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Executive Summary

MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY

Corridor Features

Project Objectives

Kern Council
of Governments

his report details the analvses and conclusions of a corridor

study that was undertaken to identify a preferred alignment al-

ternative for SR 58 in Mojave, Calitornia. The need for the
study had been identificd mdependently in cach of the transportation
plans developed in 1988 by the Kem Council of Governments,
Caltrans, and the California Transportation Commission. The pur-
posc of the study was to recommend a highway project alignmen:
that would best serve the future transporation needs within the Mo-
jave Corridor.

State Routes 14 and 58 meet in Mojave at twoe junctions between
which the two routes coincide. At cach junction the two four-lune
highways converge 1o form a single four-lanc arterial strect approxi-
matcly onc mile in length. This street. called the Sicrra Highway,
also serves as the principal thoroughfare in Mojave. A single set of
railroad tracks called the Lone Pine Branch, owned and operated by
the Southern Pacific Transportation Company (S.P.T.C.), crosses the
Sicrra Highway at-grisde at a jocation onc-quarter mile south of the
north SR 14/58 junction. State highway tratiic is subjected to lengthy
delays by the daily train interruptions on the Lone Pine Branch.

The annual average daily traffic (AADT) through Mojave is 23.000
vehicles, but volumes have exceeded 40.000 vehicles under peak-day
conditions. Projections indicate that year 2020 traffic demand could
rcach 54,000 AADT, with peak-day demand ¢xpected 1o exceed
90,000 vchicles. A high proportion of the traffic on SR 58 consisis of
tractor-trailer trucks, and SR 14 carries a large number of recrea-
tional vehicles.

On the basis of current and anticipated transportation needs within

the corridor, the project is expected to accomplish the following:

«  Provide additional traffic carrying capacity to SR 14 and SR 5%
in order to accommodate long-term projected traffic growth.

+  Eliminate train interruptions to state highway traffic.

+  Provide the opportunity for commercial trucks on SR 58 1o by-
pass downtown Mojave and avoid interference with local traffic.

+  Allow for eventual upgrade 1o {reeway standards, with potential
designation as an interstate highway.

«  Meet with acceptance among local residents, elected officials
and public agencies.
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Project Phases

future development of Mojave as dictated by the Iand usc clement of
the Kem County General Plan.

Preservation of Support for the Mojave Economy

The phasing of the project allows for the diversion of traffic growth
to the bypass while maintaining existing traffic volumes on Sierra
Highway. Thus, that portion of the Mojave cconomy that flourishes
on travelers will be maintained.

The preferred project would be best impiemented in three phases.
The three phases are descnbed below.

Phase 1: SR 58 Bypass

The most urgently nceded component of the project is a four-lanc ex-
pressway extending from SR 58 north of Mojave 1o SR 58 east of
Mojave along an alignment cast of the Mojave airport. Traffic sig-
nals will be installed at the three newly formed intersections of the
bypass with the two state routes, and a roadway overpass will be con-
structed over the Lone Pine Branch tracks.

Phase 2: Connection to SR 14

This phase entails construction of a threc-mile extension of the four-
lanc expressway from SR 58 cast of Mojave to SR 14 approximatciy
onc-mile south of Mojave. A roadway overpass will be needed at the
crossing with the A.T.S.F. Railway, and a partial interchange is to be
constructed at the junction of the bypass with SR 14.

Phase 3: Upgrade Existing Sierra Highway

Even with the bypass, the future volume on Sierra Highway will
most likely require widening to six lanes, with a center turn lane. Im-
provements should also be made, as needed, to the two existing sig-
nalized intersections.

The overall projcct cost is dependent on the proper sequencing of
the construction phases. If the Sierra Highway is widened first, the
upgrade will need to inciudc a roadway overpass at the Lone Pine
Branch, which would add over $10 million to the project cost. With
the total project cost having been a key factor in selection of the
alignment, the recommended project phasing is important to main-
tain.
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Introduction

Introduction

Study Background

his report documents the analysis and conclusions of

a corridor study undertaken to identify a preferred

alignment alternative for SR 58 in Mojave, Califor-
nia. This study was conducted by Barton-Aschman Associ-
ates, Inc., transportation planning and engineering consul-
tants, for the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG),
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
and the County of Kern. The location of the corridor study
is illustrated on Figure 1. This chapter summarizes the
background of the project, the purpose of the study, and the
process by which the study was conducted.

Barton-Aschman Assockates, Inc.

For many years, the Mojave Corridor has been an issue
with state and local transportation officials. In 1956, the
California Transportation Commission (CTC) passed a reso-
lution establishing State Route 58 through Mojave as a free-
way. It was not until 1969, however, that an alignment

was adopted. Due to the lack of available funding, the proj-
ect never proceeded beyond the preliminary design plan-
ning stage, and in 1977, Caltrans was considering a rescis-
sion of the approved freeway bypass of Mojave. In 1983,
Caltrans and the CTC agreed to the rescission on the condi-
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Figure-1

MOJAVE CORRIDOR LOCATION
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Study Purpose

Introguction

tion that the adopted alignment be considered as an impor-
tant alternative in any future study of the Mojave Corridor.
In 1988, the need for a Mojave Corridor Study was identi-
fied in the Kern COG Regional Transportation Plan, in the
Caltrans Route 14 Route Concept report, and in the CTC
staff recommendations for the State Transportation Im-
provement Program. The Kern COG Overall Work Pro-
gram of the following year contained an approved work ele-
ment to contract with consultants for the corridor study.

Barton-Aschman Assockates, Inc.

New highways and upgrades of existing facilities require
major capital investments and often decades of design,
right-of-way acquisition, and construction. Transportation
planners must both recognize existing traffic problems and
anticipate future ones. Consequently, the purpose of this
study is to identify an alignment that will best serve the fu-
ture transportation needs within the Mojave Corridor, and
to develop a more workable alternative to the approved free-
way bypass. Although local and regional concerns will be
addressed and needs accommodated, it is primarily in recog-
nition of the need to upgrade and modernize the state high-
way system that this project will be undertaken.

Since the availability of state funding for future transporta-
tion projects is always an uncertainty, it should be under-
stood that this planing study does not imply a commitment
on the part of Caltrans to provide funds or to undertake
project-level environmental studies for a future transporta-
tion project. With mutual agreement by Kern COG,
Caltrans, and Kern County as to the preferred alignment,
the alternative will be identified as a "candidate project”
and will be considered for implementation as funds become
available.
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Study Procedure

Introduction

Barton-Aschman Assockates, Inc.

This study has been carried out by Barton-Aschman Associ-
ates, Inc. under the direction of a technical steering commit-
tee composed of representatives of the sponsoring agen-
cies—Kern COQG, Caltrans, and Kern County—as well as a

representative from Supervisor Austin’s office and Califor-
nia City.

The consultant’s work effort began in September 1989 with
areview of past work on the corridor and with discussions
of key issues with the committee members. A general out-
line of the principal work activities undertaken thereafter
is shown on Figure 2. During the study, the consultant
kept the steering committee members apprised of the
study’s progress by means of technical memoranda and peri-
odic (face-to-face) meetings. There has also been a high
level of public involvement throughout the course of this
study. To encourage public participation and ultimately en-
sure public acceptance, every effort was made to maintain
an open dialogue with the Mojave and California City com-
munities. Four general public meetings were held to gain
input about corridor issues and problems, improvement op-
portunities, and evaluation of alternatives.
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Existing Conditions

2.
Existing Conditions

rovided in this chapter is a summary of the circula-
Ption network in Mojave and its significance in the

California State Highway system. The nature and
extent of the demands placed on the Mojave Corridor are
also addressed.

Transportation System

State Route 58 is the principal east/west highway connect-
ing Bakersfield to Interstate 15 in Barstow. It serves as the
primary channel through which goods from the San Joa-
quin Valley are transported to Las Vegas and communities
in the Mojave Desert region. Because of the commercial sig-
nificance of SR 58, tractor-trailer trucks make up a large
share of the total number of vehicles carried.

State Route 14 is the main highway connecting metropoli-
tan Los Angeles to U.S. Route 395. Route 395 is the only
magjor north/south route in California located east of the Si-
erras, and it provides access to numerous park and recre-
ation facilities. A high percentage of the traffic on U.S. 395,

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 6



Existing Conditions

and thus on SR 14 as well, consists of recreation vehicles
bound for the sla resorts of Mammoth Lakes.

As can be seen on Figure 3, State Routes 14 and 58 meet in
Mojave at two junctions, between which the two routes coin-
cide. Two traffic signals, one each at the north and south
junctions, provide the only interruptions to otherwise free-
flowing traffic on these two highways. At each junction, the
two four-lane routes converge to form a single four-lane ar-
terial street of approximately one mile in length, which
serves as the principal thoroughfare (hereafter called the Si-
erra Highway) in Mojave.

Land Use and Local Circulation

Because it is an unincorporated area, development in Mo-

jave has followed the land use element of the Kern County
General Plan. The existing developed areas are shown on

Figure 4 with corresponding land usages.

Several factors have influenced growth patterns in the re-
gion. Development immediately west of the Sierra High-
way is constrained by the presence of a railroad switching
yard and three north/south mainline tracks, which are
owned and operated by the Southern Pacific Transportation
Company (S.P.T.C.). The 112-foot-wide strip of land sepa-
rating the easternmost track from the highway accommo-
dates a few small business developments, an abandoned
railroad station, and a short auxiliary track. Access to resi-
dential developments on the west side is hampered by the
need for railroad crossings. The primary crossing point is
Oak Creek Road, a two-lane highway that extends west-
ward from the Sierra Highway. A single line of SP.T.C. RR
tracks (hereafter called the Trona Trolley) crosses the Si-
erra Highway one-quarter mile north of Oak Creek Road be-
fore joining the north/south mainline tracks. Situated ap-
proximately one-half mile east of the Sierra Highway is the
Mojave Airport, which extends from Barstow Road (eastern
portion of SR 58) north to the S.P. Trona Trolley RR line.
Its size and its proximity to the main highway have effec-
tively precluded any possibility of expanding Mojave east-
ward. ‘

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. u
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Existing Conditions

Traffic Patterns

Having a state highway for its main street, the economy of
Mojave includes the types of businesses that are supported
by through traffic. The eastern edge of the Sierra Highway
through town is lined with commercial establishments that
cater to the needs of the traveler—diners, fast-food restau-
rants, gas stations, truck stops, and motels. Many of the
more important retail stores are located along the Midland
Trail (SR 14) in northern Mojave and are accessible to resi-
dents only by way of the Sierra Highway.

Based on the Kern COG travel demand model, and as indi-
cated in Table 1, only 13 percent of the total traffic on the
Sierra Highway is generated locally. In contrast, the
through traffic--composed of those trips that do not origi-
nate, terminate, or stop in Mojave—accounts for nearly half
of the vehicles using the corridor. Predictably, the majority
of these through trips consists of travelers using either SR
14 or SR 58 exclusively. Other paths are not uncommon,
however, as evidenced by the numbers in Table 2.

Although the average daily traffic through Mojave is ap-
proximately 23,000 vehicles (see Figure 5), traffic volumes
have, with reasonable predictability, exceeded 40,000 vehi-
cles per day during winter holiday weekends when skiers
travel to the resorts in the Mammoth Lakes area. Very
high traffic volumes also occur when incidents cause the
blockage of I-5 and traffic is detoured through Mojave.
Thus, traffic conditions on Sierra Highway are widely vari-
able. These circumstances clearly point to a transportation
system that should be analyzed on the basis of both aver-
age-day and peak-day demand.

Borton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 10
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Existing Condiitions

Table 1

NATURE OF EXISTING TRIPS USING MOJAVE CORRIDOR

1988 Traffic Percentage of
Component Volume (AADT)' Total (%)
Local (Internal-internal) 3,200 14
Regional (External-internal) 10,600 46
Through (External-Extemal) 9,400 40

Total 23,200 100

' AADT = Annual average daily traffic.

1
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Existing Condiitions

Table 2

COMPOSITION OF EXISTING THROUGH TRIPS USING MOJAVE
CORRIDOR

Component 1988 Volume (AADT)
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Project Considerations

Project Considerations

Current Issues

his chapter examines the more problematic features

of the Mojave Corridor (see Figure 6), forming a

basis from which to evaluate the need for, and the ef-
fectiveness of, an alternative highway alignment.

As mentioned previously, the high percentage of tractor-
trailer trucks on SR 58 has contributed significantly to the
traffic congestion in Mojave. The most recent Caltrans’
data on the subject indicates that tractor-trailer trucks ac-
count for up to 30 percent of total vehicular traffic on SR 58
through Mojave. The most notable problems are created by
eastbound (southbound through town) trucks that elect to
stop in town. With all truck facilities located on the east
side of the Sierra Highway, these trucks are required to
make a left turn both into and out of the facility. From the

standpoint of safety and congestion relief, a reduction in
the number of these turns is desired.

Barton-Aschman Associates. Inc.
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Future Conditions

Project Considerations

There are two aspects of the railroad issue requiring atten-
tion. One relates to the ongoing problem with train inter-
ruptions, and the other pertains to the spatial constraints
imposed by the location of the tracks. Vehicular traffic is
preempted by train traffic at two locations in Mojave. Traf-
fic on Oak Creek Road, which is mostly local, is interrupted
30 to 40 times daily by trains on one of the three mainline
tracks shared by the S.P.T.C. and the Atchison Topeka and
Santa Fe Railway (A.T.S.F.R.). Although relatively short in
duration, the high frequency of these interruptions is a
cause of some frustration to the residents of western Mo-
jave. In contrast, Sierra Highway traffic is obstructed by
the single Trona Trolley line but twice daily, at most . How-
ever, these interruptions have been known to last as long as

15 minutes, a delay of unacceptable length on a major state
highway.

The location of the mainline railroad tracks and the switch-
ing yard present the greatest obstacle to the improvement
of the Mojave Corridor. The position of the tracks parallel
to the main highway and adjacent to the town severely lim-
its the extent to which the existing highway can be up-
graded. Furthermore, this strip of land is not of sufficient
depth to accommodate most potential commercial develop-
ments along the west side of the highway. In addition, the
land use element of the Kern County General Plan dictates
that nearly all future residential development occur west of
the mainline tracks. The ability of Mojave to service this
growth is severely hampered, however, by the presence of
the railroad and the frequent train interruptions.

Growth Projections

Barton-Aschman Associates, inc.

There is every indication that travel demand through the
corridor will continue to increase through the year 2020.
This projected traffic growth can be ascribed to anticipated
population increases in Mgjave as well as to projected
growth in other regions known to be of significance to the
corridor. These traffic growth projections, shown in Table
3, were generated by the Kern COG Travel Demand Model

16
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Project Considerations

Table 3
TRAFFIC GROWTH IN MOJAVE CORRIDOR

Traffic Growth

Traffic Volumes' (ADT) Rate (%)
Component 1988 2020 Total Annual
Local 3,200 (14%) 5,000 {9%) 56 1.4
Regional 10,600 (46%) 19,800 (34%) 87 1.9
Through 9,400 (40%) 33,300 (57%) 254 40
Total 23,200 (100%) §8,100 (100%) 150 29

! Based on Kern COG travel demand model.

using data provided by Kern County Planning and Develop-
ment and by the California State Department of Finance.

Because of the predominance of through traffic within the
corridor, which is expected to account for more than half of
the total traffic by the year 2020, it was deemed prudent to
check that the projected increases in through traffic were of
reasonable magnitude. To facilitate this check, some simpli-
fying assumptions were made regarding the origins and des-
tinations of the through traffic. Metropolitan Bakersfield
was taken as one terminus of the SR 58 share of the traffic,
with the other terminus located in the Las Vegas Metropoli-
tan Area. Similarly, the SR 14 portion of the traffic

through Mojave was assumed to have its termini in the Los
Angeles Basin and in the resort town of Mammoth Lakes.

As shown in Table 4, future population estimates suggest
growth rates that are in close agreement with those rates
predicted by the model (i.e., one to three percent annually).
Future population and employment estimates for Mgjave
were likewise incorporated into the Kern County Travel De-

mand model in representation of the local contribution to
projected traffic growth.

To assist with the specification of improvement alternatives
that would meet travel demand, the through traffic was sep-
arated into components (see Table 5). The important
through traffic movements are:

17
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Project Considerations

Table 4

POPULATION GROWTH ESTIMATES FOR EXTERNAL TRIP
GENERATION CENTERS

Annual Growth Rate

Population {1000) (%)
Location Route 1980 1990 2010 Historic Projected
Bakersfield SR58W 228 299 381 27 12
Las Vegas SRS8E 165 266 500 53 3.0
Mammoth Lakes' SR 14N — 23 44 — 32
Los Angeles SR14S 12,383 13,729 18,256 26 13

! Maximum number of temporary residents.

+ Traveling on Route 58, i.e., Bakersfield to Las Vegas;

« Traveling on Route 14, i.e., Los Angeles to Mammoth
Lakes;

» Traveling on Route 58 to Route 14, i.e., Bakersfield to
Lancaster.

Traffic Capacity and Levels of Service

Barton-Aschman Associotes, Inc.

The ability of a roadway to accommodate traffic flow is eval-
uated on the basis of the level of service (LOS) that it pro-
vides. The letter value associated with the LOS, as shown
in Table 6, varies from A (desirable) to F (undesirable), and
is used as a measure of the roadway’s effectiveness in pro-

viding traffic capacity. Poor LOS values thus warrant con-
sideration for roadway improvements.

Table 7 indicates that the four-lane divided Sierra Highway
through Mojave should, at LOS C, be capable of carrying
28,000 vehicles daily. Although 1988 Caltrans data showed
annual average daily traffic (AADT) volumes on the order
of 22,500, traffic counts made by Caltrans over a one-week
period during December 1989 indicated average daily traf-
fic volumes of 30,000. Traffic demand on SR 14 has been ob-
served to peak during winter holiday weekends at the

18
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Table 5

Project Considerations

INCREASE IN THROUGH TRAFFIC USING MOJAVE CORRIDOR

—VYolume (AADTY Average Daily
Component 1988 2020 Increase

700 1,500 800
3,000 7,400 4,400
1,700 10,400 8,700
4,600 10,800 6,200

100 200 100
1,300 3,000 1,700

19
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TABLE 6

Project Considerations

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR ROADWAYS

Level of
Service

Description

VIC Ratio

A

A condition of free flow, with low vol-
umes and high speeds. Traflic density
is low, with speeds controlied by driver
desire, speed limits, and physical road
conditions.

A condition of stable flow, with operating
speeds beginning to be restricted some-
what by traffic conditions. Drivers still
have reasonable freedom to select their
speed and lana of operation.

A condition of stable flow, but speed
and maneuverability are more adversely
affected by higher traffic volumes. Most
drivers are restricted in their freedom to
select their own speed, change lanes,
or pass.

Conditions approach unstable flow, with
tolerable operating speeds being main-
tained though considerably affected by
changes in operating conditions. Fluctu-
ation in volume and temporary restric-
tions may cause substantial drops in op-
erating speeds. Drivers have little
freedom to maneuver, and comfort and
convenience are low, but conditions can
be tolerated for short periods of time.

Repraesents operation at speeds lower
than in Level D, with volumes at or near
the capacity of the highway.

Represents forced-flow operations at
low speeds, where volumes are below
capacity. Speeds are reduced substan-
tially and stoppages may occur for short
or long periods of time because of the
downstream congestion. In the ex-
treme, both speed and volume can drop
to zero.

Less than 0.600

0.600-0.699

0.700-0.799

0.800-0.899

0.900-0.999

1.000 and Greater
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Project Considerations

Table 7
SERVICE VOLUMES FOR VARIOUS ROAD TYPES

Total Daily Vehicles (ADT)

Highway Type Losc LOS E (Capacity)
6-Lane Freeway 90,000 112,500
4-Lane Freeway 60,000 75,000
6-Lane Divided Highway 40,000 50,000
4-Lane Expressway 36,000 45,000
4-Lane Divided Highway 28,000 35,000

height of the snow-skiing season. Traffic counts were thus
also taken during President’s Day weekend 1990, and the
peak-day demand was found to be 43,000 vehicles—an
amount far in excess of the design of capacity for a four-
lane road.

Shown on Figure 7 are estimates of future (year 2020)
AADT volumes in Mojave. The expected demand of 54,000
AADT greatly exceeds the capacity of the existing Sierra
Highway. In fact, nothing less than a four-lane freeway
(with the exception of perhaps an eight-lane divided high-
way) would be sufficient to accommodate such volumes. Al-
though not shown on the figure, traffic demand is expected
to exceed 90,000 vehicles in the corridor during peak days
in the year 2020.

These results point to a real and present need to investi-
gate possible improvements to the highway network in the
Mojave Corridor. Because of the substantial growth ex-
pected in this region over the next few decades, it is neces-
sary to establish a highway improvement plan that pro-
vides for adaptability to changing traffic demands. It has
thus been decided that an important feature of any align-
ment alternative should be its degree of “upgradeability”—
a measure of the ease with which the roadway can be up-
graded to freeway standards.

2]
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4.
Alternatives Analysis

aving identified both current and anticipated trans-

portation deficiencies within the Mojave Corridor,

it is now appropriate to investigate the alternative

schemes by which the needed improvements can be ef-
fected. Once established in sufficient detail, the various

E highway design alternatives will be evaluated on the basis
of performance criteria that directly relate to project goals.
The selection of the best alternative, and ultimately the rec-

[ ommendation of this report, is then based on the extent to

[

which the particular alignment satisfies the objectives of
the project.

Project Goals and Objectives

The previous chapters of this report and earlier work on
this subject have indicated the Mojave Corridor project
needs to accomplish the following:

Provide additional traffic-carrying capacity to SR 14
and SR 58 in order to accommodate long-term projected

]
[] traffic growth.
]

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 23
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Alternatives Analysis

+ Eliminate train interruptions to state highway traffic in
the north/south direction.

» Provide opportunity for commercial trucks on SR 58 to

bypass downtown Mojave and avoid interference with
local traffic.

» Allow for eventual upgrade of a new SR 58 alignment to
freeway standards, with potential designation as an in-
terstate highway.

+  Meet with acceptance among local residents, elected offi-
cials, and public agencies.

Though not explicitly stated as objectives, issues relating to
project impacts on the local environment and on existing
land use also have been considered, but only to the extent
that fatal flaws could be detected and avoided.

The first four objectives can be translated into tangible, if
not directly measurable, results. They are therefore useful
in the evaluation of established alternatives. However, the
ability of the project to meet with a measure of public accep-
tance is difficult to quantify or assess in an objective man-
ner. The previously mentioned public meetings, the min-
utes of which are recorded in Appendix A, will have
provided the public with the opportunity to participate in
the continually evolving process of alternative selection and
reformulation. The issue of public acceptance and sensitiv-
ity to local needs, though not directly tied to any particular
forthcoming evaluation criterion, will then have served—
along with the other objectives—to guide the course and in-
fluence the outcome of the study.

Description of Alternatives

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.

During the first months of the study, a set of alignment al-
ternatives was formulated by the Steering Committee mem-
bers in accordance with the needs of the project. It was the
intention of the committee to conduct the study with a re-
ceptivity to any and all suggestions by its members and
from the public. Direct input from the public would not be

24
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Altematives Analysis

received until the first public meeting, however. The pre-
liminary set of alternatives was as illustrated on Figure 8.
Note that the initial focus of the study was directed toward
the improvement of traffic conditions on SR 58, with SR 14
receiving secondary consideration.

Initial Alternatives

Following is a brief description of the physical layout and
basic geometrics of each alternative.

Alternative 1:  Upgrade SR 14/58 (Sierra Highway)

Widen existing highway to seven or nine lanes (including
two-way left-turn lane) over the approximately one-mile
stretch between the south and north junctions of SR 58 and
SR 14. Also considered would be the installation of addi-
tional traffic signals at Oak Creek Road and/or Inyo Street,
as well as construction of a roadway overpass at the cross-
ing of the Trona Trolley Railroad branch line.

Alternative 2:  Partial Relocation of Trona Trolley Line

Relocate nearly two and one-half miles of railroad track to
an alignment located approximately one-half mile north of
the northern SR 58/14 junction. Include removal of at-
grade railroad crossing in town, combined with widening of
existing SR 14/58. Option to construct overpass at each of
two new railroad crossings would be considered.

Alternative 3:  Relocation of Southern Pacific Switching Yard

Move Trona Trolley line as indicated in Alternative 2. Relo-
cate main-line tracks of S.P.T.C. and A.T.S.F. Railway, to-
gether with switching yard, to a location approximately one-
half mile west. Upgrade SR 14/58 as specified in
Alternative 1, or option to construct parallel roadway facil-
ity in right-of-way vacated by railroad.

Alternative 4:  Historic SR 58 Bypass (Adopted Alignment)

Construct a four-lane freeway one-half mile west of and par-
allel to the existing north/south alignments of SR 58 and
SR 14. Include seven interchanges and four railroad over-
crossings.

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 25
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Altematives Analysis

. Alternative 5:  Inner Loop Bypass

Construct four-lane divided highway east of, and parallel
to, O Street. Extend northern portion of alignment to inter-

r sect SR 14 and SR 58 approximately one-half mile north of
the SR 58/14 junction, with adequate allowance provided
for airport runway clearance to the east. Install traffic sig-
r nals at the three major intersections with SR 14 and SR 58.
‘ As an option, extend facility to SR 14 at southern end of cor-
ridor and install an additional signal.

Alternative 6:  Outer Loop Bypass

r Construct a four-lane divided highway connecting SR 58
north of Mojave to SR 58 east of Mojave via an alignment
east of the Mojave airport. Install traffic signals at each of

[ the three major intersections with SR 14 and SR 58. Con-

‘ struct roadway overpass at S.P.T.C. railroad tracks north of
) the airport. As an option, extend facility to SR 14 at south-

r ern end of corridor and either install signal or construct in-
terchange, as needed.

These alternatives were presented for review by local resi-
F dents at the first of the Mojave public meetings. After re-
- ceiving comments and criticisms relating to these and other

possible alignments, there was a general feeling of satisfac-
r tion that no superior alternative solution had been over-
- looked.
r_ Preliminary Screening
r With a basic solution set to the Mojave Corridor problem

having been formulated, the study proceeded to the itera-
tive selection process. In order to ensure that the study
) would be conducted in the most expeditious and cost-effec-
[ tive manner, an attempt was made to reduce the number of
’ candidate projects, primarily by disqualification on the
grounds of fatlure to satisfy any one of the key require-
ik ments. From the project objectives, some general criteria

were established for the purpose of screening the alterna-
tives.
[

The results of the preliminary screening are shown in Table
8. Alternatives 2 and 3 were all but eliminated from fur-
B ther consideration—the former primarily because of its in-
J ability to accommodate future upgrades; the latter due to
its anticipated high cost. Before abandoning these alterna-
[ } tives entirely, it was decided that a more thorough analysis

[] Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 27
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Table 8
MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY:
PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
EEN
Alternative
Criteria 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Provide sufficient capacity Yes No Yes VYes Yes Yes
for anticipated traffic lavels.

2. Allowupgradeto afreeway. Yes No Yes Yes No Yes

3. Allow future connection to Yes VYes Yes Yes No Yeos
Route 14.

4. Minimize cost. Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

was warranted, one that would be conducted by an outside
firm in parallel with the larger study so as not to delay its
progress. Conducted by DeLeuw, Cather & Company, the
purpose of the study was to determine the feasibility and
cost of the aforementioned railroad relocations. The sub-
consultant was furthermore expected to investigate the im-
plications associated with the acquisition from the railroad
of the 112-foot-strip of right-of-way adjacent to the Sierra
Highway. The results of their study, which are included in
Appendix B of this report, can be summarized thus:

The track relocation portion of Alternative 3 will
alone cost an estimated 20 million dollars. This ex-
pense is over and above the costs associated with
even the most modest of highway improvements.

The track relocation portion of Alternative 2 will
cost an estimated 3 million dollars.

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 28
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Acquisition of the strip of right-of-way, though estimated at
a cost of approximately $7 per square foot, should meet

with minimal opposition from the South Pacific Transporta-
tion Company.

Also failing to outlast the preliminary screening was Alter-
native 5. Because of the proximity of the alignment to resi-
dential developments and the airport, it was not possible to
incorporate into its design the features (such as minimum
radii of curvature, minimum right-of-way width) required
to ensure its upgradeability to freeway standards.

Refinement of the Alternatives

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.

The set of alternatives had been reduced to three, but with
a refinement of the selection process came options for im-
provements and variations to the original schemes.

Numerous plans were tested for improving the existing
alignment (Alternative 1). A six-lane highway with a 72-
foot median (for barring left turns while permitting U-turns
by tractor-trailer trucks) and strategically located U-turn
pockets was considered as a replacement for the existing
highway. However, the roadway capacity (50,000) was not
sufficient to carry the expected average daily demand
{54,000). On the other hand, even with the acquisition of
the 112-foot-strip from the railroad, an eight-lane facility
could not be accommodated within the space available.
After investigating similar options in varying degrees of de-
tail, Alternative 1 emerged in its final form—a parallel four-
lane freeway facility west of, and adjacent to, the Sierra
Highway.

The historic freeway bypass (Alternative 4), with a price tag
in excess of $100 million, was from the outset an unaccept-
able solution due to the high cost. It was discovered, how-
ever, that the desired levels of mobility for the state high-
way traffic could be obtained much more economically. By
minimizing the roadway distance and reducing the number
and complexity of the interchanges, it was possible to halve
the project cost. Alternative 4 thus evalved into a scaled-
down version of the once-adopted four-lane freeway align-
ment west of Mojave.

The outer loop bypass of Mojave, as described in the origi-
nal Alterative 6, has remained essentially unchanged over
the course of the study. In order to augment capacity, how-
ever, the Sierra Highway widening project has been in-
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cluded as part of the alternative. It will call for widening
the highway to seven lanes (including a two-way left turn
lane) between the two SR 14/58 junctions. In addition, the
two existing signalized intersections will undergo improve-
ments to the extent shown on Figure 9.

Evaluation of Alternatives

Performance Criteria

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.

Selection of a preferred alignment is facilitated by the sys-
tematic evaluation of the alternatives on the basis of cer-
tain quantifiable performance measures against which they
can be compared. These criteria are derived directly from
the project goals and objectives.

Not all of the project objectives lend themselves to quantifi-
cation. In fact, only one of the stated goals is quantifiable,
that one relating to traffic capacity. Attainment of three of
the goals—elimination of train interruptions, bypass provi-
sion for commercial trucks, upgradeability to freeway stan-
dards—can be determined by means of simple assessment:
yes or no. By design, all of the remaining alternatives ful-
fill the requirements specified by these three objectives. Al-
though it is difficult to ascertain the extent to which public
acceptance will have been achieved, it will have been with
the aim of accomplishing the greatest good for the greatest
number of people that a recommendation was reached.

With the availability of funds as the most common limiting
factor toward implementation of a project, it is a necessity
that cost be included as a criterion in the evaluation of alter-
natives. The bases for final evaluation have therefore es-
sentially been reduced to issues of serviceability and cost of
the facility. With the intention of providing smooth opera-
tion of the roadway well into the twenty-first century, all
service-related criteria have been founded on projected traf-
fic volumes for the year 2020.

A detailed evaluation of Alternatives 1, 4, and 6 are shown
in Table 9. The first six criteria all relate to traffic volumes
and highway service ratios on the bypass and/or on the Si-
erra Highway. Criterion 7 specifies, for purposes of identifi-
cation, the type of bypass proposed. Criterion 8 indicates es-
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Table 9
MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY:
DETAILED EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
3
Alternative
6
58 only 14 +58 58 only 14 + 58 58 only 14 + 58
1. 2020 Average Dally Traffic (ADT) on bypass. 7400 28.600 12,400 33,800 12,400 18.200
2. 2020 Peak-Day Traffic (PDT) on bypass. 12,600 59.000 17.600 64,000 26000 42000
3. 2020 ADT on Slerra Highway. 44 800 23,500 39.900 18.600 39.900 34,000
4. 2020 PDT on Slerra Highway. 82,000 35.000 77 .000 30,000 68.000 52,000
5. 2020 average volume-to-capacityratio on Slerra Highway. 1.28 0.67 1.14 0.53 0.80 0.68
6. 2020 peak volume-to-capacity ratio on Slera Highway. 2.33 0.99 219 085 1.36 1.04
7. Bypass type. freeway Freewaqy Freeway Freeway Expressway Expressway
8. Total cost($ millions). 47.9 80.0 447 55.81 9.53 6.4
9. Cost per user. $1.95 $0.84 $1.09 $0.50 $0.47 $0.60
10. Possible phasing. No No No No Yes Yes
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timated total design and construction cost for the project.

Criterion 9 identifies the cost per user, a value that is ob-
tained from the formula:

Cost Per User = (Total Cost) x 11%
365 (Bypass AADT)

Criterion 10 relates to the capability of the facility to be
built in phases.

For the bypass of SR 58 only, projections indicate:

Low Traffic Volumes on the Bypass

Year 2020 average daily traffic volumes are projected to be
low (i.e., V/C ratio is less than 0.35) for all three alterna-
tives. Even under peak-day traffic conditions, the facility is
seen to be similarly under-utilized. One must then conclude
that the SR 58 only bypass option would be of limited effec-

tiveness in attracting vehicles, regardless of the alternative
selected. (See Figure 9.)

Demand Would Exceed Capacity on the Sierra nghWay

Year 2020 projected average daily traffic volumes would,
for all scenarios, result in low-speed, forced-flow (LOS F)
traffic operations. Peak-day demand would generate V/C
ratios on the order of 2.0 on the Sierra Highway for Alterna-
tives 1 and 4. Traffic volumes are furthermore expected to

(

exceed by nearly 40 percent the capacity of the upgraded Si-
erra Highway as called for in Alternative 6.

For the bypass of both SR 58 and SR 14, projections indi-
cate:

Alternative 4 Would Divert the Greatest Number of Vehicles from the Sierra
Highway

With nearly 34,000 vehicles expected to use the freeway
alignment of Alternative 4, fewer than 20,000 vehicles will
use the Sierra Highway under average daily conditions in

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.
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- the year 2020. Even under peak conditions, the traffic vol-
| umes would be well below capacity (V/C=0.85). Note also

that Alternative 1 fares well in this category (see Figures
r‘ 10, 11, and 12).

Alternative 6 would carry less traffic on the bypass because

it would not serve some of the through traffic demand.
[ Even when extended to SR 14, the outer loop bypass would
not capture the Bakersfield-to-Lancaster traffic (10,800 ve-

hicles per day). Most of these vehicles would continue to
r use Sierra Highway because of the much shorter distance
involved.
[ ) The Widened Sierra Highway Portion of Alternative 6 Would Accommodate
Projected Traffic

Nearly 34,000 vehicles are expected to use the Sierra High-
way under average daily conditions in the year 2020. The
roadway capacity would be increased to 50,000 with the ad-
dition of two lanes as part of Alternative 6. Although peak-
day traffic volumes of 52,000 vehicles are expected for the

year 2020, these occurrences are infrequent and should not
be cause for concern.

)

L) N

Alternative 6 Minimizes The Total Project Cost

Lt

Total cost of the project is expected to range from a maxi-
mum of $80 million for Alternative 1 to a minimum of $36
million for Alternative 6. Alternative 4 carries a price tag
of nearly $56 million. Depending on the availability of
funds for the project, Alternative 6 could represent the only
(. feasible solution to the traffic problems within the corridor.

S

Alternative 4 Minimizes The Cost Per User

Because it combines the two most significant project param-
i eters, total cost and serviceability, the cost per user is prob-
ably the best single indicator of overall project efficiency.
P: Experience has shown that a cost exceeding one dollar per
¢ user is generally unacceptable. With Alternatives 4 and 6
. having quotients near 50 cents per user, only Alternative 1
[ ; (at 84 cents per user) can be said to fare poorly in this cate-
4 gory.

d

f] Barton-Aschman Associates, inc.
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Only Alternative 6 Allows for Phasing of Facility Construction and Operation

Barton-Aschman Associctes, Inc.

Unlike the proposed freeway alternatives, there exists in
the design of Alternative 6 an inherent flexibility. Not only
does it allow for an eventual upgrade to freeway standards,
but it also offers the possibility for phasing with regard to
its construction and operation. The project could begin as
an expressway bypassing SR 58. This would minimize
costs while at the same time allowing trucks the opportu-
nity to bypass Sierra Highway. As future conditions war-
rant, the project could be upgraded in stages: signals con-
verted to interchanges, extension to SR 14 on the south,
and widening Sierra Highway.

38
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Project Scope

n light of the project requirements and following care-

ful consideration of the evaluation criteria, Alternative

6—The Outer Loop Bypass-—with inclusion of the SR
14 bypass option, was selected as the recommended align-
ment. This chapter will detail the scope of the project and
then discuss the reasons for its selection as the superior al-
ternative.

Phase 1: SR 58 Bypass

Borton-Aschman Associates, Inc.

As was mentioned briefly in the previous chapter, Alterna-
tive 6 does not consist of one single capital-intensive con-
struction project; rather, it encompass three distinctly sepa-
rate and yet mutually beneficial highway development
plans. These three plans are to be constructed in phases as
described below.

The most urgently needed component of the project is the
four-mile stretch of four-lane expressway extending from
SR 58 north of Mojave to SR 58 east of Mojave along an
alignment east of the Mojave airport. Also included in this
SR 58 bypass phase will be the installation of traffic signals

39
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at the three newly formed intersections of the bypass with
the two state routes, as well as construction of a roadway
overpass at the Trona Trolley branch of the Southern Pa-
cific Transportation Company.

Phase 2: Connection to SR 14

Not until the expressway is extended to SR 14 south of Mo-
jave will the facility be available for use by SR 14 traffic.
This phase entails construction of a three-mile extension of
the four-lane expressway from SR 58 east of Mojave to SR
14 approximately one mile south of Mojave. A roadway
overpass will be needed at the crossing with the A.T.S.F.
Railway, and a partial interchange is to be constructed at
the junction of the bypass with SR 14.

Both Phases 1 and 2 of Alterative 6 are shown overlaid on
an aerial view of Mojave on Figure 13. From the layout, one
can clearly observe the location of the alignment with re-
spect to the physical features of the town and its environs.

Phase 3: Upgrade Existing Sierra Highway

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.

The future demands for increased capacity of the downtown
highway can be accommodated by widening the highway to
seven lanes over the approximately one-mile stretch of road-
way connecting the north and south junctions of SR 14 and
SR 58. Improvements would also be made, as needed, to the
two existing signalized intersections (as shown on the pre-
viously-referenced Figure 9).

It is important to note that project cost is dependent on the
proper sequencing of the construction phases. This is be-
cause the cost of the widening project will vary in accor-
dance with the roadway designation of the Sierra Highway
at the time of its construction. That is, after the completion
of the SR 58 and SR 14 bypasses, the Sierra Highway can
be widened as a business route, without the need for con-
struction of a costly (estimated at $8 to $10 million) grade
separation. By widening the Sierra Highway first, on the
other hand, the effort would qualify as a state highway proj-
ect. The upgrade would then need to fulfill a more stringent
set of construction requirements that likely would include
provision for a roadway overpass at the Trona Trolley line.
Besides its added cost, construction of the overpass would
severely impede traffic flow within the corridor. 1t is fur-
thermore possible that the bypass projects, if undertaken in
the initial phases, could be so effective in diverting traffic
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from the Sierra Highway that the widening project would
be unnecessary. With the total project cost having been a
key factor in selection of the alignment, the project recom-
mendation is made with the understanding that construc-
tion be phased in the sequence specified.

Minimization of Cost

Project Phaseability

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.

As was noted in the project evaluation segment of the previ-
ous chapter, the Outer Loop Bypass offers several unique
features that have contributed to its selection as the pre-
ferred alignment. In addition to its ability to fulfill the ser-
viceability requirements within the corridor, it was this al-
ternative that met with the highest degree of acceptance
among the public and with those persons responsible for
the project’s implementation.

Study participants viewed the following factors to be of

greatest significance in the selection of Alternative 6 as the
preferred alignment.

It has been estimated that $36.4 million will be required to
put all three phases of Alternative 6 into operation.
Though costly, the expenditure is $20 million less than the
most economical of the other alternatives. With funding for
the facility having been a major concern, a cost reduction of
this magnitude offers great promise for implementation of
the project in the most expeditious manner.

The phasing of project construction will effectively defer
much of the aforementioned cost to the latter phases of con-
struction. The initial expenditure will then be reduced to
the cost associated with the bypass of SR 58 (Phase 1), ap-
proximately $18 million. Operation of the facility will be
phased such that adequate serviceability standards are
maintained; that is, capacity increases should stay with or
ahead of growth.
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Minimization of Project Impacts on Development in Mojave

The alignment was devised such that none of the seven
miles of right-of-way (of 210-foot width) would encroach on
developed land. Therefore, no businesses or residences will
need to be displaced in order to make room for the facility.
Furthermore, the alignment’s location east of town does not
conflict with the future development of Mojave as dictated
by the land use element of the Kern County General Plan.
Thus, the development opportunities in western Mojave
will remain open, unhindered by the bypass. There is also
the possibility that the proposed facility will, in fact, encour-
age new and heretofore unanticipated development in east-
ern Mojave.

Removal of Commercial Trucks from Urban Streets

With the majority of tractor-trailer trucks using SR 58, a
significant reduction in the number of these vehicles is ex-
pected upon completion of the first phase of the project.
Their disappearance from downtown Mojave will not only
help to improve local traffic flow, but will also serve to allay
the concerns of residents with regard to safety.

Preservation of Support for the Mojave Economy

Provisions within the project, namely the aspect of phasing,
allow for the growth of through traffic in Mojave while
maintaining a sufficient level of serviceability. The reduc-
tion in traffic as a result of its diversion to the eastern by-
pass should largely be offset by the overall growth of traffic
within the corridor. The number of vehicles using the Si-
erra Highway (along which are situated most of the com-
mercial developments in Mojave) is, in fact, expected to in-
crease at a modest rate through the year 2020. At such time
as traffic volumes warrant, Phase 3—widening the Sierra
Highway to seven lanes—can be implemented to provide ac-
commodation to the increased demand. The two additional
lanes will increase the capacity of the highway to 50,000 ve-
hicles daily. That portion of the Mojave economy that flour-
ishes on traveler-generated business may well expect to ex-
perience commensurate growth.
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY
MINUTES OF FIRST MOJAVE PUBLIC MEETING
APRIL 10, 1990, 7:00 PM, VETERAN'S HALL

In Attendance were Ron Brummett and Roger Taylor of Kem COG, Lew Wood of Caltrans, Gary Black
and Steve Hough of Barton-Aschman; representatives from-—Kem County Public Works Department, Kem
County Board of Supervisors, Assemblyman Wyman's Office, the Mojave Airport, and California City.

Also 40-50 residents of Mojave and environs were present.

Ron Brummett asked Assemblyman and County Supervisor representatives for any opening statements.

The offer was declined.

Lew Wood opened with a statement of Caltrans’ position (to facilitate unobstructed traffic flow through
Mojave) as compared to interests of Mojave residents (to continue to have through traffic stop in Mojave

to use commercial facilities).

Gary Black described the preliminary alternatives and some background information related to the need
for the study.

The floor was then opened 10 the public.

The following general comments and suggestions were made:

Use existing highway as frontage road to expressway.
Upgrade existing highway (Altemative 1).

Divert both RR. tracks and SR 14 to north (variation of Altemative 2)--added
roadway but only one grade separation.

Variation to O Street extension, with interchange at SR 14 and signal at Belshaw.
(Altemnative S).

Extension of O Street (Altenative S) south of SR 58 will conflict with proposed
school on Myer Road.

Proximity of O Street extension (Alternative S) to airport runway may be a
problem—need FAA approval.

Railroad track relocation (Altematives 2 and 3) is universally agreed upon to be
desirable.

Outer loop bypass (Alternative 6) generally seen as threat to existing business in
Mojave.
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Point made that any alternatives which will divert traffic from main highway has
potentially devastating effect on Mojave economy.

Construction of overpass for Oak Creek Road to K Street (over both R.R. tracks
and main highway).

Possibility of constructing expressway parallel to existing highway between it and
mainline tracks.

Possibility of using one-way couplets on existing SR 58 (to be SB) and K Street
(to be NB) as an addition to Altemnative 2.

Importance of maintaining bypass within sight of Mojave commercial district (A
"no" for Alternative 6 and a "maybe” for a modified Altemative 4).

Issue of funding—-Lew responded with the possibility of two scenarios:

- Failure of Prop. 111: Funding scarce--recommendation of this
study becomes a long-term plan (perhaps 20+ years before
construction would begin).

- Passage of Prop. 111: funding available--construction could
begin in S to 7 years.

Possibility that growth in Mojave could eventually make it "self-sufficient”; i.e.,
minimal dependence of Mojave economy on through traffic--a simple bypass such
as Alternative 6, if not utilized for 10 to 20 years, may then have negligible
adverse effect on Mojave community.

Concem raised over SR 58 bypass (Alternative 6) as precursor to a future SR 14
bypass—and have complete bypass of Mojave altogether.

Issue of possible improvements to SR 14 north of Mojave. Lew indicated that
Caltrans must first resolve the Mojave Corridor issue before upgrading SR 14 w©
four lanes.

Inability of Caltrans (as stated by Lew) to go ahead with the Mojave Bypass
without first gaining approval from:

- Kem County, if Mojave remains unincorporated
- City of Mojave, if Mojave is incorporated.

Three primary criteria on which altemnative will be judged:

- Ability to provide traffic capacity for future conditions, cost, and public

acceptance.
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Possibility of extending K Street to north end of Mojave so as to provide
residents with access to commercial area without having to travel on the main
highway.

One resident noted the enhanced development potential for Mojave that the outer
loop bypass (Altemative 6) would provide (i.c., Mojave would be "opened up”).

Fact that increasing the development potential of Mojave could spur growth which
in tum could strengthen Mojave economically.

The meeting lasted one hour, starting promptly at 7:00 PM and ending at 8:00 PM.

SFH/PM1-4/10/90-M

2262.30.01
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY

First Public Meeting: April 10, 1990 Veterans Hall, Mojave
7:00 PM

The purpose of this first public meeting is to gain input on the alignment alternatives and other
study issues.

Study Purpose

State Route 58 through Mojave is becoming increasingly congested, particularly during holi-

day weekends. This condition is expected to worsen as Kern County’s population and employ-
ment double over the next 20 years.

In anticipation of future overloading conditions, Caltrans approved in 1969 a SR 58 bypass of
Mojave. The alignment paralleled existing SR 58, one-half mile west of town, and the cost was
estimated at $100 million. Obtaining funding for a project of this size became difficuit. This
study is being undertaken to investigate alternatives to the approved bypass.

The Mojave Corridor Study is being sponsored by the Kern Council of Governments in associa-
tion with Caltrans and Kern County. This study will explore the need for, and the impacts of,
an alternative SR 58 alignment. If necessary, the study will identify a specific alignment for the

highway. The consuiting firm of Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. of San Jose, California will
conduct the study.

Project Need

A number of situations exist that contribute to Mojave's traffic problems. The more obvious of
these are:

e High traffic volumes on SR 14 and SR 58 through Mojave on holiday weekends.

e Daily train interruptions on SR 58, and frequent train interruptions on Oak Creek Road.
¢ A high percentage of tractor-trailer trucks.

e Projected traffic increases due to growth both internal and external to Mojave.

e Potential designation of SR 58 as an interstate highway, requiring an upgrade to free-
way standards.
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Preliminary Alternatives

Following is the list of SR 58 alignment alternatives that have been identified so far. These are
illustrated on the page at left. in this study, each alternative will be evaluated on the basis of its

ability to provide traffic capacity. Project cost and impact on the community will also weigh
heavily in the analysis.

1. Widen SR 58/14—Upgrade existing highway to seven or nine lanes over 1-1/2 mile
stretch between the south and north junctions of SR 58 and SR 14, if width is available.
Further possibilites include installation of traffic signals at Oak Creek Road and at Inyo
Street, and construction of a roadway overpass at the railroad crossing on SR 58.

2. Partial Relocation of Southern Pacific (S.P.) Railroad Tracks—Relocate nearly 2 miles
of R.R. track to approximately 1/2 mile north of the SR 58/14 north junction. Construct

overpasses at both new R.R. crossings. Remove existing R.R. crossing on SR 58/14 in
town.

3. Raiiroad Bypass—Relocate S.P. and A.T.S.F. R.R. tracks 1/2 mile west. Construct over-
pass at Oak Creek Road crossing. Relocate S.P. R.R. tracks north as indicated in Alterna-
tive 2. Upgrade SR 58/14 as specified in Alternative 1.

4. Historic SR 58 Bypass (Adopted Alignment)—Construction of a freeway 1/2 mile west
of, and parallel to, the existing north/south alignments of SR 58 and SR 14. Incfude six
freeway interchanges and three railroad overcrossings.

{

S. O Street Extension—Extend O Street to intersect SR 14 and 58 approximately 1/2 mile
north of the SR 14/58 north junction. Widen to four lanes, with installation of traffic signals
at the four major intersections with SR 14 and SR 58. Construct roadway overpass at
S.P.R.R. tracks in northern Mojave. As an option, extend to SR 14 south of town.

6. Outer Loop Bypass—Construct four- or five-lane arterial street connecting SR 58 north of
Mojave to SR 58 south of Mojave via an alignment east of the Mojave airport. Install traffic
signals at the three major intersections with SR 14 and SR 58. Construct roadway over-
pass at S.P.R.R. tracks north of the airport.

Note that neither the desirability nor the feasibility of these alternatives has yet been deter-

mined. Furthermore, other possible alignments may be identified that would warrant consider-
ation.



Public Participation

Of central importance to the success of a study such as this is the active participation of mem-
bers of the iocal community. In order to ensure that the recommendations of this study will be
well-founded, ali efforts should be made to gather relevant information. As a prime source of

this information, the people of Mojave can and should play an integral role in the planning pro-
cess. The future development pattens in Mojave will, in large part, be influenced by the loca-
tion of SR 58. It is therefore in the best interest of the Mojave community to attend this public
meeting. All opinions and suggestions will be encouraged, and every effort will be made to ad-
dress local concerns.
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY
Minutes of California City Public Meeting
June 14, 1990, 7:00 PM, City Council Chambers

Ron Brummett of Kem COG opened the meeting by discussing the study process so far and the estimated
completion date. Gary Black of Barton-Aschman discussed the altematives and the evaluation with the
aid of a handout (attached). He described the original six altemnatives and discussed how they were
reduced to three. He then went over the detailed evaluation, which resulted in two altematives remaining.
The two alternatives, 4 and 6, were described in detail.

Califomnia City residents generally favored Alteative 6 because it moves Route 58 and 14 closer to their
city. They expressed concem, however, at the provision of signals rather than interchanges at the bypass
junctions. Lew Wood, Caltrans District 9 Director, explained that the signalized junctions could be
upgraded to interchanges as future volumes warranted. He stated that the $5 million price of an upgrade
would be much easier to obtain than the $33 million necessary to build Alternative 6 with interchanges
initally. Residents then realized that burdening Altemative 6 with interchange costs would make it

undesirable compared to Alternative 4. Thus, it would not be in Califonia City's best interest to insist
on interchanges.

Residents asked if any money was available for the project. Mr. Wood responded that enough money was

available for Altemative 6 due to the passage of Propositions 108 and 111. He stated that Alternative 4
would be more difficult to fund.

Residents expressed an urgent desire to have the Route 14/California City Boulevard junction upgraded
to an interchange. Mr. Wood explained that the upgrade is already planned and funded as is a general
widening of Route 14 to four lanes. Further work on these projects, however, is being held up until a
decision is made regarding the future alignment of Route 14 through Mojave. Mr. Wood pointed out that

only a routing decision, not actual construction of the bypass, was necessary for the Califomia City
Boulevard interchange to move forward.

Some residents asked whether Altemnative 6 was too close to the Mojave airport, which would constrain
its development. Ron Brummett of Kem COG explained that the agency would be meeting with airport
officials to ask for their approval of the alignment. He expressed the belief that the alignment would
benefit the airport through more convenient access and that approval would be likely.

GKB/CCPM-6/14/950-M:mdb
2262.30.01
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY

California City Meeting

June 14, 1990

7:00 PM
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY
PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

L ]

Alternative
Criteria 1 2 3 4 s 6
1. Provide sufficient capacity  Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
for anticipated traffic
levels.
2. Allow upgrade to a Yes No Yes Yes No Yes
freeway.
3. Allow future connection Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
10 Route 14.
4. Minimize cost. Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY

DETAILED EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
e 0 O

Alternative
1 4 6
S8only 14 + 58 S8only 14 + 58 58 only 14 + 58

1. 2020 Average Dally Traffic (ADT) 7,400 28,600 12,400 33,600 12,400 18,200

on bypass.
2. 2020 ADT on Sierra Highway. 44,800 23,500 39,900 18,600 39,800 34,000
3. 2020 volume-to-capacity ratio on 1.28 0.67 1.14 0.53 1.14 0.97

Slerra Highway.
4, Remaining at-grade raiiroad 1 1 1 1 1 1

crossings.
5 Totai ADT on at-grade crossings. 44,800 23,500 39,900 18,600 39,800 34,000
6. Remaining signaiized intersections. 2 2 2 2 5 5
7. Bypass type. Freeway Freeway Freeway Freeway Expressway Expressway
8 Total cost ($ miliions). 47.9 80.0 447 55.8 18.1 35.0
9 Cost per user. $1.95 $0.84 $1.09 $0.50 $0.44 $0.58

10. Possible phasing. No No No No Yes Yes




MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY
SIGNIFICANT TECHNICAL STUDY CONCLUSIONS

t’"‘l

m)
L Alternative 1 does not compare favorably with the other alternatives because it is more
expensive and carries less traffic.
2. Alternative 2, widening the existing alignment, would not provide sufficient capacity to
8 accommodate future traffic.
L.
3. Alternative 4 is not justifiable unless it connects to Route 14 as well as Route 58.
§ 4, Alternative 6, even if extended to Route 14, would not provide sufficient relief to Sierra
Highway. Widening to six lanes would still be necessary.
r
Li
L M:EVAG6/14/90
2262.30.01
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY
Minutes of Second Mojave Public Meeting
June 18, 1990, 7:00 PM, Veteran’s Hall

Bart Meays of Kem COG opened the meeting by discussing the study process so far and the steps that
will occur following completion of the technical study. Gary Black of Barton-Aschman explained the
evaluation of alternatives with the aid of a handout (attached). He showed how the original six
alternatives were reduced to three, and the three were evaluated in detail. Following the detailed
evaluation, two alternatives (4 and 6) were considered worthy of further study.

One or two local business owners continued to favor keeping the alignment where it exists today. They
stated that improvements could be made to the north and south junctions and that this, in conjunction with
moving the Lone Pine Branch railroad tracks, could improve capacity significantly. They further stated
that keeping the alignment where it is would be good for business.

Mr. Black stated that improvement to the existing roadway could provide short-teri congestion relief, but
over 30 years the traffic increases would overwhelm the existing facility. Other local residents supported
this viewpoint and stated that at peak times, such as when I-5 is closed, the congestion on Sierra Highway
is intolerable and not good for business.

Regarding Altemnative 4, many residents liked the fact that the alignment provides capacity for substantial
congestion relief while at the same time maintaining proximity to Sierra Highway and providing a
comnection to Oak Creek Road. Other residents, however, were concemed with its impact on existing
residential areas and development opportunitics. The alignment would eliminate one apartment complex

-on Oak Creek Road and would pass very close to a residential neighborhood on Arroyo Avenue. Impacts

would include noise and visual intrusion. In addition, the alignment passes through an area entirely
planned for residential development.

One resident asked whether Alternative 4 could be aligned farther to the west so as 10 avoid impact on
residential areas. Ron Brummett of Kern COG answered that those areas are also planned for development

so the impact would not be avoided, and in addition the added cost for a longer alignment would be
substantial.

Regarding Altenative 6, some residents expressed the fear that a bypass so far away from town would
take away substantial business and create a "ghost town.” Other persons noted that the volume remaining
on Sierra Highway with the bypass would equal or exceed existing volumes so that businesses would not
be affected. Some residents liked the idea of getting traffic out of town and into an area where no existing
or planned residential areas would be affected.

Many residents asked about financing and timing of the project. Mr. Meays explained that Propositions
108 and 111 did not contain money specifically for this project but that Routes 58 and 14 are considered
high-priority routes and money would be available. Mr. Brummett stated that a very fast-track project
could be completed in 8 years but that a normal time frame would be 10 years.



|

—_———

al
o}

-d

Residents were also concemed about how a decision would be made about a final alignment and when
public input was possible. Mr. Black explained that the outcome of this study would be a
recommendation based on technical analysis. The next step would be approval by the Kem COG Board
and the County Board of Supervisors. These boards may consider other factors besides technical merit

in making their decisions. An EIR would also be required and approval by the Califomia Transportation
Commission. All of these steps allow opportunities for public input.

Some other points that were also raised: If Altemnative 4 is chosen, the right-of-way should be purchased
as soon as possible so that landowners are not in limbo for several years. Also, because of high winds
in Mojave, construction will need to be managed carefully to avoid creating airborne dust.

GKB/PM2-6/18/90-M:mdb
2262.30.01
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY

Second Mojave Public Meeting
June 18, 1990
7:00 PM
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative

Criteria 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Provide sufficient capacity  Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
for anticipated traffic
levels.

2. Allow upgrade to a Yes No Yes Yes No Yes
freeway.

3. Allow future connection Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
to Route 14.

4. Minimize cost. Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY
DETAILED EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
Alternative
1 4 6
58only 14 + 58 S8only 14 + 58 58 only 14 + 58
1. 2020 Average Dally Traffic (ADT) 7,400 28,600 12,400 33,600 12,400 18,200
on bypass.
2. 2020 ADT on Sierra Highway. 44,800 23,500 39,900 18,600 39,900 34,000
2020 volume-to-capacity ratio on 1.28 0.67 1.14 0.53 1.14 0.97
Sierra Highway.
4. Remaining at-grade railroad 1 1 1 1 1 1
crossings.
5. Total ADT on at-grade crossings. 44,800 23,500 39,900 18,600 39,900 34,000
6. Remaining signalized intersections. 2 2 2 2 5 5
7. Bypass type. Freeway Freeway Freeway Freeway Expressway Expressway
8.  Total cost ($ millions). 47.9 80.0 44.7 55.8 18.1 35.0
9. Cost per user. $1.95 $0.84 $1.09 $0.50 $0.44 $0.58

CEE —— ]

10.  Possible phasing. No No No No Yes Yes
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY
THROUGH TRAFFIC PATTERNS (ADT)
Component 1988 2020
Through Traffic: 3,000 7.400
,I
PN
o 1,700 10,400
L/ 4,600 10,800
..
Ve 100 200
PN
SubTocal 9,400 28,800
External-Internai 10,600 18,600
Internal 3200 5,000
TOTAL 23,200 52,400
N
SFH/ADT-4/18/90-M:mdb
2262.30.01
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MOJAVE CORRIDOR STUDY
SIGNIFICANT TECHNICAL STUDY CONCLUSIONS

Alternative 1 does not compare favorably with the other alternatives because it is more
expensive and carries less traffic.

2. Alternative 2, widening the existing alignment, would not provide sufficient capacity to
accommodate future traffic.
3. Alternative 4 is not justifiable unless it connects to Route 14 as well as Route 38.
4, Alternative 6, even if extended to Route 14, would not provide sufficient relief to Sierra
Highway. Widening to six lanes would still be necessary.
M:EVA6/14/90
2262.30.01
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The following statement is required by Section €735 of the California
Business and Professions Code:

The Registered Civil Engineer whose signature appears below attests to the
technical information contained herein. For those portions of the Report
based on input from technical specialists, the below Registered Civil
Engineer attests as to the qualifications of such technical specialists who

have provided data upon which the recommendations, conclusions, and
decisions made in this Report are based.
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Dited w1 Bruct—

Robert M. Barton, R.C.E. 7444
Chief Engineer
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to determine the feasibility and cost of railroad
relocations associated with the Mojave Corridor Study being performed by

Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc., for the Kern Council of Governments (KERNCOG),
in essociation with CalTrans and Kern County.

The Mojave Corridor Study has identified six alternatives, as shown in Exhibit

1. Three of these alternatives involve the relocation of railroad facilities
and are the subject of this report.

RAILROAD FACILITIES AND OPERATIONS

The existing railroad facilities in Mojave consist of a through main line, two
branch line connections, depot and house tracks, and a switching yard.

The main line tracks through Mojave are a portion of the Southern Pacific
Transportation Company’s major trunk route between the San Joaquin Valley and
Southern California, Arizopa, New Mexico, and Texas points. Between Bakersfield
and the junction in south Mojave, The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway also
operates trains over this Southern Pacific line under a trackage rights
agreement. This jointly operated section of double track, which crosses the

- Tehachapi Pass, carries an average of 60 through trains per day, not including

the Oak Creek and Searles Branch local trains discussed below. There is no
passenger service through Mojave and none is seriously considered. These tracks
are operated under Central Traffic Control (CTC) with a signal pole line on the
east side. This joint use double track main line diverges into two separately
owned single track main lines near the existing Route 14 overpass. In summary,
the joint trackage between Bakersfield and Mojave carries ope of the heaviest
concentrations of rail traffic of apny section of rail line in California.

The Qak Creek Branch extends westerly from Mojave for approximately nine miles.
It is a single track line without signals. Train service consists of a once or

twice daily local freight train which handles mostly coal westbound and cement
eastbound.

The Searles (former Lone Pine) Branch extends northeasterly from Mojave
approximately 48 miles to Searles. The track from Searles to Lone Pipne is in
place but is not in service. Southern Pacific motive power (locomotives)
operates from Searles approximately 31 miles to Trona over the Trona Railroad.
This is a single track line without signals. There is a passing siding located
on the Searles Branch approximately 0.5 mile from its connection with the main
line. Train service consists of two unit freight trains daily handling coal
eastbound and potash westbound and a daily local freight train. Recently

railroad service began to Imperial West Chemical Company located approximately
2-1/2 miles northeasterly of Mojave.
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At the present time, to the east of the main line tracks in downtown Mojave,
there are various railroad facilities including a pole line, tracks, depot,
housing for signal and communication equipment, and two maintenance-of-way
trailers. The tracks consist of a 4800-foot depot track, a house track, and two
short sidings; however, these tracks are not presently in service. The depot is
closed and a former freight house has been removed.

At this time, the railroad is in the process of relocating these facilities,
with the possible exception of the pole line, so that the property can be leased
or sold. An additional track is proposed to be constructed on the west side of
the switching yard to replace the depot and house tracks. A historic society
will probably relocate the depot building. The railroad is presently leasing
space in Mojave for offices and crew headquarters. The signal and microwave

commnication equipment housings and the maintenance-of-way trailers will
probably be relocated west of the main line tracks.

To the west of the main line tracks is a switching yard consisting of seven body
tracks, an outside rumaround track, and a wye track. A former enginehouse
between the body and runaround tracks has been removed. Helper engines either

. operate all the way through to West Colton Yard or are cut off at the Tehachapi

summit. Any required locomotive fueling is provided by truck. Both the Oak
Creek and Searles local freight trains operate out of this yard. Two additional
local trains also utilize the yard at night. The crew headquarters is located in
leased space in Mojave. Presently, a company plans to locate a bagging plant
facility with railroad service near the wye track area. This plant would
receive rail shipments originating on the Searles Branch.

ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 would upgrade the existing highway between the south and north

junctions of SR-58 and SR~14. A highway overpass over the Searles Branch may be
constructed.

The Southern Pacific main line right-of-way is located west of and adjacent to
the existing highway. Since the SP is presently relocating all its facilities
from the area east of the main line tracks, with the exception of the pole line,
the feasibility of widening the existing highway is very possible. The only
railroad relocation cost is that for relocating the pole line.

Alternative 2

Alternatve 2 would relocate approximately 2.4 miles of the Searles Branch with
grade separations at SR-58 and SR-14.
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The Searles Branch connection to the main line would be relocated approximately
one-mile north of its existing location. The branch would be relocated on a new
alignment which would meet the existing alignment approximately 2.5-miles east
of Mojave in the vicinity of the Imperial West Chemical Company. Rail service
should be continued to this industry. The pole line at the new main line
connection would require minor relocation. The cost of the new grade separations
has not been included in this report; however, the cost of roadway restoration
at the existing grade crossings has been included.

Alternative 3

Alterpative 3 would relocate all the railroad facilities approximately 1/2-mile
to the west of Mojave. The Searles Branch connection would also be relocated

northward. Grade separations would be constructed at SR-58, SR-14, and Oak
Creek Road.

The Searles Branch would be relocated as in Alternative 2 with a connection to
the relocated main line. The cost of the grade separations has not been
included in this report; however, the cost of roadway restoration at the
existing grade crossings has been included.

The joint use main line tracks and pole line would be relocated from a point
approximately 2.4 miles north of Mojave to the diverging switches under the
SR-14 overpass south of Mojave, a distance of approximately 3.6 miles.

The switching yard and wye track would also be relocated to the west. Along with
the yard, the microwave communications facility and the maintenance—~of-way
trailers would also require relocation to the new yard site. Due to the
increased distance between the relocated yard and the leased facilities in
Mojave, a new office and crew quarters would be required at the relocated yard
site. At this time, no allowances have been made for the relocation of the

bagging plant facility which may be constructed near the wye track in the
future.

COST ESTIMATES

Generalized order—of-magnitude cost estimates were prepared for the relocation
of the railroad facilities as previously described for the three alternatives,
and are shown in Tables 1, 2 and 3.

The track footages of the existing facilities were taken from the Southern
Pacific station maps and were adjusted to reflect their current status and
proposed changes for the near future. The track footages for the relocated main
line and Searles Branch tracks were scaled from the 1" = 600’ photographic plan
provided to us by Barton-Aschman Associates. Unit costs were developed for the
different types of trackwork, signal pole line relocatiomn, subballast,
earthwork, and grade crossing work. However, no costs were developed for the
removal of existing track as these costs would be approximately equal to the
salvage value of the released material. The unit costs which were developed are
shown in Table 4.



Arbitrary monetary allowances were used for interlocking work, communication
work, cross drainage, and other facilities. These estimates do not include the
! cost of grade separations, engineering design, construction management,
construction contingency, or right-of-way. New and released right-of-way
r acreages were developed; however, no costs were assigned. These estimates are

not intended to be precise, but are only an indication of the approximate cost
that might be associated with a major railroad relocation.
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Description
Trackwork
Signals

Relocate Pole Line
Communications
Grading and Drainage
‘Grade Crossings
Other Facilities
Contingency and Inflation

TOTAL

Right-of-Way
New

Released

TABLIE 1
RAILROAD RELOCATION COST

ALTERNATIVE 1

Quantity

None

7,000 L.F.
None
None
None
None

L.S.

None

20 Ac

Costx

280,000

:__ 56,000

$336,000

% Cost does not include grade separations, emgineering design,

construction management, construction contingency, or

right—of-way costs.

TABLES.RPT
P0T24701
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TABIE 2

RAILROAD RELOCATION COST

ALTERNATIVE 2

Description Quantity Costx
Trackwork

Construct main line track 100 T.F. $ 12,500

Construct secondary track 15,400 T.F. 1,771,000

Construct noninterlocked turnout 3 EA. 75,000
Signals

Relocate pole line i 500 L.F. | 20, 000
Communications None -0-
Grading and Drainage

Subballast 8,900 C.Y 178,000

Earthwork 22,000 C.Y. 110,000

Cross Drainage L.S 25,000
Grade Crossings

Construct new with automatic protection 2 EA. 300, 000

Remove existing and restore road 3 EA. 22,500
Other Facilities None -0-
Contingency and Inflation L.S. __ 503,000
TOTAL $3,017,000
Right-of-Way

New 23 AC -0-

Released 49 AC -0-

¥ Cost does not include grade separations, engineering design,
construction management, construction contingency, or

right-of-way costs.

TABLES.RPT
P0T24701
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TABLE 3

RATLROAD RELOCATION COST

ALTERNATIVE 3

Description

Trackwork
Construct main line track
Construct secondary track
Construct yard track
Construct interlocked turnout
Construct noninterlocked turnout

Signals
Relocate pole line
Interlocking plant

Communications

Grading and Drainage
Subballast
Earthwork
Cross Drainage

Grade Crossings
Construct new with autamatic protection
Remove existing and restore road

Other Facilities
Building
Utilities

Contingency and Inflation
TOTAL

Right—-of-Way
New
Released

Quantity

38,000 T.F.

15,400 T.F.

41,700 T.F.
6 EA.

35 EA.

19,000 T.F.
L.S.

5,000 S.F.
L.S.

L.s.

90 AC
180 AC

Costx

$ 4,750,000
1,771,000
4,170,000

360,000
875,000

760,000

640,000

50,000 -
1,246,000

720,000
150,000

600, 000
30,000

500,000
100,000
3,344,000
$20,066,000

-0~
-0-

% Cost does not include grade separations, engineering design,
construction management, construction contingency, or

right-of-way costs.

TABLES.RPT
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TABLE 4

RAILROAD RELOCATION COST

UNIT COST

Item Description Unit
Trackwork

Construct main line track T.F.

Construct secondary track T.F.

Construct yard track T.F.

Construct interlocked turnout EA.

Construct noninterlocked turnout EA.
Signals

Relocate pole line L.F.

_Interlocking plant : L.S.
Communications L.S.
Grading and Drainage

Subballast C.Y.

Earthwork C.Y.

Cross Drainage L.S.
Grade Crossings

Construct new with automatic protection EA.

Remove existing and restore road EA.
Other Facilities

Building S.F.

Utilities ) L.s.
Contingency and Inflation L.S.

Unit Cost

115
100
60,000

25,000

40
Allowance

Al lowance

20
5

Allowance

150,000

7,500

100
Allowance

20 percent

TABLES.RPT
P0T24701
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ENVIRONMENTAL HANDBOOK MOJAVE

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECXLIST
This checkiist vas used to ldentity physical, blological, soclal and economic factors which might
be impacted by teh provosed project. |n many cases, the beckground studies pertormed in connece
tion with this orojecr clesriy indicate the project will not attecr s particular item., A "NO®
snswer in the tirst column documents t™his determination, Where There Is a need for claritying

discussion, an asTerisk Is shown nexr to the answer, The discussion Is In Tthe seciton following
the checkl!ist,

IF YES, IS IT
YES OR | SIGNIFICANT?
PHYSICAL, wiil the oroposal either directly or Indirsctiy: NO YES R NO
1. Aporecisbly change the topography or ground surface reliet
teatures? NO
2. Destroy, cover, or modify any unique geclogic or physlcsl
teatures? NO
I. Resuit In unsTadie earth surtaces or increase the exposure ot
pecple or property 1o geciogic or seismic hazsres? NO
4, Result In or be atfected by 30!l erosion or siltarion (whether
by vater or wind)? NO
S. Result In The incressed use of fuel or energy In large amounts
or in a vastetul senner? NO
6. Resuit In an lacrsase in the rate of use of any natursi
resource? NO
7. Resuit In the substantriasl depietion of any noarenewadle
resource? NO
8, Vioiste any pubiished Federsi, State, or local standards .
pertaining 1o hazardous waste, solld wvaste or [itter coantrol? NO
9., Modify the chaanel of & river or stream or the bed of the ocsan
or any bay, Iniet or (ske? NO
10, Encrosch upon & tloodplain or result in or be sffected by
tloodvaters or tidat wvaves? YES NO
1. Adversely stfect the quaatity or quaiity ot surtecs water,
groundwater, or public varer suopiy? NO
12. Result In the use of vater In large swounts or (n a vastetul
sanner? NO
13, Atfect wetiands or riparisn vegetation? NO
14, VYiolate or be Inconsistent with Federal, State, or local water
quality standards? NO
15. Result In chenges In alf movewment, moisture, or tempersture, or
any climstic conditions? NO
16, Result In an (ncrease In sir poliutsat emissions, sdverse
etfects on or deteriorsrtion of ambdlent air qualityt NO
17. Resuit Iin the crestion of cbjectionasble odors? NO
18, violate or be inconsistent with Federat, State, or locai alr
standerds or control plans? NO
19, Resuit in sn Incresse In noise levels or vibration for adjolining
arees? YES NO
20. Result In any Federsi, State, or local noise criteria being
esqual or exceeded? NO
21. Produce new (ight, glare, or shadows? YES| NO
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ENVIRONMENTAL HANDBOOK

MOJAVE
ENVIRONMENTAL SIGN1IFICANCE CHECXLIST (Cont.)
IF YES, 1S IT
YES OR | SIGNIFICANT?
BIOLOGICAL, Wlil ?he propossi result in (either directiy or NO YES R NO
indlirectiy):
22, Change in the diversity of species or number of any species of
plants (including frees, shrubs, grass, aicrotiors, and agquatic
plants)? ) NO
23. Reduction of the mmbers of or encroachement upon the critical
haditat of any unique, threatened or endangered species of
plants? NO
24, Introduction-of new species of plants (nTo an wres, or resuit (a
a barriar to the normai replenishment ot existing specles? NO
25. Reduction In acresage of any sgricuitural crop or commercial
timber stand, or atfect prime, unique, or other farmiand of State
or local lmportence? NO
26. Removail or deteriorstion of existing tish or wildlite
habitat? YES NO
27, Change in The diversity of species, or numbers of any species of
animais (dirds, iand anissis Including reptriles, fish and
shel itish, beathic organisms, insects or microfaumas)? NO
28, Reduction of t™he mumbders of or encroschment upon the critical
hablitat of any mnique, threstened or endangered species of
snimais? ) YES NO
29. Iintroduction of now species of snimals into sn area, or result In
8 berrier to the migration or movement of animsis? MAYBE NO
SOCIAL ANO ECONOMIC, Will the proposal dlrectly or Indlrectly:
30. Causs dlsruption of orderly planned develocpmeat? NO
31. Be inconsistent vith any eiements of adopTed commmity plans,
policies or goals, or the Cailfornia Urdban Strategyl NO
32, Be inconsistent vith a Coastal Zone Mangemeat Plan? NO
33, Atfect the iccation, distribution, density, or growth rate of the
human population of an aresl? MAYBE NO
34, Attect |ite=styies, or neighborhood character or stadliity? NO
33. Affect minority, elderiy, handlicapped, transit-dependent, or
other specific interest groups? NO
38, Dlvide or disrypt sn estadiished community? NO
37. Affect existing housiag, require the scquisition of resideatiail
Isprovements or e dispiscemsat of peopie or cregte a demend for
additional housing? NO
38, Affect amployment, Industry or commerce, or requlre the
displacement of businesses or tares? MAYBE MAYBR
39, Attect property values or t™he local tux bese? YES MAYBE
40, Atfect any community feciiities (laciuding medical, oducstional,
sclentitic, recreational, or religious ingtitutions, ceremonial
sites or sacred shrines)? NO
41, Atfect public utitities, or potlce, fire, emergescy or other
publ ic services? NO
42, Have substestial ispecr on existing transportation systems or
alter preseat patterns of circulation or movemsst of people
sad/or goodst YES NO
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43,
44,

‘,.

46,
47,
48,
49,
30,
st

sz,

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST (Cont,)

Generate additionst trattic?

AftecT or be atfecred by existing parking facilities or resuit In
demand for new parkling? )

invoive & substantlal risk ot an expiosion or the releass of
hazardous substancas In the eveat ot an sccident or othervise
adversely attect oversil publlc satety?

Resuit In siterations 1o vatertorne, rall o alr trattic?
Support large commercial or resideatial develiocoment?

Attect a signiticant archaecliogical or nhistoric site, structure,
object, or bullding?

Attect wild or scenlc rivers or naturst landmarxs?

Attect any scenic resources or resuit In the oostruction ot any
sconic vista or view open to the pudlic, or creation ot an
sestheticaily otfensive site cpoen to pubdlic view?

Resuit |a substantial impects assoclisted with coastruct lon
sctivities (e.g., nolse, dust, temporsry drainage, trattic
detours and fsmporary access, efc.)?

Result In the use of any publicly-owned land from a park,
recreation ares, or vildiite and vatertow) refuge?

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIF1CANCE,

3.

sS4,

93.

56.

Does the project have the potentlsi to substantiaily degrade the
quailty ot the eavironmeat, substantially reducs the habitst ot 8
$ish or wildiite specles, causs 8 tish or wildllte popuiation t0
droo below selt-sustaining levels, Threaten To eliminate & olant
or animal comeunity, reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or eilainate |sportant
sxamoies ot the ssjor periods of Calitornia history or
prenistory?

Does the project have the poteatial to achleve short=term, T0 the
disadvantage of {ong-term, environmestal goais? (A short-term
impact on the environmeat Is one which occurs |n e relatively
briet, detinitive pericd ot time while long=-term impacts will
endure well Into The future,)

Does the project have environmeatsi ettects which are indlivid-
watly liaited, but cumuistively considerspie?! Cumulatively
consideratie means TMat e Incremsnts! sttects of an individusi
project are considerable vhen viawed in connecrion with the
oftects ot past projects, the effects ot other current projects,
and the eftecrs of probsble tuture projects. [+ lacludes the
ettects of other projects which intersct with this project and,
together, are considersbie, :

Joes the project have eavironmeats! ettects which wiil cause
substantial sdverse effects on human beings, either directiy or
Indirectiy?

YES OR ISIGNIFICANT?

iF YES, 1S T

YES OR NO

NO

NO

NO
NO

YES NO

NO

NO

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO






