SR 166 Improve speeds from Cuyama 
grade to SR 33 

89 Rail (SJVR) SJVR– Shortline Rail Improvements 

96 Rail (SJVR) 
SJVR – Upgrade (286K compliant) and 
Replace Rail 

Project Route Project Description 

45 7th Standard 
Widen 7th Standard Road from I-5 to 
Santa Fe Way 

51 
Centennial 
Corridor 
Bakersfield 

Centennial Corridor SR-58 Upgrade I-5 to  
SR 99 and east 

15e I-5 Widen I-5  between Fort Tejon and SR 99 

54 SR 223 
Widen SR 223 from 2 to 4 lanes and 
associated improvements 

58 SR 119 
Widen SR 119 from  2 to 4 Lanes Between 
SR 33 to Cherry Ave, and to Elk Hills Rd 

59 SR 119 
Widen SR 119 From 2 to 4 Lanes From Elk 
Hills Road to I-5, and to Buena Vista 

66 SR 43 Widen SR 43 from SR 119 to Shafter 

67 SR 46 
Widen SR 46 from 2 to 4 Lanes Between 
SR 99 and Lost Hills 

68 SR 58 
Widen SR 58 Between I-5 and Allen Road 
(East of SR 43) 

69 SR 58 
Improve Capacity on SR 58 Directly East 
of Bakersfield (near Sandpatch grade) 

77 SR 65 
Widen SR 65 to four lanes Between James 
Rd and Merle Haggard Drive 

99i SR 99 Widen SR 99  between SR 223 and SR 119  

99h SR 99 
Widen SR 99  from Beardsley Canal to 7th 
Standard Road 

85 West Beltway Develop Bakersfield West Beltway 

91 
Rail 
Intermodal 

Expansion of Railex Facility at Delano 

92 Inland Port Shafter Inland Port Phase II and III 

94 Rail (SJVR) 
Expand capacity in Bakersfield yard to 
accommodate new unit grain carload 
business on sunset hub. 



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s   

E a s t e r n  K e r n  
C o u n t y  

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s   

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

õd
T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  

55 Air Inyo-Kern Air Cargo Improvements 

56 Mojave Spaceport 
Mojave Airport Rail Access 
Improvements 

Project Route Project Description 

73 SR-58 
New SR 58 Truck Weigh Station (Near 
General Beale Road) 
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There are recognized shortfalls in the availability of many of the Federal and state sources for practical use in fund-
ing goods movement projects. For example, TIGER grants are extremely competitive- and in fact only about 5% of 
total applicants eventually receive an award. Likewise, the FHWA’s Section 130 grants for grade crossing improve-
ments are capped at $220 million dollars annually – money that is distributed among  all 50 states (and thousands of 
potential grade crossing improvement projects). New sources of revenue- including the California Cap-and-Trade 
program – may take years before they become a fully capitalized, ongoing source of funding for goods movement 
projects. Therefore, like many other regions across the nation, the San Joaquin Valley must be proactive in searching 
and advocating for new sources of funding. In addition, SJV stakeholders can continue to build the right alliances 
to make sure that SJV projects have broad support from numerous stakeholders, as well as clearly demonstrated 
regional benefits. Several other funding recommendations are included on the following pages.

Recommendation #1 – Prepare for MAP-21 Actions

The region can work to strengthen the National Freight Policy and National Freight Network provisions to iden-
tify ways that the federal government, in partnership with the states and regions, will invest in and maintain the 
national freight network. 

Provision Action
Establishes National Freight Policy Establishes a national freight policy, including establishing goals 

for national investment into freight infrastructure. 
National Freight Strategic Plan Calls for development of a National Freight Strategic Plan, that 

would assess the condition and performance of the national freight  
highway network. This requires the USDOT to identify highway 
bottlenecks, issues, and major trade corridors. 

State Freight Advisory Committee and 
State Freight Plans

Encourages states to establish freight advisory committees, and 
develop state freight plans. 

National Freight Network Calls for the establishment of a National Freight Network. This 
network would consist of a primary network established by the 
FHWA, but also portions of the interstate system and critical rural 
freight corridors. 

These new provisions suggest several opportunities for the San Joaquin Valley. For instance, the inclusion of 
critical rural freight corridors in the National Freight Network may be an opportunity for the SJV to gain national 
recognition for several of its critical rural corridors. It is likely that corridors will be selected for their importance 
to national commodity flows, and the national economic significance of these flows. Work completed throughout 
this SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan lays the groundwork for the region to demonstrate the regional 
and national importance of several of its goods movement corridors, and may be a head start to getting National 
Freight Network designation. 

Funding Recommendations for 
Goods Movement Projects
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Funding Recommendations for 
Goods Movement Projects (continued)

Recommendation #2 – Advocate for a Series of Short Line Rail Programs at the 
Regional and State Level

The Stakeholder outreach efforts completed during this San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Study reveal strong 
support for short line rail systems. Stakeholders recognize that short line rail could, potentially, remove thousands 
of trucks from the region’s highway system. This could bring benefits such as decreased congestion, decreased 
wear and tear on regional roads, reduced truck emissions, and reduced truck safety concerns. In response to this 
desire, the following recommendations were developed regarding potential policies and funding programs to sup-
port short line rail. Most of these programs would be state or federal-level programs. Therefore, the role of SJV 
stakeholders is mostly to advocate for these programs, or to offer potential pilot projects for the demonstration of 
the efficacy of any of these programs. 

Potential Program Program Summary
Freight Rail Assistance Program • Grant or loan source at the state level to support short line rail main-

tenance or capacity projects

• More than 30 states have such a program
Industrial Rail Access Program (IRAP) • Provide grants and loans for build-out to rail-served industries

• Facilitate development of transload and intermodal terminals in agri-
cultural regions

Create Performance Goals for Short Line Rail • Create performance targets for short line rail

• Numerous states across the nation have adopted freight rail assistance programs designed to address short 
line rail needs, to recognize the important role that rail has in job creation and economic development, and, 
in some cases, to formalize the state’s participation in funding rail projects. More than 30 states have some 
kind of freight rail assistance program in place, including Kansas, Oregon, Wisconsin, Iowa, and Indiana. 
However, California is not one of these states.   Though this type of program would be a state-level program, 
SJV stakeholders can advocate for the development of such a program. 

• The development of an Industrial Rail Access Program (IRAP) could help to maintain the competitive-
ness of California’s freight intensive industries. The program would focus on providing grants and loans to 
accomplish build-out to rail-served industries. It could also be used to facilitate the development of transload 
and intermodal terminals in agricultural regions. This program could be complemented with other actions 
at the state level, including a streamlined approval and permitting process for qualifying facilities, and the 
support of investments to provide sufficient main line capacity for handling industrial traffic generated by 
the new facilities. 

• The development of short line performance metrics could help to better understand and quantify system 
needs throughout the SJV. Being able to quantify the costs of meeting these performance metrics would 
establish a baseline assessment of regional short line rail “needs”. This would also help to position the region 
for successful grant applications for TIGER, or other competitive grant sources (for example if a California 
freight rail assistance program were to be established). 
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Funding Recommendations for 
Goods Movement Projects (continued)

Recommendation #3 – Other Potential Actions

Coordination with Other Plans
One of the needs highlighted by stakeholders in the public outreach process is the need for coordination between 
different transportation and goods movement  planning efforts at the state and regional levels.  Stakeholders 
expressed concern for a unified and consistent goods movement “vision”, that is carried through all regional and 
state transportation planning efforts. Because of this concern, this plan coordinated closely with the California 
Statewide Rail Plan, the SR-99 Business Plan, and other ongoing studies. This is a concept of growing importance, 
in particular, when considering the opportunities presented by MAP-21.

Agency and Stakeholder Collaboration
Ongoing interregional collaboration can bring about reduced costs of service, improved service and better eco-
nomic competitiveness for the region.  This type of coordination is already occurring- for example this San Joaquin 
Valley Goods Movement Plan represents the combined goods movement planning efforts of all eight counties 
within the San Joaquin Valley. Likewise, other efforts of the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies 
Policy Council has created a strong venue for collaborative, multiagency planning. This type of multiagency 
coordination has been successful in procuring Federal funds in the past—in particular, through competitive, 
nationwide programs, such as the TIGER grants in 2010, 2011, and 2012.
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The serious air pollution problems in the SJV require application of emission control measures and imple-
mentation of these measures depends critically on coordination between transportation planning agencies 
and environmental agencies. Air quality in the San Joaquin Valley is regulated by several agencies; each exer-
cising varying levels of control. The Federal government, acts primarily through the EPA, State government, 
acts through the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and Bureau of Automotive Repair, and the local air 
pollution control districts, the SJV Air Pollution Control District (APCD), develops plans and implements 
control measures.  

Many strategies are available to reduce emissions from the freight sector ranging from technology applications 
to infrastructure improvement projects, and from operations strategies to institutional and regulatory initiatives.  
Some of the strategies are shown below.

Technology Strategies Anti-Idling Strategies
Energy	Efficiency	

Strategies
Alternative Fuel 

Strategies
Retrofit older engines with 
diesel particulate filters or 
diesel oxidation catalysts

Truck Stop 
Electrification

Truck Speed Reduction Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel 
(ULSD) fuel

Replace old engines with 
brand new engines

Auxiliary Power Units Hybrid-Electric Vehicles Compressed Natural Gas 
(CNG)

Retrofit older engines with 
selective catalytic reduction 
(SCR) systems

Anti-Idling Regulations Improved Vehicle 
Aerodynamics

Liquefied Petroleum Gas 
(LPG)

Retrofit older engines with 
selective catalytic reduction 
(SCR) systems

Locomotive Idling 
Limit Devices

Improved Tire 
Efficiency

Emulsified Diesel Fuel

Convert engine to run on 
alternative fuels or electricity

Vehicle Weight 
Reduction

Biodiesel Fuel

SJV Goods Movement Priority 
Projects: Air Quality Recommendations
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The movement of goods can have safety 
implications. For example, in 2010 there 
were 752 truck-involved crashes recorded 
in the SJV. Contributing factors can include 
poor driver performance, driver fatigue, and 
a lack of awareness of trucks by other road-
way users.  Other contributing factors are the 
unsafe condition of truck tires, poor weather 
conditions, or malfunctions of braking sys-
tems and steering systems. The mixing of rail 
and truck traffic at at-grade rail crossings can 
be a source of traffic- and safety-related con-
cern.  In 2011, the eight-county SJV had a total 
of 35 incidents at highway-rail grade cross-
ings, including 31 train/ vehicle incidents, 
and 4 incidents that involved pedestrians

Improving freight transport safety in the SJV 
requires the region’s jurisdictions to collabo-
rate with each other and with regional, state, and Federal agencies in the areas of engineering (infrastructure), 
education, enforcement, and operations.

•	 Engineering Strategies.  Freight vehicle crashes can be reduced through implementation of improved road-
way and rail crossing designs.  Improving roadway infrastructure with respect to safety benefits freight and 
non-freight users alike.

•	 Education Strategies.  Providing safety education to commercial vehicle operators helps ensure drivers 
are aware of and follow safe practices.  Because truck-involved crashes often occur with passenger vehi-
cles, it is also important to provide education to the driving public on how to safety drive in the presence 
of large trucks.

•	 Enforcement Strategies.  Effective commercial vehicle enforcement programs help reduce truck-involved 
crashes, protect highways and bridges from unnecessary damage from overweight vehicles, and ensure haz-
ardous materials are transported safely.

•	 Operations and Management Strategies.  Operations and management strategies can be designed to 
help truck drivers operate safety by providing wayfaring information and additional facilities for driv-
ers to pull over and rest.  Some of these strategies (such as the availability of truck parking facilities) 
have been identified throughout this project as key issues facing the safety and efficiency of the region’s  
transportation system.

SJV Goods Movement Priority 
Projects: Safety Recommendations
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Goods movement and freight facilities can affect land use.  Even with the best mitigations, freight operations 
tend to create noise, traffic, and emissions.  Uncoordinated land use planning that allows residential development 
adjacent to busy industry or freight facilities will likely lead to encroachment, disproportionate adverse impacts, 
and conflicts.  If providing greater goods movement capacity requires expansion within existing rights-of-way 
that are immediately adjacent to residential or commercial uses or if there expansion beyond existing rights-of-
way is necessary, this will be done more effectively if current land use plans acknowledge the potential conflicts.  
Protecting right-of-way in strategic goods movement corridors is an important element in land use planning that 
is often overlooked.

The land use strategies presented in the plan  can help to better integrate freight into the land use planning pro-
cess.  Some strategies are to be implemented by the private sector, to help minimize the negative impacts of their 
necessary freight movement activities.  Other strategies are to be implemented by the public sector, to ensure that 
land use design and planning recognizes freights needs and helps to plan for it.  Implementing these concepts 
through combined action of public and private sector stakeholders can help to maximize the benefits of goods 
movement, while minimizing the negative impacts to communities and the environment.

These strategies can be classified into the following three types:

•	 Land Use and Transportation Coordination Tools.  These tools focus on the recognition that land use and 
freight planning activities should be more closely coordinated.  Doing so can help ensure that freight land 
uses have the space that they need to operate safely and efficiently.  Conversely, better integration can ensure 
that freight land uses minimize their negative impacts on communities within which they locate and move 
through.

•	 Operational and Educational Tools.  These tools focus on methods to streamline goods movement activi-
ties to increase the efficiency and safety of freight movement, or freight cargo pick-up or drop-off activities.  
Educational components (to the public and to freight system stakeholders) are also included in this category.

•	 Transportation System Tools.  These tools focus on ensuring that transportation system design and operation 
minimizes potential negative impacts on local communities and the environment.  They include strategies 
to mitigate safety, congestion, emissions, and other types of public nuisance (i.e., noise or lighting) from 
transportation system operations.

The details of these potential strategies are presented in the technical memorandum for Task 8 of the SJV 
Interregional Goods Movement Study.

SJV Goods Movement Priority 
Projects: Land Use Recommendations

The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan
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Congress reauthorized the Federal surface transportation programs in July 2012.  The legislation – MAP-21 – 
maintains current Federal transportation funding levels (adjusted for inflation) for the Federal fiscal years 2013 
and 2014.  Based on these authorization levels it is likely that California will continue to receive Federal trans-
portation funds for the next several or more years at levels consistent with what has been received under the 
previous transportation bills.  In this funding climate and with continuing Congressional concerns about growth 
in the Federal deficit, MAP-21 did little to create new funding opportunities for freight transportation programs 
in the short-term.  The longer-term outlook for Federal transportation funding is less clear, but Congress laid the 
groundwork in MAP-21 for what might eventually become a national freight program. 

Despite MAP-21, funding sources at the Federal level remain slim. There are  special and discretionary grants 
are monies set aside from the Federal Highway Trust Fund (and general revenue) by Congress for specific pur-
poses.  These grants can be awarded to state and local governments on a competitive basis or at discretion of the 
Secretary of Transportation.  Examples are Projects of National and Regional Significance program and TIGER 
grant programs, both of which funded projects that improved freight movement within and between modes. 

Though these grant programs are very competitive (for example only 5% of TIGER applications are success-
ful, work completed in this plan may help to favorably position the region to be competitive. The U.S. DOT 
has moved to greater reliance on benefit-cost methodologies for selecting projects and the benefits evaluations 
contained in the SJV Inter-Regional Goods Movement Study should provide much of the basic information nec-
essary to compile competitive grant applications. 

Funding Source Description
TIGER The Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grant 

program provides funds for road, rail, transit, and port projects. There have been five funding 
cycles to date, from 2009-2013. Total amount distributed in each funding cycle is between 
$473 million and $1.5 billion.

TIFIA TIFIA provides Federal credit assistance to nationally or regionally significant surface trans-
portation projects, including highway, transit and rail projects.  The program is a low-cost 
debt program (borrowing tool) that may be accessed by the private sector (and in some cases 
the public sector). This can help to decrease the overall financing costs of the program. MAP-
21 increased the funding for TIFIA to $750 million for FY 2013.

FRA Grant Programs Though none of these programs are currently (as of Spring 2013) accepting new applications, 
the FRA has in the past offered several grant programs to support freight rail safety and 
maintenance. These include the Railroad Safety Technology Grant Program, the Rail Line 
Relocations and Improvement Capital Grant Program, and the Disaster Assistance program. 

Projects of National and 
Regional Significance 
Program

MAP-21 continued this program from SAFETEA-LU as a discretionary grant program. 
Eligible projects now include certain freight rail, port, and intermodal freight transfer facili-
ties. Funded at $500 million in FY 2013.

Federal Funding Sources  
for Goods Movement Projects
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There are several California-specific programs available to help fund transportation projects. These programs are 
summarized below. 

Funding Source Description
State Transportation 
Improvement Program

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the five-year plan adopted by the 
Commission for  allocations of certain state transportation funds.  Some of the sources for this 
fund include GARVEE bond proceeds, state gasoline and diesel fuel taxes, and reimburse-
ments from the Federal Trust Fund for Federal Aid projects. 

Interregional 
Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(ITIP)

The ITIP includes projects funded from the interregional program share of STIP funding.  This 
represents 25% of new STIP funding.  Projects are nominated by Caltrans in consultation with 
regional and local transportation authorities.  Because of the inherently interregional nature 
of many freight projects, the SJV COGs may wish to advocate for a set-aside of some fraction 
of the funding to be reserved for freight projects with interregional significance.  A number 
of the highway projects that cross county boundaries and even some of the connector projects 
that link to significant freight activity centers could be eligible for these funds. 

Cap-and-Trade Program 
Funds

State legislation, AB 32 (Nunez 2006) mandates a reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020.  In accordance with that law, California has implemented a market-based, 
cap-and-trade program.  Funds from the program can be used to further the purposes of 
AB 32. However, at this point the funding for the program is extremely limited.

State Section 190 Grade 
Separation Program

The Section 190 Grade Separation Program is a state-funded safety program that provides for 
the elimination of existing at-grade railroad crossings.

Infrastructure Financing 
Districts

California cities and counties have had authority since 1990 to create infrastructure financing 
districts (IFDs) to fund local infrastructure improvements.  IFDs can divert an incremental 
portion of property tax revenues for 30 years to fund improvements including highways and 
transit projects.  IFDs have been used very sparingly probably because of the cumbersome 
process for formation and the fact that redevelopment agencies were also authorized to divert 
incremental property tax revenues.

eCommerce Tax 
revenues

California law requires that residents pay a tax on the purchase amount of goods and services 
when their order is placed over the internet.  The ecommerce tax rate is equal to the sales tax 
rate. The State estimates that this law will result in an additional $260 million in revenue for 
FY 2013. Currently there is no guarantee that these tax proceeds will be dedicated to transpor-
tation purposes. 

Warehouse Business-Tax 
Revenues

It may be appropriate to levy a business tax on warehousing, distribution and logistics firms 
that benefit from the faster and more reliable truck travel times provided by the EWFC/ I-15 
project.  In California, a business tax can be levied on all businesses in a similar trade, subject 
to two-thirds voter approval by the city, county or special district electorate

Public Private 
Partnerships

PPPs appear to be a viable means of facilitating project-specific funding, thereby reducing the 
pressure on other funding mechanisms.  The major value of PPPs is not in providing capital 
that would otherwise be inaccessible, but in facilitating more rapid capital investment at a 
comparable or even lower financing cost. 

State Funding Sources  
for Goods Movement Projects





 
 
 
 
 

September 4, 2013 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 

By: Linda Urata 
    Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VIII 

Kern Region Energy Action Plans Monthly Update 
 

DESCRIPTION: 
 
As the implementer of the Kern Energy Watch Partnership program, Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
coordinates a regional effort to address the goals set forth in the California Long Term Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan 
(CEESP).  This item is a monthly update on activities related to achieving Goal 4:  Local governments lead their 
communities with innovative programs for energy efficiency, sustainability and climate change.  Strategy 4.1:  Adopt an 
Energy Action Plan (EAP) to reduce community greenhouse gas emissions with a focus on energy efficiency. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following Kern COG member agencies completed energy related greenhouse gas inventory work in October 2012:  
the County of Kern and the cities of Arvin, Bakersfield, California City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Taft, Tehachapi 
and Wasco.  Additionally, the cities of California City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest, and Tehachapi have adopted 
Energy Action Plans.  The remaining local governments may also choose to move forward with work to create and adopt 
Energy Action Plans. 
 
Kern Council of Governments coordinates project activities and manages funding received from Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company, Southern California Edison, and the Southern California Gas Company provided to assist the local 
governments with this effort. 
 
In August, the following work was completed: 
 
August 21:  Attended a meeting in Visalia at the Tulare County Government Plaza hosted by the Statewide Local 
Government Energy Efficiency Collaborative (SEEC) Best Practices Coordinator, Pat Stoner.  Pat is working to update the 
local government chapter of the CEESP.  The Kern Energy Watch Partnership has used Strategic Plan funding provided 
by the utilities to tackle projects like benchmarking, building codes and standards training, Building Safety Month, public 
outreach, Greenhouse Gas Inventory Training, and Energy Action Plan Coordination.  A Public Workshop will be held in 
Tulare the week of September 23rd and comments will be accepted in October.  Please look for a notice to come to you 
via email. 
 
August 5, 12, and 26:  Conference calls were held to plan the Kern Energy Watch Energy Action Plan Summit which will 
be held on Wednesday, October 30th at Hodel’s Country Dining in Bakersfield.  Work on the event continued throughout 
the month.  A flier and Draft Agenda are attached to this report.  An invitation was sent via regular mail to every Kern 
County Supervisor and to each council person of a Kern COG member agency. 
 
Please see the attached report from ESA, regarding the work accomplished on the Kern REAP project. 
 
 
ACTION:  INFORMATION 



 

550 Kearny Street 
Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA  94108 
415.896.5900 phone 
415.896.0332 fax 

www.esassoc.com 

 

memorandum 

date August 28, 2013 
 
to Linda Urata, Kern COG 
 
from Jeff Caton, P.E., LEED AP 
 
subject:     Status Report for Kern Region Energy Action Plans (Kern REAP) Project, for September 9, 2013 

meeting of the Kern Council of Government’s Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC)  
 
 
 
Summary of Work to Date 
Since October 2011, Environmental Science Associates (ESA) has been assisting Kern COG to prepare Local 
Government Operations Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Inventories and Energy Action Plans (EAPs) for the County of 
Kern and the cities of California City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest and Tehachapi. Over the past 22 months, 
the GHG inventory and EAP development process has incorporated the following steps: 

1. Established Energy and GHG Emissions Baselines for each Kern REAP participant.  

2. Developed energy action plan (EAP) Template with strategies and specific goals for electrical energy 
efficiency.  

3. Developed a Cost-Benefit Analysis Tool for selecting and prioritizing energy efficiency measures at 
the local jurisdiction level. 

4. Conducted outreach and stakeholder engagement in conjunction with outreach for the Kern Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

5. Conducted walk-through energy efficiency assessments of select facilities at participating 
jurisdictions. 

6. Conducted benchmarking of select municipal facilities at some participating jurisdictions (California 
City, Delano, and County of Kern) and set up the Automated Benchmarking System (ABS) for those 
facilities so that energy usage data is now be uploaded automatically every month to the USEPA 
ENERGY STAR® Portfolio Manager tool, which allows users to track and assess energy consumption 
across a portfolio of buildings. 
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7. Using the EAP Template and Cost-Benefit Analysis Tool, worked with each participating jurisdiction 
to select and prioritize energy efficiency measures. 

8. Drafted EAPs for each participating jurisdiction to include energy and GHG emissions baselines; 
audit and benchmarking results; local strategies, goals and energy reduction targets; energy efficiency 
measures prioritized by costs and benefits, implementation and monitoring details; and a summary of 
potential models and mechanisms for potential financing.   

9. Completed the Requirements Checklist for Energy Leadership Program (ELP) for each jurisdiction 
that identifies sections of their EAP that enable them to qualify for “Gold” status in Southern 
California Edison’s ELP program. 

10. Presented final EAPs for adoption: Final EAPs have been completed for California City, Delano, 
McFarland, Ridgecrest and Tehachapi and adopted by their City Councils. The final EAP for the 
County of Kern was completed in July; It is expected to be accepted by the County Board of 
Supervisors in September 2013. 

11. Management memos: Sent memos on GHG Inventory Management and EAP Implementation 
Recommendations to the cities of Delano and Ridgecrest, and the County of Kern. 

The table below provides a summary of the work that has been completed to date: 

 

 
 
Next Phase of Work 
Management memos (on GHG Inventory Management and EAP Implementation) will soon be completed for 
the cities of McFarland, Ridgecrest and Tehachapi.  

Over the next two months, the EAP Template and Cost-Benefit Analysis Tool will be upgraded to include 
natural gas efficiency strategies, providing the capability for local governments to identify and prioritize 
appropriate strategies and programs for reducing consumption of natural gas in their operations. Kern COG is 

Kern REAP Program 
Deliverable CA City 

 

County of 
Kern Delano  McFarland Ridgecrest Tehachapi 

Local Gov’t Operations GHG 
Inventory (2005 & 2010) 

                

Draft EAP Completed                  

Final EAP Completed                   

ELP Gold Requirements 
checklist 

                 

EAP Presented to Council    
             

EAP Adopted by Council   12/4/2012   2/19/2013  11/8/2012  6/19/13 11/19/2012 
GHG/EAP Management Memos               
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currently seeking a funding source to enable Kern REAP participants to use the Tool and Template to revise 
their existing EAPs to include natural gas strategies. 

The work to be completed over the next year also includes an Energy Efficiency and GHG Savings Analysis 
for each adopted EAP. The Analyses will examine progress towards the goals outlined in each EAP, including 
implementation progress for EAP measures and actual energy and cost savings achieved, to the extent that 
data is available. It will likely include more detailed cost-benefit analysis of specific efficiency projects 
identified by each jurisdiction, and analysis of known implementation barriers. The previous work setting up 
facilities in the Automated Benchmarking System (ABS) should provide useful energy usage data for the 
Analysis.  

A separate task to be completed by 2014 involves developing an Information Sharing Plan to provide Kern 
COG with information, best practices, and/or lessons learned from the Kern REAP Program, to share with the 
other local governments. The Information Sharing Plan will include lessons learned and will identify channels 
for sharing Program information. It will include descriptions of the various Kern REAP components and work 
products, a summary of best practices included in the EAPs, examples of all tools and templates developed 
(and instructions for their use), and other documentation that could be helpful for the various types of 
stakeholders. 

Kern Energy Watch Energy Action Plan Summit 
On October 30, 2013, Kern Energy Watch is hosting an Energy Action Plan Summit in the City of 
Bakersfield, to share information, best practices, and lessons learned from the Kern REAP program. The 
Summit will present perspectives from jurisdictions in Kern County and from communities in neighbouring 
counties. It will feature panel discussions with local government staff, presentations on some of the best 
practices that emerged from local projects, and presentations from industry leaders on the current issues and 
priorities regarding energy efficiency in California. 



WHEN: 
Wednesday
October 30, 2013
9:30 AM – 3:00 PM

WHERE: 
Hodel’s Country Dining 
5917 Knudsen Drive 
Bakersfield, CA  93308

RSVP by October 25th 
to Tami Popek at Kern Council 

of Governments at 
tpopek@kerncog.org or 

661-861-2191 if you plan to attend.

To learn more about the agenda and participating speakers, please visit:

www.directionsto2050.com/summit

Refreshments will be served!

The Summit’s program will feature these useful tools for local 
government leaders:

• Utility goals and resources for  local  government partners

• Techniques to help residents and businesses save money on 
energy bills 

• How to fund your energy efficiency projects

• An Energy Action Plan (EAP) template and tools to help you 
draft your energy action plan 

The morning keynote and conversation is designed to cover big picture and 
statewide updates. In the afternoon, participants will roll up their sleeves in 
two breakout sessions:  Implementing your EAP or Beginning your EAP.

Help your community become 
more energy efficient! Join us for the...

ENERGY ACTION PLAN SUMMIT 

Kern Energy Watch is a joint partnership of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison, Southern California Gas Company, the County of Kern, and the cities of Arvin, Bakersfield, 
California City, Delano, Maricopa, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, and Wasco.  This Program is funded by California utility customers and administered by PG&E, SCE, and SoCal Gas 

under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission. For more information please visit: www.kernenergywatch.com



To learn more about the agenda and participating speakers, please visit:

www.directionsto2050.com/summit

WHEN: 
Wednesday
October 30, 2013
9:30 AM – 3:00 PM

WHERE: 
Hodel’s Country Dining 
5917 Knudsen Drive 
Bakersfield, CA  93308

ENERGY ACTION PLAN SUMMIT 

Kern Energy Watch is a joint partnership of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison, Southern California Gas Company, the County of Kern, and the cities of Arvin, Bakersfield, 

California City, Delano, Maricopa, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, and Wasco.  This Program is funded by California utility customers and administered by PG&E, SCE, and SoCal Gas 

under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission. For more information please visit: www.kernenergywatch.com

AGENDA

9:30 AM     Registration Opens
Have some coffee and famous cinnamon rolls while   
networking and visiting the information tables!

10:00 AM Welcome
Linda Urata, Kern Energy Watch Coordinator 
Kern Council of Governments

10:15 AM Keynote Speaker
David Couch
County of Kern Supervisor, District 4

10:45 AM AB 32 State-wide Policy Horizon 
Dana Papke-Waters
Air Pollution Specialist, Research Division
California Air Resources Board 

11:15 AM Energy Action Plan Resources for Planning 
 and Implementation

Jillian Rich, Government and Community Partnerships, 
Pacific Gas & Electric
Jesse Langley, Strategic Planning Lead
Southern California Edison
Representatives from Southern California Gas (invited).

12:00 PM Lunch

1:00 PM Case Study Panel: Examples of Energy Efficiency  
 in Local Government

• On-bill Financing for Local Governments 
Tom Weil, City of California City 

• Central Valley Energy Tune-up: Audits and 
Energy Efficiency Financing 
Joseph Oldham, City of Fresno

• Title 24 and CALGreen Update  
David Ashuckian

  Director, Efficiency Division 
California Energy Commission

• Clean Energy and Affordable Housing
Betsy McGovern-Garcia, City of Visalia 

2:00 PM Breakout Sessions
Group A – Implementing Your Energy Action Plan 
Facilitated by PMC, ESA and SCE staff

Group B – Writing Your Energy Action Plan
Facilitated by PMC, ESA and SCE staff

3:00 PM Adjourn



 
September 4, 2013 

 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 

Executive Director 
 
  By: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC AGENDA ITEM IX. 

DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR KERN COUNTY 
(UPDATE) 

 
DESCRITPION: 
 
In February 2013, Kern COG contracted with AMMA Transit Consulting to prepare an updated Coordinated  
Human Services Transportation Plan for $30,000. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP 21) requires that a Coordinated Human Services  
Transportation Plan (CHSTP) must be developed through a process that includes representatives of the public, private, and 
nonprofit transportation services providers, as well as participation from the public. 
 
The plan should be a unified, comprehensive strategy for public transportation service delivery for  
individuals with disabilities, older adults, and persons of limited income. The plan will identify strategies for  
meeting these needs and offer recommendations on service priority. 
 
The CHSTP certifies that projects for funding from the Federal Transit Administration Section 5310/Elderly and Persons 
with Disabilities result from a “locally developed coordinated human services transportation plan.” The Federal Transit 
Administration also recommends that the CHSTP be updated at least every five-years to reflect current regional needs. The 
CHSTP update was identified under work element 609.2 in the  
Fiscal Year 2013-14 Overall Work Program. 
 
Since the Draft CHSTP update is a regional document, Kern COG staff invites comments from its member agencies and 
social services agencies within the region. You may access the Draft CHSTP at the following website address:  
 
http://www.kerncog.org/attachments/article/256/Draft_Coordinated_Human_Services_Plan.pdf  

 
Comments should be directed to Bob Snoddy at (661) 861-2191 or at: bsnoddy@kerncog.org . Mr. Snoddy will be taking 
comments until Wednesday, October 2, 2013. 
 
Action: 
 
Review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by Wednesday, October 2, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              July 3, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Vice Chairman Neath called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was 
provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield   
Paul Marquez  Caltrans 
Teresa Binkley  City of Taft 
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG  
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia  Kern COG  

Tami Popek  Kern COG 
             
  
  

OTHER:    Jeremy Bowman Helt Engineering 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks 
     Ella Wise  NRDC 
            
          
    
         

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments.  
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of June 5, 2013, there was a motion by Mr. 
Clausen to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  
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IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of June 5, 2013 was 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF MARICOPA FOR $41,650 (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the Fiscal year 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit 
claim for $41,650.   Mr. Snoddy explained that due to the size of Maricopa, they do not have a 
transit operation.   Under California State law and the TDA Act, they have received some STAF 
funds.  The City of Taft provided public transportation in Maricopa on a temporary basis.   They 
were not able to meet the unmet fare box needs and the service was terminated.   Maricopa 
accumulated invoices due to Taft for the time the service was provided.  Maricopa is requesting 
the STAF funds to repay the City of Taft for the expenses incurred.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Maricopa 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Fidler made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF MARICOPA for $25,035 (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of Maricopa for $25,035.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Maricopa and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Clausen made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning policy 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

  
VII. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) AND CONGESTION 

MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) PROGRAM CALL FOR PROJECTS UPDATE (Pacheco)  
 

Ms. Pacheco stated that a “Question and Answer Report” has been prepared to assist in the 
preparation of RSTP and CMAQ applications that are due to Kern COG by 4:00 PM on September 
4, 2013.  

Ms. Pacheco surveyed the committee to ask for interest in a potential Air Resources Board staff 
presentation on the “Methods to Find the Cost-Effectiveness of Funding Air Quality Projects” 
tool that is the standard for calculating emissions reductions.  The date for the presentation 
favored by attendees was July 31 from 10am-noon.   A follow-up survey will be emailed to those 
that were not in attendance. 

Item was for information only. 

 
VIII.   2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia)  

 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that Kern COG brought 2014 RTIP background information from the May 
staff report forward to keep the committee informed of the recent RTIP history and its current 
significance. He explained that the report is intended to provide an understanding of this process 
for new Committee members and KCOG Directors.  Mr. Stramaglia stated the importance of 
clarity regarding the history of the last cycle from two years ago and where Kern COG is today 
and how they relate to each other.  
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Mr. Stramaglia advised that the California Transportation Commission (CTC) is currently revising 

its fund estimate. The current maximum estimate for Kern is $39.433 million while the minimum 

estimate is 21 million.  Mr. Stramaglia noted that metro areas with a population under 1 million 

can ask for up to double their fund estimate but are not guaranteed to receive the new 

programming.  Kern COG staff will consider this state policy in development of a staff 

recommendation when options and a staff recommendation are crafted. Mr. Stramaglia specified 

that Kern COG is not in a position to introduce new projects because there are several projects in 

progress that require more funding for new phases. He also clarified that it is regional policy to 

advance projects that are ready to advance.    

Mr. Stramaglia announced the first 2014 RTIP Workshop to be held on July 24th at 9:30 AM at 

Kern COG.  The workshop will cover the 60/40 split, the fund estimate, STIP guidelines and 

disclose what the project needs are for some of the projects that have construction in the outer 

years.  

Mr. Stramaglia stated that Kern COG will work diligently to develop options by August that will be 

shared with TTAC Committee staff and KERN COG Board members in September. By October a 

Draft Staff Recommendation will be submitted to the Committee and the Board with a final 

request in November. After that, Kern COG staff will submit its 2014 RTIP information to the 

Commission by December as required.  

This item was for information only.  

 
IX. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 

ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE (Ball) 
 
Mr. Smith presented the item for Mr. Ball.  Mr. Smith stated the adoption date for the 2014 RTP 
and RHNA is scheduled for March 2014.  
 

 This item was for information only.  
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business, the TTAC meeting was adjourned at 10:18 a.m.  Mr. Smith announced 
that the meeting of Wednesday, July 31, 2013 will be dark.  The next scheduled meeting of the 
TTAC will be September 4, 2013.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       October 2, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                   1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 

 

 RPAC Meetings of Wednesday September 4, 2013 
 
IV. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Napier) 

 
Comment: A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization 
representatives assisted staff in updating designated areas that require environmental justice 
analysis. 
 

Action:  Approve use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC 
Davis for preparation of the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis.   

 
V. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN COMMUNITY OUTREACH PROCESS 

SUMMARY (Napier) 
 
Comment:  Pursuant to the Public Information Policies and Procedures, Kern COG staff began 
public outreach for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in March 2012.  The Cycle 1 
and 2 outreach process was completed in August 2013.   
 
Action:  Information 
 

VI. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN STRATEGIES PRESENTATION (Ball) 
 

Comment: Staff will provide a presentation on the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
strategies that will facilitate the goals of the RTP and allow us to maintain, fix and finish our 
transportation system. 
 
Action:  Information  
 
 
 
 
 
 



VII. 2014 RTP – VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM (Ball) 

 
Comment:  Proposal for a new strategy in the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan authorizing 
Kern COG to assist its member agencies monitor progress toward the region’s air emission goals, 
while helping to develop projects that will better compete under the new project selection policy 
adopted in 2012. 

 
Action:  Information - to be brought back next month for consideration 
 
 

VIII. FY 2014-2015 OVERALL WORK PROGRAM 
 
Comment:  Kern COG is developing its 2014-15 Overall Work Program 
 
Action:   Information  

 
IX. ALTERNATIVES UPDATE (BALL) 
 

Comment: Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to 
analyze modeling results for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
environmental document. This report has been updated from the September 4, 2013 RPAC item, 
and the February 21, 2013 TPPC item. 

 
Action: Information – To be continued to the November 6, 2013 RPAC Meeting for 
considering a recommendation to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) that 
these updated alternatives be included in the development of the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Plan environmental document scheduled for final consideration by the TPPC in March 2014. 

. 
 

X. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS MONTHLY UPDATE (Project Team) 
 

Comment:  As the implementer of the Kern Energy Watch Partnership program, Kern Council of 
Governments (Kern COG) coordinates a regional effort to address the goals set forth in the 
California Long Term Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan (CEESP).  This item is a monthly update 
on activities related to achieving Goal 4:  Local governments lead their communities with 
innovative programs for energy efficiency, sustainability and climate change.  Strategy 4.1:  Adopt 
an Energy Action Plan (EAP) to reduce community greenhouse gas emissions with a focus on 
energy efficiency. 
 
Action:   Information  
 

XI. PRESENTATION – WHAT THE DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY CAN DO TO HELP DESIGN 
AND BUILD LIVABLE, SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES – ENEAS KANE, PRESIDENT DMB 
PACIFIC VENTURES  
 

XII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 

 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of September 4, 2013 
 

XIII. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

 Status on Valleywide Target Discussion (Ball) 
 

XIV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

XV. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be November 6, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              September 4, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevin’s called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Roger Mobley  City of Wasco  

     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Karen King  GET 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans  
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 

Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
 

OTHER     Aaron Collins  Sequoia Riverlands Trust  
     Heather Dumais ALA 
     Ted James  Consultant 
     Jeff Caton  ESA 
      
    
  
   
    

       
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
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There were no public comments. 
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 
 
The RPAC Minutes for the meeting of Wednesday July 3, 2013 and Wednesday July 31, 2013 
were presented to the Committee.  Mr. McNamara noted that he was not in attendance at the July 
31st RPAC meeting but was listed on the minutes as being present.  Mr. Mobley noted that he 
was present and was not on the attendance list.  Ms. Napier made a note to make the necessary 
corrections to the July 31, 2013 meeting minutes.  
 
Mr. Clausen made a motion to approve the Discussion Summaries from July 3, 2013 and July 31, 
2013.  Mr. McNamara seconded the motion.  
   

IV. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 
 
Mr. Ball highlighted changes that had been made to the 2014 ER Alternative Development 
document since the July meeting.      
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE 
 
Mr. Ball stated that this item was originally brought to the RPAC in April and then again at the July 
RPAC meeting.  At that time there was some concern with what the results of the new proposed 
methodology to identify environmental justice areas.   Mr. Ball noted that three task force 
meetings were held during the time period of July of 2012 and March of 2013.  Participants of 
those meetings included Community Action Partnership of Kern, Bike Bakersfield, California 
Rural Legal Assistance, Greenfield Walking Group, Kern County Department of Public Health, 
California Walks, Independent Living Center, Center for Race Poverty and the Environment, 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust, Sierra Club, City of Shafter and Kern County Housing Authority.  
Options for identifying Environmental Justice areas were reviewed at these meetings.   Mr. Ball 
indicated that the staff report contained results of the analysis based upon the recommended 
methodology received by the task force.     
 
An extensive discussion ensued amongst the committee members.  
 
The action requested is to approve use of the Environmental Justice areas created by UC Davis 
for preparation for the 2014 Environmental Justice Analyses.   Mr. Clausen made a motion to 
continue the item until the October RPAC meeting to allow the Committee to review the 
information further.  Mr. McNamara seconded the motion, motion carried.  

  
VI. KERN HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE/BUS RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (HOV/BRT STUDY) 

 
Mr. Flickinger stated that the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study is complete 
and ready to file.  He advised that it is posted on the Kern COG website for review.   
Mr. Ball gave a brief PowerPoint on the highlights of the report.  
 
Mr. James asked Mr. Ball to clarify with staff the schedule for the upcoming meetings in 
addressing an overview of the strategies, as well as giving an update on each of the chapters of 
the RTP SCS.  Mr. James expressed that would provide a better forum for reviewing all of the 
strategies together.  
 
Ms. Para stated that she agreed with Mr. James, that more strategies needed to be seen.  
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Ms. Poire expressed that the direction did not seem clear.  
 
Chairman Bevin’s requested that Mr. Ball put together an overview in a PowerPoint format.   
 
Mr. Ball stated that he would put together a brief overview to bring back to the Committee.  
 
The action requested is to recommend the Transportation Planning Policy Committee receive and 
file the Final Study.   Mr. Clausen made a motion recommend the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee receive and file the Final Study.  Ms. King seconded the motion.  
 

VII. INTERREGIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN UPDATE  
 
Mr. Raymond stated this was a valley wide project.  Mr. Raymond advised that the final draft will 
be delivered on September 5th to the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency.  The project 
was divided into three phases.  Phase I was to assess the current conditions, Phase II was 
strategy development and Phase III was recommendations.  Mr. Raymond noted that four major 
stakeholder workshops were held, two were conducted in the southern half of the San Joaquin 
Valley and two were conducted in the Northern half.  Additional considerable outreach was done 
via surveys, etc.   
 
The action requested is to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee receive 
and file the Final Study.  Mr. Clausen made a motion to recommend to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee receive and file.  Ms. Poire seconded the motion.  
  

VIII. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE  
 
Ms. Urata gave a brief update of the Kern Region Energy Action Plans.  
 
Ms. Urata stated that the majority of the California Edison Cities that are participating in the Kern 
REAP program have adopted their Energy Action Plans.  The County of Kern is still in the editing 
process, they hope to bring their plan before the Board of Supervisors in September.   
 
An Energy Summit kick-off event will be held on October 30, 2013 at Hodels.  A flier was 
distributed to the Committee with the event information.  
 
Mr. Caton from ESA gave a brief report of the completed work and the next steps that need to be 
done with the Energy Action Plans.  
 
This was an information item. 
 

IX. DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR KERN COUNTY 
(UPDATE)   
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that in February 2013 Kern COG contracted with AMMA Transit Consulting to 
prepare an updated Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan for $30,000.  Mr. Snoddy 
advised that there is a Transportation Plan in place from 2007; however, the FTA requires that 
the plan be updated every five years.    
 
The action requested is to review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by 
Wednesday, October 2, 2013.  
 

X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 

 The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting of 
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July 3, 2013 were distributed for review. 
 

 Metropolitan Bakersfield RTP Workshops Update (Ball) – Workshop materials are 
available under the Handouts section on the RPAC webpage: 
http://www.kerncog.org/regional-planning-advisory-committee  

 
XI. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCMENTS 

 
Comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2) are due September 
6, 2013. The Data Report is available on the following link: http://www.kerncog.org/regional-
housing  
 

XII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

XIII. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 2:50 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday October 2, 2013, at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

October 2, 2013 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Becky Napier, Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM:  IV 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
A task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization representatives assisted staff in updating 
designated areas that require environmental justice analysis. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898 requires metropolitan planning organizations to focus on 
environmental justice concerns in their planning processes. Kern COG originally formed a task force in 2002 to assist in 
creating ways to focus on environmental justice (EJ) concerns caused by transportation issues. One of the products of 
that task force was the methodology to define an EJ area based upon income, age, and minority status based upon the 
2000 Census. After the 2010 Census data was made available, the task force was reformed as the Environment and 
Social Equity Roundtable as part of the Directions of 2050 RTP outreach process, to determine if the methodology 
defining EJ areas should be revised.  
 
Three task force meetings were held from July 2012 to March 2013.  Participants included: Community Action Partnership 
of Kern, Bike Bakersfield, California Rural Legal Assistance, Greenfield Walking Group, Kern County Department of 
Public Health, California Walks, Independent Living Center for Kern, Center for Race Poverty and the Environment, 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust, Sierra Club, City of Shafter, and the Kern County Housing Authority. 
 
Two different methodologies were presented to the EJ task force for consideration. The first method was identical to the 
original method approved in 2002, but using updated census data. The second methodology was developed by 
Professors at the University of California Davis and published in the International Journal of Environmental Research and 
Public Health.  The UC Davis method factored in environmental as well as social data to determine if an area should be 
defined as an EJ area. The task force preferred the UC Davis methodology. 
 
Conclusions and Discussion of the UC Davis Methodology 

Despite the limitations of the Cumulative Environmental Vulnerability Assessment (CEVA) method, it offers clear 
advantages by analyzing multiple factors involved in environment hazards and social vulnerability. Besides national air 
toxic assessment, CEVA includes other indicators of localized environmental hazards such as pesticide applications and 
point source pollutions sites. It goes beyond income and race when considering the social vulnerability of the residents by 
incorporating formal education, English language fluency, age, and in-patient residence into the model. It also brings in 
health status as a reference to illustrate how the existing health problems may exacerbate the vulnerability to 
environmental hazards.  We recommend that these areas receive special consideration in permitting, monitoring, and 
enforcement actions, as well as investments in public participation, capacity building, and community economic 
development. For example, the Air District may use the CEVA to focus its resources, such as incentive funds, air quality 
monitoring, permitting reviews, enforcement, and public education and outreach in these most vulnerable areas. 



Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301  (661) 861-2191  Facsimile (661) 324-8215  TTY (661) 832-7433  www.kerncog.org 

The Air District might also use the CEVA to advocate for additional funds from state and federal sources for such 
enhanced protections of these areas and to track its own progress over time. Beyond the Air District, collaborative efforts 
that bring together local, regional, state and federal agencies across multiple media (air, water, land) and issue areas 
(transportation, housing and land use) along with community leaders, will be needed to develop holistic strategies to 
address cumulative environmental vulnerabilities.  

The new EJ areas are more concise than under the old method.  Under the old method if there was an EJ area within a 
larger Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) the entire TAZ was considered the EJ area.   With the new method, only the EJ 
area itself is included.  The EJ areas were chosen by the highest of 3 UC Davis criteria levels of culture and environment.   
 
At the April 2013 RPAC meeting staff presented the two methodologies.  A request was made to see the difference in 
results between the two methodologies.  At the September meeting the methodologies were again presented to the 
RPAC.  Attached is a series of tables adapted from the 2011 RTP with the results of the new method highlighted as green 
bars in the tables for easy comparison.  The comparison reveals similar results using the two methods. 
 
Attachments: Environmental Justice Comparison 
  Meeting Information from the Stakeholder Meetings 
   
ACTION:  Approve use of Environmental Justice areas based upon methodology created by UC Davis for preparation of 
the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis.  



 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE COMPARISON 

Performance Measure Results 

As part of the Directions to 2050 outreach process Kern COG held the Environmental and Social Equity 
Roundtable stakeholder meetings.  The meeting built on the federally recognized best practices effort that 
Kern COG began in 2000.  The Environmental and Social Equity Roundtable identified low-income, 
minority, elderly, and disabled persons as the target populations for analyzing federal Title VI Environmental 
Justice (EJ) efforts. Areas with higher than average concentrations of the target populations were identified 
and mapped using the UC Davis methodology. Kern COG used the transportation model output stratified 
by EJ areas and the urban and rural place types to determine whether the goals of the RTP were being 
met.  The following is a more detailed description of the Performance Measures. 
 

 Mobility – Calculates average trip time by mode (auto and transit) from environmental justice 
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) and countywide. 
 

 Accessibility/Economic Well-Being – Calculates average trip time by mode (auto and transit) to 
major job centers from a group of approximately 1,700 TAZs.  Accessibility also provides an 
economic measure by indicating the level of congestion around major job centers that may affect 
freight movement. 
 

 Reliability/Congestion – Calculates the distance of level of service D through F links inside 
environmental justice TAZs and countywide. 
 

 Reliability/Safety – Calculates the percentage increase between property damage, injury, and 
fatal accident rates between base year and 2040. 
 

 Efficiency/Cost-Effectiveness – Calculates the planned expenditure per passenger miles 
traveled.  Calculates passenger miles traveled by both vehicle and transit networks for current and 
planned transit projects (increased headway, new routes) and capacity-increasing road project 
links in future years, inside EJ TAZs and countywide.  These figures are divided by the total 
investment in these projects and used to calculate their cost-effectiveness. 
 

 Livability/Consumer Satisfaction – Calculat4es the average trip delay after feedback between 
constrained and unconstrained roadways on links inside EJ TAZs and countywide. 
 

 Sustainability/Environment – Vehicle emissions of NOx per person for the valley and 
mountain/desert portions of Kern. 
 

 Sustainability/Preservation – Provides for maintenance as the system expands. 
 

 Equity – Calculates the passenger miles traveled and compares to the percentage of investment 
in EJ areas and urban and rural place types. 
 

 
 



THE FOLLOWING TABLES REFLECT PRELIMINARY RESULTS AS OF JULY 2013 

MOBILITY MEASURES 

AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK HIGHWAY TRIPS (IN MINUTES) 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.67 13.39 14.47 

Urban/Metro (new method) 12.15 12.02 Not available yet 

Rural Areas 20.58 20.78 21.37 

Rural Areas (new method) 23.94 22.64  

Countywide 16.26 16.94 18.75 

Countywide (new method) 15.86 15.84  

EJ TAZS AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK HIGHWAY TRIPS 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.40 13.00 13.51 

Urban/Metro (new method) 11.91 11.96  

Rural Areas 20.31 20.69 21.34 

Rural Areas (new method) 18.59 17.61  

Countywide 14.14 14.71 15.23 

Countywide (new method) 13.03 13.04  

AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK TRANSIT TRIPS 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 44.77 46.10 45.50 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.61 31.62  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 39.98 44.99  

Countywide 47.54 47.98 49.07 

Countywide (new method) 32.79 33.6  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

  



EJ TAZS AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME – PEAK TRANSIT TRIPS 

Place Type 2006 (2008 new method) 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.86 45.38 44.14 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.33 30.22  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 39.68 41.91  

Countywide 48.63 45.65 44.73 

Countywide (new method) 32.79 31.42  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers – Highway 
 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 12.13 12.12 13.24 

Urban/Metro (new method) 9.19 9.21  

Rural Areas 27.26 27.16 27.73 

Rural Areas (new method) 13.62 13.69  

Countywide 19.69 19.39 21.55 

Countywide (new method) 10.77 11.09  

AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME FROM EJ TAZS TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – HIGHWAY 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 11.85 11.78 12.20 

Urban/Metro (new method) 8.59 8.4  

Rural Areas 25.31 24.73 25.27 

Rural Areas (new method) 13.04 11.34  

Countywide 14.80 14.65 15.08 

Countywide (new method) 9.12 8.84  

 
  



AVERAGE TRAVEL TIME TO MAJOR JOB CENTERS – TRANSIT  

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.98 46.23 44.91 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.73 31.06  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 37.28 48.73  

Countywide 47.07 49.35 49.02 

Countywide (new method) 33.47 33.87  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

Average Travel Time from EJ TAZs to Major Job Centers – Transit 
 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Build 2035 No Build 

Urban/Metro 43.88 45.29 44.73 

Urban/Metro (new method) 32.1 29.2  

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A 

Rural Areas (new method) 36.98 45.62  

Countywide 44.42 45.62 17.1 

Countywide (new method) 32.55 30.6  

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

 

RELIABILITY/CONGESTION MEASURES 

AVERAGE LEVEL OF CONGESTION IN HOURS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 284,056 500,661 76 

Urban/Metro (new method) 198,433 331,135 67 

Rural Areas 276,468 503,753 82 

Rural Areas (new method) 235,992 387,197 64 

Countywide 560,524 1,004,414 79 

Countywide (new method) 434,425 718,332 65 

 
  



AVERAGE LEVEL OF CONGESTION IN HOURS – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 122,791 183,661 50 

Urban/Metro (new method) 88,041 121,480 38 

Rural Areas 64,257 116,046 81 

Rural Areas (new method) 8,740 11,694 34 

Countywide 187,048 299,896 60 

Countywide (new method) 96,780 133,173 38 

 

RELIABILITY/SAFETY MEASURES 

Annualized Accident Statistics for Annual Average Daily Traffic 
 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage 1,537 2,862 86 

Property damage (n.m.) 1,039 1,732 67 

Injury 879 1,636 86 

Injury (n.m.) 563 939 67 

Fatality 55 103 87 

Fatality (n.m.) 24 40 67 

Rural 

Property damage 2,239 4,092 83 

Property damage (n.m.) 1,054 1,462 39 

Injury 1,279 2,338 83 

Injury (n.m.) 571 793  

Fatality 81 147 81 

Fatality (n.m.) 24 34 42 

 
 

   

Countywide 

Property damage 3,776 6,954 84 

Property damage (n.m.) 2,093 3,195 53 

Injury 2,158 3,974 84 

Injury (n.m.) 1,135 1,732 53 

Fatality 136 250 84 

Fatality (n.m.) 48 73 52 

 
  



ANNUALIZED ACCIDENT STATISTICS FOR ANNUAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage 647 1,001 55 

Property damage (n.m.) 467 655 40 

Injury 370 572 55 

Injury (n.m.) 253 355 40 

Fatality 23 36 57 

Fatality (n.m.) 11 15 36 

Rural 

Property damage 490 911 86 

Property damage (n.m.) 45 57 27 

Injury 280 521 86 

Injury (n.m.) 24 31 29 

Fatality 18 33 83 

Fatality (n.m.) 1 1 0 

Countywide 

Property damage 1,137 1,912 68 

Property damage (n.m.) 512 712 39 

Injury 650 1,093 68 

Injury (n.m.) 278 386 39 

Fatality 41 69 68 

Fatality (n.m.) 12 16 33 

 
 

Efficiency/Cost Effectiveness Measures 
 

Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – Highways 
 

Place Type 2035 Build 

Urban/Metro $.009 

Urban/Metro (new method) Not available yet 

Rural Areas $.004 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.007 

Countywide (new method)  

AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – HIGHWAYS – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2035 Build 

Urban/Metro $.015 

Urban/Metro (new method) Not available yet 

 



Rural Areas $.006 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.0105 

Countywide (new method)  

 

Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – Transit 
 

Place Type 2035 

Urban/Metro $.11 

Urban/Metro (new method)  

Rural Areas N/A 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.13 

Countywide (new method)  

AVERAGE DAILY INVESTMENT PER PASSENGER MILE TRAVELED – TRANSIT – EJ TAZS 

Place Type 2030 

Urban/Metro $.0723 

Urban/Metro (new method)  

Rural Areas N/A 

Rural Areas (new method)  

Countywide $.06 

Countywide  

 

LIVABILITY/CONSUMER SATISFACTION MEASURES 

TABLE 2-20 AVERAGE TRIP DELAY TIME IN HOURS 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 61,929 105,837 71 

Urban/Metro (new method) 6,723 11,830 76 

Rural Areas 24,703 48,163 95 

Rural Areas (new method) 53 7,627 4391 

Countywide 86,632 154,000 78 

Countywide (new method) 6,776 19,459 187 

  



Average Trip Delay Time in Hours for EJ TAZs 
 

Place Type 2006/08 2035 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 27,134 43,190 59 

Urban/Metro (new method) 4,349 5,033 16 

Rural Areas 8,905 15,344 72 

Rural Areas (new method) 0 2 200 

Countywide 36,039 58,534 62 

Countywide (new method) 4,349 5,035 16 

 

SUSTAINABILITY/ENVIRONMENT MEASURE 

VEHICLE NOX/PM10 EMISSIONS DECREASE 

Air Basin 
(portion of Kern) 

Base 
2008/11 

Horizon 
2030/35 

Percentage Decrease Air Standard Met? 

San Joaquin Valley 75.5 22.9 70 YES 

Mojave Desert 14.6 4.2 71 YES 

Indian Wells Valley* 1.3 1.1 15 YES 

*Indian Wells Valley totals are for all particulate matter 10 microns or smaller, not just the NOx precursor. 

 

SUSTAINABILITY/PRESERVATION MEASURES 

MAINTENANCE DOLLARS PER LANE MILE FOR THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

Countywide Base Horizon Percentage 
Change 

2006 2035 

Lane Miles 7,349 9,474 29 

Annual Maintenance $96,000,000 $96,000,000 0 

Maintenance per Mile $13,063 $10,133 -22 

 
  



EQUITY MEASURES 

PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN 2035 – HIGHWAYS 

Place Type 2035 PMT Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 23,381,541 $2,403,140,132 41 63 

Urban/Metro(new method) 20,289,625    

Rural Areas 33,427,754 $1,435,741,868 59 37 

Rural Areas (new method) 26,093,580    

Countywide 56,809,295 $3,838,882,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 46,383,204    

PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES VERSUS 
PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN EJ TAZS BY 2035 – HIGHWAYS 

Place Type 2035 PMT Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 8,179,260 $1,303,108,495 52 73 

Urban/Metro (new method) 7,483,843    

Rural Areas 7,443,927 $481,971,635 48 27 

Rural Areas (new method) 766,523    

Countywide 15,623,187 $1,785,080,130 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 8,250,365    

PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES 
VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN 2035 – TRANSIT  

Place Type 2035 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 95,045 $96,000,000 100 85 

Urban/Metro (new method) 70,281    

Rural Areas N/A $16,800,000 N/A 15 

Rural Areas (new method) 13,086    

Countywide N/A $112,800,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 118,697    

 
  



PERCENTAGE OF EXPENDITURES 
VERSUS PASSENGER MILES TRAVELED IN EJ TAZS BY 2035 – TRANSIT 

Place Type 2035 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT  
(percentage) 

Investment 
(percentage) 

Urban/Metro 64,610 $46,944,000 N/A 90 

Urban/Metro (new method) 19,734    

Rural Areas N/A $5,410,000 N/A 10 

Rural Areas (new method) 3,155    

Countywide N/A $52,354,000 100 100 

Countywide (new method) 26,460    
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MEMO 

To: Becky Napier 

Kern Council of Governments 

From: Nora De Cuir 

Cc: Rob Ball 

Robert Phipps 

Andrea Nelson 

Abby Monroe 

Date: March 29, 2013 

Re: Draft Summary of Directions to 2050 Cycle 2 Stakeholder Roundtable Meetings 

This memo summarizes Directions to 2050 Cycle 2 stakeholder roundtable meetings that were hosted by 

the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) on October 16 and 17, 2012, and March 1, 2013, in the 

Kern COG Council Chambers. This summary provides key findings of the transportation budget areas 

that received the greatest support from participants in the October meetings and a brief overview of the 

small group discussions at all three stakeholder meetings. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
Directions to 2050 is a regional plan to meet long-term quality of life, transportation, air quality, and 

energy efficiency goals. All communities in the Kern region are participating in the project. Development 

of the plan relies heavily on stakeholder participation.  

 

Kern COG identified a variety of stakeholder groups from the business, industry, environmental, and 

social sectors to participate in small facilitated group discussions. In March 2012, the first series of 

stakeholder roundtable meetings took place. In September 2012 and March 2013, participants received a 

second invitation to attend one of three Cycle #2 roundtable meetings: 

 

1. Stakeholder Meeting #1 (Business and Industry): October 16, 2012, 1:00–3:00 p.m. 

2. Stakeholder Meeting #2 (Social Equity); October 17, 2012, 9:00–11:00 a.m. 

3. Stakeholder Meeting #3 (Social Equity): March 1, 2013, 10:00 a.m.–12:00 p.m. 

 

Approximately 4 people attended meeting #1, 11 people attended meeting #2, and 30 people attended 

meeting #3. 

 

MEETING PURPOSE 
The purpose of the Cycle 2 stakeholder roundtable meetings was to: 

 

 Continue to share information about the Direction to 2050 project and process 

 Provide an overview of recent studies conducted by Kern COG  
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 Engage participants in a transportation budgeting exercise using an online game 

 

For the social equity stakeholder group, two additional goals were included: 

 

 Present and discuss the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process  

 Present and discuss the environmental justice methodology that will be used in the final 

RTP/SCS 

 Present and discuss performance measures and modeling methodology that will be used in the 

final RTP/SCS 

 

SUMMARY OF MEETINGS #1 & #2 
The following is a summary of stakeholder meeting #1 and meeting #2. 

 

KEY FINDINGS 
During the second half of each meeting, participants were asked to join a small group (2–4 people) and 

play an online game together that demonstrated how different transportation budget choices would 

impact other spending areas as well as personal priorities. Each group could choose up to six priorities 

to work with, from the following options:  

 

 Energy Independence 

 Improved Air Quality 

 Reduced Household Expenses 

 Enhanced Economic Vitality 

 Increased Public Safety 

 Healthy Lifestyles 

 Reduced Government Regulation 

 Adequate Water 

 Access to Community Services 

 

After the group agreed on their collective priorities, they discussed the following budget categories 

where transportation dollars can be spent: 

 

 Maintain Local Streets and Roads 

 Increase Bicycles Lanes, Paths, and Sidewalks 

 Add Highway and Freight-Only Lanes 

 Encourage Carpools and Bus Trips 

 Easy Access to Transit from Housing and Jobs 

 

As the group made transportation budget choices, the game indicated if their priority was being met and 

how close they were getting to the budget limit. The following is a summary of the small group and large 

group discussions related to this exercise at both stakeholder roundtable meetings.  
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Stakeholder Comments Regarding Transportation Budget Allocation  

 

Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #1 – Business and Industry 

Group #1 Comments  Need to manage freight and highways as best as possible as things move 

through the county 

 Could take freight off highways (2) 

 Chose: air quality, economic vitality, healthy community, water, and 

community services 

 Remove barriers to development or make government regulation more 

appropriate 

 Economic stimulus is not the only way to improve transportation 

 Bikes are a cheap mode 

 Check water needs to respond to land use 

 

Group #2 Comments 

 
 We've been focused on air quality for the last 5–7 years 

 Change culture of single-occupancy vehicle use through marketing 

campaigns 

 Utilize freight trains, expensive, but stay within budget 

 Goal should be to stay within budget 

 

General Comments  Important to change behavior if you want to achieve reduced household 

expenses 

 Good to see how little the expense is for gains with transit 

 Calculate $ saved for each transportation mode 

 

 

Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #2 – Social Equity 

Group # 1 Comments  This group chose air quality, safety, healthy community, water, and 

access to community services and struggled with deciding between lower 

household expenses and increased economic vitality 

 Water icon was not working 

 Encourage grow-local produce 

 Think about logistics planning for less trucks on highways 

 Limit distribution centers for things not produced locally 

 Highway spending is too expensive (focus the least on this) 

 Explore truck-only lanes 

 Community service access should be better linked to local street 

improvements 

 

Group #2 Comments 

 
 Locally, potholes are an issue that impact everyday lives 

 More highway lanes = more traffic 

 Indecision between maintaining roads and highways  

 Freight lanes are expensive, but impactful (trucks will not drive through 

towns) 
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Group #3 Comments 

 
 Focus on bike lanes and paths 

 Maximize spending on busses, carpooling, and jobs close to transit 

 Maintaining local streets and roads is expensive 

 Less focus on new traffic lanes and truck only lanes 

 

Overall Comments 

 
 Cars are not an accessible mode of transportation for everyone 

 You can max out on bike lanes, non-motorized modes, and transit 

before spending very much 

 Budget easily met top priorities, but highway projects blow the budget 

 A choice between local road maintenance and more highway lanes 

depends on where you live 

 Include VMT trends in RTP model 

 

 
Additional Comments on the RHNA Process (social equity stakeholders only) 

 RHNA data report process must ensure that cities and unincorporated communities 

affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). AFFH can provide cities and counties with an incentive 

and a starting point that will set the stage for AFFH and to ensure compliance with Title VI 

requirements. 

 Some communities are already impoverished and should not be required to build more low-

income housing. 

 Make sure each city has a fair share. 

 Housing must be accessible and affordable. 

 Incorporate universal design. 

 

Stakeholder Priorities 

The following section outlines priorities for each stakeholder group that surfaced during the large group 

discussion and through an analysis of all comments above. 

 

Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #1 – Business and Industry 

1. An understanding that highway projects require significantly more dollars than other 

improvements 

2. A request for attention to fair housing allocation 

3. Prioritization of spending on buses, bike lanes, carpooling, and jobs close to transit 

4. Attention to the micro-local when it comes to logistics and transportation decisions – even 

within Kern County, priorities vary by community 

 

Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #2 – Social Equity 

1. Support for taking trucks off highways and better freight management 

2. An understanding that personal behavior is a major component of any greater change 

3. A desire to stay within budget 

 

ADDITIONAL EXERCISE 
In addition to the meeting agenda, a community participation exercise that was utilized at several festival 

events throughout the county was on display. Meeting participants could again vote for up to three 

transportation budget areas that were important to them. They could also vote three times for one 
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budget area, if that was their preference. The results from both stakeholder roundtable meetings are as 

follows (15 total participants, with 3 votes each): 

 

 Maintain Local Streets and Roads – 8 votes 

 Increase Bicycles Lanes, Paths, and Sidewalks – 14 votes 

 Add Highway and Freight-Only Lanes – 4 votes 

 Encourage Carpools and Bus Trips – 8 votes 

 Easy Access to Transit from Housing and Jobs – 11 votes 

 

MEETING CONCLUSION 
At the conclusion of the meeting, staff provided information about next steps, how the meeting results 

would be used, and how participants could stay involved in the project. Attendees were welcomed to 

stay and ask questions of staff and also to let the project team know about upcoming events in 

communities throughout Kern County so that additional opportunities to discuss the project and play 

the game can be arranged. 

 

SUMMARY OF MEETING #3 
The following is a summary of stakeholder roundtable meeting #3. 

 

KEY FINDINGS – ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE METHODOLOGY 
After a presentation of the RTP/SCS outreach process to date and Title VI requirements and goals, 

meeting participants were invited to ask questions and share feedback. Meeting participants provided the 

following comments: 

 Provide transportation options for all community members 

o Invest in bicycle and pedestrian  

o Fiscally sustainable 

 Include bicycle trips in the mobility performance standards 

 Continue to revise the environmental justice methodology to ensure all Kern County residents 

enjoy the same degree of protection from environmental and health hazards 

 

Additional Comments 

 Address trash issues at Hart Park 

 Provide opportunities for the free market in Kern County 

 Include a measure for highway cleanliness 

 

KEY FINDINGS – REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) 
After a presentation of the RHNA methodology process and housing needs assessment, meeting 

participants were invited to ask questions and share feedback. Meeting participants provided the 

following comments: 

 Ensure the types of housing meet the market demands 

 Address infrastructure in Housing Element updates 

 

Additional Comments 

 Consider academic study that demonstrates that if rats are confined in a small space, they will 

hurt each other as a metaphor for high-density housing. 

 Focus less on increasing density; sprawl is less expensive than dense development. 
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MEETING CONCLUSION 
At the conclusion of the meeting, staff thanked meeting participants for attending and providing 

feedback.  
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October 2, 2013 

 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Becky Napier, Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM:  V 

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN COMMUNITY OUTREACH PROCESS SUMMARY 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Pursuant to the Public Information Policies and Procedures, Kern COG staff began public outreach for the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) in March 2012.  The Cycle 1 and 2 outreach process was completed in August 2013.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff conducted outreach for the 2014 RTP from March 2012 to August 2013 (17 months).  The chart below 
depicts the date and community where the meetings took place.  All stakeholder meetings were conducted in the Kern 
COG Board Room.  To date, Kern COG received and reviewed input from over 5,000 participants. 
 
Community Outreach – Cycle 1 Stakeholder Meetings 

Cycle I and Cycle 2 
Community Outreach – Cycle 2 

Date Place  Date Place 
March 22, 2012 Taft March 5, 2012 November 8, 2012 Taft 
March 28, 2012 Wasco March 6, 2012 November 13, 2012 Tehachapi 
April 2, 2012 Ridgecrest July 10, 2012 November 14, 2012 Shafter 
April 10, 2012 Arvin October 16, 2012 November 2, 2012 Arvin 
April 11, 2012 Shafter October 17, 2012 November 29, 2012 Delano 
April 15, 2012 California City March 1, 2013 November 29, 2012 Frazier Park 
April 24, 2012 McFarland  December 4, 2012 Bakersfield 
May 1, 2012 Frazier Park  December 5, 2012 Lake Isabella 
May 3, 2012 Delano Fairs & Festivals Cycle 2 December 6, 2012 Greenfield 
May 8, 2012 Bakersfield December 10, 2012 Wasco 
May 9, 2012 Bakersfield Tehachapi Mountain Festival 

August 2012 
December 13, 2012 Ridgecrest 

May 14, 2012 Rosamond December 20, 2012 Rosamond 
May 21, 2012 Lake Isabella Kern County Fair         

September 2012 
January 9, 2013 McFarland 

May 24, 2012 Lamont March 21, 2013 California City 
June 13, 2012 Tehachapi Ridgecrest Desert Empire Fair 

October 2012 
August 21, 2013 Bakersfield 

June 18, 2012 Greenfield August 27, 2013 Bakersfield 
 
In addition to the community outreach meetings, stakeholder meetings, and the fairs and festivals, Kern COG conducted 
two 1200 person statistically valid surveys that used many of the same questions that were asked of individuals in the 
community meetings.  Kern COG also made publically advertised presentations to each of its member agencies’ Councils 
or Boards and asked for input.  In addition, Kern COG developed a website to track the progress and results of the 
outreach.  The website contains information about the RTP, online activities to solicit input, meeting schedules, outreach 
reports for each community and an executive summary for each cycle. The link to the website is 
www.directionsto2050.com. 
   
ACTION:  Information  
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2014 Regional Transportation Plan
OUTREACH SUMMARY

October 2013
Regional Planning Advisory Committee

Community Engagement Process

Cycle 1 Community Outreach
• March – June 2012
• Information provided in 

English & Spanish  
• Where? 

– Taft, Wasco, Ridgecrest, 
Arvin, Shafter, California 
City, McFarland, Frazier 
Park, Delano, Bakersfield 
(2 meetings), Rosamond, 
Lake Isabella, Lamont, 
Tehachapi, Greenfield 

Community Engagement Process

Cycle I Stakeholder Meetings
• Business & Industry      

March 5, 2012
• Environmental & Social Equity 

March 6, 2012
• Environmental Justice     

July 10, 2012  

Community Engagement Process

Cycle 2 Community Outreach
• August 2012 – August 2013 
• Information provided in 

English & Spanish 
• Where? 

– Taft, Tehachapi, Shafter, 
Arvin, Delano, Frazier 
Park, Bakersfield (3 
meetings), Lake Isabella, 
Greenfield, Wasco, 
Ridgecrest, Rosamond, 
McFarland, California 
City
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Community Engagement Process

Cycle 2 Fairs & Festivals 
• Tehachapi Mountain Festival
• Kern County Fair
• Ridgecrest Desert Empire 

Fair 

Community Engagement Process

Cycle 2 Stakeholder Meetings
• General Stakeholders      

October 16, 2012
• General Stakeholders       

October 17, 2012
• Environmental & Social Equity                           

March 1, 2013  

Community Engagement Process

Directions to 2050 Website
• www.directionsto2050.com
• Information in both Spanish 

and English
• General Information
• Participatory Activities
• Event Schedule
• Meeting Reports
• Survey

Community Engagement Process

Review
• 32 Community Meetings
• 3 Fairs & Festivals
• 6 Stakeholder Meetings
• 2 Statistically Valid 1200 

person telephone surveys 
Spring 2012/Spring 2013

• Directions to 2050 website
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Community Engagement Process

145 individuals across 14 
communities supported:

– Maintaining local streets and 
roads 

– Increasing number of bicycle 
lanes, paths, and sidewalks

– Transit close to housing and 
jobs

– Adding highway capacity, 
primarily for trucks 

– Encouraging carpools and bus 
trips 

2012 Phone Survey Results: County-wide

Top 5 most important transportation issues:
– Maintaining local street and roads
– Improving traffic safety for motorists, 

pedestrians and bicyclists
– Maintaining and improving sidewalks and bike 

lanes
– Reducing traffic congestion
– Expanding highways and improving 

transportation to other cities (tie)

2013 Phone Survey Results: County-wide

Top 5 most important transportation issues:
– Maintaining local street and roads
– Maintaining and improving sidewalks and bike 

lanes
– Reducing traffic congestion
– Expanding highways
– Improving transportation to other cities

Statistically Valid 2012 Phone Survey 
Results: County-wide

Housing Preferences:
Definitely
Yes

Probably
Yes

No DK/NA

Single family home 
with a small yard

44% 34% 21% 1%

Single-family home on 
a large lot

64% 20% 15% 1%

Townhouse or 
condominium

21% 31% 47% 1%

Building with offices 
and stores on the first 
floor & condos on the 
upper floors

10% 18% 71% 1%

Apartment 13% 22% 65% 1%
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Statistically Valid 2013 Phone Survey 
Results: County-wide

Housing Preferences:
Definitely
Yes

Probably
Yes

No DK/NA

Single family home 
with a small yard

46.8% 22.8% 29.5% .8%

Single-family home on 
a large lot

67.6% 14.6% 17.1% .6%

Townhouse or 
condominium

17.1% 21.4% 61.1% .4%

Building with offices 
and stores on the first 
floor & condos on the 
upper floors

7.3% 8.7% 83.4% .6%

Apartment 16.1% 11.0% 72.2% .6%

Metro Bakersfield August 2013 – Housing 
Preference

Taking into account your income, what kind of 
housing would you prefer to live in?

Answer Choices Percent

Single-family home on a lot less than or equal to 6,000 
square feet

34.48

Single-family home on a lot greater than 6,000 square 
feet

41.38

Townhome or Condominium 17.24

Building with offices and businesses on the first floor 
and condominiums on the upper floors

3.45

Apartment 3.45

Live Polling Question From Metro 
Bakersfield Outreach in August 2013

Not a statistically valid poll

Outreach to Member Agencies’ - Board of 
Supervisors and City Council Members

Part of the outreach requirement of SB 375 is the 
following:
• Requires Kern COG to conduct at least two 

informational meetings for members of boards of 
supervisors and city councils

• Solicit and consider their input and recommendations.
How did Kern COG comply? 
• Kern COG made a presentation on the 2014 RTP to the 

Board of Supervisors – June 2013
• Kern COG made presentations to all 11 incorporated 

cities in Kern County – May thru July 2013



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
October 2, 2013 

 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 
   Becky Napier, Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC ITEM:  VI 

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN STRATEGIES PRESENTATION 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Staff will provide a presentation on the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) strategies that will facilitate the goals of 
the RTP and allow us to maintain, fix and finish our transportation system. 
  
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following is a partial list of strategies found in the preliminary 2014 Regional Transportation Plan.  Many of these 
strategies are part of the preliminary Sustainable Communities Strategy chapter: 

 City of Tehachapi General Plan (Form-Based Code, Mobility 

Element, Town Form Element, Transect Zone)  
 Transportation Impact Fee Core Area (City of Bakersfield and 

City of Tehachapi) Infill Incentive Program 
 City of Taft General Plan – Downtown Revitalization 
 City of Ridgecrest General Plan and Circulation Element   
 Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Sewer Hookup Policies  
 City of Bakersfield Flexible Minimum Lot Area Zoning  
 Voluntary Community VMT Tracking/Incentive Program 
 San Joaquin Valley Air District’s Indirect Source Review Rule 
 City of Bakersfield Redevelopment  – Mill Creek/Arts District 
 Golden Empire Transit (GET) Long Range Transit Plan 
 Kern Regional Transit/GET Integration Study 
 Proposed RTP Transit Priority Areas  
 Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Centers Concept – 

Transit Priority & Strategic Employment Types  
 Commuter Rail Feasibility Study  
 High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study 
 Caltrans Ramp Metering Study 
 Rideshare Program – Commute Kern  
 Expanded Park and Ride Lots – Express Service Stops 
 California City Multi-modal Transit Center  
 GET Short-Term Service Transit Plan (2012–2020)  
 GET X-92 Express Transit Route  

 Commute Kern Dial-A-Ride and Local Transportation Services 
Kern County Bicycle Master Plan & Complete Streets 
Recommendations 

 City of Tehachapi Bicycle Master Plan  
 City of Bakersfield Bicycle Master Plan Update 
 Kern County 511 – Traveler Information System 
 Cal Vans – Public Vanpool Program 
 San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration Project  
 Caltrans Vehicle Detection/Management System  
 California Highway Patrol’s Safety Corridors Program 
 Kern County Wind Farm Area  
 Purchase of CNG Buses  
 The Electric Cab Company – Delano/Bakersfield 
 San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Action Plan 
 Shafter Intermodal Rail Facility Expansion  
 RailEx Intermodal Facility Expansion 
 Downtown Elementary School Expansion (Bakersfield)  
 Intersection Signalization Program 
 Traffic Control Devices Program 
 Kern Region Energy Action Planning  
 Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement 
 Kern County/Metro Bakersfield Habitat/Natural Community 

Conservation Plan streamlining 
 Voluntary Community VMT Tracking/Incentive Program 

 
A presentation detailing some of these strategies will be presented as part of this item. 
  
ACTION:  Information  



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

October 2, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VII 

2014 RTP – VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Proposal for a new strategy in the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan authorizing Kern COG to assist its 
member agencies monitor progress toward the region’s air emission goals, while helping to develop 
projects that will better compete under the new project selection policy adopted in 2012. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The 2014 RTP-Directions to 2050 will be the first to contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
as required by the state’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375).  Local 
agency staff requested a reporting method to provide member agencies with feedback on regional air 
emission reduction goals.  Kern COG has been providing reports to the RPAC identifying the vehicle 
miles per capita for each community since 2009. 
 
Also since 2009, Kern COG has awarded more than $400,000 in technical assistance grants to help 
member agencies identify transportation projects that would further Kern Regional Blueprint goals.  The 
program has funded: 
 

 community bike and complete street plans,  
 community visioning/design workshops,  
 2D/3D community visualizations,  
 transportation impact fee programs, 
 general plan circulation element updates,  
 habitat/natural community conservation planning (HCP/NCCP) in support of transportation. 

 
In addition to technical assistance grants, Kern COG has provided staff time and support for other 
local/regional planning efforts supporting Kern Blueprint and Directions to 2050 principles that promote 
economically vibrant, healthy and more livable communities.  
 
In November 2012, Kern COG’s Board adopted a new project selection procedure 
(http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/policies/Project_Selection_Process_2012.pdf) to assist the region 
in promoting projects that better match the goals of the RTP.  The procedure establishes a point system 
to rank projects for future funding, depending on category.  Up to half of all available points go to projects 
that promote more livable communities and lower air emissions. 
 
Since the inception of these programs, Kern COG has funded park-and-ride facilities in California City 
and South Bakersfield; the Golden Empire Transit district has implemented a new, more convenient rapid 



 
 

bus corridor; and the City of Tehachapi has adopted the first citywide “form-based-code” general plan in 
California. 
 
This tracking and assistance program is proposed to be formalized as a strategy in the 2014 RTP and 
subject to the Board’s direction, could be prioritized toward communities showing difficulty in reducing 
emissions and passenger vehicle travel.  Any grants and incentives are subject to state and federal 
funding restrictions. 
 
This item is scheduled to be considered at the Nov. 6, 2013 RPAC meeting and the Nov. 20, 2013 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) meeting with a request that Kern COG staff continue 
the voluntary tracking and assistance program as funding in the Overall Work Program is available. 
 
Attachments 
 
Table 1 – Preliminary VMT by Community 
 
ACTION:  Information - to be brought back next month for consideration 
. 
 



Draft Voluntary Performance Monitoring by 
Community - Lowering Auto Travel
Table 1

Kern Subarea

Auto Vehicle 
Travel 

(Old Plan)

Percentage of 
Auto Travel in 
All Subareas

Total
Household 
Population + 
Employment

OLD PLAN 
Auto Miles 
Traveled 
Per Person

PRELIM PLAN
Auto Miles 
Traveled 
Per Person 

Percentage 
of Change 
Between 
Old/Prelim

(miles) (percent) (persons) (miles) (miles) (percent)

Indian Wells Valley 449,367 1.8% 67,637 10.0 8.9 ‐10.7%

Delano/McFarland 793,276 3.2% 98,609 11.6 10.4 ‐10.6%

Metro Bakersfield 15,739,254 64.0% 1,209,287 17.4 15.4 ‐11.4%

Kern River Valley 570,955 2.3% 35,694 18.9 17.6 ‐6.8%

Southeast Kern 1,801,465 7.3% 113,005 23.7 20.8 ‐12.3%

Tehachapi 1,578,409 6.4% 81,107 25.4 23.6 ‐7.3%

Frazier Park 578,429 2.4% 21,548 42.6 38.4 ‐9.6%

Wasco 1,797,255 7.3% 55,322 48.4 45.3 ‐6.4%

Taft/Maricopa 1,298,015 5.3% 41,230 48.6 45.3 ‐6.8%

Subarea Totals: 24,606,424 100.0% 1,723,439 19.5 17.5 ‐10.4%

Source:  Kern COG MIP Transportation Model – 2035 Old and Preliminary Plans
Note: That auto vehicle miles traveled double count some of the travel in other 
sub areas attracted to employment and other destinations in those areas.

ballr
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 October 2, 2013 
 
 
 
 
TO:   Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
   Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:   Robert Phipps, 

Administrative Services Director 
    
SUBJECT:  RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VIII 

FY 2014-2015 OVERALL WORK PROGRAM 
 

 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
Kern COG is developing its 2014-15 Overall Work Program.  
 
DISCUSSION:  
 
The Overall Work Program (OWP) is an annual administrative document developed to meet state 
and federal guidelines.  Projects requested by local, state and federal agencies that address 
regional issues and concerns are included in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the 
annual Kern COG program. 
 
Agencies are encouraged to submit appropriate projects to Kern COG staff for possible inclusion 
in the FY 2014-2015 Overall Work Program. These proposals may include but are not limited to 
freight and rail studies; corridor or interchange studies; transit studies or plans. Requests should 
be submitted to the Executive Director no later than December 6, 2012. 
 
 
ACTION:   
 
Information. 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

October 2, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Regional Planner II 
Ben Raymond, Regional Planner II 

 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  IV  

2014 RTP PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to analyze modeling results 
for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) environmental document. This report 
has been updated from the September 4, 2013 RPAC item, and the February 21, 2013 TPPC item. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background  
 
The 2014 RTP will be the first to contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as required by the 
state Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB-375).  Kern COG began work with the Transportation Modeling 
Committee and the former Kern Climate Change Task Force, now the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee (RPAC), in 2008, after completion of the Kern Regional Blueprint visioning process. 
 
To meet the requirements of SB 375 Kern COG is developing alternatives that attempt to illustrate future 
land use patterns projected to meet the emissions targets set by the Air Resources Board (ARB). 
Currently there are four alternatives under development for the environmental document. They have been 
named the Old Plan, Preliminary Plan, Intensified Alternative and a No-build Alternative. 
 
To better differentiate the use of each model run Kern COG has made the following distinction between 
the use of the terms “alternative” and “scenario.”  An alternative refers to modeling, assumptions and 
output that is intended to be included in the CEQA document for the 2014 RTP.  A scenario describes 
modeling intended to generate information in a public workshop.  Feedback on scenarios has helped 
inform the development of assumptions for the alternatives. 
 
Alternative assumptions, inputs, and methodologies have been developed under the direction of the 
RPAC. The development process included considerable input from stakeholders and the extensive public 
feedback received as part of the Kern COG outreach effort for the 2014 RTP which included input from 
over 5,000 participants and six annual 1,200 person, statistically valid surveys.  
 
On February 21, 2013, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approved the RPAC 
recommendation to incorporate these alternatives in the development of the 2014 RTP environmental 
document.  In May 2013, a 5-month extension to the schedule was approved by the San Joaquin Valley 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies Directors Committee based on feedback from the California 
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Attorney General’s office which had requested five of the COGs in the 8-county region adopt RTPs ahead 
of the regular schedule.  The 5 COGs were San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Madera, Fresno, and Tulare.  Kern 
COG had voluntarily been adhering to the earlier schedule for the public review period to begin in July 
2013.  That date has now been moved back to late November 2013. 
 
Kern COG staff is taking advantage of the additional time to further refine the models and provide 
additional opportunity for public workshops in the Metro Bakersfield area, gain input at local community 
fairs and meeting with stakeholder organizations including the Guardians of Delano, the Bakersfield 
Chamber and the Association of Realtors.  The following is an updated description of the three 
alternatives approved by the Kern COG Board for inclusion in the EIR in February 2013. 
 
Alternative Development 
 
Three primary alternatives have been pared down from the original 12 developed by the RPAC in spring 
2012. They represent a range of alternatives still under development for the 2014 RTP. Table 1 contains 
a summary comparison of the assumptions for these preliminary alternatives.  Table 2 contains direct 
inputs and outputs from the modeling.  Table 3 contains calculated indicators based on data from the 
modeling and input from the California Air Resources Board. The alternatives are designed to provide the 
widest range of options that might conceivably happen.   
 
In July 2013, the City of Bakersfield staff requested modifications to the alternatives that would only affect 
the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and included a new 4th scenario considered in two public workshops for 
Bakersfield held on August 21 and 27.  The results from the workshops was considered along with 
information from 5 recent studies on housing preference and market demand to fine tune the Alternatives 
listed below.  
 
The Old Plan Alternative 
 
The “Old Plan” or baseline uses transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of 
financially constrained projects, reflecting modest improvements to transit, bike and walk infrastructure.  
This alternative represents a continuation of the growth pattern occurring in Kern County over the past 
several decades.  Representing 2/3rds of the growth for the region, Metropolitan Bakersfield growth in 
this alternative occurs primarily on the periphery. This alternative would have the largest development 
footprint.  The following bullets highlight the major assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  The transportation investments would be focused on planned freeway and 

local road improvements to accommodate a peripheral development pattern, improved truck flows 
and safety.  The alternative also assumes funding for portions of the South Beltway by 2040 
consistent with prior RTPs.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment: Transit investments consist of operations and maintenance of 
existing bus and passenger rail services with expansion of key services as envisioned prior to the 
adoption of the new Golden Empire Transit Long Range Plan.  Investment continues based on past 
trends. 

 Maintenance Investment:  22% shortfall in maintenance funding.  
 Housing Choice:  ~17% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 

single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located primarily in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. 

 Transit Access:  ~52% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops by 2035. 
 Revitalization:   Revitalization and growth in transit priority areas is consistent with historic trends 

and assumes 600 additional housing units in downtown Bakersfield.  
 Land Use Forecast:  Demographic growth forecast is based on latest planning assumptions adopted 

by Kern COG in October 2009 and the growth distribution pattern was updated to reflect the 2010 
Census.  Employment in the region is guided by locations provided by the California Employment 
Development Department (EDD) and updated with the 2008 Longitudinal Employer-Household 
Dynamics (LEHD) data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Forecast employment and housing locations 
reflect the latest adopted general plans and local planning assumptions at the time of the 2011 RTP. 

 
This alternative would add an average of 2,400 transportation and multiplier effect jobs over the life of the 
plan or 57,600 job years at 10.87 jobs per million dollars spent.  Preliminary results of the 2035 Old Plan 
have reduced CO2 lbs/capita from 2005 levels by 14.3%, sufficient to meet the Air Resource Board’s 
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established 2035 target for the San Joaquin Valley MPOs of 10% reduction of 2005 levels.  No changes 
are proposed for this alternative. 
 
The Preliminary Plan Alternative 
 
The preliminary plan alternative has undergone refinements in the Metropolitan Bakersfield area 
incorporating feedback from from the August 2013 public workshops and 5 recent studies.  The changes 
are consistent with the July RPAC item on this issue. The alternative uses transportation planning 
assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of financially constrained projects and includes new 
investments in highway maintenance and transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This alternative represents 
growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, local planning assumptions, climate action 
plans, and regional studies undertaken since the old plan. The preliminary plan alternative assumes an 
increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield resulting in an ~19% 
decrease in total land used by this alternative compared to old plan.  The following bullets highlight the 
major assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040 and postpone the West Beltway nine years to 
2025.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid transit system for 
Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond, and adds 
additional local Amtrak service stops to the San Joaquin Valley portion or Kern.  Additional bike and 
pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and Complete Streets 
Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized areas. This alternative includes 
recommendations from the High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study as well.   In addition, 
the alternative continues the rideshare program, the new 511 traveler information system, and adds a 
program to help local agencies identify pedestrian and complete streets projects. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure. 
 Housing Choices:  ~40% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 

lot single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located predominately in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield consistent with the adopted general plans.  This mix of housing choices is 
consistent with recent studies on housing demand, two statistically valid housing preference surveys, 
and public input from the August 2013 Metro Bakersfield workshops. 

 Transit Access:  ~68% of homes are located within ½ mile of transit stops. 
 Revitalization:  Focus infill on vacant lots in Metropolitan Bakersfield, downtown, and at the major 

transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and 
consistent with the general plan. 

 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan and the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation.  The distribution in Metropolitan Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in 
developed areas are filled, consistent with the existing general plan as well as some revitalization 
around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This alternative uses Uplan land use model software 
developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth from areas with the lowest level of economic 
attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 
 

This alternative assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources and would add an 
average of 3,100 jobs over the life of the plan or 80,400 job years.  This preliminary alternative run has 
shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita approximately 17% below the 2005 level, exceeding the state 
goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are preliminary as the modeling inputs and 
assumptions continue to be refined for inclusion in the environmental document. 
 
The Intensified Alternative  
 
The intensified alternative builds on transportation planning assumptions from the preliminary plan list of 
financially constrained projects and intensifies investment in transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This 
alternative represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, 
and regional studies undertaken since the Old Plan was adopted. The intensified alternative assumes a 
major increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield, resulting in a 
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~28% decrease in total land used in Metro Bakersfield by this alternative compared to the Old Plan.  At 
the recommendation of the Kern COG’s RTP EIR consultant some changes to the intensified alternative 
have been made since the July 2013 RPAC meeting to provide a broader range of alternatives to be 
analyzed in the EIR.  The following bullets highlight the major assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040 and postpone the West Beltway nine years to 
2025.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  This alternative differs from the previous two in that it assumes full 
funding of the 2035 transit/bike/walk improvements by 2020.  These improvements would require the 
identification of a new funding source that could be bonded against to deliver the projects sooner than 
anticipated under current funding assumptions.  Transit investment is based on the new Golden 
Empire Long Range Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid 
transit/future light rail system for Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from 
Lancaster to Rosamond, and adds additional local Amtrak service stops the San Joaquin Valley 
portion of Kern.  Additional bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike 
Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized 
areas.  This alternative includes recommendations from the High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid 
Transit Study as well.   In addition, the alternative continues the rideshare program and the new 511 
traveler information system. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure.  
 Housing Choices:  ~53% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 

lot single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located predominately in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield.  The mix of housing choice is based on the most aggressive of four recent 
studies that has looked at forecasted housing demand for the Kern region.  

 Transit Access:  ~73% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops. 
 Revitalization:  In Metropolitan Bakersfield focus revitalization efforts at the transit oriented 

development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan. 
 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan and the Regional Housing Needs 

Allocation.  The distribution in Metropolitan Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in 
developed areas are filled, consistent with the existing general plan as well as major revitalization 
around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This alternative uses Uplan land use model software 
developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth from areas with the lowest level of economic 
attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 

 
This alternative assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources, advancing a portion 
of those funds for transit/bike/walk improvements by 2020, and would add an average of 3,100 jobs over 
the life of the plan or 80,400 job years however some of these jobs would happen sooner under this 
alternative.   This preliminary alternative run has shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita of ~18% below 
the 2005 level, exceeding the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are 
preliminary as the modeling inputs and assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
The No-Build Alternative  
 
A no-build alternative will be included in the environmental document to analyze environmental effects if 
all new infrastructure investment were to cease after 2015, and growth continues to occur at forecasted 
rates. 
 
Performance Measures and Indicators 
 
The outputs generated by the transportation model are used to produce performance measures. These 
measures such as Vehicle Miles Travels (VMT) are used to evaluate the efficiency of the transportation 
system (see table 2). Indicators are produced mainly from the outputs generated by the land use model 
(see table 3). Indicators such as land consumption are used to evaluate the impacts and benefits a future 
land use pattern may have. Indicators can also be used to evaluate co-benefits such as public health.  
ARB has established CO2 per capita as a key measure to determine that the SCS if implemented is 
projected to meet the SB 375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
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Next Steps 
 
November – Recommend alternatives for consideration in the RTP Environmental Document; 55-Day    

        Public Review Draft of RTP. 
March 2014 – COG Board considers adoption 
 
Attachments 
 
Table 1 - Alternative Assumptions  
Table 2 – SB 375 Scenario Development Comparison Table (to be handed out at meeting) 
Table 3 – Indicator Worksheet (to be handed out at meeting) 
 
ACTION:  Information – To be continued to the November 6, 2013 RPAC Meeting for considering a 
recommendation to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) that these updated alternatives 
be included in the development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan environmental document 
scheduled for final consideration by the TPPC in March 2014. 
. 
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Table 1 - Alternative Assumptions

Assumptions Old Plan
Preliminary 

Plan 

Intensified 

Alternative

Transit: Notes

Construct new transit lines Existing Enhanced Intensified See GET 2012 Long Range Transit Plan 
(LRTP)

Expanded Bus Routes Coordinated with Planned Centers Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Expand Passenger Rail Service Existing Enhanced Intensified See 2012 Kern Commuter Rail Study (KCRS)  
- accelerated in intensified alternative

Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase network 
connectivity)

Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Expanded Transit Service Area Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Rapid Bus/Shorter Wait Times Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Upgrade transit service (e.g., improve service to express bus, 
etc.)

Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Express Transit Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Bus Rapid Transit Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Light Rail None None None beyond 2040 ($4B)
Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance to 
transit stations, change auto access distance to transit stations)

Existing Enhanced Intensified accelerated in intensified alternative

Optimized Bus Routes Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Transportation Demand Management:
Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and 
teleconferencing

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Commute Kern and E-Trips programs

Expand Vanpools Existing Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern MOU with CalVans
Promote walking and biking (e.g., new class I bicycle facilities, 
inter-city bikeways

Existing Enhanced Intensified See 2012 Kern Bikeway Master Plan (BMP) - 
accelerated in intensified alternative

Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and Indirect 
Source Rule

Existing Existing Existing SJV APCD Rules 9410 & 9510

Pricing:
Change in auto operation cost/user fees Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced 2/3rds Increase in fuel cost
Increase the cost of parking Existing Existing Existing parking rates downtown
Change in transit fares Existing Existing Existing reduced fares for seniors/ADA
Road Projects:
Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic 
management (e.g., change auto travel times, change highway free-
flow speed, 511, etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced New Kern 511 travel info system

Add HOV facilities None Enhanced Intensified Ramp metering - accelereated in the 
intensified scenario

Delay capacity increasing project (e.g., new beltway) Existing Enhanced Enhanced S. & W. Beltways delayed
Add general purpose lanes (e.g., reduce congestion and out-of-
direction travel)

Existing Existing Existing Includes Centennial connector and Hageman 
flyover projects

Land Use:
Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other 
variables (infill along major transit corridor consistent with GP)

Existing Enhanced Intensified Limited to Bakersfield - Consistent with Core 
Area Impact Fee Development Incentive.

Rebalance housing closer to employment/shopping areas Existing Enhanced Enhanced Assumes shopping opportunities in outlying 
communities.

Market based demand shift to smaller lots/multifamily Existing Enhanced Intensified Limited to Bakersfield 
Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit 
centers)

Existing Enhanced Intensified Incentivized by ISR rule

*Definitions: Existing = strategies in current plan; Enhanced = improvement over current plan; Intensified = improvement over enhanced strategies.
**Some of the listed scenario assumptions are not yet working in the model and maybe included as post model adjustments.



 
 

 
October 2, 2013 

 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 

By: Linda Urata 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: X 

KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS MONTHLY UPDATE 
 
 

DESCRIPTION: 
 
As the implementer of the Kern Energy Watch Partnership program, Kern Council of Governments (Kern 
COG) coordinates a regional effort to address the goals set forth in the California Long Term Energy 
Efficiency Strategic Plan (CEESP).  This item is a monthly update on activities related to achieving Goal 
4:  Local governments lead their communities with innovative programs for energy efficiency, 
sustainability and climate change.  Strategy 4.1:  Adopt an Energy Action Plan (EAP) to reduce 
community greenhouse gas emissions with a focus on energy efficiency. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following Kern COG member agencies completed energy related greenhouse gas inventory work in 
October 2012:  the County of Kern and the cities of Arvin, Bakersfield, California City, Delano, McFarland, 
Ridgecrest, Taft, Tehachapi and Wasco.  Additionally, the cities of California City, Delano, McFarland, 
Ridgecrest, and Tehachapi have adopted Energy Action Plans.  The remaining local governments may 
also choose to move forward with work to create and adopt Energy Action Plans. 
 
Kern Council of Governments coordinates project activities and manages funding received from Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison, and the Southern California Gas Company 
provided to assist the local governments with this effort.  In September, the following work was 
completed: 
 
The Statewide Local Government Energy Efficiency Collaborative (SEEC) Best Practices Coordinator, 
Pat Stoner is working to update the local government chapter of the CEESP.  The Kern Energy Watch 
Partnership has used Strategic Plan funding provided by the utilities to tackle projects like benchmarking, 
building codes and standards training, Building Safety Month, public outreach, Greenhouse Gas Inventory 
Training, and Energy Action Plan Coordination.  A Public Workshop will be held in Fresno on September 
26th and via webcast.  Comments will be accepted in October.  Please note that the location changed 
from Tulare to Fresno, and the room location in Fresno City Hall is now 4017. 
 



September 9 and 23:  Conference calls were held to plan the Kern Energy Watch Energy Action Plan 
Summit which will be held on Wednesday, October 30th at Hodel’s Country Dining in Bakersfield.  Work 
on the event continued throughout the month.  Planners will be able to receive AICP Credits for 
participating in the summit.  Southern California Edison will bring several interactive technology displays 
normally housed at the SCE Energy Education Center in Tulare.  The San Joaquin Valley Clean Cities 
Coalition will exhibit clean technology vehicles during the event. 
 
The County of Kern accepted their EAP on September 24th.  Work continued in September on this item 
leading up to this action. 
 
Please see the attached report from ESA, regarding the work accomplished on the Kern REAP project 
 
ACTION:  INFORMATION 



 

550 Kearny Street 
Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA  94108 
415.896.5900 phone 
415.896.0332 fax 

www.esassoc.com 

 

memorandum 

date September 20, 2013 

 

to Linda Urata, Kern COG 

 

from Jeff Caton, P.E., LEED AP 

 

subject:     Status Report for Kern Region Energy Action Plans (Kern REAP) Project, for October 2, 2013 meeting 

of the Kern Council of Government’s Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC)  
 
 

 

Summary of Work to Date 

Since October 2011, Environmental Science Associates (ESA) has been assisting Kern COG to prepare Local 
Government Operations Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Inventories and Energy Action Plans (EAPs) for the County of 
Kern and the cities of California City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest and Tehachapi. The table below provides a 
summary of the work that has been completed to date: 

 

 

 

Upcoming Kern Energy Watch Energy Action Plan Summit 

On October 30, 2013, Kern Energy Watch is hosting an Energy Action Plan Summit in the City of 
Bakersfield, to share information, best practices, and lessons learned from the Kern REAP program. The 
Summit will present perspectives from jurisdictions in Kern County and from communities in neighbouring 

Kern REAP Program 
Deliverable CA City 

   
 

County of 
Kern Delano McFarland Ridgecrest Tehachapi 

Local Gov’t Operations GHG 
Inventory (2005 & 2010) 

            

Draft EAP Completed             

Final EAP Completed             

ELP Gold Requirements 
checklist 

            

EAP Presented to Council or 
Board of Supervisors 

            

EAP Adopted by Council  12/4/2012 9/24/2013 2/19/2013 11/8/2012 6/19/13 11/19/2012 

GHG Inventory Management 
Memo  

            

EAP Implementation Memo         
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counties. It will feature panel discussions with local government staff, presentations on some of the best 
practices that emerged from local projects, and presentations from industry leaders on the current issues and 
priorities regarding energy efficiency in California. 

Next Phase of Kern REAP Project 

Over the next four months, the EAP Template and Cost-Benefit Analysis Tool will be upgraded to include 
natural gas efficiency strategies, providing the capability for local governments to identify and prioritize 
appropriate strategies and programs for reducing consumption of natural gas in their operations. Kern COG is 
currently seeking a funding source to enable Kern REAP participants to use the Tool and Template to revise 
their existing EAPs to include natural gas strategies. 

The work to be completed over the next year also includes an Energy Efficiency and Greenhouse Gas 

(GHG) Savings Analysis for each adopted EAP. The Analyses will examine progress towards the goals 
outlined in each EAP, including implementation progress for EAP measures and actual energy and cost 
savings achieved, to the extent that data is available. It will likely include more detailed cost-benefit analysis 
of specific efficiency projects identified by each jurisdiction, and analysis of known implementation barriers. 
The previous work setting up facilities in the Automated Benchmarking System (ABS) should provide useful 
energy usage data for the Analysis.  

By October 2, ESA will be submitting to Kern COG a Draft Energy Efficiency and GHG Savings Analysis 
Plan, which was initially scoped in our proposal of October 18, 2011. Much of what will go into this plan is 
already included in Section 10 of each EAP (Monitoring, Measuring and Verifying Progress). However, the 
Plan will be a single document, and will describe a general approach and methodology for analysing the 
progress in achieving energy efficiency goals that are included in the EAPs. It will also include some specifics 
for each Kern REAP participant. The approach to developing the Energy Efficiency and GHG Savings 
Analysis Plan is likely to include: 

 A review/analysis of the measures included in the EAPs; identify most common and cost-effective 
strategies in Kern Region member’s EAPs – this may entail developing key performance indicators 
(KPIs) such as cost (capital outlay + staff time) per kWh saved, or simple payback period. 

 Summary of specific near-term actions (projects) that Kern REAP participants intended to implement 
at the time EAP was adopted; 

 Enhance the utility of ENERGYSTAR Portfolio Manager (for buildings already in the system) and 
KPIs by gathering relevant facility data (building age, square footage, etc.).  Identify additional 
facilities that should be entered into Portfolio Manager; potentially benchmark additional facilities, 
budget permitting; 

 One year after EAP adoption, identify lessons learned from Kern REAP participants implementing 
their EAPs, and highlight successes and failures. Identify previously unforeseen opportunities and 
barriers to implementation.  
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 One year after EAP adoption, compile municipal energy data and compare to baseline; conduct trend 
analysis. Do the same for energy-related GHGs; 

 One year after EAP adoption, report on key performance indicators (KPIs), Use the cost-benefit tool 
to evaluate the effectiveness of individual EAP measures, where possible.   

 Generate reports from ENERGYSTAR Portfolio Manager to evaluate energy performance since 
facilities were entered into the system;  

 For each Kern REAP participant, document the assumptions, data sources and methodologies used to 
create their GHG inventory; identify data gaps and provide recommendations for improving the 
accuracy and completeness of future inventories (we have already provided most of this on our GHG 
inventory management memos); 

 For each EAP, identify measures that are “funding-ready” and identify potential funding sources; 

 Provide recommendations for updating the GHG inventory and conducting the Energy Efficiency and 
GHG Savings Analysis in future years; Identify additional energy data needs and suggested 
improvements to the data collection process; 

Information Sharing Plan 
A separate task to be completed by 2014 involves developing an Information Sharing Plan to provide Kern 
COG with information, best practices, and/or lessons learned from the Kern REAP Program, to share with the 
other local governments. The Information Sharing Plan will include lessons learned and will identify channels 
for sharing Program information. It will include descriptions of the various Kern REAP components and work 
products, a summary of best practices included in the EAPs, examples of all tools and templates developed 
(and instructions for their use), and other documentation that could be helpful for the various types of 
stakeholders. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              September 4, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairman Woods called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  City of Ridgecrest 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield   
Bob Wren   City of Wasco 
Steve Woods  GET 
Michael Bevins  California City 
Jay Schlosser  City of Tehachapi 
Paul Marquez  Caltrans   
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Ben Ramond  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 

     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Marvin Williams  City of Delano    
      
      
            

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of July 3, 2013, there was a motion by Mr. 
Clausen to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.   
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IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of July 3, 2013 were 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 
The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of July 31, 2013 were 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR KERN COUNTY 
(UPDATE) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the Draft Coordination Human Services Transportation Plan.  Mr. Snoddy 
stated the plan is updated about every five years.   Mr. Snoddy advised that this plan is used to 
update information for grant applicants of the FTA 5310 Program. 
 
The action requested is to review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by 
Wednesday, October 2, 2013. 
 

VI. FY 2013/2014 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 
 STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE REVISED APPORTIONMENT ESTIMATE  

 
Mr. Snoddy presented the revised apportionment estimate for Fiscal Year 2013-2014.   The 
current estimate is $4,935,107.  
 
The revised action is to recommend that the Transportation Policy Committee adopt the Fiscal 
Year 2013-2014 revised staff apportionment estimate.  Mr. McNamara made a motion to 
recommend to the Transportation Policy Committee and Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.  

  
VII. KERN COG DRAFT PROP. 1B TRANSIT SAFETY CALL FOR PROJECTS FOR FISCAL 

YEARS 2013-2014 ($676,193) 
 
Mr. Snoddy thanked the Committee for their assistance coordinating with him to make sure that 
all the funds stayed within Kern County.   Mr. Snoddy advised that this is a new call for projects.    
Mr. Snoddy advised that to be considered projects must be submitted to Kern COG staff no later 
than Friday October 25, 2013.  
 
This item was for information only. 
  

VIII. TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVITIES PROJECTS 
 
Mr. Smith stated in the MAP-21 Legislation the Transportation Enhancement Activities Program 
(TEA) was eliminated.   A new program, entitled the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), 
provides funding for similar TEA-like activities.  Mr. Smith stated that they will continue to work 
towards funding the remaining 10 TEA projects. 

This item is for information only. 

IX. TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ARTICLE 3 PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014 
 
Mr. Smith stated that due to a clerical error in the allocations on the original staff report, a new 
staff report was provided for each Committee Member.  Mr. Smith highlighted the Program of 
Projects for fiscal year 2013-14. 
 
Mr. Schlosser requested that in the future Call for Projects that Kern COG indicate the amount of 
funds that are available.   Mr. Smith responded that they will include that in next year’s cycle.  
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The action requested is to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
for the Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program of Projects.   
Mr. McNamara made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.   
 

X. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that Kern COG is approaching the halfway point of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) process.  He noted that Kern COG has 
recently held two public workshops that were well attended.   Mr. Stramaglia presented and 
explained the information from the staff report on Option “A” of the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program process.   
 
Mr. Schlosser asked why the majority of funds were going to the Centennial Project.   Mr. 
Stramaglia stated that two years ago as part of the 2012 RTIP they had several projects ready to 
go.  At that time staff made the recommendation to advance the other projects and then come 
back and handle the Centennial project.   The region agreed and voted to approve it.  
 
Mr. Fidler asks in regards to the 60/40 split if that is a tally of the Federal funds.  Mr. Stramaglia 
responded that it is.   Mr. Hakimi added that it does not account for earmarks, that this is a tally of 
what we have discretion over.         
 
This item was for information only.   
 

XI. 3-COUNTY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that they are working with their partners in Inyo and Mono to bring these 
MOU’s up to date to invest in improvements along the State Route 14 and U.S. 395 corridor 
between these three Counties. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

XII. 4-COUNTY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING  
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that the attached MOU updates a 12-year plus, planning and programming 
State Transportation Improvement Program agreement with the Counties of Inyo, Mono and San 
Bernardino along with Caltrans, to support improvements along the State Route 58 and U.S. 395 
corridor between these three Counties. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

XIII. KERN’S TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIPS 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that Mr. Ball will make a presentation regarding Transportation 
Partnerships. 
Mr. Ball stated that there are three major partnerships that are governed my MOU’s.  Mr. Ball 
then went on to present a PowerPoint presentation detailing the partnerships.  

 
This item was for information only.  
 

XIV. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN  
 

Ms. Pacheco stated that the Conformity Analysis allows for changes to project phases and/or 
projects in the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or 2013 Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP).  The amendment documents were available for public review 
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starting August 22, 2013. Public comments received during the 30-day review period will be 
incorporated into the final document, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the October 17, 
2013 Board meeting. 

This item was for information only.  
 

XV. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT 
 
Ms. Pacheco stated that as of August 22nd, 86% of projects have received funding authorization.  

Ms. Pacheco stated that Caltrans Local Assistance would like to know if agencies in Kern County 
want Caltrans Local Assistance staff to hold a workshop in Bakersfield to discuss current issues. 
An email survey will be sent requesting discussion topics by September 17, Caltrans staff will be 
invited to come to the October 15 or November 19 Project Accountability Team meeting. 

Ms. Pacheco advised that the project list for fiscal year 13/14 has been updated and project 
managers are encouraged to begin implementation now. 

This item was for information only.  
 

XVI. INTERREGIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN UPDATE 
 
Mr. Raymond stated this was a valley wide project.  Mr. Raymond advised that the final draft will 
be delivered on September 5th to the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency.  The project 
was divided into three phases.  Phase I was to assess the current conditions, Phase II was 
strategy development and Phase III was recommendations.  Mr. Raymond noted that four major 
stakeholder workshops were held, two were conducted in the southern half of the San Joaquin 
Valley and two were conducted in the Northern half.  Additional considerable outreach was done 
via surveys, etc.   
 
The revised action requested is to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
Receive and File the Interregional Goods Movement Plan Update.   Mr. Fidler made a motion to 
amend the action   to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee Receive and 
File the Interregional Good Movement Plan Update.  Mr. Wren seconded the motion.  
 

XVII. KERN HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE/BUS RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (HOV/BRT STUDY) 
 
Mr. Flickinger stated the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle and Bus Rapid Transit Study is now 
complete and ready to be filed 
.  
Mr. Ball presented a brief presentation on the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit 
Study.  
 
The action requested is to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee Receive 
and File the Interregional Goods Movement Plan Update.   Mr. Clausen made a motion to 
recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee Receive and File the Interregional 
Goods Movement Plan Update.  Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.  
 

XVIII.  MEMBER ITEMS 
 

Ms. Pacheco stated CMAQ and RSTP applications were due by 4PM that day. Applications are 
required to be on CD. Resolution deadline was extended to September 30, but the rest of the 
application package must be submitted by 4pm on September 4th. 

 
XIX. ADJOURNMENT  

 
The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday October 2, 2013. 



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       November 6, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                   1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 

 RPAC Meeting of Wednesday October 2, 2013  
 
IV. 2014 RTP PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT UPDATE (Raymond) 

 
Comment:  Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to 
analyze modeling results for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
environmental document. 

Action:   Information  
 

V. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team)  
 
Comment:  As the implementer of the Kern Energy Watch Partnership program, Kern Council of 
Governments (Kern COG) coordinates a regional effort to address the goals set forth in the 
California Long Term Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan (CEESP).  This item is a monthly update 
on activities related to achieving Goal 4:  Local governments lead their communities with 
innovative programs for energy efficiency, sustainability and climate change.  Strategy 4.1:  Adopt 
an Energy Action Plan (EAP) to reduce community greenhouse gas emissions with a focus on 
energy efficiency. 
 
Action:   Information  
 

VI. 2014 RTP – VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM (Napier) 

 
Comment: Proposal for a new strategy in the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan authorizing 
Kern COG to assist its member agencies in monitoring progress toward the region’s air emission 
goals, while helping to develop projects that will better compete under the new Project Delivery 
Policies and Procedures adopted in 2012.  This item was presented to the RPAC at the October 2 
meeting. 

Action:  Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that Kern COG continue 
the voluntary tracking and assistance program as funding in the Overall Work Program is 
available. 
 



VII. REVISED 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING 
NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE (Napier)  

 
Comment:  The scheduled adoption for the 2014 RTP and RHNA has been moved to June 2014.  
 
Action:  Information  
 

VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 

 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of October 2, 2013 
 

IX. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

There will not be January RPAC Meeting. Items to be recommended to the TPPC in January 
2014, will be from the December 4, 2013 RPAC meeting. 
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 
The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be December 4, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              October 2, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Vice Chairman McNamara called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jim Eggert   City of Bakersfield 

Michael Bevins  California City (1:50 p.m.) 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Emery Rendes  GET 
      
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Robert Phipps  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
      

OTHERS:    Jennifer Gray  CARB (phone) 
     Carrie Turnet  Sierra Business Council 
     Aaron Collins   Sequoia Riverlands Trust 
     Eneas Kane  DMB Pacific Ventures 
     Roberta Marshall DMB Pacific Ventures 
     Alec Kimmel  Caltrans 
     David Berggran  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Derek Abbott  Tejon Ranch 
     Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Heather Dumais American Lung Association 
     Craig Pope  Kern County Roads Department 
     Bob Neath  Kern County 
     Donna Carpenter HBA 

      
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may 
ask a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report 
to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE 
STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.   
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None. 
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, September 4, 2013. 
 
Committee Member Poire made a motion to approve the September 4, 2013 minutes, seconded 
by committee member Eggert, carried unanimously. 

 
IV. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Napier) 

 
Ms. Napier explained that a task force comprised of community-based and non-profit organization 
representatives attended three task force meetings from July 2012 to March 2013, to assist staff in 
updating designated areas that require environmental justice (EJ) analysis.  Ms. Napier discussed 
the two methodologies that were presented to the task force for consideration.   The first 
methodology was identical to the original methodology approved in 2002, but using updated census 
data.  The second methodology was developed by professors at the University of California Davis 
and published in the International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health.  The UC 
Davis methodology factored in environmental as well as social data to determine if an area should 
be defined as an EJ area.  The UC Davis methodology is more concise than under the old 
methodology.  Under the old methodology if there was an EJ area within a larger Transportation 
Analysis Zone (TAZ) the entire TAZ was considered the EJ area. With the UC Davis methodology, 
only the EJ area itself is included.  The task force recommended using the UC Davis methodology 
to determine EJ areas.    

 
Mr. Eggert made a motion to approve use of Environmental Justice areas based on the 
methodology created by UC Davis for preparation of the 2014 RTP Environmental Justice Analysis, 
seconded by Mr. Mobley, motion carried with Mr. Clausen voting No.  Mr. Clause explained that he 
would like to know how this information was going to be used in the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Plan.  
 

V. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN COMMUNITY OUTREACH PROCESS SUMMARY 
(Napier) 
 
Ms. Napier provided the Committee with a summary of the outreach completed for the 2014 
Regional Transportation Plan.  Ms. Napier provided a PowerPoint Presentation with the agenda 
packet.   
 
This was an information item.  
 

VI. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN STRATEGIES PRESENTATION (Ball) 
 
 

Mr. Ball provided the Committee with a PowerPoint Presentation of the strategies that will be a part 
of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
This was an information item. 

 
VII. 2014 VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

(Ball) 
 
Mr. Ball provided the Committee a proposal for a new strategy in the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Plan authorizing Kern COG to assist its member agencies monitor progress toward the region’s air 
emission goals, while helping to develop projects that will better compete under the new project 
selection policy adopted in 2012. 
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This was an information item to be brought back for consideration at the November meeting. 
 

VIII. FY 2014-2015 OVERALL WORK PROGRAM (Phipps) 
 
Mr. Phipps announced that kern COG is beginning to develop its 2014-15 Overall Work Program 
and that if any member agencies have projects they would like considered to please contact him 
or Mr. Hakimi. 

 
IX. ALTERNATIVES UPDATE (Ball) 

 
Mr. Ball informed the Committee that staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be 
used to analyze modeling results for the alternative for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 
environmental document. 
 
This was an information item to be brought back for consideration and action at the November 
meeting. 
 

X. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS MONTHLY UPDATE (Invina) 
 

Ms. Invina provided the committee with the monthly update and announced the Kern Energy 
Watch Energy Action Plan Summit which will be held on Wednesday, October 30th at Hodel’s 
Country Dining in Bakersfield.  Planners will be able to receive AICP Credits for participating in 
the summit.  Southern California Edison will bring several interactive technology displays normally 
housed at the SCE Energy Education Center in Tulare.  The San Joaquin Valley Clean Cities 
Coalition will exhibit clean technology vehicles during the event. 

 
Ms. Invina also directed attention to the report from ESA regarding the work accomplished on the 
Kern REAP project that was included in the agenda packet. 
 

XI. PRESENTATION – WHAT THE DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY CAN DO TO HELP DESIGN AND 
BUILD LIVABLE, SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 

 
Mr. Eneas Kane, President of DMB Pacific Ventures provided the Committee with a PowerPoint 
Presentation.  
 

XII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 

The minutes of the September 4, 2013 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), were 
provided to the Committee.  
 
IV. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
Mr. Ball provided the committee with a status on the Valleywide target discussions.  
 
V. MEMBER ITEMS  
 
None  
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:05 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday, November 6, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

November 6, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Regional Planner II 
Ben Raymond, Regional Planner II 

 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  IV  

2014 RTP PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to analyze modeling results 
for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) environmental document. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background  
 
The 2014 RTP will be the first to contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as required by the 
state Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB-375).  Kern COG began work with the Transportation Modeling 
Committee and the former Kern Climate Change Task Force, now the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee (RPAC), in 2008, after completion of the Kern Regional Blueprint visioning process. 
 
To meet the requirements of SB 375 Kern COG is developing alternatives that attempt to illustrate future 
land use patterns projected to meet the emissions targets set by the Air Resources Board (ARB). 
Currently there are four alternatives under development for the environmental document. They have been 
named the Old Plan, Preliminary Plan, Intensified Alternative and a No-build Alternative. 
 
To better differentiate the use of each model run Kern COG has made the following distinction between 
the use of the terms “alternative” and “scenario.”  An alternative refers to modeling, assumptions and 
output that is intended to be included in the CEQA document for the 2014 RTP.  A scenario describes 
modeling intended to generate information in a public workshop.  Feedback on scenarios has helped 
inform the development of assumptions for the alternatives. 
 
Alternative assumptions, inputs, and methodologies have been developed under the direction of the 
RPAC. The development process included considerable input from stakeholders and the extensive public 
feedback received as part of the Kern COG outreach effort for the 2014 RTP which included input from 
over 5,000 participants and six annual 1,200 person, statistically valid surveys.  
 
On February 21, 2013, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approved the RPAC 
recommendation to incorporate these alternatives in the development of the 2014 RTP environmental 
document.  In May 2013, a 5-month extension to the schedule was approved by the San Joaquin Valley 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies Directors Committee based on feedback from the California 
Attorney General’s office which had requested five of the COGs in the 8-county region adopt RTPs ahead 
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of the regular schedule.  The 5 COGs were San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Madera, Fresno, and Tulare.  Kern 
COG had voluntarily been adhering to the earlier schedule for the public review period to begin in July 
2013.  That date has now been moved back to late November 2013. 
 
Kern COG staff is taking advantage of the additional time to further refine the models and provide 
additional opportunity for public workshops in the Metro Bakersfield area, gain input at local community 
fairs and meeting with stakeholder organizations including the Guardians of Delano, the Bakersfield 
Chamber and the Association of Realtors.  The following is an updated description of the three 
alternatives approved by the Kern COG Board for inclusion in the EIR in February 2013. 
 
Alternative Development 
 
Three primary alternatives have been pared down from the original 12 developed by the RPAC in spring 
2012. They represent a range of alternatives still under development for the 2014 RTP. Table 1 contains 
a summary comparison of the assumptions for these preliminary alternatives.  Table 2 contains direct 
inputs and outputs from the modeling.  Table 3 contains calculated indicators based on data from the 
modeling and input from the California Air Resources Board. The alternatives are designed to provide the 
widest range of options that might conceivably happen.   
 
In July 2013, the City of Bakersfield staff requested modifications to the alternatives that would only affect 
the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and included a new 4th scenario considered in two public workshops for 
Bakersfield held on August 21 and 27.  The results from the workshops was considered along with 
information from 5 recent studies on housing preference and market demand to fine tune the Alternatives 
listed below.  
 
The Old Plan Alternative 
 
The “Old Plan” or baseline uses transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of 
financially constrained projects, reflecting modest improvements to transit, bike and walk infrastructure.  
This alternative represents a continuation of the growth pattern occurring in Kern County over the past 
several decades.  Representing 2/3rds of the growth for the region, Metropolitan Bakersfield growth in 
this alternative occurs primarily on the periphery. This alternative would have the largest development 
footprint.  The following bullets highlight the major assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  The transportation investments would be focused on planned freeway and 

local road improvements to accommodate a peripheral development pattern, improved truck flows 
and safety.  The alternative also assumes funding for portions of the South Beltway by 2040 
consistent with prior RTPs.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment: Transit investments consist of operations and maintenance of 
existing bus and passenger rail services with expansion of key services as envisioned prior to the 
adoption of the new Golden Empire Transit Long Range Plan.  Investment continues based on past 
trends. 

 Maintenance Investment:  22% shortfall in maintenance funding.  
 Housing Choice:  ~17% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 

single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located primarily in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. 

 Transit Access:  ~52% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops by 2035. 
 Revitalization:   Revitalization and growth in transit priority areas is consistent with historic trends 

and assumes 600 additional housing units in downtown Bakersfield.  
 Land Use Forecast:  Demographic growth forecast is based on latest planning assumptions adopted 

by Kern COG in October 2009 and the growth distribution pattern was updated to reflect the 2010 
Census.  Employment in the region is guided by locations provided by the California Employment 
Development Department (EDD) and updated with the 2008 Longitudinal Employer-Household 
Dynamics (LEHD) data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Forecast employment and housing locations 
reflect the latest adopted general plans and local planning assumptions at the time of the 2011 RTP. 

 
This alternative would add an average of 2,400 transportation and multiplier effect jobs over the life of the 
plan or 57,600 job years at 10.87 jobs per million dollars spent.  Preliminary results of the 2035 Old Plan 
have reduced CO2 lbs/capita from 2005 levels by 14.3%, sufficient to meet the Air Resource Board’s 
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established 2035 target for the San Joaquin Valley MPOs of 10% reduction of 2005 levels.  No changes 
are proposed for this alternative. 
 
The Preliminary Plan Alternative 
 
The preliminary plan alternative has undergone refinements in the Metropolitan Bakersfield area 
incorporating feedback from the August 2013 public workshops and 5 recent studies.  The changes are 
consistent with the July RPAC item on this issue. The alternative uses transportation planning 
assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of financially constrained projects and includes new 
investments in highway maintenance and transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This alternative represents 
growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, local planning assumptions, climate action 
plans, and regional studies undertaken since the old plan. The preliminary plan alternative assumes an 
increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield resulting in an ~19% 
decrease in total land used by this alternative compared to old plan.  The following bullets highlight the 
major assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040 and postpone the West Beltway nine years to 
2025.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid transit system for 
Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond, and adds 
additional local Amtrak service stops to the San Joaquin Valley portion or Kern.  Additional bike and 
pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and Complete Streets 
Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized areas. This alternative includes 
recommendations from the High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study as well.   In addition, 
the alternative continues the rideshare program, the new 511 traveler information system, and adds a 
program to help local agencies identify pedestrian and complete streets projects. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure. 
 Housing Choices:  ~40% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 

lot single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located predominately in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield consistent with the adopted general plans.  This mix of housing choices is 
consistent with recent studies on housing demand, two statistically valid housing preference surveys, 
and public input from the August 2013 Metro Bakersfield workshops. 

 Transit Access:  ~68% of homes are located within ½ mile of transit stops. 
 Revitalization:  Focus infill on vacant lots in Metropolitan Bakersfield, downtown, and at the major 

transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and 
consistent with the general plan. 

 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan and the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation.  The distribution in Metropolitan Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in 
developed areas are filled, consistent with the existing general plan as well as some revitalization 
around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This alternative uses Uplan land use model software 
developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth from areas with the lowest level of economic 
attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 
 

This alternative assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources and would add an 
average of 3,100 jobs over the life of the plan or 80,400 job years.  This preliminary alternative run has 
shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita approximately 17% below the 2005 level, exceeding the state 
goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are preliminary as the modeling inputs and 
assumptions continue to be refined for inclusion in the environmental document. 
 
The Intensified Alternative  
 
The intensified alternative builds on transportation planning assumptions from the preliminary plan list of 
financially constrained projects and intensifies investment in transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This 
alternative represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, 
and regional studies undertaken since the Old Plan was adopted. The intensified alternative assumes a 
major increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield, resulting in a 
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~28% decrease in total land used in Metro Bakersfield by this alternative compared to the Old Plan.  At 
the recommendation of the Kern COG’s RTP EIR consultant some changes to the intensified alternative 
have been made since the July 2013 RPAC meeting to provide a broader range of alternatives to be 
analyzed in the EIR.  The following bullets highlight the major assumptions: 
 
 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 

roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040 and postpone the West Beltway nine years to 
2025.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  This alternative differs from the previous two in that it assumes full 
funding of the 2035 transit/bike/walk improvements by 2020.  These improvements would require the 
identification of a new funding source that could be bonded against to deliver the projects sooner than 
anticipated under current funding assumptions.  Transit investment is based on the new Golden 
Empire Long Range Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid 
transit/future light rail system for Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from 
Lancaster to Rosamond, and adds additional local Amtrak service stops the San Joaquin Valley 
portion of Kern.  Additional bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike 
Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized 
areas.  This alternative includes recommendations from the High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid 
Transit Study as well.   In addition, the alternative continues the rideshare program and the new 511 
traveler information system. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure.  
 Housing Choices:  ~53% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 

lot single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located predominately in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield.  The mix of housing choice is based on the most aggressive of four recent 
studies that has looked at forecasted housing demand for the Kern region.  

 Transit Access:  ~73% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops. 
 Revitalization:  In Metropolitan Bakersfield focus revitalization efforts at the transit oriented 

development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan. 
 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan and the Regional Housing Needs 

Allocation.  The distribution in Metropolitan Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in 
developed areas are filled, consistent with the existing general plan as well as major revitalization 
around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This alternative uses Uplan land use model software 
developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth from areas with the lowest level of economic 
attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 

 
This alternative assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources, advancing a portion 
of those funds for transit/bike/walk improvements by 2020, and would add an average of 3,100 jobs over 
the life of the plan or 80,400 job years however some of these jobs would happen sooner under this 
alternative.   This preliminary alternative run has shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita of ~18% below 
the 2005 level, exceeding the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are 
preliminary as the modeling inputs and assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
The No-Build Alternative  
 
A no-build alternative will be included in the environmental document to analyze environmental effects if 
all new infrastructure investment were to cease after 2015, and growth continues to occur at forecasted 
rates. 
 
Performance Measures and Indicators 
 
The outputs generated by the transportation model are used to produce performance measures. These 
measures such as Vehicle Miles Travels (VMT) are used to evaluate the efficiency of the transportation 
system (see table 2). Indicators are produced mainly from the outputs generated by the land use model 
(see table 3). Indicators such as land consumption are used to evaluate the impacts and benefits a future 
land use pattern may have. Indicators can also be used to evaluate co-benefits such as public health.  
ARB has established CO2 per capita as a key measure to determine that the SCS if implemented is 
projected to meet the SB 375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
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Next Steps 
 
December – Recommend alternatives for consideration in the RTP Environmental Document; 55-Day    

        Public Review Draft of RTP. 
June 2014 – COG Board considers adoption 
 
Attachments 
 
Attachments will be distributed prior to the RPAC meeting. 
 
ACTION:  Information 
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Table 1 ‐ Alternative Assumptions

Assumptions Old Plan
Preliminary 

Plan 

Intensified 

Alternative
Transit: Notes

Construct new transit lines Existing Enhanced Intensified See GET 2012 Long Range Transit Plan 
(LRTP)

Expanded Bus Routes Coordinated with Planned Centers Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Expand Passenger Rail Service Existing Enhanced Intensified See 2012 Kern Commuter Rail Study (KCRS) 
- accelerated in intensified alternative

Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase network 
connectivity)

Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Expanded Transit Service Area Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Rapid Bus/Shorter Wait Times Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Upgrade transit service (e.g., improve service to express bus, 
etc.)

Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Express Transit Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Bus Rapid Transit Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Light Rail None None None beyond 2040 ($4B)
Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance to 
transit stations, change auto access distance to transit stations)

Existing Enhanced Intensified accelerated in intensified alternative

Optimized Bus Routes Existing Enhanced Intensified See LRTP - accelerated in intensified 
alternative

Transportation Demand Management:
Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and 
teleconferencing

Existing Enhanced Enhanced Commute Kern and E-Trips programs

Expand Vanpools Existing Enhanced Enhanced See 2012 Kern MOU with CalVans
Promote walking and biking (e.g., new class I bicycle facilities, 
inter-city bikeways

Existing Enhanced Intensified See 2012 Kern Bikeway Master Plan (BMP) - 
accelerated in intensified alternative

Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and Indirect 
Source Rule

Existing Existing Existing SJV APCD Rules 9410 & 9510

Pricing:
Change in auto operation cost/user fees Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced 2/3rds Increase in fuel cost
Increase the cost of parking Existing Existing Existing parking rates downtown
Change in transit fares Existing Existing Existing reduced fares for seniors/ADA
Road Projects:
Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic 
management (e.g., change auto travel times, change highway free-
flow speed, 511, etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced New Kern 511 travel info system

Add HOV facilities None Enhanced Intensified Ramp metering - accelereated in the 
intensified scenario

Delay capacity increasing project (e.g., new beltway) Existing Enhanced Enhanced S. & W. Beltways delayed
Add general purpose lanes (e.g., reduce congestion and out-of-
direction travel)

Existing Existing Existing Includes Centennial connector and Hageman 
flyover projects

Land Use:
Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other 
variables (infill along major transit corridor consistent with GP)

Existing Enhanced Intensified Limited to Bakersfield - Consistent with Core 
Area Impact Fee Development Incentive.

Rebalance housing closer to employment/shopping areas Existing Enhanced Enhanced Assumes shopping opportunities in outlying 
communities.

Market based demand shift to smaller lots/multifamily Existing Enhanced Intensified Limited to Bakersfield 
Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit 
centers)

Existing Enhanced Intensified Incentivized by ISR rule

*Definitions: Existing = strategies in current plan; Enhanced = improvement over current plan; Intensified = improvement over enhanced strategies.
**Some of the listed scenario assumptions are not yet working in the model and maybe included as post model adjustments.



 
 

November 6, 2013 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
  Transportation Modeling Committee  
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 

By: Linda Urata 
    Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA:  V 

KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS MONTHLY UPDATE 
 

DESCRIPTION: 
 
As the implementer of the Kern Energy Watch Partnership program, Kern Council of Governments (Kern 
COG) coordinates a regional effort to address the goals set forth in the California Long Term Energy 
Efficiency Strategic Plan (CEESP).  This item is a monthly update on activities related to achieving Goal 
4:  Local governments lead their communities with innovative programs for energy efficiency, 
sustainability and climate change.  Strategy 4.1:  Adopt an Energy Action Plan (EAP) to reduce 
community greenhouse gas emissions with a focus on energy efficiency. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On October 30th, Kern Energy Watch hosted an Energy Action Plan Summit.  Fifty people registered to 
attend the summit to listen to twelve speakers and then participate in breakout sessions.  Speakers 
offered the latest news in Climate Action Planning from the California Air Resources Board, the California 
Energy Commission discussed Title 24 planned updates in the next year, and learned of utility resources 
and creative local government projects and initiatives to improve energy efficiency within local 
government operations and throughout the business and residential communities they serve.  Attendees 
could either discuss Energy Action Plan implementation activities or take steps toward creating an Energy 
Action Plan for their local government.  A Clean Vehicle and Energy Efficiency Showcase was held in 
conjunction with this event.  Attendees got to try out interactive energy efficiency displays provided by 
Southern California Edison.  They also learned of air district funding, and viewed vehicles fueled with 
propane, natural gas, hybrid technology, and electricity that are appropriate for local government 
operations. 
 
Kern Council of Governments coordinates project activities and manages funding received from Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison, and the Southern California Gas Company 
provided to assist the local governments with this effort. 
 
In November, ESA will commence work developing natural gas strategies and updating the Energy Action 
Plan Strategy Selection Tool.  Local government partners in the PG&E service area may commence 
drafting their Energy Action Plans in follow-up to the Energy Action Plan Summit. 
 
ACTION:  INFORMATION 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

November 6, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Becky Napier 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VI 

2014 RTP – VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Proposal for a new strategy in the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan authorizing Kern COG to assist its 
member agencies in monitoring progress toward the region’s air emission goals, while helping to develop 
projects that will better compete under the new Project Delivery Policies and Procedures adopted in 2012.  
This item was presented to the RPAC at the October 2 meeting. 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The 2014 RTP-Directions to 2050 will be the first to contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
as required by the state’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375).  Local 
agency staff requested a reporting method to provide member agencies with feedback on regional air 
emission reduction goals.  Kern COG has been providing reports to the RPAC identifying the vehicle 
miles per capita for each community since 2009. 
 
Also since 2009, Kern COG has awarded more than $400,000 in technical assistance grants to help 
member agencies identify transportation projects that would further Kern Regional Blueprint goals.  The 
program has funded: 
 

 community bike and complete street plans 
 community visioning/design workshops 
 2D/3D community visualizations 
 transportation impact fee programs 
 general plan circulation element updates 
 habitat/natural community conservation planning (HCP/NCCP) in support of transportation 

 
In addition to technical assistance grants, Kern COG has provided staff time and support for other 
local/regional planning efforts supporting Kern Blueprint and Directions to 2050 principles that promote 
economically vibrant, healthy and more livable communities.  
 
In November 2012, Kern COG’s Board adopted new Project Delivery Policies and Procedures to assist 
the region in promoting projects that better match the goals of the RTP.  To review the document go to 
the following link: (http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/policies/Project_Selection_Process_2012.pdf). 
The procedure establishes a point system to rank projects for future funding, depending on category.  Up 



 
 

to half of all available points go to projects that promote more livable communities and lower air 
emissions. 
 
Since the inception of these programs, Kern COG has funded park-and-ride facilities in California City 
and South Bakersfield; the Golden Empire Transit district has implemented a new, more convenient rapid 
bus corridor; and the City of Tehachapi has adopted the first citywide “form-based-code” general plan in 
California. 
 
This tracking and assistance program is proposed to be formalized as a strategy in the 2014 RTP and 
subject to the Board’s direction, could be prioritized toward communities showing difficulty in reducing 
emissions and passenger vehicle travel.  Any grants and incentives are subject to state and federal 
funding restrictions. 
 
Attachments 
 
Table 1 – Draft Preliminary VMT by Community 
 
ACTION:  Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that Kern COG continue the 
voluntary tracking and assistance program as funding in the Overall Work Program is available. 
. 
 
 



Draft Voluntary Performance Monitoring by 
Community - Lowering Auto Travel
Table 1

Kern Subarea

Auto Vehicle 
Travel 

(Old Plan)

Percentage of 
Auto Travel in 
All Subareas

Total
Household 
Population + 
Employment

OLD PLAN 
Auto Miles 
Traveled 
Per Person

PRELIM PLAN
Auto Miles 
Traveled 
Per Person 

Percentage 
of Change 
Between 
Old/Prelim

(miles) (percent) (persons) (miles) (miles) (percent)

Indian Wells Valley 449,367 1.8% 67,637 10.0 8.9 ‐10.7%

Delano/McFarland 793,276 3.2% 98,609 11.6 10.4 ‐10.6%

Metro Bakersfield 15,739,254 64.0% 1,209,287 17.4 15.4 ‐11.4%

Kern River Valley 570,955 2.3% 35,694 18.9 17.6 ‐6.8%

Southeast Kern 1,801,465 7.3% 113,005 23.7 20.8 ‐12.3%

Tehachapi 1,578,409 6.4% 81,107 25.4 23.6 ‐7.3%

Frazier Park 578,429 2.4% 21,548 42.6 38.4 ‐9.6%

Wasco 1,797,255 7.3% 55,322 48.4 45.3 ‐6.4%

Taft/Maricopa 1,298,015 5.3% 41,230 48.6 45.3 ‐6.8%

Subarea Totals: 24,606,424 100.0% 1,723,439 19.5 17.5 ‐10.4%

Source:  Kern COG MIP Transportation Model – 2035 Old and Preliminary Plans
Note: That auto vehicle miles traveled double count some of the travel in other 
sub areas attracted to employment and other destinations in those areas.

ballr
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November 6, 2013 
 
 
TO: Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Becky Napier 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VII  
 REVISED 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 

ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE 
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
The scheduled adoption for the 2014 RTP and RHNA has been moved to June 2014.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Federal law requires that an RTP be updated every four years in air quality non-attainment areas.  The last RTP was 
adopted in July 2010.   In addition, the 8 COGs that contain portions of the San Joaquin Valley planning area need to be 
able demonstrate federal air quality conformity within the air district’s plans.  The COG Directors initially planned to 
coordinate the adoption of the RTPs in March of 2014.  Some of the COGs cannot maintain that timeline; therefore, in 
October 2013 the COG Directors voted to synchronize the adoption of the RTPs in the months of June and July 2014.   
 
In addition, state legislative changes have linked the RTP and the RHNA.  Production of the RHNA is being coordinated 
with the RTP schedule. The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has developed a 
template to help determine the sequence of events related to the RHNA.  The following is an integrated RTP/RHNA 
schedule:  
 
Date   Event 
 
Mid-July 2013   Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2)  
December 2013  HCD issues RHNA determination to Kern COG 
December 4, 2013 RPAC recommends alternatives for inclusion in the RTP EIR 
January 16, 2014 (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG considers RPAC recommendation on RTP EIR alternatives 
February 2014  COG issues draft RHNA, draft RTP and EIR for 55 day public review 
February 2014   (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts RHNA methodology  
April 2014   (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Public Hearing on the RTP Adoption  
June 19, 2014  (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts Final RHNA, RTP and EIR 
December 31, 2015  Cities and County Adopt Housing Elements - 5th cycle Housing Element Planning Period (8 years) 
 
Attachment:  Schedule  
 
ACTION:   
 
Information 
 



RTP Development (June Schedule)

RTP Development (July Schedule)
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2014 RTP/EIR Public Comment 
Period

2014 RTP/EIR Public 
Comment Period

60-Day ARB Review

60-Day ARB Review

LEGEND

Anticipated MPO Board Adoption

Anticipated ARB Informational Update 
on SCS

ARB/MPO SCS Data Exchange/Information Sharing/SCS Review 3

3

4

A. In January 2013, the San Joaquin Valley MPOs proposed the existing valley-wide target of 5% and 10% be maintained.
B. ARB Board Informational Update anticipated one month before MPO adoption. Under staff’s recommendation, that informational update would occur for all eight in May 2014.  
C. Per SB-375, ARB has 60-days to make its determination that an SCS meets or does not meet the target.
D. 2015 FTIP Update assumes same schedule as 2013 FTIP update (October 1, submittal to Caltrans).

1. June 2014 MPO Adoption: ARB Board informational item anticipated May 2014; State approval July, Federal approval with the 2015 FSTIP
2. July 2014 MPO Adoption: ARB Board informational item anticipated June 2014, State Approval Oct/Nov, Federal approval with the 2015 FSTIP 

2015 FTIP Update 
Development 

2015 FTIP Update Public Comment 
Period

2015 FTIP Update Development 
2015 FTIP Update Public 

Comment Period

Staff Recommendation : 2014 RTP Schedule

October 9, 2013

Attachment 2
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              October 2, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Vice-Chairman Neath called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was 
provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Ed Galero  City of Delano 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Bob Wren   City of Wasco 
Michael Bevins  California City 
Jay Schlosser  City of Tehachapi 

     Alec Kimmel  Caltrans 
     Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin 
     Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield  
     Teresa Binkley  City of Taft  

 
STAFF:      

Peter Smith  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia  Kern COG 
     Robert Phipps  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Marvin Williams  City of Delano    
      
      
            

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.  
 
There were no public comments. 
  
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of September 4, 2013, there was a motion 
by Mr. Wren to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Galero seconded the 
motion.   
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IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of September 4, 2013 
was distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 
This item was for review and information only.  
 

V. REQUEST  FY 2013/2014 DELANO TDA FAREBOX EXEMPTION REQUEST  
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that Section 99270.2 of the TDA Statutes and California Codes of Regulations, 
April 2013, allows Kern COG, serving as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency, to 
exempt TDA farebox requirements for rural transit operators transitioning to small urbanized 
transit operators annually by request for not more than five years.   Mr. Snoddy advised that the 
City of Delano completed a Transportation Development Plan in 2012.  The City of Delano is 
transitioning from a rural transit operator to a small urbanized transit operator.  The minimum 
farebox requirement for rural transit operator is 10% and the minimum farebox requirement for a 
small urbanized transit operator is 20%.   Kern COG believes that the City of Delano will be up to 
or near the 20% by the end of the fiscal year.  Therefore Kern COG is requesting an exemption 
for FY 2013-14 of the minimum farebox required of 20% until the City of Delano is able to meet 
the required minimum but no longer than five years.  
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
approve an exemption to the FY 2013-2014 TDA required minimum farebox of 20% to the City of 
Delano until the City is able to meet the required minimum farebox but for no longer than five 
years.   Mr. Bevin’s made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Clausen seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF TEHACHAPI FOR $165,145 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Tehachapi for $165,145.  Mr. Snoddy advised that for the past 3 years the City of 
Tehachapi has been unable to meet its 10% minimum farebox requirement.  Mr. Snoddy stated 
that Kern COG staff notes that the City of Tehachapi is not adhering to the applicable TDA 
farebox return ratio rate of 10% for a rural operator.  Kern COG staff has meet with the City of 
Tehachapi staff and with Kern Regional Transit staff who provide transit service to Tehachapi, to 
discuss remedies to meet the TDA requirements.  Mr. Snoddy stated that the City of Tehachapi 
adopted a transportation development plan in October 2012.  Mr. Snoddy stated that the plan 
indicates strategies that the City of Tehachapi could take to improve their performance.   Some of 
the strategies recommend are, reduce operation costs by cutting down hours that are not 
productive in their weekly schedule, open Saturday service, raise the fair by 50 cents.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Tehachapi 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee condition upon the 
city reaching its TDA required farebox minimum by June 30, 2014.     Mr. Schlosser 
recommended approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded 
the motion.  
  

VII. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF DELANO FOR $826,732 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Delano for $826,732. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Delano 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Galero made a 
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motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. McNamara 
seconded the motion.  
 
  

VIII.       FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY TEHACHAPI for $287,004 
. 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of Tehachapi for $287,004. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Tehachapi and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Schlosser made a motion to recommend approval to Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   
Mr. Fiddler seconded the motion.  
 
 

IX. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP) 
 
Ms. Pacheco stated that this item starts on page 17. She advised the Committee that the 
amendment documents were available for public review August 22, 2013 to September 20, 2013 
and included a public hearing on September 19, 2013. One comment received by the City of 
Bakersfield requires changes to two project records in the Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program amendment. The changes will be incorporated into the final document, scheduled for 
consideration and adoption at the October 17, 2013 Board meeting. 

 
The action requested is that the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee recommend 
approval of the Conformity Analysis, 2011 Regional Transportation Plan Amendment #5, and 
2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment #9 to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Fidler made a motion to recommend approval to the 
Transportation Technical Advisory  
 
 

X. KERN COG PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY AND PROCEDURES CHAPTER 2 UPDATE 
 

 
Ms. Pacheco stated that the item starts on page 20. At the November 15, 2012 Kern COG Board 
meeting, the Kern COG Project Delivery Policies & Procedures document was approved. Kern 
COG staff is proposing to revise Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures Overview with regards to 
Request for Authorization submittals to the Caltrans Office of Local Assistance. The currently 
approved policy requires a submittal for federal-aid projects no later than the 2nd quarter of the 
federal fiscal year. Kern COG staff recommends advancing the Request for Authorization 
deadline by two months.  

 
Comment are due by October 18, 2013. Comments received will be reviewed for inclusion into 
the final document, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the November 21, 2013 Board 
meeting. 
 
A lengthy discussion ensued among the committee.  
 
Vice-Chairman Neath encouraged committee members that would like their comments in the 
record to submit their written comments by October 18th.  
 
This item was for information only.  
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XI. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is 
moving forward.   Mr. Stramaglia briefly detailed the draft staff recommendations and noted that it will 
come before the committee as a final staff report in November.  In December, Kern COG will be 
submitting the 2014 RTIP to the Commission.  

 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

XII. FISCAL YEAR 2014‐15 Overall Work Program 
 
Mr. Phipps stated that Kern COG will soon begin to work on the Fiscal Year 2014‐15 Overall 
Work Program.  Mr. Phipps advised the committee members to begin submitting appropriate 
projects to staff for inclusion in the 2014‐15 OWP. Mr. Phipps advised that those projects may 
include but are not limited to, freight and rail studies, corridor, interchange studies, transit 
studies.     
 
This item was for information only.  
 
 

XIII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Mr. Smith advised the committee that the January TTAC meeting falls on January 1st.  Mr. Smith 
proposed that the January 1, 2014 TTAC meeting be held on December 4, 2013.  Vice-Chairman 
Neath polled the committee and they were all in agreement.   Vice-Chairman Neath stated that if 
a need arises for a January meeting, it will be held on January 2, 2014. 
 
Mr. Smith stated that he had numerous call from people inquiring if Kern COG can be of 
assistance in establishing the lifeline service to the airport.    
Mr. Neath responded that he would be willing to meet regarding possible solutions.  He advised 
Mr. Smith to arrange a meeting to discuss the issue further.  

 
 

XIV. ADJOURNMENT  
 

With no further business, the meeting adjourned 11:05 a.m. 
 
The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday November 6, 2013.  



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG BOARD ROOM                         WEDNESDAY            
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR       December 4, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                   1:30 P.M. 
 
Call in Number:  (312) 878-3080  
Access Code:     586-617-702 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for factual information or request staff to report 
back to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.  

 
 Disabled individuals who need special assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee may request assistance at 1401 19th Street, Suite 300; 
Bakersfield CA  93301 or by calling (661) 861-2191.  Every effort will be made to reasonably 
accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in alternative 
formats.  Requests for assistance should be made at least three (3) working days in advance 
whenever possible.  

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 

 RPAC Meeting of Wednesday November 6, 2013  
 

 
IV. REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM ENHANCEMENTS  

 
Comment: Changes are proposed to Kern Regional Traffic Count Program to add additional 
count locations and make other enhancements. 

Action:  Information.  Member agency stakeholders respond to email for input on traffic count 
location list. 
 

V.  KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team)  
 

VI. 2014 RTP PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT UPDATE (Raymond) 
 
Comment: Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to 
analyze modeling results for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
environmental document.  An early version of these assumptions were approved by the RPAC 
and Transportation Planning Policy Committee in February 2013. 

Action:  Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) that these 4 
alternatives be included in the development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 
environmental document scheduled for public review beginning February 2014 and adoption by 
the TPPC in June 2014. 
 

VII. 2014 RTP – VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM (Napier)  

 
Comment:  Proposal for a new strategy in the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan authorizing 
Kern COG to assist its member agencies in monitoring progress toward the region’s air emission 
goals, while helping to develop projects that will better compete under the new Project Delivery 
Policies and Procedures adopted in 2012.  This item was presented to the RPAC at the October 2 
meeting. 

Action:  Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that Kern COG continue 
the voluntary tracking and assistance program as funding in the Overall Work Program is 
available 



 
VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 

 
 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of November 6, 2013 

 
IX. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

There will not be January RPAC Meeting. The next scheduled meeting of the Regional Planning 
Advisory Committee will be February 5, 2014.  
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Changes to CEQA for Transit Oriented Development - FAQ 

 
XI. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the RPAC/TMC meeting will be February 5, 2014.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              November 6, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Vice Chairman McNamara called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Paul Hellman   City of Bakersfield 

Michael Bevins  California City 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi (phone) 
     Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Karen King   GET 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 
      
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG 
      

OTHERS:    Alec Kimmel  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Mike McCabe  Citizen 
     Heather Dumais ALA (phone) 
     Ted James  Consultant 

              
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may 
ask a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report 
to the Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE 
STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A 
PRESENTATION.   

 
None. 

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, October 2, 2013. 

 
Committee Member Poire made a motion to approve the October 2, 2013 minutes as amended 
by Committee Member Clausen, seconded by Committee Member McNamara, carried 
unanimously. 
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IV. 2014 RTP PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT UPDATE (Raymond) 

 
Mr. Raymond presented updated assumptions and indicators that may be used to analyze 
modeling results for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
environmental document.  Mr. Raymond summarized the differences between the “Old Plan 
Alternative”, the “Preliminary Plan Alternative” and the “Intensified Alternative”.  Mr. Raymond 
discussed the preliminary model results and the summary sheets for each alternative.     

 
After discussion, Mr. Raymond advised the Committee to please contact staff prior to the 
December meeting if there are any alterations that need to be considered in the assumptions 
and indicators.  The recommendations from the December RPAC meeting will be presented to 
the Transportation Planning Policy Committee in January.   

 
This was an information item. 

 
V. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS MONTHLY UPDATE (Urata)  

 
Ms. Urata provided the Committee with an update and showed a short video from outreach in 
Buttonwillow completed with P.G. & E. and Kern Energy Watch.  
  
This was an information item.  

 
VI. 2014 RTP – VOLUMTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM (Napier) 
 
 
Ms. Napier explained that this item was presented to the RPAC at the meeting of October 2, 
2013.  Ms. Napier advised the Committee that staff was working on providing 14 sub areas for 
tracking instead of the 10 that are presented in the handout.  After discussion, the Committee 
requested that staff bring back maps that depict the sub area layouts and what is included in 
each community.  
 
This was an information item. 
 

VII. REVISED 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING 
NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE  (Napier)   
 
Ms. Napier advised the Committee that the COG Directors had planned to coordinate the 
adoption of the RTPs in March of 2014.  Because some of the COGs cannot maintain that 
timeline, during the October 2013 COG Directors meeting, the COG Directors voted to 
synchronize the adoption of the RTPs in the months of June and July 2014.  Synchronization 
is necessary, because the 8 COGs contain portions of the San Joaquin Valley planning area 
and need to be able to demonstrate federal air quality conformity within the air district’s plans.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

 
VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 

 
The minutes of the October 2, 2013 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), 
were provided to the Committee.  
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IX. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS  

 
Ms. Napier announced that due to the fact that the January RPAC meeting would fall on 
January 1, 2014, staff is not planning to have a January meeting.  Items to be recommended 
to the TPPC in January will be from the December 4, 2013 RPAC meeting.  
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS  
 
Committee Member Parra announced that a Bike Kitchen Shop has been set up in Arvin 
through a grant from the California Endowment.  The purpose of the grant is to empower youth 
and grow youth leadership roles in the community.  There is a Grand Opening Saturday, 
November 16, 2013 at 1241 Bear Mountain Blvd., Suite E in Arvin.  The event will begin with a 
Ribbon Cutting at 10:00 a.m.  There will also be Roller Races and a BBQ.   

 
XI. ADJOURNMENT 

 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 2:35 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday, December 4, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   
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December 4, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Modeling Committee and 

Regional Planning Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  By: Ed Flickinger, Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: IV  
  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM ENHANCEMENTS  

 
 
DESCRIPTION:    
 
Changes are proposed to Kern Regional Traffic Count Program to add additional count 
locations and make other enhancements. 
  
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background - Traffic monitoring and pavement management are mandated in under Federal 
Title 23 Part 500 Management and Monitoring Systems.  In addition to traffic monitoring, traffic 
volume data obtained by traffic counters is used to validate the regional transportation model 
and used for engineering and planning purposes by local agencies.  Traffic counts are used in 
the annual pavement management report that provides technical data on road samples 
throughout Kern County.   
 
A Memorandum of Understanding establishing the Kern Regional Traffic Count program was 
approved by the Kern COG Board in January 2004 between Caltrans, the County, the City of 
Bakersfield and Kern COG representing the outlying communities.  The program is funded by 
the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) per the requirements of the MOU.   
 
In 2008, a transportation monitoring system was completed with the help of a consultant and 
extensive input from member agencies. A link to the final report can be found at 
http://www.kerncog.org/publications/general-transportation-reports titled Regional 
Transportation Monitoring Improvement Plan Final Report 1-4-08 with TOC. The program has 
provided more consistent and frequent traffic count, vehicle mix, and other transportation 
monitoring data to eliminate duplication of effort in counting programs between Kern COG 
member agencies and Caltrans.  
 
From 2006 through the Fiscal Year ending June 2013, over 6,000 daily counts and 3,000 
classification counts have been acquired and are available online. A website has been 
developed mapping out the count data and can be found at http://www.kerncog.org/data-
center/regional-traffic-count-data-map.  All data can also be queried out by users with a query 
tool on that site with additional supplemental locations. The files for the entire database as of 
November 2013 can be downloaded as well. 
 
Proposed Enhancements - Two enhancements are proposed for the website: 
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1. The updated traffic count location spreadsheet will be distributed in December by email 

to member agency stakeholders for their approval of some changes. Locations have 
been added that have been relinquished by Caltrans. (Parts of SR 178 and 58) Also on 
that spreadsheet, a column has been added with an ‘X’ placed for locations of low 
volume to limit counting those locations to one time per year.  This way, based on the 
budget, other locations can get more counts per year. 
 

2. In order for the online traffic count mapping system to better handle the constantly 
increasing database size, improvements are needed. This would be the second upgrade 
to the website since it was first implemented in 2008.  Staff is evaluating migrating to a 
hosted “cloud based” system to eliminate the need for periodic software and hardware 
updates and will bring a recommendation back to the Transportation Modeling 
Committee in early next year.  The upgrade to the website is proposed to be funded by 
existing savings in the regional traffic count program.  A live demonstration site of one 
vendor is available at http://kerncog.ms2soft.com .  A screenshot is posted below. 
 

Screenshot of Proposed Online New Traffic Count Interface 

 
 
ACTION:  Information.  Member agency stakeholders respond to email for input on 
traffic count location list. 
 
 

 

  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

December 4, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Rob Ball, Planning Director 

Troy Hightower, Regional Planner II 
Ben Raymond, Regional Planner II 

 
 

SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM: VI 

2014 RTP PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT UPDATE 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators that may be used to analyze modeling results 
for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) environmental document.  An early 
version of these assumptions were approved by the RPAC and Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee in February 2013. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background  
 
The 2014 RTP will be the first to contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as required by the 
state Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB-375).  Kern COG began work with the Transportation Modeling 
Committee and the former Kern Climate Change Task Force, now the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee (RPAC), in 2008, after completion of the Kern Regional Blueprint visioning process. 
 
To meet the requirements of SB 375 Kern COG is developing alternatives that attempt to illustrate future 
land use patterns projected to meet the emissions targets set by the Air Resources Board (ARB). 
Currently there are four alternatives under development for the environmental document. They have been 
named the Old Plan, Preliminary Plan, Intensified Alternative and a No-build Alternative. 
 
To better differentiate the use of each model run Kern COG has made the following distinction between 
the use of the terms “alternative” and “scenario.”  An alternative refers to modeling, assumptions and 
output that is intended to be included in the CEQA document for the 2014 RTP.  A scenario describes 
modeling intended to generate information in a public workshop.  Feedback on scenarios has helped 
inform the development of assumptions for the alternatives. 
 
Alternative assumptions, inputs, and methodologies have been developed under the direction of the 
RPAC. The development process included considerable input from stakeholders and the extensive public 
feedback received as part of the Kern COG outreach effort for the 2014 RTP which included input from 
over 5,000 participants and six annual 1,200 person, statistically valid surveys.  
 
On February 21, 2013, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) approved the RPAC 
recommendation to incorporate these alternatives in the development of the 2014 RTP environmental 
document.  In May 2013, a 5-month extension to the schedule was approved by the San Joaquin Valley 
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Regional Transportation Planning Agencies Directors Committee based on feedback from the California 
Attorney General’s office which had requested five of the COGs in the 8-county region adopt RTPs ahead 
of the regular schedule.  The 5 COGs were San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Madera, Fresno, and Tulare.  Kern 
COG had voluntarily been adhering to the earlier schedule for the public review period to begin in July 
2013.  That date has now been moved back to late November 2013. 
 
Kern COG staff is taking advantage of the additional time to further refine the models and provide 
additional opportunity for public workshops in the Metro Bakersfield area, gain input at local community 
fairs and meeting with stakeholder organizations including the Guardians of Delano, the Bakersfield 
Chamber and the Association of Realtors.  The following is an updated description of the three 
alternatives approved by the Kern COG Board for inclusion in the EIR in February 2013. 
 
Alternative Development 
 
Three primary alternatives have been pared down from the original 12 developed by the RPAC in spring 
2012. They represent a range of alternatives still under development for the 2014 RTP. Table 1 contains 
a summary comparison of the assumptions for these preliminary alternatives.  Table 2 contains direct 
inputs and outputs from the modeling.  Table 3 contains calculated indicators based on data from the 
modeling and input from the California Air Resources Board. The alternatives are designed to provide the 
widest range of options that might conceivably happen.   
 
In July 2013, the City of Bakersfield staff requested modifications to the alternatives that would only affect 
the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and included a new 4th scenario considered in two public workshops for 
Bakersfield held on August 21 and 27.  The results from the workshops was considered along with 
information from 5 recent studies on housing preference and market demand to fine tune the Alternatives 
listed below.  
 
The Old Plan Alternative 
 
The “Old Plan” or baseline uses transportation planning assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of 
financially constrained projects, reflecting modest improvements to transit, bike and walk infrastructure.  
This alternative represents a continuation of the growth pattern occurring in Kern County over the past 
several decades.  Representing 2/3rds of the growth for the region, Metropolitan Bakersfield growth in 
this alternative occurs primarily on the periphery. This alternative would have the largest development 
footprint.  The following bullets highlight the major assumptions: 
 

 Highway Investment:  The transportation investments would be focused on planned freeway and 
local road improvements to accommodate a peripheral development pattern, improved truck flows 
and safety.  The alternative also assumes funding for portions of the South Beltway by 2040 
consistent with prior RTPs.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment: Transit investments consist of operations and maintenance of 
existing bus and passenger rail services with expansion of key services as envisioned prior to the 
adoption of the new Golden Empire Transit Long Range Plan.  Investment continues based on past 
trends. 

 Maintenance Investment:  22% shortfall in maintenance funding.  

 Housing Choice:  ~17% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small lot 
single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located primarily in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. 

 Transit Access:  ~66% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops by 2035. 

 Revitalization:   Revitalization and growth in transit priority areas is consistent with historic trends 
and assumes 1,130 additional housing units in downtown Bakersfield.  

 Land Use Forecast:  Demographic growth forecast is based on latest planning assumptions adopted 
by Kern COG in October 2009 and the growth distribution pattern was updated to reflect the 2010 
Census.  Employment in the region is guided by locations provided by the California Employment 
Development Department (EDD) and updated with the 2008 Longitudinal Employer-Household 
Dynamics (LEHD) data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Forecast employment and housing locations 
reflect the latest adopted general plans and local planning assumptions at the time of the 2011 RTP. 

 
This alternative would add an average of 2,400 transportation and multiplier effect jobs over the life of the 
plan or 57,600 job years at 10.87 jobs per million dollars spent.  Preliminary results of the 2035 Old Plan 
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have reduced CO2 lbs/capita from 2005 levels by 14.3%, sufficient to meet the Air Resource Board’s 
established 2035 target for the San Joaquin Valley MPOs of 10% reduction of 2005 levels.  No changes 
are proposed for this alternative. 
 
The Preliminary Plan Alternative 
 
The preliminary plan alternative has undergone refinements in the Metropolitan Bakersfield area 
incorporating feedback from the August 2013 public workshops and 5 recent studies.  The changes are 
consistent with the July RPAC item on this issue. The alternative uses transportation planning 
assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of financially constrained projects and includes new 
investments in highway maintenance and transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This alternative represents 
growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, local planning assumptions, climate action 
plans, and regional studies undertaken since the old plan. The preliminary plan alternative assumes an 
increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield resulting in an ~17% 
decrease in total housing acreage consumed by this alternative compared to old plan.  The following 
bullets highlight the major assumptions: 
 

 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 
roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040 and postpone the West Beltway nine years to 
2025.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment is based on the new Golden Empire Long Range 
Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid transit system for 
Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond, and adds 
additional local Amtrak service stops to the San Joaquin Valley portion or Kern.  Additional bike and 
pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike Master Plan and Complete Streets 
Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized areas. This alternative includes 
recommendations from the High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study as well.   In addition, 
the alternative continues the rideshare program, the new 511 traveler information system, and adds a 
program to help local agencies identify pedestrian and complete streets projects. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure. 

 Housing Choices:  ~40% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 
lot single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located predominately in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield consistent with the adopted general plans.  This mix of housing choices is 
consistent with recent studies on housing demand, two statistically valid housing preference surveys, 
and public input from the August 2013 Metro Bakersfield workshops. 

 Transit Access:  ~74% of homes are located within ½ mile of transit stops. 

 Revitalization:  Focus infill on vacant lots in Metropolitan Bakersfield, downtown, and at the major 
transit oriented development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan and 
consistent with the general plan. 

 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan and the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation.  The distribution in Metropolitan Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in 
developed areas are filled, consistent with the existing general plan as well as some revitalization 
around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This alternative uses Uplan land use model software 
developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth from areas with the lowest level of economic 
attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 
 

This alternative assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources and would add an 
average of 3,100 jobs over the life of the plan or 80,400 job years.  This preliminary alternative run has 
shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita approximately 16% below the 2005 level, exceeding the state 
goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are preliminary as the modeling inputs and 
assumptions continue to be refined for inclusion in the environmental document. 
 
The Intensified Alternative  
 
The intensified alternative builds on transportation planning assumptions from the preliminary plan list of 
financially constrained projects and intensifies investment in transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This 
alternative represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, 
and regional studies undertaken since the Old Plan was adopted. The intensified alternative assumes a 
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major increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield, resulting in a 
~22% decrease in total housing acreage consumed in Metro Bakersfield by this alternative compared to 
the Old Plan.  At the recommendation of the Kern COG’s RTP EIR consultant some changes to the 
intensified alternative have been made since the July 2013 RPAC meeting to provide a broader range of 
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR.  The following bullets highlight the major assumptions: 
 

 Highway Investment:  Transportation investments would continue to alleviate the most critical 
roadway bottlenecks while investing in operational improvements, improved truck flows, safety and 
demand management strategies such as CalVans public vanpool system. This alternative would 
postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2040 and postpone the West Beltway nine years to 
2025.   

 Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  This alternative differs from the previous two in that it assumes full 
funding of the 2035 transit/bike/walk improvements by 2020.  These improvements would require the 
identification of a new funding source that could be bonded against to deliver the projects sooner than 
anticipated under current funding assumptions.  Transit investment is based on the new Golden 
Empire Long Range Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study, and includes the new bus rapid 
transit/future light rail system for Metro Bakersfield, extends Metrolink commuter rail service from 
Lancaster to Rosamond, and adds additional local Amtrak service stops the San Joaquin Valley 
portion of Kern.  Additional bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the Kern County Bike 
Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations would enhance transportation in revitalized 
areas.  This alternative includes recommendations from the High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid 
Transit Study as well.   In addition, the alternative continues the rideshare program and the new 511 
traveler information system. 

 Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure.  

 Housing Choices:  ~53% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, attached and small 
lot single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet located predominately in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield.  The mix of housing choice is based on the most aggressive of four recent 
studies that has looked at forecasted housing demand for the Kern region.  

 Transit Access:  ~83% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops. 

 Revitalization:  In Metropolitan Bakersfield focus revitalization efforts at the transit oriented 
development (TOD)/infill sites identified in the GET Long Range Transit Plan. 

 Land Use Forecast:  Growth totals are the same as the old plan and the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation.  The distribution in Metropolitan Bakersfield has been revised to assume all vacant lots in 
developed areas are filled, consistent with the existing general plan as well as major revitalization 
around TOD/infill sites and downtown.  This alternative uses Uplan land use model software 
developed by UC Davis to re-distribute the growth from areas with the lowest level of economic 
attractions in Metro Bakersfield to the infill areas. 

 
This alternative assumes an 11% increase in funding from various potential sources, advancing a portion 
of those funds for transit/bike/walk improvements by 2020, and would add an average of 3,100 jobs over 
the life of the plan or 80,400 job years however some of these jobs would happen sooner under this 
alternative.   This preliminary alternative run has shown an improvement in CO2 lbs/capita of ~18% below 
the 2005 level, exceeding the state goal of a 10% reduction of CO2 lbs/capita by 2035.   All results are 
preliminary as the modeling inputs and assumptions continue to be refined. 
 
The No-Build Alternative  
 
A no-build alternative will be included in the environmental document to analyze environmental effects if 
all new infrastructure investment were to cease after 2015, and growth continues to occur at forecasted 
rates. 
 
Performance Measures and Indicators 
 
The outputs generated by the transportation model are used to produce performance measures. These 
measures such as Vehicle Miles Travels (VMT) are used to evaluate the efficiency of the transportation 
system (see table 2). Indicators are produced mainly from the outputs generated by the land use model 
(see table 3). Indicators such as land consumption are used to evaluate the impacts and benefits a future 
land use pattern may have. Indicators can also be used to evaluate co-benefits such as public health.  
ARB has established CO2 per capita as a key measure to determine that the SCS if implemented is 
projected to meet the SB 375 reduction targets of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
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Next Steps 
 
January 16, 2014 – TPPC/COG Board considers alternatives for inclusion in RTP Environmental 
Document 
February 2014 - 55-Day Public Review Draft of 2014 RTP 
March 2014 – 45-Day Public Review Draft of 2014 RTP Environmental Document 
April 2014 – Close Public Review Period 
June 2014 – TPPC/COG Board considers adoption 
 
Attachments 
 
Table 1 – Alternative Assumptions 
Table 2 – Alternatives Summary 
Table 3 – Alternatives Performance Indicators 
Alternative Summary Sheets 
 
 
ACTION:  Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) that these 4 
alternatives be included in the development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 
environmental document scheduled for public review beginning February 2014 and adoption by 
the TPPC in June 2014. 

 



6 

 

 
 
 

 
Table 1 - Alternative Assumptions

Assumptions Old Plan
Preliminary 

Plan 

Intensified 

Alternative
Transit: Notes

Construct new transit lines Existing Enhanced Intensified
see GET 2012 Long Range Transit Plan 

(LRTP)

Expanded Bus Routes Coordinated with Planned Centers Existing Enhanced Intensified
see LRTP - accelerated in intensified 

alternative

Expand Passenger Rail Service (Metrolink, Amtrak, HSR) Existing Enhanced Intensified
see 2012 Kern Commuter Rail Study (KCRS)  

- accelerated in intensified alternative

Increase service (e.g., change transit headways, increase network 

connectivity)
Existing Enhanced Intensified

see LRTP - accelerated in intensified 

alternative

Expanded Transit Service Area Existing Enhanced Intensified
see LRTP - accelerated in intensified 

alternative

Rapid Bus/Shorter Wait Times Existing Enhanced Intensified
see LRTP - accelerated in intensified 

alternative

Upgrade transit service (e.g., improve service to express bus, 

etc.)
Existing Enhanced Intensified

see LRTP - accelerated in intensified 

alternative

Express Transit Existing Enhanced Intensified
see LRTP - accelerated in intensified 

alternative

Bus Rapid Transit Existing Enhanced Intensified
see LRTP - accelerated in intensified 

alternative

Light Rail None None None beyond 2040 ($4B)

Improve accessibility (e.g., change bike/walk access distance to 

transit stations, change auto access distance to transit stations)
Existing Enhanced Intensified accelerated in intensified alternative

Optimized Bus Routes Existing Enhanced Intensified
see LRTP - accelerated in intensified 

alternative

Transportation Demand Management:

Promote carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting and 

teleconferencing
Existing Enhanced Enhanced Commute Kern and E-Trips programs

Expand Vanpools Existing Enhanced Enhanced see 2012 Kern MOU with CalVans

Promote walking and biking (e.g., new class I bicycle facilities, 

inter-city bikeways
Existing Enhanced Intensified

see 2012 Kern Bikeway Master Plan (BMP) - 

accelerated in intensified alternative

Implement employer-based trip reduction strategies and Indirect 

Source Rule
Existing Existing Existing SJVAPCD Rules 9410 & 9510

Pricing:

Change in auto operation cost/user fees Enhanced Enhanced Enhanced 2/3rds Increase in fuel cost

Increase the cost of parking Existing Existing Existing parking rates downtown

Change in transit fares Existing Existing Existing reduced fares for seniors/ADA

Road Projects:

Implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)/Traffic 

management (e.g., change auto travel times, change highway free-

flow speed, 511 travel info, signalization/syncronization, etc.)

Existing Enhanced Enhanced
new Kern 511 travel info system, continued 

signalization/sychronization program

Add HOV facilities None Enhanced Intensified
ramp metering - accelereated in the 

intensified scenario

Delay capacity increasing project (e.g., new beltway) Existing Enhanced Enhanced S. & W. Beltways delayed

Add general purpose lanes (e.g., reduce congestion and out-of-

direction travel)
Existing Existing Existing

includes Centennial connector and Hageman 

flyover projects

Land Use:

Modify distribution of households, population, jobs or other 

variables (infill along major transit corridor consistent with GP)
Existing Enhanced Intensified

limited to Bakersfield - Consistent with Core 

Area Impact Fee Development Incentive.

Rebalance housing closer to employment/shopping areas Existing Enhanced Enhanced
assumes more shopping opportunities and 

housing in outlying communities near jobs

Market based demand shift to smaller lots/multifamily Existing Enhanced Intensified limited to Bakersfield 

Improve the pedestrian environment (walk distance to transit 

centers)
Existing Enhanced Intensified incentivized by ISR rule

Goods Movement (non SB 375):

Relief of Tehachapi Pass rail bottleneck Existing Existing Existing increase class 1 rail capacity by 30%

Increase activity at intermodal rail freight facilities Existing Enhanced Enhanced Delano RailEx, and Shafter PLP intermodal

Smoother traffic flows through major highway corridors Existing Existing Existing SR58 and SR99 improvements

Distribution centers closer to center of population Existing Existing Existing geographic center of pop. for CA is in Kern

*Definitions: Existing = strategies in current plan; Enhanced = improvement over current plan; Intensified = improvement over enhanced strategies.

**Some of the listed scenario assumptions are not yet working in the model and maybe included as post model adjustments.  



As of 11/27/2013

Backcast from 

MIP 2006 

model base 

year

Old Plan 

(Alt. A)

Preliminary 

Plan (Alt. C) 

Intensified 

(Alt. E)
"No Build"

Old Plan 

(Alt. A)

Preliminary 

Plan (Alt. C) 

Intensified 

(Alt. E)
"No Build"

Old Plan 

(Alt. A)

Preliminary 

Plan (Alt. C) 

Intensified 

(Alt. E)
"No Build"

Total Population  765,750 1,010,800 1,010,800 1,010,800 1,010,800 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,321,000 1,444,100 1,444,100 1,444,100 1,444,100

Households 260,700 319,200 319,200 319,200 319,200 417,200 417,200 417,200 417,200 456,100 456,100 456,100 456,100

Jobs 286,432 365,700 365,700 365,700 365,700 460,674 460,674 460,674 460,674 501,710 501,710 501,710 501,710

Residential High / Multi‐Family1 9.5% 7.8% 9.6% 10.0% 7.8% 7.6% 11.7% 12.9% 7.6% 7.5% 12.4% 13.5% 7.5%

Residential Medium / Small Lot, duplex, triplex, bungalows 8.4% 18.5% 20.1% 21.3% 18.5% 16.6% 21.4% 25.4% 16.6% 16.1% 22.2% 25.8% 16.1%

Residential Low / Single Family 82.1% 73.7% 70.3% 68.7% 73.7% 75.8% 66.9% 61.7% 75.8% 76.4% 65.4% 60.6% 76.4%

Households within 1/4 mile of Quality Transit Areas (Stops + Routes) 197,154 218,931 242,434 283,601 218,926 227,371 283,465 298,589 226,667

Households within 1/2 mile of Quality Transit Areas        (Stops + 

Routes)
246,578 275,919 310,705 348,181 275,917 287,698 356,204 370,058 286,095

Public Transit (Boardings)2 22,028 26,832 36,852 37,313 26,811 34,410 50,133 56,389 27,570 34,394 56,057 60,348 27,490

Transit (Walk+Drive)2 0.7% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.9% 1.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.9% 1.0% 0.5%

Bike+Walk (Non‐Motorized)
2 6.3% 7.8% 8.0% 8.1% 7.9% 7.7% 8.0% 8.3% 7.7% 7.6% 8.1% 8.3% 7.7%

Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV)2 43.4% 41.5% 41.3% 41.3% 41.5% 41.4% 41.1% 40.9% 41.3% 41.3% 40.9% 40.9% 41.2%

High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) 2+ per vehicle2 49.6% 50.1% 49.8% 49.8% 50.0% 50.4% 50.1% 49.8% 50.5% 50.5% 50.0% 49.9% 50.6%

Total SB 375 Emissions 6,357 7,384 7,253 7,229 7,328 9,455 9,196 8,963 9,949 10,430 10,039 9,912 11,112

Per Capita SB 375 CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday 

(lbs)
16.70 14.61 14.35 14.30 14.50 14.31 13.92 13.57 15.06 14.44 13.90 13.73 15.39

Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) (All Trips) 29.04 27.50 27.21 27.14 27.37 27.55 26.92 25.93 27.81 27.76 26.45 25.04 28.12

Total VMT per Weekday  (Miles, in Thousands) 22,236 27,802 27,508 27,431 27,667 36,388 35,560 34,249 36,740 40,084 38,197 36,160 40,610

Total SB 375 VMT by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday (‐XX, Miles, in 

Thousands)
18,452 21,242 20,947 20,871 21,105 27,278 26,452 25,739 27,623 30,129 28,837 28,386 30,643

Difference between Scenarios and 2005 Base Per Capita CO2 16.7 lbs 

(0% reduction below 2005 Base)(Targets set by CARB ‐ Targeted 

Reduction by 2020 ‐ 5%  & Targeted Reduction by 2035 ‐ 10%) 

0.0% -12.5% -14.1% -14.4% -13.2% -14.3% -16.6% -18.7% -9.8% -13.5% -16.7% -17.8% -7.8%

A
Q

 
C
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m

ity
 

SJV NOx (Tons/Day) Budget 18.6 by 2023 22.79 22.45 22.34 22.66 18.07 17.61 16.90 18.26 19.84 18.54 17.39 20.12

Kern SB 375Scenario Development - Notes and Assumptions (See Scenario Detail Sheets for more information)
This is a modified version of the spreadsheet compiled by ARB.  The purpose of this spreadsheet is to facilitate scenario data review and development.  
2005 emissions were backcast from Kern 2006 base model to 2005 model using the change in observed travel from HPMS.
Population projections are based on Kern COG Growth Forecast adopted in Oct 2009 and were updated to observed 2010 Census data.
EMFAC2011 used for emissions results.
Land Use Scenarios do not change General Plan densities or areas.
1. 2005 Percentages based on DOF E-5 and E-8 reports
2. 2005 Boardings based on 2006 model, all other 2005 modes based on 2008 MIP, bike+walk interpolated between 2001 CHTS and 2008 MIP, difference included as SOV.
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Table 3 - Preliminary Model Results - Indicators DRAFT As of 11/27/2013

Alternative  Indicators Description
Old Plan (Alt. 

A)

Preliminary 

Plan (Alt. C)    

Intensified 

(Alt. E)
"No Build" Source

VMT Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled per person (Weekday) 27.55 26.92 25.93                  27.81 KernCOG Travel Model

Total VMT Total Vehicle Miles Traveled annually (Billions) 13.28 12.98 12.50                  13.41 KernCOG Travel Model

Drive Alone 41.36% 41.08% 40.93% 41.30% KernCOG Travel Model

Shared Ride 2 25.10% 25.00% 24.91% 25.11% KernCOG Travel Model

Shared Ride 3 25.29% 25.08% 24.86% 25.35% KernCOG Travel Model

Transit (Walk + Drive) 0.56% 0.88% 1.00% 0.50% KernCOG Travel Model

Walk 6.71% 6.97% 7.28% 6.75% KernCOG Travel Model

Bike 0.98% 0.99% 1.02% 0.99% KernCOG Travel Model

Fuel Consumption (Total) Fuel (Million Gallons of Gasoline ‐ Annual)                       462                        448                        436                      468 KernCOG Travel Model

Transportation Options in 

Compact Neighborhoods

Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less 

than 1 mile by mode (walking/biking/bus and rail 

transit/driving)

Rural Mobility % of HH with no access to transit (rural / urban / all) 34% 26% 17% GIS Analysis

Criteria pollutants per capita (ROG) from all vehicles 

(passenger vehicles / freight / all) 
                     4.01                       3.92                       3.78                     4.05 EMFAC Report

Criteria pollutants per capita (NOX) from all vehicles 

(passenger vehicles / freight / all) 
                   11.80                     11.54                     11.11                   11.93 EMFAC Report

Criteria pollutants per capita (CO) from all vehicles 

(passenger vehicles / freight / all) 
                   28.08                     27.46                     26.49                   28.47 EMFAC Report

Criteria pollutants per capita (PM2.5) from all 

vehicles (passenger vehicles / freight / all) 
                     0.80                       0.78                       0.76                     0.81 EMFAC Report

Criteria pollutants per capita (PM10) from all 

vehicles (passenger vehicles / freight / all) 
                     1.61                       1.57                       1.51                     1.63 EMFAC Report

Avoided Health Incidences (1)
Annual reduction in respiratory related incidences 

(from NOX exposure) compared to Alternative A
Base (0) 675 1,716 ‐279

(1) TIAX LLC prepared for the 

American Lung Association of 

California, 2011. Not for use as 

inputs.

Health Care Costs ($)

Daily health‐related costs due to transportation‐

related pollutant emissions (PM2.5, NOx, SOx, ROG, 

Ozone)

 $        1,154,808   $        1,128,367   $        1,087,033   $       1,168,570 

(1) TIAX LLC prepared for the 

American Lung Association of 

California, 2011. Not for use as 

inputs.

GHG Cost 2010$/ton CO2  $           867,666   $           887,007   $           848,587   $          818,084       

Ozone: Agiculture & Forests 2010$/ton (NOx+VOC)  $               9,099   $               8,894   $               8,568   $              9,199 

Visibility 2010$/ton (PM+NOx+SOx+VOC)  $             38,557   $             37,684   $             36,304   $            38,981 

Energy Security Premium 2010$/gal petroleum  $        1,389,351   $        1,357,741   $        1,307,681   $       1,402,801 

Transportation‐Related Physical 

Activity
Daily walk/bike travel time (in minutes) per capita    

Total land consumed due to new development 

(important farmland / identified natural resource 

areas by type [state‐ or federally‐designated habitat 

lands, floodplains, riparian areas, vernal pools, 

forested areas, groundwater recharge zones] / all)        

(Acres)

53,130 46,020 44,010                53,130 

(Square Miles) 83.0 71.9 68.8                    83.0 

Total important farmland consumed due to new 

development (where "important" includes prime, 

statewide importance) outside Spheres of Influence. 

(Square Miles)

1.77 1.13 0.95                    1.77  GIS Analysis

Percent of important farmland consumed (SB375) 0.14% 0.09% 0.08% 0.14% GIS Analysis

Resource Conservation Indicators

Land Consumed

Kern Scenario Development - Indicator Worksheet - 2035

Mode share. Percent of trips 

(commute / non‐commute / all) 

by travel mode: e.g. auto, bike, 

walk, transit, car share 2+, etc.

Important Farmland Consumed 

(as defined by SB 375) 

Per Capita Criteria Pollutants 

(lbs/person/year) (EIR Data)

Health/Other Cost Indicators

GIS Analysis



Table 3 - Preliminary Model Results - Indicators DRAFT As of 11/27/2013

Alternative  Indicators Description
Old Plan (Alt. 

A)

Preliminary 

Plan (Alt. C)    

Intensified 

(Alt. E)
"No Build" Source

Kern Scenario Development - Indicator Worksheet - 2035

Total important farmland consumed due to new 

development (where "important" includes prime, 

statewide importance) include inside SOI. (sq. mi.)

33.55 23.88 20.81 33.55 GIS Analysis

Percent total important farmland consumed due to 

new development (where "important" includes 

prime, statewide importance) include inside SOI.

2.74% 1.95% 1.70% 2.74% GIS Analysis

Percent of Growth by Land 

Type

Land use mix: Percentage of new development that is 

infill/redevelopment (revitalized).
1% 8% 14% 1% GIS Analysis

Efficiency

Water Consumption(4) Water usage from new growth(million gal/day)                    10.57                       9.57                       9.05                   10.57 

(4) Vickers, Amy. Handbook of 

Water Use and Conservation. 

(2001)

Fiscal Impacts of Growth(2)

Metro Bakersfield Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) 

Program  cost (Fee reduced 50% inside core 

area))(Billion $'s)

2.13 1.93 1.78                    2.13 
(2) HCD Central Valley South 

Bakersfield ‐ Impact Fees (1999)

Energy Usage(3)
Total energy consumption from new growth(Billon 

Btu)
13,453 12,026 11,316 13,453

(3) US Energy Information 

Administration (EIA), 2009 

Residential Energy Consumption

Congested Vehicle Hours Condition ‐ Level of Service D‐F 80,464 81,747 82,317 204,319 KernCOG Travel Model

Congested Vehicle Hours Condition ‐ Level of Service D‐F (EJ Communities) 6,958 15,398 16,903 14,080 KernCOG Travel Model

Equity

Walk/Bike Accessibility

Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 

minutes) to meet at least 50 percent of their daily 

needs. Public daily needs defined as: schools, parks, 

healthcare institutions and transit. Private daily 

needs defined as: restaurants, grocery stores, food 

markets and childcare.

Percentage of HH within 1/4 mile of a high‐volume 

roadway (all areas) (2040)
37,384 42,482 42,238 GIS Analysis

Percentage of HH within 1/4 mile of a high‐volume 

roadway (EJ areas) (2040)
30,706 17,899 18,110 GIS Analysis

Average travel time to major job centers (all areas) 32.78 28.19 28.08                  33.67 GIS Analysis

Average travel time to major job centers (EJ Areas) 31.63 25.19 25.48                  32.13 GIS Analysis

Percent of new housing located within 1/2 mile of 

transit stops and centers.
34% 44% 56% 34%

Percent of new employment located within 1/2 mile 

of transit stops and centers.
22% 34% 36% 22%

New housing located within 1/2 mile of transit stops 

and centers
                54,921                  70,583                  90,312                 54,921 

New employment located within 1/2 mile of transit 

stops and centers
                33,651                  52,000                  54,314                 33,651 

Jobs / Housing Fit Jobs‐housing balance and fit (Jobs/Household) 1.10 1.10 1.10                    1.10 GIS Analysis

Household Costs

% of HH income spent on Housing, utility + 

Transportation (each separately and combined, by 

income category)

 $             22,890   $             22,375   $             21,550   $            23,112 
(5) AAA ‐ 2013 Edition Your Driving 

Costs ‐ assumes 15,000 miles per year 

per driver

Total 41,680 34,750 32,370                41,680 

Multi‐Family 780 2,060 1,640                     780 

Small‐lot/Townhome 1,860 4,060 5,950                  1,860 

Large‐lot 39,040 28,630 24,780                39,040 

Total 161,000 160,900 160,900              161,000 

Multi‐Family 10,500 27,600 32,800                10,500 

Small‐lot/Townhome 16,700 36,600 53,200                16,700 

Large‐lot 133,800 96,700 74,900              133,800 

Housing & Employment

Housing Type  (Acres)              

(Growth Only)

Housing Type  (Units)         

(Growth Only)

Distance of Housing and 

Employment from Major 

Transit Stations (Growth Only)

Protection of Sensitive Sites 

from Roadway Pollutants 

(noise, air quality, etc.)

Transit Accessibility to Job 

Centers

Important Farmland Consumed 

(total)

GIS Analysis

Transit Accessibility Households 

(Growth Only)
GIS Analysis

GIS Analysis

GIS Analysis



Table 3 - Preliminary Model Results - Indicators DRAFT As of 11/27/2013

Alternative  Indicators Description
Old Plan (Alt. 

A)

Preliminary 

Plan (Alt. C)    

Intensified 

(Alt. E)
"No Build" Source

Kern Scenario Development - Indicator Worksheet - 2035

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Multi‐Family 6.5% 17.2% 20.4% 6.5%

Small‐lot/Townhome 10.4% 22.7% 33.1% 10.4%

Large‐lot 83.1% 60.1% 46.6% 83.1%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Multi‐Family 8.2% 21.9% 26.5% 8.2%

Small‐lot/Townhome 13.0% 28.9% 44.1% 13.0%

Large‐lot 78.8% 49.2% 29.5% 78.8%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Multi‐Family 2.9% 7.0% 7.0% 2.9%

Small‐lot/Townhome 4.5% 9.6% 9.0% 4.5%

Large‐lot 92.6% 83.4% 84.0% 92.6%

Total 417,300 417,200 417,200              417,300 

Multi‐Family 31,640 48,740 53,940                31,640 

Small‐lot/Townhome 69,360 89,260 105,860                69,360 

Large‐lot 316,300 279,200 257,400              316,300 

Total 1,130 14,040 32,140 1,130

Multi‐Family 0 7,620 15,910 0

Small‐lot/Townhome 20 5,450 15,230 20

Large‐lot 1,110 970 1,000 1,110

Notes:

  (1) TIAX LLC prepared for the American Lung Association of California, 2011.  (Table 3.2‐5 ‐ 2035) Not for use as inputs. 

(5) AAA ‐ 2013 Edition Your Driving Costs ‐ assumes 15,000 miles per year per driver

(6) Housing unit growth and housing type distributions vary within each city and community, see locally adopted general plans for housing details.

(4) Rapid Fire ‐ Vickers, Amy. Handbook of Water Use and Conservation. (2001)

Housing Type (Units) in Metro 

Transportation Impact Fee Core 

Incentive Area   (Growth Only)

Housing Type  (Units)         

(Existing + Growth)

Line items with missing data are still under development. Some totals may not add due to rounding.

(2) HCD Central Valley South Bakersfield ‐ Impact Fees (1999)

Housing Type % (Units)       

(Growth Only)

(3) US Energy Information Administration (EIA), 2009 Residential Energy Consumption Survey

GIS Analysis

GIS Analysis

GIS Analysis

Housing Type % (Units)       

(Growth Only) Non‐Metro Only
GIS Analysis

Housing Type % (Units)       

(Growth Only) Metro Only
GIS Analysis



Alternative Summary Sheet 
For Discussion Purposes Only 

 
 
Title of Alternative: 2035 “Old Plan”  
 
Status as of October 1, 2013 
 
Description and Assumptions: 
The 2035 Base “Old Plan” uses transportation planning assumptions from the Kern 
COG 2011 RTP list of constrained projects, reflecting modest improvements to transit, 
bike and walk infrastructure.  This alternative represents a continuation of the growth 
pattern occurring in Kern County over the past several decades.  Representing 2/3rds of 
the growth for the region, Metropolitan Bakersfield growth in this alternative occurs 
primarily on the periphery.  This alternative would have the largest development 
footprint.   
 
Results: The 2035 Base shows a 14.3% decrease in CO2 lbs./capita compared to 
2005 levels.  
 
 
Indicator or Measure for 2035 2035  Difference 

from 2005 
Public Transit Boarding’s (daily) 34,410 +56.2% 
SB 375 CO2/Capita 14.31 -14.3% 
Per Capital VMT/Weekday  27.55 -5.1% 
Per Capita SB 375 VMT (Minus External Trips) 20.65 -14.3% 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Land Use Pattern Map & LOS – 2035 Old Plan 

 
 
 
 

2035 SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA TABLE 
 

 
 

  

2035 Scenario A

RSA Households Employment Households Employment Households Employment

Greater Arvin  4,596             3,767               5,200             9,300               24                   221                 

Greater Cal City/Mojave 7,307             5,609               11,100          14,300            152                348                 

Greater Delano/McFarland  13,712          22,721            16,800          29,300            124                263                 

Greater Frazier Park 3,484             3,419               9,100             6,400               225                119                 

Greater Lake Isabella 7,634             3,091               11,900          5,600               171                100                 

Greater Ridgecrest  13,775          13,841            17,400          22,700            145                354                 

Greater Rosamond  7,318             17,980            14,400          22,700            283                189                 

Greater Shafter  6,212             19,183            17,800          35,500            464                653                 

Greater Taft/Maricopa  6,189             10,866            9,000             14,900            112                161                 

Greater Tehachapi  11,614          10,499            23,000          23,900            455                536                 

Greater Wasco  6,087             13,563            10,700          18,100            185                181                 

Greater Metro Bakersfield 168,373        183,660          271,400        256,700          4,121             2,922              

Total 256,300        308,199          417,800        459,400         

*Values may not sum due to rounding Updated 11/04/2013

2010 2035 Annual Growth



Alternative Summary Sheet 
For Discussion Purposes Only 

 
 
Scenario Title: 2035 “Preliminary Plan”  
 
Status as of November 5, 2013 
 
Scenario Description and Assumptions: 
The “Preliminary Plan” alternative has undergone refinements in the Metropolitan 
Bakersfield area incorporating feedback from the August 2013 public workshops and 5 
recent studies.  The “Preliminary Plan” alternative uses transportation planning 
assumptions from the current 2011 RTP list of constrained projects and includes new 
investments in highway maintenance and transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This 
alternative represents growth patterns that align with recent general plan updates, local 
planning assumptions, climate action plans, and regional studies undertaken since the 
“Old Plan”.  The “Preliminary Plan” alternative assumes an increase in demand for 
multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield resulting in an 17% 
decrease in total housing acreage consumed in Metro Bakersfield by this alternative 
compared to the “Old Plan”.  
 
Primary Changes from “Old Plan”: 
Highway Investment:  Postpone the Bakersfield South Beltway beyond 2014 and 
postpone the West Beltway nine years to 2025. 
Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Transit investment based on the new Golden Empire 
Long Range Transit Plan and the Kern Commuter Rail Study.  Extends Metrolink 
commuter rail service from Lancaster to Rosamond, and adds additional local Amtrak 
service stops in Kern.  Additional bike and pedestrian improvements identified by the 
Kern County Bike Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations. 
Maintenance Investment:  Increased to fully maintain transportation infrastructure. 
Housing Choices:  40% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, 
attached and small lot single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet 
primarily in Metro Bakersfield compared to 17% in the “Old Plan”. 
 
Results: The 2035 Base shows a ~17% decrease in CO2 lbs./capita compared to 
2005 levels.  
 
Indicator or Measure for 2035 2035  Difference 

from 2005 
Public Transit Boarding’s (daily) 50,148 +127% 
SB 375 CO2/Capita 13.92 -16.6% 
Per Capital VMT/Weekday   26.92 -7.3% 
Per Capita SB 375 VMT (Minus External Trips) 20.04 -16.8% 

 
 

 



 

Land Use Pattern Map & LOS – 2035 Preliminary Plan 

 
 

2035 SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA TABLE 
 
 

 
  

2035 Scenario C

RSA Households Employment Households Employment Households Employment

Greater Arvin  4,596             3,767               5,600             4,400               40                   25                    

Greater Cal City/Mojave 7,307             5,609               10,600          14,300            132                348                 

Greater Delano/McFarland  13,712          22,721            16,800          29,300            124                263                 

Greater Frazier Park 3,484             3,419               8,100             6,400               185                119                 

Greater Lake Isabella 7,634             3,091               11,300          5,600               147                100                 

Greater Ridgecrest  13,775          13,841            17,400          22,700            145                354                 

Greater Rosamond  7,318             17,980            14,900          22,800            303                193                 

Greater Shafter  6,212             19,183            16,100          36,600            396                697                 

Greater Taft/Maricopa  6,189             10,866            9,100             14,900            116                161                 

Greater Tehachapi  11,614          10,499            27,400          23,000            631                500                 

Greater Wasco  6,087             13,563            10,700          18,000            185                177                 

Greater Metro Bakersfield 168,373        183,660          269,900        262,600          4,061             3,158              

Total 256,300        308,199          417,900        460,600         

*Values  may not sum due to rounding Updated 11/04/2013

2010 2035 Annual Growth



Alternative Summary Sheet 
For Discussion Purposes Only 

 
 
Title of Alternative: 2035 “Intensified Alternative”  
 
Status as of October 1, 2013 
 
Scenario Description and Assumptions: 
The “Intensified Alternative” builds on transportation planning assumptions from the 
“Preliminary Plan” list of financially constrained projects and intensified investment in 
transit/bike/walk infrastructure.  This alternative represents growth patterns that align 
with recent general plan updates, climate action plans, and regional studies undertaken 
since the “Old Plan” was adopted.  The “Intensified Alternative” assumes a major 
increase in demand for multi-family, townhomes and small lot housing in Bakersfield, 
resulting in a 22% decrease in total housing acreage consumed in Metro Bakersfield by 
this alternative compared to the “Old Plan”.  At the recommendation of the Kern COG’s 
RTP EIR consultant some changes to the “Intensified Alternative” have been made 
since the July 2013 RPAC meeting to provide a broader range of alternatives to be 
analyzed in the EIR. 
  
Primary Changes From “Preliminary Plan”: 
Transit/Bike/Walk Investment:  Assumes full funding of the 2035 transit/bike/walk 
improvements by 2020.  These improvements would require the identification of a new 
funding source that could be bonded against to deliver the projects sooner than 
anticipated under current funding assumptions.  Includes recommendations from the 
High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study. Includes low High-Speed Rail 
assumptions. 
Housing Choices:  53% of new housing growth characterized by multi-family, 
attached and small lot single family development less than or equal to 6,000 square feet 
located predominately in Metropolitan Bakersfield as compared to 40% in the 
“Preliminary Plan”. 
Transit Access:  83% of homes are within ½ mile of transit stops compared to 74% in 
the “Preliminary Plan”. 
 
Results: The 2035 Base shows an 18.7% decrease in CO2 lbs./capita compared to 
2005 levels. 
 
Indicator or Measure for 2035 2035  Difference 

from 2005 
Public Transit Boarding’s (daily) 56,389 +156% 
SB 375 CO2/Capita 13.57 -18.7% 
Per Capital VMT/Weekday  25.93 -10.7% 
Per Capita SB 375 VMT (Minus External Trips) 19.48 -19.0% 

 



2035 Scenario E

RSA Households Employment Households Employment Households Employment

Greater Arvin  4,596             3,767               5,600             4,400               40                   25                    

Greater Cal City/Mojave 7,307             5,609               10,900          11,500            144                236                 

Greater Delano/McFarland  13,712          22,721            16,800          29,300            124                263                 

Greater Frazier Park 3,484             3,419               8,100             6,500               185                123                 

Greater Lake Isabella 7,634             3,091               11,300          5,500               147                96                    

Greater Ridgecrest  13,775          13,841            17,400          22,700            145                354                 

Greater Rosamond  7,318             17,980            14,500          25,000            287                281                 

Greater Shafter  6,212             19,183            16,300          35,800            404                665                 

Greater Taft/Maricopa  6,189             10,866            8,900             14,900            108                161                 

Greater Tehachapi  11,614          10,499            26,500          23,000            595                500                 

Greater Wasco  6,087             13,563            10,700          18,000            185                177                 

Greater Metro Bakersfield 168,373        183,660          270,800        263,400          4,097             3,190              

Total 256,300        308,199          417,800        460,000         

*Values may not sum due to rounding Updated 11/04/2013

2010 2035 Annual Growth

Land Use Pattern Map & LOS 2035 Intensified Alternative 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2035 SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA TABLE 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

December 4, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Regional Planning Advisory Committee/ 
  Transportation Modeling Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Becky Napier 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT:   RPAC/TMC AGENDA ITEM:  VII 

2014 RTP – VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Proposal for a new strategy in the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan authorizing Kern COG to assist its 
member agencies in monitoring progress toward the region’s air emission goals, while helping to develop 
projects that will better compete under the new Project Delivery Policies and Procedures adopted in 2012.  
This item was presented to the RPAC at the October 2 meeting. 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The 2014 RTP-Directions to 2050 will be the first to contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
as required by the state’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375).  Local 
agency staff requested a reporting method to provide member agencies with feedback on regional air 
emission reduction goals.  Kern COG has been providing reports to the RPAC identifying the vehicle 
miles per capita for each community since 2009. 
 
Also since 2009, Kern COG has awarded more than $400,000 in technical assistance grants to help 
member agencies identify transportation projects that would further Kern Regional Blueprint goals.  The 
program has funded: 
 

 community bike and complete street plans 

 community visioning/design workshops 

 2D/3D community visualizations 

 transportation impact fee programs 

 general plan circulation element updates 

 habitat/natural community conservation planning (HCP/NCCP) in support of transportation 
 
In addition to technical assistance grants, Kern COG has provided staff time and support for other 
local/regional planning efforts supporting Kern Blueprint and Directions to 2050 principles that promote 
economically vibrant, healthy and more livable communities.  
 
In November 2012, Kern COG’s Board adopted new Project Delivery Policies and Procedures to assist 
the region in promoting projects that better match the goals of the RTP.  To review the document go to 
the following link: (http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/policies/Project_Selection_Process_2012.pdf). 
The procedure establishes a point system to rank projects for future funding, depending on category.  Up 



 

 

to half of all available points go to projects that promote more livable communities and lower air 
emissions. 
 
Since the inception of these programs, Kern COG has funded park-and-ride facilities in California City 
and South Bakersfield; the Golden Empire Transit district has implemented a new, more convenient rapid 
bus corridor; and the City of Tehachapi has adopted the first citywide “form-based-code” general plan in 
California. 
 
This tracking and assistance program is proposed to be formalized as a strategy in the 2014 RTP and 
subject to the Board’s direction, could be prioritized toward communities showing difficulty in reducing 
emissions and passenger vehicle travel.  Any grants and incentives are subject to state and federal 
funding restrictions. 
 
Attachments 
 
1) Map 1 – 10 Sub Areas for VMT Reporting Based on the Regional Statistical Areas (RSA) 
2) Table 1 – 10 Sub Areas for VMT Reporting Based on the Regional Statistical Areas (RSA) 
 
ACTION:  Recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee that Kern COG continue the 
voluntary tracking and assistance program as funding in the Overall Work Program is available 

 



Attachment 1)  Map 1 – 10 Sub Areas for VMT Reporting Based on the Regional Statistical Areas (RSA) 
 



 

 

Attachment 2) Table 1 – 10 Sub Areas for VMT Reporting Based on the Regional Statistical Areas (RSA) 

 

 

 

Kern VMT by Subarea Working Draft

As of: 11/26/2013

Scenario: 2035 C35 AV

Subarea HHLD EMP  VMT % VMT

VMT per 

HHLD+EMP HHLD EMP VMT % VMT

VMT per 

HHLD+EMP

Old Plan vs 

New Plan

1 West Kern 9,024        14,869     897,183          3.3% 37.55          9,053       14,908     887,471         3.3% 37.04           -1.36%

2 Delano McFarland 16,792      29,262     1,316,671       4.8% 28.59          16,798     29,310     1,309,587      4.9% 28.40           -0.65%

3 Greater Wasco 10,664      18,061     1,237,210       4.5% 43.07          10,708     18,035     1,230,233      4.6% 42.80           -0.63%

4 Greater Tehachapi 22,640      22,823     2,200,533       8.0% 48.40          27,330     22,810     2,373,061      8.9% 47.33           -2.22%

5 Metro Bakersfield Area 277,007    267,121   15,861,358     57.8% 29.15          275,513   267,086   15,068,578    56.3% 27.77           -4.73%

6 Southeast Kern 25,483      37,046     1,552,845       5.7% 24.83          25,484     37,074     1,550,542      5.8% 24.79           -0.19%

7 Kern River Valley 11,851      5,554       918,598          3.3% 52.78          11,335     5,573       913,033         3.4% 54.00           2.32%

8 Indian Wells Valley 17,440      22,743     764,526          2.8% 19.03          17,444     22,737     753,739         2.8% 18.76           -1.41%

9 Greater Frazier Park 9,125        6,418       692,671          2.5% 44.57          8,135       6,402       672,464         2.5% 46.26           3.80%

10 Greater Shafter 17,849      35,524     2,009,945       7.3% 37.66          16,113     36,603     1,998,936      7.5% 37.92           0.69%

Total 417,874  459,420 27,451,540  100.0% 31.29         417,912 460,537 26,757,644  100.0% 30.46          -2.66%

Preliminary Plan (C35)Old Plan (A10)
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              November 6, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairman Woods called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Loren Culp     City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins     City of California City 
Bob Neath   Kern County 
Wayne Clausen   City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez   City of Delano 
Joe West   NOR/CTSA 
Nick Fidler   City of Bakersfield   
Paul Marquez   Caltrans 
Craig Jones   City of Taft 
Dennis McNamara  City of McFarland 
Bob Wren    City of Wasco 
Steve Woods   GET 
Jay Schlosser    City Tehachapi  
Linda Hollinsworth  City of Arvin   
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi   Kern COG  
Peter Smith   Kern COG 

     Raquel Pacheco  Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy   Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia   Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina   Kern COG 

Tami Popek   Kern COG 
             
  
  

OTHER:    Marvin Williams   City of Delano 
     Miguel Barcenas  Quad Knopf 
       
            
          
    
         

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments.  
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of October 2, 2013, there was a motion by 
Mr. McNamara made a motion to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Clausen 
seconded the motion.  
 

IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of October 2, 2013 
was distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA)  PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER FOR $273,950   

 
Mr. Snoddy stated that Kern COG staff had received and reviewed the following TDA claim for 
the City of Shafter for $273,258. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Shafter in 
the amount of $273,950 and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee.  Mr. McNamara seconded the motion.  

 
VI. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 

ROADS CLAIM – CITY SHAFTER for $722,258   
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of Shafter for $722,258 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Shafter for $722,258 and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
Mr. Wren made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.   Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

  
VII. FY 2013/2014 TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY & DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT 

(TSSSDRA) PROGRAM OF PROJECT $676,193  
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that they are on schedule for the TSSDRA Program of Projects for $676,193.   
Mr. Snoddy reminded the committee to submit their investment justifications to Cal OES.  The 
cities of Shafter, Tehachapi and Wasco do not have an eligible project which made $41,966 
available for regional projects in the cities of McFarland and Taft.  In addition, Gold Empire 
Transit District agreed to transfer $6,000 of its regional apportionment to the City of California City 
allowing the City to purchase two security cameras.  
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
authorize by resolution the draft fiscal year 2013/2014 TSSSDRA Program of Projects.  Mr. 
Bevin’s made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
Mr. Wren seconded the motion.  
 

VIII.   2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM   
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) 
is a 5-year Program for Projects of Regional Significance. The maximum 2014 RTIP County 
Share estimate of new programming capacity for Kern is now at $47.913 million for the years 
2017-18 through 2019-20. Kern COG staff prepared a Draft Staff Recommendation Program of 
Projects that was circulated to the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee and the Board of 
Directors at their October 2013 meetings. 
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Chairmen Woods asked if after a certain amount times the projects expire from the RTIP. 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that they do not expire and if a period of time passes, it is then up to the 
Region to decide the project is still a priority.   
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
approve Attachment F and direct staff to complete the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program for submission to Caltrans and the California Transportation Commission 
by December 15, 2013.  Mr. Fidler made a motion to recommend to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee.  R. Bevin’s seconded the motion.   
 

IX. KERN COG PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY AND PROCEDURES CHAPTER 2 UPDATE 
  
Ms. Pacheco stated that the draft document update was discussed at the October 2, 2013 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting and the TTAC was given the 
opportunity to comment. No comments were received. The only revision is the deletion of the 
reference to “Transportation Enhancement” on page 2-4 since it was established on page 2-1 that 
the Transportation Enhancement Program has been eliminated. Kern Council of Governments 
staff recommends approval of the final document. The final document is scheduled for 
consideration and adoption at the November 21, 2013 Board meeting. 
 
A discussion ensued amongst the committee.  Ms. Pacheco addressed the committee’s 
questions and concerns.   

 
The action requested is that the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee recommend 
approval of the update to the Kern COG Project Delivery Policy & Procedures Chapter 2: 
Implementation Procedures Overview to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
Mr. Wren made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Schlosser seconded the motion.   
 
All committee members voted aye, with the exception of Mr. Clausen from the City of Shafter 
whom voted nay.  
 
 

X. CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) – SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES 

 
Ms. Pacheco stated that CDs of the applications were mailed to the primary and alternate TTAC 
members.  She advised the TTAC members, that if they did not receive a copy of the applications 
to please see her after the meeting.  Kern COG staff has processed the applications submitted. 
The “Summary of Comments and Responses” provides clarification of submitted applications 
and/or data revisions. The TTAC may submit comments to rpacheco@kerncog.org by November 
22, 2013. Responses from the applicants will be discussed at the December TTAC subcommittee 
review workshop. Ms. Pacheco asked the TTAC members if they had a preferred date during the 
week of December 9 for this workshop.  It was decided amongst the committee that they would 
meet on December 11th at 10:00 a.m.  

 
This item was for information only.  
  
 

XI. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Ms. Pacheco stated that she would like to applaud Caltrans Office of Local Assistance for the 
workshop held on October 22, 2013 for Kern COG member agencies. Caltrans District 6 and 9 
staff discussed the topics of: Consultant selection, Americans with Disabilities Act compliance, 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises goals, and status of Invoices. Ms. Pacheco advised that 
Kern COG staff will work with Caltrans staff to schedule another workshop in February. Kern 
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COG will once again survey project delivery staff for current issues to discuss at the February 
workshop. 

 
Ms. Pacheco stated that Kern COG has prepared the Draft 2013 FTIP Amendment No. 11 that 
relies on the previous Air Quality Conformity Analysis that was federally approved November 4, 
2013. This FTIP amendment includes updates to the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. The 
public review period begins on November 10, 2013 and ends on December 9, 2013. At the 
November 21, 2013 Transportation Planning Policy Committee meeting, Kern COG staff will be 
requesting that the Committee delegate the approval of the amendment to the Chairman of the 
Kern COG Board of Directors. 
 

XII. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business, the TTAC meeting was adjourned at 10:18 a.m.  The next scheduled 
meeting of the TTAC will be December 4, 2013. 
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Changes to CEQA for Transit Oriented Development - FAQ
Governor Brown signed Senate Bill  743 (Steinberg, 2013) in September 2013, which made several changes to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for
projects located in areas served by transit (i.e., transit-oriented development or TOD). Those changes direct the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to develop
a new approach for analyzing the transportation impacts under CEQA. SB 743 also creates a new exemption for certain projects that are consistent with a Specific Plan
and, eliminates the need to evaluate aesthetic and parking impacts of a project, in some circumstances. These changes are described in greater detail below. Note,
terms with a specific meaning defined in the law are displayed in bold, with definitions provided at the bottom of this page.

WHY FOCUS ON TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT?

Studies by the California Department of Transportation, the US Environmental Protection Agency, and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission have found that
focusing development in areas served by transit can result in local, regional and statewide benefits, including:

Increased transportation choices
Increased public safety
Increased transit ridership
Reduced vehicle miles traveled
Increased household disposable income
Reduced air pollution and energy consumption
Conservation of natural resources and open space
Increased economic development
Increased affordable housing
Reduced local infrastructure costs

However, transit-oriented development faces many hurdles, including regulatory barriers. As explained below, SB 743 addresses some of those barriers by changing
CEQA requirements for certain types of TOD.

WHAT IS THE CEQA EXEMPTION FOR PROJECTS THAT ARE CONSISTENT WITH A SPECIFIC PLAN?

SB 743 creates a new exemption from CEQA for certain projects that are consistent with a Specific Plan. (See New Public Resources Code Section 21155.4.) A
Specific Plan is a local plan that contains specific policies and development regulations for a defined area such as a downtown core or along a transit corridor. The
exemption applies if a project meets all of the following criteria:

1. It is a residential, employment center, or mixed use project;
2. It is located within a transit priority area;
3. The project is consistent with a specific plan for which an environmental impact report was certified; and
4. It is consistent with an adopted sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy.

The exemption cannot be applied if the project would cause new or worse significant impacts compared to what was analyzed in the environmental impact report for the
specific plan. In that case, supplemental environmental review must be prepared. In a preliminary review of existing specific plans, OPR identified over 100 specific
plans throughout California that might enable use of this exemption. Other potentially-eligible specific plans are under development.

WHAT ABOUT TRAFFIC, PARKING AND AESTHETICS?

In addition to the new exemption for projects that are consistent with specific plans, SB 743 also changes the way that transportation impacts are analyzed under
CEQA. (See New Public Resources Code Section 21099.) More details on the development of alternative transportation metrics is available here. Once the CEQA
Guidelines are amended to address the new transportation methodologies, auto delay will no longer trigger an impact finding under CEQA. This change will occur at
least within transit priority areas, and possibly throughout the state.

In addition, a project’s aesthetic and parking impacts will no longer be considered significant impacts on the environment if:

1. The project is a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project, and
2. The project is located on an infill site within a transit priority area.

Notably, the exemption for aesthetic impacts does not include impacts to historic or cultural resources. Local governments retain their ability to regulate a project’s
transportation, aesthetics, and parking impacts outside of the CEQA process.

SOME OF THE TERMS IN SB 743 ARE UNFAMILIAR. WHAT DO THEY MEAN?

Some of the key terms used in SB 743 are defined below.

“Consistent with an adopted sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy”means that a project is consistent with “with the general use
designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning
strategy for which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has
accepted a metropolitan planning organization’s determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented,
achieve the greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets.”

“Employment center project” means “a project located on property zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a
transit priority area.”

“Infill site” means “a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site
adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.”
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“Transit priority area” means “an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within
the planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations.”

“Major transit stop” means “a site containing an existing rail  transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail  transit service, or the intersection of two or
more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.” Metropolitan planning
organizations may be able to assist in identifying existing and planned major transit stops. Other relevant definitions are contained in the new Public Resource Code
Section 21099.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, last updated October 4, 2013.



Senate Bill No. 743

CHAPTER 386

An act to amend Sections 65088.1 and 65088.4 of the Government Code,
and to amend Sections 21181, 21183, 21186, 21187, 21189.1, and 21189.3
of, to add Section 21155.4 to, to add Chapter 2.7 (commencing with Section
21099) to Division 13 of, to add and repeal Section 21168.6.6 of, and to
repeal and add Section 21185 of, the Public Resources Code, relating to
environmental quality.

[Approved by Governor September 27, 2013. Filed with
Secretary of State September 27, 2013.]

legislative counsel’s digest

SB 743, Steinberg. Environmental quality: transit oriented infill projects,
judicial review streamlining for environmental leadership development
projects, and entertainment and sports center in the City of Sacramento.

(1)  The Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental
Leadership Act of 2011 requires a party bringing an action or proceeding
alleging that a lead agency’s approval of a project certified by the Governor
as an environmental leadership development project is in violation of the
California Environmental Quality Act to file the action or proceeding with
the Court of Appeal with geographic jurisdiction over the project and requires
the Court of Appeal to issue its decision within 175 days of the filing of the
petition. The Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental
Leadership Act of 2011 requires the lead agency to concurrently prepare
the record of proceeding for the leadership project with the review and
consideration of the project. The Jobs and Economic Improvement Through
Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 provides that the above provision
does not apply to a project for which a lead agency fails to certify an
environmental impact report on or before June 1, 2014. The Jobs and
Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011
is repealed by its own terms on January 1, 2015.

This bill would instead require the Judicial Council, on or before July 1,
2014, to adopt a rule of court to establish procedures applicable to actions
or proceedings seeking judicial review of a public agency’s action in
certifying the environmental impact report and in granting project approval
that requires the actions or proceedings, including any appeals therefrom,
be resolved, within 270 days of the certification of the record of proceedings.
The bill would extend the operation of the judicial review procedures unless
the lead agency fails to certify an environmental impact report for an
environmental leadership project on or before January 1, 2016. The bill
would provide that the above provisions do not apply to a project if the
Governor does not certify the project as an environmental leadership
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development project prior to January 1, 2016. Because this bill would extend
the time period for which a lead agency would be required to concurrently
prepare the record of proceeding with the review and consideration of the
environmental leadership development projects, this bill would impose a
state-mandated local program. The bill would require the lead agency, within
10 days of the Governor’s certification, to issue, at the applicant’s expense,
a specified public notice, thereby imposing a state-mandated local program.
The bill would repeal the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through
Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 on January 1, 2017.

(2)  The California Environmental Quality Act, commonly known as
CEQA, requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause to be
prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report on
a project that it proposes to carry out or approve that may have a significant
effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if it finds that
the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to
prepare a mitigated negative declaration for a project that may have a
significant effect on the environment if revisions in the project would avoid
or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project,
as revised, would have a significant effect on the environment. CEQA
establishes a procedure by which a person may seek judicial review of the
decision of the lead agency made pursuant to CEQA.

This bill would provide that aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential,
mixed-use residential, or employment center project, as defined, on an infill
site, as defined, within a transit priority area, as defined, shall not be
considered significant impacts on the environment. The bill would require
the Office of Planning and Research to prepare and submit to the Secretary
of the Natural Resources Agency, and the secretary to certify and adopt,
revisions to the guidelines for the implementation of CEQA establishing
criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects
within transit priority areas.

This bill would, except for specified circumstances, exempt from CEQA
residential, employment center, and mixed-use development projects meeting
specified criteria. Because a lead agency would be required to determine
the applicability of this exemption, this bill would impose a state-mandated
local program.

This bill would require the public agency, in certifying the environmental
impact report and in granting approvals for a specified entertainment and
sports center project located in the City of Sacramento, including the
concurrent preparation of the record of proceedings and the certification of
the record of proceeding within 5 days of the filing of a specified notice, to
comply with specified procedures. Because a public agency would be
required to comply with those new procedures, this bill would impose a
state-mandated local program. The bill would require the Judicial Council,
on or before July 1, 2014, to adopt a rule of court to establish procedures
applicable to actions or proceedings seeking judicial review of a public
agency’s action in certifying the environmental impact report and in granting
project approval that requires the actions or proceedings, including any
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appeals therefrom, be resolved, to the extent feasible, within 270 days of
the certification of the record of proceedings. The bill would provide that
the above provisions are inoperative and repealed on January 1 of the
following year if the applicant fails to notify the lead agency before the
release of the draft environmental impact report for public comment that
the applicant is electing to proceed pursuant to the above provisions.

(3)  Existing law requires the development, adoption, and updating of a
congestion management program for each county that includes an urbanized
area, as defined. The plan is required to contain specified elements and to
be submitted to regional agencies, as defined, for determination of whether
the program is consistent with regional transportation plans. The regional
agency is then directed to monitor the implementation of all elements of
each congestion management program. The required elements include traffic
level of service standards for a system of designated highways and roadways.
Existing law defines “infill opportunity zone” for purposes of the
above-described provisions and exempts streets and highways in an infill
opportunity zone from the level of service standards specified in the
above-described provisions and instead requires alternate level of service
standards to be applied. Existing law prohibits a city or county from
designating an infill opportunity zone after December 31, 2009.

This bill would revise the definition of “infill opportunity zone,” as
specified. The bill would authorize the designation of an infill opportunity
zone that is a transit priority area within a sustainable communities strategy
or alternative planning strategy adopted by an applicable metropolitan
planning organization.

(4)  Existing law terminates the designation of an infill opportunity zone
if no development project is completed within that zone within 4 years from
the date of the designation.

This bill would repeal this provision.
This bill would make findings and declarations as to the necessity of a

special statute for the City of Sacramento.
(5)  The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local

agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state. Statutory
provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.

This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act for
a specified reason.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. (a)  The Legislature finds and declares the following:
(1)  With the adoption of Chapter 728 of the Statutes of 2008, popularly

known as the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008,
the Legislature signaled its commitment to encouraging land use and
transportation planning decisions and investments that reduce vehicle miles
traveled and contribute to the reductions in greenhouse gas emissions
required in the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Division
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25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code).
Similarly, the California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (Chapter 657 of the
Statutes of 2008) requires local governments to plan for a balanced,
multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all users of streets,
roads, and highways for safe and convenient travel.

(2)  Transportation analyses under the California Environmental Quality
Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources
Code) typically study changes in automobile delay. New methodologies
under the California Environmental Quality Act are needed for evaluating
transportation impacts that are better able to promote the state’s goals of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions and traffic-related air pollution,
promoting the development of a multimodal transportation system, and
providing clean, efficient access to destinations.

(b)  It is the intent of the Legislature to do both of the following:
(1)  Ensure that the environmental impacts of traffic, such as noise, air

pollution, and safety concerns, continue to be properly addressed and
mitigated through the California Environmental Quality Act.

(2)  More appropriately balance the needs of congestion management
with statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public
health through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions.

SEC. 2. The Legislature further finds and declares all of the following:
(a)  The Federal Reserve has stated that “[m]ost policymakers estimate

the longer-run normal rate of unemployment is between 5.2 and 6 percent.”
At 7.6 percent, the current United States unemployment rate remains
markedly higher than the normal rate and both the unemployment rates in
Sacramento County and California are higher than the current national
unemployment rate.

(b)  The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing
with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code) requires that the
environmental impacts of development projects be identified and mitigated.
The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment
on the environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully
in the development of mitigation measures for potentially significant
environmental impacts.

(c)  The existing home of the City of Sacramento’s National Basketball
Association (NBA) team, the Sleep Train Arena, is an old and outmoded
facility located outside of the City of Sacramento’s downtown area and is
not serviced by the region’s existing heavy and light rail transportation
networks. It was constructed 25 years ago and a new, more efficient
entertainment and sports center located in downtown Sacramento is needed
to meet the city’s and region’s needs.

(d)  The City of Sacramento and the region would greatly benefit from
the addition of a multipurpose event center capable of hosting a wide range
of events including exhibitions, conventions, sporting events, as well as
musical, artistic, and cultural events in downtown Sacramento.
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(e)  The proposed entertainment and sports center project is a
public-private partnership between the City of Sacramento and the applicant
that will result in the construction of a new state-of-the-art multipurpose
event center, and surrounding infill development in downtown Sacramento
as described in the notice of preparation released by the City of Sacramento
on April 12, 2013.

(f)  The project will generate over 4,000 full-time jobs including
employees hired both during construction and operation of the entertainment
and sports center project. This employment estimate does not include the
substantial job generation that will occur with the surrounding development
uses, which will generate additional hospitality, office, restaurant, and retail
jobs in Sacramento’s downtown area.

(g)  The project also presents an unprecedented opportunity to implement
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic and air quality
impacts and mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the project.
The project site is located in downtown Sacramento near heavy and light
rail transit facilities, situated to maximize opportunities to encourage
nonautomobile modes of travel to the entertainment and sports center project,
and is consistent with the policies and regional vision included in the
Sustainable Communities Strategy adopted pursuant to Chapter 728 of the
Statutes of 2008 by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments in April
of 2012. The project is also located within close proximity to three major
infill development areas including projects (The Bridge District, Railyards,
and Township Nine) that received infill infrastructure grants from the state
pursuant to Proposition 1C.

(h)  It is in the interest of the state to expedite judicial review of the
entertainment and sports center project, as appropriate, while protecting the
environment and the right of the public to review, comment on, and, if
necessary, seek judicial review of, the adequacy of the environmental impact
report for the project.

SEC. 3. Section 65088.1 of the Government Code is amended to read:
65088.1. As used in this chapter the following terms have the following

meanings:
(a)  Unless the context requires otherwise, “agency” means the agency

responsible for the preparation and adoption of the congestion management
program.

(b)  “Bus rapid transit corridor” means a bus service that includes at least
four of the following attributes:

(1)  Coordination with land use planning.
(2)  Exclusive right-of-way.
(3)  Improved passenger boarding facilities.
(4)  Limited stops.
(5)  Passenger boarding at the same height as the bus.
(6)  Prepaid fares.
(7)  Real-time passenger information.
(8)  Traffic priority at intersections.
(9)  Signal priority.
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(10)  Unique vehicles.
(c)  “Commission” means the California Transportation Commission.
(d)  “Department” means the Department of Transportation.
(e)  “Infill opportunity zone” means a specific area designated by a city

or county, pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 65088.4, that is within
one-half mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included
in a regional transportation plan. A major transit stop is as defined in Section
21064.3 of the Public Resources Code, except that, for purposes of this
section, it also includes major transit stops that are included in the applicable
regional transportation plan. For purposes of this section, a high-quality
transit corridor means a corridor with fixed route bus service with service
intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours.

(f)  “Interregional travel” means any trips that originate outside the
boundary of the agency. A “trip” means a one-direction vehicle movement.
The origin of any trip is the starting point of that trip. A roundtrip consists
of two individual trips.

(g)  “Level of service standard” is a threshold that defines a deficiency
on the congestion management program highway and roadway system which
requires the preparation of a deficiency plan. It is the intent of the Legislature
that the agency shall use all elements of the program to implement strategies
and actions that avoid the creation of deficiencies and to improve multimodal
mobility.

(h)  “Local jurisdiction” means a city, a county, or a city and county.
(i)  “Multimodal” means the utilization of all available modes of travel

that enhance the movement of people and goods, including, but not limited
to, highway, transit, nonmotorized, and demand management strategies
including, but not limited to, telecommuting. The availability and practicality
of specific multimodal systems, projects, and strategies may vary by county
and region in accordance with the size and complexity of different urbanized
areas.

(j)  (1)  “Parking cash-out program” means an employer-funded program
under which an employer offers to provide a cash allowance to an employee
equivalent to the parking subsidy that the employer would otherwise pay
to provide the employee with a parking space. “Parking subsidy” means the
difference between the out-of-pocket amount paid by an employer on a
regular basis in order to secure the availability of an employee parking space
not owned by the employer and the price, if any, charged to an employee
for use of that space.

(2)  A parking cash-out program may include a requirement that employee
participants certify that they will comply with guidelines established by the
employer designed to avoid neighborhood parking problems, with a provision
that employees not complying with the guidelines will no longer be eligible
for the parking cash-out program.

(k)  “Performance measure” is an analytical planning tool that is used to
quantitatively evaluate transportation improvements and to assist in
determining effective implementation actions, considering all modes and
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strategies. Use of a performance measure as part of the program does not
trigger the requirement for the preparation of deficiency plans.

(l)  “Urbanized area” has the same meaning as is defined in the 1990
federal census for urbanized areas of more than 50,000 population.

(m)  Unless the context requires otherwise, “regional agency” means the
agency responsible for preparation of the regional transportation
improvement program.

SEC. 4. Section 65088.4 of the Government Code is amended to read:
65088.4. (a)  It is the intent of the Legislature to balance the need for

level of service standards for traffic with the need to build infill housing
and mixed use commercial developments within walking distance of mass
transit facilities, downtowns, and town centers and to provide greater
flexibility to local governments to balance these sometimes competing
needs.

(b)  Notwithstanding any other provision of law, level of service standards
described in Section 65089 shall not apply to the streets and highways within
an infill opportunity zone.

(c)  The city or county may designate an infill opportunity zone by
adopting a resolution after determining that the infill opportunity zone is
consistent with the general plan and any applicable specific plan, and is a
transit priority area within a sustainable communities strategy or alternative
planning strategy adopted by the applicable metropolitan planning
organization.

SEC. 5. Chapter 2.7 (commencing with Section 21099) is added to
Division 13 of the Public Resources Code, to read:

Chapter  2.7.  Modernization of Transportation Analysis for

Transit-Oriented Infill Projects

21099. (a)  For purposes of this section, the following terms mean the
following:

(1)  “Employment center project” means a project located on property
zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and
that is located within a transit priority area.

(2)  “Floor area ratio” means the ratio of gross building area of the
development, excluding structured parking areas, proposed for the project
divided by the net lot area.

(3)  “Gross building area” means the sum of all finished areas of all floors
of a building included within the outside faces of its exterior walls.

(4)  “Infill site” means a lot located within an urban area that has been
previously developed, or on a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the
perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public
right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.

(5)  “Lot” means all parcels utilized by the project.
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(6)  “Net lot area” means the area of a lot, excluding publicly dedicated
land and private streets that meet local standards, and other public use areas
as determined by the local land use authority.

(7)  “Transit priority area” means an area within one-half mile of a major
transit stop that is existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to
be completed within the planning horizon included in a Transportation
Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of
Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

(b)  (1)  The Office of Planning and Research shall prepare, develop, and
transmit to the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency for certification
and adoption proposed revisions to the guidelines adopted pursuant to
Section 21083 establishing criteria for determining the significance of
transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas. Those criteria
shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development
of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. In
developing the criteria, the office shall recommend potential metrics to
measure transportation impacts that may include, but are not limited to,
vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip
generation rates, or automobile trips generated. The office may also establish
criteria for models used to analyze transportation impacts to ensure the
models are accurate, reliable, and consistent with the intent of this section.

(2)  Upon certification of the guidelines by the Secretary of the Natural
Resources Agency pursuant to this section, automobile delay, as described
solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic
congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment
pursuant to this division, except in locations specifically identified in the
guidelines, if any.

(3)  This subdivision does not relieve a public agency of the requirement
to analyze a project’s potentially significant transportation impacts related
to air quality, noise, safety, or any other impact associated with
transportation. The methodology established by these guidelines shall not
create a presumption that a project will not result in significant impacts
related to air quality, noise, safety, or any other impact associated with
transportation. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the adequacy of parking for
a project shall not support a finding of significance pursuant to this section.

(4)  This subdivision does not preclude the application of local general
plan policies, zoning codes, conditions of approval, thresholds, or any other
planning requirements pursuant to the police power or any other authority.

(5)  On or before July 1, 2014, the Office of Planning and Research shall
circulate a draft revision prepared pursuant to paragraph (1).

(c)   (1) The Office of Planning and Research may adopt guidelines
pursuant to Section 21083 establishing alternative metrics to the metrics
used for traffic levels of service for transportation impacts outside transit
priority areas. The alternative metrics may include the retention of traffic
levels of service, where appropriate and as determined by the office.

(2)  This subdivision shall not affect the standard of review that would
apply to the new guidelines adopted pursuant to this section.
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(d)  (1)  Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit
priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.

(2)  (A)  This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the authority
of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review
ordinances or other discretionary powers provided by other laws or policies.

(B)  For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include
impacts on historical or cultural resources.

(e)  This section does not affect the authority of a public agency to
establish or adopt thresholds of significance that are more protective of the
environment.

SEC. 6. Section 21155.4 is added to the Public Resources Code, to read:
21155.4. (a)  Except as provided in subdivision (b), a residential,

employment center, as defined in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section
21099, or mixed-use development project, including any subdivision, or
any zoning, change that meets all of the following criteria is exempt from
the requirements of this division:

(1)  The project is proposed within a transit priority area, as defined in
subdivision (a) of Section 21099.

(2)  The project is undertaken to implement and is consistent with a
specific plan for which an environmental impact report has been certified.

(3)  The project is consistent with the general use designation, density,
building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in
either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy
for which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of
paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code,
has accepted a metropolitan planning organization’s determination that the
sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would,
if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets.

(b)  Further environmental review shall be conducted only if any of the
events specified in Section 21166 have occurred.

SEC. 7. Section 21168.6.6 is added to the Public Resources Code, to
read:

21168.6.6. (a)  For the purposes of this section, the following definitions
shall have the following meanings:

(1)  “Applicant” means a private entity or its affiliates that proposes the
project and its successors, heirs, and assignees.

(2)  “City” means the City of Sacramento.
(3)  “Downtown arena” means the following components of the

entertainment and sports center project from demolition and site preparation
through operation:

(A)  An arena facility that will become the new home to the City of
Sacramento’s National Basketball Association (NBA) team that does both
of the following:

(i)  Receives Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
gold certification for new construction within one year of completion of the
first NBA season.
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(ii)  Minimizes operational traffic congestion and air quality impacts
through either or both project design and the implementation of feasible
mitigation measures that will do all of the following:

(I)  Achieve and maintain carbon neutrality or better by reducing to at
least zero the net emissions of greenhouse gases, as defined in subdivision
(g) of Section 38505 of the Health and Safety Code, from private automobile
trips to the downtown arena as compared to the baseline as verified by the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District.

(II)  Achieve a per attendee reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from
automobiles and light trucks compared to per attendee greenhouse gas
emissions associated with the existing arena during the 2012–13 NBA season
that will exceed the carbon reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 achieved
in the sustainable communities strategy prepared by the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments for the Sacramento region pursuant to Chapter 728
of the Statutes of 2008.

(III)  Achieve and maintain vehicle-miles-traveled per attendee for NBA
events at the downtown arena that is no more than 85 percent of the baseline.

(B)  Associated public spaces.
(C)  Facilities and infrastructure for ingress, egress, and use of the arena

facility.
(4)  “Entertainment and sports center project” or “project” means a project

that substantially conforms to the project description for the entertainment
and sports center project set forth in the notice of preparation released by
the City of Sacramento on April 12, 2013.

(b)  (1) The city may prosecute an eminent domain action for 545 and
600 K Street, Sacramento, California, and surrounding publicly accessible
areas and rights-of-way within 200 feet of 600 K Street, Sacramento,
California, through order of possession pursuant to the Eminent Domain
Law (Title 7 (commencing with Section 1230.010) of Part 3 of the Code of
Civil Procedure) prior to completing the environmental review under this
division.

(2)  Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any other eminent domain actions
prosecuted by the City of Sacramento or to eminent domain actions based
on a finding of blight.

(c)  Notwithstanding any other law, the procedures established pursuant
to subdivision (d) shall apply to an action or proceeding brought to attack,
review, set aside, void, or annul the certification of the environmental impact
report for the project or the granting of any project approvals.

(d)  On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of
court to establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought
to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the certification of the
environmental impact report for the project or the granting of any project
approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential
appeals therefrom, be resolved, to the extent feasible, within 270 days of
certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to subdivision (f).

(e)  (1)  The draft and final environmental impact report shall include a
notice in not less than 12-point type stating the following:
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THIS EIR IS SUBJECT TO SECTION 21168.6.6 OF THE PUBLIC
RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS,
THAT THE LEAD AGENCY NEED NOT CONSIDER CERTAIN
COMMENTS FILED AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD FOR THE DRAFT EIR. ANY JUDICIAL ACTION
CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE
APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT
TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTION 21168.6.6 OF THE
PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF SECTION 21168.6.6 OF THE
PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED IN THE APPENDIX TO
THIS EIR.

(2)  The draft environmental impact report and final environmental impact
report shall contain, as an appendix, the full text of this section.

(3)  Within 10 days after the release of the draft environmental impact
report, the lead agency shall conduct an informational workshop to inform
the public of the key analyses and conclusions of that report.

(4)  Within 10 days before the close of the public comment period, the
lead agency shall hold a public hearing to receive testimony on the draft
environmental impact report. A transcript of the hearing shall be included
as an appendix to the final environmental impact report.

(5)  (A)  Within five days following the close of the public comment
period, a commenter on the draft environmental impact report may submit
to the lead agency a written request for nonbinding mediation. The lead
agency and applicant shall participate in nonbinding mediation with all
commenters who submitted timely comments on the draft environmental
impact report and who requested the mediation. Mediation conducted
pursuant to this paragraph shall end no later than 35 days after the close of
the public comment period.

(B)  A request for mediation shall identify all areas of dispute raised in
the comment submitted by the commenter that are to be mediated.

(C)  The lead agency shall select one or more mediators who shall be
retired judges or recognized experts with at least five years experience in
land use and environmental law or science, or mediation. The applicant
shall bear the costs of mediation.

(D)  A mediation session shall be conducted on each area of dispute with
the parties requesting mediation on that area of dispute.

(E)  The lead agency shall adopt, as a condition of approval, any measures
agreed upon by the lead agency, the applicant, and any commenter who
requested mediation. A commenter who agrees to a measure pursuant to
this subparagraph shall not raise the issue addressed by that measure as a
basis for an action or proceeding challenging the lead agency’s decision to
certify the environmental impact report or to grant one or more initial project
approvals.
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(6)  The lead agency need not consider written comments submitted after
the close of the public comment period, unless those comments address any
of the following:

(A)  New issues raised in the response to comments by the lead agency.
(B)  New information released by the public agency subsequent to the

release of the draft environmental impact report, such as new information
set forth or embodied in a staff report, proposed permit, proposed resolution,
ordinance, or similar documents.

(C)  Changes made to the project after the close of the public comment
period.

(D)  Proposed conditions for approval, mitigation measures, or proposed
findings required by Section 21081 or a proposed reporting and monitoring
program required by paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 21081.6,
where the lead agency releases those documents subsequent to the release
of the draft environmental impact report.

(E)  New information that was not reasonably known and could not have
been reasonably known during the public comment period.

(7)  The lead agency shall file the notice required by subdivision (a) of
Section 21152 within five days after the last initial project approval.

(f)  (1)  The lead agency shall prepare and certify the record of the
proceedings in accordance with this subdivision and in accordance with
Rule 3.1365 of the California Rules of Court. The applicant shall pay the
lead agency for all costs of preparing and certifying the record of
proceedings.

(2)  No later than three business days following the date of the release of
the draft environmental impact report, the lead agency shall make available
to the public in a readily accessible electronic format the draft environmental
impact report and all other documents submitted to or relied on by the lead
agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. A
document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after
the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part
of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to the public in a
readily accessible electronic format within five business days after the
document is prepared or received by the lead agency.

(3)  Notwithstanding paragraph (2), documents submitted to or relied on
by the lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and
are copyright protected are not required to be made readily accessible in an
electronic format. For those copyright protected documents, the lead agency
shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic format
no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report,
or within five business days if the document is received or relied on by the
lead agency after the release of the draft environmental impact report. The
index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices in which hardcopies
of the copyrighted materials are available for public review.

(4)  The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to
be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, and shall make any
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such comment available to the public in a readily accessible electronic
format within five days of its receipt.

(5)  Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is
not in an electronic format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into
a readily accessible electronic format and make it available to the public in
that format.

(6)  The lead agency shall indicate in the record of the proceedings
comments received that were not considered by the lead agency pursuant
to paragraph (6) of subdivision (e) and need not include the content of the
comments as a part of the record.

(7)  Within five days after the filing of the notice required by subdivision
(a) of Section 21152, the lead agency shall certify the record of the
proceedings for the approval or determination and shall provide an electronic
copy of the record to a party that has submitted a written request for a copy.
The lead agency may charge and collect a reasonable fee from a party
requesting a copy of the record for the electronic copy, which shall not
exceed the reasonable cost of reproducing that copy.

(8)  Within 10 days after being served with a complaint or a petition for
a writ of mandate, the lead agency shall lodge a copy of the certified record
of proceedings with the superior court.

(9)  Any dispute over the content of the record of the proceedings shall
be resolved by the superior court. Unless the superior court directs otherwise,
a party disputing the content of the record shall file a motion to augment
the record at the time it files its initial brief.

(10)  The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in
subdivision (e) of Section 21167.6.

(g)  (1) As a condition of approval of the project subject to this section,
the lead agency shall require the applicant, with respect to any measures
specific to the operation of the downtown arena, to implement those
measures that will meet the requirements of this division by the end of the
first NBA regular season or June of the first NBA regular season, whichever
is later, during which an NBA team has played at the downtown arena.

(2)  To maximize public health, environmental, and employment benefits,
the lead agency shall place the highest priority on feasible measures that
will reduce greenhouse gas emissions on the downtown arena site and in
the neighboring communities of the downtown arena. Mitigation measures
that shall be considered and implemented, if feasible and necessary, to
achieve the standards set forth in subclauses (I) to (III), inclusive, of clause
(ii) of subparagraph (A) of paragraph (3) of subdivision (a), including, but
not limited to:

(A)  Temporarily expanding the capacity of a public transit line, as needed,
to serve downtown arena events.

(B)  Providing private charter buses or other similar services, as needed,
to serve downtown arena events.

(C)  Paying its fair share of the cost of measures that expand the capacity
of a public fixed or light rail station that is used by spectators attending
downtown arena events.
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(3)  Offset credits shall be employed by the applicant only after feasible
local emission reduction measures have been implemented. The applicant
shall, to the extent feasible, place the highest priority on the purchase of
offset credits that produce emission reductions within the city or the
boundaries of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District.

(h)  (1)  (A)  In granting relief in an action or proceeding brought pursuant
to this section, the court shall not stay or enjoin the construction or operation
of the downtown arena unless the court finds either of the following:

(i)  The continued construction or operation of the downtown arena
presents an imminent threat to the public health and safety.

(ii)  The downtown arena site contains unforeseen important Native
American artifacts or unforeseen important historical, archaeological, or
ecological values that would be materially, permanently, and adversely
affected by the continued construction or operation of the downtown arena
unless the court stays or enjoins the construction or operation of the
downtown arena.

(B)  If the court finds that clause (i) or (ii) is satisfied, the court shall only
enjoin those specific activities associated with the downtown arena that
present an imminent threat to public health and safety or that materially,
permanently, and adversely affect unforeseen important Native American
artifacts or unforeseen important historical, archaeological, or ecological
values.

(2)   An action or proceeding to attack, set aside, void, or annul a
determination, finding, or decision of the lead agency granting a subsequent
project approval shall be subject to the requirements of Chapter 6
(commencing with Section 21165).

(3)  Where an action or proceeding brought pursuant to this section
challenges aspects of the project other than the downtown arena and those
portions or specific project activities are severable from the downtown arena,
the court may enter an order as to aspects of the project other than the
downtown arena that includes one or more of the remedies set forth in
Section 21168.9.

(i)  The provisions of this section are severable. If any provision of this
section or its application is held invalid, that invalidity shall not affect other
provisions or applications that can be given effect without the invalid
provision or application.

(j)  (1)  This section does not apply to the project and shall become
inoperative on the date of the release of the draft environmental impact
report and is repealed on January 1 of the following year, if the applicant
fails to notify the lead agency prior to the release of the draft environmental
impact report for public comment that the applicant is electing to proceed
pursuant to this section.

(2)  The lead agency shall notify the Secretary of State if the applicant
fails to notify the lead agency of its election to proceed pursuant to this
section.

SEC. 8. Section 21181 of the Public Resources Code is amended to read:
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21181. This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not
certify a project as an environmental leadership development project eligible
for streamlining provided pursuant to this chapter prior to January 1, 2016.

SEC. 9. Section 21183 of the Public Resources Code is amended to read:
21183. The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining

pursuant to this chapter if all the following conditions are met:
(a)  The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred

million dollars ($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction.
(b)  The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing

wages and living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs
for Californians, and helps reduce unemployment. For purposes of this
subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that all construction
workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the
general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and
geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial Relations
pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If the project is
certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this requirement
in all contracts for the performance of the work.

(c)  The project does not result in any net additional emission of
greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee
transportation, as determined by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to
Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety
Code.

(d)  The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable
agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this division to
certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of approval of the
project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency
or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of
environmental mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing
obligation, that those measures will be monitored and enforced by the lead
agency for the life of the obligation.

(e)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal
in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the
appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a
form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in the Rules
of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of
Section 21185.

(f)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the
administrative record for the project concurrent with review and
consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a form and manner
specified by the lead agency for the project.

SEC. 10. Section 21185 of the Public Resources Code is repealed.
SEC. 11. Section 21185 is added to the Public Resources Code, to read:
21185. On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule

of court to establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought
to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the certification of the
environmental impact report for an environmental leadership development
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project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of
any project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any
potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification
of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186.

SEC. 12. Section 21186 of the Public Resources Code is amended to
read:

21186. Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification
of the administrative record for a leadership project certified by the Governor
shall be performed in the following manner:

(a)  The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record
pursuant to this division concurrently with the administrative process.

(b)  All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record
shall be posted on, and be downloadable from, an Internet Web site
maintained by the lead agency commencing with the date of the release of
the draft environmental impact report.

(c)  The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily
accessible electronic format the draft environmental impact report and all
other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency in the
preparation of the draft environmental impact report.

(d)  A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant
after the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report that is
a part of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to the public
in a readily accessible electronic format within five business days after the
document is released or received by the lead agency.

(e)  The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to
be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, and shall make any
comment available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format
within five days of its receipt.

(f)  Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is
not in an electronic format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into
a readily accessible electronic format and make it available to the public in
that format.

(g)  Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted
to or relied on by the lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the
project and are copyright protected are not required to be made readily
accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-protected documents,
the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an
electronic format no later than the date of the release of the draft
environmental impact report, or within five business days if the document
is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of the draft
environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead
agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available
for public review.

(h)  The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within
five days of its approval of the project.

(i)  Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved
by the superior court. Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party
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disputing the content of the record shall file a motion to augment the record
at the time it files its initial brief.

(j)  The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in
subdivision (e) of Section 21167.6.

SEC. 13. Section 21187 of the Public Resources Code is amended to
read:

21187. Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental
leadership development project pursuant to this section, the lead agency
shall, at the applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no less than 12-point
type stating the following:

“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER
6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC
RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS,
THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT
DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET
FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC
RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS
INCLUDED BELOW.”

The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for
public notices issued pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section
21092.

SEC. 14. Section 21189.1 of the Public Resources Code is amended to
read:

21189.1. If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a
project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the
certification expires and is no longer valid.

SEC. 15. Section 21189.3 of the Public Resources Code is amended to
read:

21189.3. This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and
as of that date is repealed unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals
that date.

SEC. 16. With respect to certain provisions of this measure, the
Legislature finds and declares that a special law is necessary and that a
general law cannot be made applicable within the meaning of Section 16
of Article IV of the California Constitution because of the unique need for
the development of an entertainment and sports center project in the City
of Sacramento in an expeditious manner.

SEC. 17. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to Section
6 of Article XIIIB of the California Constitution because a local agency or
school district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments
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sufficient to pay for the program or level of service mandated by this act,
within the meaning of Section 17556 of the Government Code.

O
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