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Transportation

Modeling Committee Oversight

Regional Planning Advisory Committee
(RPAC) Members:

3 community at large members

12 Local government planning directors
or the designee

Ex-officio representatives:
Golden Empire Transit
Caltrans
LAFCO
KEDC

Kern Council of Governments

Kern COG Board Board of Directors

Executive Committee

Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC)

Regional Transportation Modeling ! I| |
Committee (TMC) Participants:

Local government public works staff that
deal with transportation modeling

(Bakersfield,
Kern County,
Caltrans)

Regional Planning
Advisory Committee
(RPAC)

Transportation Technical

N Advisory Committee

TTAC)& Congestion
Enagement TAC

Social Service Technical
Advisory Committee
(SSTAC)

Public Transit Operators
Commitee (PTOC)

N\

Geographic Information
Advisory Committee

(GIAC)

RPAC/TMC
usually have
joint meetings

Transportation Modeling
Committee (TMC)
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of Governments




Public Input: Integrated Performance Measure Analysis

27+ People/Groups Participated in Roundtable Process

Environment and Social Equity

Roundtable Particianty e Dec. 2015 - Environ. & Social Equity Roundtable
Tejon Tribe, Lamont/Weedpatch

Collaborative, North of the River e Mar. 2016 — Environ. & Social Equity Roundtable
Recreation and Park District, Kern
SRR © May. 2016 — Report to RPAC and COG Boa rd on EJ
arden Pathways, the Center for Race. Recommended Methodology Change
Poverty and the Environment, California

Walks, the Leadership Counsel for e Jul. 2016 — Business & Industry Roundtable
Justice gnd Accountability, Bike .

SRR TN Aug. 2017 — Combined E&S/B&I Roundtable

of Commerce, City of Bakersfield, GET

Bus, Sequoia Riverland Trust, others... ¢ Sept 2017 - Update tO RPAC dNC COG BOa I‘d on

Business & Industry Roundtable:

T o T By addition of new Federal Required Safety
Tejon Ranch, City of Bakersfield, Fehr &

Peers, Cambridge Systematics, Tioga, Pe rfO rmance M easure

——————] Kern COG is the ONLY MPO listed in the 2010 RTP
Roundtables

Report to the Guidelines adopted by the State as a “Best Practice”
ke counci RPAC for Environmental Justice Analysis

of Governments




Federal Performance Measure Analysis Areas Revised

Using U.S. EPA EJ Screen Tool and 2016 Census Data

0 Title VI — Predominantly Minority ; :

Areas — Title VI, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d et seq. 1964

Civil Rights Act. No person, on the grounds of race,
color, or national origin, is excluded from
participation in, denied the benefits of, or subjected
to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance.

O Environmental Justice (EJ) —
Predominantly Minority and/or Low

Income Areas - Executive Order 12898 issued

by President Clinton in 1994. Its purpose is to focus
attention on the environmental and human health
effects of federal actions on minority and low-
! income populations ONLY with the goal of achieving
mmm environmental protection for all communities.

Kern Council
of Governments

Title VI
Areas




Balancing Environmental Justice Analysis with

Meaningful Opportunities for Public Involvement

Federal Environmental Justice (EJ)

O Executive Order 12898 issued by President
Clinton in 1994, in 2012, U.S. DOT Order
5610.2(a), clarified EJ procedures for federal
transportation planning processes.

O EJ principles are to be considered throughout
planning and decision-making process

e / O EJ Procedures shall provide meaningful

5 [/ opportunities for public involvement during
the planning and development of programs,
policies, and activities, including potential
effects, alternatives, and mitigation
measures.

Kern Council
of Governments



Over 6,000 Participated in Meaningful Opportunities for

Public Involvement with Appropriate Translation Services

Kern Council
of Governments

*Not including over
50 public RPAC/TTAC
oversight meetings.

Over 100 Public Outreach Opportunities Over Past 4-Years*

e 1 Website, 600 Played an Interactive Survey Game Tool

e 4 Annual Phone/Text Surveys — over-sampled in outlying areas
e 25 Public Regional Planning Advisory Committee meetings

e 24 City Council and Board of Supervisor Presentations

e 23 Festivals, Fairs, Farmer’s Markets and Other Events

e 17 Stakeholder Hosted Mini-Grant Workshops

e 9 Active Transportation Workshop Walk Audits

e 5 Environment/Social Equity; Business/Ind. Roundtable Mtgs.
e 3 Publicly Advertised Hearings in Ridgecrest, Arvin, Bakersfield
e 1 Co-Presentation with the Tejon Tribe in Lamont

Kern is the ONLY Small/Medium MPO listed in 2017 State RTP
Guidelines as an “Exemplary Planning Practice” For Educational
Outreach.




EJ Analysis Got a Little More Complicated This Time

Federally Requested Changes to EJ Performance Measures Process

 Added performance measure tables for Federal Title VI “Minority Areas Only”

 Added performance measures for Health Equity and Safety
* Increased Total Performance Measures by more than 40% over the 2014 RTP

2014 RTP 2018 RTP

Countywide Measures System Level Countywide Measures

Urban Rural Smart Mobility Urban Place Types " Rural Place Types

Environmental Justice Areas

Place Types Pl i)z
VP ace Types (Minority & Low Income Areas)

Environmental Justice Areas

EJ

Title VI NEW! Federal Title IV Areas

(Minority Areas Only)




RWI Foundation — County Health Ranking Methodology State Goal: Consider Health In All Policies

lL‘ e ' San Joaquin Valley Counties
‘ Quality of Life (50%) . .
| Health Ranking Consistently at or
- Tobacco Use

|_. s Near State’s Worst Since 2010
| HealthBehaviors | | | 7 ASTSS(
" | | mmhu;anmgus\Transportation Related Factors affect less than

- 30% of the region’s health ranking:
* 4% - Exercise (walking, biking)

.3 Sexual Activity

| Ciinatcare: | e S e 8% - Employment (economic growth)
@R qualtyocare e 8% - Income (economic growth)
_ il — e 2.5% - Air (vehicle emissions)
§ * 5% - Housing & Transit (job access, walking)
B | | More than half of the Transportation Related
|: T la0%) ‘ i Factors are economic growth related.
“i ’ Source:
‘ E | http://www.countyhealthrankings.org/explore-health-rankings/our-methods




Why a Well Funded Transportation System
Drives the Economy, Jobs and Health Equity

Investment in transportation
Efficient transportation

Expanded market area and
lower distribution cost

Greater economic
opportunities

economic spira

Need for more production
Lower cost for consumers
Increased demand

U/

Kern Council
of Governments



RTP Measures Correspond to RTP Goals

7 out of 10 Measures have a Health Equity Component

1. Mobility/Health Equity (transit) — Improve the mobility of people and freight;

2. Accessibility/Economic Being/Health Equity (transit) — Improve accessibility to, and the
economic well being of, major employment and other regional activity centers;

3. Efficiency/Cost Effectiveness/Health Equity (transit) — Maximize the efficiency and cost
effectiveness of the existing and future transportation system;

4. Livability/Customer Satisfaction — Promote livable communities and satisfaction of
consumers with the transportation system;

5. Environment/Health Equity — Improve Local and Regional Air Quality

6. Sustainability/Preservation — Provide for preservation and expansion of the system
while minimizing effects on the environment;

7. Equity/Health Equity (transit) — Ensure an equitable distribution of the benefits among
various demographic and user groups.

8. Land Consumption/Health Equity — Promote walking and biking through more compact
development options

9. Health Equity — Promote Health Care Cost Savings

10. Reliability/Safety/Health Equity — Improve the reliability and safety of the
transportation system;



3 New Federal Performance Measures (PM)

Now Required

e PM-1 (Safety) Approved by RPAC/COG Board in February
2018 and included in the Draft RTP

Coming Soon (November 16, 2018)
e PM-2 (Pavement and Bridge Condition)
e PM-3 (System Performance, Freight, CMAQ)

Requires Annual Reporting



Integrated Performance

Measure Results Summary

* 93% of the Measures Met the Targets
e 2 of the Measures Partially Met Targets

e [Partial

Target Attainment Indicates Area to

Watch in Future RTP Cycles

* Performance Measures Indicate the RTP is

Generally Headed in the Right Direction!

Kern Council

of Governments

Table D-3: Performance Measure Analysis Summary by RTP Goals for System Level, Smart

Mobility Framework, Health Equity, and Environmental Justice and Title VI Areas

Table RTP Smart Mobility Performance Measure Description Performance Target
No. Goal/Performance Geographic Measure Met?
(Apdx. Measure (PM) Coverage Target/Test (Yes/No/
D) Category Place type(PT) Partial)
D-4 Average Travel Time — Improvement over Yes
Mopility { health Urban, rpral. Peak Highway Trips No Project Baseline
D-5 equity (transit) countywide PT | ayerage Travel Time — Improvement over Yes
Peak Transit Trips No Project Baseline
D-6 Accessibility / Average Travel Time to Job Centers — Improvement over Yes
economic well- Urban, rural, Highway Trips No Project Baseline
D-7 being / health countywide PT | Average Travel Time to Job Centers — Improvement over Yes
equity (transit) Transit Trips No Project Baseline
D-8 Average Daily Investment per Improvement over Yes
Efficiency / cost Passenger Mile Traveled — Highways Countywide
effectiveness / Urban, rural, Average
D-9 health equity countywide PT | Average Daily Investment per Improvement over I Partial I
(transit) Passenger Mile Traveled — Transit Countywide
Average
D-10 Livgbillt;{ / customer | Urban rpral, Average Trip Delay Time in Hours Impé%niznﬁaégver I F'artnall
satisfaction countywide PT Average
D-11 . % Change NOx/PM by air basin Improvement over Yes
3 Air Basins
Environment / Base Year
D-12 | health equity Urban, rural, 9% Change in Households within 500 feet | Improvement over Yes
countywide PT | of Roadway Volumes > 50,000 Base Year
D-13 Sustainability / . Percentage Change in Maintenance Improvement over Yes
preservation Countywide PT Dollars Per Lane Mile Base Year
D-14 % of Expenditures versus Passenger Improvement over Yes
Miles Traveled in 2035 — Highways Countywide
Equity / health Urban, rural, Average
D-15 | equity (transit) countywide PT | o4 of Expenditures versus Passenger Improvement over Yes
Miles Traveled in 2035 —Transit Countywide
Avarana
D-16 Land Consumption Countywide PT % change in Farmland consumed Improvement over Yes
/ health equity Y outside City Spheres of Influence Historic Baseline
D-17 . ' Health Cost Savings Improvement over Yes
Health equity Countywide PT No Project Baseline
D-18 Reliability / Urban, Average Level of Congestion in Hours Improvement over Yes
congestion countywide PT Base Year
D-19 N Annualized Accident Statistics for Improvement over Yes
Reliability / safety / | Urban, rural, A . '
: . nnual Average Daily Traffic Countywide
health equity countywide PT Average
D-20 Federal PM-1 Countywide PT Forecast of Accidents for Vehicles, Improvement over 5 Yes
Safety/health equity y Bicycles and Pedestrians year running base

*Note: Due to data limitations Environmental Justice/Title VI areas were not able to be analyzed for performance measures D-11, D-
13, D-16, D-17 and D-20.




Integrated Performance Measure Results (1 of 17 Result Tables)

MOBILITY (Average Travel Time) — All Targets Met!

* Travel times get

worse in 2042 but
No Build is Worse

than Build.

e EJ (Table D-4b)
Rural Areas fare
better than All EJ
Rural Areas

e T-VI (Table D-4c)
Rural Areas fare
better than All EJ
Rural Areas

\_

Kern Council
of Governments

Table D-4a: Average Travel Time — Peak Highway Trips (in minutes)

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build
Urban/Metro 13.56 14.53 14.93
Rural Areas 2415 All TAZS 24.77
Countywide 16.42 177 18.05

Table D-4b: EJ TAZs Average Travel Time — Peak Highway Trips (in minutes)

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build
Urban/Metro 13.71 14.49 14.15
Rural Areas 22 85 El TAZs 2161
Countywide 16.24 16.95 15.04

Table D-4c: Title VI TAZs Average Travel Time — Peak Highway Trips (in minutes)

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build
Urban/Metro 13.91 14.63 14.74
Rural Areas 23.62 T-V| TAZs[22:08 22.09
Countywide 16.22 16.68 16.75

TAZ = Transportation Analysis Zone




Integrated Performance Measure Results

Efficiency/Cost Effectiveness (Transit): Slight Issue in Rural Areas

Table D-9a: Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled — Transit®

* |nvestment Per

Passenger Mile gets Place Type 2042

worse in 2042 for Urban/Metro 32

Rural Areas only Rural Areas All TAZsZ]
 However, Subsidies Countywide 2

are 30% Less in Rural

Table D-9b: EJ TAZs Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled — Transit
Areas by Law and

Expenditures are Place Type 2042

more efficient /mile Urban/Metro 43

because of long hauls. 0 TAZs
e EJ (Table D-9b) Rural Countyuide 38

Areas fare better than

Table D9c: Title VI TAZs Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled - Transit
All Rural Areas J y P J

e T-VI (Table D-9c) Rural Place Type 2042
Areas fare better than Urban/Metro 49

mam All Rural Areas Rural Areas T-VI TAZs 331
gls g]osg:'nnnﬁgnts Countywide Al




Integrated Performance Measure Results Summary

LIVABILITY (Trip Delay): Slight Issue in EJ Urban Area

Table D-10a: Average Vehicle Delay Time in Hours

e Vehicle delay gets Place Type Delay Hours Delay Hours 2042 Total Hours 2042 | Percentage Delayed
. y 2015
slightly worse in Urban Urban/Metro 20,150 40,595 448359 A\|| TAZSE:
EJ Areas Hural Areas 7,147 21,343 454 6945 2
e Proba ny due to Countywide 27,353 62,099 905,292 7
increased infill Table D-10b: EJ TAZs Average Vehicle Delay Time in Hours
e EJ (Ta ble D-].Ob) All Place Type Delay Hours Delay Hours 2042 Total Hours 2042 Percentage Delayed
2015
Urban Areas fare
_ Urban/Metro 10,419 21,186 =290 EJ TAZS[ 0
Sllghtly better than E‘J Rural Areas 4 042 12,171 252 016 2
Urban Areas Countywide 14,474 33,390 476,722 7
* T-VI (Ta ble D']-OC) Table D-10c: Title VI Average Vehicle Delay Time in Hours
Urban Areas fare
Place Type Delay Hours Delay Hours 2042 Total Hours 2042 Percentage Delayed
better than All Urban 2015
‘ Areas Urban/Metro 7,326 13,304 163,916 T-\/|| TAZS
—— Rural Areas 2 626 6,773 155 387 4
I
gasg]osg:'nnnﬁgnts Countywide 9,959 20,095 320,284 6




New Federal Safety Performance Measures (PM)

Now Required

e PM-1 (Safety) Approved by RPAC/COG Board in February
2018 and included in the Draft RTP



New Federal Safety Performance Measure — Uses Historic Trends

LJ L] L L]
Statewide Economic Determinism (1998-2016)
2,000 “With only modeling the unemplovment rate
i and per capita GDP growth in California, this
4,300 accounts for 70% of the yearly variations in
collisions™
4,000
g 3,500
L
P 3,000
=)
= 2,500
Ly
L 2,000
Q
& 1,500
)
=
ot
2 1,000
500
0
-500 . - .
1998 | 1999 | 2000 2001 2002 | 2003 2004 | 2005 @ 2006 | 2007 | 2008 2009 | 2010 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016
s Fatalities 3459 3559 3730 3926 4089 4225 4094 4304 4197 3976 3401 3076 2739 2835 2995 3107 3074 3176 3680
Unemployment Rate (%)  3.70% 5000 | 470% 6.40% 6.80% 6.60% 580% 510%  490°% 6.00% 9.30% 12.10% 1210% 11.00% 9.60% B.20%  6.90% 590% 35.20%
Per Capita GDP Growth | 4.9% | 59% | 60% | -1.7%  13% | 29% | 32% | 32% | 27% | 09% | -05%  -54%  -0.1%  04% | 1.4% | 16% | 21% | 32% | 3.7%
s )\ Jocle] (R2=0.7 3636 | 3705 | 376l | 4132 3728 3619 3777 | 3944 4050 | 3961 | 3315 3127 | 2397 | 2813 | 3049 3367 | 3627 3754 3874




Vehicle - Rate of Motorized Serious Injuries + Fatalities
Rates Per 100M Miles Traveled Annually

Forecast 2017-2022

Kern 0 ®)

4 o}: 5 5.31
5.00
[ ]
o Combineéd 5-Year Runnihg ra
E 4.00
3.00
2.00
1§61 1163 1
0.00
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
s S| Total 3.78 3.85 3.31 3.63 3.46 3.24 3.20 3.58 3.55 3.59 3.61 3.63 3.65 3.67 3.68 3.70
I Fatalities 1.90 1.41 2.02 1.39 1.36 1.60 1.59 1.35 1.60 1.61 1.62 1.63 1.64 1.65 1.66 1.66
e 5_Yr. S|+Fatalities 5.22 5.05 4.96 4.88 491 4.98 5.06 5.15 5.23 5.26 5.29 5.31

Source: CHP SWITRS data, Kern COG Travel Model s Fatalitios s S| Total e 5Vr. S+ Fatalitios
Forecast years assume 2015 fatality rates per mile of travel (VMT) stay same.

18
Target assumes we will do better than the base year model rate.



Ped. + Bike Injuries + Fatalities Rate Per 1000 Population

Kern O'OO(E)?'O Forecast 2017-2022
o —>

0.00012
0006105
w 0.00010
=
oc ©dS-Year Rihni
0.00008 n' A age
0.00006
0.00004
0.00002
0.00000
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
mm Bike+Ped SI/1000 0.00004 0.00005 0.00006 0.00006 0.00005 0.00006 0.00005 0.00007 0.00006 0.00008 0.00007 0.00007 0.00007 0.00007 0.00006 0.00006
I Bike+Ped Fatal/1000 0.00002 0.00003 0.00003 0.00003 0.00003 0.00003 0.00004 0.00003 0.00004 0.00004 0.00004 0.00004 0.00004 0.00004 0.00004 0.00004

= 5-yr Bike+Ped Sl+Fatal/1000 0.000082 = 0.000087 = 0.000089 | 0.000089 @ 0.000090 @ 0.000099 @ 0.000104 @ 0.000107 0.000110 @0.000112 0.000109 @ 0.000105

Source: CHP SWITRS data, Kern COG Travel Model

mm Bike+Ped Fatal/1000 mm Bike+Ped SI/1000 e 5-yr Bike+Ped Sl+Fatal/1000

Forecast years assume 2015 fatality rates per mile of travel (VMT) stay same.
Target assumes we will do better than the base year model rate.
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New Federal Safety Performance Measure — State vs

Statewide 1. Five Performance Targets for 2018 (5-Yr)

&> Number of Fatalities = 3590.8
<>  Rate of Fatalities per 100 Million VMT = 1.029
<> Number of Serious Injuries = 12.823.4
‘;ﬁ@ Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 Million VMT = 3.831
O{b k Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Non-Motorized Serious
Injuries (Bicycles and Pedestrians) = 4271.1

Kern FIve Performance Targets for 2018 (5-yr)
<ay Number of Fatalities = 148 (4.1% of the State)
< Rate of Fatalities per 100 Million VMT = 1.63
<m» Number of Serious Injuries = 329 (2.6% of the State)
«<im> Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 Million VMT = 3.63
ofaoﬁ Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Non-Motorized Serious
Injuries (Bicycles and Pedestrians) = 98 (2.3% of the State)

20



Balancing Analysis with Public Outreach — 5 Examples of

Exemplary Outreach Efforts & How the Results Were Used

1. Federally Required Urban Simulation Computer Modeling
To Help Public Visualize Representations of the SCS at
Public Workshops

2. Real-time Voting Using Clicker Technology and Dot Board
Scenario Comparison Activity at Workshops and Event
Booths.

3. Interactive Website “Play the Game” available 24/7
4. Project Map Activity at Workshops and Event Booths

W 5. Annual Phone/Texting Survey with Oversampling in All
= Outlying Communities including Disadvantaged




1. Computer Visualization Models -- “Leverage Technology: More
Efficient/Clean Transportation” Transit Priority Place Types = Mobility Hub

o Package delivery

o Bike parking zzit:smomhty 0 Pedestrian facilities

= = .l..J )

Transit @rity lace Types Mobility Hub Concept

o Real-time transit info o Smart intersection o Protected bikeway

Electric vehicle Universal

o Infogftionalit et charger transportation account

mart parking @ Mixed-use development

#h

s aGs A o

o On-demand rideshare o S|

Kern Council
of Governments




Visualizing Providing Housing Closer to Jobs - 2025
(Delano Transit Priority Place Type)

Kern Council
of Governments




Visualizing Providing Jobs Closer to Housing
(Wasco Transit Priority Place Type)




Visualizing Provide Housing Closer to Jobs — 2025
(S.E. Bakersfield Transit Priority Place Type)

! t , = g

d-u—. ‘.n.. - ] - E =l _
%‘5% e SRR . -
E | o = = Tt ai 3 = " =
e -:.d. ;?' f ,...11 L \ » e
U i 1 £ - x - - - -
= - o IR T & : N

——— g e e

e

= £ -qum r -!-.--ﬂn_..g' _ '
- i 7R ""-’ﬂ Center

'f_"."'f ; Offlces wma Sh ' '}} 5]
.. 4 k 2 __,: t\_—‘r_—.—_x

—

4 Mt Vernon _,_j ,

U/
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Visualizing Providing Housing Closer to Jobs - 2045
(Downtown Bakersfield Transit Priority Place Type)

i " ;‘.E::*j::{."fg =
. 1 3

i 9 e
Ave/Garces \._1::-";.- i

of Governments . S ——— e

7

i ;‘
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Visualizations Helped Inform Workshop Voting on Principles,

Strategies and Scenarios: Results Found in RTP Appendix C

Real-time Dot Board Voting

=1

gLH:IL TICHS  — = - —— - — e I v !
o . : | Vote for 1 wu,
050 Draft Scenario Comparison e Wi Bbatels st

Plza

2E cashwalr vobe Tﬁr1!|a Fumuire Groeth Scenario that jg best far Wpiropoltan Bakersfield
by pasing 3 slicker naxt i he cormasponoing seensria, TR
Sa v BRSSPI SIS e A TR i B e vy

Kern Council
of Governments



2. Dot Board Exercise at Events/Mini-Grant Workshops

- Comparing Scenarios with Performance Measures

 Process used 4 scenarios each progressively more
ambitious in terms of density and strategy implementation
& * Scenario’s similar to 2014 RTP educational outreach

i process

=== o Scenario votes weighted to develop the preferred
alternative, allowing a range of results well beyond the 4
alternatives

- Preferred or “Plan” scenario had very similar results as the
- 2014 RTP, at about scenario 3

e Twice and many participated this time as in 2014

Kern Council
of Governments



AREA METROPOLITANA DE BAKERSFIELD — CARACTERISTICAS DE LAS HIPOTESIS DE
TODO EL CONDADO PARA 2035

Characteristics Compared

METRO BAKERSFIELD—2035 COUNTYWIDE SCENARIO CHARACTERISTICS
% of Maint:::;:: I g 3
" |

Highway Focus

Transit/Non- Auto Focus

. . 140 000 186,000 190,000 219,000 .Q_ .Q_
Bike/Walk/Transit . .
_— 4

Infrastructure (ﬁ)

Oﬁ) Population within 1,/2 mile of transit

18,725 19,618 20,071 20,164
Trafﬁclmpact .—.—.- a4 %
Vehicle Delay Hours -total hours lost due to heavy traffic
2035
. o 2020 -
< H Slower aster
Timeline Implementation . 4 H Implementation
Tocas lag higadtesis supanen un erecimiento

este crecimlents se producitd dentro del Ar m g A
de la tierra .
SCENARIO 4

Multi-family Small Lot/Attached Single-family

HIPGTESIS 4

Al S AT S0 AN TS (TS EIBARMITS PSS, biutates
fﬂ“.“dlﬂ“.“lﬂuﬂ

Accelerates investment in transit, bike, walk infrastructure by 15
years to 2020. Expands revitalization to areas with increased

7% 12% 16% 1% 49% 67% 72% 83%
transit service. .
« Major shift in demand for more transit, bike and walk friendly ... 4 -. - 4 4 -..-.
mmdﬂmmmﬂﬂm
- 100%

new i in i ure with an

Housing Choice

U/

time frame. 1?%
Kern Counicil All scenarios assume growth to 1.3 million people; 417,000 households; and 461,000 jobs in Kern county by 2035. Approximately 2/3 of this growth is within Metropolitan
of Governments 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



?FE?)I\%?SC?E?EE%Q?SDE BAKERSFIELD — RESULTADOS DE HIPOTESIS DE TODO Performance Measures

METRO BAKERSFIELD—2035 COUNTYWIDE SCENARIO OUTCOMES

Todas las hipétesis suponen
el mismo crecimiento general
en términos de poblacién,

2 i,
Viviendasy emplec. infraeﬁm'rj: loc 4 ‘:§E $$$
All Scenario assume same 2 F‘ g ’ l @ -E- m A&

overall growth in population,
househelds, and jobs.

X

Vehicle Miles Traveled ; ila Ai
Public Health Household Automobile Air
Local Infrast{ucture Water Use® Energy Independence’ (VMT) & Fuel Transportation Costs® Tt Land Consumption®

51.9 Costs Consumption® Cost®

0 0 e 0

°1.98 1,042 35,243 e "3.26  °22,904 83.09

- $ 1-. 9c

I == I <q. miles
million gallons billion Btu
7_85 0OBase Reduced Annual 14_31
billion gallons Respiratory Incidences Ibs CO; per capita

- 1.90 925 34,574 e 313 22,647 = a0
B I I I e

o Acelera la inversion en

un infraestructura para

& (ransporte publico, bicicletas y

E peatones en 15 afios, a 2020.
Extiende la renovacién a las

‘2 zonas con mayor servicio de s]_.68

____ L SN Herer B Dl

°1.83 892 34,253 — 311 22,423 == 68.93

= e pa i il NI billion million gallons billion Btu LI 9. miles
7.63 643 secucessmua 13.93
* En ddlares de 2012 billien gallons Respiratory Incidences Ibs CO, per capita
(acumulado a 2035)
T Acceleratesi i
o ccelerates investment in
— transit, bike, and walk
EC infrastructure by 15 years to S 1 %I;gé S S 1 7.,;,%2 5 7 5 1
E 2020. Expands revitalization 1.68 789 33_,383 3.07 2 1’938 .
& B to areas with increased illion million gallons billion Btu million S
_ tn transit service. 7 _4 1 1,242 meduced Annual 1 3 . 9 3
- billion gallons Respiratory Incidences Ibs CO, per capita
Kern counc" ! In 2012 dollars 2035 Daily water usage * annual in 2035 4 cumulative to 2035 4 Daily health-related costs due %1 2012 dollars ? Based on a weekday in 2035 * cumulative to 2035
of Governments (cumulative to 2035) from new growth to transportation-related (annual in 2035)



3. Interactive Web Survey Game, Results in RTP Appdx. C

DIRECTIONS M Choase gour prioritles My County

Areas of focus

Top priorities

iireach Rasults

Wi would Bie In meel with yous
cormrmunity group before (e end of the

[Ione senuld you '-Frﬂ\'E gou rl‘nm-llunh.gﬂ"

P TITr—
Improve your community

Amount Spent

DCROC0O0O

$3.161 billion



4. Feedback Mapping Activity

* Over 1,000 Maps Steer Us in the Right Direction = c:=====
. >t1om =S

Providing Input on edl I s - e

. quammrmhwlnmqmmmdmmmmaulmdnnmm (Vea las instrucciones y guia de color a su derechal © Uxtin s i e

Projects Collected e

e Maps Summarized By
Improvement Type and
Sub Area of the County

e Provided Results to
Local Jurisdictions

- ——

# -

R Ei ":'“. Yk o6
S

Your Zip Code: “A 356 |

™

U/

Tk hage

g Kern Council

< of Governments
Kern Council

of Governments



Next In-Line and Road Widening Projects

R O a d S Kern County - RTP Public Qutreach Input

Widening . | i 5T

Disclaimer: the data provided in this map is for
E:matianal purposes only. The data is based on

mmuinty input from participants and is not an
urate sampling of population representation.

Line widths are based on number of voles for road widening,

Potential Next in Suggested Road Outreach Meetings  Kern County Fair Participants “Potential Next in Line Projects were unfunded
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Road Maintenance Projects

RO a d Kern County - RTP Public Outreach Input
[ ]
Maintenance J%
'l_flll.T_l
Disclaimer: the data provided in this map is for
informational purposes only. The data is based on
commuinty input from participants and is not an
_ accurate sampling of population representation.
g : z i i f votes for road maintenance.
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Bicycle
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Bicycle Lane or Path Projects
Kern County - RTP Public Outreach Input

Disclaimer: the data provided in this map is for
informational purposes only. The data is based on
commuinty input from participants and is not an
accurate sampling of population representation.

Suggested Bicycle Lane or Outreach Meetings  Kern County Fair Participants Line widths are based on number of votes for bicycle lane or path.
Path Project Votes* (Attendance) (From All Communities)  "Suggested Bicycle Lane or Path Projecls were voluntary projects

participants drew on the map.
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Pedestrian
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Pedestrian Path Projects
Kern County - RTP Public Outreach Input
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Disclaimer: the data prowided in this map is for
infarmational purposes only. The data is based on
commuinty input from participants and is not an
accurate sampling of population representation.
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Bus & Rail
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Bus Routes and Commuter Rail
Kern County - RTP Public Outreach Input

Disclaimer: the data provided in this map is for

mmuinty input from paricipants and is not an

nfarmational purposes only. The data is based on
F‘(umte sampling of population representation.

Potential Next in  Suggested Bus Routes or
Line Projects* transit Project Votes*
Downtown Shutthe - 53 1

[l Potential Amtrak Stations - 18— 2

7 Freight Hub- 3
i | Ol -
Southwest Bakersfield

- 4-5

a Commuter Rail - 40

Arvin-Lamont Commuter Rail - 22
[l Commuter Rail Stations along BNSF - 4
] Commuter Rail Stations along Union Pacific - 23
[E] Extension of Metrolink Stations - 2

Outreach Meetings  Kern County Fair Participants Line widths are based on number of votes for bus routes.

{Attendance) (From All Communities) *Potential Next in Line Projects were unfunded
) g.17 projects participants volad on.
s O **Suggested Bus Routes were voluntary projects
() 18-25 40 - 69 participants drew on the map.
L
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5. Annual 1,200 Person Phone/Texting

Quality of Life Survey

The housing type garnering the
highest preference was single-
family home with a small yard
iIncreasing 10% since 2009

Oversampled in outlying
communities often with higher
proportion disadvantaged
population

http://www.kerncog.org/wp-

content/uploads/2009/11/community survey 2017.pdf

U/

Kern Council
of Governments

Small Yard

Single-family home
with small yard

Large Yard

Single-family home
with large yard

Condos

Townhouse or
condominium

Mixed Use

Bldg. with offices/
stores and
condominiums

Apartments
Apartment

B Definitely Yes i::
EProbably Yes
ENo

EDK/NA




Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Success Stories
Benefitting Disadvantaged Communities in Kern

In order to help demonstrate the Kern region’s extensive efforts to comply with state climate change geals,
Kern COG has identified related member agency activities. All of the following success stories benefit the
disadvantaged communities by improving emissions, however the highlighted strategies benefit Kern's

General Conclusions

/

Kern Council
of Governments

Performance measure analysis
indicates that we will not
negatively impact Title VI and
EJ communities with this plan

Public input is consistent and
helps support the sustainable
community strategies and
projects in the plan

Balanced analysis results are
due to an aggressive, bottom-
up public driven process.

disadvantaged communities directly.

NEW STRATEGIES

1. Bakersfield High Speed Rail Station Area Plan —
Specific/General Plan Update

2. Kem COG 4 000 Workplace Charging Spaces by

2025

Improvements to 51 Bus Stops — Metro

Bakersfield/Disadvantaged Meighborhoods

Mew Taft Transit Center / Regional Transit Hub

Early Delivery of Wasco Disadvantage

Community Active Transportation Projects

6. Bakersfield Disadvantage Communities Bike
Share & Downtown Bicycle Connectivity Project

7. Kem Highway Projects Advancing Complete
Streets

&. Kemn Regional Active Transporiation Flan
Including Disadvantaged Communities

9. Kemn COG IntelligentTransportation System Plan
Update

10_SJV Rural Transit Shared Mobility Study for
Disadvantaged Communities

11.5R 184 Lamont Bike and Pedestrian
improvements

12.5R. 184 and 155 Roundabouts in Disadvaniage
Communifies of Delano and Weedpatch

13. Kem County General Flan Update — Land Use,
Conservation, Open Space, Circulation,
Housing, and other key elements

14.Early Deployment Pricing Policies for Parking
and FastPass HOT Lanes

w

ENHANCED STRATEGIES

15.City of Bakersfield Redevelopment Projects —
Mill Creek and Baker Street

16. Commuter Rail Feasibility Study — Amirak
Improvements

17.Rideshare Program — Commute Kern

18.Expanding Park and Ride Lots

19. Dial-A-Ride and Local Transportation Services

20.Kem County Bicycle Master Plan & Complete
Streets Recommendations/City of Tehachapi
Bicycle Master Flan

21_City of Bakersfield Bicycle Faciliies

22 Westside Station Multi-modal Transit Center

23_San Joaquin Valley Vanpool Program (CalVans)

24_Kem County Wind Farm Areas {Largestin U.5.)

25_City of Shafter Container Yard and Intermodal
Rail Facility Expansion

26. Intersection Signalization/Synchronization

ENHANCED STRATEGIES (continued)

27.City of Bakersfield 4 New Downtown Infill Housing
Projects

28. Cities of McFarland and Shafter — Conversion of
transit fleet to electric vehicles

29. Golden Empire Transit — Purchase of 2 Electric Buses

30. Lost Hills Wonderiul Park and Communitywide
Improvemeants

31.Grapevine Specific and Community Plan and
Special Plan

EXISTING/CONTINUING STRATEGIES

32.City of Tehachapi General Flan (Form-Based Code,
Transect Zone, Mobility Element, Town Form
Element)

33 Infill Incentive Zone — Lower Transportation Impact
Fee Core Area

34 _City of Taft General Flan — Sustainability Principles

35 City of Ridgecrest General Plan and Multi-Modal
Circulation Element

36_Metro Bakersfield General Plan Sewer Folicy — Hook-
up required for parcels less than & acres

37.City of Bakersfield Required Lot Area Zoning

Strategies

38.5an Joaguin Valley Air District's Indirect Source
Review to Mitigate Off-Site Impacts of Development

39 Transit Priority Areas in the Kem COG SCS

40_Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Centers
Concept — Transit Priority & Strategic Employment
Place Types

41_GET Shori-Term Service Plan (2012-2020)

42 GET X-92 Commuter Express bus service fo Tejon
Industnial Complex

43 Kem511 - Traveler Information System

44_San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration Project

45_Caltrans Vehicle Detection System — State Route 43
Intersection Improvements and East Bakersfield
Vehicle Deteclion Systems

46. California Highway Patrol's Safety Corridors

47 _Purchase of CNG Buses {80+ bus fleet)

48.The Electric Cab Company of Delano

49 Downtown Elementary School
(Bakersfield)

50 Trafiic Control Devices

51_Kemn Region Energy Action Plans (Kem REAF) and
Kem Energy Watch Goal 3

52 Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement

53.Kem County Community Revitalization Program

54 Kemn Transit — Route Connection with Antelope
Valley Transit Authority

55.CSU Bakersfield — Public Transit Center

Expansion



Next Steps

e June 6, 2018, 6PM - Public Hearing, Ridgecrest City Hall

e June 19, 2018, 6PM — Public Hearing, Arvin City Hall

e June 21, 2018, 6:30PM — Public Hearing, Kern COG Board

e July 12, 2018 - Comments on RTP/SCS and PEIR due

e August 1, 2018 - RPAC/TTAC Recommendation

e August 16, 2018 - Kern COG TPPC/Board Consider Approval

For more information contact:
Rob Ball 635-2902 rball@kerncog.org




