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BEFORE THE KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF KERN 

RESOLUTION NO. 18-30 

In the Matter of: 

2019 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, 2018 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY, and CORRESPONDING 

CONFORMITY ANALYSIS 

WHEREAS, the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) is a Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency and a Metropolitan Planning Organization, pursuant to State and Federal designation; and 

WHEREAS, federal planning regulations require Metropolitan Planning Organizations to prepare and 
adopt a long range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for their region; and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 375 (Steinberg, 2008) requires that Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the 2018 RTP that demonstrates how the region 
will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a 
feasible way to do so, the applicable greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to SB 375, the applicable ARB per capita GHG emission reduction targets for 
the San Joaquin Valley region are 5% below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2020 and 10% below 2005 
per capita emissions levels by 2035; and 

WHEREAS, the state law requires that the RTP/SCS land-use development pattern is consistent with 
the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA); and 

WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS has been prepared in accordance with state guidelines adopted by the 
California Transportation Commission; and 

WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS has been prepared in full compliance with federal guidance; and 

WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS includes the Congestion Management Program which is consistent with 
the final rules for Federal Management and Monitoring Systems effective Congestion Management Process; and 

WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS reconfirms the use of the socio-economic assumptions and data 
forecast adopted by the Kern COG Board in November 2015 and was developed consistent with the adopted 
Kern COG oversight procedure; and 

WHEREAS, federal planning regulations require that Metropolitan Planning Organizations prepare and 
adopt a short range Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) for their region; and 

WHEREAS, projects submitted in the 2019 FTIP must be financially constrained and the finan9-alplan 
affirms that funding is available; and / 

WHEREAS, the 2019 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (2019 FTIP) has been prepared to 
comply with Federal and State requirements for local projects and through a cooperative process between the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Administration {FTA), the State Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), principal elected officials of general purpose local governments and their staffs, and 
public owner operators of mass transportation services acting through Kern COG forum and general public 
involvement; and 

WHEREAS, the 2019 FTIP program listing is consistent with: 1) the 2018 RTP/SCS; 2) the 2018 State 
Transportation Improvement Program; and 3) the Corresponding Conformity Analysis; and 
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WHEREAS, the 2019 FTIP contains the MPO's certification of the transportation planning process 
assuring that all federal requirements have been fulfilled; and 

WHEREAS, the 2019 FTIP meets all applicable transportation planning requirements per 23 CFR Part 
450; and 

WHEREAS, Kern COG has established performance targets that address the performance standards 
per 23 CFR Part 490 , 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) 5326(c), and 49 U.S.C. 5329(d} to use in tracking 
progress toward attainment of critical outcomes for the region of the MPO; and 

WHEREAS, Kern COG has integrated into its metropolitan transportation planning process, directly or 
by reference, the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets described in other State transportation 
plans and transportation processes, as well as any plans developed under 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 by providers 
of public transportation , required as part of a performance-based program; and 

WHEREAS, the MPO must demonstrate conformity per 40 CFR Part 93 for the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 
FTIP; and 

WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP includes a new Conformity Analysis; and 

WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP conform to the applicable SIPs; and 

WHEREAS, the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP do not interfere with the timely implementation of the 
Transportation Control Measures; and 

WHEREAS, the documents have been widely circulated and reviewed by Kern COG's advisory 
committees representing the technical and management staffs of the member agencies; representatives of 
other governmental agencies, including State and Federal; representatives of special interest groups; 
representatives of the private business sector; and residents of Kern County consistent with the public 
participation process adopted by Kern COG; and 

WHEREAS, public hearings were conducted on June 6th
, 191h and 21 st 2018, to hear and consider 

comments on the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP, and corresponding Conformity Analysis; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that Kern COG adopts the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP, and 
corresponding Conformity Analysis. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Kern COG finds that the 2018 RTP/SCS and 2019 FTIP are in 
conformity with the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments and applicable State 
Implementation Plans for air quality. 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Kern COG also finds that the 2018 RTP/SCS meets the SB 375 
GHG reduction targets of 5% below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2020 and 10% below 2005 per capita 
emissions levels by 2035. 

AUTHORIZED AND SIGNED THIS 16th DAY OF AUGUST 2018. 

AYES: O t· r 1. z, 
NOES: Krier, 

None 

B.Smith, Wood, Vallejo, Crump, Mower, Prout 
P.Smith, Couch, Wegman 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

ATTEST: 

None 

Cantu, Kiernan, Scrivner 

Cheryl Wegman, Chairman 
Kern Council of Governments 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution of the Kern Council of Governments duly 

adopted at -;;:: m7Creof held on the 15• d_a_y_o_~_A"""';-'--~-:-t ..... !2_~ g_18_. _ _____ _ 

Ahron Hakimi, Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 

Date 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a 24-
year blueprint that establishes a set of regional 
transportation goals, policies, and actions intended to 
guide development of the planned multimodal 
transportation systems in Kern County.  It has been 
developed through a continuing, comprehensive, and 
cooperative planning process, and provides for 
effective coordination between local, regional, state 
and federal agencies.  Included in the 2018 RTP is the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) required by 
California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate 
Protection Act, of Senate Bill (SB) 375.  The California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) set Kern greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions reductions from passenger vehicles 
and light-duty trucks at 5 percent per capita by 2020 
and 10 percent per capita by 2035 as compared to 
2005.  In addition, SB 375 provides for closer 
integration of the RTP/SCS with the Regional Housing 
needs Allocation (RHNA) ensuring consistency 
between low income housing need and transportation 
planning.  Kern COG engaged in the RHNA process 
concurrently with the development of the 2014 RTP.  
This process required Kern COG to work with its 
member agencies to identify areas within the region 
that can provide sufficient housing for all economic 
segments of the population and ensure that the state’s 
housing goals are met.   
 
Kern COG is a federally designated Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) and a state designated 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA).  
These designations formally establish Kern COG’s role 
in transportation planning.  Preparing an RTP is one of 
Kern COG’s primary statutory responsibilities under 
federal and state law. 
 
Kern COG prepared a Program Environmental Impact 
Report (Program EIR), pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), for the RTP.  
Individual transportation projects are preliminarily 
identified in the 2018 RTP; however, the Program EIR 
analyzes potential environmental impacts from a 
regional perspective, providing opportunities for 
streamlining the analysis required in project specific 
environmental documents.  In addition the companion 
RTP conformity document demonstrates that the Plan 
will not delay attainment of federal air quality standards 
in the State Implementation Plans for air quality.  
 
 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:  Listening to the Citizens 
and Stakeholders 
 
Public participation is encouraged at every stage of the 
planning process and all meetings are open to the 
public.  Community engagement and outreach are 
fundamental to the development of the 2018 RTP/SCS.  
By nature, this plan represents the region’s mutual 
vision for its future and was developed using a 
grassroots, bottom-up approach, garnering input from 
over 6,000 residents at over 20 meetings and events 
across the region.  Kern COG’s comprehensive 
community engagement process, Directions to 2050, 
was designed to solicit input from stakeholders and 
community members on priorities for the region’s long-
term future.  The name “Directions to 2050” was meant 
to encourage participants to think long-term.  The 
community engagement process extended from 
December 2015 through February 2018.  The program 
provided various opportunities for community 
members, stakeholders, and local agencies and 
jurisdictions to participate.  The program provided 
numerous public workshops, community events and 
interactive and educational booths at festivals and 
fairs, an interactive project website, three statistically 
valid phone surveys and presentations to various clubs 
and community groups.   
 
The vast majority of people want to maintain, fix and 
finish what we have.  A discussion of Kern COG’s 
public participation activities is provided in Chapter 4 of 
the RTP and a Summary of Findings is documented in 
Appendix C of the RTP. 
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OUR VISION:  Fix and Finish What We Have 
 
Through the RTP process Kern COG has placed an 
emphasis on sustainability and integrated planning.  
The intent of the SCS is to achieve the state’s 
emissions reduction targets for automobiles and light 
trucks.  The SCS will also provide opportunities for a 
stronger economy, healthier environment, and safer 
quality of life for community members in Kern County. 
 
The RTP SCS seeks to: improve economic vitality, 
improve air quality, improve the health of communities, 
improve transportation and public safety, promote the 
conservation of natural resources and undeveloped 
land, increase regional access to community services, 
increase regional and local energy independence and 
increase opportunities to help shape our community’s 
future. 
 
Kern County is unlike any other region in California.  
Kern’s large size and diverse valley, desert and 
mountain environs are dominated by agriculture, oil 
production, renewable energy, aerospace, military, 
recreation, transportation linkages and other activities 
that warrant unique and different approaches to 
address the SCS goals.  These economic pursuits are 
the basis for dispersed rural centers and strategic 
locations for developments within the county that are 
unlike other areas of the state.  Accordingly, unique 
strategies are needed to support Kern’s economic, 
transportation and other needs.  This uniqueness is 
reflected in the General Plans and programs of Kern 
County’s local governments. 
 
The 2018 RTP/SCS supports an improved quality of 
life for our residents by providing more choices for 
where they will live, work, and play, and how they will 
move around.  The safe, secure and efficient 
transportation systems will provide improved access to 
opportunities, such as jobs, education and healthcare.  
The emphasis on transit and active transportation will 
allow our residents to lead a healthier, more active 
lifestyle. 
 
CHALLENGES 
 
Solutions for the Economy and Air Quality 
 
Even though Kern County has already recovered all 
the jobs lost during the great recession, Kern continues 
to suffer from double-digit unemployment.  The Federal 
Highway Administration estimates that every $1 billion 
spent on transportation infrastructure creates 10,870 

job years of which up to 4,000 can persist long after 
construction, generated by increased labor from better 
mobility and more efficient goods movement.  This 24-
year investment plan is projected to add over 80,000 
job years (3,100 24-year jobs) from construction, 
maintenance and better mobility, a 40% jump over the 
2011 RTP.  The plan could ultimately add 28,000 
permanent jobs to the region, increasing Kern’s 
economic base, adding capacity to reinvest in an ever 
more efficient/cleaner transportation system, triggering 
an upward economic spiral for future generations. 
 
Figure ES-1: Number of Days Exceeding Federal 
Air Standards in Kern County 1999-2016 
 

 
Note: In this air quality graph, lower ozone and PM 2.5 
numbers are equivalent to better air quality.  Source: 
CARB iADAM data. 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

19
99

20
01

20
03

20
05

20
07

20
09

20
11

20
13

20
15

1hr Ozone 8hr Ozone .07 PM 2.5

-K~...,., C1JUndl 
of GoYetnmellt! 

r 

-



 
 

  Executive Summary 
  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)  2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

ES-3 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

 

Since the 1990s, the Kern region has achieved 
consistent improvements in the number of days 
exceeding federal standards for ozone and particulate 
matter, generally defined as “fine dust”.  In 2012, Kern 
demonstrated attainment of the 1-hour ozone 
standard, and has made significant progress on the 
new 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 standards (Figure ES-1).  
However the air quality modeling forecast for this RTP 
showed that by 2042, if things didn’t change and 
population and travel continue to grow, the NOx 

precursor component to PM2.5 begins to creep back 
up.  To combat this effect the plan focuses new efforts 
to achieve and maintain the federal air quality 
standards, and in doing so also makes significant 
progress toward the new state climate change goals.  
These strategies such as improving transit, bike, walk, 
and housing options are included in the SCS in 
Chapter 4. 
 
Financial Challenges 
 
Of all the challenges facing us today, there is none 
more critical than funding.  With the projected growth 
in population, employment and demand for travel, the 
costs of our multimodal transportation system needs 
surpass projected revenues available from our historic 
transportation funding source – the gas tax.  
Maintaining the local transportation infrastructure is of 
critical importance for the entire region, and was 
ranked as the highest priority based on public 
outreach.  Funding from the federal gas tax has 
traditionally been used to support the maintenance of 
these facilities.  Over time; however, gas tax revenues 
have failed to keep up with inflation.  The increase in 
the number of electric and hybrid vehicles that pay 
significantly less gas tax per mile traveled only 
exacerbates the problem. 
 
As a result of years of underinvestment, a significant 
number of our roadways and bridges have fallen into a 
state of disrepair.  It is imperative that this situation be 
addressed.  The rate of deterioration will only 
accelerate with continued deferral, significantly 
increasing the cost of bringing our transportation 
assets back into a state of good repair.  Furthermore, 
with recent declines in transit funding, the region’s 
transit operators continue to face major obstacles to 
providing frequent and convenient transit services. 
 
The region must consider ways to stabilize existing 
revenue sources and supplement them with 
reasonably available new sources.  This region needs 
a long-term, sustainable funding plan that ensures the 

region receives its fair share of funding, supports an 
efficient and effective transportation system that grows 
the economy, provides mobility choices, and improves 
our quality of life.  
 
PLANNING FOR OUR POPULATION 
 
Population, Housing and Employment Forecasts 
 
Population in the 8,200 square mile County of Kern 
was estimated to be just under 905,801 in 2018.  The 
forecast projects that the population growth will 
average about 21,400 people per year from 2015 to 
2035 and about 21,900 people per year over the entire 
forecast time frame from 2015 to 2042.  Kern County 
has had a trend of increasing average household size, 
growing to 3.03 from 2000 to 2010, to 3.2 in 2015, and 
3.27 in 2035.  It is anticipated that the average 
household size will slow to 3.11 by 2042.  The Kern 
region is California’s eleventh most populated of 58 
counties ahead of San Francisco, but behind Fresno 
County in the Central Valley.  The Kern region is 
forecasted to grow by nearly one-half million persons 
to 1,458,000 in the forecast year 2042. 
 
According to the California Employment Development 
Department (EDD) Kern County gained 74,000 jobs 
since 2000 and experienced an increase in per capita 
income.  According to the Employment Development 
Department, the unemployment rate for January 2018 
in Kern County was 9.2 percent, up from a revised 8.4 
percent in December 2017, and below the year-
ago estimate of 10.0 percent. This compares with an 
unadjusted unemployment rate of 4.6 percent for 
California and 4.5 percent for the nation during the 
same period.  In 2010 there were 1.08 jobs per 
household, but estimates for 2014 indicate the ratio 
has increased to 1.22.  The forecast indicates that Kern 
County will experience a slight reduction in the number 
of jobs per household to 1.13 in 2035 and 1.06 by 2042.  
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This decline is generally in proportion to the decline in 
labor force participation expected nationally.   
 
 
Over the past decade, growth has concentrated in 
Metropolitan Bakersfield and the communities of 
Delano, Wasco, Ridgecrest, California City, Arvin, 
Shafter, Tehachapi, McFarland and the unincorporated 
communities around Tehachapi, Rosamond, and 
Frazier Park. 
 
Much of Kern employment is dispersed, consequently, 
the Metropolitan Bakersfield area experiences a 
“reverse commute” whereby a segment of workers 
commute to outlying areas such as agricultural fields, 
food processing facilities, warehousing, wind farms, oil 
fields, prisons, power plants, and government 
installations. 
 
Development 
 
Land use is one of the most important elements of 
effective transportation planning.  Kern COG does not 
have jurisdiction over land use planning, but the 
agency does advise and encourage dialogue among 
those involved in the decision making process.  The 
RTP/SCS was developed in consultation with local 
jurisdictions and is consistent with existing adopted 
General Plans and Zoning.  Kern COG will continue to 
use the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to 
communicate with Kern cities and the county on issues 
of land use, transportation and air quality, to ensure 
that land use projects are environmentally sound. 
 
At the core of the 2018 RTP are seven goals: 
 

1. Mobility – Improve the mobility of people and 
freight; 

2. Accessibility – Improve accessibility to 
major employment and other regional activity 
centers; 

3. Reliability – Improve the reliability and safety 
of the transportation system; 

4. Efficiency – Maximize the efficiency of the 
existing and future transportation system; 

5. Livability – Promote livable communities; 
6. Sustainability – Minimize effects on the 

environment; and  
7. Equity – Ensure an equitable distribution of 

the benefits among various demographic and 
user groups. 

 

 
 

 
STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS 
 
The 2018 RTP/SCS financial plan identifies how much 
money is available to support the region’s 
transportation investments.  The plan includes a core 
revenue forecast of existing local state and federal 
sources along with funding sources that are considered 
to be reasonably available over the time horizon of the 
RTP/SCS.  These new sources include adjustments to 
state and federal gas tax rates based on historical 
trends and recommendations from two national 
commissions (National Surface Transportation Policy 
and Revenue Study Commission and National Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission), 
leveraging of local sales tax measures, local 
transportation impact fees, potential national freight 
program/freight fees, future state bonding programs 
and mileage-based user fees. 
 
The 2018 RTP promotes a more efficient transportation 
system that calls for fully funding alternative 
transportation modes, while emphasizing 
transportation demand and transportation system 
management approaches for new highway capacity.  
The Constrained Program of Projects includes projects 
that move the region toward a financially constrained 
and balanced system.  Constrained projects have 
undergone air quality conformity analysis to ensure 
that they contribute to the Kern region’s compliance 
with state and federal air quality rules. 
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Investments by Mode  
2018–2042 ($ x 1,000) 

 

 
 
The RTP fulfills several requirements with one 
document: 
 

• Congestion Management Program 
• Sustainable Communities Strategy & Rural 

Urban Connectivity Strategy  
• Regional Housing Need Allocation 
• Safety-Security Action Element 
• Environmental Justice & Performance 

Measure Analysis 
 
As the Congestion Management Agency, Kern COG 
has responsibility to ensure that all cities and the 
county are following the Congestion Management 
Program (CMP).  Kern COG completes a coordinated 
and comprehensive review of current traffic data during 
each RTP update.  Through the Kern Regional Traffic 
Count Program, the cities, county and Caltrans 
undertake annual traffic counts on their roads.  Use of 
current peak-hour traffic counts to monitor congestion 
ensures that the review is based on observed traffic 
conditions and includes an innovative multi-model level 
of service analysis policy.  The SCS includes a Rural 
Urban Connectivity Strategy analysis designed to 
ensure that the economic development of rural areas 
for agriculture, energy, tourism, military and other 
activities are not left out of efforts to provide for a more 
efficient transportation system.  
 
To ensure consistency requirements with the SCS, 
Kern COG engaged in the RHNA process concurrently 
with the development of the 2014 RTP.  The RHNA is 

an 8-year document that provides low income housing 
goals for each community in the region. 
 
The Safety/Security Action Element fulfills a federal 
requirement for homeland security planning in the RTP 
as well as forwards the region’s safety and emergency 
planning efforts. 

Recognized as a national best practice, the Kern RTP 
includes an innovative analysis with the Integrated 
Performance Measures Analysis for System Level, 
Smart Mobility Framework, Health Equity, 
Environmental Justice and Title VI.  The analysis 
advises our decision makers on the progress we are 
making toward our goals, while ensuring 
disadvantaged communities are not left behind. 
 
MONITORING PROGRESS 
 
Transportation planning for the Kern region requires 
continually improved information on the condition and 
use of the transportation system.  The Highway 
Performance Monitoring system is a federally 
mandated program designed by the Federal Highway 
Administration to assess the performance of the 
nation’s highway system.  Chapter 8 discusses an 
array of monitoring efforts. 
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The region represented by the Kern Council of Governments is projected to grow by more than 50% by 
2042.  To protect the quality of life for future generations, the 2018 RTP is presented as an economic 
development strategy as well as a transportation, infrastructure and sustainability investment. 
 
MOBILITY BENEFITS 
 
 The plan improves overall mobility and provides needed congestion relief by maintaining, fixing 

and finishing what we have. 
 

 This plan fully funds maintenance of the transportation system while increasing funding for bike, 
pedestrian, and transit facilities. 

 

 Implementation of the plan will nearly double the number of homes within walking distance to 
quality transit.  By integrating land use and transportation, 72% of homes will be near quality transit 
compared to 57% under the prior plans. 

 
ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

 
 The Federal Highway Administration estimates that every $1 billion spent on transportation 

infrastructure creates 10,870 job years of which up to 4,000 can persist long after construction, 
generated by increased labor from better mobility and more efficient goods movement. 
  

 This 24-year investment plan is projected to add over 75,000 job years (3,100 26-year jobs) from 
construction, maintenance, and better mobility, and saves an additional 21,000 existing jobs that 
would have been lost because of poor road conditions. 

 

 The plan could ultimately add 26,000 permanent non-transportation sector jobs to the region, 
increasing Kern’s economic base, adding capacity to re-invest in an ever more efficient 
transportation system, triggering an upward economic spiral for future generations. 

 
HEALTH BENEFITS 
 
 Improve air quality and public health by reducing all criteria pollutants, emissions and their 

precursors to meet national standards – oxides of nitrogen (NOx), reactive organic gasses (ROG), 
particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and carbon monoxide (CO). 
 

 5% or more reduction in health expenditures because of improved air quality. 
 

 Promotes more active transportation by fully funding the Kern Active Transportation Plan and 
increasing funding for bike and pedestrian facilities 700% over Pre-SCS RTPs. 

 
SUSTAINABILITY BENEFITS 

 
 12% or more reduction in household water use by providing a full range housing choices. 

  

 12% or more reduction in infrastructure costs by revitalizing existing communities. 
 

 90% reduction in farmland conversion to urban uses outside city spheres of influence 
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 2018 Regional Transportation Plan 
Reflecting diverse public input, the plan assumes projects that reflect a more efficient transportation 
system that will benefit the mobility, economy, health and sustainability of the region.  Consistent with 
the prior plan, funding from traditional sources continue at historic rates as well as a slight increase in 
additional funding from potential new sources.  Funding assumptions are updated every four years.  
Land use assumptions are based on local general plans with input from the public and the regional 
planning advisory committee. 
 

 

 
 

Land Use 
Assumptions 

Project 
Assumptions 

,Colf'l!lllliil'4ltlM 
R■idw'MiCii 

( ............. 

I I I PLAC~WPES 
T...,. flnontr 

•• o ,eeo 
• • 0 

0 

---fiCI ........... -----1 ~~ ----.11.a:e ■ l!I ml~ --

Ill 

tJ. ~-~ 

/j,. .JMi'i-1.1111~ 

6. ., ... _ --· Ill _.,._ 

-

_no Tr11M,p01if!!tion PwJ-,; 111 In Kem C:ounl)' (2018-2042) 
PM «i unN .,., ... C l"Ml 1.:.1 l:'>:"042t 

• 

------

ID 2D M 

DJRECTIONS 

lO 

050 



 
 
Executive Summary   
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)  Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
  August 2018 

ES-8 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

 

 

-



 

 
 
 

CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION  

.r~ v-
.,,,~ .. 

·~\ 
. ,· 

art lllU, 



CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

1-1 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a 24-year blueprint that establishes a set of regional 
transportation goals, policies, and actions intended to guide development of the planned multimodal 
transportation systems in Kern County. It has been developed through a continuing, comprehensive, and 
cooperative planning process, and provides for effective coordination between local, regional, state, and 
federal agencies. The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is designed to ensure that a balanced 
transportation system is developed relating population and traffic growth, land use decisions, performance 
standards, and air quality improvements.  California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection 
Act, or Senate Bill (SB) 375, calls for the Kern County RTP to include a Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) that reduces greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks.  
Executive Order B-30-15 signed by Governor Brown in April 2015, and SB 32 approved in September 2016, 
established a statewide GHG reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 from all sources.  
This is the most aggressive benchmark enacted by any government in North America to reduce carbon 
emissions.  The California Air Resources Board (ARB) sets the emissions reduction target for each region. 
Targets are reflective of conditions in each area of the state and are tailored to address conditions in each 
area.  As will be discussed in more detail below, SB 375 will help meet the state goals included in Assembly 
Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. Meeting these targets will point the County toward overall 
sustainability and will provide benefits beyond reducing carbon emissions. 

Adopted in June 2016, the California Transportation Plan (CTP) 2040 vision states the following: 
 
 California’s transportation system is safe, sustainable, and globally competitive.  It provides reliable 

and efficient mobility and accessibility for people, goods, and services while meeting our GHG 
emission reduction goals and preserving community character.  This integrated, connected, and 
resilient multimodal system supports a prosperous economy, human and environmental health, 
and social equity. 

 
Senate Bill 391: 
 
 Senate Bill 391 (SB 391, 2009), requires the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to 

update the CTP every five years while showing how the state will achieve the statewide GHG 
reductions to meet the goals of AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05.  It directs Caltrans to consider 
“the use of fuels; new vehicle technology; tailpipe emissions reductions; and expansion of public 
transit, commuter rail, intercity rail, bicycling and walking.”  It also requires the CTP to identify the 
statewide, integrated multimodal transportation system needed to achieve these results. 

 
 This system must reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels from current levels by 2020, and 80 

percent below the 1990 levels by 2050 as described by AB 32 and Executive Order S-03-05.  
Additionally, Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32 requires GHG emissions 40 percent below 1990 
levels by 2030.   

 
REGIONAL PLANNING PROCESS 

The Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) is a federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) and a state-designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA). These designations 
formally establish Kern COG’s role in transportation planning. Kern COG’s Board of Directors comprises 
elected representatives from the eleven incorporated cities within Kern County and two members of the 
County Board of Supervisors. 

A Memorandum of Understanding between Kern COG and California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) District 6 also provides for a Transportation Planning Policy Committee, which is the existing 
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Board plus ex officio members from Caltrans, Kern County’s military bases, and the Golden Empire Transit 
District. The Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, comprising technical staff from member 
agencies, the Consolidated Transportation Services Agency, Caltrans, the Kern County Air Pollution 
Control District, and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District provides support to the Board of 
Directors. In addition, the Social Services Transportation Advisory Committee also provides support to the 
Board by focusing on the needs of transit-dependent and transit disadvantaged persons, including the 
elderly, disabled, and persons of limited means. The Regional Planning Advisory Committee comprises 
representatives from local jurisdictions, the public transit agency (Golden Empire Transit), Caltrans, Local 
Agency Formation Commission, Kern Economic Development Corporation, and community members. Kern 
COG worked with the Regional Planning Advisory Committee to develop a broad structure of SB 375 
implementation as well as the Directions to 2050 community engagement process. 

As a regional transportation planning agency, Kern COG is mandated by California Government Code 
Section 65080 to prepare and periodically update the RTP.  Indeed, regional transportation planning is a 
dynamic process requiring periodic refinement, monitoring, and amendment. The planning program for the 
next four-year period will continue with extensive evaluation of the RTP and the elements required by the 
federal surface transportation act, Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act signed into law 
December 4, 2015.  Each component will be studied and modified consistent with RTP priorities as Kern 
County moves toward a more efficient, integrated and multimodal transportation system. 

Public participation is a federal requirement of the transportation planning process and Kern COG takes its 
responsibility for complying with this requirement seriously.   All meetings are open to the public. Kern COG 
performed extensive public outreach, and a discussion of Kern COG’s public participation activities is 
provided in Chapter 4, while the Community Engagement Strategy for the 2018 RTP and summary of 
findings is documented in Appendix C. 

The adopted RTP establishes a basis on which funding applications are evaluated. Use of any state or 
federal transportation funds by local governments must conform to the RTP, the State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) for air quality improvements, and the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).   

State transportation planning laws (Cal. Gov’t Code § 65080 et seq.) also specify that actions by 
transportation agencies, such as Caltrans and Golden Empire Transit District, must be consistent with the 
RTP. Land use decisions should consider and accommodate transportation facilities and programs 
specified in the RTP whenever possible but are not required to be consistent with the RTP. The facilities 
listed in the RTP should be incorporated into city and county General Plans. Local transportation projects 
must be consistent with the RTP in order to obtain state or federal funding. 

Kern COG has prepared this RTP to include the SCS within Chapter 4 and the Congestion Management 
Program and Transportation Security Plan within Chapter 5, Strategic Investments.  Kern COG prepared 
an environmental document, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), for the 2018 
RTP.  The environmental document serves as an informational document to inform decision-makers and 
the public of the potential environmental consequences of approving the proposed plan.  Because Kern 
COG has no land use authority, it cannot mandate changes to city or county land use policies and 
regulations, including general plans.  The SCS was developed in consultation with local jurisdictions and is 
consistent with existing adopted General Plans and Zoning. 

Based on the 2018 RTP, multimodal facilities will be constructed, and transportation services implemented, 
on a level consistent with projected funding. Funding projections are based on the assumption that current 
levels and sources of funding will continue throughout the planning time frame. 

Using projected funding levels, each jurisdiction within Kern County, as well as Caltrans, the Kern County 
Air Pollution Control District, and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (the Air Districts), and 
other agencies, will implement transportation projects or transportation demand management strategies 
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consistent with the goals and policies set forth in the 2018 RTP.  The RTP supports maintaining the existing 
multimodal transportation system, improving the safety of the system, and increasing the system’s 
efficiency as appropriate.   

The Constrained Program of Projects, a complete list of planned improvements by mode, is provided in 
Table 5-1 and is consistent with those projects that have been evaluated according to Air Quality Conformity 
guidelines and have been found to improve air quality in Kern County.  Table 5-2 provides the 
Unconstrained Program of Projects; these projects are important to the development of Kern County’s 
transportation system but funding is not identified or available, and they are not included in the Air Quality 
Conformity model.   

FEDERAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT - FIXING AMERICA’S SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
ACT 

On December 4, 2015, President Obama signed into law the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act 
(FAST Act).  It is the first law enacted in over ten years that provides long-term funding certainty for surface 
transportation, meaning states and local governments can move forward with critical transportation 
projects, like new highways and transit lines, with the confidence that they will have a federal partner over 
the long term. 

Overall, the FAST Act largely maintains current program structures and funding shares between highways 
and transit.  It is a down-payment for building a 21st century transportation system.  The law makes changes 
and reforms to many federal transportation programs, including leveraging increased investment by state, 
local, and private partners, promoting improved project performance and accountability, and providing 
project sponsors maximum flexibility to propose innovative solutions to address specific, local needs. The 
law provides support for national or regional economic vitality, leveraging of federal funding, potential for 
innovation, and performance and accountability.  

The RTP must also comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act which requires that no MPO may 
give its approval to any project, program, or plan which does not conform to the applicable State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality.  See 42 U.S.C. § 7506(c).  

OVERVIEW OF STATE REQUIREMENTS  

MPOs and Regional Transportation Planning Agencies are required to adopt and submit an updated RTP 
to the California Transportation Commission (Commission) and Caltrans every four or five years depending 
on air quality attainment within the region. The State of California has adopted extensive RTP guidelines 
that largely mirror federal requirements. The recently adopted 2017 Regional Transportation Plan 
guidelines, under the auspices of the California Transportation Commission, have been used to prepare 
this document.   

In 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger’s signed Executive Order S-3-05 which established a goal to reduce 
statewide GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels 
by 2050.  

In 2006, California became the first state in the country to adopt statewide GHG emissions reduction targets 
through AB 32. This law codifies the Executive Order S-3-05 requirement goal to reduce statewide 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. In 2006, Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) was signed into law. AB 32 codifies 
the Executive Order S-3-05 goal to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 resulted 
in CARB’s 2008 adoption of a Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan), outlining the state’s plan to 
achieve emissions reductions through a combination of direct regulations, alternative compliance 
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mechanisms, various incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms, and funding.  The Scoping 
Plan identifies local governments as “essential partners” in the state’s efforts to reduce emissions.1 

Passed in 2008, SB 375 supports the implementation of AB 32 and revises the planning requirements of 
the RTP. SB 375 targets regional emissions reductions from passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks 
through changes in land use and transportation development patterns. As a result, MPOs, in partnership 
with local governments, are now required to develop a SCS to identify land use and transportation 
measures that will be used to meet regional emissions reduction targets established by the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB). 

Executive Order B-30-15 signed by Governor Brown in April 2015, and SB 32 approved in September 2016, 
establishes a California GHG target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 – the most aggressive 
benchmark enacted by any government in North America to reduce carbon emissions over the next decade 
and a half.  The bill also requires a life-cycle accounting, including climate change considerations, in 
infrastructure investments made by the state.  

The RTP must be an “internally consistent” document, meaning that the contents of the Policy, Action, and 
Financial elements must be consistent with one another. As a result, transportation investments and the 
forecast development pattern in the SCS should be complementary. The Regional Transportation Plan 
Checklist, included in the 2017 RTP Guidelines, was used to ensure internal consistency in this 2018 RTP 
(refer to Appendix A). 

SB 375 has also increased the minimum level of public participation required in the regional transportation 
planning process, requiring collaboration between regional partners during development of the SCS. SB 
375 also offers California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) incentives to encourage projects that are 
consistent with a regional plan which achieves emissions reductions and coordinates the regional housing 
needs allocation (RHNA) process with the regional transportation process. 

In addition to SB 375, transportation plans must comply with CEQA, and the 2018 RTP meets this 
requirement. The first four years of plans must be consistent with the four-year State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP), which includes the Kern COG Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP).2 State guidelines call for program-level performance measures that include objective 
criteria to reflect the RTP’s goals and policies. State guidelines also require regional plans to contain three 
specific chapters: a policy element (Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies), an action element 
(Chapter 5, Strategic Investments), and a financial element (Chapter 6, Financing Transportation). 

 

 

 

                                                      

1  Because the Scoping Plan time horizon is limited to 2020, analysis of the Scoping Plan is presented for the year 2020 only, not 
for 2035 or 2050. While Executive Order S-3-05 sets a goal that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 
levels by 2050, the Executive Order does not constitute a “plan” for GHG reduction, and no state plan has been adopted to 
achieve the 2050 goal. 

2  The RTIP is the formal presentation of projects to the state that local agencies wish to implement within the next four years.  
Once projects are approved and presented in the STIP, the projects are then incorporated into the Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP). 
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Public Outreach 

As the MPO, Kern COG is required to implement a public involvement process to provide complete 
information, timely public notice, and full public access to key decisions and to support early and continuing 
public involvement in developing its regional plans.   

Kern COG formally adopted a Public Participation Program in May 2001, then updated it in 2005, 2007, 
2010, 2011, and 2015 (refer to Appendix B for the complete Public Participation Plan).  This program, Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and associated regulations and policies, including President Clinton’s 
1994 Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, seeks to assure that minority, senior, and low-
income populations are involved in the planning process. Kern COG’s Public Participation Program seeks 
to encourage active participation of a broad range of stakeholder groups in the RTP process.   

Kern COG has used a combination of methods to stimulate public involvement. Although the planning 
horizon year for the 2018 RTP is 2042, the community engagement process was titled, Directions to 2050, 
in an effort to encourage long term brainstorming by participants and build on the Kern Regional Blueprint 
branding by the same name. The Directions to 2050 community engagement program was designed to 
provide an opportunity for community members to learn about the RTP project and identify priorities for the 
region’s future. 

The community engagement strategy used a multifaceted approach to target all sectors of the community 
within the Kern region, including traditionally underrepresented groups. The following public outreach 
methods were used: 

• RTP-specific presentations to community-based organizations. 

• Four RTP-specific stakeholder roundtable meetings with representatives from the business, industry, 
environmental justice advocacy, social services communities, and the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee. 

• Seventeen RTP-specific community workshops throughout the Kern region.  

• Eight RTP-specific community events throughout the Kern region including the Tehachapi Mountain 
Festival, Wasco Rose Festival, Delano Street Fair, McFarland Independence Day Festival, Taft Rails 
to Trails Festival, and Ridgecrest Desert Empire Fair and the Great Kern County Fair (2015 and 2016).  
These events provided the most successful level of broad public participation. 

• Kern COG hosted booths at seven Farmer’s Markets to engage the public about planning transportation 
projects. 

• Kern COG conducted eight community workshops and nine walk audits to enhance walking, bicycling 
and transit access throughout Kern County. 

• Kern COG staff attended the monthly meeting of the Greater Lamont Chamber of Commerce on 
November 14, 2017, when the Tejon Indian Tribe made a presentation about the history of the Tribe 
including the current goals.  Following the Tribal presentation, Kern COG staff made a presentation 
regarding development of the 2018 RTP/SCS, key land use and planning assumptions and public 
outreach.  Kern COG provided a draft government-to-government agreement to the Tejon Indian Tribe 
to better facilitate the interaction between the two government organizations. 

• RTP-specific interactive project website, which included online activities and a survey, community 
workshop public meeting notices, and the latest written information on the RTP.  
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• Social media was used to advertise the online activities, websites and events. 

• Posting of all public outreach events on the Kern COG Directions to 2050 project website 
(www.directionsto2050.com) and Kern COG Facebook page. 

• Direct outreach to limited-English-proficiency, minority, senior, and low-income populations. 

• Written materials (in both English and Spanish), and visual materials to communicate the status and 
content of the RTP, including fact sheets and presentations. A public comment form was used 
throughout the outreach program at public meetings as well as online. 

• Kern COG’s website, featuring a section dedicated to the 2018 RTP at 
http://www.kerncog.org/category/docs/rtp/. 

• Outreach to media, including press releases and interviews. 

• Kern COG staff was available to respond to comments via telephone and/or by e-mail.  

In addition to these targeted outreach efforts, all regular and special meetings of the Regional Planning 
Advisory Committee, Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, Congestion Management Agency 
Technical Advisory Committee, and Social Services Transportation Advisory Committee, as well as the 
Kern Transportation Planning and Policy Committee and Board of Directors, are publicly noticed and 
opportunities for public comment are provided. Kern COG coordinated with ARB and the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) in the development of this RTP. 

Input provided by elected officials, stakeholders, and community, agency, commission, committee and state 
agency members was recorded and informed development of the 2018 RTP (See Appendix C for a 
summary of the Directions to 2050 community engagement process and results).   

Transportation Planning in the Kern Region 

Kern COG is responsible for developing, coordinating, monitoring, and updating the RTP for Kern County. 
Kern COG develops the RTP in coordination with the eleven cities of Kern County and the County of Kern, 
transit operators, tribes, and other transportation stakeholders. This section has summarized the planning 
environment and discussed how Kern COG integrates the planning activities of each of the cities and the 
County of Kern to ensure a balanced, multimodal plan that meets regional and county-specific goals, as 
well as emissions reduction targets. 

Over the past decade, Kern COG and its member agencies programed projects to benefit the traveling 
public throughout Kern County.  Figure 1-1 and 1-2 portray projects that are currently under construction, 
completed or already existing.  Projects ranged from transit projects, bike paths and performance increasing 
projects that mitigate congestion and enhance public safety. 
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Figure 1-1:  Kern County Transportation Projects 
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Figure 1-2:  Metro Bakersfield Transportation 
Projects Completed Underway Projects 
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The Kern region comprises two air basins and four air quality nonattainment or maintenance areas. Federal 
law requires that transportation and air quality planning are coordinated in these nonattainment and 
maintenance areas. In addition, the Kern region is part of Caltrans Districts 6 and 9. 

The Kern region is unique in that it not only contains the San Joaquin Valley, but mountain and desert sub-
regions.  The region’s large area and dispersed centers support agriculture, oil and gas production, 
renewable energy, military, aerospace, recreation and other activities where abundant lands, unique 
geographic features and transportation linkages are important in supporting and enhancing the region’s 
economic pursuits. 

Given the challenges faced by our region, this RTP recognizes that our approach must be balanced, 
systematic, multimodal and at the same time focused to yield the best performance outcomes possible.   

CONTENT OF THE 2018 RTP 

The substantive portions of the 2018 RTP are structured as follows: 

Chapter 1:  Introduction 
Chapter 2:  Policy Element 
Chapter 3:  Planning Assumptions 
Chapter 4:  Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Chapter 5:  Strategic Investment 
Chapter 6:  Financial Element 
Chapter 7:  Future Links 
Chapter 8:  Monitoring Progress 
Chapter 9:  Glossary & Acronyms 
Appendices 
 
Policy Element 

In Chapter 2, the Policy Element addresses legislative, planning, financial, and institutional issues and 
requirements, as well as areas of regional consensus (e.g., forecasted development patterns). This element 
provides guidance to decision-makers regarding the implications, impacts, opportunities, and forecasted 
options that will result from implementation of the RTP. In addition, the Policy Element is a resource that 
provides input and promotes consistency of actions taken by state, regional, and local agencies, such as 
transit agencies, congestion management agencies, and the California Highway Patrol. 
 
Planning Assumptions   

Chapter 3 describes the planning assumptions applied in developing the 2018 RTP.  In 2001 the Kern COG 
Board adopted a policy to revisit the regional growth forecast every 3-5 years.  The Board has adopted 
forecasts four times since that policy was implemented.  As in all parts of California, housing affordability is 
linked to job growth and Kern is noted for being the most affordable housing market in the state3 making 
Bakersfield a destination for household migration from more expensive markets, like Southern California, 
that are experiencing a major housing shortage/affordability crisis. State policies for expanding the 
renewable energy portfolio continues to provide jobs in this industry and a new streamlined, environmentally 
protective permit system for oil and gas supports continued permit activity.  

                                                      

3 Smart Asset, https://smartasset.com/mortgage/quicken-loans-review#california/most-affordable, 2017 
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In addition, the growth assumptions include a planned High Speed Rail station for Bakersfield that would 
provide 55 minute passenger rail service between Kern and L.A. Union Station.  This potential connection 
could eventually bring greater job diversity and housing to Kern County beyond historic growth trends.  The 
question is not if, but when we will see the forecasted growth in Kern.  Forecast trends will be adjusted 
again during the next RTP update in the next four years.    

Sustainable Communities Strategy 

As discussed earlier, the 2018 RTP includes a SCS – Chapter 4.  The SCS includes land use planning 
strategies and policies to reduce air emissions from passenger vehicle and light duty truck travel by better 
coordinating transportation expenditures with forecasted development patterns in order to meet the GHG 
emissions reduction targets for the region.  

Strategic Investment 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investment sets forth plans of action for the region to pursue and meet identified 
transportation needs and issues. Planned investments are consistent with the goals and policies of the 
plan, the SCS element and must be financially constrained. These projects are listed in the Constrained 
Program of Projects (Table 5-1) and are modeled in the Air Quality Conformity Analysis. 

Financial Element 

RTPs must include a Financial Element – Chapter 6, that identifies monetary resources to implement the 
plan (23 USC 134(h)(2)(B)). This Chapter serves as the Financial Element to fulfill the federal requirement 
that the 2018 RTP be financially constrained (i.e., budgeted) and provides a cost analysis for implementing 
the program of projects included in the Strategic Investments (Action Element). It describes the anticipated 
financial situation that will exist between FY 2018 and FY 2042, the implementation period for this 2018 
RTP. 

Future Links 

Chapter 7 – Future Links, addresses key future trends that may affect the RTP in future cycles.  
Forecasting for more than 5 years can be challenging; as such, forecasts should be updated regularly.  
The Future Links Chapter discusses some major game changers that need to be watched closely with 
each update of the RTP including corridor preservation, needed unfunded projects and financial 
mechanisms, adaptive cruise control/autonomous vehicle technology, high speed rail, air quality 
contingencies, and the San Joaquin Valley Regional Overview chapter.   
 
Monitoring Progress 

Chapter 8 deals with monitoring the progress of the transportation system. As the designated MPO for the 
Kern region, Kern COG monitors transportation plans, projects, and programs for consistency with regional 
plans. Kern COG also monitors the performance of the transportation system. This performance monitoring 
is especially important to inform the planning process for future RTPs. Regional transportation problems 
cannot be solved until they are identified and measured. 

Glossary & Acronyms 

A list of special terms and abbreviations used in the RTP with accompanying definitions. 
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Appendices 

The following Appendices are included with the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan: 

Appendix A 
Appendix B 
Appendix C 
Appendix D 
Appendix E 
Appendix F 
Appendix G 

Appendix H 

Regional Transportation Plan Checklist 
Public Information Policies and Procedures 
Outreach Results 
Integrated Performance Measures Analysis 
A Great Start:  Sustainable Community Success Stories 
San Joaquin Valley Regional Overview 
2018 Regional Transportation Plan 
Capital Improvement Program/Expenditure Plan by Sub Areas 
Using Existing Funding Sources (Ready-To-Go Major Projects) 
Together With Potential New Funding Sources (Next-In-Line Major Projects) 
Refer to Appendix C
Response to Comments Appendix I 
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CHAPTER 2 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING POLICIES  

INTRODUCTION 

The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan is Kern County’s comprehensive area-wide transportation 
program to address the mobility challenges created by the region’s growth. The Policy Element is one 
of 4 required elements for a Regional Transportation Plan as required by the adopted California 
Transportation Commission guidelines. This Policy Element contains an integrated set of goals, 
policies, actions and performance measures that are consistent with publicly vetted principles to guide 
and monitor the improvements to Kern’s transportation system 
through 2042.   

The Policy Element addresses legislative, planning, financial, 
and institutional issues and requirements, as well as areas of 
regional consensus (e.g., land use policies). This element 
provides guidance to decision-makers regarding the implications, 
impacts, opportunities, and forecasted options that will result 
from implementation of the RTP. In addition, the Policy Element 
is a resource that provides input and promotes consistency of 
actions taken by state, regional, and local agencies, such as 
transit agencies, congestion management agencies, and the 
California Highway Patrol. 

The policies and actions of the RTP are listed by goal and Strategic Investments (see Chapter 5) and 
are provided in Table 2-1. This table is supported by a Performance Monitoring section containing a 
system-wide set of measures to monitor progress toward these goals as well as an Integrated 
Environmental Justice (EJ)/Title VI analysis (see Appendix D). A description of the issues, needs, and 
actions is included in Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, for each transportation mode. 

Transportation planning policies discuss multiple plans including but not limited to transit plans, active 
transportation plans.  The scope of goals, policies and actions within this document apply to all 
jurisdictions including unincorporated areas and disadvantaged communities.   

Goals, policies, actions, and performance measures are defined as follows: 

A “goal” is the end toward which effort is directed; it is general in application and timeless. 

A “policy” is a direction statement that guides present and future decisions on specific actions. Policies 
support the attainment of goals. In this document, policies have been merged with objectives to 
streamline the policy element. 

An “action” is a specific activity in support of the policy. Actions are detailed in Chapter 5, Strategic 
Investments (Action Element). 

A “performance measure” is a quantitative system-level indicator of how actions in the plan support 
the goals and are included in Appendix D. 

In accordance with Government Code 65080(b)(1), all policies are relevant for both the near term (6 
years) and long term (20+ years). Short- and long-range actions implementing these policies are 
identified in Chapter 5. 

This policy element contains 
an integrated set of goals, 
policies, actions and 
performance measures that 
are consistent with publicly 
vetted principles to guide 
and monitor the 
improvements to Kern’s 
transportation system 
through 2042.   
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The following 2018 RTP goals and policies were derived from other Kern COG transportation plans 
and studies. This 2018 RTP stands on its own, and revisions to these other plans will not affect the 
content of this document. 

GOALS/POLICIES 

At the core of the 2018 RTP are seven goals: 

1) Mobility – Improve the mobility of people and freight. 

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

3) Reliability – Improve the reliability and safety of the transportation system. 

4) Efficiency – Maximize the efficiency and cost effectiveness of the existing and future 
transportation system. 

5) Livability – Promote livable communities and satisfaction of consumers with the transportation 
system. 

6) Sustainability – Provide for the enhancement and expansion of the system while minimizing 
effects on the environment.  

7) Equity – Ensure an equitable distribution of the benefits among various demographic and user 
groups. 

While all goals are considered interrelated and important, mobility is considered the plan’s highest goal. 
Identified in Table 2-1 are policy objectives for Kern COG and its member agencies categorized by the 
goals they help to advance. The table also references the strategic investment category in Chapter 5, 
Strategic Investments. 

 

Policy – 
Action  

No. 

 
Goal(s) 

 
Policy/Action 

Strategic Action 
Element (Ch. 5) 

1 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Enhance connectivity to Meadows Field and Inyokern Airport to 
accommodate future regional growth 

Aviation 

1.1  Work with Meadows Field and Inyokern Airport to obtain funding from 
the state and federal governments for their respective development 
programs. 

Aviation 

1.2  Work with local and regional transit providers to increase alternative 
mode ground access options at Meadows Field. 

Aviation 

1.3  Assist Meadows Field with planning related to high-speed rail 
connections. 

Aviation 

2 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Assist Kern County airports in expanding facilities to meet growing 
general aviation demands.  

Aviation  

2.1  Participate in master plan updates for various Kern County airports. Aviation 

Table 2-1:  Regional Transportation Plan Goals, Policies and Actions 

-Kc:m Qou,i,;;11 
"' (iovemffl!!,nt!! 



CHAPTER 2 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING POLICIES 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

2-3 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

Policy – 
Action  

No. 

 
Goal(s) 

 
Policy/Action 

Strategic Action 
Element (Ch. 5) 

2.2  Implement the Action Plan of the Central California Aviation System. Aviation 

2.3  Work with public airports to increase their access to federal and state 
funding. 

Aviation 

3 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Work with privately owned airports and local jurisdictions to support their 
operations and to maintain compatible uses within the airport area of 
influence. 

Aviation 

3.1  Work with the JLUS committee to implement planning activities listed in 
the JLUS for R-2508 airspace (China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station 
and Edwards Air Force Base). 

Aviation 

3.2  Implement planning actions and strategies listed in the JLUS for R-
2508. 

 

4 Mobility, 
Accessibility, 
Sustainability 

Enhance and connect existing and future bikeways and pedestrian 
walkways in the Kern region. 

Active Transport (AT), Air 
Emission 

4.1  Seek and assist member agencies to apply for funding for bicycle and 
pedestrian projects from local, state, and federal sources. 

AT 

4.2  Seek and assist member agencies to apply for funding to maintain 
existing bikeways and pedestrian walkways. 

AT 

4.3  Encourage allocating sufficient flexible funding sources to fully fund 
priority pedestrian/bicycle projects identified in local and/or regional 
plans. 

 

5 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Encourage and assist Kern COG member jurisdictions to implement 
their adopted local bicycle plans and to incorporate bicycle facilities into 
local transportation projects.  

AT, Air Emissions 

5.1  Fund updated bicycle plans for incorporated cities and unincorporated 
communities. 

AT 

5.2  In communities countywide and using appropriate funding sources 
create and fully fund pedestrian/bicycle facilities identified in local 
and/or regional plans.   

AT 

6 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Using appropriate funding sources, update and fund regional and local 
plans that promote bicycle/pedestrian travel.   

AT, Air Emissions 

6.1  Fund a Pedestrian Facilities Plan for the County of Kern as well as 
incorporated cities. 

AT 

6.2  Periodically update the Kern Regional Bicycle Plan. AT 

7 Livability Encourage using appropriate funding sources to promote and fund 
sustainable community design that supports transit use and increases 
active transportation (AT) while still meeting the mobility needs of 
residents and employees in all communities and particularly in 
disadvantaged communities.   

AT, Public Transit, Air 
Emissions 

7.1  Purchase and construct bicycle racks and lockers for Kern County 
multimodal stations. 

AT 

7.2  Purchase and construct bike tie-downs and racks on commuter trains 
and buses. 

AT 

7.3  Implement bus improvements including enhanced transit service (rapid 
bus, Bus Rapid Transit) in long range transit plans that promote service 
throughout the county especially for disadvantaged communities.   

Transit 

7.4  Introduce Express bus service along SR 178/24th Street/Rosedale 
Highway and SR 99. 

Transit 
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Policy – 
Action  

No. 

 
Goal(s) 

 
Policy/Action 

Strategic Action 
Element (Ch. 5) 

7.5  Consider Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) in exclusive lanes with traffic signal 
priority. 

Transit 

7.6  Using appropriate funding sources, study additional express/inter-city 
bus service throughout the county.   

Transit 

7.7  Consider ramp metering. Transit 

7.8  Consider peak period only HOV lanes. Transit 

7.9  Consider converting BRT corridors to light rail transit. Transit 

7.10  Consider additional peak period HOV lanes. Transit 

8 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Identify additions and alternatives that would improve the overall quality 
of transit service in Kern County including in disadvantaged 
communities. 

Transit, Air Emissions 

8.1  Identify additions and alternatives that would improve the overall quality 
of transit service throughout the county, especially for disadvantaged 
communities.   

Transit 

8.2  Consider a new GET Transit Center at CSU Bakersfield. Transit 

8.3  Increase GET services to CSU Bakersfield and Bakersfield College. Transit 

8.4  Consider introducing “full” GET BRT. Transit 

8.5  Implement traffic flow improvements/railroad grade separations. Air Emissions 

8.6  Promote park and ride lots. Air Emissions 

8.7  Consider High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane additions: Centennial 
Corridor provides room to accommodate HOV. 

Air Emissions 

8.8  Encourage transit providers to consider lower transit fares or transit 
subsidies for low income, disabled and elderly populations. 

Air Emissions 

8.9  Implement flextime program. Air Emissions 

9 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Identify, explore and assist jurisdictions to apply for funding alternatives 
to traditional transit that address Kern Transit’s (KT) rural mobility 
needs. 

Transit, Air Emissions 

9.1  Assist KT in refining KT scheduling practices.  

9.2  Consider KT route reconfiguration within Downtown Bakersfield.  

9.3  Assist KT in analyzing stop placements. Transit 

9.4  Continue discussions with the Southern California Regional Rail 
Authority regarding the extension of Metrolink from Lancaster to 
Rosamond. 

Transit 

9.5  Create and promote ridesharing and voluntary employer-based 
incentives. 

Air Emissions 

10 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Develop coordination alternatives that would realize improvements over 
current Golden Empire Transit (GET) and other transit operations.   

Transit, Air Emissions 

10.1  GET may consider decreasing emphasis on timed connections at transit 
centers. 

Transit 

10.2  GET may consider faster crosstown trips: 
• New Express routes 
• New “Rapid” routes 
• More direct routes 

Transit 

-IU::m l:oourKII 
afGIM!fllllltim 



CHAPTER 2 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING POLICIES 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

2-5 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

Policy – 
Action  

No. 

 
Goal(s) 

 
Policy/Action 

Strategic Action 
Element (Ch. 5) 

10.3  GET may consider faster crosstown service connecting one side of 
Bakersfield to the other. 

Transit 

10.4  GET may consider circular services within neighborhoods or around 
outlying areas of Bakersfield. 

Transit 

10.5  Continuation of GET express routes. Transit 

11 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Review, identify, and discuss alternative administrative and oversight 
models for transit services in Kern County. Support transit operators’ 
replacement of fossil fueled vehicles to zero emission vehicles. 

Transit, Air Emissions 

12 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Create strategies to increase the visibility and importance of transit in 
Kern County. 

Transit, Air Emissions 

12.1  Monitor advancement of the California High-Speed Rail (HSR) project. Transit 

12.2  Introduce GET hybrid Circulator/Express service. Transit 

13 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Create partnerships between transit and social services agencies in 
addressing Kern County’s transit needs. 

Transit, Air Emissions 

14 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Improve intercity connections and provide new services to expand the 
transportation alternatives in the Eastern Sierra region.    

Transit, Air Emissions 

14.1  Continue discussions with the Southern California Regional Rail 
Authority regarding the extension of Metrolink from Lancaster to 
Rosamond. 

Transit 

14.2  Initiate discussions with the San Joaquin Valley Joint Powers Authority 
regarding adding stops to Amtrak San Joaquin service between 
Bakersfield and Wasco. 

Transit 

14.3  Create ridesharing and voluntary employer-based incentives. Air Emissions 

14.4  Reassess feasibility of commuter rail in various corridors. Transit 

14.5  As HSR proceeds to construction: 
• Identify preferred corridor to connect Bakersfield and Delano 

with commuter rail/HSR feeder service 
• Identify potential funding for commuter rail operations 
• Work with local transit providers to connect riders to 

commuter rail/HSR 

Transit 

15 Mobility, 
Sustainability 

Investigate new federal, state, and local funding opportunities to 
maintain the current transportation system and promote future 
transportation development. 

Highways 

15.1  Pursue ground access improvements for Meadows Field. Highways 

15.2  Upgrade the present highway maintenance system whenever feasible. Highways 

15.3  Maintain and enhance existing roadway infrastructure and vehicles with 
emerging technology to provide for more efficient use. 

Highways, Air Emissions 

16 Mobility, 
Accessibility,  
Sustainability 

Work with Caltrans, COG member agencies, and other interested 
parties to prepare environmental studies and design engineering plans. 

Highways 

16.1  Widen State Route 119 near Taft Highways 

16.2  Widen State Route 14 near Freeman Gulch/Inyokern. Highways 

17  Mobility, 
Accessibility, 
Sustainability 

Provide input to neighboring counties conducting corridor studies for 
routes significant to the Kern region. 

Highways 
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No. 

 
Goal(s) 

 
Policy/Action 

Strategic Action 
Element (Ch. 5) 

17.1  Participate in San Bernardino County’s study for the US Highway 395 
corridor. 

Highways 

17.2  Review and analyze available rest areas, layover lots, and truck stops 
to determine needs for additional parking related to long-distance travel. 

Highways 

17.3  Implement the recommendations from completed transportation 
planning studies when appropriate and feasible. 

Highways 

18 Mobility, 
Accessibility, 
Efficiency  

Review countywide transportation impact fees and encourage member 
agencies to invest in active transportation, public transit and 
maintenance of local streets and roads.  

Highways 

18.1  Encourage local governments to consider pursuing alternative funding 
sources such as regional TIFs where justified as a necessary means to 
address transportation needs. 

Highways 

19 Livability Delay the need for future increases in highway capacity and congestion 
through the implementation of measures that reduce transportation 
related air emissions. 

Highways, Air Emissions 

19.1  Pursuant to Transportation Development Act Statutes, encourage 
member agencies to improve and explore funding opportunities for 
public transit in all communities especially for disadvantaged 
communities. 

Air Emissions 

19.2  Create ridesharing and voluntary employer-based incentives. Air Emissions 

19.3  Facilitate traffic flow improvements/railroad grade separation. Air Emissions 

19.4  Consider High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane additions: Centennial 
Corridor provides room to accommodate HOV. 

Air Emissions 

19.5  Consider implementing flextime programs. Air Emissions 

20 Mobility, 
Accessibility 

Prepare a systems-level planning analysis of various transportation 
system alternatives using multimodal performance measures. 

Highways, Air Emissions 

20.1  Maintain Regional Traffic Models to aid in traffic and air quality 
analyses. 

Air Emissions 

21 Mobility, 
Accessibility, 
Efficiency, 
Livability 

Coordinate planning efforts to ensure efficient, economical, and 
environmentally sound movement of goods.    

Highways, Freight 

21.1  Prioritize and program the freight related capital improvements for 
highways, regional roads, and interchanges for the RTP planning 
period, consistent with adopted goals and policies and the project 
eligibility requirements for each funding program.  Attention should be 
taken to not impact disadvantaged communities more than the county 
as a whole. 

Highways 

21.2  Support higher safety level requirements for hazardous material 
transport on interstates, state highways, and local roads. 

Highways 

21.3  Encourage coordination and consultation between the public and 
private sectors to explore innovative and efficient goods movement 
strategies. 

Freight 

21.4  Identify opportunities for truck-to-rail and truck-to-intermodal mode 
shifts, and evaluate the contributions of truck traffic on regional air 
quality. 

Freight 

21.5  Encourage the use of rail and air for goods movement to reduce impacts 
to state and inter-county routes and lessen air quality impacts. 

Freight 
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Strategic Action 
Element (Ch. 5) 

21.6  Oppose higher axle load limits for the trucking industry on general 
purpose roadways without adequate reinforcement and maintenance. 

Freight 

22 Mobility, 
Accessibility, 
Efficiency 

Advocate programs and projects for the intermodal linkage of all freight 
transportation.  

Highways, Freight 

22.1  Consider constructing truck climbing lanes on eastbound SR 58 from 
General Beale Road to the Bena Road overcrossing. 

Freight, Highways 

22.2  Program infrastructure improvements such as widening of Seventh 
Standard Road in response to proposed freight movement activities in 
the area. 

Freight 

22.3  Widen State Route 184 to four lanes to respond to increasing agriculture 
trucking activity. 

Highways, Freight 

22.4  Widen Wheeler Ridge Road to four lanes as a gap-closure measure to 
tie I-5 to SR 58 via SR184.  

Highways, Freight 

23 Mobility, 
Efficiency 

Develop an annual freight movement stakeholders group for 
coordination and expansion efforts to include representatives from 
disadvantaged communities and air quality advocates.   

Freight 

23.1  Encourage communication between short-line rail operators, shippers, 
and economic development agencies. 

Freight 

23.2  Explore options for potential uses of the southern portion of Arvin 
Subdivision as identifies in the Kern County Rail Study Phase 2. 

Freight 

24 Mobility, 
Reliability, 
Efficiency 

Explore rail intermodal, transfer facility, and alternative transfer options 
for the region. Attention should be taken to not impact disadvantaged 
communities more than the county as a whole and to prioritize safety. 

Freight, Safety, Environ. 
Justice 

24.1  Continue development and expansion of the Shafter Rail Terminal for 
intermodal freight transfer and container load matching.  

Freight 

24.2  Continue development of the Delano Union Pacific Cold Connect 
Facility for intermodal freight shipping across the United States.  

Freight 

24.3  Expand rail service to existing distribution centers throughout Kern 
County when feasible. 

Freight 

25 Mobility, 
Accessibility, 
Equity 

Maintain liaison with Southern California Association of Governments 
and all San Joaquin Valley Councils of Government for efficient 
coordination of freight movement between regions and counties. 

Freight 

25.1  Work with other agencies to create an effective Central Valley-wide 
truck model to track regional commodity flows and to identify critical 
economic trends that will drive truck flows on regionally significant truck 
routes. 

Freight 

26 Mobility, 
Reliability, 
Accessibility, 
Equity 

Provide heavy truck access planning guidance, including a review of the 
current surface transportation act route system, review of geometric 
issues, and signaling for all routes identified as major local access 
routes, as well as the development of performance standards.   

Freight, Air Emissions 

26.1  Add “missing links” (streets) to roadway network that reduce out of 
direction travel: Centennial Corridor will provide a major free flow traffic 
connector that will improve air quality by reducing stop and go truck 
travel on local arterials.  The Hageman Flyover Project will provide 
another east/west connection over SR 99 to downtown Bakersfield 
central business district; Mohawk Street Extension provides an 
extension from Rosedale Highway south that connects to Truxtun 
Avenue accessing downtown Bakersfield. 

Freight, Air Emissions 
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Strategic Action 
Element (Ch. 5) 

27 Accessibility, 
Reliability, 
Livability, 
Sustainability 

As planning funds are available, continue the technical and planning 
assistance grant program to assist and allow local jurisdictions to 
receive funding for coordinated land use, air quality and transportation 
planning.   

Land Use, Air Emissions 

27.1  Facilitate the Shafter Intermodal Rail Facility by programming 
infrastructure to service rail and truck traffic that may be generated by 
the facility. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

27.2  Use the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process to 
inform stakeholders and decision makers on the impacts of sensitive 
land use developments near vital transportation infrastructure 
necessary to handle increasing air traffic and international cargo, as well 
as increasing inland port activity. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

27.3  Work with the Kern County Department of Airports and local planning 
departments to preserve existing airports from encroachment by 
sensitive land uses to strategic global gateways. 

Land Use 

27.4  Use the CEQA review process to inform stakeholders and decision 
makers on the impacts of sensitive land use developments near vital 
transportation infrastructure necessary to handle increasing local, 
intercity, and interregional transit use. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

27.5  Implement the RTP in partnership with member agencies to preserve 
near- and long-term transportation infrastructure, thus promoting the 
gradual intensification of transit use.  

Land Use, Air Emissions 

27.6  Allow reduced parking requirements near transit centers that have 
alternative modes of access such as walking and bike paths, circulator 
buses, etc. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

27.7  Monitor progress and allocate funding toward implementing principles 
developed by the Directions to 2050 outreach process pursuant to the 
Project Delivery Policies and Procedures adopted November 17, 2016, 
and updated as needed. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

27.8  Encourage cities and the county to provide parking requirements (and 
parking provisions) compatible with compact, pedestrian, and transit-
supportive design and development. Requirements should account for 
mixed uses, transit access, and the linking of trips that reduce reliance 
on automobiles and total parking demand. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

27.9  Promote land use along freight corridors that are compatible with goods 
movement traffic. 

Land Use 

28 Accessibility, 
Efficiency, 
Livability, 
Sustainability 

Encourage land use planning by Kern COG local government member 
agencies that recognizes Kern’s large area, dispersed centers and 
unique geographic features of the region. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

28.1  Implement the Directions to 2050 Growth Principles vision for economic 
vitality by planning and programming infrastructure to provide 
connectivity to air traffic and international cargo facilities. 

Land Use 

28.2  Monitor progress and as funds are available, allocate funding toward 
implementing regional principles developed by the Directions to 2050 
visioning process consistent with local general plans and provide 
funding to support that vision through the technical and planning 
assistance grant program in all communities including disadvantaged 
communities.   

Land Use 

29 Accessibility, 
Efficiency, 
Livability, 
Sustainability 

Promote land use patterns that support current and future investments 
in public transit and active transportation in all communities particularly 
in disadvantaged communities.   

Land Use, Air Emissions 

-IU::m l:oourKII 
afGIM!fllllltim 



CHAPTER 2 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING POLICIES 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Preliminary Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

2-9 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

Policy – 
Action  

No. 

 
Goal(s) 
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29.1  Encourage the adoption of general plan circulation elements that 
address transit, bike, and pedestrian modes. Consider specific plan 
lines and form-based codes where appropriate to implement transit 
improvements along designated transit corridors that connect transit-
priority place types and centers and other transit ready areas including 
in disadvantaged communities where appropriate. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.2  Work with GET, KT, other local transit providers, and local land use 
planners to preserve existing and future transit opportunities from the 
encroachment of low-density land uses within transit-priority place types 
and centers and other transit ready areas including in disadvantaged 
communities where appropriate.. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.3  Encourage the expansion of transportation choices and transit usage 
by providing housing choices that include more compact and mixed land 
uses within walking distance to transit priority place types and centers 
and other transit ready areas in all communities including 
disadvantaged communities. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.4  Identify and space transit oriented village, town, and suburban/ 
community centers a minimum of 1 to 4 miles apart. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.5  Provide convenient and safe walking and bike paths to a fixed transit 
hub at each transit priority place type and other transit ready areas. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.6  Promote more compact and mixed-use centers along transit corridors, 
where appropriate, to support more intense transit options such as BRT, 
light rail and active transportation as areas become revitalized and in 
other transit ready areas. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.7  Land uses should be mixed both horizontally and vertically where 
appropriate. Vertical mixed use, with ground-floor retail in developed 
areas and activity centers as identified through local land use plans, can 
increase the vitality of the street and provide people with the choice of 
walking to desired services. More important for Bakersfield, mixing uses 
horizontally can prevent desolate, single-use areas and encourage 
increased pedestrian activity; scale of use and distance between uses 
are important to successful horizontal mixed-use development. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.8  Support and enhance transit priority and strategic employment place 
types. These areas have a strong impact on transportation patterns as 
the major destinations. To make these places more transit-supportive, 
they should be enhanced by land use decisions that locate new and 
affordable housing and appropriately scaled retail and employment 
uses to diversify the mix, creating an environment that maximizes 
transportation choice in both Metro and outlying communities.  
Enhancement of these place types in outlying areas to create vibrant 
communities provides opportunities for employees to live closer to 
where they work, reducing overall travel.   

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.9  Encourage cities and the county to provide land use intensities where 
appropriate at levels that will promote use of transit and support 
pedestrian and bicycle activity. A general threshold for transit-
supportive residential uses is 10 to 15 units per acre within ½ mile of a 
high-frequency transit stop (15 min. headways or less). This density can 
be lower, however, if the urban environment supports easy 
pedestrian/bike access to transit. Nonresidential uses with a floor area 
ratio (FAR) of 0.5 provide a baseline that can support viable transit 
ridership levels. Local land use plans should provide flexibility to 
maximize the intensity of development in transit priority place types to 
be more responsive to changing market conditions. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.10  Encourage the adoption of general plan circulation elements with 
specific plan lines as appropriate to preserve goods movement 
corridors and high frequency transit corridors. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 
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29.11  The transportation and circulation framework should define compact 
districts and corridors that are characterized by high connectivity of 
streets to not overly concentrate traffic on major streets and to provide 
more direct routes for pedestrians, good access to transit, and streets 
that are designed for pedestrians and bicycles, as well as for vehicles. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.12  New residential developments should include streets that provide 
connectivity. New development and revitalized areas should include 
streets that provide connectivity for pedestrian/bicycle access and 
public transit.   

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.13  Streets should be designed to support use by multiple modes, including 
transit, bicycles, and pedestrians, through proper scaling and provision 
of lighting, landscaping, and amenities. Amenities must be designed to 
provide comfortable walking environments.  

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.14  Buildings should be human scaled, with a positive relationship to the 
street (e.g. entries and windows facing onto public streets, and 
appropriate articulation and signage). 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.15  The impact of parking on the public realm should be minimized by siting 
parking lots behind buildings or screening elements (walls or 
landscaping). Buildings should be close to the road so parking can be 
located on the side or in the rear. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

29.16  Encourage shared mobility, van pools and medically funded vans.  
Encourage pilot projects such as autonomous electric vehicles in rural 
communities where applicable to access larger transit operators.  
Promote partnerships and grant strategies that allow access to grant 
programs.  This is an extension of Policy 9. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

30 Accessibility, 
Efficiency, 
Livability, 
Sustainability 

Promote increased communication with neighboring jurisdictions on 
interregional land use issues, including the coordination of land use 
decisions and transportation systems. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

30.1  Coordinate with the County of Kern, City of Bakersfield, and City of 
Shafter on the proposed expansion of Meadows Field in the County of 
Kern Airport Master Plan. 

Land Use 

30.2  Coordinate with the Southern California Association of Governments, 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and the ports to minimize 
impacts of port activity through Kern County.  

Land Use, Air Emissions 

30.3  Coordinate with the Kern County Department of Airports, municipalities 
and airport districts to establish intermodal connectivity for rail, trucking, 
transit, and passenger vehicles. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

30.4  Coordinate with GET, KT, and the Kern County Department of Airports 
to improve intermodal connectivity between transit systems and 
Meadows Field. 

Land Use, Air Emissions 

30.5  Continue to use the CEQA review process to inform stakeholders and 
decision-makers on the impacts of sensitive land use developments 
near vital transportation infrastructure.  

Land Use, Air Emissions 

30.6  Work with member agencies to preserve existing and future road and 
highway rights-of-way from the encroachment of sensitive land uses.  

Land Use, Air Emissions 

30.7  Implement the long-range 2018 RTP in partnership with member 
agencies to preserve near- and long-term transportation infrastructure 
that promote the preservation of goods movement routes and facilities.  

Land Use, Air Emissions 
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Strategic Action 
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30.8  Transit improvement projects should be targeted in transit 
priority/strategic employment place types and other transit ready areas 
with transit-supportive land uses (existing and planned) in and around 
key destinations and projects that can increase pedestrian activity and 
safety.  

Land Use, Air Emissions 

30.9  Relax roadway level of service (LOS) standards in high-priority transit 
corridors. In high-demand, high-capacity transit corridors.  

Land Use, Air Emissions 

31 Mobility, 
Reliability, 
Efficiency 

Support more efficient use of the transportation system through the 
implementation of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) technology 

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.1  Build upon the momentum and stakeholder coalition generated through 
the San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Study to pursue ITS 
commercial vehicle projects.  

ITS, Air Emissions 

31.2  Investigate how ITS can support efforts to improve travel between the 
inland areas and coastal communities.  

ITS 

31.3  Build upon ITS planning efforts in the San Joaquin Valley in conjunction 
with federal rules (ITS architecture and standards conformity and 
statewide and metropolitan planning) to expand ITS actions.  

ITS 

31.4  Build upon the existing Caltrans District 6 Traffic Management Systems 
to fill gaps and complete coverage on major facilities, including 
expansion of their highway closures and restrictions database, to 
include other agencies.  

ITS, Air Emissions 

31.5  Capitalize on the extensive ITS technology testing and standards 
development conducted by Caltrans by using, where appropriate, 
Caltrans approaches for local traffic management systems.  

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.6  Build upon best practices from past and current transit ITS deployment 
experiences in the State of California. 

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.7  Build upon Caltrans District 6 experience with sharing facilities, 
equipment, and information between traffic management and California 
Highway Patrol staff. 

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.8  Provide traveler information for commercial vehicle operators at truck 
rest stops. 

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.9  Improve visibility and access to existing Caltrans valley-wide alternate 
route plans. 

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.10  Coordinate the Bakersfield area Transportation Operations Center with 
Caltrans District 6 Transportation Management Center via satellite. 

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.11  Integrate the ITS capabilities being implemented at GET with 
Bakersfield’s traffic management system, including sharing information 
between the two centers during emergencies.  

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.12  Facilitate the transfer of lessons learned from GET ITS deployment to 
other area transit operators, and look for opportunities for those 
agencies to better coordinate with GET using its ITS capabilities. 

ITS, Air Emissions  

31.13  Expand the accident reduction campaigns on Kern’s rural highways and 
county roads. 

ITS, Air Emissions 

32 Livability Achieve national and state air quality standards for healthy air by the 
mandated deadlines. 

Air Emissions 

32.1  Maintain air quality coordination MOU with the San Joaquin Valley 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations, San Joaquin Valley and East 
Kern Air Pollution Control District, and Caltrans Districts 6 and 10.  

Air Emissions 
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32.2  Identification of all Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) for 
ozone and all Best Available Control Measures (BACM) for PM10 by 
Kern COG’s member agencies.  

Air Emissions 

32.3  Coordinate with all necessary responsible agencies to implement 
feasible transportation control measures that limit harmful air emissions.  

Air Emissions 

32.4  Seek funding options for Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program, AB 
2766 Motor Vehicle Emissions Reductions Program, and other sources 
that allow allocations for air emission reduction strategies. 

Air Emissions 

32.5  During the project level environmental process perform local hot spot 
analysis of air pollution in accordance with the proscribed federal 
process to identify which communities may be impacted by proposed 
transportation projects.  

Air Emissions 

33 Equity Proactively implement Federal Title VI and Environmental Justice 
requirements to ensure equity.   

Environ. Justice 

33.1  Avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects, including social and economic 
impacts, on traditionally disadvantaged communities, especially racial 
minority and low-income communities.  

Environ. Justice 

33.2  Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected 
communities in the transportation decision-making process. 

Environ. Justice 

33.3  Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of 
benefits by minority populations and low-income populations. 

Environ. Justice 

33.4  As part of the regional performance measures, catalogue existing 
health conditions, access to public transit and opportunities for active 
transportation.  As part of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, 
catalog access to basic infrastructure (drinking water, wastewater and 
storm water), key demographic indicators, and access to safe, quality 
and affordable housing. 

Environ. Justice 

33.5  Utilize tools like CalEnviroScreen to apply for funding for communities 
and invest in existing communities that demonstrate the highest level of 
need. 

Environ. Justice 

33.6  Allocate discretionary funding such as Regional Surface Transportation 
Program to meet the maintenance needs of existing communities first. 

Environ. Justice 

33.7  Encourage local jurisdictions to enhance their eligibility for new state 
grants by considering affordable housing support and stabilization 
programs that help mitigate displacement of disadvantaged 
populations. 

Environ. Justice 

34 Equity Encourage utility companies, California Air Resources Board and other 
state agencies to select locations within Kern County to site electric 
charging stations. 

Environ. Justice 

35 Safety/ 
Security 

Kern COG’s Transportation Security Plan 2012–2042 provides an 
action plan and constrained policies detailing eight measures that the 
agency will undertake in regional transportation security planning. 

 

Safety 

35.1  Kern COG should help ensure the rapid repair of transportation 
infrastructure critical in the event of an emergency. 
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35.2  Kern COG should continue to deploy and promote the use of intelligent 
transportation system technologies that enhance transportation 
security. 
 

 

35.3  Kern COG should establish transportation infrastructure practices that 
promote and enhance security. 
 

 

35,4  Kern COG should establish a forum where policymakers can be 
educated and regional policy can be developed. 
 

 

35.5  Kern COG will help enhance the region’s ability to deter and respond to 
acts of terrorism and human-caused or natural disasters through 
regionally cooperative and collaborative strategies. 

 

35.6  Kern COG should enhance emergency preparedness among public 
agencies and with the public at large. 

 

35.7  Kern COG will help to enhance the capabilities of local and regional 
organizations, including first responders, through provision and sharing 
of information. 

 

35.8  Kern COG should provide the means for collaborating in planning, 
communication, and information sharing before, during, or after a 
regional emergency. 

 

 
RELATIONSHIP OF RTP GOALS TO DIRECTIONS TO 2050 

In preparation of the 2018 RTP, Kern COG undertook Directions to 2050, a comprehensive community 
engagement program that solicited input from over 6,000 stakeholders and community members in the 
Kern region. Building on the momentum of the 2008 Kern Regional Blueprint, the Directions to 2050 
program revisited the nine adopted Blueprint principles for growth.  It is important to note that the 
horizon year for the 2018 RTP is 2042.  The theme “Directions to 2050” was used in the community 
engagement program to encourage participants to think well into the future.  

Directions to 2050 community workshop participants as well as online participants throughout the 
region were invited to prioritize the principles for growth. Community members expressed continuing 
support for all nine principles for growth, indicating they are still relevant to the Kern region. 

Workshop participants identified the following principles as the top three priorities for the region and 
their community’s future: 

• Enhance economic vitality 

• Conserve energy and natural resources, and develop alternatives 

• Use and improve existing assets and infrastructure 

Table 2-2 provides a comparison of the Directions to 2050 principles for growth and the RTP goals. 
The RTP is an extension of the Directions to 2050 community engagement process, providing mobility 
goals, policies, and actions for the region.  
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Examples of how the principles for growth interrelate with the RTP goals include the following: 

• Improving mobility can include the addition of alternative fuels and modes that would help 
conserve energy and natural resources; 

• Improving accessibility to major employment centers can make it more efficient to access 
and provide public services to these areas; 

• Improving reliability and safety of the transportation system during peak periods can make it 
more convenient to do business in Kern, enhancing our region’s economic vitality; 

• Maximizing efficiency of the transportation system can be improved by providing a variety of 
housing types and densities that are distributed to take optimum advantage of transit and 
highway infrastructure; 

• Promoting livability can be assisted by building on a community’s historic assets; 
• Promoting sustainability can reduce long-term operating costs, enhancing the economic 

viability of a region; and 
• Ensuring equity can be assisted by providing affordable transportation options such as 

biking, walking, and transit. 
 

See Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, for further information on the Directions to 2050 
community engagement process. 
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LINKS BETWEEN DIRECTIONS TO 2050 
PRINCIPLES FOR GROWTH AND RTP 

GOALS 

RTP Goals 

1. Mobility 
– Improve 

the 
mobility of 
people and 

freight. 

2. 
Accessibility – 

Improve 
accessibility 
to, and the 
economic 

wellbeing of 
major 

employment 
and other 
regional 
activity 
centers. 

3. Reliability – 
Improve the 

reliability and 
safety of the 

transportation 
system. 

4. Efficiency – 
Maximize the 
efficiency and 

cost 
effectiveness 
of the existing 

and future 
transportation 

system. 

5. Livability – 
Promote 
livable 

communities 
and 

satisfaction of 
consumers 

with the 
transportation 

system. 

6. Sustainability 
– Provide for 
preservation 

and expansion 
of the system 

while 
minimizing 

effects on the 
environment.  

7. Equity – 
Ensure an 
equitable 

distribution of 
the benefits 

among 
various 

demographic 
and user 
groups. 

Directions to 2050 Growth Principles               

A. Conserve energy and natural 
resources, and develop alternatives 

♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  

B. Provide adequate and equitable public 
services 

♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  

C. Enhance economic vitality ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  
D. Provide a variety of housing choices     ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  
E. Use and improve existing community 

assets and infrastructure 
♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  

F. Use compact, efficient development 
and/or mixed land uses where 
appropriate 

♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  

G. Provide a variety of transportation 
choices  

♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  

H. Preserve undeveloped land and 
spaces  

   ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦  

I. Increase civic and public engagement     ♦   ♦  

Table 2-2:  Directions to 2050 Principles for Growth/RTP Goals Comparison Matrix 
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Integrated Performance Measures and Environmental Justice/Title VI Analysis  

In the 2010 California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, the Kern COG RTP was listed as a 
best practice for Environmental Justice analysis for small to mid-sized metropolitan planning 
organizations.  The analysis is integrated with a system level performance measure analysis that 
measures progress toward the seven RTP goals, ensuring that progress toward goals is consistent with 
progress toward Environmental Justice requirements. 
Appendix D containing the integrated performance measures 
analysis indicates that this RTP is benefitting Environmental 
Justice and Title VI areas compared to the county as whole 
while performing well in most health equity, system level and 
smart mobility place type performance measures.   

An Environmental Justice/Title VI analysis has been prepared 
consistent with Federal Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
Section 11135 and Executive Order 12898 requiring 
metropolitan planning organizations to focus on Environmental 
Justice concerns in their planning processes.  The analysis is 
part of a larger proactive planning effort to provide an intensive, 
proactive outreach to Environmental Justice communities.  Garnering public input in the earliest 
planning stages from all communities can go a long way toward successfully delivering projects, and 
minimizes the potential for costly challenges late in the process.  Appendix C summarizes the RTP 
outreach effort.  In concert with the public input from Environmental Justice communities as a result of 
the all-inclusive outreach effort, the integrated performance measure analysis provides important 
feedback to policy makers on how well the regional transportation plan performs in areas that tie to the 
Regional Transportation Plan Goals.  The results of the analysis indicate that with the implementation 
of the plan, Environmental Justice and Title VI communities will be better off than in most measures of 
performance than the region as a whole. 

Performance Measures Analysis Methodology 

Kern COG has developed an integrated framework for twelve performance measures to demonstrate 
consistency of the RTP and SCS with its seven established goals. Some of the performance measures 
comply with as many as five goals.   

 

 

This figure illustrates the overlap among the twelve integrated performance measures used for 
countywide analysis, health equity analysis, the two smart mobility framework place types, and 

 …the integrated performance 
measures analysis indicates 
that this RTP is benefitting 
Environmental Justice and 
Title VI areas compared to the 
county as whole while 
performing well in most 
health equity, system level 
and smart mobility place type 
performance measures.  

 

Figure 2-1:  Integrated Performance Measures Framework 
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Environmental Justice/Federal Title IV areas. For example, some measures are the same for 
Environmental Justice, urban and rural place types, and countywide, while other measures may only 
be used in two of the three categories. The following table contains summary of the analysis results by 
goals/performance measures.  

 
Table 
No. 
(Apdx. 
D) 

RTP 
Goal/Performance 

Measure (PM) 
Category 

Smart Mobility 
Geographic 
Coverage 

Place type(PT) 

Performance Measure Description Performance 
Measure 

Target/Test 

Target 
Met? 

(Yes/No/ 
Partial) 

D-4 
Mobility / health 
equity (transit) 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Average Travel Time –  
Peak Highway Trips 

Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

Yes 

D-5 Average Travel Time –  
Peak Transit Trips 

Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

Yes 

D-6 Accessibility / 
economic well-
being / health 
equity (transit) 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Average Travel Time to Job Centers – 
Highway Trips 

Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

 Yes 

D-7 Average Travel Time to Job Centers – 
Transit Trips 

Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

 Yes 

D-8 
Efficiency / cost 
effectiveness / 
health equity 
(transit) 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Average Daily Investment per 
Passenger Mile Traveled – Highways 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Yes 

D-9 Average Daily Investment per 
Passenger Mile Traveled – Transit 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Partial 

D-10 Livability / customer 
satisfaction 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Average Trip Delay Time in Hours Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

 Partial 

D-11 
Environment / 
health equity 

3 Air Basins  % Change NOx/PM by air basin Improvement over 
Base Year 

Yes 

D-12 Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

% Change in Households within 500 feet 
of Roadway Volumes > 50,000 

Improvement over 
Base Year 

Yes 

D-13 Sustainability / 
preservation Countywide PT Percentage Change in Maintenance 

Dollars Per Lane Mile 
Improvement over 

Base Year 
Yes 

D-14 

Equity / health 
equity (transit) 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

% of Expenditures versus Passenger 
Miles Traveled in 2035 – Highways 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Yes 

D-15 % of Expenditures versus Passenger 
Miles Traveled in 2035 –Transit 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Yes 

D-16 Land Consumption 
/ health equity Countywide PT % change in Farmland consumed 

outside City Spheres of Influence 
Improvement over 
Historic Baseline 

Yes 

D-17 Health equity Countywide PT Health Cost Savings Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

Yes 

D-18 Reliability / 
congestion 

Urban, 
countywide PT 

Average Level of Congestion in Hours Improvement over 
Base Year 

Yes 

D-19 Reliability / safety / 
health equity 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Annualized Accident Statistics for 
Annual Average Daily Traffic 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Yes 

D-20 Federal PM-1 
Safety/health equity Countywide PT Forecast of Accidents for Vehicles, 

Bicycles and Pedestrians 
Improvement over 5 
year running base 

Yes 

Table 2-3:  Performance Measures Analysis Summary by RTP Goals for System Level, Smart 
Mobility Framework, Health Equity and Environmental Justice and Title VI Areas 
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*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. 

For the detailed performance measure results see the Integrated Performance Measures, Smart 
Mobility and Environmental Justice Measure Analysis in Appendix D. 
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CHAPTER 3 PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 

The Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) is the state affiliate data center for Kern County, and 
oversees transportation plans, programs, and transportation-related projects for its eleven cities: Arvin, 
Bakersfield, California City, Delano, Maricopa, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, and 
Wasco. In addition, Kern COG has oversight of similar plans, 
programs, and projects within the unincorporated areas of 
Kern County.    

It is important that forecasts are updated frequently to 
account for recent trend changes.  In 2001 the Kern COG 
Board adopted a policy to revisit the regional growth forecast 
every 3-5 years to ensure projections account for the latest 
growth trends.  This timeframe provides stability to the regional environmental process by allowing time for 
documents to be completed without a major change to the forecast. On November 19, 2015 the Kern COG 
board adopted a growth forecast update developed by PlaceWorks of Santa Ana, California.  The report 
documents a sophisticated forecast model used to update the regional growth forecast previously adopted 
in 2012.  The report states,   

“This is a good time to reevaluate growth trends. From the early 2000s to 2006, California, 
like the nation as a whole, experienced a housing boom. From 2006 to about 2012, the 
housing market crashed, and the economy suffered through a major recession, which is 
well represented in 2010 Census data. The economy began growing again in 2010, and 
by 2013 the housing market was once again growing. Thus, there are now some positive 
data points on which to base forecasts, a situation that has not been present for several 
years."  

The next scheduled update will be during the two year window starting November 2018.   

The forecast and planning assumptions process is implemented by joint subcommittees:  the Kern COG 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), the Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) 
and the Transportation Modeling Committee (TMC).  The Kern COG Board set up the TMC in May 2001 
with the adoption of the Transportation Modeling Policy and Procedure.  This procedure was re-confirmed 
with the adoption of a Memorandum of Understanding on Transportation Modeling Coordination between 
Caltrans, City of Bakersfield, Kern County and Kern COG on January 15, 2004. 

The TMC consists of the technical staff from Kern COG member agencies planning and public works 
departments.  The committee is also responsible for sub-area distribution of the growth forecast as well as 
numerous other regional transportation modeling issues.  As part of the development of the SCS, the TMC 
has been meeting jointly with the RPAC.  On February 14, 2018,  the TMC met and reviewed the travel 
model peer review document and alternative assumptions.  At that meeting Caltrans District 6 noted that 
the Kern Travel Model validation statics were some of the best they had from this second round of the valley 
model improvement program, especially for the peak period model results. 

GROWTH TRENDS 

Population in the 8,200-square-mile County of Kern was estimated to be 905,801 in 2018 (Source:  CA 
Department of Finance 2018).  Kern County’s population increased, on average, by 17,800 people per year 
from 2000 to 2010 including the 3 years of the great recession.  Growth in Kern is driven by value-added 
agriculture, aerospace/defense, energy/natural resources, transportation logistics/manufacturing, and 

The Kern COG Board adopted a 
policy to revisit the regional 
growth forecast every 3-5 years 
to ensure projections account 
for the latest growth trends 
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health care.  This growth was driven by employment in the oil sector and a new renewable energy sector 
in wind and solar.  Kern County’s Valley portion of the county produces over 75% of California’s in-state oil 
and 58% of the state’s total natural gas.  County-wide both commercial scale wind and solar as well as 
distributed generation solar produces over 12,000 MW of electricity for California as well as local industries.  
Value added agriculture supported by alternative fuel production such as biodiesel made Kern County in 
2016, the largest agricultural producing county in the nation for the first time.  Further mission driven 
expansion at Edwards Air Force Base and China Lake Naval Weapons Station as well as the Mojave 
Spaceport created growth areas outside the Metropolitan Bakersfield area.   

By 2011 Kern was one of the first counties in California to gain back all the jobs lost during the great 
recession and by 2013 Kern County had the 5th fastest growth rate in California at 1.25%.   Four percent 
(4%) of employment in Kern is in the high-wage oil industry and Kern is consistently one of the top oil 
producing counties in the nation.1  When the price of oil dropped more than 75% to $27 per barrel in 2014, 
a second recession not experienced elsewhere in the state hit Kern.  Kern is seeing early signs of recovery 
as the price of oil more than doubled by 2018. In addition, employment remains strong in logistics, 
renewable energy construction and value-added agriculture.  

Unlike the previous decade when Kern grew by nearly 18,000 people per year, from July 2010 to July 2017 
annual population growth ranged from a high of 10,900 in 2016/17 to a low of 4,400 in 2015/16, averaging 
8,200 per year since July 2010.  The adopted 2015 forecast model indicates that the population growth will 
look more like the prior decade, averaging about 21,400 people per year from 2015 to 2035 and about 
21,900 people per year over the entire forecast time frame from 2015 to 2042.  DOF released the January 
1, 2018 and revised January 1, 2017 estimates approximately 2 weeks prior to release of the Draft EIR.  
These new population estimates were 1/4 percent higher when interpolated to July 1, 2017, the base year 
for the modeling.  This higher than anticipated growth for the base year supports the higher Kern COG 
adopted growth assumption.   

As in all parts of California, housing affordability is linked to job growth and Kern is noted for being the most 
affordable housing market in the state2 making Bakersfield a destination for household migration from more 
expensive markets, like Southern California, that are experiencing a major housing shortage/affordability 
crisis. The availability of more affordable housing makes Kern a candidate location for satellite offices, and 
state policies for expanding the renewable energy portfolio continues to provide jobs in this industry and a 
new streamlined, environmentally protective permit system for oil and gas supports continued permit 
activity.  

In addition, the growth assumptions include a planned High Speed Rail station for Bakersfield that would 
provide 55 minute passenger rail service between Kern and L.A. Union Station.  This potential connection 
could eventually bring greater job diversity and housing to Kern County beyond historic growth trends.  The 
question is not if, but when we will see the forecasted growth in Kern.  Forecast trends will continue to be 
adjusted in future RTP updates every four years.    

PRIMARY FORECASTS 

This section is adapted from the executive summary narrative for the adopted 2015 Regional Growth 
Forecast prepared by the Chief Economist for Place Works, Inc.  For the number of households, population, 
and housing units, 2015 represents the latest estimates from the CA Department of Finance available at 
the time of adoption of the 2015 Regional Growth Forecast. In the following forecast summaries, 2000 and 
                                                      

1 Drilling Info http://info.drillinginfo.com/half-us-oil-production-comes-20-counties/, 2014 
2 Smart Asset, https://smartasset.com/mortgage/quicken-loans-review#california/most-affordable, 2017 
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2010 represent Census data, 2015 is the base year estimate, and 2035 and 2042 are forecasts. For total 
employment, 2014 was the base year estimate from the CA Employment Development Department. 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

A household is a group of people living together in a single housing unit. A household may be one family, 
an extended family, more than one family, or unrelated individuals. 

Table 3-1 summarizes the forecast for the number of households in Kern County. From 2015 to 2035 and 
from 2015 to 2042, the county would add more households per year than it did from 2000 to 2010. However, 
because the number of households in 2015 is higher than the number in 2000, the annual rate of growth 
would be slightly lower, 1.9 percent compared to 2.0 percent. 

 

 

2000 209,000 
2010 255,000 
2015 263,000 
2035 385,000 
2042 439,000 

2000 to 2010 
Increase 46,000 
Annual growth rate 2.0% 

2015 to 2035 
Increase 122,000 
Annual growth rate 1.9% 

2015 to 2042 
Increase 176,000 
Annual growth rate 1.9% 
Source: PlaceWorks, 2015. 

POPULATION 

Population is the total number of people residing in Kern County. Total population is divided into household 
population (those living in households) and group quarters population (those living in institutional settings, 
primarily correctional facilities, college dormitories, and nursing homes).  The forecast projects the 
population in correctional facilities separately, at the statewide population growth rate, which is lower than 
the overall population growth rate in Kern County. 

Table 3-2 summarizes the forecasts for total population and household population for Kern County. Kern 
County’s population increased, on average, by about 17,800 people per year from 2000 to 2010. The 
forecast indicates that the population growth will average about 21,400 people per year from 2015 to 2035 
and about 21,900 people per year over the entire forecast time frame from 2015 to 2042. 

Table 3-1:  Number of Households Forecast 
Summary, Kern County 
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Source: PlaceWorks, 2015 

GROUP QUARTERS POPULATION 

Because the forecast model projects the growth of the population in correctional facilities at the statewide 
population growth rate, the household  population growth rate is slightly higher than the overall population 
growth rate. Even though the difference is less than a tenth of a percentage point, it affects the forecast. 
Group quarters would decline slightly as a percentage of the total population, from 3.7 percent in 2015 to 
3.2 percent in 2035 and 2.9 percent in 2042. 

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE 

Kern County has had a trend of increasing average household size, growing from 3.03 in 2000 to 2010 
and 3.20 in 2015. The forecasts indicate that the rate of increase in average household size will slow, 
such that the average household size in 2035 would be 3.27. The  forecasts also indicate that the average 
household size would then decline, down to 3.11 in 2042. 

NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 

A housing unit can be a single-family detached house, an individual unit in a multifamily apartment or 
condo building, or a mobile home. Housing units can be occupied by a household or left vacant. The 
housing unit forecast refers to all housing units, whether occupied or vacant. 

Total 
  Population  

Household 
Population  

2000 662,000 632,000 
2010 840,000 803,000 
2015 874,000 842,000 
2035 1,302,000 1,261,000 
2042 1,458,000 1,414,000 

2000 to 2010 
Increase 178,000 171,000 
Annual growth rate 2.4% 2.4% 

2015 to 2035 
Increase 428,000 419,000 
Annual growth rate 2.0% 2.0% 

2015 to 2042 
Increase 584,000 572,000 
Annual growth rate 1.8% 1.8% 

Table 3-2:  Population Forecast Summary, 
Kern County 
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Table 3-3, summarizes the forecast for the total number of housing units in Kern County. The forecast 
indicates that the average number of housing units constructed each year will increase, but the rate of 
growth will decline slightly.  

 

 

2000 232,000 
2010 284,000 
2015 293,000 
2035 421,000 
2042 478,000 

2000 to 2010 
Increase 53,000 
Annual growth rate 2.0% 

2015 to 2035 
Increase 128,000 
Annual growth rate 1.8% 

2015 to 2042 
Increase 185,000 
Annual growth rate 1.8% 
Source: PlaceWorks, 2015 

VACANCY RATE 

The vacancy rate is the percentage of housing units that are or are projected to be unoccupied. The 
vacancy rate in Kern County has been somewhat high relative to the state: 9.89 percent in 2000 versus 
5.83 statewide; 10.5 percent in 2010 versus 8.1 percent statewide; and 10.2 percent in 2015 versus 7.8 
percent statewide. However,  Kern County’s vacancy rate is not uncharacteristically high compared to 
other growing areas, for example:  in 2015 Riverside County had a 14.2 percent vacancy rate and San 
Bernardino County had a 12.5 percent vacancy rate.  

The forecasts indicate that the rate of growth in housing units,  1.83  percent from 2015 to 2042, will be 
slightly lower than the rate of growth in the number of households, 1.92 percent. The result is a decrease 
in the forecast vacancy rate, down to 8.6 percent in 2035 and 7.4 percent in 2042. 

EMPLOYMENT 

Employment is the total number of jobs, both full-time and part-time. Employment is counted at the place 
where an individual works,  not where they live. Thus, the employment data represents jobs in Kern County, 
regardless of whether the employee lives in the county or commutes to the county from somewhere else. 

From 2000 to 2014, Kern County experienced an average employment growth of 5,200 jobs per year. Unlike 
the other primary forecasts discussed above, 2010 does not make a good comparison year because it 

Table 3-3:  Number of Housing Units 
Forecast Summary, Kern County 
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represents a recession-influenced low. The forecast indicates that total employment would increase by 
5,500 jobs per year from 2014 to 2035, and 6,200 jobs per year from 2014 to 2042. 

2000 244,000 
2010 274,000 
2014 318,000 
2035 433,000 
2042 480,000 

2000 to 2010 
Increase 30,000 
Annual growth rate 1.2% 

2014 to 2035 
Increase 115,000 
Annual growth rate 1.5% 

2014 to 2042 
Increase 162,000 
Annual growth rate 1.5% 

Source: PlaceWorks, 2015 

JOBS PER HOUSEHOLD 

In 2000, there were about 1.17 jobs per household in Kern County. In 2010, that had decreased to 1.08, 
reflecting the recessionary impact on the number of jobs. The estimates for 2014 indicate that the ratio 
has increased to 1.22, reflecting the particularly strong recovery in employment that Kern County has 
experienced. 

Going forward, however, the retirement of the baby boom generation is expected to result in long-term 
decreases in the labor force participation rate (the percentage of the working age population that is 
employed or seeking work). And it is not just the retirement of the baby boom generation that will affect 
this rate. For example, female participation in the labor force, which increased from about 33 percent in 
1950. As of June 2015, the female participation rate was 56.7 percent. A lower labor force participation 
rate equates to fewer workers per household. 

The forecast indicates that Kern County will experience a slight reduction in the number of jobs per 
household, declining to 1.13 in 2035 and 1.06 in  2042.  This  decline,  however,  is  generally   in proportion 
to the decline in labor force participation expected nationally. 

COMPARISON TO OTHER FORECASTS 

To provide some context for understanding the forecasts, it can be helpful to compare them to forecasts 
from other sources. The following sections provide comparisons for the total population forecast and for the 
total employment forecast. 

Table 3-4:  Total Employment Forecast 
Summary, Kern County 
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The sources for the comparison population forecasts available in the 2015 Forecast Update are: 

• CA Department of Finance total population projections (Table P1) 2013 

• Kern COG forecast adopted July 2005 

• PlaceWorks forecast 2015 

• CA Department of Finance total population projections (Table P1) 2014 

• Caltrans 2014 economic forecast 

Figure 3-1 shows the five forecasts. The PlaceWorks forecast indicates a 2050 population that is lower than 
the 2013 DOF projection and the currently adopted Kern COG forecast. It is higher than the 2014 projections 
from the DOF and Caltrans. The difference between the most recent DOF population  projection  and  the 
PlaceWorks  forecast  is 1.8 percent, within the 3.0 percent requirement for the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation process. 

There are several differences among the various forecasts that lead to the differing results. For example, 
the DOF projections reflect the State’s forecast for statewide population, which is then allocated to each 
county. The Caltrans forecast is derived from an econometric model focused on employment, from which 
population projections are derived. The PlaceWorks forecast model combines population and demographic 
trend projections, a cohort-component model for population by age group, and an employment model. 

 

Figure 3-1:  Population Forecast Comparison, Kern County, Historic 
Trend 1950 to 2015 and Forecasts 2020 to 2042 
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EMPLOYMENT FORECAST COMPARISON 

The sources for the comparison are: 

• PlaceWorks forecast 2015 

• Caltrans 2014 economic forecast 

• Kern COG forecast adopted July 2005 

• CA Employment Development  Department 2015 projection (2012 to 2022) 

The CA Employment Development Department (EDD) projection was prepared in 2015, but it is based on 
2012 data. Over the 10-year projection horizon, EDD is projecting employment growth at an annual rate of 
1.5 percent. The comparison chart extends this growth rate through 2050, even though EDD has not 
established a projection past 2022. 

The PlaceWorks forecast represents a reduction in total employment in 2050 relative to the current Kern 
COG adopted forecast. In 2040, this report’s forecast is 1.9 percent higher than the extended EDD forecast 
and 8.6 percent higher than the Caltrans 2014 economic forecast. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3-2:  Employment Forecast Comparisons, Kern County, Historic Trend 
1990 to 2010 and Forecasts 2015 to 2042 
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SUB REGIONAL FORECAST DISTRIBUTIONS 

Over the past decade, growth has concentrated in Metropolitan Bakersfield and the communities of Delano, 
Wasco, Ridgecrest, California City, Arvin, Shafter, Tehachapi, McFarland and the unincorporated 
communities around Tehachapi, Rosamond and Frazier Park.  In addition, strategic growth occurred at 
Kern’s southern gateway to Los Angeles County involving the Tejon Ranch Commerce Center and related 
development that supports transportation, logistics, commercial, tourism and other sustainable uses 
important to the region’s economy.  

In Metropolitan Bakersfield, approximately 80% of the new housing has been built on the west side, with 
approximately 40% north of the Kern River and another 40% in the southwest. With completion of a new 
water delivery system, the northeast has also seen activity.    

After 2035, an increase will be seen in Kern’s southern gateway with significant residential and related 
commercial/industrial development from Tejon Ranch Projects.  The Tejon Mountain Village Specific Plan 
in the mountain areas along I-5 between Frazier Park and Fort Tejon will bring I-5 commercial development 
and 3,450 residential units.  The approved Grapevine Project will begin construction of infrastructure related 
commercial uses and 12,000 residential units in a smart growth master planned community.  The jobs 
housing balance shows that the related Tejon Ranch Commerce Center will provide jobs for the Grapevine 
project and reduce commutes as well as provide a variety of housing types.  An increase in population 
growth in Southeast Kern is expected to begin to absorb spillover from the Palmdale/Lancaster market 
area.  This coincides with a planned Metrolink station in Rosamond and potential completion of a high 
speed rail station in Palmdale.  The growth is anticipated to syphon off some of the demand for housing in 
other areas of the county, consistent with existing long term forecasts. 

Over the past two decades, Kern workers commuting to Los Angeles County (3%) have kept pace with the 
county’s growth rate, reflecting Kern’s self-contained labor market.  If you live in Kern, you work in Kern. Of 
those who commute out of county, most commute to Los Angeles County from communities along the 
southern edge of the county, such as Rosamond, Tehachapi, and Frazier Park. However, more commuters 
live in Los Angeles County and work in Kern than the reverse. Most of the imported workers commute to 
Edwards AFB, Kern’s largest employer with over 10,000 jobs. 

Much of Kern’s employment is dispersed. Consequently, the Metropolitan Bakersfield area experiences a 
“reverse commute” whereby a segment of workers commute to outlying areas such as farm fields, food 
processing facilities, warehousing, wind farms, oil fields, prisons, power plants, and government 
installations. Historically, this reverse commute created a centrifugal force on Metropolitan Bakersfield’s 
housing development where purchasing housing on the urban fringe often reduces a commuter’s trip, even 
though it may increase trip lengths for other purposes such as shopping and services. For those working in 
the metropolitan area, growth in the suburban areas may also be fueled by the attractiveness of newer and 
perceived better schools. 

Table 3-5 provides anticipated population and housing forecasts distribution for the county and its 
incorporated cities through 2042. 

Employment distribution used EDD, InfoUSA data and the U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household 
Dynamics (LEHD).  Both employment and household distributions use the latest planning assumptions from 
local governments in Kern, including local general plan data shown in Figure 3-2  
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               1980-2017 2017-2042 
                Historic Growth Forecast Growth 
Community Census Census Census Census Estimate Forecast Forecast Average Annual Average Annual 

Year 1980 1990 2000 2010 2017 2030 2042 Rate Increase Rate Increase 
Kern County                       

Population  403,089 543,477 661,653 839,600 895,112 1,208,200 1,469,500 2.1% 13,388 1.9% 22,525 

Group Quarters 8,385 15,148 29,970 36,575 32,733 39,300 44,400 3.6% 663 1.2% 458 

Households 139,881 181,480 208,655 254,610 266,963 381,600 443,700 1.7% 3,458 2.0% 6,931 

Employment 166,901 214,668 232,461 274,900 325,300 426,900 483,500 1.8% 4,310 1.5% 6,204 

Metro Bakersfield                       

Population  228,000 329,100 409,800 578,300 598,900 764,900 947,000 2.6% 10,093 1.8% 13,651 

Group Quarters 2,000 3,100 4,400 3,900 4,900 5,900 6,600 2.4% 79 1.2% 67 

Households 89,500 120,000 134,100 176,600 185,200 244,700 286,900 2.0% 2,604 1.7% 3,988 

Employment 99,200 136,700 158,500 183,700 201,500 251,800 280,500 1.9% 2,784 1.3% 3,098 

Arvin                       

Population  6,863 9,286 12,956 19,304 21,157 27,400 33,100 3.0% 389 1.7% 468 

Group Quarters 19 107 71 349 349 400 500 7.6% 9 1.4% 6 

Households 1,946 2,385 3,010 4,228 4,535 5,800 7,100 2.3% 70 1.7% 101 

Employment 2,338 3,190 3,800 3,600 3,861 7,800 11,300 1.4% 41 4.1% 292 

Bakersfield                       
Population  105,611 174,820 247,057 347,483 383,512 547,300 733,400 3.4% 7,562 2.5% 13,721 

Group Quarters 1,709 2,669 3,813 3,395 3,630 4,400 4,900 2.0% 52 1.2% 50 

Households 39,602 62,516 83,441 111,132 119,884 169,000 229,500 3.0% 2,185 2.5% 4,299 

Employment 49,249 77,610 118,100 137,700 164,241 220,100 286,600 3.2% 3,129 2.2% 4,798 

California City                       
Population  2,743 5,955 8,385 14,120 14,248 21,400 28,000 4.4% 313 2.6% 539 

Group Quarters 0 0 58 2,614 2,157 2,600 2,900 100.0% 59 1.2% 29 

Households 990 2,119 3,067 4,102 4,213 6,300 8,400 3.9% 88 2.7% 164 

Employment 1,395 2,750 3,700 4,400 4,519 7,000 9,900 3.1% 85 3.0% 211 

Delano                       
Population  16,491 22,762 38,824 53,041 53,152 62,400 71,800 3.1% 998 1.2% 731 

Group Quarters 147 77 5,057 10,897 9,112 10,900 12,400 10.6% 244 1.2% 129 

Households 4,912 6,236 8,409 10,260 10,476 12,000 14,000 2.0% 151 1.1% 138 

Employment 5,756 7,640 10,800 12,600 14,469 18,200 22,100 2.5% 237 1.6% 299 

Maricopa                       
Population  946 1,193 1,111 1,154 1,140 1,160 1,190 0.5% 5 0.2% 2 

Group Quarters 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Households 338 416 404 414 400 400 400 0.5% 2 0.0% 0 

Employment 447 469 476 500 510 600 700 0.4% 2 1.2% 7 

McFarland                       
Population  5,151 7,005 9,618 12,707 14,919 17,900 20,920 2.9% 266 1.3% 235 

Group Quarters 4 66 1,069 1,221 1,623 2,000 2,200 15.1% 44 1.2% 23 

Table 3-5:  Growth Trends for Kern County and Selected Communities 
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               1980-2017 2017-2042 
                Historic Growth Forecast Growth 
Community Census Census Census Census Estimate Forecast Forecast Average Annual Average Annual 

Year 1980 1990 2000 2010 2017 2030 2042 Rate Increase Rate Increase 
Households 1,399 1,685 1,990 2,599 2,938 3,300 3,690 2.0% 42 0.9% 29 

Employment 1,623 1,950 2,800 3,300 3,870 4,900 6,000 2.3% 61 1.7% 84 

Ridgecrest                       
Population  15,929 28,295 24,927 27,616 28,349 32,300 37,870 1.6% 338 1.1% 373 

Group Quarters 0 694 309 196 230 300 300 100.0% 6 1.0% 3 

Households 5,762 10,349 9,826 10,781 10,840 12,200 14,410 1.7% 138 1.1% 140 

Employment 7,622 13,710 12,300 13,300 13,373 13,400 14,700 1.5% 156 0.4% 52 

Shafter                       
Population  7,010 8,409 12,731 16,988 18,868 30,500 50,810 2.7% 323 3.8% 1,253 

Group Quarters 117 28 647 665 727 900 990 4.8% 17 1.2% 10 

Households 2,284 2,558 3,292 4,230 4,593 7,500 12,800 1.9% 63 3.9% 322 

Employment 2,707 3,010 4,000 4,700 6,350 14,600 29,700 2.3% 99 5.9% 916 

Taft                       
Population  5,316 5,902 6,400 9,327 9,492 11,300 13,680 1.6% 114 1.4% 164 

Group Quarters 123 139 559 2,955 2,866 3,100 3,900 8.2% 75 1.2% 41 

Households 2,096 2,209 2,233 2,254 2,292 2,500 2,860 0.2% 5 0.9% 22 

Employment 2,401 2,590 2,600 3,000 3,138 3,900 4,500 0.7% 20 1.4% 53 

Tehachapi                       
Population  4,126 5,791 10,957 14,414 12,280 17,400 24,240 2.9% 222 2.6% 469 

Group Quarters 0 25 4,399 5,927 3,722 4,500 5,000 100.0% 101 1.2% 50 

Households 1,534 2,335 2,533 3,121 3,075 4,500 6,570 1.9% 42 2.9% 137 

Employment 1,773 2,390 2,600 3,000 2,904 4,000 5,700 1.3% 31 2.6% 110 

Wasco                       
Population  9,613 12,412 21,263 25,545 26,980 36,800 51,640 2.8% 473 2.5% 967 

Group Quarters 0 18 6,219 5,720 4,889 5,900 6,600 100.0% 133 1.2% 67 

Households 3,001 3,471 3,971 5,131 5,587 7,700 11,200 1.7% 70 2.7% 220 

Employment 3,498 4,130 5,400 6,300 6,709 8,200 9,900 1.8% 87 1.5% 125 

Unincorporated                       
Population  223,290 261,647 264,111 297,901 311,015 402,340 402,850 0.9% 2,387 1.0% 3,601 

Group Quarters 6,262 11,025 7,769 2,636 3,428 4,300 4,710 -1.7% -77 1.2% 50 

Households 75,947 85,201 86,474 96,358 98,130 150,400 132,770 0.7% 604 1.2% 1,358 

Employment 88,092 95,229 66,361 119,900 101,356 124,200 82,400 0.4% 361 
-

0.8% -743 

Population of Major Unincorporated Communities                 

  Bear Valley Spr. n.a. 1,593 4,232 5,172 5,200 7,900 10,260 4.3% 135 2.6% 198 

  Ford City 3,392 3,781 3,512 4,278 4,700 5,600 6,270 0.9% 36 1.1% 62 

  Frazier Park 1,444 2,201 2,348 2,691 2,400 3,500 4,520 1.4% 26 2.5% 83 

  Golden Hills n.a. 5,423 7,434 8,656 9,000 13,600 17,750 1.9% 134 2.6% 343 

  Greenacres 5,381 7,379 n.a. 5,566 5,600 7,200 8,530 0.1% 6 1.6% 115 

  Greenfield 2,572 n.a. n.a. 3,991 4,600 5,400 5,940 1.6% 55 1.0% 53 

  Lake Isabella 3,428 3,323 3,315 3,466 3,600 4,100 4,520 0.1% 5 0.9% 36 
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               1980-2017 2017-2042 
                Historic Growth Forecast Growth 
Community Census Census Census Census Estimate Forecast Forecast Average Annual Average Annual 

Year 1980 1990 2000 2010 2017 2030 2042 Rate Increase Rate Increase 
  Lamont 9,616 11,517 13,296 15,120 15,400 18,000 19,870 1.3% 157 1.0% 175 

  Mojave 2,886 3,753 3,836 4,238 4,200 5,900 7,360 1.0% 36 2.2% 124 

  Oildale 23,382 26,553 27,885 32,684 34,300 40,100 44,260 1.0% 297 1.0% 391 

  Rosamond 2,869 7,430 14,349 18,150 19,700 23,500 26,380 5.1% 458 1.1% 262 

  Rosedale n.a. 4,673 8,445 14,058 17,100 22,100 26,050 4.7% 465 1.6% 351 

  Weedpatch 1,553 1,892 2,726 2,658 2,400 2,800 3,100 1.2% 23 1.0% 27 

  Weldon n.a. n.a. 2,387 2,642 2,700 3,100 3,390 0.7% 19 0.9% 27 
 
Sources: 1980-2010 (April) data from U.S. Bureau of the Census; "n.a." = data not available.  2017 (January) estimate data from CA Department of 
Finance E-5 Report; 2017 (January) Employment Data from CA Economic Development Dept.; Major unincorporated communities population from the 
2016 American Community Survey.  2017-2042 (July) Kern COG growth forecast by Regional Statistical Areas (RSA), approved by the Kern COG 
Regional Planning Advisory Commirree February 2016. Forecast for unicorporated communities uses the growth rate for the RSA assuming no 
annexations.  Note:  Community trends are subject to periodic annexation and de-annexation activity, population includes prisons. 
 

 

 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

The Kern region has a slight ethnic majority with Hispanics/Latinos making up 50.3% of the total population.  
Non-Hispanic Whites account for 37.4% of the population, down from 50% in 2000. The rise and shift in 
population makeup in the Kern region is primarily because of births along with an influx of new immigrants. 
The African American, Asian, and American Indian populations make up 5.1%, 4.7% and .7% of the 

Figure 3-3:  Generalized Kern County Regional Land Use Map 
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population respectively.  Population growth in Kern mirrors the rest of the state, which is one of the most 
diverse in the nation. Population growth results from large net increases in three population groups: aging 
baby boomers, their young children - the echo-boomers - and immigrants, mostly from Mexico and Central 
America. Net migration (people moving to the county minus those moving away) accounted for most of the 
population gain between 2000 and 2010, i.e. 54%. Nearly 30% of the net migration was the result of 
immigration from outside the United States.  Natural increase (births minus deaths) accounted for 45% of 
the population gain. 

LAND USE NEXUS 

The Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Land Use Element contains a program that encourages infill 
development and designates key transportation corridors that support land use intensification, thereby 
allowing transit-compatible development. The livable communities component identifies specific incentives 
to encourage infill development and a more flexible mix of land uses that reduces the overall number of 
vehicle trips as well as the average length of trips. The element also distinguishes geographic limits (i.e., 
service area boundaries) that Golden Empire Transit serves in the metropolitan area.  

Older sprawling low-density development, with widely separated land uses, creates extra vehicular trip-
making and longer trip lengths for all trip categories. For the most part, residents in these low-density areas 
are unable to walk to shopping, recreation, or entertainment; they must use their automobiles for these 
trips. This extra travel also has detrimental effects on the community’s air quality and livability. Residents 
will spend more time in traffic and have less time for more enjoyable activities. 

The Kern County General Plan (the county areas outside the 409 square miles of the Metropolitan 
Bakersfield Plan) includes policies to incentivize residential development into developed cities and 
unincorporated communities as well as the development of Smart Growth communities.  While the major 
population center remains the City of Bakersfield and the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan area, 
industries that cannot be placed in an urban core or need to be adjacent to I-5, SR 99 and SR 58 access 
are appropriately sited in the Kern County General Plan areas.  These industries include oil, renewable 
energy, processing facilities for chemicals, alternative fuels, food products and logistics.  New 
developments for residential have not been sited in the Kern County General Plan as low density isolated 
developments since 2009.  With the exception of the Tejon Ranch projects which incorporate Smart Growth 
and job housing balances, the county has emphasized renewable energy, oil permitting, industrial and 
commercial developments.  Infill for unincorporated communities is provided in locations near parks, 
schools and that have public sewer and water. 

Many of Kern COG’s member agencies’ land use elements have incorporated policies and programs that 
support development and forecasted development patterns which maximize the efficient use of land and 
promote reduced vehicle trips by encouraging the following: balanced jobs and housing, walkable spaces, 
infill development, mixed use development, and/or development along transit routes. 

After 2035, limitations in groundwater availability county wide will be reflected in slower population growth 
and more compact development.  The results of the Sustainability Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) 
required Sustainability Plans will be more compact development with alternative lower water use (such as 
solar) that may not be available for agricultural use.  While traditionally these lands have been converted 
to residential and commercial uses, the need for water balancing under the new law will restrict those uses.  
Infill development and existing approved projects will provide for growth areas, rather than the creation of 
new areas.  

!I -K«n Coun,c I 
olGov mm nu 



CHAPTER 3 PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 

2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
 August 2018 

3-14 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 
 

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

The Kern Region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) supports a forecasted development pattern 
and corresponding transportation network that encourages the location of housing near jobs and 
transportation corridors to reduce regional passenger vehicle travel and resulting emissions while providing 
sufficient and affordable housing options to accommodate a growing population and preserving Kern 
County’s agricultural economic base, sensitive habitats, and resource areas. This strategy is focused on 
changing the character of traditional low-density sprawl to create community centers throughout the region 
composed of targeted mixes of housing and employment. Economic pursuits such as oil production, 
agriculture, renewable energy, aerospace and military are the basis for dispersed Rural Centers and 
Strategic Locations for developments within the county that are unlike other areas of the State.  Accordingly, 
unique strategies are needed to support Kern’s economic, transportation and other needs. This uniqueness 
is reflected in the General Plans and programs of Kern County’s local governments.  For additional 
discussion, see Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
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CHAPTER 4  SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

A SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY FOR THE KERN REGION 

This 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) seeks to guide the Kern region toward a stronger economy, 
healthier environment and improved quality of life for everyone, while ensuring each community’s 
independence to determine the best path to that future. This Chapter outlines the required Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) component of the 2018 RTP. The following section describes what an SCS 
is, how the Kern region is unique in comparison to any other in California, and key lessons learned from 
other California metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) completing sustainable communities 
strategies that are addressed by the Kern region SCS. 

What Is the Sustainable Communities Strategy?  

The SCS strives to reduce air emissions from passenger 
vehicle and light duty truck travel by better coordinating 
transportation expenditures with forecasted development 
patterns to help meet California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
greenhouse gas targets for the region. Under California law, an 
SCS must: 

• Utilize the most recent planning assumptions, considering local general plans and other factors 
(Government Code (GC) Section 65080(b)(2)(B)). 

• Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within the region (GC 
Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(i)). 

• Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region, including all economic 
segments of the population over the course of the planning period of the RTP, taking into account net 
migration into the region, population growth, household formation and employment growth (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(B)(ii)). 

• Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional housing need 
for the region pursuant to GC Section 65584 (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(iii)). 

• Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs for the region (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(B)(iv)). 

• Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding resource areas and 
farmland in the region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of GC Section 65080.01 (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(B)(v)). 

• Consider the state housing goals specified in GC Section 65580 and 65581 (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(B)(vi)). 

• Set forth a forecast development pattern for the region which, when integrated with the transportation 
network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce the greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the GHG 
emissions reduction targets approved by the state board (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii)). 

• Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act (GC 
Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(viii)).

The SCS strives to reduce air 
emissions from passenger 
vehicle and light duty truck 
travel by better coordinating 
transportation expenditures 
with forecasted development 
patterns 
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• Consider spheres of influence that have been adopted by the Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCo) within its region (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(G)). 

• Quantify the reduction in GHG emissions projected to be achieved by the SCS and set forth the 
difference, if any, between the amount of that reduction and the target for the region established by 
CARB (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(H)). 

• Consider any adopted multiregional goals and policies, such as the Directions to 2050 Principles for 
Growth, in the development of an SCS (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(N)). 

California law (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(K)) specifically, states that neither a sustainable communities 
strategy nor an alternative planning strategy regulates the use of land, nor is it subject to any state approval. 
Nothing in an SCS supersedes the exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties within the region, 
and a city's or county's land use policies and regulations, including its general plan, are not required to be 
consistent with the RTP. 

This Chapter outlines how the Kern region will integrate its transportation network and related strategies 
with a forecasted development pattern for the region that responds to housing needs, changing 
demographics, and transportation demands. This SCS demonstrates how integrated land use and 
transportation planning can reduce local and regional GHG emissions from passenger vehicles and light-
duty trucks, and shows how the various strategies and programs elsewhere in this RTP document are 
interrelated and work together to achieve lasting benefits for the region. 

The SCS for the Kern region identifies the following: 

• A forecasted development pattern to accommodate the region’s future transportation, employment, and 
housing needs, while promoting conservation of natural resources and open space areas. 

• A transportation network comprising well-maintained public transit, local streets and roads, managed 
lanes and highways, and bikeways and walkways. 

• Strategies to manage demands on the region’s transportation roadway system (also known as 
transportation demand management, or TDM) in ways that reduce or eliminate traffic congestion during 
peak periods of demand. 

• Strategies to manage operations of the region’s transportation system (also known as transportation 
system management, or TSM) to maximize the efficiency of the network and reduce congestion. 

The Kern SCS will be updated every four years in conjunction with the RTP updates.  Revisions will reflect 
amendments to local government general plans and other factors that respond to the changing needs of 
the cities and the county. 

What is the Purpose of the Sustainable Communities Strategy? 

The intent of the SCS is to achieve the state’s emissions reduction targets for automobiles and light trucks. 
The SCS will also provide opportunities for a stronger economy, healthier environment and improved quality 
of life for community members in Kern County. The SCS seeks to: 

Improve economic vitality  

Our transportation system will be increasingly efficient and cost-effective in the future. The 2018 RTP will 
generate construction jobs for transportation projects and additional jobs in a broad cross-section of



CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)  2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018 

4-3 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

industries as a result of the improved transportation system. This SCS seeks to reduce obstacles to 
development and reduce infrastructure costs for new development, which will enable appropriate 
development that supports the community’s vision for the future. With a more efficient transportation 
system, our region will be more mobile and our roadways will be less congested, enabling the efficient 
movement of goods through the region. With increased maintenance of streets and roads, and more transit 
and active transportation options, Kern region transportation costs will be lower and community members 
will have more resources to spend on themselves and their families. 

Improve air quality 

The RTP/SCS seeks to improve air quality in the Kern region by reducing emissions. The SCS component 
of the RTP will work in tandem with other RTP policies to reduce not only CO2 emissions but also federal 
criteria pollutant emissions.  We will achieve and exceed our CO2 emissions reduction target set by CARB 
by achieving more than a 5% reduction by 2020 and more than a 10% reduction by 2035 compared to the 
2005, 16.7 lbs. per capita. The RTP/SCS meets criteria pollutant emission budgets set by the Environmental 
Protection Agency. By improving air quality, the RTP/SCS 
helps to remove San Joaquin Valley’s $29 million fine and to 
meet very fine dust (particulate matter—PM2.5) attainment 
plan goals as well as attain the emission reduction for the 
other health based criteria pollutants in Kern. In 2013, the San 
Joaquin Valley portion of Kern went from extreme non-
attainment to attainment of the one-hour ozone standard.  
Continued progress in this area may positively affect climate 
change impacts.  With each passing year, Kern region 
community members should expect to breathe cleaner air 
and live healthier lives.  

This air quality benefit is made possible largely by integrating 
transportation and land use to allow Kern region residents to live closer to where they work and play and 
closer to high-quality transit service, bicycle paths, and sidewalks.  

Improve communities’ health 

Our region’s bicycle and pedestrian facilities will expand, providing more opportunities to bike and walk to 
work, school, the park, the store, the bank, etc. In the future, Kern region residents will be able to live closer 
to where they work and play. The share of households living within  bike or walk distance from where they 
work and play will increase from 84% to 93% by 2035 compared to the old plan1, signaling a more efficient 
overall development pattern in the future. As a result, more residents will be able to use transit and active 
transportation as a safe and attractive means of travel. Active transportation helps to maintain our 
communities’ health and well-being.  In addition, less vehicle trips will result in better air quality and healthier 
lives. 

                                                      

1 Analysis used methodology suggested by Kern COG RPAC participants based on Human Impact Partners (humanimpact.org) SB 
375 Health & Equity Metrics.  Kern COG GIS analyzed public services within a 10 min. walk or bike of public services (transit, parks, 
schools, hospitals).  Access to private services remained at 90% between the two alternatives.   

By improving air quality, this 
SCS helps to remove San 
Joaquin Valley’s $29 million fine 
and to meet very fine dust 
(particulate matter—PM2.5) 
attainment plan goals as well as 
attain the emission reduction 
for the other health based 
criteria pollutants in Kern. 
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Increase transportation and public safety 

Our local transit service and intercity transit services will be expanded and our transit system efficiency will 
be improved. Kern region community members will be safer as the RTP/SCS seeks to lower accident rates 
on highways and local streets and roads.  

Promote the conservation of natural resources and undeveloped land 

Our military air space, recreation, and agricultural lands are an important resource.   Our economic resource 
areas are an important part of the region’s economic base. This SCS acknowledges existing local general 
plan policies promoting resource conservation and supports Kern’s agricultural sector by maintaining 
existing streets and roads and focusing appropriate compact and in-fill development in urban areas.  Kern 
County has begun planning efforts to create a Natural Community Conservation Plan that combines existing 
Habitat Conservation Plans in the San Joaquin Valley portion of Kern.    

Increase access to community services 

In the future, Kern region residents will have more access to comprehensive community services for health, 
education, safety, and recreation. By improving transportation infrastructure, such as highways and local 
streets and roads, and increasing transit and active transportation options, traveling to these services will 
be more convenient.  

Increase regional and local energy independence 

The Kern region will continue to increase its regional and local 
energy independence. With more transit and active transportation 
options and by living closer to where they work, community 
members will have alternatives to driving their cars. Additionally, 
this SCS seeks to promote conservation of our natural resources 
and open spaces, providing opportunities to invest in renewable 
energy production and distribution.  Increased energy 
independence means less dependence on foreign oil, decreased payments to foreign countries, reduced 
trade imbalances and an improved economy.  One recent study by Berry Petroleum Company estimates 
that even if fossil fuels were eliminated from fueling the transportation sector, local oil production would still 
see a significant demand from other non-fuel uses such as plastics, asphalt, lubricants and other products.  
There would not be a need to import oil into California. 

Increase the opportunities to help shape our community’s future 

Kern region community members will continue to have ample opportunities to provide input in the 
transportation planning process. We value each person’s opinion and will continue to solicit feedback from 
the public. 

The Kern Region: Unlike Any Other in California 

Kern County is unlike any other region in California.  Kern’s large size and diverse valley, desert and 
mountain environs are dominated by agriculture, oil production, renewable energy, aerospace, military, 
recreation, transportation linkages and other activities that warrant unique and different approaches to 
address the SCS goals. These economic pursuits are the basis for dispersed rural centers and strategic 
locations for developments within the County that are unlike other areas of the State. Accordingly, unique 
strategies are needed to support Kern’s economic, transportation and other needs. This uniqueness is 
reflected in the general plans and programs of Kern County’s local governments. 

Increased energy 
independence means less 
dependence on foreign oil, 
decreasing payments to 
foreign countries, reducing 
trade imbalances and 
improving the economy. 
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LOCAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR THE 
KERN REGION SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 
STRATEGY 

The framework for the Kern region SCS is established 
by two key California laws: Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and 
Senate Bill (SB) 375, described later in this section. The 
SCS is now a required component of RTPs and must 
identify how the region will meet GHG emissions 
reduction targets. One of the factors leading to adoption 
of AB 32 and SB 375 was the success of numerous 
grassroots “blueprint” planning efforts throughout the 
state, including in Kern County.  Blueprints bring 
regional land use and transportation planning efforts 
together to accommodate future growth in California 
communities in ways that reflect the grassroots values 
of local communities. The 2018 RTP presents goals and 
policies to achieve the region’s mutual vision of a 
stronger economy, healthier environment and improved 
quality of life for everyone, while ensuring each 
community’s independence to determine the best path 
to that future. 

This SCS Chapter of the 2018 RTP includes a strong 
commitment to reduce emissions from transportation 
sources to comply with California state regulations, 
improve public health, and meet national air quality 
standards.  

The following section describes: 

• Directions to 2050 and blueprint planning efforts that 
preceded the SCS. 

• Kern COG’s SB 375 Framework.  

• The legal and regulatory authority for the SCS. 

• Regional emissions and affordable housing targets for the SCS. 

Laying the Groundwork for the Sustainable Communities Strategy 

The Kern Regional Blueprint (2008), San Joaquin Valley Regional Blueprint (2009), Kern SB 375 
Framework (2012), and the 2014 RTP laid much of the groundwork for the Kern COG 2018 RTP. 

Kern Regional Blueprint 

Adopted in November 2008, the Kern Regional Blueprint, based on the local general plans of the cities and 
the county, established a grassroots vision, guiding principles, and an alternative growth scenario for the 
region as it progresses towards the year 2050. The Blueprint provides the foundation for advancing 
decision-making for growth management at the local and regional levels. It was developed to shape the 
region’s future and as a tool for each community to inform how they shape their local community’s future in 

Directions to 2050 Principles for 
Growth 

The SCS employs the vision, guiding principles, 
and growth scenario developed at the grassroots 
level as part of the Kern Regional Blueprint and 
updated as part of the Directions to 2050 
outreach process. These guiding principles are 
really more like broad categories of principles 
supporting the RTP goals and policies expressed 
in Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies. 

Enhance economic vitality 

Conserve energy and natural resources, 
and develop alternatives 

Provide adequate and equitable services 

Provide a variety of transportation choices 

Provide a variety of housing choices 

Use and improve existing community 
assets and infrastructure 

Use compact, efficient development and/or 
mixed land uses where appropriate 

Conserve undeveloped land and spaces 

Increase civic and public engagement 
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the coming decades. Approximately 3,500 community members of all interests and backgrounds 
participated in the Blueprint development process. The Blueprint public involvement process began in 2006, 
and included two statistically valid, 1,200-person quality-of-life phone surveys.  

The mutual vision for the future of the Kern region includes: 

• Economic development opportunities linked to the education system and current and future industries 
to build strong local economies and diverse employment opportunities. 

• Livable and safe communities for everyone. 

• Unique natural resources and open spaces—a healthy environment in which to explore and recreate. 

Blueprint participants crafted a set of principles for growth in the Kern region that will help inform decision-
making in local communities. These principles for growth are: 

• Enhance economic vitality 

• Conserve energy and natural resources, and develop alternatives 

• Provide adequate and equitable services 

• Provide a variety of transportation choices 

• Provide a variety of housing choices 

• Use and improve existing community assets and infrastructure 

• Use compact, efficient development and/or mixed land uses where appropriate 

• Conserve undeveloped land and spaces 

• Increase civic and public engagement 

These principles were reconfirmed as part of the Directions to 2050 outreach process and are supported 
by the goals of this 2018 RTP (see Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies, Table 2-2). Directions to 
2050 community participants expressed continuing support for all nine principles for growth, indicating they 
are still relevant to the Kern region. The Directions to 2050 community engagement program is described 
in detail later in this Chapter.  It is important to note that the horizon year for the 2018 RTP is 2042; planning 
efforts consider progress towards 2050 but are not yet to the year 2050 as it is anticipated that lessons 
learned from the current SCS will be incorporated in to future planning efforts for the year 2050.   

Since the initial Blueprint process, Kern COG has completed annual statistically valid, quality-of-life phone 
surveys to track changes in public opinion. The most recent survey (2017) found that creating more high 
paying jobs is the highest ranking issue on which local governments should be focused. 

See Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies, for further information on the Directions to 2050 
community engagement. 
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San Joaquin Valley Regional Blueprint 

The San Joaquin Valley Regional Blueprint stitched together the Kern Blueprint with the seven other county 
grassroots blueprint efforts, developed by the eight regional planning agencies (RPAs). The RPAs 
collaborated to develop a long-term strategy for the future of the eight-county region.   

Adopted in 2009 by the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council, the San Joaquin Valley Regional 
Blueprint effort included Kern Council of Governments, Fresno Council of Governments, Kings County 
Association of Governments, Madera County Association of Governments, Merced County Association of 
Governments, San Joaquin Council of Governments, Stanislaus Council of Governments, and Tulare 
County Association of Governments to develop voluntary, long-term regional growth principles for the future 
of the eight-county region. 

The valley-wide Blueprint identified 12 voluntary growth principles that were consistent with the nine Kern 
Regional Blueprint principles for growth: 

• Create a range of housing opportunities and choices 

• Create walkable neighborhoods 

• Encourage community and stakeholder collaboration 

• Foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place 

• Make development decisions predictable, fair, and cost-effective 

• Mix land uses 

• Preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas 

• Provide a variety of transportation choices 

• Strengthen and direct development toward existing communities 

• Take advantage of compact building design 

• Enhance the economic vitality of the region 

• Support actions that encourage environmental resource management 

Kern COG SB 375 Framework 

In February 2012, the Kern COG Board of Directors adopted the SB 375 Framework for development of 
the SCS. Kern COG’s Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC), a committee comprised of local 
government, agency and stakeholder representatives worked together to develop the framework. The 
framework’s purpose is to guide the development and implementation of the SCS with agreed-upon core 
values and core actions.   

The SB 375 Framework Core Values are: 

1) The Sustainable Communities Strategy relies on the existing and planned circulation networks and 
land use designations for Kern County and its eleven (11) incorporated cities. 

-IU:m COU11<II 
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2) The Sustainable Communities Strategy shall not hinder the local land use authority of Kern County 
and its eleven (11) incorporated cities,  

3) The Sustainable Communities Strategy shall allow Kern County and its eleven (11) incorporated 
cities to continue the pursuit and promotion of a diversified economic base. 

4) Kern County shall continue to discuss cooperation and coordination with the seven (7) other 
counties located in the Central San Joaquin Valley, while recognizing the Kern region’s unique 
qualities and developing appropriate strategies for Kern County. 

The SB 375 Framework Core Actions are: 

1) Identify Kern County’s existing and planned transportation and circulation network as the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) network.  

 
2) Identify and model transportation measures with the purpose of reducing vehicle trips and vehicle 

miles travelled for Kern County’s existing and planned transportation and circulation network to 
determine anticipated effectiveness.  

 
3) Include clean fuel and clean technology (Pavely) regulations when evaluating any measures that 

may reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. 
 

4) Use the adopted land uses, that may be amended from time to time, of Kern County and its 
eleven (11) incorporated cities as the forecasted development patterns. 

  
5) Base all models utilized by Kern COG on locally adopted general plans and identified regional 

economic centers.  Any request to change the baseline model will require approval of the local 
city and/or county whichever has the appropriate authority. 
 

6) Consistent with adopted general plans, model strategic locations for new retail and employment 
uses to determine whether they reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. 

 
7) Allow for the flexibility to amend the adopted land use elements of Kern County and its eleven 

(11) incorporated cities based on market demands and market responses.  
 

8) Identify local, community oriented, alternative feasible transportation strategies such as 
enhancing biking and walking within established communities. 

  
9) Respect the uniqueness of Kern County when the California Air Resources Board considers 

revising the targets.  
 

10) Strive to achieve an acceptable SCS to allow for the use of CEQA streamlining by the 
development community.  

 
11) Identify regional modeling baseline information and provide updates for the eight (8) sub-regions 

of Kern County to provide feedback on progress towards achieving the state targets.  
 

12) Develop two types of strategies within the plan:  (1) strategies that reduce emissions county-wide; 
and (2) strategies that reduce emissions sub-regionally.  

 
13) Explore the potential of establishing modeling budgets for each sub-region of the county.  
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Regulatory Framework 

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Legislation 

Kern COG’s SCS must be set within the context of the eight-county Central Valley and the state, where 
much of the momentum for climate change legislation in the United States originates.  Kern COG’s SCS 
must also recognize the significant portion of Kern County that is not in the Central Valley i.e. the desert of 
eastern Kern and the mountain portions of Kern County. 

California has long been a sustainability leader, as illustrated by Governor Schwarzenegger’s signing 
Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 in 2005. EO S-3-05 recognized California’s vulnerability to reduced snowpack, 
exacerbation of air quality problems, and other issues that may require adaptive strategies. To address 
these concerns, the Executive Order set a goal to reduce statewide emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, to 
1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. 

In 2006, California became the first state in the country to adopt a statewide reduction target through AB 32. 
This law codifies the EO S-3-05 goal to reduce statewide emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 resulted 
in CARB’s 2008 adoption of a Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan), outlining the State’s plan to 
achieve emissions reductions through a combination of direct regulations, alternative compliance 
mechanisms, various incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms, and funding.2 The Scoping 
Plan identifies local governments as “essential partners” in the State’s efforts to reduce emissions.  The 
Scoping Plan was updated and approved by CARB in 2014. The update identified opportunities to leverage 
existing and new funds to further drive GHG emission reductions through strategic planning and targeted 
low carbon investments  

AB 32 engendered several companion laws that can assist the Kern region in reducing transportation-
related emissions, including, but not limited to, AB 1493 emissions performance standards for motor 
vehicles and EO S-1-07 performance standards for the carbon intensity of transportation fuels.   

California Executive Order B-30-15 signed by Governor Brown in 2015, added the intermediate target of 
40 % below 1990 levels by 2030,  This intermediate target was codified into law by SB 32, which was signed 
into law by Governor Brown on September 8, 2016.  On July 17, 2017, the legislature passed a law that 
authorized the Air Resources Board to operate a cap and trade system to achieve these emissions 
reductions. 

Senate Bill 375 Requirements 

SB 375, adopted in 2008, represents the latest in a series of actions at the state level to address California’s 
contributions to global climate change. Building on AB 32, SB 375 seeks to coordinate land use decisions 
made at the local (city and county) level with regional transportation planning.  By coordinating these efforts, 
it is envisioned that vehicle congestion and travel can be reduced resulting in a corresponding reduction in 
emissions. SB 375 directed CARB to set regional targets to reduce emissions; regional plans are required 
to identify how they will meet these targets. 

SB 375 has three major components: 

                                                      

2  Because the Scoping Plan time horizon is limited to 2020, analysis of the Scoping Plan is presented for the year 2020 only, not 
for 2035 or 2050. While EO-S-3-05 sets a goal that Statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 
2050, the EO does not constitute a “plan” for GHG reduction, and no State plan has been adopted to achieve the 2050 goal.  
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• Using the regional transportation planning process to achieve reductions in emissions consistent with 
AB 32’s goals. 

• Offering California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) incentives to encourage projects that are 
consistent with a regional plan that achieves emissions reductions. 

• Coordinating the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process with the regional transportation 
process while maintaining local authority over land use decisions. 

An SCS is a required component of the RTP. The SCS is an emissions reduction strategy for the region 
which, in combination with transportation policies and programs, strives to reduce emissions and help meet 
CARB’s targets for the region. See the discussion above under “What Is the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy?”  

An alternative planning strategy (APS) must be prepared if the SCS is unable to reduce emissions and 
achieve the emissions reduction targets established by CARB. The APS is separate from the RTP, but it 
may be adopted concurrently with the RTP.  

The following is a further discussion of the State-mandated requirements for the RTP and SCS. 

Meeting Federal Air Quality and Transportation Requirements 

The SCS must allow the RTP to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 USC 7506) 
requiring that the RTP demonstrate that it conforms with the state implementation plan, and that it will not 
cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard, increase the frequency or severity of any existing 
violation of any standard, or delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission 
reductions or other milestones in each air basin. In addition, GC Section 65584.01(i)(1) states that it is the 
intent of the legislature that planning for housing be coordinated and integrated with the RTP. To achieve 
this goal, the Regional Housing Needs Allocation plan shall allocate housing units within the region 
consistent with the development pattern included in the SCS. 

Kern COG prepares and adopts concurrently with the RTP an air quality conformity analysis to ensure that 
the RTP/SCS meets the federal conformity requirements. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, Projections, Targets 

The purpose of SB 375 is to implement the state’s emissions reduction goals for cars and light-duty trucks. 
This mandate requires CARB to determine per capita emissions reduction targets for each MPO in the state 
at two points in the future: 2020 and 2035. The 2018 RTP must achieve emissions reductions of 5% per 
capita in 2020 and 10% per capita in 2035. Because emissions in the transportation sector are closely 
related to passenger vehicle travel, a mandated reduction essentially requires Kern COG to devise a 
regional plan and a series of strategies that will produce a per capita reduction in passenger vehicle travel.  
New targets are anticipated for the 2022 RTP/SCS Cycle 3. 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation 

SB 375 combined transportation and housing planning by integrating the RHNA process with the 2014 
RTP. Specifically, GC Section 65080(b)(2)(B), subparagraphs (iii) and (vi), requires that the SCS identify 
areas within the region sufficient to accommodate an eight-year projection of the regional housing need 
and consider the state housing goals specified in GC Sections 65580 and 65581. Kern COG engaged in 
the RHNA process concurrently with the development of the 2014 RTP. This process required Kern COG 
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to work with its member agencies to identify areas within the region that can provide sufficient housing for 
all economic segments of the population and ensure that the state’s housing goals are met. 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

State and federal regulations require comprehensive public participation as part of the Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) and the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 
(SB 375). The Code of Federal Regulations–Title 23: Highways requires metropolitan planning agencies, 
such as Kern COG, to enable public participation in the RTP planning process, as well as to facilitate 
interagency coordination during SCS development. This section describes:  

• SB 375 public participation and agency consultation requirements. 

• Community engagement activities supporting development of the Kern region SCS. 

• A summary of community input used to develop the SCS. 

Public Participation Requirements 

The public participation requirements for development of the SCS, pursuant to the requirements of SB 375, 
can be incorporated into an existing plan. Kern COG currently has a public participation plan that meets 
federal and state requirements. 

SB 375 increased the minimum level of public participation required in the regional transportation planning 
process, including collaboration between partners in the region during the development of an SCS. 
Pursuant to GC Section 65080(b)(2)(F), each MPO shall adopt a public participation plan, which shall 
include:  

• Outreach effort to encourage the active participation of a broad range of stakeholder groups in the 
planning process, consistent with the agency’s adopted Federal Public Participation Plan (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(F)(i)). 

Kern COG’s Directions to 2050 Outreach process was successful in receiving input from the broadest 
range of stakeholder groups and the public resulting in input from over 6,000 participants. 

• Consultation with congestion management agencies, transportation agencies, and transportation 
commissions (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(F)(ii)). 

Kern COG serves as the congestion management agency for Kern County and includes Caltrans as 
an ex-officio member of the Board. 

• Workshops throughout the region to provide the public with the information and tools necessary to 
provide a clear understanding of the issues and policy choices. At least one workshop shall be held in 
each county in the region. For counties with a population greater than 500,000, at least three workshops 
shall be held. Each workshop to the extent practicable shall include urban simulation computer 
modeling to create visual representations of the SCS and the APS, if one is prepared (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(F)(iii)). 

Kern COG conducted 17 workshops, 12 City Council and Board of Supervisors presentations, 4 
Stakeholder Roundtable meetings, 24 active transportation planning events, 8 community festivals and 
events, 2 online survey activities, 3 - 1,200 person statistically valid quality of life surveys (2015, 2016 
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& 2017), 2 Kern County Fairs (2015 & 2016), and 3 emerging strategy workshops to exceed the 
statutory requirement. 

• Preparation and circulation of a draft SCS (or an APS if one is prepared) not less than 55 days before 
adoption of a final regional transportation plan (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(F)(iv)). 

The draft SCS public review includes a 55 day review period prior to final adoption. 

• At least three public hearings on the draft SCS in the regional transportation plan and APS, if one is 
prepared. If the MPO consists of a single county, at least two public hearings shall be held. To the 
maximum extent feasible, the hearings shall be in different parts of the region to maximize the 
opportunity for participation by members of the public throughout the region (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(F)(v)). 

Public hearings were held on June 6, 2018, in the City of Ridgecrest, June 19, 2018, in the City of Arvin 
and on June 21, 2018, in the City of Bakersfield. 

• A process for enabling members of the public to provide a single request to receive notices, information, 
and updates (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(F)(vi)). 

The Kern COG Directions to 2050 website (http://www.directionsto2050.com/ ) was established in 
2012, and provides an opportunity for interested persons to sign up for notices related to the RTP/SCS 
development and the public review process. 

Agency Input and Consultation with Local Elected Officials  

The Kern County RTP/SCS outreach effort was expanded beyond SB 375 requirements as follows:  

• During the development of the SCS, Kern COG must conduct at least two informational meetings in 
each county for members of the board of supervisors and city councils. Only one informational meeting 
is needed in each county if it is attended by representatives of the county board of supervisors and city 
councils that represent a majority of the cities representing a majority of the population in the 
incorporated areas of that county. (GC Section 65080(b)(2)(E))  

Kern COG staff conducted 12 informational meetings with all 11 city councils and the Kern County 
Board of Supervisors in the fall of 2017. 

• The meeting (or meetings) shall discuss the SCS, including the key land use and planning assumptions, 
with the members of the board of supervisors and city council members in that county and to solicit and 
consider their input and recommendations. Notices of these meetings are to be sent to the clerk of the 
board of supervisors and city councils and local elected officials as key stakeholders in the regional 
transportation system. While local elected officials serve on regional agency boards, expanded 
consultation is required pursuant to GC Section 65080(b)(2)(E) and (F) to provide outreach to all local 
elected officials and their member jurisdictions affected by the SCS (and APS if applicable).  

The meeting presentation to local elected leaders discussed strategies and land use planning 
assumptions for the purpose of soliciting their input and recommendations which Kern COG considered 
in developing the RTP/SCS.  The meetings were fully noticed as part of each agenda sent out by the 
Clerk of the Board and city councils. 

• Pursuant to GC Section 65080(b)(2)(G), in preparing an SCS, Kern COG shall consider spheres of 
influence that have been adopted by LAFCos within the region. Kern COG should also consult with 
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LAFCos regarding special districts within the region that provide property-related services such as 
water or wastewater services, and should consult with these regional special districts, as appropriate, 
during development of an SCS (and APS if applicable). 

The Executive Officer of LAFCo is a member of the RPAC which provides oversight to the development 
of the RTP/SCS.  In addition, the Kern COG land use model includes proximity to existing water and 
wastewater services.  Kern COG consulted with special districts to develop the water and wastewater 
service areas.   

• Based on the 2017 California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, Kern COG is encouraged to 
share data on growth projections and consult with school districts in the development of the SCS (and 
APS if applicable), especially with respect to land uses and the regional transportation system. Where 
possible, an SCS should incorporate current and future school needs into the RTP.  School-related 
trips constitute a significant portion of all vehicle trips. 

Kern COG consulted with the Kern County Superintendent of Schools to identify existing and forecasted 
locations of schools and enrollment. 

California Air Resources Board Review  

Prior to starting the public participation process, the MPO shall submit a description to the state board of 
the technical methodology it intends to use to estimate the emissions from its SCS (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(J)(i)). In December 2016 Kern COG and the 7 other Valley COGs provided a technical 
methodology on development for the 2018 target setting and target demonstration process.  Throughout 
the target setting and RTP development process, Kern COG has communicated regularly with CARB  to 
obtain their input and CARB has participated in many of the Kern COG SB 375 oversight committee 
meetings. In December 2017 CARB received an updated technical methodology.  Following the Summer 
2018 scheduled adoption, Kern COG shall submit the SCS to the state board for review (GC Section 
65080(b)(2)(J)(ii)).   

Kern COG Public Involvement Procedure 

The Kern COG public involvement procedure was updated in March 2015 to reflect outreach and review 
requirements. The procedure provides guidance for Kern COG’s elected officials and staff in public 
participation and interagency consultation throughout the regional planning process. It contains the policies, 
guidelines, and procedures Kern COG uses in developing the metropolitan planning process. This includes 
the development and approval of the RTP, Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP), and 
environmental review documentation related to growth, transportation, and air quality, and any product 
prepared by Kern COG staff that statutorily requires public participation or when public participation is 
directed by the Kern COG Board. 

The public involvement process is guided by the following principles: 

• It is the right and responsibility of citizens to be involved in the transportation planning process. 

• Citizens should be educated about the needs and issues and encouraged to participate in finding 
solutions. 

• Early and timely involvement of citizens is necessary to build community agreement on the needs and 
solutions before alternatives are proposed. 

-IU:m COU11<II 
c,/(iovemml!llI!I 



CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)                                              Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)  
 August 2018 

4-14 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

• Agreement on the final product is a desirable goal, but agreement does not mean 100% unanimity by 
all parties. Negotiation and compromise are essential ingredients to building agreement. 

• The process by which a decision is reached is just as important as the product. Citizens should end the 
process satisfied that they had the opportunity to be significantly involved and that their voices were 
heard and reflected in the final document. 

• After decisions are made, actions should follow to maintain confidence in the community involvement 
process. 

The public involvement procedure identifies partner agencies with which Kern COG staff maintains regular 
contact and encourages participation in the development of local, regional, and state plans. The plan 
provides procedures and responsibilities for informing and engaging community members in various 
agency plans, programs, declarations, and policy evaluation. The plan also identifies media resources to 
use and legal display ad requirements to follow when posting public notices. 

Summary of Activities 

Community engagement and outreach were fundamental to the development of the 2018 RTP. By nature, 
this plan represents the region’s mutual vision for its future and was developed using a grassroots, bottom-
up approach.  

Regional Planning Advisory Committee 

Formed by the Kern COG Board in 2011, the RPAC was created to provide a forum to review and develop 
recommendations on key activities associated with regional transportation plans and other planning issues, 
including SB 375 implementation. The Kern COG RPAC reviews and develops recommendations on the 
following topics: 

• Appropriate planning-related sections of the RTP. 

• Blueprint planning. 

• Climate change planning. 

• Sustainable communities planning. 

• Regional Housing Needs Allocation. 

• Land use and population projections. 

• Studies related to the environment (air, water, habitat conservation). 

• Rural-urban connections strategy. 

• Appropriate studies for inclusion in the annual Overall Work Program. 

• Regional Energy Action Planning. 

• Other matters as referred by the Kern COG Board. 
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Members of the RPAC are planning directors, community development directors, or their designees from 
each Kern COG member jurisdiction. Additional voting members include the public transit agency (Golden 
Empire Transit) and Caltrans District 6. Community at-large voting members represent varied economic, 
social, and geographic sectors and are appointed by the Kern COG Board. They may include business 
groups,  nonprofit organizations, military agencies, and tribes. Non-voting members consist of the executive 
officer of the LAFCo and the president/CEO of the Kern Economic Development Corporation.  The San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (APCD) and the Eastern Kern APCD are encouraged to 
participate in RPAC meetings.  

The RPAC formulated a SB 375 SCS Framework with values and actions that were approved by the Board 
of Directors in February 2012. The RPAC developed a broad structure of SB 375 implementation for the 
entire county that included solutions for the region’s unique geographic and economic features. 

Transportation Modeling Committee and Kern Climate Change Task Force 

The Kern Regional Transportation Modeling Committee was established in 2001 to provide oversight for 
the Kern Regional Travel Demand Model. After the adoption of the Kern Regional Blueprint in 2008, the 
Kern COG Board established the Kern Climate Change Task Force. These two committees merged in 2010 
to form the Transportation Modeling Committee. Made up primarily of member agency traffic engineers, 
transportation model users, and other stakeholders, the committee serves as a subcommittee to the RPAC 
and the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee dealing with technical modeling and forecasting 
issues. 

Kern COG worked with the Transportation Modeling Committee and RPAC to develop and implement the 
Directions to 2050 community engagement process and the RTP/SCS. 

Directions to 2050 

The Directions to 2050 program, Kern COG’s comprehensive community engagement process, was 
designed to solicit input from stakeholders and community members on priorities for the region’s long-term 
future.  The name Directions to 2050 was meant to encourage participants to think long term into the future, 
but as noted above, Kern COG anticipates incorporating data from the current RTP, before planning for the 
year 2050. The Directions to 2050 community engagement process extended from September 2015 
through February 2018. Over 6,000 community members participated in the Directions to 2050 process. 
The program provided various opportunities for community members, stakeholders, and local agencies and 
jurisdictions to participate in the process, including: 

• Four stakeholder roundtable meetings with business and industry, environmental and social equity and 
environmental justice stakeholders. 

• Seventeen community workshops hosted in 9 different local communities hosted by the A. Philip 
Randolph Community Development Corporation, Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce, Kern 
County Black Chamber of Commerce, California State University Bakersfield, Bike Bakersfield, 
Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, Bakersfield Downtown Busness Association, United 
Way of Kern County, Greater Tehachapi Economic Development Council, Delano Alliance/United Way 
of Kern, Shafter Rotary Club, and the Business, Transportation and Rail Expo. Using interactive voter 
technology Kern COG gained information from participants about growth principles, strategies for 
transportation spending and funding solutions.  Each workshop included visual simulation computer 
modeling to create visual representations of regional growth and transportation projects. Workshop 
presentations and activities were designed to provide community members with the information and 
tools necessary to provide a clear understanding of the issues and policy choices. 
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• Eight community event interactive and educational booths at the Great Kern County Fair (2015 & 2016), 
the Tehachapi Mountain Festival, Wasco Rose Festival, Delano Street Fair, McFarland Independence 
Day Festival, Taft Rails to Trails Festival and the Desert Empire Fair.   

• Kern COG hosted booths at seven (7) Farmer’s Markets to engage the public about planning 
transportation projects. 

• During the summer of 2016, Kern COG embarked on a planning process to enhance walking, bicycling, 
and transit access throughout Kern County.  Eight (8) community workshops were conducted and nine 
(9) walk audits were held. 

• An interactive project website (www.directionsto2050.com) served as a communication and education 
tool and included interactive online prioritization and resource allocation activities, a survey, and project 
resources. 

• Three statistically valid phone surveys of 1,200 residents each of Kern County (2015, 2016 & 2017) to 
assess residents’ overall opinion of the quality of life in their city or town, to survey the importance of 
issues related to the future, and to understand the daily commute for the average resident. 

• Promotional efforts: Kern COG personally contacted stakeholders, such as city staff, agencies, health 
organizations, environmental groups, and community-based organizations, distributed fliers advertising 
community workshops, and posted advertisements and shared press releases with various media 
resources including social media outreach, promoting the website and online game/survey tool. 

• 12 publically advertised presentations were made to each of the 11 incorporated cities and the County 
Board of Supervisors to receive input from local elected officials. 

Additional presentations on the RTP/SCS were made to the the Lamont Chamber of Commerce including 
the federally recognized Tejon Tribe.  In total over 6,000 people provided input into the RTP/SCS.  

Overview of Community Input 

Overwhelmingly, the number one priority from the extensive two year Directions to 2050 community 
engagement process can be summarized in one small phrase, “maintain, fix and finish what we have.”  
Maintenance of the existing transportation system was clearly the priority of a majority of participants in the 
public participation process.  The outreach demonstrated general support for other secondary priorities 
including:  bike, pedestrian, transit facilities, carpooling and providing housing close to shopping, jobs and 
transit to increase transportation choice.  This input has helped shape the strategies included in the SCS.   

Environmental and Social Equity Roundtable 

As outlined above, Kern COG conducted four (4) meetings with business/industry and environmental/social 
equity groups.  Three (3) meetings were held with the Environmental and Social Equity Stakeholder 
Roundtable to comply with the seven goals that are the core of the 2018 RTP.  One of the goals is to ensure 
an equitable distribution of the benefits among various demographic and user groups.  To that end, Chapter 
2 outlines three policies: 

• Avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects, including social and economic impacts, on traditionally disadvantaged communities, especially 
racial minority and low-income communities.  



CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

4-17 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

• Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation 
decision-making process. 

• Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority populations 
and low-income populations. 

The purpose of the three meetings was to continue to share information about the outreach process, provide 
an overview of recent studies conducted by Kern COG, and present/discuss the environmental justice 
methodology to be used in the 2018 RTP/SCS.  As a result of the meeting the environmental justice 
methodology was revised to reflect input from the stakeholders.  For more information on performance 
measures related to social equity, see Chapter 2 and Appendix D – Integrated Performance Measures, 
Smart Growth and Environmental Justice Measures Analysis.  

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PATTERN  

One of the key components of the SCS is a sustainable regional forecasted development pattern that when 
integrated with the transportation network enables the region to accommodate future growth in a manner 
that reduces passenger vehicle emissions, enhances economic vitality, promotes housing affordability, and 
encourages resource land conservation while preserving private property rights and local land use decision 
making authority. This forecasted development pattern is the basis for development of the regional 
transportation system described throughout the 2018 RTP and summarized in this SCS. Kern County has 
a unique pattern that is dominated by rural, outlying areas. This section describes: 

• Current development patterns, urban/rural connectivity, residential densities, and building intensities in 
the Kern region.  

• Anticipated future population, jobs, and housing in the region.  

• A forecasted development pattern, regional housing needs, and strategies to promote conservation of 
resource areas and farmland.  

Current Uses, Residential Densities, and Building Intensities 

GC Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(i) requires MPOs to identify the general location of uses, residential densities, 
and building intensities in the region. The assessment of existing conditions, based on local general plans 
and planning assumptions, provides the foundation for the Kern COG SCS.  

See Chapter 3, Planning Assumptions, for further information on current land uses, residential densities, 
and building intensities. 

Existing Conditions: Putting the SCS into Perspective 

Kern County is unlike any other region in California. From an overall perspective, Kern County, consisting 
of 8,200 square miles (the size of New Jersey), is the third largest county in California. Kern County is 159 
miles in length from the northwestern boundary to the southeastern boundary. The population is 
approximately 900,000 and is expected to grow by 62% over the next 24 years and 82% by 2050. Although 
two-thirds of Kern’s population lives within 1/20th of the area of the county known as Metropolitan 
Bakersfield, many of the economic centers require long exurban commutes to areas that may not be 
conducive to urban development. 

There are 11 incorporated cities within Kern County: Arvin, Bakersfield, California City, Delano, Maricopa, 
McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi and Wasco.  Kern County comprises separate regions 
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based on significant variations in terrain, climate, geographic and environmental factors. The regions are 
identified as follows: 

Valley Region: The southern San Joaquin Valley below an elevation of 1,000 feet mean sea level. 

Mountain Region: The westernmost and central portion of the county above the 1,000-foot mean sea 
level contour in the valley and western region of the county and west of the primary 
alignment of the Los Angeles Aqueduct in the eastern county, including the 
southernmost portion of the county.  

 

Desert Region: The eastern section of the county, east of the primary alignment of the Los Angeles 
Aqueduct.  

Kern County has six significant industry clusters: 
  

Value-Added Agriculture is defined as the 
transformation of agricultural products to a higher 
value for the end consumer.  Examples can be 
seen when carrots are processed into smaller, 
“baby” carrots, or used in the production of 
vegetable juice.  Locally-produced products like 
POM Wonderful Pomegranate Juice, Wonderful 
Pistachios, Bunny-Luv Baby Carrots, and Halos 
Mandarins are well-known national brands.  
According to the Agriculture Issues Center at UC 
Davis, for every 100 jobs linked directly to the 
agricultural industry, an additional 106 jobs are 
created in the local economy.  Kern County is the 
leading ag-producing region in the United States, 
with 1 in every 5 jobs related to agriculture.  In 
addition, every dollar generated by value-added ag 
leads to an additional $1.27 generated by the 
region’s non-agriculture economy.  

Transportation and Logistics is a fast-growing 
industry with tremendous potential within Kern. 
This is a leading cluster and supports the 
competitiveness of the Energy and Natural 
Resources and Value-Added Agriculture clusters 
through the use of warehousing and distribution 
services. Given Kern’s location at the geographic 
population center of California, logistically and 
environmentally Kern is the best location in the state to centralize distribution services to the rest of the 
state with the lowest carbon footprint. Kern also serves as the immediate northern gateway to Los Angeles 
County. With California’s two major north- south freeways running through the county as well as the only 
year-round pass over the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range in the San Joaquin Valley, it is a natural place 
for growth in transportation and logistics. Kern has become the location for major distribution centers. 

Energy and Natural Resources production is the cornerstone and foundation of Kern County. Historically 
oil production has driven energy development. Kern County is the top oil-producing county in California. 
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This county alone produces 66% of California’s oil, about 10% of the U.S. oil supply, and approximately 1% 
of the world’s total oil production. Kern County has four giant oil fields (greater than 1 billion barrels of 
cumulative production) and as a whole produces about 560,000 barrels of oil per day. In addition 
cogeneration which produces electricity as a by-product from steam used in the oil fields produces much 
of the electricity used in both Kern and Los Angeles counties.   

Kern County is the renewable energy center for California producing more renewable energy than any other 
county in the state.3 There are more than 5,000 wind turbines in the Tehachapi-Mojave wind corridor, 
producing 1.3 terawatt hours (1.3 million megawatts) each year. Wind energy is set to expand with the 
completion of the Wind Hub Substation and 500 KV transmission line that is being constructed by Southern 
California Edison. Solar investment is also on the rise within the County; there are more than 19 commercial 
solar projects (20 megawatts or less) in the permitting process and two utility scale solar projects (200+ 
megawatts) in the approval pipeline with the California Energy Commission.  The county’s dependence on 
energy and natural resource production as part of our economic structure is reflected in the fact that all 10 
of the county’s top tax payers are either oil-producing and/or processing companies, renewable energy 
producers or mining operations.  

Aerospace and Defense remains a leading industry cluster for the county and particularly for eastern 
California.  California is home to approximately 139,000 aerospace jobs, with over 23,000 of them in Kern 
County. These high-wage, full-time jobs have staying power thanks to vast open land, lack of development 
encroachment, proximity to Los Angeles, and higher education levels per capita in East Kern than in most 
other regions in the county.   China Lake is the Navy’s largest single landholding in the world. It represents 
85% of the Navy’s land for research, development, tests, and evaluations use, and 40% of the Navy’s land 
holdings worldwide. As weapons development continues, China Lake consistently adds jobs, both military 
and civilian.  

Edwards Air Force Base covers roughly 470 square miles and houses roughly 12,800 jobs at the Air Force 
Flight Test Center. Among its many military purposes, Edwards historically provided a landing-place for 
NASA spaceships coming back from space exploration when weather did not permit landings in Florida. 

Mojave Air and Space Port emerged as the leading aerospace test center for commercial operations in 
North America. No longer a sleepy high desert general aviation Mojave Airport destination, Mojave Air and 
Space Port has amassed more first flights and significant newsworthy flight activity than any other airport 
in the world over the past ten years. 

Mojave Air and Space Port and industrial park is currently home to more than 60 companies engaged in 
flight development to light industrial to highly advanced aerospace design, flight test and research and even 
heavy rail industrial manufacturing, 

The potential for space tourism continues to be great, though other states are fiercely competing for this 
business. 

Tourism, Recreation and Entertainment suggests continued growth opportunities in both annual 
expenditures and employment. This includes the generation of tourism and visit activity from people 
traveling between major cities in Northern and Southern California.  Kern County's tourism, recreation & 
entertainment cluster provides almost 23,000 jobs throughout the county primarily in accommodation and 
food services. Increasing strengths within this cluster are in sports and recreation related to outdoor assets 
such as off roading, water sports, and hiking. 

                                                      

3 Kern County Renewable Energy Fact Sheet  http://www.drecp.org/counties/factsheets/Kern_county.pdf  2017 
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Healthcare Services has been recast to reflect the 
vast array of services and networks in the county. 
Throughout the San Joaquin Valley, population growth 
has resulted in major increases in hospital and 
healthcare employment.  Dignity Health is staying a 
step ahead of population growth by expanding 
services and facilities at its three Bakersfield hospitals.  
Through teamwork, innovation and advocacy, Mercy 
and Memorial hospitals are delivering on their promise 
to provide excellent, affordable health care.  New 
advancements in cardiac care at Memorial Hospital 
offer lifesaving options for heart patients and The 
Robert A. Grimm Children’s Pavilion for Emergency 
Services will provide pediatric care for Kern’s smallest 
residents.  The Grossman Burn Center is scheduled to 
open at Memorial Hospital in 2018.  Mercy and 
Memorial Hospitals together with their partner, 
Comprehensive Blood and Cancer Center, are 
dedicated to meeting the special needs of cancer 
patients and their families. 

Rural/Urban Connectivity Strategy 

California Government Code 65080(b)(4)(C) states, 
“The metropolitan planning organization … shall 
consider financial incentives for cities and counties that 
have resource areas or farmland, as defined in Section 
65080.01, for the purposes of, for example, 
transportation investments for the preservation and 
safety of the city street or county road system and farm 
to market and interconnectivity transportation needs.”  
Kern has developed a guideline to direct funding to 
outlying rural areas to promote safety and 
interconnectivity in accordance with SB 375. A more 
complete discussion can be found in Section VII. of the 
SCS under the Project Selection Criteria. This goes into 
greater detail on the nature of Kern’s unique resource 
areas and farmland.  

Rural, resource areas represent the vast majority of 
Kern County land uses. Kern’s rural lands hold diverse 
resources strategic to Kern and California’s growth and 
success. For example, Kern County produces 66% of 
all oil produced in California, has over 1.3 million mega 
watts of operating and permitted renewable energy.  
One in six jobs in Kern County are directly related to the 
resource sectors of forestry, fishing, hunting, mining 
(esp. oil/gas) and agriculture. Growing interest in 
ecotourism, from white water rafting to farmer’s 
markets, offers an insight into the development of a 
diverse and vibrant economy. 

Brimhall Farmers’ 
Market 9500 Brimhall 
Rd. 

Year 
Round 

Sat 9 am-
1:30 pm 

Clinica Sierra 
Vista/Delano 1508 
Garces Hwy. 

May – 
November 

Wed 3 pm – 5 
pm 

Clinica Sierra 
Vista/Lamont 8787 
Hall Rd. 

May – 
November 

Tues 3 pm – 5 
pm 

From the Farmhouse 
Shafter 320 Central 
Ave. 

Jun – Aug Wed 8:30 am 
– noon 

Haggin Oaks Farmers’ 
Market 8800 Ming 
Ave. 

Year 
Round 

Sun 9 am – 2 
pm 

Lakeshore Farmers’ 
Market 

May – 
Nov 

Sat 9 am – 
noon 

Main Street Farmers’ 
Market Tehachapi Rail 
Road Park 

Jun – Aug Thurs 4 pm – 7 
pm 

Wasco Farmer’ 
Market Hwy. 43 
between 7th & 8th St. 

Jun – Aug Wed 2 pm – 6 
pm 

Lake Isabella 
Farmers’ Market 21 
Alta Pinos Way, 
Bodfish 

Jan – Dec Sat 10 pm – 
2 pm 

Valley Farmers’ 
Market Golden State 
Hwy. & F St. 

Year 
Round 

Sat 8 am - 
noon 

FIGURE 4-2:  KERN COUNTY DAIRIES 

Table 4-1:  Farmers’ Markets In The Kern 
Region 
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Kern strives to provide feasible solutions to transportation, land use and air quality issues that connect 
these strategic rural employment areas with the major urban areas of the county. The Blueprint, adopted in 
2008 by the Kern COG Board made up 
of local officials from 11 cities and the 
County of Kern, provides information to 
assist in the formation of strategies that 
enhance strategic agriculture, rural 
communities, resource conservation, 
recreation, quality of life, and regional 
sustainability. 
 
 Agricultural Resource Areas 
(Farmland) - Residential rural areas of 
Kern County number 38,700 acres. 
Semi-agricultural lands, like warehousing 
and packaging facilities, yield less than 
12,000 additional acres. The combination 
of which are roughly a third of the 
142,000 acres of urban land.  When 
taking inventory of agricultural land; 
however, the ratio inverts dramatically. 
Farmland as defined by GC Section 
65080.01 (b) is classified as prime, of 
statewide importance, or otherwise 
unique in character outside all existing 
city spheres of influence or city limits; the 
combination of these lands exceeds 
900,000 acres. Additionally, designated grazing land provides a stunning 1.8 million acres. From these 
lands, Kern County’s agricultural revenues topped $7 billion in 2016, a 6% increase over 2015.  

Another significant portion of Kern’s rural economy is dairies.  In 2016, total milk production was 38 million 
pounds for a total value of $579 million.  Kern produces about 10% of California’s milk products and ranks 
5th among California’s counties of which the top eight counties comprise the San Joaquin Valley region and 
produce about 95% of the state’s milk products.  The number of Daries in Kern has dropped from 55 in 
2012 to 48 in 2016, and the number of cows has dropped from 168,000 to 158,000.4  

Farm to Market Needs – Central to farm production, Metropolitan Bakesfield provides ideal connectivity 
for the transportation of agricultural products to markets, both local and statewide. The proportion of locally 
grown produce destined for local markets is low. Due to the economies of scale, delivery networks often 
find it more economical to send produce to distant distribution facilities, often resulting in local markets 
being provided with products not only distributed from other areas, but sourced from them as well. It’s 
estimated that 2% of regional consumption is locally produced. See Figure 4-3:  

Farmland Needs for Local Food - Despite low consumption of locally-sourced fare, direct markets 
continue to grow and thrive. Kern County’s farmers’ markets (see Table 4-1) provide area residents access 
to a variety of locally-farmed products. Additional forms of agritourism flourish among many local farms that 
provide retail outlets at the farms themselves. In 2014 California implemented the Urban Agricultural Zone 
Incentive Act (SB 551) which allows land owners of at least .1 acre and no more than 3 acres in size within 
metropolitan areas to receive tax incentives for putting land into agricultural use.  The minimum five year 
                                                      

4 California Department of Food and Ag., https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/pdf/Annual/2016/2016_Statistics_Annual.pdf, 2016 

Figure 4-3:  Farmland Needs for Local Food 
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agricultural preserve will likely accelerate the proliferation of community gardens and markets in urban 
settings. 

From this inventory come a variety of themes to which rural development strategies are focused: 
Production, Infrastructure and Consumption. 

Production: Connect farmers to available markets & provide business training opportunities to farmers. 

Infrastructure:  Increase local processing capacity & distribution  

Consumption:  Increase the number and types of food outlets, promote local food sourcing. 

 
Oil, Gas and Mineral Resources - Perhaps one of 
Kern County’s most well-known features is oil and 
gas production - for good reason.  Kern County’s 
880 square miles of oil fields account for 76% of the 
oil and gas reserves in California. 

Kern County led the state in 2011 with over 60,000 
employed in the Natural Resource and Mining 
industry. Of those, nearly 40% are occupations 
which are directly related to production and 
extraction. Consequently, heavy commute traffic is 
experienced both within adjacent rural areas and 
between urban and rural areas. This commute 
traffic is the primary consideration as, unlike 
agricultural products, petroleum products are 
transported primarily by rail and pipeline.  

East Kern also includes gold and other mining 
operations.  The largest borax mining operation in 
the world is located at the eastern edge of the 
county next to Boron, employing 600 working three 
shifts per day, seven days per week. An average of 
5 trains per week transport the mineral to a bulk 
transload facility at the Port of Long Beach.   

Wind Energy - Kern’s energy resources extend 
beyond the traditional—it also hosts one of the first 
wind farms in the nation. Situated to the east of the 
mountain City of Tehachapi, the Tehachapi Pass 
Wind Farm is a pioneering effort at wind power 
generation that began in the 1980’s. Thanks to 
intensive maintenance, research and development, 
several generations of turbines coexist and continue to provide power as long as the wind blows. 
Maintenance, research and development jobs are expected to be a persistent traffic concern in these rural 
areas, but they aren’t the only problem.  Further development within the farm’s 50 square-mile boundary 
had been limited by fully utilized transmission lines. However, to meet the State’s renewable energy 
requirements, construction of upgraded transmission lines in Kern County began in 2008, and was 
completed in 2013. As many as 2,000 additional turbine installations are expected by 2020, providing 4,500 
megawatts of power; meaning new installation-related traffic can be expected to continue into the near 
future and likely well-beyond.  

FIGURE 4-4:  OIL AND GAS RESOURCES 

Figure 4-5:  Kern County Wind Farms 
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Military/Civilian Aerospace Testing Complex - 
In Kern’s eastern half, the mountainous shadow of 
the southern San Joaquin Valley harbors the 
desert communities of California City, Ridgecrest, 
Inyokern, Mojave, Rosamond and Boron.  Kern 
County’s eastern region boasts not one, but two 
United States’ Military Air bases: Edwards Air 
Force Base and Naval Air Weapons Station China 
Lake. Surrounding communities benefit directly 
and indirectly from their proximity to these bases. 
The aerospace industry and its service and 
support-related personnel represent a significant 
interest to Kern’s eastern regional communities, as 
well as its southern neighbors. As these areas 
continue to grow eastern Kern will require its own 
rural and urban policy considerations.  
 
Correctional Facilities - Another significant rural 
transportation issue is correctional institutions. 
Kern County has five public and private high-
security institutions that house over 20,000 federal, 
state and local inmates. There are a number of low 
and medium “community” correctional institutions 
located in urban areas (not shown). To manage 
these facilities, Kern County has almost 5000 
correctional officers and first-line supervisors who 
commute by auto and vanpool for each shift.  

Rural Resource Area Transportation Safety - 
Alternative transportation connectivity to these 
resource areas are dominated by regional transit 
and vanpooling. The rural job market plays an 
important role among rural and urban residents 
alike.  As rural lands transition into non-agricultural uses, commute and other high speed auto traffic will 
experience conflicts with slow moving farm vehicles. In addition, vehicle miles driven are appreciably higher 
than in urban settings due to the lower population density of rural areas.  This results in a disproportionately 
higher number of accidents per capita in rural settings than urban. A sustainable community strategy is 
required to address rural highway safety issues and provide financial incentives to address them. 

Forecast Development Pattern 

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

Housing the Kern Region’s Population 

The SCS Strategy Maps (Figures 4-8 and 4-9) have been developed by Kern COG staff and show both the 
place types reflecting forecasted development patterns and Kern COG modeling assumptions, and the 
planned transportation investments from this RTP. The maps show how investments in transportation are 
being coordinated with forecasted development patterns to reduce emissions from automobiles and light-
duty trucks.  The maps contain transit priority and strategic employment areas and transportation 

FIGURE 4-7:  KERN COUNTY CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITIES 

FIGURE 4-6:  KERN COUNTY MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 
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infrastructure that are existing, planned or proposed and have been grouped by Kern COG staff into 
descriptive types.  The maps were developed with input from the Transportation Modeling Committee and 
the RPAC but there are currently no general plans adopted that use these terms or categories.   

To develop these conceptual maps staff identified existing, planned and potential Transit Priority and 
Strategic Employment Place Types.  The map legend identifies which place types are existing by using a 
dark outline, planned place types have no outline, and potential place types are hollow.  Aerial photography 
was used to identify which ones were existing.   Each agencies local general plan was used to identify the 
land uses where these types of developments were permitted.  And local jurisdiction staff provided feedback 
on final placement of the place types locations.  If one was requested that was not shown in a local general 
plan it is shown as a potential location on the map.  In summary, the Place Type locations on SCS Strategy 
Maps reflect local jurisdiction general plans and input.  Updates are made every 4 years. 

The following place types employed in the RTP are not intended to represent detailed land use designations 
or policies, but are used to describe the general conditions likely to occur within a specific generalized area 
based on the assumptions made by local authorities. The place types are each comprised of specific 
characteristics related to jobs and housing intensity, urban design and transportation choices. It is important 
to note that these maps are only a snap shot of forecasted development patterns and Kern COG modeling 
assumptions to be updated every 4 years. For the latest information on land use, land use designations 
and transit concepts, please refer to the appropriate local jurisdictions. 

Metropolitan (Metro) 

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

Community 

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

Town 

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

Village 

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

Strategic employment areas can be found in rural and more urban areas and may include both jobs and 
housing, though these two uses are rarely found in close proximity to each other. These locations 
correspond to local jurisdiction general plan areas designated primarily for industrial and/or commercial 
uses, and adjusted based on local jurisdiction input.  The maps include three different sizes of strategic 
employment areas based on future employment levels.  These areas often contain employment in isolated 
resource areas with sporadic activity dependent on the strategic resource at the site (wind energy, 
agriculture, etc.). Many strategic employment areas are characterized by large operations located in close 
proximity to a resource to minimize transportation costs and the carbon footprint.  In urban areas, existing 
and planned enhancements may include easy walk/bike design and improved transit.  In rural strategic 
employment areas, regional transit and or vanpooling are existing or planned along with interconnectivity 
and safety projects.  

The transit priority and strategic employment areas were jointly adopted by the city and county into the 
Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan in 1982 and are found in the community plans for most of the outlying 
communities. The concepts have a distinct advantage over a corridor and strip commercial development 
pattern in that it provides for activity nodes around which future transit, and vanpooling services can be 
planned for in a way that is supportive of forecasted development patterns.  

Education Centers 

The SCS Strategy Maps also include existing, planned and potential education centers provided by the 
Kern County Superintendent of Schools and addressed matched using a geographic information system.  
Kern COG also interviewed staff at the universities, colleges, and trade schools to insure the latest 
information was used in development of the maps.   

Figure 4-10 depicts a forecasted development pattern based on local area planning assumptions consistent 
with the transit priority and strategic employment areas.  The map also indicates a network of Quality Transit 
Areas (QTA).  These are areas within one-half mile of fixed route transit service based on planned transit 
expenditures.   Nearly all of the region’s planned highway projects will benefit the QTA routes.  In addition 
the rural strategic employment areas outside the QTAs will also have access to carpool, vanpool and the 
HOV network being developed to benefit the resource areas consistent with SB 375 
 

• -IU:m COU11<II 
c,/(iovemml!llI!I 



CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
 August 2018 

4-26 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

FIGURE 4-8:  TRANSIT PRIORITY & STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT PLACE TYPES 
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FIGURE 4-9:  TRANSIT PRIORITY & STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT PLACE TYPES – METRO BAKERSFIELD 
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FIGURE 4-10:  FORECASTED DEVELOPMENT PATTERN MAP – KERN REGION 2035 

DISCLAIMER:  These maps are for conceptual purposes only. The RTP is updated every 4 years. Local general plans and other data can be updated more frequently. For more detailed information on the latest planning 
assumptions, please refer to the latest locally adopted general plan for each community or other latest data source. Local general plans and other data updates will be incorporated into the next RTP update every 4 years. 
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Transit Priority Areas 
The SCS identifies QTAs as 
being located within ½ mile of 
fixed route transit service along 
the length of existing and 
planned routes.  The SCS also 
identifies illustrative Transit 
Priority and Strategic 
Employment Place Types which 
are primarily strategic 
employment areas characterized 
by concentrations of residential 
uses and jobs in close proximity 
to transit stations to minimize 
transportation costs and the 
carbon footprint.  Transit Priority 
Areas (TPAs) combine these two 
concepts.  TPAs are locations 
within ½ mile of transit stations 
where urban uses exist or may 
be planned.  Not all of these 
areas have been identified, as 
station planning is in the early 
stages for some routes.  The 
Golden Empire Transit (GET) 
Long Range Transit Plan, 
adopted in June 2012, was 
developed in anticipation of Kern 
COG’s 2014 SCS. The plan 
provides for gradual phasing of 
near-, mid- and long-term 
improvements. The near-term 
improvements were 
implemented immediately after 
the plan was adopted in 2012.  
The plan supports the centers 
concept by providing improved 

Figure 4-11:  2012 Metro Bakersfield Short-Term Transit Improvements 
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service to Transit Priority Areas 
in Metropolitan Bakersfield. The 
red line on the map indicates 
rapid bus service, which 
provides regular service at each 
stop every 15 minutes. In 
addition, stops are spaced 
approximately one-half mile 
apart to better service the 
centers concept. Figures 4-11 
and 4-12 illustrate phased 
improvements to regional transit 
service. 

Figure 4-12A:  2020 Mid/Long-Term Transit Improvements 
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Figure 4-12B:  2035 Mid/Long-Term Transit Improvements 
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The Long-Range Transit Plan provides for an 
expansion of transit priority areas that are eligible for 
environmental streamlining provisions under SB 375. 
The maps in Figure 4-13 illustrate the expansion of 
areas within one-half mile of passenger rail service or 
rapid bus service (15-minute headways), bus rapid 
transit, and/or light rail. Prior to 2012, only 5,600 
people lived within one-half mile of high-quality transit 
areas. The Kern region has been proactive in 
expanding high-quality transit service since SB 375 
passed in 2008. With the implementation of short-
term transit improvements in 2012, population served 
by transit priority areas has already expanded more 
than 20 times. Another 38% increase is anticipated 
by 2020, and an increase of up to 225% is anticipated 
by 2035 over 2012 service areas. The long-range 
transit plan assumes passage of a local 
transportation measure or other new funding source.   

The Long-Range Transit Plan also analyzed 
improvements to the Kern Transit express bus 
system that services outlying communities. The plan 
found that KT can achieve operating efficiencies by 
interfacing with GET at its outlying transfer centers, 
reducing operating costs and allowing service 
improvements to outlying communities. 

In addition, 2012 saw the finalization of the Kern 
Commuter Rail Study. The study called for 
consideration of extending L.A. Metrolink service 
from Lancaster north to Rosamond and Edwards 
AFB in eastern Kern. The study recommended 
additional passenger rail stops on the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe Railway alignment in northwest 
Bakersfield. The stops may become part of a future 
passenger feeder rail system for Express Amtrak 
service and for the high-speed rail project, should it 
move forward.  

These transit improvements are subject to the 
voluntary application of the centers concept or other 
similar concepts in local general plans. In addition, 
other factors include removal of barriers to develop 
these centers and a healthy, diverse housing market 
demand, and the resources necessary to improve 
transit. Incorporating these efforts in the SCS will 
provide a voluntary catalyst to make sure that these 
factors are addressed.

Figure 4-13:  Expanding Transit Priority Areas to 
Populations Within One-Half Mile of High Quality 
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Local Agency Formation Commissions’ Spheres of Influence  

During development of the SCS, MPOs are required by GC Section 65080(b)(2)(G) to consider spheres of 
influence that have been adopted by Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCos) within the region. 
MPOs should consult with LAFCos regarding municipal service review boundaries, foreseeable changes to 
those boundaries, and service capacities over the period covered by the RTP as well as any local LAFCo-
adopted policies regarding conservation of agricultural and open space land, island annexations, 
annexations, service extensions, and sphere changes. MPOs are encouraged to request the most recent 
Municipal Service Reviews for local agencies providing services in the region, as well as LAFCo-prepared 
GIS maps, if available, for all local agency boundaries and spheres of influence in the region.  The Executive 
Officer of LAFCo is a member of the RPAC which provides oversight to the development of the RTP/SCS. 

What Is LAFCO? 

Kern County LAFCo was established December 10, 1963, pursuant to provisions of Chapter 1808 enacted 
by the 1963 California Legislature and Section 56000 (prior code 54780, et seq.) of the Government Code. 
The duties of LAFCo are to review and approve or disapprove with or without amendment, wholly, partially, 
or conditionally, proposals for the incorporation of cities, formation of special districts, annexation of territory 
to local agencies, exclusion of territory from a city, disincorporation of a city, consolidation of two or more 
cities, and the development of a new community. 

Spheres of Influence 

The Transit Priority and Strategic Employment Areas maps (Figures 4-8 and 4-9) include the latest spheres 
of influence areas adopted by LAFCo, and are consistent with the Forecasted Development Pattern Map. 
It is important to note that the SCS is a snap shot of the latest available information and will be updated 
every 4 years, and at that time any new annexations to spheres of influence will be incorporated in the SCS. 

Regional Housing Needs 

Accommodating Eight-Year Regional Housing Needs  

Kern COG prepared the RHNA of low- and very low-income housing for each jurisdiction in 2014 for the 
2014 RTP/SCS.  The 2013 - 2023 RHNA Plan was adopted by the Kern COG Board on June 19, 2014, 
and approved by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) on September 10, 2014. 
Each jurisdiction was assigned a forecast of housing need to 
be used in local general plan housing elements. SB 375 
required local jurisdictions to zone sufficient land to 
accommodate their low-income housing needs by 2015. The 
law’s intent is that all cities provide sufficient housing to 
accommodate the forecasted growth in an effort to slow 
increases in migration from coastal communities to inland 
communities. The increasing need for lower-income housing 
may require jurisdictions to consider strategies such as more 
affordable, compact housing around transit centers. The five 
studies on housing market demand were performed before 
the adoption of the RHNA in 2014, indicate a growing interest for higher-density housing and mixed-use 
development in certain areas.  With enough land identified in local general plans to accommodate 
significantly more than the total forecasted housing need by 2023 and local plans and zoning that are 

With enough land identified in 
local general plans to 
accommodate significantly 
more than the total forecasted 
housing need by 2023 … the 
Kern region continues to have 
little difficulty in providing 
adequate acreage for low-
income housing. 
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flexible and responsive to changing market trends, the Kern region continues to have little difficulty in 
providing adequate acreage for low-income housing.  

The Kern region’s official regional housing need from HCD for the projection period January 2013 – 
December 2023 was a minimum of 67,675 housing units. The 2014 RTP/SCS exceeded and was consistent 
with the minimum required by the HCD Regional Housing Need Determination.  Of these, approximately 
41% are expected to be in the very low- and low-income category (affordable to those who make less than 
80% of area median income), 17% are expected to be in the moderate-income category (affordable to those 
who make between 80% and 120% of median income) and 42% are expected to be offered at the above 
moderate-income category (Table 4-2). The allocation represents the minimum housing need that Kern 
COG’s RHNA plan must address in total and also for very-low, low, and moderate income ranges.  The 
SCS incorporated the overall RHNA target for the Kern region and provided a forecasted development 
pattern that showed where new housing growth could be accommodated in the future. 

  

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Pursuant to Section 65584, the SCS must identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year 
projection of the regional housing need.  Table 4-3 shows the Kern region has more than enough vacant 
land capacity for housing at a variety of densities to accommodate the regional housing needs for the 
existing and projected housing population.  It is also important to note that in most communities in the 
region, low density housing rents are affordable to low and very-low income households. For more 
information about the 2013 - 2023 RHNA please go to the 2014 RTP on the Kern COG website at 
http://www.kerncog.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/2014_RTP.pdf - Appendex H.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Regional Housing Need Determination by Income Category for 
Projection Period:  January 1, 2013 through December 31, 2023 

Income Category Percent (minimum) Housing Units 
(rounded) 

Very – Low 24.9 16,850 

Low 15.6 10,555 

Moderate 16.6 11,235 

Above-Moderate 42.9 29,035 

Total 100.0 67,675 

Table 4-2:  RHNA by Income Category 
I 
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Jurisdiction Existing Housing 
Units (2013) 

Residential Units Capacity* (Vacant) 

Medium, High, 
and Mixed Use 

Density 
Very-Low and Low 

Density Total 

Arvin 4,568 702 2,517 3,219 

Bakersfield 123,066 26,791 94,112 120,903 

California City 5,226 51,264 38,300 89,564 

Delano 10,831 741 5,472 6,213 

Maricopa 464 168 644 812 

McFarland 2,755 413 877 1,290 

Ridgecrest 12,088 2,239 3,511 5,750 

Shafter 4,612 1,085 19,452 20,537 

Taft 2,522 978 4,443 5,421 

Tehachapi 3,622 1,254 2,702 3,956 

Wasco 5,649 382 4,203 4,585 

Unincorporated 
County 113,221 65,993 344,204 410,197 

County Total 288,624 152,010 520,437 672,447 

 
 
*The residential units capacity used a GIS analysis of each jurisdiction’s latest general plan information outside urban/built-up areas, 
and demonstrates sufficient existing capacity to accommodate a variety of density ranges to meet each jurisdiction’s housing need.  
 

Conserving Resource Areas and Farmland 

The 2018 RTP forecasted development pattern and transportation system attempts to minimize negative 
impacts on various natural and manmade resources, by acknowledging local general plan policies and 
strategies related to conservation of these resources.  There is acknowledgement around the region of the 
need to maintain a balance between the need to urbanize and the need to conserve rural lands and their 
uses while ensuring land use decisions remain local and private property rights are protected. 

Agriculture and Farmland 

Agriculture has deep roots in the region’s history and future. The Kern region has some of the most 
productive farmland in the world. According to the 2016 Kern County Agricultural Crop Report, Kern County 
Agriculture reached a milestone in 2016 by topping the $7 billion dollar gross production value. The 2016 
gross value of all agricultural commodities produced in Kern County is $7,187,944,340 which represents 
an increase of 6% from the revised 2015 crop value of $6,802,067,690.  

Table 4-3:  Vacant Land Capacity for Housing Units by Jurisdiction 
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Kern County’s agricultural areas also provide benefits such as habitat, flood control, groundwater recharge, 
and energy production. Loss of these lands for agricultural purposes has economic, environmental, and 
social impacts. In developing the 2018 RTP forecasted development pattern and transportation system, 
Kern COG relied on the policies of local governments to develop urbanization assumptions based on the 
most recent information available. Local land use policies related to agricultural preservation were of 
particular importance in this effort.   

The California Department of Conservation maps farmland throughout California under the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). Figure 4-14 shows a 2016 FMMP map of these farmlands 
outside the spheres of influence boundaries. Table 4-4 presents an acreage summary of the FMMP 
mapping categories countywide and outside the spheres of influence. As the table shows, 1.0 square miles 
per year of important farmland will be consumed by 2042, of which less than 1/10th of 1% (1 square mile) 
is consumed outside the cities spheres of influence.  The definition of farmland under Government Code 
Section 65080.01 (b) excludes farmland from spheres of influence boundaries.  In the 28 year period from 
1988 to 2016, an average of 1.8 square miles of farmland per year was converted to urban use.  With this 
RTP, farmland consumption may be reduced as much as 40% to an average of 1.1 square miles per year 
through 2035.  

During the period from 1988 to 2016, the region grew by 68.6% or 350, 929 people and urban/built-up areas 
grew at a rate of 97.6%.  In the same timeframe, approximately 293 square miles of farmland was converted 
to urban and other uses (17.6% of total important farmland).  Surprisingly the majority of this conversion 
was outside spheres of influence to other non-urban uses (fallow/no water available, groundwater recharge, 
habitat etc.).  Over the past two decades water availability has had a significantly greater impact on farmland 
conversion than urbanization. 

For the 2016-2042 planning period (26 years), this RTP/SCS forecasts the addition of 596,123 people and 
the conversion of 24 square miles.  This significantly lower rate of conversion is due largely to local 
government efforts to balance urban expansion with the conservation of economically viable farmland.  This 
decrease in the impact to farmland from the RTP is important, as the viability of the agriculture industry is 
correlated with the amount of land in production and the type of production.  Limited farmland conversion 
outside identified areas for economic growth can help to maintain the economic output related to agriculture 
in the Kern region and protect employment in the agricultural industry. 

The California Legislature passed the Williamson Act in 1965 to preserve agricultural and open space lands 
by discouraging premature and unnecessary conversion to urban uses.  An agricultural preserve defines 
the boundary of an area within which a city or county will enter into Williamson Act contracts with 
landowners.  The Williamson Act creates an arrangement whereby private landowners contract for a 
minimum of 10 years with counties and cities to voluntarily restrict their land to agricultural and compatible 
open-space uses. In return, restricted parcels are assessed for property tax purposes at a rate consistent 
with their actual use, rather than potential market value. 

Farmland Security Zones are another vehicle to preserve agricultural and open space lands.  Farmland 
Security Zones offer landowners greater property tax reduction than that of the Williamson Act. Land 
restricted by a Farmland Security Zone contract is valued for property assessment purposes at 65% of its 
Williamson Act valuation, or 65% of its Proposition 13 valuation, whichever is lower.  The minimum initial 
term for a farmland Security Zone Contract is 20 years. 

Though state subventions to backfill lost property tax revenue have been eliminated, the program is still 
embraced by the County and remains an important part of its farmland conservation strategy.  Private land 
use agreements, such as the Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement, are another alternative 
method to conserve the right to continue farming agricultural lands. 
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A Notice of Conservation Easement can be placed on land to retain land predominantly in its natural, scenic, 
historical, agricultural, forested, or open-space condition.  A conservation easement is a voluntary 
agreement between a landowner and a land trust or government agency that permanently limits the uses 
of the land to protect its conservation or agricultural value.  The landowner retains ownership of the land, 
but certain restrictions are agreed on through the easement, and recorded on the deed.  Eleven land trusts 
currently operate in Kern County, covering thousands of acres of land. 
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Figure 4-14:  Kern County Important Farmland 2016 
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  Historic Trend Forecast Annual Average 

Year 1988 2016 1988-
2016 

% 
Change 

2042 2016-
2042 

% 
Change 

1988-
2016 

2016-
20425 

Kern County 
Population 511,200 862,129 350,929 68.6% 1,458,252 596,123 69.1% 15,951 19,871 

Land Including City Spheres of Influence2 (square miles) 
Urban/Built-Up 126 249 123 97.6% 327 91 36.5% 5.6 3.5 
Total Important 
Farmland3 1668 1375 -293 -17.6% 1351 -24 -1.8% -13.3 -0.9 

Farmland to 
urban/ built-up 1668 1375 -40 -2.4% 1351 -24 -1.8% -1.80 -0.9 

Farmland to 
other4 1668 1375 -254 -15.2% 1351 0 0.0% -11.5 0.0 

SB 375 Defined Land Outside City Spheres of Influence (square miles) 
Urban/Built-Up 39 95 56 143.6% 125 6.8 8.2% 2.5 0.26 
Total Important 
Farmland3 1407 1169 -238 -16.9% 1168 -1.0 -0.1% -10.8 -0.04 

Farmland to 
urban/ built-up 1407 1169 -8 -0.6% 1168 -1.0 -0.1% -0.4 -0.04 

Farmland to 
other4 1407 1169 -230 -16.3% 1168 0.0 0.0% -10.5 0.00 

Source: California Department of Conservation FMMP (1988-2010), Kern COG Land Use Model (2013-2040); 2analysis 
used 2018 city sphere boundaries; 3identification of important farmland in 2042 includes areas designated for agriculture by 
the local general plans;4 conversion of farmland to other uses include fallow/no water available, groundwater recharge, 
habitat and other uses not analyzed with the Kern COG land use model.  This land use forecast is limited  to land lost from 
future urbanization. 52014 RTP analysis improved to include project level adjustment areas.  Figures may not add due to 
independent rounding. 
 
 

Table 4-4:  Kern County Important Farmland Conversion 1988-- 2042 
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Figure 4-15:  Resource Areas:  Farmland, Habitat, Open Space and Government Lands 2016 
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Recreation and Open Space 

Beyond agriculture, open space includes forestry, parks, trails, and wildlife areas that provide habitat and 
support recreational activities, educational opportunities, and the connection and transition between built 
and natural environments. Kern COG’s inventory of these lands currently account for roughly 3,580 square 
miles of parks and conservation lands or 43% of the total area of the county.  Only one percent of these 
lands (49 square miles) are in city spheres of influence. (Figure 4-15).  

Habitat 

According to federal and state requirements, every land development and transportation project must 
mitigate, or compensate for, the effects on sensitive habitat and open space. In response to the mandate 
to conserve natural resources in a more systematic manner, several jurisdictions in the region have 
developed habitat conservation plans (HCPs) and natural communities conservation plans (NCCPs). In the 
Valley area, the Valley Floor HCP, which covers over 2.8 million acres is coordinated with the 405 square 
mile Metropolitan Bakersfield HCP.  These two HCPs are in addition to the Chevron Lokern HCP and the 
Occidental Elk Hills HCP.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is preparing an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate the potential impacts of alternatives related to the potential issuance of 
a 30-year incidental take permit and the implemention of the Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan (BHCP).  
The City of Bakersfield (City) is the lead agency under CEQA and has determined that an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is required.  The joint EIS/EIR requires inut from the Service, the City and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  The BHCP is being prepared by the Service, the City, CDFW 
and the County of Kern to address state and federal endangered species compliance requirements, and it 
outlines strategies to avoid, minimize and offset potential indirect effects to 13 imperiled plant and animal 
species.  The BHCP will help facilitate the roles and responsibilities of local government in overseeing local 
land use planning and decision-making.  A EIS/EIR Scoping Meeting was held in January of 2017, with 
release of the draft EIS/EIR in late 2018.   

During implementation of specific projects, an activity subject to Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act 
and considered a covered project under the implementing rules of an adopted HCP or NCCP may be able 
to participate in the plan. To the extent possible, Kern COG and local jurisdictions work with federal 
agencies and regional partners regarding proposed development in areas containing federally or state 
protected natural resources. Kern COG gathers and considers information on the timing of any applicable 
permits and their relationship to HCP and NCCP planning efforts to feed into phasing assumptions for the 
RTP land use forecast. Given available data, mapping, and HCP and/or NCCP status, Kern COG 
recognizes the constraints imposed by the federal and state Endangered Species Laws. The ultimate 
resolution of the many ongoing natural resources planning efforts will have a major influence on future 
growth patterns in the region. The forecasted development pattern in this RTP considered the uncertainties 
associated with these ongoing efforts throughout the region. The progress of these planning initiatives will 
be carefully monitored, and it is expected that once the HCPs/NCCPs are adopted and being implemented, 
their provisions will have a significant influence on the land use forecasts in future RTPs/SCSs. 

It is important to point out that the land use modeling used for the RTP/SCS is constrained to the local 
adopted general plans which implement the HCPs/NCCPs.  This ensures that the SCS adopted forecasted 
development pattern will not plan for growth in areas identified in the HCPs/NCCPs for conservation.  The 
County of Kern is in the midst of a major general plan update.  The update will address land use 
conservation issues such as habitat and farmland.  Appropriate changes to the county’s update will be 
reflected in future RTPs/SCSs. 

In June 2008, Tejon Ranch Co. and Audubon California, Endangered Habitats League, Natural Resources 
Defense Council, California’s Planning and Conservation League, and the Sierra Club unveiled the 
landmark Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement (Agreement).  The Agreement provides for 
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the permanent protection of 240,000 acres (approximately 90%) of the historic Tejon Ranch.  The lands to 
be conserved under the Agreement will be overseen by the independent non-profit Tejon Ranch 
Conservancy.  The Agreement represents the largest conservation and land use Agreement in California 
history and represents the region’s commitment to conservation efforts 

Framework and Funding for Streamlined Land Conservation 

The Kern region is committed to funding conservation easements on a project by project basis and has 
implemented an innovative process for this effort.  This commitment is exhibited in three ongoing efforts: 

• Framework for Coordinating Strategic Investments in Land Conservation – Kern COG 
provided $300,000 in planning funds to assist in developing the Metropolitan Bakersfield HCP and 
Valley Floor HCP in an effort to streamline mitigation of habitat land for transportation projects in 
the region.  They provide a tool to integrate conservation data into project level alternative selection 
and development, and coordinate strategic investments in mitigation. 

• Funding Program for Conservation Easements – Habitat mitigation has become a major cost in 
the development of transportation projects, sometimes as high as 20% of the project cost.  A typical 
widening project in flat rural areas averages about 3% in habitat mitigation in the Kern region.  With 
$2.2 billion in state/federal highway capital costs (see Chapter 6, Table 6-1) approximately $67 
million will be used to acquire conservation easements.  Assuming a typical easement is estimated 
at $13,000 per acre, enough transportation funding will be available to purchase approximately 8 
square miles by 2042.  High speed rail could add up to 4.5 square miles in the San Joaquin Valley 
and habitat and farmland mitigation from future land development, energy production and other 
uses will provide significant funding streams to ensure conservation goals in the region.  

• Addressing Farmland and Habitat in the Kern County General Plan Update – The County of 
Kern is in the midst of a major general plan update that began in 2014.  County land use authority 
makes this general plan update the appropriate venue to comprehensively address farmland and 
habitat conservation efforts.  The results of those efforts will be reflected in the next RTP update 
as appropriate. 

 

MOVING PEOPLE AND GOODS IN KERN COUNTY: A SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 

The RTP is at its core a transportation plan. The SCS seeks to better coordinate the process that Kern 
COG and local agencies use to prioritize long-range transportation investments by ensuring that they are 
aligned with the forecasted development patterns which achieve RTP goals. This section discusses the 
following components of a sustainable transportation system to serve the needs of the Kern region: 

• A revenue-constrained transportation network funded by financial resources expected between now 
and 2042.  

• Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures.  

• Transportation System Management (TSM) measures.  

• Pricing measures. 

  
Each of these four components is explained in further detail in Chapter 5, Strategic Investments.  
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Revenue-Constrained Network 

Important parts of the revenue-constrained transportation network, which is described more fully in Chapter 
5, Strategic Investments, includes an emphasis on maintenance, global gateways, a significant investment 
in public transit (rail and bus), and facilities that encourage walking and bicycling as forms of active 
transportation. The aim of these investments is to significantly increase the attractiveness of public transit, 
walking, and bicycling. Investments in the Kern region’s local streets and roads, including access to regional 
airports, goods movement projects, and TDM and TSM projects and programs, also are integral to the 
overall transportation network. 

Rail/Public Transit 

The overarching goal of the rail and public transit investments detailed in the 2018 RTP is to provide high-
volume rail and transit corridors to move goods and people in and through the region. The objective is to 
efficiently move goods to and through the region, while connecting homes to the major regional employment 
centers and high-speed connections to destinations beyond the region. 

Rail and public transit measures identified in the 2018 RTP (see Chapter 5) include: 

• 310 new buses in the region including Bus Rapid Transit, Rapid Bus, and Express Bus Service 

• Extension/enhancement of transit service to new and intensified centers 

• Addition of up to six passenger rail stops 

• Ridesharing and voluntary employer-based incentives 

• Traffic flow improvements/railroad grade separations 

• Park and ride lots and vanpooling  

 
Figures 4-8 through 4-12 show the high level of integration between the planned transit system and the 
forecasted development pattern consistent with the Long Range Transit Plan adopted in 2012. 

Bicycles and Pedestrians 

Investments that promote bicycling and walking also are an important part of the revenue-constrained 
transportation network. In 2017,  Kern COG completed the Kern Active Transportation Plan to build on 
previous planning efforts, conversations with community stakeholders, and careful observations of the 
existing transportation network to establish recommendations that can help make Kern County a better 
place for people to walk and bike.  The Plan encourages safer, healthier communities that provide safe and 
comfortable access to local parks, schools, workplaces, retail, transit and other essential destinations.  One 
objective of the Plan is to serve disadvantaged communities by improving bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure, safety and accessibility.  For example, bicycle lanes and bicycle boulevards are 
recommended throughout Lamont and Weedpatch to provide better connectivity and safer local and 
regional bicycle travel.  Regional connectivity to Arvin will be enhanced through the addition of bicycle lanes 
and bicycle routes on several other key corridors in southeast Metropolitan Bakersfield.  Corridor 
improvements are also recommended in Lamont along Panama Road, Myrtle Avenue, and San Diego 
Street to create a stronger pedestrian network and to improve connections to schools and parks. Corridor 
improvements are also proposed along State Route 184, which runs through both Lamont and Weedpatch, 
to address a history of pedestrian-related collisions. 

The Plan calls for an additional 1,244.7 miles of new Class I, Class II and Class III bicycle paths, lanes and 
routes in the Kern region.  The Plan also calls for 242.2 miles of pedestrian facilities in the Kern region. 
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In 2012, Kern COG completed the Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets 
Recommendations to enhance bike, pedestrian and transit use of the transportation network in the 
unincorporated portion of Kern County.  Since the adoption of the plan Kern County has been one of the 
most successful regions in California in applying for and being awarded grants for bike and pedestrian 
facilities.  In the 2014 RTP/SCS Kern COG forecasted it would receive $37 million for active transporation 
projects by 2040.  In the first three years of that plan Kern has already received $32 million through the 
state Active Transportation Program, 86% of the funding forecasted in the 2014 RTP/SCS.   However, since 
that plan the indentified need has doubled with the adoption of the 2017 Active Transportation Plan.  Still, 
staff forecasts that we should be able to fully fund the projects in the Active Transportation Plan over the 
next 24 years should our recent funding success continue. 

Bicycle and pedestrian measures identified in the 2017 Active Transportation Plan include: 
 

• 41 miles of Class I bike paths 

• 291 miles of Class II bike lanes 

• 287 miles of Class III bike routes 

• Bike parking facilities 

• 16 miles of neighborhood green streets 

• Pedestrian facilities as part of local transportation projects and developments 

• 116 miles of Canal Bike Paths 
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Figure 4-16:  Proposed Bicycle Facilities in the 2017 Kern County Active Transportation Plan 
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Figure 4-17:  Proposed Metro Bakersfield Bicycle Facilities in the 2017 Kern County Active Transportation Plan 
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In November 2013 the Bakersfield City Council approved the City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation 
Plan. The City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan guides the future development of bicycle 
facilities and programs in the City. The recommendations in this Plan will help the City create an 
environment and develop programs that support bicycling for transportation and recreation, encourage 
fewer trips by car and support active lifestyles. 
 
Bikeway miles recommended in the 2013 City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan include:  
 
• 44.55 miles of Class I multi-use bike paths 

• 111.07 miles of Class II bike lanes 

• 104.03 miles of Class III bike routes 

 
Planned bicycle travel facility mileage by community in Kern County is provided in Table 4-5. 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bicycle and pedestrian measures identified in the 2018 RTP (see Chapter 5) include: 

• Encourage member jurisdictions to implement their adopted local bicycle plans and to incorporate 
bicycle facilities into local transportation projects. 

• Continue to seek funding for bicycle projects from local, state, and federal sources. 

• Continue to seek funding to maintain existing bikeways. 

 
Existing Planned 

Community Existing Planned 

Unincorporated County 97 604 

Arvin 5 17.2 

Bakersfield (Metro) 143 672 

California City 10 39.4 

Delano 0 38.8 

Maricopa 0 5 

McFarland 0 48.5 

Ridgecrest 26 70 

Shafter 0 46.7 

Taft 1 37.1 

Tehachapi 4 36.8 

Wasco 2 51.5    

Total 288 1,667 

Table 4-5:  Bicycle Travel Facilities 
Mileage in Kern County (Existing 

estimated from previous construction 
awards.  Planned expansion from 2017 
Kern Regional Active Transportation 

Plan) 
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• Promote the purchase and construction of bicycle racks and lockers for Kern County multimodal 
stations. 

• Promote the inclusion of bike tie-downs and racks on commuter trains and buses. 

• Fund updated Bicycle Facilities Plans for the incorporated cities. 

 

Highway/Road Facilities and Complete Streets 

The Complete Streets Act of 2008 requires local jurisdictions in California to plan for the needs of all 
transportation system users with every major revision to general plan local circulation elements. Highways 
and roads can be designed to optimize pedestrian, bike, and transit usage. The complete streets approach 
affords policymakers, planners, and engineers with the opportunity to carefully evaluate and accommodate 
the needs of motorists, pedestrians, cyclists, transit vehicles and transit users, the young and old, and the 
able-bodied and physically challenged through the entire project development process. This ensures that 
the needs of all users of the public right-of-way are properly accommodated based on informed decisions 
about existing and future demand and that proper accommodations are designed into the project from the 
outset. 

Highway/road facilities and complete streets measures identified in the 2018 RTP (see Chapter 5) include: 

• As roads are maintained, bikeways should be implemented and upgraded per local development 
standards.   

• Fund a Pedestrian Facilities Plan for the County of Kern and the incorporated cities. 

• Encourage COG member jurisdictions to implement adopted local bicycle plans and incorporate bicycle 
facilities into local transportation projects. 

 
Transportation Demand Management Measures 
 
TDM measures are important in helping to improve the efficiency of the region’s regional transportation 
system. These measures help reduce or eliminate vehicle trips during peak periods of demand. They 
typically offer programs and incentives to encourage the use of modes of transportation other than driving 
alone or to encourage people to shift their trips to times when demand on the transportation system is low. 
Examples of current TDM measures are employer-sponsored transportation benefits, regional transit and 
vanpool subsidies, and carpool and biking incentives. 

TDM measures identified in the 2018 RTP (see Chapter 5) include: 

• Free car-pool and van-pool programs 

• Transit 

• Park and ride lots 

• Encourage flextime programs 

• Intelligent transportation system technologies 
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Transportation System Management Measures 

TSM measures also help to maximize the efficiency of existing and future transportation facilities. A 
combination of programs—including signal and ramp metering coordination and optimization, improved 
performance monitoring, and advanced vehicle and roadside communication platforms—will increase the 
ability of operators to monitor the performance of the transportation system, manage the system better, and 
improve efficiency. 

TSM measures identified in the 2018 RTP (see Chapter 5) include: 

• Carpool facilities where appropriate 

• Traffic signalization and synchronization 

• Ramp metering where appropriate 

• Truck auxiliary lanes on major inclines 

• Railroad grade separations 

 

Pricing Measures  

Pricing assumptions are also used to reduce the demand on the Kern region’s transportation system. On 
major freeway and highway facilities, HOV lanes, bus lanes, and toll lanes can be used to fund new capacity 
for non-single-occupant vehicle traffic. In other California regions, odometer-based tolling (i.e., a passenger 
vehicle travel fee) is also being considered to fund and maintain infrastructure that support goods movement 
activity. Variable parking cost can also be used as a strategy to reduce congestion during peak periods. 
The rising cost of fuel in the Kern region can act as a TSM measure. 

Pricing measures identified in the 2018 RTP (see Chapter 5) include: 

• Assume a less than 5% net increase in vehicle operating costs by 2035 consistent with the San Joaquin 
Valley Model Improvement Program 2 (MIP2) validated methodology used by the 7 COGs to the north.  
The methodology includes region-specific fuel prices, effective passenger vehicle fuel efficiency, which 
are used to calculate the fuel related automobile operating costs, and also includes non-fuel related 
costs (tires, insurance, etc.). 

• Continue timed parking and parking pricing in downtown Bakersfield parking structures.  

 

REDUCING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IN KERN COUNTY 

The key purpose of SB 375 and the Kern region SCS is to reduce per capita emissions originating from 
passenger vehicles and light trucks. This section: 

• Compares the emissions reductions anticipated with implementation of the SCS with the regional 
targets. 

• Quantifies the effect of policies and programs in the RTP that reduce transportation-related emissions 
in the region. 
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• Describes sources of emissions in the Kern region, 2020 and 2035 emission reduction targets 
established by CARB for the San Joaquin Valley, and modeling techniques used to estimate and 
forecast emissions.  

• Identifies statewide strategies to reduce transportation-related emissions and their anticipated effect 
within the Kern region.  

• Identifies regional strategies that complement the SCS by reducing emissions in other sectors (e.g., 
energy consumption).  

Comparison to Reduction Targets.  

On September 23, 2010, CARB set targets for lowering emissions in the eight San Joaquin Valley counties. 
The targets call for a 5% reduction in per capita emissions from passenger vehicles and light trucks by 
2020, and a 10% reduction by 2035 through land use and transportation planning.  At the time of the writing 
of this document, new targets were being proposed for the third cycle RTP/SCS by ARB but were not 
anticipated to be put into affect until after the scheduled adoption of this plan. 

Based on the analysis of strategies included in the SCS, CO2 emissions are anticipated to be 14.1% lower 
than 2005 levels by 2020 and 16.6% lower by 2035, exceeding the targets established by CARB in 2010 
as illustrated by Table 4-6.  

 

 
Indicators & Measures 2005 2020 2035 2042 

Total Population  762,000  988,900 1,313,100  1,469,500 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)         
VMT per Weekday  (Miles, in Thousands) 22,236   25,112  32,770 35,284 
VMT by Passenger Vehicles per Weekday (-XX, Miles, in Thousands) 18,452  16,435  22,472  25,009 
Per Capita VMT (All Travel) 29.18  25.39  24.96  24.01 
Per Capita VMT SB 375 24.22  16.62  17.11  17.02 
Difference between 2005 Base Per Capita VMT (24.22 miles) 0.0%  45.7%  41.5%  42.3% 
SB 375 CO2 Emissions         
Total SB 375 CO2 Emissions 6,357  7,661  10,162  11,317 
Per Capita SB 375 CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles per 

Weekday (lbs) 16.70  15.49 15.48  15.40 

Difference between 2005 Base Per Capita CO2 (16.7 lbs)*  0.0%  -12.5%  -12.7%  -13.2 
SB 375 Targets (9/23/10) 0.0% -5.0% -10.0% n.a. 

*note that these results use the VMIP2 model and are not directly compareable with prior RTP results.  For a detailed description of 
the modeling differences see the 12/30/16 letter to ARB on SB 375 Target Setting Recommendations from the San Joaquin Valley 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies. 
http://www.kerncog.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/ARB_Targets_SR_appendix_b_feb2018.pdf (p. 10 of 156) 
 
Modeling  

The analysis of strategies for the SCS used the UPlan land use model, a significantly improved travel 
demand model (VMIP2), and the CARB Emission Factor model (EMFAC 2014).  The modeling 
methodology was developed in close coordination with CARB and the 7 other San Joaquin Valley COGs 
using the best available information and best modeling practices.  The modeling reflects all the strategies 

Table 4-6:  Results of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Vehicle Trips Reductions 
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that are technically feasible to model.  No off-model adjustments have been made as part of this analysis.  
A more detailed discussion of modeling assumptions and forecasts can be found in Chapter 3.  

State-Level Strategies 

For SB 375, the State of California has implemented numerous strategies that are assisting the region in 
attaining the SCS targets.  For example: 

• AB 118 – Air Quality Improvement Program 

• AB 2766 – Motor Vehicle Fee Program 

• CalStart  

• Cap and Trade Program 

• Clean Diesel 

• Clean Vehicle Rebate Project 

• Caltrans Funded High-Occupancy Vehicle Facilities 

• Incident Management/Caltrans Traffic Information Center 

• Inspection & Maintenance Programs 

• Moyer Program 

• Caltrans Funded Park-and-Ride Facilities 

• Shifting/Separating Freight Movements 

• Caltrans Funded Signal Synchronization and Roadway Intersection Improvements  

• State Funded EV Charging Stations 

Note that the methodology for calculating emissions does not include strategies that are accounted for 
separately under AB 32. 

Regional Strategies 

The air district has implemented numerous strategies that are assisting the region in attaining the SB 375 
targets as well as other district goals.  Kern COG and other entities have also promoted strategies/programs 
that help with attainment of the SCS targets.  For example: 

• Bakersfield High Speed Rail Station Area Plan – General Plan Update 

• Kern COG Advanced Transportation Technology Planning Program (4,000 EV charging spaces by 

2025, shared mobility, autonomous vehicles, etc.) 

• Kern Regional Active Transportation Plan Including Disadvantaged Communities 

• SJV Rural Transit Shared Mobility Study and Pilot Project for Disadvantaged Communities 

• Kern County General Plan Update – Land Use, Conservation, Open Space, Circulation, Housing, and 

other key elements  

• Kern COG Intelligent Transportation System Plan Update 
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• CalVans Vanpool Program 

• Kern COG Commute Kern TDM Programs/Incentives 

• Kern Energy Watch and Kern Region Energy Action Planning  

• San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Diesel Engine Retrofits Incentive 

Program 

• SJVAPCD Drive Clean Rebate Program 

• Project Clean Air (PCA) 

• SJVAPCD REMOVE II Programs 

• SJVAPCD Retirement/Replacement of Heavy-Duty Trucks Incentives Program 

• SJVAPCD Rule 9310 (SJVAPCD) School Bus Fleets: Retirement/Replacement of Buses  

• SJVAPCD Rule 9410 (SJVAPCD) Employer-Based Trips Reduction (eTRIP) 

• SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (SJVAPCD) Indirect Source Review: Infill Incentive Zone Transportation Impact 
Fee Land Use Strategies. 

• Valley Clean Air Now (CAN) 
 

Note that many of these strategies reduce emissions from trucks and other areas accounted for 
separately under AB 32. 
 
 
INCENTIVES AND OTHER APPROACHES 

The Kern Region SCS provides for an incentive based approach to help achieve the state greenhouse gas 
emissions goals. This section: 

• Describes steps Kern COG and local jurisdictions in Kern County will take to implement the SCS. 

• Outlines new CEQA streamlining and other key local provisions afforded to projects that meet certain 
criteria established in the SCS. 

Promoting Sustainability through Incentives and Collaboration 

The 2018 RTP is first and foremost a transportation plan. However, the transportation network and 
forecasted development patterns envisioned must complement each other. Integration of transportation 
and land use is essential for improved mobility and access to transportation options. 

SB 375 calls for the integration of forecasted development patterns with transportation investments and 
asks that MPOs identify, quantify, and highlight co-benefits throughout the process. SB 375 provides CEQA 
incentives for development projects that are consistent with the regional SCS and help meet GHG 
emissions reduction targets. Kern County and the cities maintain their existing authority over local planning 
and land use decisions, including discretion in certifying the environmental review for a project, regardless 
of eligibility for streamlining. 

To achieve the goals of the 2018 RTP, public agencies at all levels of government may implement a wide 
range of strategies that focus on four key areas: 
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 A transportation network that consists of public transit, highways, local streets, bikeways, and 
walkways. 

 TDM measures that reduce peak-period demand on the transportation network. 

 TSM measures that maximize the efficiency of the transportation network. 

 A forecasted development pattern that accommodates the region’s future employment and housing 
needs, especially in rural outlying areas while protecting habitat and resource areas. 

The following tables list specific implementation strategies that local governments, Kern COG, and other 
stakeholders may consider in order to successfully implement the SCS. 

 

 

Strategy Responsible Party(ies) Notes 

Transit:   Notes 

Construct new transit lines COG, Transit Agencies, Local 
Jurisdictions 

See GET 2012 Long Range Transit Plan 
(LRTP) 

Expanded bus routes coordinated with 
planned centers 

COG, Transit Agencies, Local 
Jurisdictions See LRTP  

Expand passenger rail service (Metrolink, 
Amtrak, HSR) 

COG, State, Metrolink, SJV JPA, 
HSRA 

See 2012 Kern Commuter Rail Study 
(KCRS)   

Increase service (e.g., change transit 
headways, increase network connectivity) Transit Agencies See LRTP  

Expanded transit service area Transit Agencies See LRTP  

Rapid bus/shorter wait times Transit Agencies See LRTP  

Upgrade transit service (e.g., improve 
service to express bus, etc.) Transit Agencies See LRTP  

Express transit Transit Agencies See LRTP  

Bus rapid transit Transit Agencies See LRTP  

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

COG, Transit Agencies, Local 
Jurisdictions See LRTP  

Optimized bus routes Transit Agencies See LRTP  

Transportation Demand Management:     

Promote carpooling, vanpooling, 
telecommuting and teleconferencing COG, Local Jurisdictions Commute Kern and E-Trips programs 

Expand vanpools COG, CalVans, Local Jurisdictions See 2012 Kern MOU with CalVans 

Table 4-7:  Proposed Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Vehicle Trips Reductions Strategies 
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Strategy Responsible Party(ies) Notes 

Promote walking and biking (e.g., new 
Class I bicycle facilities, inter-city bikeways COG, Local Jurisdictions 

See 2012 Kern Bikeway Master Plan 
(BMP) - accelerated in intensified 
alternative 

Implement employer-based trip reduction 
strategies and Indirect Source Rule COG, Air Districts SJVAPCD Rules 9410 & 9510 

Pricing:     

Change in auto operation costs/user fees COG, State 2/3rds Increase in fuel cost 

Increase the cost of parking Local Jurisdictions Parking rates downtown 

Change in transit fares Transit Agencies Reduced fares for seniors/ADA 

Transportation System Management:     
Implement Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS)/traffic management (e.g., 
change auto travel times, change highway 
free-flow speed, 511 travel info, 
signalization/ synchronization, etc.) 

COG, Caltrans, Local Jurisdictions 
New Kern 511 travel info system, 
continued signalization/synchronization 
program 

Add HOV facilities COG, Caltrans, Local Jurisdictions Caltrans ramp metering plan 

Road Projects:     
Delay capacity increasing project (e.g., 
new beltway) COG, Local Jurisdictions S. & W. Beltways delayed 

Add general purpose lanes (e.g., reduce 
congestion and out-of-direction travel) COG, Caltrans, Local Jurisdictions Includes Centennial connector and 

Hageman flyover projects 

Land Use:    

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

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

Rebalance housing closer to 
employment/shopping areas Local Jurisdictions Assumes more shopping opportunities and 

housing in outlying communities near jobs 
Market based demand shift to smaller 
lots/multifamily Local Jurisdictions Limited to Bakersfield  

Improve the pedestrian environment (walk 
distance to transit centers) COG, Local Jurisdictions, Air District Incentivized by Air District ISR rule 

Goods Movement (Non SB 375):     

Relief of Tehachapi Pass rail bottleneck State, Class I Railroads Increase class 1 rail capacity by 30% 

Increase activity at intermodal rail freight 
facilities COG, Local Jurisdictions 

Delano UP Cold Connect Facility and 
Shafter Rail Terminal for intermodal freight 
transfer activities 

Smoother traffic flows through major 
highway corridors COG, Caltrans, Local Jurisdictions SR58 and SR99 improvements 

Distribution centers closer to center of 
population Local Jurisdictions Geographic center of pop. for CA is in 

Kern 
 

Other Sustainable Practices 

Along with the rest of the state the County of Kern is increasing sustainable practices.  Through information 
sharing, coordination among agencies and other feasible means, including provision of funds as 
appropriate, Kern COG will continue to work to encourage and facilitate: 
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 Energy and water conservation 

 Protection of open space 

 Protection of sensitive uses from noise and air quality impacts 

 Increased permeable surfaces  

 Improved stormwater management and protection of water resources 

 Quality design  

 Other measures to minimize impacts on natural and man-made resources and promote increased 
livability in Kern County. 

 

SB 375 Streamlining the CEQA Process 

SB 375 provides incentives in the form of CEQA streamlining to encourage community design that supports 
reductions in per capita emissions. Generally, two types of projects are eligible for streamlined CEQA 
review once a compliant RTP has been adopted: (1) residential/mixed-use projects (consistent with the 
SCS) or (2) a transit priority project (TPP). 

Residential/Mixed-Use Projects 

Residential and mixed-use projects (projects where at least 75% of the total building square footage 
consists of residential use or TPPs) that are consistent with the use designation, density, building intensity, 
and applicable policies specified for the project area in an SCS and are consistent with an approved SCS 
may qualify for streamlined CEQA review.  If a project meets these requirements and if the project 
incorporates the mitigation measures required by an applicable prior environmental document, any 
environmental review conducted will not be required to discuss growth-inducing impacts, any project-
specific or cumulative impacts from cars and light-duty truck trips generated by the project on climate 
change or the regional transportation network, or a reduced-density alternative. 

Transit Priority Projects (TPP) 

A TPP is eligible for CEQA streamlining if it is consistent with an approved SCS, contains at least 50% 
residential use, is proposed to be developed at a minimum 20 dwelling units per acre, and is located within 
a half-mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor that is included in the RTP.  

If a project meets these criteria, it may be analyzed under a new environmental document created by SB 
375, called the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment, or through an environmental impact 
report for which the content requirements have been reduced. Alternatively, a TPP can be considered a 
Sustainable Communities Project and be eligible for a new full CEQA exemption if it further meets the 
additional requirements beyond the base criteria. 

Lead agencies (including local jurisdictions) maintain the discretion and will be solely responsible for 
determining consistency of any future project with the SCS. Kern COG staff may provide a lead agency at 
the time of its request readily available data and documentation to help support its finding. 

Other California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Streamlining Strategies 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15332 for In-Fill Development Projects is used extensively by the local 
governments in Kern as an exemption for approving infill development.  The guidelines state that “Class 32 
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consists of projects characterized as in-fill development meeting the conditions described in this section. 
(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations. (b) The proposed development 
occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
(c) The project site has no value, as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. (d) Approval of the 
project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality .(e) The 
site can be  adequately served by all required utilities and public services.”  This CEQA exemption coupled 
with other infill incentives are providing significant opportunities for infill development in Kern.  

Transportation Impact Fee Infill Incentive Zones 

Both Tehachapi and Bakersfield, jointly with the County of Kern, adopted transportation impact fees for new 
development in the greater Tehachapi and greater Bakersfield areas.  Both impact fee ordinances have 
identified core areas where the impact fee is almost half what the fee is on the periphery of the community.  
The incentive takes into account the higher cost of providing infrastructure on the periphery of a community 
while providing a financial incentive for infill development. 

Indirect Source Review (ISR) Rule 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District is the only region in the State that has implemented a 
rule to require new development to pay a fee for offsite travel emissions.  Called the indirect source review 
(ISR) rule, the fee uses a modeling tool called CalEEMod to quantify emissions from a proposed 
development.  The tool can account for the incorporation of pedestrian, bike, transit and other strategies to 
reduce travel.  Developments that are successful in providing these strategies could receive reductions or 
elimination of the fee.  This incentive is already resulting in new developments that are designed to be more 
pedestrian, bike and transit friendly in the Kern region. 
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Project Selection Criteria 

The 2012 Kern COG policy for the project 
selection process with updates through 
2016,  incorporates Kern Regional 
Blueprint growth management and SB 
375 SCS framework concepts into the 
project selection process to: 

• Influence local government land use 
policy by giving priority to 
transportation projects that reduce 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and/or 
promote livable communities or 
transit oriented development (TOD) 
as applicable; 

• Leverage additional funding sources, 
including new funding sources, by 
modifying project performance 
measurement requirements for large 
projects to allow them to better 
compete for state and federal 
discretionary funds. 

Table 4-8 summarizes consistency 
between the goals of the Kern COG RTP 
and the performance 
measures/outcomes of the Kern COG 
funding programs included in this 
document.  The table also demonstrates 
that all programs include performance 
measures and outcomes that give priority 
to projects that reduce VMT, reduce 
emissions and improve livability 
consistent with SB 375. 

Table 4-8:  Consistency of RTP Goals with 
Performance Measures Outcomes 
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In addition to providing performance measures that reward projects that further the goals of SB 375, the 
new project selection process includes “Regional Priorities and Equity Guidance” that provides for a 
financial incentive for safety and connectivity projects in resource areas by targeting 40% of the Regional 
Improvement Program funding for rural resource areas consistent with Sec. 65080(b)(4)(C) of SB 375.  
 
Community Travel Feedback Monitoring System  

The Kern Transportation Modeling Committee has developed an innovative tool to track progress toward 
the California SB 375 related passenger vehicle and light duty truck travel.  The process will provide 
feedback to each community and sub area of the county to help them track progress on how they are 
reducing travel per capita.  Kern COG will provide updated travel statistics by community for the Kern 
region.  The Transportation Modeling Committee and the Regional Planning Advisory Committee envision 
a method to assist communities that are having difficulty reducing emissions per capita.  This method may 
be developed in future cycles of the RTP. 

A Great Start: Sustainable Community Success Stories (See Appendix E) 

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

NEW STRATEGIES  
 
1. Bakersfield High Speed Rail Station Area Plan – Specific/General Plan Update  
2. Kern COG 4,000 Workplace Charging Spaces by 2025  
3. Improvements to 51 Bus Stops – Metro Bakersfield/Disadvantaged Neighborhoods  
4. New Taft Transit Center / Regional Transit Hub  
5. Early Delivery of Wasco Disadvantage Community Active Transportation Projects  
6. Bakersfield Disadvantage Communities Bike Share & Downtown Bicycle Connectivity Project  
7. Kern Highway Projects Advancing Complete Streets  
8. Kern Regional Active Transportation Plan Including Disadvantaged Communities  
9. Kern COG IntelligentTransportation System Plan Update  
10. SJV Rural Transit Shared Mobility Study for Disadvantaged Communities  
11. SR 184 Lamont Bike and Pedestrian improvements 
12. SR 184 and 155 Roundabouts in Disadvantage Communities of Delano and Weedpatch 
13. Kern County General Plan Update – Land Use, Conservation, Open Space, Circulation, Housing, and other 

key elements  
14. Early Deployment Pricing Policies for Parking and FastPass HOT Lanes  
 
ENHANCED STRATEGIES  
 
15. City of Bakersfield Redevelopment Projects – Mill Creek and Baker Street 
16. Commuter Rail Feasibility Study – Amtrak Improvements  
17. Rideshare Program – Commute Kern  
18. Expanding Park and Ride Lots  
19. Dial-A-Ride and Local Transportation Services  
20. Kern County Bicycle Master Plan & Complete Streets Recommendations/City of Tehachapi Bicycle Master 

Plan  
21. City of Bakersfield Bicycle Facilities  
22. Westside Station Multi-modal Transit Center  
23. San Joaquin Valley Vanpool Program (CalVans) 
24. Kern County Wind Farm Areas (Largest in U.S.)  
25. City of Shafter Container Yard and Intermodal Rail Facility Expansion  
26. Intersection Signalization/Synchronization 

-
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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 Wonderful Park and Communitywide Improvements  
31. Grapevine Specific and Community Plan and Special Plan 
 
EXISTING/CONTINUING STRATEGIES 
 
32. City of Tehachapi General Plan (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 Plan – Sustainability Principles 
35. City of Ridgecrest General Plan and Multi-Modal Circulation Element 
36. Metro Bakersfield General Plan Sewer Policy – Hook-up required for parcels less than 6 acres   
37. City of Bakersfield Required Lot Area Zoning Strategies 
38. San Joaquin Valley Air District’s Indirect Source Review to Mitigate Off-Site Impacts of Development 
39. Transit Priority Areas in the Kern COG SCS 
40. Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Centers Concept – Transit Priority & Strategic Employment Place Types  
41. GET Short-Term Service Plan (2012–2020) 
42. GET X-92 Commuter Express bus service to Tejon Industrial Complex 
43. Kern511 – Traveler Information System 
44. San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration Project 
45. Caltrans Vehicle Detection System – State Route 43 Intersection Improvements and East Bakersfield Vehicle 

Detection 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 Expansion (Bakersfield) 
50. Traffic Control Devices  
51. Kern Region Energy Action Plans (Kern REAP) and Kern Energy Watch Goal 3 
52. Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement  
53. Kern County Community Revitalization Program 
54. Kern Transit – Route Connection with Antelope Valley Transit Authority 
55. CSU Bakersfield – Public Transit Center 
 
ADAPTIVE PLANNING FOR CLIMATE CHANGE 

The California Resources Agency produces a guide on planning for adaptive climate change available at 
http://resources.ca.gov/climate_adaptation/local_government/adaptation_planning_guide.html.  The guide is an 
excellent resource for communities interested in planning for the effects of climate change.  The Resources 
Agency has identified the need to evaluate vulnerability for the following impacts for the three Southern 
Central Valley counties (Kern, Tulare, Kings): 

• Temperature increases 
• Reduced precipitation 
• Reduced water supply 
• Reduced agricultural productivity 
• Flooding 
• Decrease in tourism – Sierra Nevada foothills 
• Wildfire risk in the Sierra Nevada foothills 

Although not a comprehensive listing, the Kern region has identified several projects that will address the 
effects of climate change. 

• Kern County has established public cooling centers with “temperature triggers” indicating when they 
become active. This program was funded through a grant from PG&E and Southern California Edison 
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and includes sites in Metro Bakersfield and outlying communities that service agricultural workers and 
seniors.  (http://www.co.kern.ca.us/pio/coolingcenters.asp) 

• The Kern Water Agency and its member districts continue to implement and expand the largest water 
banking operation in the state, providing agriculture and urban users greater storage and a more 
reliable water supply during dry years. 

• U.S. Army Corp of Engineers is implementing the Lake Isabella Dam retrofit project that will 
strengthen and increase the height of the dam by 16 ft. to accommodate larger spring run-off volumes 
that were not anticipated when the dam was designed in the 1950s.  The project will increase 
storage, protect from flooding and improve recreational and tourism opportunities in the Southern 
Sierra Nevada. 

• Kern County Flood Plain Management Department has developed a plan to improve flood control 
from extreme weather events in uncontrolled drainage basins.  The plan prioritizes projects that 
benefit disadvantaged communities. 

• The State of California is working on the Bay Delta Conservation Plan to provide improved water 
delivery through the Delta to Southern California.  

 
In addition, Kern COG member agencies received energy related adaptive climate planning information 
through the Kern Region Energy Action Plan and Kern Energy Watch programs.  Many of the communities 
that participated in the programs developed climate action plans or at a minimum, energy action plans.  The 
climate action planning process includes adaptive planning.   
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CHAPTER 5 STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

This Chapter sets forth plans of action for the region to pursue and meet identified transportation needs 
and issues. Planned investments are consistent with the goals and policies of the plan, the Sustainable 
Community Strategy Element (see Chapter 4), and must be financially constrained. These projects are 
listed in the Constrained Capital Improvement Program (Table 
5-1) and are modeled in the Air Quality Conformity Analysis.  

Forecast modeling methods in this Regional Transportation 
Plan primarily use the “market-based approach” based on 
demographic data and economic trends (see Chapter 3). The 
forecast modeling was used to analyze the strategic 
investments in the combined action elements found in this 
Chapter. 

Alternatives are not addressed in this document; they are, 
however, addressed and analyzed for their feasibility and 
impacts in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 
2018 Regional Transportation Plan, as required by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (State CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15126(f) and 15126.6(a)). 

The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan promotes a more efficient transportation system that calls for fully 
funding alternative transportation modes, while emphasizing transportation demand and transportation 
system management approaches for new highway capacity.  

The Constrained Capital Improvement Program (Table 5-1) includes projects that move the region toward 
a financially constrained and balanced system. Constrained projects have undergone air quality conformity 
analyses to ensure that they contribute to the Kern region’s compliance with state and federal air quality 
rules. The Unconstrained Capital Improvement Program (Table 5-2) incorporates the region’s unbudgeted 
“vision.” These projects represent alternatives that could be moved to the constrained program if support 
for an individual project remains strong and if project funding is identified.  

Status as an unconstrained project does not imply that the project is not needed; rather, it simply cannot 
be accomplished given the fiscal constraints facing Kern County. Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
is vigilant in its search for funding to support these projects. 

No unconstrained projects are included in the air quality conformity analysis. In the future, as the funding picture 
changes and community values and priorities for transportation projects are honed, unconstrained projects may 
be moved to the constrained program. Should this occur, the RTP would be amended and a new assessment 
of the plan’s conformity with state and federal air quality rules and standards would be made. 

For this Regional Transportation Plan, the Unconstrained Capital Improvement Program reflects the vision 
for Kern County’s ideal system. Dialogue is ongoing with business, government, social services, and 
agriculture interests to improve everyone’s understanding of how the transportation system impacts the 
region’s quality of life. The participation process sheds light on important values such as mobility choice 
and accessibility, travel time reliability, cost effectiveness, and environmental sensitivity.  

The planning process is iterative. System-wide performance measures have been developed and will be 
used to help policymakers and the community-at-large evaluate tradeoffs among transportation 

The 2018 Regional 
Transportation Plan promotes 
a more efficient transportation 
system that calls for fully 
funding alternative 
transportation modes, while 
emphasizing transportation 
demand and transportation 
system management 
approaches for new highway 
capacity. 
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improvement alternatives. Performance measures will also be used to help evaluate how the 2018 RTP 
contributes to the Kern region’s quality of life. Refer to Chapter 2 for additional information about the 
performance measures.  

Each element in this Chapter addresses proposed actions to implement the goals and policies of Chapter 
2. These actions outline specifically how the goals of the plan will be accomplished.  This Chapter contains 
the following action elements: 

• Freight Movement Action Element 
• Public Transportation Action Element 
• Active Transportation Action Element  
• Transportation Air Emissions Reduction Action Element 
• Intelligent Transportation Systems Action Element 
• Congestion Management Program Action Element 
• Regional Streets and Highways Action Element 
• Aviation Action Element 
• Safety/Security Action Element  
• Land Use Action Element 

In the following Constrained Capital Improvement Program, major highway improvements are divided into 
five chronological groupings to facilitate estimations of project completion. Highway improvements that 
cannot be constructed within the financial constraint of any one group may be repeated in later groups. If a 
project is not fully funded within the five-year time frame, it would require phasing over a longer time frame. 
The entire corridor, however, would be environmentally assessed during the preliminary engineering phase. 
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Figure 5-1B:  Constrained Projects Metro Bakersfield 

Figure 5-1A:  Constrained Projects Countywide 
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Project Listing – Table 5-1:  Constrained Capital Improvement Program 
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TA BLE 5.1 - Constraine d Capital Improvement Program 

2018 through 2042 -Transit & other 
Project Locati on Scope YOE Cost 

V anpool Countyw ide V an pools - build: and rmintaine fleet of 500 V ans by 2042 48,000,000 

Park and Ride V arious Park and Ride Lots (1,500 spaces ) 6,000,000 

Bus Serv ice M,etro Bkd Full size alternative fue l buses 232.,500,000 

Full siz.e alternatrv e fuel buses - 120 replacerrent buses 

Full siz.e alternatrve fuel buses- Fixed: Routes-130 new buses 

Full siz.e alternatrv e fuel buses - Bus Rapid Transit - 24 new buses 

Full siz.e alternatrv e fuel buses - Ex press Service - 36 new buses 

Bus Serv ice Countywide Full,. mid size and m ini,-van siz,e alternat ive fue l buses 34,700,000 

Full siz.e alternatrve fuel buses- Express Service-10 new buses 

MidSize alternative fuel buses - 120 replacement buses 

MidSize alternative fuel buses - 120 new buses 

Minivan I buses - 45 replacerrent bus es 

Bus Service Metro Bkd: 2 Transit Maintenance Stations 60,000,000 

Bus Service Metro Bkf d: 3 transfer stations 15,000,000 

ITS Countyw ide ITS related improv errents I upgrades 3,000,000 

Aviation Countyw ide Capital, M alntenance and Operational lmprov errents 48,000,000 

Passenger Rail Rosamond Metrolink extension - Palmdale/Lancaster to Rosamond: 112,000,000 

Passenger Rail Bakersfield: A rrtrak Station - Phase II 13,000,000 

Passenger Rail Bakersfield: High Speed Rail Station - Bakersfield: 50,000,000 

Passenger Rail Region High Speed Rail A lignrrent and Facilities Fresno to Bakersfield 1,000,000,000 

Passenger Rail Shafter/VVasco High Speed Rail Heavy Maintenance Facillty 450,000,000 

S Lb-total $2,072,200,000 

*the Passenger Rail Program is partially funded: through the High Speed Rail Authority and is provided as inforrralion. The funcing sumrrary includes a portion of $5 billion of the 

constrained revenue estimates for work expected: between Fresno County and: Kern County_ The constrained: amount of $1. 5 Billion is for work in the Kern region. The rerraining 

$13 billion is unconstrained:forw ork in the Kern Region and is reflected: in Table 5.2.. $.26 Billion is the current cost estirrate. 
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Location Scope  YOE Cost
HOV Lanes Bakersfield Various State Routes - HOV lanes 149,000,000

Westside Parkw ay - Heath Road and Stockdale Highw ay to SR 58 at Fairfax
State Route 178 - Existing w est freew ay terminus  to Osw ell Street

HOV Ramps Bakersfield Install HOV Ramps and metering improvements at various locations 148,000,000
SR 99 Interchange at Snow  Road - HOV Ramp Metering 6,434,783
SR 99 Interchange at Olive Drive - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 99 Interchange at Rosedale Hw y - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 99 Interchange at California Ave - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 99 Interchange at Ming Ave- HOV Ramp Metering
SR 99 Interchange at White Lane- HOV Ramp Metering
SR 99 Interchange at Panama Lane- HOV Ramp Metering
SR 99 Interchange at SR 119 - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 58 Interchange at Oak Street - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 58 Interchange at H-Chester Ave - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 58 Interchange at Union Street - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 58 Interchange at Cottonw ood Road - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 58 Interchange at Mount Vernon - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 58 Interchange at Osw ell Street - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 58 Interchange at Fairfax Road - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 58 Interchange at Weedpatch Hw y - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 178 Interchange at SR 204 - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 178 Interchange at Beale Avenue - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 178 Interchange at Haley Street - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 178 Interchange at Mount Vernon Street - NOV Ramp Metering
SR 178 Interchange at Osw ell Street - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 178 Interchange at Fairfax Road - HOV Ramp Metering
SR 178 Interchange at Morning Drive - HOV Ramp Metering
West Beltw ay Interchange at 7th Standard Road - HOV Ramp Metering
West Beltw ay Interchange at Olive Drive - HOV Ramp Metering
West Beltw ay Interchange at Rosedale Hw y - HOV Ramp Metering
West Beltw ay Interchange at Stockdale Hw y - HOV Ramp Metering
West Beltw ay Interchange at Ming Avenue - HOV Ramp Metering
West Beltw ay Interchange at White Lane - HOV Ramp Metering
West Beltw ay Interchange at SR 119 - HOV Ramp Metering

Sub-total $297,000,000 

2018 through 2042 - Highway Operational Improvements 
Project

TABLE 5.1 - Constrained Capital Improvement Program Continued

Project Listing – Table 5-1:  Constrained Capital Improvement Program 
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Location Scope  YOE Cost
Various locations Countyw ide Construct Class I, II or Class IIII Bike Path; striping; signage $149,000,000 
Various locations Countyw ide Construct Pedestrian Enhancement Improvements 78,000,000 
Various locations Countyw ide Construct Complete Streets Improvements 261,000,000 

Sub-total $488,000,000 

Location Scope  YOE Cost Project ID Start
(Information only)  Sub-total $160,000,000 

Location  YOE Cost Project ID Start
Route 14 Inyokern Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 - w iden to four lanes (Phase1) 42,000,000 KER08RTP006 2019
Route 46 Lost Hills Brow n Material Rd to I-5 - interchange upgrade at I-5 - Phase 4A 27,000,000 KER14RTP001 2017
Route 46 Lost Hills Brow n Material Rd to I-5 - interchange upgrade at I-5 - Phase 4B $40,000,000 KER08RTP018 2019
Route 65 Bakersfield James Rd to Merle Haggard Dr - w iden to four lanes 3,000,000 KER08RTP094 2021
Route 99 Bakersfield Olive Drive  - construct interchange upgrades 6,100,000 KER08RTP091 2016

Route 178 Bakersfield Rt 178 (24th/23rd St) from SR-99 to M Street - w iden existing highw ay 55,000,000 KER08RTP014 2016

Route 184 Bakersfield At Union Pacif ic Railroad - construct grade separation 26,400,000           KER08RTP108 2020
Hageman Flyover Bakersfield Knudsen Dr to Rt 204 - construct extension 68,900,000 KER08RTP013 2018

Centennial Corridor Bakersfield I-5 to Rt-58/Cottonw ood Rd - element of the Bakersfield Beltw ay System  - 
construct new  freew ay and/or operational improvements

698,000,000 KER08RTP020 2016

$966,400,000

Location Scope YOE Cost Project ID Start
Route 14 Inyokern Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 - w iden to four lanes (Phase 2) 42,000,000 KER08RTP017 2026
Route 58 Bakersfield Rosedale Hw y - Rt 43 to Allen Rd - w iden existing highw ay 59,000,000           KER08RTP092 2025
Route 58 Bakersfield Rosedale Hw y -  Allen Rd to Callow ay - w iden existing highw ay 59,000,000           KER08RTP090 2025
Route 58 Metro Bkfd Rosedale Hw y @ Minkler Spur / Landco - construct grade separation 27,000,000 KER08RTP118 2025
Route 58 Bakersfield Union Ave to Fairfax Rd - w iden to eight lanes 47,400,000           KER08RTP093 2025
Route 119 Bakersfield I-5 to Buena Vista - w iden to four lanes 31,300,000           KER08RTP099 2026
Route 178 Bakersfield At Rt 204 - construct interchange 25,700,000           KER08RTP095 2025
Route 184 Bakersfield Morning Dr to Rt 178 - w iden to four lanes 5,000,000             KER08RTP101 2026

$296,400,000

2018 through 2022 - Major Highway Improvements
Project

Sub-total

2023 through 2027 - Major Highway Improvements
Project

TABLE 5.1 - Constrained Capital Improvement Program Continued
2018 through 2042 - Non-motorized

Project

Sub-total

2018 through 2042 -  Freight Rail
Project

Project Listing – Table 5-1:  Constrained Capital Improvement Program 
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NOTE:  $77 MILLION OR 3% OF THE TOTAL ESTIMATE FOR MAJOR HIGHWAY PROJECTS IS EXPECTED TO FINANCE LAND CONSERVATION MITIGATION 

 

Location Scope YOE Cost Project ID Start
Route 119 Taft Cherry Ave to Elk Hills Rd (Phase 1, bypass) - w iden to four lanes 115,000,000         KER08RTP022 2030
Route 178 Metro Bkfd Near Osw ell St to Vineland Rd - w iden existing freew ay 17,000,000 KER08RTP111 2028
Route 184 Lamont Rt 58 to Rt 178 - w iden to four lanes 90,000,000           KER08RTP045 2028
Route 184 Bakersfield Panama Rd to Rt 58 - w iden to four lanes 10,500,000           KER08RTP100 2029
7th Standard Rd Shafter/Bkfd Rt 43 to Santa Fe Way - w iden existing roadw ay 14,000,000 KER08RTP113 2030
West Beltw ay Metro Bkfd Rosedale Hw y to 1/2 mile north of 7th Standard Rd - construct new  facility 115,793,000         KER08RTP102 2030
West Beltw ay Metro Bkfd Rosedale Hw y to Westside Parkw ay - construct new  facility 93,500,000           KER08RTP016 2030

$455,793,000

Location Scope  YOE Cost Project ID Start
Route 14 Inyokern Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 - w iden to four lanes (Phase 3) $32,000,000 KER08RTP024 2035
Route 58 Bakersfield At various locations - ramp improvements ( HOV - ramp metering) $32,600,000 KER08RTP103 2033
Route 99 Bakersfield Beardsley Canal to 7th Standard Rd - w iden to eight lanes 90,800,000           KER08RTP138 2033
Route 99 Bakersfield At Olive Drive - reconstruct interchange 108,000,000         KER08RTP021 2033
Route 99 Bakersfield At Snow  Rd - construct new  interchange 138,200,000         KER08RTP115 2033
Route 99 Bakersfield At various locations - ramp improvements (HOV - ramp metering) 37,000,000           KER08RTP105 2033
Route 178 Bakersfield At Rt 204 and 178 - reconstruct freew ay ramps (HOV - ramp metering) 50,000,000           KER08RTP085 2033
Route 178 Bakersfield At various locations - ramp improvements (HOV - ramp metering) 37,000,000           KER08RTP106 2033
Route 178 Bakersfield Existing w est terminus to Osw ell St - w iden to eight lanes (HOV) 140,500,000         KER08RTP026 2035
Route 178 Metro Bkfd Vineland to Miramonte - new  interchange; w iden existing freew ay 119,000,000         KER08RTP025 2033
Route 178 Bakersfield Miramonte to Rancheria - w iden existing highw ay 19,800,000           KER08RTP084 2033
Route 204 Bakersfield  Airport Drive to Rt 178 - w iden existing highw ay 55,000,000           KER08RTP083 2035
Route 204 Bakersfield  F St - construct interchange 36,000,000           KER08RTP081 2035
West Beltw ay Metro Bkfd Pacheco Rd to Westside Parkw ay - construct new  facility 115,793,000         KER08RTP139 2033
West Beltw ay Metro Bkfd Taft Hw y to Pacheco Rd - construct new  facillity 90,000,000           KER08RTP097 2033

$1,101,693,000

Location Scope  YOE Cost Project ID Start
Route 119 Taft Elk Hills - County Rd to Tupman Ave - w iden to four lanes (Phase 2) 48,000,000           KER08RTP086 2040
US 395 Ridgecrest Betw een Rt 178 and China Lake Blvd - construct passing lanes 20,000,000           KER08RTP089 2040

$68,000,000
Total Major Highway Improvements $2,888,286,000

Project

Sub-total

2033 through 2037 - Major Highway Improvements

Sub-total

Project

2038 through 2042 - Major Highway Improvements
Project

Sub-total

2028 through 2032 - Major Highway Improvements
TABLE 5.1 - Constrained Capital Improvement Program Continued
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Location Scope  YOE Cost Project ID Start
Various Locations Metro Bkfd Bridge and street w idening; reconstruction $540,000,000 
Various Locations Metro Bkfd Signalization 15,000,000 
Various Locations Rosamond Street w idening; signalization 112,000,000 

Various Locations Countyw ide Transportation Control Measures 386,000,000 

Various Locations Countyw ide Bridge and street w idening; reconstruction; signalization 632,000,000 

Sub-total $1,685,000,000 

Program Category Totals
Transit / Rail / High Speed Rail 2,072,200,000
Operational Improvements - HOV Lanes / Ramp Metering 297,000,000
Pedestrian Complete Streets and Bicycle Improvements 488,000,000
Local Streets and Roads 1,685,000,000
Major Highway Improvements 2018-2032 $1,718,593,000
Major Highway Improvements 2033-2042* 1,169,693,000
Freight Rail 160,000,000

Grand Total $7,502,386,000

TABLE 5.1 - Constrained Capital Improvement Program Continued

2018 through 2042 - Summary of Constrained Projects
* Note: Adjustments to programming w ere made regarding the overlap of HOV related improvements listed separately from regionally signif icant highw ay improvements.

2018 through 2042 - Local Streets and Roads
Project
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Project Location Scope YOE Capital Cost

Local Passenger Rail Shafter, 
Bakersfield

$5,000,000

Local Passenger Rail Shafter, 
Bakersfield

$20,000,000

Local Passenger Rail Wasco, 
Bakersfield

$24,000,000

Local Passenger Rail Shafter,           
NW Bakersfield

$71,300,000

Local Passenger Rail Shafter, Wasco $37,000,000

Local Passenger Rail NW Bakersfield $50,000,000

Local Passenger Rail Wasco, 
Bakersfield

$55,000,000

Local Passenger Rail Wasco, County $200,000,000

Local Passenger Rail Eastern California $3,335,000,000

Local Passenger Rail Metro Bakersfield $200,000,000

Commuter Rail Buttonw illow ,        
SW Bakersfield

$158,300,000

Commuter Rail Arvin,  Lamont, 
SE Bakersfield

$162,400,000

Commuter Rail Wasco, Shafter, 
NW Bakersfield

$220,600,000

Commuter Rail
Mojave, Cal City, 
Tehachapi $231,300,000

Commuter Rail
Delano, 
McFarland $317,800,000

Light Rail Bakersfield $4,000,000,000

High Speed Rail Kern, L.A. County $20,000,000,000

Sub-total $29,087,700,000

Metro/Northw est Corridor (2012 Commuter Rail Study)

Metrolink Service Extension - Tehachapi Corridor (2012 Commuter Rail 
Study)

Metro/Airport, Delano Corridor (2012 Commuter Rail Study)

TABLE 5.2 - Unconstrained Program of Projects
Beyond 2042 - Transit

Amtrak San Joaquins stop in North/West Bakersfield - platform,  track 
turnout , park&ride, ticket both, RoW (2012 Commuter Rail Study)
Up to 4 Amtrak San Joaquins stops on BNSF - platform,  track turnout , 
park&ride, ticket both, RoW (2012 Commuter Rail Study)
Positive Train Control Port Chicago - Bakersfield (Draft 2012 State Rail 
Plan)

Double Track BNSF Jastro/Landco to Shafter (Draft 2012 State Rail Plan)

Mammoth Lakes to Lancaster/Palmdale (2005 E. Sierra Public Transit 
Study)

Metropolitan Bakersfield Light Rail System (2012 Long Range Transit 
Plan)
Northw est of Bakersfield to Palmdale (potential early  initial operating 
segment from Madera to Palmdale Metrolink Service)

Rail Connections to High Speed Rail Station

Double Track BNSF Shafter to Wasco (Draft 2012 State Rail Plan)

Jastro Curve Realignment (Draft 2012 State Rail Plan)

Corridor Wide Signal Upgrades to 90 MPH - Oakland to Bakersfield (Draft 
2012 State Rail Plan)

Double Track BNSF Wasco to Corcoran (Draft 2012 State Rail Plan)

Metro/Southw est Corridor (2012 Commuter Rail Study)

Metro/Southeast Corridor (2012 Commuter Rail Study)
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Project Location Scope YOE Cost Project ID

Intermodal hub Delano $20,000,000

Intermodal hub Shafter $60,000,000

shortline rail Delano, Shafter, 
McFarland

$100,000,000

shortline rail Bakersfield $250,000,000

shortline rail Arvin, Tejon, 
Buttonw illow

$100,000,000

shortline rail Mojave $3,000,000

Sub-total $533,000,000

Project Scope YOE Cost Project ID

Sub-total $0

Airport Scope YOE Cost Project ID
Capital Improvements $15,479,900
Capital Improvements 26,429,900
Capital Improvements 4,723,827
Capital Improvements 36,260,000
Capital Improvements 40,883,089
Capital Improvements 450,000
Capital Improvements 8,280,000
Capital Improvements 1,804,000
Capital Improvements 7,911,400

Sub-total $142,222,116
Aviation updates taken from Capital Improvement Plan California Aviation System Plan 2017 ~ 2026

Tehachapi Municipal

Meadow s Field
Mojave
Poso
Shafter - Minter Field
Taft

California City
Inyokern
Kern Valley

SJVR - Shortline Rail Improvments  (Draft SJV IGMP)

Mojave - Airport Rail Access Improvements  (Draft SJV IGMP)

Beyond 2042 - Active Transportation

Future long-range non-motorized updates for bicycle and pedestrian related infrastructure may indicate a greater need for capital 
improvements. During the life of this plan, current expectations may be met as outlined in recent long-range bike and pedestrian studies 
and reflected in Table 5.1. Should these expectations change in the future this plan will be updated. 

Beyond 2042 - Aviation

Beyond 2042 - Freight rail

RailEx Expansion Phase 3 
(Draft SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan IGM)

Shafter Inland Port Phases 2 & 3  (Draft SJV IGMP)

Shortline Rail Rehabilitation and Gap Closure  (Draft SJV IGMP)

SJVR - Expand Bakersfield Yard Capacity  (Draft SJV IGMP)

TABLE 5.2 - Unconstrained Program of Projects Continued 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS ARE FOUND IN TABLE 5.1) 
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Project Location Scope YOE Cost Project ID

Interstate 5 Kern From Fort Tejon to Rt 99 - w iden to ten lanes $86,000,000 KER08RTP027
Interstate 5 Kern Grapevine interchange - construct new  interchange / relocate w eigh stati $176,000,000 KER18RTP004
Interstate 5 Kern Laval Road - interchange improvements $4,000,000 KER18RTP005
Interstate 5 Kern 7th Standard Rd Interchange - reconstruct 54,000,000 KER08RTP028
Route 33 Maricopa Welch St  to Midw ay Rd - w iden to four lanes 88,000,000 KER08RTP029
Route 43 Shafter 7th Standard Rd to Euclid Ave - w iden to four lanes 37,000,000 KER08RTP030
Route 46 Wasco I-5 to Jumper Ave - w iden to four lanes 118,000,000 KER08RTP031
Route 46 Wasco Jumper Ave (North) to Rt 43 - w iden to four lanes 130,000,000 KER08RTP079
Route 46 Wasco Rt 46 @ BNSF - construct grade separation 39,500,000 KER08RTP119
Route 46 Kern Near Lost Hills at Interstate 5 - upgrade and w iden interchange 130,000,000 KER08RTP033
Route 46 Wasco Rt 43 to Rt 99 - w iden to four lanes 70,000,000 KER08RTP032
Route 58 Kern Rosedale Highw ay - I-5 to Rt 43 - w iden to four lanes 31,000,000 KER08RTP038
Route 58 Bakersfield Future Rt 58 from I-5 to Heath Rd at Stockdale Hw y - construct new  freew 500,000,000 KER08RTP114
Route 58 Tehachapi Dennison Rd - construct interchange 33,000,000 KER08RTP036
Route 58 Bakersfield Near General Beale Rd - new  truck w eigh station 11,000,000 KER08RTP034
Route 58 Kern/Tehachapi East of Tehachapi to General Beale Rd - truck auxillary lanes / escape ram 86,000,000 KER08RTP035
Route 58 Bakersfield General Beale Rd - construct new  interchange 54,000,000 KER08RTP037
Route 65 Kern Merle Haggard Dr to County Line - w iden to four lanes 216,000,000 KER08RTP039
Route 99 McFarland Construct new  interchange at Hanaw alt 88,811,000 KER18RTP001
Route 99 County/Bkfd Rt 99 @ Minkler Spur - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP134
Route 99 County/Bkfd 7th Standard Road to Lerdo Highw ay - w iden to 8 lanes 90,000,000 KER18RTP003
Route 119 Taft Rt 33 to Cherry Ave - w iden to four lanes 54,000,000 KER08RTP040
Route 119 Taft Tupman Rd to I-5 - w iden to four lanes 60,000,000 KER08RTP041
Route 155 Delano Rt 99 to Brow ning Rd - four lanes;  reconstruct 32,000,000 KER08RTP042
Route 155 Delano Rt 155 @ UPRR - construct grade separation 39,500,000 KER08RTP120
Route 166 Maricopa Basic School Rd - reconstruct intersection grade 517,582 KER08RTP043
Route 178 Kern Canyon Vineland to China Garden - new  freew ay 500,000,000 KER08RTP044
Route 204 Bakersfield (Golden State Ave) Rt 99 to M St - construct operational improvements 100,000,000 KER08RTP082
Route 202 Tehachapi Tucker to Woodford-Tehachapi Rd - w iden to four lane 9,704,661 KER08RTP047
Route 223 Near Arvin Rt 99 to Rt 184 - w iden to four lanes 69,010,921 KER08RTP048
Route 223 Arvin East Arvin city limits to Rt 58 - w iden to four lanes 64,697,738 KER08RTP049
US 395 Johannesburg San Bdo County Line to Rt 14 - w iden to four lanes 244,000,000 KER08RTP050

Beyond 2042 - Major Highway Improvements

Major Highway Improvements

TABLE 5.2 - Unconstrained Program of Projects Continued
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Project Location Scope YOE Cost Project ID

South Beltw ay Bakersfield I-5 to Rt 58 - new  expressw ay $610,000,000 KER08RTP074
Santa Fe Way Bakersfield Hageman to Los Angeles Ave - w iden to four lanes 127,238,885 KER08RTP051
East Beltw ay Bakersfield Rt 58 to Morning Drive - construct new  expressw ay 200,000,000 KER08RTP078
Beale Road Bakersfield L St/Beale @ BNSF - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP127
Q Street Bakersfield Q St @ UPRR near Golden State Hw y - construct grade separation 59,000,000 KER08RTP136
Comanche Drive Cnty/Bkfd Comanche Dr. @ UPRR - construct grade separation 59,000,000 KER08RTP123
Olive Drive County/Bkfd Olive Dr. @ UPRR - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP129
Renfro Road County/Bkfd Renfro Rd @ BNSF - construct grade separation 59,000,000 KER08RTP130
California City Blvd California City Rt 14 east six miles - w iden to four lanes 22,000,000 KER08RTP052
Tw enty Mule Team Rd California City California City Blvd to Rt 58 - w iden to four lanes 21,565,913 KER08RTP053
North Gate Road California City California City Blvd to North Edw ards - construct new  four lane road 60,384,555 KER08RTP054
Woollomes Ave. Delano Rt 99 - w iden bridge to four lanes; reconstruct ramps 134,000,000 KER08RTP056
Garces Highw ay Delano Interstate 5 to Rt 99 - w iden to four lanes 288,983,230 KER08RTP057
Cecil Ave. Delano Wasco Pond Rd to Albany St - w iden to four lanes 17,800,000 KER08RTP055
Kimberlina Road Kern / Wasco Kimberlina Rd @ BNSF - construct grade separation 59,000,000 KER08RTP132
Red Apple Rd Kern Tucker Rd to Westw ood Blvd - w iden to four lanes 4,313,183 KER08RTP058
Sierra Way Kern Lake Isabella at South Fork Bridge - reconstruct bridge 51,758,190 KER08RTP059
Frazier Park Kern Park and Ride facility near Frazier Park Blvd 12,939,548 KER08RTP060
Wheeler Ridge Rd Kern I-5 to Rt 223  - w iden to four lanes 129,395,476 KER08RTP061
K Street Kern Mojave - extend K St to Rt 14 12,939,548 KER08RTP063
Kratzmeyer Road Kern Kratzmeyer Rd @ BNSF - construct grade separation 59,000,000 KER08RTP128
Airport Drive Kern Airport Dr. @ UPRR - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP131
Rosamond Blvd Kern Rosamond Blvd @ UPRR - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP133
K Street Kern / Mojave K St @ UPRR - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP135
Elmo Highw ay McFarland  Elmo Hw y @ UPRR - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP124
Dennison Road Tehachapi Green St/ Dennison Rd @ UPRR - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP121
Teh. Willow  Springs Rd Tehachapi Rt 58 to Rosamond Blvd - w iden to four lanes 150,961,389 KER08RTP064
Valley Blvd Tehachapi Tucker Rd to Curry St - w iden to four lanes 23,722,504 KER08RTP065
Kern Ave. McFarland Pedestrian bridge at Rt 99 - reconstruct 5,391,470 KER08RTP066
Mahan St Ridgecrest Inyokern to South China Lake Blvd - w iden to four lanes 32,348,869 KER08RTP067
Richmond Rd Ridgecrest E Ridgecrest Blvd - w iden to four lanes 6,469,774 KER08RTP068
Bow man Rd Ridgecrest China Lake to San Bernardino Blvd - reconstruct 4,313,183 KER08RTP069

Beyond 2042 - Major Highway Improvements

TABLE 5.2 - Unconstrained Program of Projects Continued

Major Highway Improvements
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Project Location Scope YOE Cost Project ID

S. China Lake Blvd Ridgecrest Rt 395 to College Heights - reconstruct $36,662,052 KER08RTP070
Lerdo Highw ay Shafter Lerdo Hw y / Beech Ave @ BNSF - construct grade separation 69,000,000 KER08RTP125
Burbank Street Shafter Burbank St @ BNSF - construct grade separation 59,000,000 KER08RTP126
7th Standard Rd Shafter I-5 to Santa Fe Way - w iden to four lanes 90,576,833 KER08RTP072
Zachary Rd Shafter 7th Standard Rd to Lerdo Hw y - w iden to four lanes 34,505,460 KER08RTP073
North Beltway Shafter I-5 to SR 65 - Burbank Street Alignment - construct new  highw ay 500,000,000 KER18RTP002
West Beltw ay-South South metro Taft Hw y to I-5 - extend freew ay 100,000,000 KER08RTP075
West Beltw ay-North North metro 7th Standard Rd to Rt 99 -extend freew ay 100,000,000 KER08RTP076

$6,969,011,961

Project Location Scope YOE Cost Project ID
Various Locations Region Bridge and street w idening; reconstruction; signalization $500,000,000

Sub-total $500,000,000

Program Category Totals
Major Highway Improvements 6,969,011,961$     
Local Streets and Roads 500,000,000$         
Transit 29,087,700,000$   
Active Transportation -$                          
Aviation 44,678,000$           

Grand Total 36,601,389,961$   

Beyond 2042 - Summary of Unconstrained Projects

Beyond 2042 - Local Streets and Roads

TABLE 5.2 - Unconstrained Program of Projects Continued

Major Highway Improvements

Beyond 2042 - Major Highway Improvements

Sub-total
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FREIGHT MOVEMENT ACTION ELEMENT  

See the Land Use Action Element – Highway/Road Land Use Actions; Land Use Action Element – 
Rail/Transit Land Use Actions; Land Use Action Element – Global Gateways Land Use Actions; Land Use 
Action Element for freight movement proposed actions. See Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, for further discussion on sustainable land use decisions relative to freight movement. 

Efficient freight transportation is critical to the economic health of the Kern region. As one of the prime 
agricultural regions in the nation, the intra-county road linkage of goods to processing plants, and the 
intercounty linkage of goods to other 
regions, manufacturers, and shipping 
ports is essential. In 2017, Kern County 
for the first time advanced to the number 
one agricultural producing county in the 
nation and is the number 2 producer of 
oil in the lower 48 states. These 
industries rely heavily on bulk 
movement by truck, rail and pipeline. 

The San Joaquin Valley is also 
becoming a prominent location for 
regional distribution centers of 
consumer products, providing service to 
coastal population centers as well as its 
own growing population. In addition, the 
manufacturing and employment base of 
the valley is increasing. All these factors 
contribute to increasing demand for 
freight transportation.  

Existing System 

Rail 

Trains provide an economical means of transporting bulk goods over long distances. Their ability to haul 
large amounts of cargo make for an overall low energy requirement per unit of weight when compared to 
truck or air transport.  The cost and labor associated with loading and unloading trains inhibit use of rail 
for short hauls locally and within the state. 

Two major rail companies, Union Pacific (UP) and Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), serve Kern 
County. UP representatives report that they operate an average of 19 trains per day through the San 
Joaquin Valley carrying food products, general freight, grain, and lumber. In January 2017, UP acquired 
RailEx LLC’s refrigerated and cold storage distribution assets in Delano, a refrigerated rail car and 
warehousing service now being marketed as UP Cold Connect, to offer perishable goods transportation 
from the San Joaquin Valley to New York.  The UP Food Train network provides a fast and reliable service 
from this agricultural region to the Midwest consumer base via Chicago and further into the heart of the 
Northeast region via CSX Transportation.    UP has announced plans to increase use of the facility by 
transporting goods from the Salinas Valley. 

WASHINGTON

NEW YORK

CALIFORNIA

Figure 5-2: Delano Union Pacific Cold Connect Facility – 
Rail Gateway for California’s Produce to the East Coast via 

Union Pacific/CSX Transportation 
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The San Joaquin Valley Railroad operates a regional freight service between Tulare, Fresno, and Kern 
counties on leased UP and BNSF branch lines connecting outlying areas to mainline carriers.  They move 
freight comprised primarily of agricultural and petroleum-based products.   

Most cargoes shipped by rail to and from Kern are bulk items such as grains, food products, and oil 
products. Rail transport provides the option of specialized rail cars such as flatbeds, refrigerated boxcars, 
fuel tankers, and piggyback cars. These specialized rail cars allow movement of a large variety of goods, 
giving rail an advantage over other transportation modes for distances over 500 miles. Transport by rail is 
generally less expensive for long hauls than air or truck transport; however, rail is limited by speed, by 
fixed track, and by scheduling.  

A major example of rail limitation is the route over Tehachapi Summit. Part of the route is single track, and 
although tunnels have been modified to allow double-stacked containers to pass through, traffic in the 
opposite direction is often diverted to sidings, creating a congested bottleneck. With the recently completed 
Tehachapi Pass capacity improvement project jointly funded by the State of California and the BNSF, the 
35 trains that could pass through the summit daily, has now increased to 50 trains per day. 

Some have suggested that the California High Speed Rail Authority might be able to attract private sector 
investment by making the tunnels through the Tehachapi Pass provide a parallel rail corridor for that could 
act as a redundant emergency access tunnel.  Decreased travel times and reliability through the Tehachapi 
pass bottleneck could improve the efficiency/cost effectiveness of freight in a way that could be leveraged 
to fund the tunnel system through the pass. 

Inland Port and Intermodal Rail Facilities 

Intermodal rail terminals are the starting and ending points for trains, as well as the sites of crucial 
dissemination between modes.  Terminals vary widely in configuration, capacity, and operations.  Figure 
5-3 shows Kern’s location at the geographic center of population for California.  The Kern region has seen 
the development of intermodal rail facilities, distribution centers, and value-added production facilities due 
to Kern’s location at the central crossroads of the state. 

In the 1980s, railroads consolidated their intermodal service networks into fewer, larger hubs. Railroads 
saw an opportunity to consolidate facilities through mergers, and the need to consolidate sufficient volume 
in one location to justify lift machines. The forecasted growth of intermodal traffic, double-stacked container 
trains, and the entry of piggyback rail/truck trailer initiatives all raise questions about the adequacy of 
intermodal terminals to handle rail traffic increases efficiently and effectively.  In 2006, UP opened a 
transload facility for shipping perishable goods to Albany, New York for distribution to eastern grocery 
chains. This facility operates like an intermodal facility except truck loads are loaded onto railcars instead 
of using containerized or piggyback transfers. Other intermodal distribution facilities include locations for 
bulk shipping of agricultural products such as grains, coal, propane, and specialty oil products.  

The City of Shafter owns and operates the Shafter Rail Terminal (SRT), a non-exclusive, regional rail 
terminal located adjacent to the Wonderful Industrial Park (WIP).  The City has serviced up to 1,500 rail 
cars per year at the facility and is capable of servicing existing customers, performing manifest work, 
handling grain trains as well as Trailer on Flat Car trains subject to BNSF providing service.  In 2014, the 
City of Shafter completed a $3 million expansion funded with Congestion Mitigation and Air Qualify funds 
that enable the facility to handle all levels of service including intermodal, boxcar, tankers, hoppers, and 
gondolas.  The City of Shafter has also completed a Container Yard and is considering a Container Freight  
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  Figure 5-3: 
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California Logistics Distribution Center Cluster 
Over 45 Distribution Centers Located within 50 Miles of state Center of Population 
Located in Kem County in the immediate vicinity of the City of Shafter, the geographic center of population is the weighted 
single point that is closest to all people in California . It is the location with the lowest shipping cost and carbon footprintfor 
facilities designed to ship to consumers statewide .It is also a hub for shipping goods throughout the West . 
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Transload hub, depending on demand.  The facility services the WIP as well as other regional users.  
Expansion plans include establishing a grain transloading facility that would bag and load into shipping 
containers from bulk grain shipments from the Midwest.  The facility could handle additional products from 
the local region ranging from almonds to specialized oilfield equipment.  Two key elements for the success 
of an inland port are 1) sufficient distance to warrant the cost of loading and unloading trains and 2) a 
supply of empty containers nearby.  The SRT is ideally located approximately 300 miles by rail from both 
the Port of Oakland and 150 miles from the Ports of L.A./Long Beach, and has a ready supply of empty 
shipping containers collected from the WIP as well as multiple distribution centers located within 50 miles 
of the facility.  

An inland port would serve as a cargo facilitation center, where a number of import, export, manufacturing, 
packing, warehousing, forwarding, customs, and other activities could take place in close proximity or at 
the same site.  This facility could function as an inland sorting and depository center for ocean containers 
transported to the inland port via truck or rail.  A major issue regarding the rail facility is the need for rail 
shuttle service to the ports. 

The City of Shafter is supporting an inland port status at the SRT facility.  The facility’s first phase would 
include a container hub allowing distributors to drop empty containers at the site that other drivers can pick 
up.  Filling empty containers has the potential to eliminate a large number of empty truck trips over the 
Grapevine and through the Los Angeles basin.  The plan would benefit regional air quality by bringing 
efficiency to the logistics system in addition to creating jobs.  

The City of Delano is working closely with UP Cold Connect intermodal facility to expand use at that facility.  
The resulting capacity increase could allow shipments to and from this facility to double to nearly $1 billion 
in gross shipments annually, further benefiting air quality and job creation.  As fuel prices climb the 
competitiveness of shipping produce by rail will continue to improve.     

The Tejon Ranch Commerce Center (TRCC) is the site of the largest activated Foreign Trade Zone (FTZ) 
in California at 177 acres and has the ability to expand to 500 acres.  FTZ’s are sites near ports of entry 
where foreign and domestic merchandise considered international trade can provide important cost-
savings benefits involving customs duties and other charges.  Users can obtain permission from customs 
to move merchandise directly from the port of arrival to the FTZ avoiding delays at congested ports.  SRT, 
UP and TRCC are strategically located proximate to major transportation routes serving both Northern and 
Southern California as well as the regions to the east. 

Other intermodal rail hubs include the Grimmway packing facility in southeast Bakersfield and numerous 
bulk shippers including expanding oil and gas refining operations that receive oil shipments from North 
Dakota and send refined products as far away as New England. 

Another transfer facility worth exploring is a RoadRailer facility, where custom truck trailers designed to 
connect directly to rail wheelsets can easily switch from truck to rail; many RoadRailers use existing rail 
yards as transfer points. 

Trucks 

Trucking is the most commonly used mode for transporting freight; its popularity stems from its flexibility, 
timely delivery, and efficiency for hauling distances up to 600 miles. Trucking, however, can be more 
expensive than rail for longer hauls because of its higher energy costs. In addition, trucking is a major 
cause of street- and highway-surface failures, necessitating a high level of road maintenance.  
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Heavy trucks contribute to roadway deterioration much faster than do automobiles; however, deferred 
maintenance and water intrusion in the roadbed continue to be additional causes of road damage. As a 
result, Kern County streets and highways are subject to rapid deterioration and failure. According to the 
American Association of Highway Officials, a fully loaded 80,000-pound truck has an impact on roads 
equal to the passage of approximately 9,000 cars. 

According to the San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan completed in May 2013, in the 
San Joaquin Valley, trucks carry more than 90% of outbound, inbound and intraregional tonnage. Of the 
425 million tons moved by truck into, out of, or within the San Joaquin Valley in 2007, more than half are 
classified as intraregional moves.  Truck usage is to be expected in a major agricultural and energy 
producing region.  Inbound commodities to the San Joaquin Valley account for about 29% of the non-
through flows and originate in locations including the San Francisco Bay Area, Southern California, the 
Central Coast and from outside of California.  Outbound tonnage comprises about 22% of all non-through 
moves; again destined for locations including the San Francisco Bay Area, Southern California, the Central 
Coast and from outside of California.   

Major interregional highway corridors handle relatively high volumes of heavy truck traffic.  According to 
the Interstate (I)-5/State Route (SR)-99 Origin and Destination Truck Study (October 2009), the majority 
of heavy duty trucks traveling on those corridors are 5-axle Double Unit (one unit is the tractor) trucks 
(71.2% to 90.61%).  There are slight differences between fall and spring truck travel.  By their very size 
and slower speed, trucks lead to congestion and reduced levels-of-service on rural highways and local 
streets. In addition, emissions from trucks, like automobiles and trains, have an adverse effect on air 
quality.  An ever increasing array of federal, state, and air district regulations on truck emissions are 
continuing to improve this situation.  At the Ports of L.A./Long Beach alternative fuels and electric trucks 
are greatly improving air quality. 

While the San Joaquin Valley’s major trucking corridors are centered on the north-south arteries of I-5 and 
SR 99, other state highways, such as SRs 46 and 58, play key distribution roles as well. As Kern County 
expands its population and employment base, the need for direct, high-capacity east/west truck corridors 
becomes increasingly crucial. Special attention must be given to the interregional routes to ensure that 
they remain in serviceable condition and that major reconstruction costs are minimized. 

Goods Movement Studies 

In 2017, Kern COG completed two goods movement studies in coordination with the San Joaquin Valley 
Transportation Planning Agencies.  The first one was the I-5/99 Goods Movement Study that looked at 
options for moving goods through the SJV.   The second study was the San Joaquin Valley Goods 
Movement Sustainable Implementation Plan (SJVGMSIP).  Key recommendations for the 8-county region 
included:  

• Identifying and recommending further analysis on connecting corridors including SR-58; 
• Identifying projects that may be available for construction in the next 5 years; 
• Identifying Intelligent Transportation System solutions for the corridor; 
• Identifying operational improvements for goods movement in the region; and 
• Identifying truck platooning along the I-5 corridor. 

Specifically, the I-5/99 Goods Movement study identified two major corridor to corridor projects that would 
improve goods movement flow statewide.  The first is the completion of the SR-58 Centennial Corridor 
Project.  Figures 5-4 & 5 illustrate how the third phase of the Centennial project when completed in 2021 
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will shave 12 miles and 7 traffic signals off the average truck trip between the North Valley/Bay Area and 
I-40 corridor, potentially reducing thousands of vehicle miles traveled and emissions per year. 

 

To prepare for the 2014 and subsequent RTPs, Kern COG commissioned three goods movement studies 
to analyze freight movement in and through Kern County. The Origins and Destinations Truck Study on 

SR 58 was a joint project with Caltrans and San Bernardino County. The Origins and Destinations Truck 
Study on SR 99 and I-5 was conducted in partnership with the Tulare County Association of Governments, 

Figure 5-4:  Major Goods Movement Corridors 

Figure 5-5:  Four Phases of SR 58 Centennial Goods Movement Corridor Connecting I-5 to SR 
99 
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Fresno COG, and Caltrans. In addition, Kern COG commissioned the Origins and Destinations Truck 
Study on SRs 223, 166, 119, 46, and 65. The three truck studies can be found on the Kern COG website 
using the following link http://www.kerncog.org/cms/publications/publications. 

The studies found that trucking dominates SR 58, SR 99, and I-5 corridors. On the SR-58 segments near I-
5, SR 14, and US 395, trucks accounted for 29% to 52% of the traffic. On segments of I-5 and SR 99, trucks 
made up 30% and 40% of the traffic. On SR 58, 56% of the trucks were from out of state, and on I-5/SR 99 
only 15% were from out of state, with 57% destined for Southern California. It is important to note that 12% 
of containers on SR 58 were empty, and 18% on I-5/SR 99 were empty, indicating that there may be some 
opportunities to reduce deadheading in these corridors. When freight trucks haul full containers to and from 
delivery locations, shipping costs are cut by as much as 40%. 

Air Freight Service 

Air freight service is most commonly characterized by the fast shipment of small items of high value over 
long distances for high cost. Goods movement by air is an emerging element of freight activity in the San 
Joaquin Valley. Statewide, 23 out of 43 commercial air carrier airports account for almost 3 million tons of 
freight transported by air. While air freight is a specialized transportation mode, it accounts for an estimated 
33% of the export values in California.  

Air carriers depend heavily on truck transportation to deliver goods for transport. A significant feature of 
air shipment is its dependability and very short in-transit time. Air freight has not played a large role in the 
Kern area, but with the continued growth of the Los Angeles basin, it is feasible that air freight carriers 
would consider Kern a favorable alternative location.  

Pipelines 

Various pipelines carry natural gas, crude oil, and other petroleum products throughout Kern County. 
Storage, pumping, and branch lines are used to distribute those products. Southern California Edison 
(SCE) and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) are responsible for the maintenance and operation 
of the natural gas line, while major petroleum corporations are responsible for the crude oil pipelines 
throughout the region. State and federal agencies regulate the use of pipelines. 

Kern lies at the crossroads of many pipeline systems connecting the West Coast and the nation.   This 
pipeline network provides opportunities for expansion and creation of new terminal facilities.  Kern is host 
to both natural gas and propane intermodal terminals.  There are currently crude or gasoline pipeline 
networks connecting Kern to the Midwest.  Over the past several years Kern has experienced an increase 
in shipments of crude oil from North Dakota to local refineries.  Kern’s extensive pipeline network may 
provide a way to translate these shipments to the major refineries in the Bay Area and Southern California.  

Hazardous Material Movement 

Because more than 50% of all goods transported throughout the world are hazardous to some degree, 
human life and property are potentially endangered. Each year, more than 4 billion tons of hazardous 
products and waste are transported throughout the United States. Hazardous materials are typically 
transported by rail or by small or large trucks but are also transported by air and pipeline.  

Within the Kern region, emphasis is placed on hazardous materials routing and training of emergency 
personnel in the event of an accidental spill. Interstate transportation of hazardous products and waste 
through the Kern region on Interstate 5 and State Route 99 increases the probability of dangerous spills. 
The County of Kern and the City of Bakersfield maintain Hazardous Material Response Units.  
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Potentially adverse effects associated with transporting hazardous materials can be partially mitigated by 
restricting roads available to these shipments. Under California law, transportation of hazardous waste 
must be carried out via the most direct route over interstate highways whenever possible. Exceptions to 
this general rule are such occasions when it is necessary to avoid highly congested and densely populated 
areas. 

Kings County, northwest of Kern County, is the site of a Class 1 hazardous waste facility. The facility, 
located at Kettleman Hills, draws trucks carrying hazardous materials from all western states. The 
presence of these trucks on regionally significant routes increases the probability of dangerous spills. 

Hazardous shipments by rail are becoming a growing concern as well.  Increased shipments of petroleum 
products need to be protected against spills and fire.  The Kern County Fire Department has specially 
trained hazardous material (HAZMAT) spill responders funded by the oil industry to respond to 
transportation-related emergencies.  

Needs and Issues 

Logistics, agriculture, food processing, energy production, and refining provide a stable base to the 
economy of Kern County and are dependent on the goods movement infrastructure. Population and 
economic growth pressures have resulted in increased traffic congestion on the rural roadways that 
facilitate the “farm to market” goods movement. This congestion affects the safe and timely delivery of 
fresh produce to market and processing plants. 

Farm-related transportation also involves the need to move farming equipment along rural roadways. 
These roadways are usually single-lane with limited shoulders. Heavy, slow-moving farm equipment along 
these roads conflict with commuter travel requirements and can create unsafe travel conditions. 

The evolving freight movement industry has introduced the concept of “just-in-time delivery,” which 
replaces warehouses with freight haulers. With just-in-time delivery, the efficient and timely movement of 
freight along highways and railways becomes ever more essential to the region’s economic growth and 
development. 

Figure 5-6 demonstrates that 
hauling freight by rail is 10 
times more energy efficient 
than shipping by truck. 
Preserving and expanding rail 
use for goods movement will 
help both regional and 
environmental goals for the 
region. Efforts should focus on 
the development of intermodal 
rail terminals and the 
preservation of businesses 
along the short rail lines to 
ensure continued use of the 
short haul rail system. 
Facilities such as UP Cold 
Connect in Delano are 
demonstrating that private 
capital is already investing in 
the region’s rail infrastructure. 

Heavy Duty 
Diesel Trucks 

Figure 5-6:  Energy Efficiency by Transport Modes 
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Kern COG is working with the Central California Rail Shippers/Receivers Association (CCRSRA), San 
Joaquin Valley Railroad (SJVR) and other rail service providers in the region, and the Kern Economic 
Development Corporation to find ways to maintain and increase the use of the short-haul rail lines for 
freight in Kern County. Strategies may include better communication and coordination with the 
stakeholders as well as the development of public/private partnerships for financing improvements. 

Short Haul Rail Abandonment Issue  

In 2010, Kern COG hired Wilbur Smith Associates to conduct the Phase 1 Kern County Rail Study, followed 
by the Phase 2 Study completed in the summer of 2012. The studies stemmed from a growing concern 
about the abandonment of short-haul rail lines. During the 1990s, the Eastern Sierra/Lone Pine subdivision 
connecting the rail spur with China Lake Naval Air Weapons Center was abandoned by Union Pacific 
(formerly Southern Pacific) as far south as the Trona Railway. In addition, two segments of the old 
Southern Pacific rail line heading north out of the county to the Port of Oakland were abandoned at about 
the same time as Southern Pacific (SP) was acquired by UP. In 2009, the federal Surface Transportation 
Board (STB) approved a third abandonment of a 30-mile segment of the old SP line in Tulare County from 
the Kern County line, several miles east of Delano, to Porterville. 

The Central California Rail Shippers/Receivers Association has concerns that similar abandonments in 
Kern might happen for two reasons: (1) increasing tariffs and fees by the rail providers, (2) lack of use by 
business along the route. Lack of use may be partially caused by high railroad tariffs and fees that make 
it cheaper to ship by truck, or price transport costs beyond what the market can bear, forcing curtailment 
or closure of the business. After two years of non-use, the STB can approve an abandonment request by 
the railroad service provider. When rates for scrap metal are high, the risk of rail abandonment increases 
considerably. The Phase 2 Study determined that a 12.5-mile segment of the Arvin Subdivision is likely to 
be abandoned.    

The studies analyzed alternative uses for rail right-of-way which could help preserve the rail corridor. 
Although some former rail corridors have been preserved with rails to trails projects, such as in downtown 
Taft, in many cases preventing abandonment altogether is preferable. Once the rail line is removed, 
highway crossings can be very expensive to rebuild and mitigate, mainly since the public is no longer 
accustomed to looking for trains at the road-crossing locations. Some regions are maintaining short-haul 
lines through a public/private partnership, where the public entity owns the rails and leases their use to a 
private entity. Others are considering preservation of the line for future passenger service as a feeder rail 
system for the high-speed rail system. Additional alternatives include right-of-use agreements, where the 
extra right-of-way on either side of the rail can be used for multi-use trails, roads, and express bus lanes. 

In 2013, the SJVR was acquired by Genesee & Wyoming Railroad (G&W).  The new ownership has 
reached out to the CCRSRA and its members and alleviated some of local shippers/receivers concerns 
about curtailment of short-haul rail service.  This issue remains critical to the achievement of regional 
transportation and air emission goals. 

Greater coordination and integration of the various freight transportation modes is becoming increasingly 
important. Limited resources and intense pressure on existing transportation systems have brought broad-
based support for intermodal transportation systems. Kern COG promotes public/private cooperation 
between modes to increase goods movement efficiency while maintaining a reasonable highway level of 
service. 
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Proposed Actions 

Near-Term, 2018–2020  

• Develop an annual freight movement stakeholders group for coordinating preservation and expansion 
efforts. 

- Coordinate preservation and expansion efforts. 

- Encourage communication between short-line rail operators, shippers, and economic 
development agencies. 

- Explore options for potential uses of the southern portion of Arvin Subdivision as identified in the 
Kern County Rail Study Phase 2. 

- Explore the potential to retain freight rail service on the southern portion of the Arvin Subdivision.  
Coordinate with SJVR, Tejon Ranch Company, and other potential area shippers/users, area 
economic development agencies and the Central California Rail Authority. 

- Explore rail intermodal, transfer facility, and alternative transfer options for the region. 

• Maintain liaison with Southern California Association of Governments and all San Joaquin Valley 
Councils of Government for efficient coordination of freight movement between regions and counties. 

• Construct truck climbing lanes on eastbound SR 58 from General Beale Road to the Bena Road 
overcrossing. 

• Program infrastructure improvements such as the widening of Seventh Standard Road in response to 
proposed freight movement activities in the area.  

• Continue development of Shafter Rail Terminal for intermodal freight transfer activities.  

• Continue development of the Delano UP Cold Connect Facility for intermodal freight shipping to the 
East Coast. 

Long Term, 2021–2042 

• Widen State Route 184 to four lanes to respond to increasing agricultural trucking activity. 

• Widen Wheeler Ridge Road to four lanes as a gap-closure measure to tie I-5 to SR 58 via SR 184. 

• Construct new SR 58 freeway through Metropolitan Bakersfield from existing SR 58 at Union Avenue 
to SR 99 near Golden State Avenue (SR 204), continuing west to I-5. This freeway component would 
relieve some of the congested truck movement on SR 99. 

• Expand rail service to existing distribution centers throughout the County. 
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACTION ELEMENT 

See the Land Use Action Element – Rail/Transit Land Use Actions for proposed actions related to rail and 
public transportation modes. See Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, for further discussion on 
sustainable land use decisions relative to rail and public transportation modes. 

Existing Transit Services 

Within Kern County, existing public transportation services include public transit, Amtrak, and other private 
carriers such as Greyhound. Local and regional public transit is available within and between sixteen Kern 
County communities and has been experiencing some challenges. From 2009/10, to 2014/15 public transit 
services in Kern County saw a 21% reduction in passengers from 8.4 million to 6.5 million passengers. 
However, during that same period transit bus service nationally saw a 5% reduction and is at its lowest 
level in more than 20 years.  Potential causes of these challenges include an improving economy and 
lower fuel prices that allow more people to afford their own vehicle.  Also, there appears to be a relationship 
between shared mobility technology using private smart phone application services (i.e. Urber, Lyft, Waze, 
etc.) that may be affecting transit ridership.  Kern is addressing this issue with new studies that are helping 
to navigate through these new transit challenges.  The following is an overview of Kern’s transit service 
providers. 

Kern Transit (KT), operated by the County of Kern, provides service to the unincorporated communities 
of Buttonwillow, Lamont, Kern River Valley, Frazier Park, Rosamond, and Mojave. In addition, the County 
has agreements with several small cities to share the cost of providing transit service to county areas 
surrounding incorporated places, i.e., Delano, Eastern Sierra Transit Authority, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, 
and Wasco. KT also provides intercity service between Delano/McFarland/Wasco/Shafter/ Bakersfield; 
Lamont/Bakersfield; Lake Isabella/Bakersfield; Frazier Park/Bakersfield; California City/ 
Mojave/Rosamond/ Lancaster/Palmdale; Lost Hills/Bakersfield; and Taft/Bakersfield.  

CalVans is a public vanpool service that serves Central California.  At the July 19, 2012, Kern COG Board 
meeting, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
approved a request from CalVans to become a participating 
member of its board through an addendum to a Joint Powers 
Authority. The CalVans board approved Kern COG as its 
newest member agency at its board meeting on September 
13, 2012.   In 2017 Calvans operated 31 vanpools in Kern 
County. 

Golden Empire Transit (GET) was formed in 1973 and is the 
primary public transportation provider for the Bakersfield Urbanized Area. GET operates 16 fixed routes 
with a fleet of 69 buses in maximum service. The service area within .75 miles of a fixed-route is 
approximately 111 square miles, and the District population is 492,067.  Seventy-seven percent of GET’s 
population resides within Bakersfield city limits, and the remainder is in the unincorporated Kern County 
areas, including Oildale, Greenfield, Fruitvale, Greenacres, and Rosedale. GET-A-Lift provides 
complementary paratransit service for Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-eligible persons within the 
GET service area for those who are physically unable to use the fixed-route service. Elderly and disabled 
services are also provided by the Consolidated Transportation Service Agency (CTSA)   

GET has determined that within Metropolitan Bakersfield, the east and southeast areas exhibit the highest 
service potential. This analysis is based on population density, income, auto ownership, and age. Other 
areas with high transit potential are portions of Oildale and central Bakersfield. The lowest potential rider 
areas include portions of the southwest and northwest. 

A publicly operated vanpool 
system is the most practical 
and cost effective way of 
addressing transit needs in 
the rural areas. 
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Table 5-3 summarizes public transportation services operated by Kern County, with a description of 
services provided by each rural public transit provider, including days of operation and type of service 
provided. 

Transit ridership in Kern County showed a decline during FY 2012–2015 as shown in Table 5-3. Ridership 
for GET, KT, and Delano account for 97% of all transit riders in Kern.  The three agencies combined have 
experienced an 11% decrease in transit ridership in the past three years.  

Operator Area Served Service 
Type 

Days of 
Service 

Fare Structure 

Regular Discount 

Arvin 
Arvin, Lamont 
Tejon Industrial Complex 

Dial-a-ride Mon-Fri 
$1.00 
$2.00 

$.75 seniors, disabled & 
youth 5–15 

California City California City Dial-a-ride Mon-Fri $1.70 $1.00 seniors, disabled, 
children under 4’9” 

CTSA Metro Bakersfield Dial-a-ride Mon-Fri $2.00 – 

Delano  
Delano and adjacent 
unincorporated area 

Fixed route 
Dial-a-ride Mon-Sat 

$1.50 
$4.00 

$.75 seniors/disabled 
$.50 students 5 and 
under 

McFarland McFarland Dial-a-ride Mon-Fri $1.00 $.50 seniors, disabled, 
students 

Eastern Sierra 
Transit 
Authority 

Eastern Sierra Transit Authority 
and adjacent 
unincorporated area 

Dial-a-ride Mon-Sat $2.50 $1.25 seniors, disabled 

Shafter Shafter & adjacent unincorporated 
area Dial-a-ride Mon-Fri $1.00 

$1.25 $.75 seniors, disabled  

Taft Greater Taft (City, Maricopa, Taft, 
Taft Hts, South Taft, Ford City) 

Fixed route 
Dial-a-ride Mon-Fri $1.50 $1.00 (seniors, disabled, 

students) 

Tehachapi 
Tehachapi & unincorporated 
adjacent Golden Hills area 

Dial-a-ride Mon-Fri 
$22.00 (City-
County trips) $1.00 seniors, disabled, 

children 

Wasco 
Wasco and adjacent 
unincorporated area 

Dial-a-ride Mon-Fri $1.75 $1.00 (seniors, disabled, 
youth)  

Kern Transit Bkfd-Frazier Park Intercity Mon-Sat Varies with origin and destination 

Bkfd-Lake Isabella Intercity Mon-Sat $2.75  $1.75 

Bakersfield-Taft Intercity Mon-Sat $2.00 N/A 

Bkfd-Tehachapi Intercity Mon-Sun Varies with origin and destination 

Buttonwillow-Bkfd Intercity Tue, Thu $1.75 $1.25 

Bkfd-Lamont Intercity Mon-Sun $1.25 $0.75 

Lost Hills/Wasco Intercity Thu, Sat $2.00 $1.00 

E. Kern Express (Bkfd, Keene, 
Tehachapi, Mojave Rosamond, 
Lancaster) 

Intercity Mon-Sun Varies with origin and destination 

Table 5-3:  Public Transit Operators Within Kern County 
I 
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Operator Area Served Service 
Type 

Days of 
Service 

Fare Structure 

Regular Discount 

N. Kern Express (Bkfd-Delano) Intercity Mon-Sun Varies with origin and destination 

Mojave-Cal City-Eastern Sierra 
Transit Authority Intercity Mon Wed Fri Varies with origin and destination 

Kern River Valley Dial-a-ride Mon-Sat Varies with origin and destination 

Kern River Fixed route  $1.00 $.75 

Boron Deviated 
fixed route Wed $1.00 $.75 seniors, disabled & 

youth  

Kern River Dial-a-ride Mon-Sat $1.00 $.75 seniors, disabled & 
youth 

Frazier Park Dial-a-ride Mon-Sat $1.00 $.75 seniors, disabled & 
youth  

Lamont Fixed route Mon-Sat $0.75 $.50 seniors, disabled & 
youth 

 
Mojave Dial-a-ride Mon-Sat $1.00 $.75 seniors, disabled & 

youth  

Rosamond Dial-a-ride Mon-Sat $1.00 $.75 seniors, disabled & 
youth  

GET Metro Bakersfield Fixed route Daily $1.55 $.80 seniors & disabled 

GET-A-Lift Metro Bakersfield Dial-a-ride Daily $3.00 -- 

 

Operator 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 

Arvin 68,102 68,905 78,217 

California City 15,526 14,116 14,441 

CTSA 42,905 43,567 46,385 

Delano 155,246 162,482 150,681 

GET & GET-A-Lift 6,229,975 6,103,178 5,509,080 

Kern Transit 636,865 617,412 596,902 

McFarland 31,642 29958 27,700 

Eastern Sierra Transit Authority 13,516 17,101 14,339 

Shafter 30,662 29,764 14,339 

Taft 47,240 44,217 45,011 

Tehachapi 5,929 5,663 7,058 

Wasco 20,368 20,308 20,047 

Totals 7,297,976 7,156,671 6,537,925 

Sources: Annual Report of Financial Transaction-Transit, 2012/13 – 2014/15; Transit Operators State Controllers Report 

Table 5-4:  Passengers Transported by Kern County Transit Operators 
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Important Accomplishments  

Golden Empire Transit District 

In 2016-17, GET’s fixed-route and GET-A-Lift operation ridership was 5,218,850 riders.  GET operates 16 
fixed routes, including 2 rapid routes with 15-minute headways and 3 express routes.  GET has made a 
commitment to improving Kern County’s air quality by purchasing compressed natural gas (CNG) buses. 
In 2006, GET became one of the first large transit fleets in the nation entirely fueled by natural gas. GET 
has installed bike racks on all buses to facilitate intermodal trips, providing an ancillary improvement to air 
quality. In 2018, GET will begin testing two electric buses to 
further reduce Green House Gas (GHG) emissions from its 
fleet. In partnership with IKEA and Tejon Ranch, GET initiated 
an express route between downtown Bakersfield and the 
Tejon Industrial Complex in October 2008. A permanent park-
and-ride lot for this service has been established in the 
Greenfield area. GET has installed an automatic vehicle location (AVL) system with a global position 
system (GPS) tracking system that allows riders to phone an automated service that reports when the next 
bus will arrive at any designated GET bus stop.  

Consolidated Transportation Service Agency 

North of the River Recreation and Park District (NOR) was designated as the Consolidated Transportation 
Service Agency (CTSA) in 1999. CTSA uses Transit Development Act and Federal Transit Administration 
Section 5310 funds to purchase, maintain, and operate vans and buses. CTSA provides low-cost 
transportation service for seniors 60+ and disabled community members. Services are available Monday 
through Friday for medical appointments, senior activities, grocery shopping, and other essential trips. 
CTSA is a demand-response transportation program and provides door-to-door service within Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. 

In response to a ridership drop from 2000 to 2003, and later in 2004, CTSA made several service 
improvements including wheelchair accessibility on 100% of its fleet and the hiring of additional drivers. 
Over the past three years, CTSA’s ridership has improved by 8.1% and is currently delivering a healthy 
15.2% farebox return (10% is required by Transportation Development Act regulations).  

Kern Transit (KT) 

Since 1981, KT has provided a vital transportation link to the residents of Kern County. Through the 
services, KT provides – six local demand response (Dial-A-Rides), 17 fixed routes, and a medical Dial-A-
Ride in Bakersfield – customers are able to access employment, medical appointments, education, 
shopping, and social needs. KT has implemented state and federal grants to acquire items such as 28 
new buses, ten bus shelters, and an intelligent transportation system with automatic scheduling capability.  
Future projects include three transit centers and electronic fare boxes.   

In early 2002, KT joined with Inyo Mono Transit, now called Eastern Sierra Transit Authority (ESTA) to 
provide transit service so KT users can connect in Ridgecrest, to points north, including Lone Pine, 
Independence, Bishop, and Mammoth. The need for this intercity route was brought about by the 
cancellation of Greyhound’s commercial intercity service along the US 395 corridor, which was suspended 
in August 2001. Communities and cities in the eastern Sierra, north of Mojave, were left without frequent 
and effective public or commercial service upon the demise of the Greyhound service.  

ESTA is critical to meeting the transportation needs of people living and traveling along US 395 and SR 14. 
It provides the vital linkage to existing public and commercial transportation services currently serving the 

In 2006, GET became one of 
the first large transit fleets in 
the nation entirely fueled by 
natural gas. 
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counties of Kern, Los Angeles, Inyo, and Mono, including demand-response services operated by Eastern 
Sierra Transit Authority, California City, Mojave, and Rosamond; Antelope Valley Transit Authority and 
Metrolink in Lancaster/Palmdale; Santa Clarita Transit in Palmdale and Santa Clarita communities; 
intercity service to Bakersfield with connections to Greyhound and Airport Valet; Amtrak; and connections 
to regional air service in Inyokern and Bakersfield. 

Amtrak San Joaquin Service Improvements 

The State-supported Amtrak San Joaquin service presently extends 362 rail miles between Oakland and 
Bakersfield and 314 miles between Sacramento and Bakersfield. Six round-trip trains operate daily, and 
three of these train sets are stored overnight in Bakersfield. Bakersfield represents both the end of the line 
for the current rail service and the stepping-off point for further travel to Southern California and Nevada. 
Growing demand for rail service on the San Joaquin line prompted Caltrans to add a second train from 
Stockton to Sacramento in March 2003.  

In FY 2015-16, the Bakersfield station handled 481,000 passengers (boardings and alightings) and was 
second only to Sacramento as the busiest Amtrak station on the San Joaquin route. In the past 4 years, 
Amtrak ridership has dropped 7% since it peak in 2013.  FY 2015–2016, the San Joaquin route remains 
the fifth busiest corridor in the country, with 1,107,000 riders. 

To protect the existing San Joaquin Rail Service and to promote its improvement, local and regional 
agencies on the San Joaquin Corridor (Bakersfield, Fresno, Modesto, Stockton, Sacramento, and 
Oakland) sponsored and supported Assembly Bill 1779 (AB 1779).  This bill enabled regional government 
agencies to form the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (SJJPA) to take over the administration and 
management of the existing San Joaquin Rail Service from the State.  AB 1779 was passed by the 
Legislature on August 30, 2012, with bipartisan support, and was signed by Governor Brown on September 
29, 2012.  The governance/management of the San Joaquin Rail Service was transferred to the SJJPA 
on July 1, 2015.   

AB 1779 requires the SJJPA to protect the existing San Joaquin Rail Service and facilities and seek to 
expand service as warranted by ridership and available revenue.  The provisions of AB 1779 require the 
state to continue to provide the funding necessary for service operations, administration, and marketing.  
Caltrans Division of Rail will remain responsible for the development of the Statewide Rail Plan and the 
coordination and integration between the three state-supported intercity passenger rail services.  

Transit Needs and Issues 

Limited Transit Dollars 

Financial resources for public transportation are limited while demand for those resources continues to 
increase. Traditional public transportation revenue sources do not support the increasing need for public 
mass transportation to help mitigate population increases, clean air mandates, and trip reduction 
programs.  

The expansion of public transportation services in the County is predicated on an aggressive financial 
plan. GET’s budget has increased annually as the system responds to increasing consumer demand. The 
financial core to subsidize public transit services in the Transportation Development Act’s (TDA) Local 
Transportation Fund (LTF). These funds are derived from the County’s portion of the local sales and use 
tax or .25 percentage points of the 7.25% (8.25% in Delano, Ridgecrest and Arvin) sales and use tax rate. 
Kern COG apportions these taxes to public transit throughout Kern County. In addition, the TDA authorized 
the state legislature to budget for State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) by means of allocating a portion 
of the sales and use tax on gasoline. 
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However, in an attempt to balance the State’s fiscal issues, the Governor periodically reduced or 
suspended the STAF to transit.  In 2017, with the passage of the Senate Bill (SB) 1, STAF is receiving a 
significant increase in funding beginning in 2018 providing the first significant new source of transit funding 
in decades.  Currently, no local dedicated funding source is available for public transit.  

Chapter 6 – Financial Element identifies several new sources that may be dedicated toward transit.  Table 
6-1 identifies 32% of all funding in this plan going toward transit, high occupancy vehicle, passenger rail, 
aviation, and other uses.   These sources include LTF, farebox, local agency funds/developer impact fees, 
State Transportation Improvement Program, State Transit Assistance Account, Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality Program, Federal Transit Administration (Sections 5307, 5310, and 5311), federal Stimulus 
funding, as well as other revenue streams.   

Short-Range Transportation Development Plans 

Transportation Development Plans (TDPs) for Kern transit agencies are usually updated every five years 
and are used as planning tools focusing on short-term transit needs and improvements. TDPs provide 
recommendations for improving existing service, identify the transit agencies’ roles and responsibilities for 
better coordination of transit services, and identify possible future transit expansion or revision.  

GET’s Short-Range Transit Plan guides routine decisions associated with operations and maintenance. This 
document covering a five-year period is updated annually.  

A five-year TDP was prepared for the cities of Shafter and Wasco and SR 43s transit services in late 2016. 
The plans recommend minor changes to both demand-response services and monitoring the business 
growth along the SR 43 corridor from Bakersfield to Delano for vanpool and carpool opportunities. In 
2018/19 Kern COG is seeking new SB 1 grant funds to update all TDPs in Kern County and to look at 
Kern Consolidated Transit Services Agency system for service to seniors and disabled as well. 

Recommendations for Shafter’s transit system are included below: 

• Implement a 24-hour advance reservation system; 
• Adopt formal transit policies including fare structure and fare policy; 
• Create and implement a marketing plan to increase ridership and fare revenue for the City’s transit 

program (especially on the fixed-route service); 
• Implement a fare increase to support farebox recovery goals (current pricing is lower than many 

Kern County operators); 
• Revise fare policy to allow two children (age 4 and under) to ride free with each fare-paying adult; 
• Adopt and enforce formal carry-on bag policy; 
• Create a dispatcher position rather than having drivers self-dispatch; 
• Implement a 90-day pilot program offering Saturday Dial-a-Ride service from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 

p.m. (using one vehicle); 
• Participate in the RTPA’s Active Transportation Plan and implement infrastructure to support 

active transportation; 
• Implement bus stop improvements amenities and provide local service information at KT 

connection points in Shafter; and 
• The City of Shafter will implement the recommendations as they deem appropriate. 

Recommendations for Wasco’s transit system are included below: 

• Implement a 24-hour advanced reservation system; 
• Develop and implement a marketing plan to increase ridership and fare revenue; 
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• Increase the price of the Adult 13-ride Pass to $20.00 to be more consistent with the discount 
offered on the Senior/Disabled 11-Ride Pass; 

• Revise fare policy to allow two children (age 4 and under) to ride free with each fare-paying adult; 
• Adopt and enforce formal carry-on bag policy; 
• Create a dispatcher/driver position to ensure service coverage; 
• Implement a 90-day pilot program offering Saturday service from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (using 

one vehicle); 
• Extend weekly service hours to begin at 7:00 a.m. and end at 5:00 p.m.; 
• Recruit part-time drivers to provide additional coverage for extended weekly hours and Saturday 

service; 
• Participate in the RTPA’s Active Transportation Plan and implement infrastructure to support 

active transportation; 
• Install bus stops amenities and provide local service information at KT connection points in Wasco; 

and 
• The City of Wasco will implement the recommendations as they deem appropriate. 

In June of 2015, Kern COG and the City of Delano entered into an agreement to prepare a long-range 
transit plan for the City’s transportation system. Kern COG staff provided transportation modeling data and 
public transportation service advice. The plan was completed in late 2017. 

Long range recommendations for Delano’s transit system are included below: 

• Maintain current route structure; 

• Make design improvement along Cecil Avenue and Garces Highway to enable relocation of stops 
to these arterials; 

• Maintain Saturday services as a weekend loop; 

• Begin a trial service expansion to serve commuters better; 

• Modify/Expand existing routes to enhance access to developing areas; 

• Expand or transfer Bakersfield service; 

• Implement reduced-fare transit vouchers; 

• Provide real=time information system (to increase ridership); 

• Transition CNG fueled vehicles to plug-in hybrid or battery electric vehicles; 

• Amend zoning to allow transit-supportive development; 

• Increase community awareness of DART services;  

• Explore vanpools as a supplement to, or substitute for, some service; and 

• Consider ridesourcing for first/last mile access to transit. 

The City of Delano will implement the recommendations above as they deem appropriate. 
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Senior/Mobility-Disabled Public Transportation 

The senior and mobility-disabled populations in Kern County have limited access to public transportation. 
Differing fare structures, trip priorities, and limited service hours inhibit a coordination of efforts among 
operators of senior and disabled transportation. Kern COG staff carefully monitors annual unmet transit 
needs public hearing results, attends member agency fairs and events to collect transit needs data, and 
holds its own unmet transit needs public hearing. Also, Kern COG schedules regular meetings for its Social 
Services Transportation Advisory Committee to support existing transportation systems that operate to 
serve elderly and disabled residents in the Kern region.  

Recent Transit Planning Activities 

Shared-Use Mobility Services in Rural Disadvantaged Communities in California’s San Joaquin 
Valley:  Pilot Project 

Kern COG partnered with the 7 other San Joaquin Valley COGs and the UC Davis National Center for 
Sustainable Transportation on a grant from the California Air Resources Board to look at emerging shared 
mobility solutions (such as Uber, Lyft, and Waze) to help stem the decline in transit ridership and improve 
service to disadvantaged communities.  Since the completion of the study,1 the partnership has grown to 
include the San Joaquin Valley Air District and has been awarded a $2.1 million dollar grant to implement 
a shared-use mobility pilot project in several disadvantaged communities in the region.   

Shared-use mobility services largely serve major metropolitan areas. However, increasingly officials, who 
represent rural communities, want to know whether these types of services may be able to provide more 
cost-effective access to rural residents than is currently possible by fixed-route and dial-a-ride transit 
services. Many of these officials must contend with low farebox recovery rates that threaten transit funding 
and subsequent cutbacks in transit services that are often strongly opposed by constituents.   

In this study, the cost-effectiveness of existing inter-city transit service in rural disadvantaged communities 
in the San Joaquin Valley (California) is compared to hypothetical ridesharing and carsharing services. 
The results show significant potential to reduce transit costs and reinvest those cost saving to expand 
shared mobility services.   

The cost-effectiveness analysis is supplemented with reviews of existing shared-use mobility pilots and 
consultations with experts in shared mobility and local transportation planning. The result is one of two 
shared-use mobility pilot concepts now being rolled out in Kern and Tulare Counties. 

The pilot under development in the South Valley will implement carsharing and ridesourcing in affordable 
housing complexes in the Lamont-Arvin and Wasco communities of Kern County. The development 
density of selected locations support walk access to carsharing for residents in the affordable housing 
complexes and surrounding neighborhoods. Ridesourcing would be introduced to provide first and last 
mile access to transit and carsharing when it is not possible for residents to walk to these services. 
Ridesourcing would also provide direct access to destinations when it is not possible to complete an 
essential trip with transit or carsharing. Carsharing and ridesourcing would be subsidized to ensure that 

                                                      

1 Shared-Use Mobility Services in Rural Disadvantaged Communities in California’s San Joaquin Valley 
http://sjvcogs.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Final-Report-Transit-Alternatives.pdf 2017 
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the services are affordable. It is anticipated that this program will produce significant savings from reduced 
dial-a-ride service costs that can be used for other sustained operations.  

GET Long-Range Plan 

GET, in partnership with Kern COG, implements the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit System Long-Range 
Plan. The plan documents the relationship between population growth, transit ridership demand, and 
current operations. It also addresses emerging intracity transit system needs and addresses connectivity 
between rural areas and major regional transportation facilities such as the Amtrak train station and 
Meadows Field.  A goal of the plan is to implement GET’s new 
vision statement:  “GET…doing our part to improve mobility and 
create livable communities by becoming every household’s 
second car.” 

The GET Long-Range Plan, adopted in April 2012, provides the 
following three principles and concepts. These principles and 
concepts provide a framework for evaluating existing built and 
policy conditions in the region and ways to make improvements 
in the future. 

• Support transit use at the local level and on a regional scale. Potential transit ridership and 
multimodal opportunities should be considered in planning new growth areas, developing land use 
policies for existing developed areas, and planning for major infrastructure investments. The focus 
should be on improving the form of the region, with particular emphasis on enhancing pedestrian 
activity in and around downtown Bakersfield and other potential sites such as adjacent to California 
State University, Bakersfield (CSUB). 

• Focus development and infrastructure on key cores and corridors. Transit ridership will be 
highest when it effectively serves key origins and destinations. Transit becomes an attractive 
alternative to the automobile when it is accessible, convenient, and efficient. In order to maximize the 
attractiveness of transit, service should be focused on major corridors such as Chester, California, Mt. 
Vernon, and Ming Avenues, as well as the Niles and Monterey Street corridors. Accompanying land 
use and infrastructure policies should encourage more intense development and improved 
accessibility for all travel modes in these areas. New growth areas, as they become necessary to 
accommodate regional population growth, should be developed using these same principles. 

• Design streets and new developments to foster street activity and encourage transit use. 
Streets are the centers of activity for transit-oriented districts; they are the civic spaces where people 
walk to transit and support the public life of the districts. Street activity can be generated by increased 
land use intensity and through-street designs that provide comfortable access for all modes of travel. 
Street improvements such as sidewalk widening, street tree planting, and providing pedestrian lighting 
can be coupled with land use changes to maximize the benefit of public infrastructure investments, 
and the pairing of these decisions will result in comprehensive and complementary planning of land 
uses and transportation systems. 

The GET Long Range Transit Plan uses a phased approach that 
is already transforming the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit 
System.  The Near-term plan became operational in October 
2012, creating a Rapid Bus network through the core area with 
headways less than 15 minutes.  The Mid-term plan includes 
expansion of the rapid bus network and implementation of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System.  The Long-
term plan expands the system further and increases headways throughout the system.  Portions of the 
BRT system may become the future light rail system for Metropolitan Bakersfield.   

A goal of the plan is to 
implement GET’s new vision 
statement:  “GET… doing our 
part to improve mobility and 
create livable communities by 
becoming every household’s 
second car.” 

Portions of the BRT system 
may become the future light 
rail system for Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. 
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In 2016 the City of Bakersfield began a High Speed Rail (HSR) Station Area Plan that is looking at transit 
connections to a potential HSR station location at F Street and Golden State Highway.  The study will 
recommend adjustments to the Bakersfield Long Range Transit Plan based on the new location for a major 
intermodal facility. 

Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study 

In 2015, Kern COG partnered with Golden Empire Transit District to prepare a Metroplolitan Bakersfield 
Transit Center Study. The study’s long-term recommendations were to consider acquiring property at the 
following locations for future transfer stations: Panama Lane and Highway 99, Mt. Vernon Avenue and 
Highway 178, and Niles and Mt. Vernon. Each of these sites were considered for their potential to provide 
transit oriented development (TOD). 

GET Five-Year Information Technology Strategic Plan 

GET has made the following technology improvements since 2012 – In 2012, driver work runs were 
created (Runcuts) for the first time using computer software (Fleetnet). Also in 2012, GET introduced an 
online Human Resources (HR) application process that allows applicants to apply for open positions using 
the GET website as well as the GET office using an information kiosk. Finally, in 2012, GET upgraded its 
security surveillance to increase performance and recording times at all locations. In 2013, all GET 
paratransit vehicles were equipped with the CAD/AVL/PIS system. Using the CAD/AVL/PIS system, Get-
a-Lift service is operated via an automated dispatch. In 2014, the new GPS tracking system (Connexionz) 
was installed on all buses, providing on-time performance data as well as specific data for boardings, 
alightings, lift and bike rack use. The system provides real-time information for the public. In 2016, GET 
completed a five-year information technology strategic plan. In 2017, GET purchased software (UTA) for 
reporting ridership data from the automated passenger counters (APC) installed on all buses. Also 
introduced to GET service in 2017, GET linked its service payment system to the Token Transit mobile 
application for pass purchases. Since KT is also linked to Token Transit, riders may seamlessly purchase 
rides on both KT and the GET service using public transit throughout Kern County. 

Delano Long Range Transportation System Plan   

On September 18, 2017, Delano Transit completed a Long Range Transportation System Plan that 
provided recommendations to improve the service performance. The recommendations addressed 
concerns about the systems’ Transportation Development Act (TDA) farebox ratio (the ratio between fare 
revenues divided by total operating cost – Delano is a small urbanized area and is required to generate a 
twenty percent farebox ratio), changes in bus stops to improve speed and connectivity, and modification 
of the systems’ hourly and weekday service to meet anticipated future population growth.   

Kern Transit Bakersfield Service Analysis 

KT completed a study of its services, the Bakersfield Service Analysis, adopted in June 2012, in response 
to the GET Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit System Long-Range Plan. That plan recommended a series 
of changes to GET’s fixed-route service, which have a number of implications for KT service. The primary 
objectives of the KT analysis were to determine whether KT might be able to take advantage of the GET 
changes to (1) improve service for its own customers and (2) reduce operating costs.  

Eastern Sierra Public Transportation Study 

Completed in June 2005, the Eastern Sierra Public Transportation Study focused on public transportation 
services in Mono, Inyo, and eastern Kern counties. The study represented a comprehensive effort to 
address short-term interregional transit demands, identify strategies to enhance intra-regional mobility, 
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and present a preliminary feasibility analysis of longer-term passenger rail service between Mammoth 
Lakes and the Los Angeles region. Given the varied geography, sparse populations, and long distances 
that buses must travel, the study found that transit operations through the Eastern Sierra region provide 
exceptionally good coverage. Nearly all communities within the study area have some level of transit 
service, offering basic mobility to meet some travel demands. 

Regional Rural Transit Strategy 

Kern COG initiated a study to evaluate alternatives to its current network of rural transit services. A project 
advisory committee representing transit providers and social services throughout Kern County, 
inaugurated this effort, the Regional Rural Transit Strategy (RRTS), in spring 2017.  

• The RRTS inventoried existing public transit services in rural Kern County, identified possible 
alternatives to existing public transit service and recommended strategies to improve the rural 
Kern County public transit system. The report provided the following as areas of focus:  

o Identify alternatives that would improve the overall quality of transit service in Kern 
County; 

o Identify alternatives to traditional transit addressing Kern County’s regional rural mobility 
needs; 

o Develop coordination alternatives that realize an improvement over the way transit is 
currently operated; 

o Review, identify, and discuss alternative administrative and oversight models for transit 
services in Kern County; 

o Create a strategy for increasing the visibility and importance of transit in Kern County; and 
o Create partnerships between transit and non-transit organizations in addressing Kern 

County’s transit needs. 

The final RRTS produced recommendations for alternative methods of countywide public transit service 
focusing on improving efficiency, effectiveness, and cost savings. A cost benefit analysis was performed 
as part of the updates to each TDP. 

High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study 

Kern COG initiated the High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit (HOV/BRT) Study to examine the long-
range feasibility of implementing HOV lanes and/or BRT services (in the form of freeway-based express 
bus or arterial-based BRT) within the Bakersfield metropolitan area and surrounding portions of Kern 
County. The analysis, results, and recommendations developed through this study are incorporated into 
the 2018 RTP in Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). 

The objectives of this report are to document the study process, which included a review of existing and 
future baseline transportation conditions within Kern County and an assessment of the performance, 
benefits, and potential impacts of HOV and BRT improvements within the county. 

The study recommends projects or programs that merit further consideration and additional study to provide 
more detail in terms of travel benefits, costs (capital and operations), and implementation time frames. The 
analysis completed for this study is conceptual in nature and focuses on identifying need and feasibility. More 
detailed corridor-level studies of specific projects and recommendations would be necessary prior to the 
implementation of any of the concepts identified in this report. 
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Commuter Rail Feasibility Study 

Kern COG initiated the Commuter Rail Feasibility Study, completed in July 2012, to examine a set of 
alternatives for providing commuter rail service within the Bakersfield metropolitan area and surrounding 
portions of Kern County, as well as within the eastern region of the county. The study concludes that some 
commuter rail service in Kern warrants further study, including extension of Metrolink from Lancaster north 
to Rosamond/Edwards AFB, and the addition of one or more Amtrak stops in north/west Bakersfield. 

The study effort includes the review and summary of previous 
studies and reports that have identified potential transportation, 
land use, and commuter rail development planning in Kern County. 
The report builds on the existing and forecasted future 
demographic conditions within the county, as well as presents 
example commuter rail case studies throughout the United States 
for comparison purposes. 

Six potential commuter rail corridors are examined in the study, 
utilizing existing freight rail corridors. The objective of this study is 
to identify corridors that may be feasible for future commuter rail 
service, along with potential station locations that would serve these corridors. This study is intended to 
lay the groundwork for more detailed future study efforts that would define operational characteristics and 
costs at a greater level of detail within the corridors determined to be feasible. 

This study included extensive involvement and input from Kern COG staff, as well as members of the 
study steering committee. This committee included representatives from Caltrans, Kern County, GET, the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority, City of Bakersfield, City of Delano, Fresno Council of Governments, 
County of Los Angeles, Altamont Commuter Express, and Southern California Regional Rail Authority. 

High-Speed Rail Authority  

Established in 1996, the California High-Speed Rail Authority is charged with planning, designing, 
constructing, and operating a state-of-the-art high-speed train system. The proposed system stretches 
from San Francisco, Oakland, and Sacramento in the north—with service to the Central Valley—to Los 
Angeles and San Diego in the south. With bullet trains operating at speeds up to 220 mph, the express 
travel time from downtown San Francisco to Los Angeles would be approximately 2½ hours. Intercity 
travelers (trips between metropolitan regions) along with longer-distance commuters would enjoy the 
benefits of a system designed to connect with existing rail, air, and highway systems.  

The recommended high-speed rail blended system (Los Angeles to San Francisco) would be 
approximately 520 miles long and would serve over 90% of the state’s population. The system would be 
completely grade-separated, double-tracked, and electrified.  

The major challenge to the Authority is to secure financing in order to implement the system. In November 
2008, California voters passed Proposition 1A, which authorized the State to issue $9.95 billion in bonds 
to fund the first phase of a high-speed rail system. In July 2012, the Federal Rail Administration awarded 
California $3.1 billion in stimulus funding to accelerate the purchase of rights-of-way and completion of 
engineering studies and to begin construction.  Up to $1.5 billion of the $6 billion identified for the first 
construction segment could be used to build track in the Kern region.  The Authority has estimated that 
the existing funding will allow the track to get as far south as Wasco or northwest Bakersfield.  An additional 
$20 to $30 billion is needed before the first true high speed trains can begin operation. 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) is required by Public Utilities Code 185033 to prepare, 
publish, adopt and submit a business plan to the California Legislature every two years.  The Authority’s 

Some commuter rail service 
in Kern warrants further 
study, including extension of 
Metrolink from Lancaster 
North to Rosamond/Edwards 
AFB, and addition of one or 
more Amtrak stops in 
North/West Bakersfield. 
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business plan is an overarching policy document used to inform the Legislature, the public, and 
stakeholders of the project’s implementation, and assist the Legislature in making policy decisions 
regarding the project.  

The 2014 Business Plan (Plan) maintained the core elements of the 2012 Business Plan – a better, faster 
and cheaper high-speed rail that forms the backbone of a statewide rail modernization program.  The 2016 
Business Plan summarizes the progress the Authority has made over the past two years, updates the 
2014 Business Plan to include recent ridership forecasts and cost estimates and describes the next major 
decisions and milestones that lie ahead.  The 2016 Plan estimated an operating system in 2025.  The 
updates, including refinements to underlying models and analysis, are based on current data and 
recommendations from outside experts such as the United States Government Accountability Office. 

The next Business Plan is anticipated to be presented to the Legislature in May 2016, and every two years 
thereafter. 

Proposed Public Transportation Actions 

Near Term, 2018–2020 

• GET should decrease emphasis on timed connections at transit centers;  

• New GET transit center at CSU Bakersfield (begin construction in 2018); 

• Increased GET service to CSU Bakersfield and Bakersfield College; 

• Faster GET crosstown trips; 

- New Express routes 

- New “Rapid” routes 

- More direct routes 

• Refine KT scheduling practices; 

• Consider KT route reconfiguration within downtown Bakersfield; 

• Analyze KT stop placement; 

• Continue discussions with the Southern California Regional Rail Authority regarding the extension of 
Metrolink from Lancaster to Rosamond; 

• Initiate discussions with the State regarding adding stops to Amtrak San Joaquin service between 
Bakersfield and Wasco; and  

• Monitor advancement of the California High-Speed Rail (HSR) project. 

Long Term, 2021–2042 

• Introduce “full” GET Bus Rapid Transit; 
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• GET Crosstown service connecting one side of Bakersfield to the other; 

• GET Circulator services within neighborhoods or around outlying areas of Bakersfield; 

• Continuation of GET Express routes; 

• Introduce GET hybrid Circulator/Express service; 

• Rapid bus improvements; 

• Introduce Express bus service along SR 178/24th Street/Rosedale Highway and SR 99; 

• Truck climbing lane along eastbound SR 58; 

• Consider Bus Rapid Transit in exclusive lanes with traffic signal priority; 

• Consider additional Express bus service; 

• Consider ramp metering; 

• Consider peak period only HOV lanes; 

• Consider converting BRT corridors to light rail transit; 

• Consider additional peak period HOV lanes; 

• Continue pursuing extension of Metrolink from Lancaster to Rosamond; 

• As HSR proceeds to construction; 

- Identify preferred corridor to connect Bakersfield and Delano with commuter rail/HSR feeder 
service. 

- Identify potential funding for commuter rail operations. 

- Work with local transit providers to connect riders to commuter rail/HSR. 

• Reassess feasibility of commuter rail in various corridors. 
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ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION ACTION ELEMENT 

See the Land Use Action Element – Highway/Road for bicycle and pedestrian proposed actions. See 
Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, for further discussion on sustainable land use decisions 
relative to bicycle and pedestrian travel modes. 

Kern County is especially well suited for active transportation such as biking and walking.  According to 
the Kern COG the statistically valid 2017 Community Survey, 20 percent of residents reported a commute 
time of 10 minutes or less.  The climate and terrain of the region 
is favorable for active transportation, with many clear, dry days 
and moderate temperatures. For short trips, biking and walking 
can serve as an alternative to the automobile. Because these 
modes are non-polluting and energy efficient, it is an element in 
the region’s multimodal transportation system that leads to a more 
efficient transportation network. 

This section focuses on bicycle and pedestrian travel facilities with an emphasis on complete streets. 
Residential developments are often within walking distance of commercial centers; however, design 
considerations should allow for ready ingress/egress of subdivisions. Mild weather, coupled with safely 
designed sidewalks and paths, can make walking an enjoyable activity. 

Existing Systems 

Bicycle facilities generally fall into three distinct categories: Class I, and variations of Class I bike facilities 
are the first category. Class I facilities are paved right-of-way for exclusive use by bicyclists, pedestrians, 
and those using non-motorized modes of travel. Class II bike lanes are defined by pavement striping and 
signage used to allocate a portion of a roadway for bicycle travel. Several jurisdictions have variations on 
Class II facilities, which provide optional striping scenarios to allow on-street parking. Class III facilities 
include sign markings for bicycle routes.  There are no pavement markings. The County also has a Class 
III variation that provides a 4-foot delineated shoulder and bicycle route signage in rural areas. 

Accomplishments Since 2012 

With funding from the Caltrans Active Transportation Program, Kern COG led the development of a long-
range, holistic plan for creating walkable and bicycle-friendly environments in the cities and 
unincorporated areas of Kern County. Context-sensitive solutions were sought that reflect the distinctive 
character and needs of the various communities, large and small, throughout the region. 
 
The County and several jurisdictions have recently completed or launched bicycle, pedestrian, trail and 
other planning efforts that support pedestrian and bicycle safety for people of all ages and abilities. The 
Kern Region Active Transportation Plan published in January 2018 builds on this momentum, helping 
communities focus efforts and successfully obtain funding to implement improvements. 
 
Through an extensive review of existing conditions and comprehensive community and stakeholder 
outreach, the Active Transportation Plan established a regional vision complemented by stand-alone 
recommendations for each jurisdiction and unincorporated area. User-friendly maps and prioritized 
projects provide a clearly defined implementation strategy, enabling communities to put their respective 
plans into action. 
 
 
 
 

According to the National 
Household Travel Survey, 
Over 25 percent of trips in 
Kern County are less than 
one mile in length.  
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Kern County Bicycle Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations 
 
In October 2012, Kern COG adopted the Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets 
Recommendations, which provided recommendations for both constructed and planned bicycle facilities 
in the unincorporated portion of Kern County.  The Complete Streets Recommendations looked at the 
integration of bike, pedestrian and transit facilities into the transportation system. 

City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan 

In November 2013 the Bakersfield City Council approved the City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation 
Plan. The City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan guides the future development of bicycle facilities 
and programs in the City. The recommendations in this Plan will help the City create an environment and 
develop programs that support bicycling for transportation and recreation, encourage fewer trips by car 
and support active lifestyles.  

In transportation planning, more emphasis is being placed on “soft” solutions to transportation control and 
traffic congestion. The trend toward solving traffic issues without resorting to expansion of highway and 
freeway facilities has taken hold over the last decade. Kern County has many notable success stories 
where more effective management of the existing transportation system has reduced or eliminated the 
need for costly and disruptive expansions.  The Kern Region Active Transportation Plan (2017), the Kern 
County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations (2012), and the City of Bakersfield 
Bicycle Transportation Plan (2013) documents are incorporated by reference as a part of the 2018 RTP. 

Needs and Issues 
 
Maintenance Issues 

Maintaining bicycle and pedestrian facilities has always been a challenging issue for local agencies. 
Roadway maintenance backlogs in nearly every jurisdiction are increasing annually. As the roadway 
network expands, maintenance efforts and pavement conditions fall further behind. Commitments for 
investments into new bicycle and pedestrian facilities cannot guarantee a continuing revenue source for 
upkeep, particularly for bicycle paths on separate rights-of-way. Rather than diminishing bicycle 
improvements; however, new funding sources or ways to deal with maintenance should be pursued.  

Public Support 

For a number of reasons, bicycling has not realized its full potential as a transportation mode within the 
Kern region. The reasons are primarily related to (1) ease of short-distance travel via automobile; (2) 
lengthy distances between residences and work sites; (3) relatively inexpensive and widely available 
sources of automobile fuel; (4) lack of shower and/or locker facilities at employment centers; and (5) a 
general aging of the population, which may reduce the number of persons who are inclined to take bicycle 
trips.  

General attitudes toward bicycling also present issues. Many area residents do not view cycling as a real 
transportation mode. These attitudes can be attributed to factors such as: 

• Many urban roads do not provide adequate shoulders, causing some cyclists to ride within the flow of 
traffic. 

• Lack of adequate bicycle facilities, such as lockers or alternative means of securing a bicycle. 

• Decentralization of employment centers, residential areas, and retail facilities. 
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• Lack of knowledge regarding the benefits of bicycling. 

Motorists are occasionally unwilling to share the roadways with bicycles, and this may lead to antagonistic 
situations in the street. Education regarding the transportation system must include cyclists, pedestrians, 
motorists, and transit passengers. 

Current Planning Activities 

Current bicycle and pedestrian planning activities in the Kern region include implementing the Kern 
Regional Active Transportation Plan and the Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets 
Recommendation and promoting more pedestrian and bike uses throughout the county as an alternative 
to driving.   

Proposed capital bicycle and pedestrian projects for the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan are listed in 
Table 5-1.  

Proposed Active Transportation Actions 
 
Near Term, 2018–2020 

• Encourage COG member jurisdictions to implement their adopted local bicycle plans and to 
incorporate bicycle facilities into local transportation projects; 

• Continue to seek funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects from local, state, and federal sources; 

• Continue to seek funding to maintain existing bikeway and pedestrian facilities; 

• Promote the purchase and construction of bicycle racks and lockers for Kern County multimodal 
stations; 

• Promote the inclusion of bike tie-downs and racks on commuter trains and buses; 

• Fund updated bicycle plans for incorporated cities; 

• Fund a Pedestrian Facilities Plan for the County of Kern as well as incorporated cities; 

• Investigate the connectivity between Off-Road Vehicles and Non-motorized transportation uses, 
especially in areas with high concentrations of Off-Road Vehicle use such as the Indian Wells Valley 
and the California City area; and 

• Explore the possibility of the establishment of “Cabana” (covered) parking and information kiosks at 
Off-Road Vehicle trail heads, especially in the Indian Wells Valley and the California City area. 

Long Term, 2021–2042 

• Periodically update the Kern Regional Active Transportation Plan; 

• Continue to seek funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects from local, state, and federal sources; 

• Continue to seek funding to help maintain existing bikeway and pedestrian facilities; 

I 
Kl"ITI Coun I 
mGonmme11l!! 



CHAPTER 5 STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

5-41 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

• Promote development of revitalized, walkable/bikeable neighborhoods with easy access to transit; 
paving/controlling dust from streets and shoulders; and improve street intersections that facilitate 
bicycle travel; and 

• Investigate the connectivity between Off-Road Vehicles and Non-motorized transportation uses, 
especially in areas with high concentrations of Off-Road Vehicle use such as the Indian Wells Valley 
and the California City area. 
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TRANSPORTATION AIR EMISSIONS REDUCTION ACTION ELEMENT 

The Transportation sector includes the movement of 
people and goods by cars, trucks, trains, ships, 
airplanes, and other vehicles. The majority of 
greenhouse gas emissions from transportation are 
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions resulting from the 
combustion of petroleum-based products, like 
gasoline, in internal combustion engines. The largest 
sources of transportation-related greenhouse gas 
emissions include passenger cars and light-duty 
trucks, including sport utility vehicles, pickup trucks, 
and minivans. These sources account for over half of 
the emissions from the sector. The remainder of 
greenhouse gas emissions comes from other modes 
of transportation, including freight trucks, commercial 
aircraft, ships, boats, and trains, as well as pipelines 
and lubricants.  According to the US Environmental 
Protection Agency in 2015, 27 percent of total U.S. 
greenhouse gas emissions were from the 
transportation sector.  California’s state laws and 
regulations (such as AB 32) have set goals for 
reducing California’s GHG air emissions.  These efforts 
aim to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 
- a reduction of approximately 30 percent.   

In recent years, studies have shown that the Federal 
Clean Air Act has helped reduce harmful air emissions 

by 41 percent from 1990 to 2008.  Over the past two 
decades efforts across the nation have led to the 
reduction of harmful pollutants such as Ozone, 
Particulate Matter, Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Oxide, 
Sulfur Dioxide, and Lead.  With the transportation 
sector accountable for a significant portion of these air 
emissions, reduction efforts must target mobile source 
activities including on and off road vehicles, public 
transit, freight, and rail movements.  
  
Existing System 

Air emissions reduction activity in the Kern Region has 
been carried out by national, state, regional and local 
entities since the early 1990s.  Many are multi-agency 
efforts, including the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, US Dept. of Energy, Federal Highways 
Administration, Federal Transit Administration, 
California Air Resources Board, California Department 
of Transportation, California Energy Commission, San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (APCD), 
Eastern Kern APCD, Kern Council of Governments 
and its local member agencies. 

Total Emissions in 2015 = 6,587 Million Metric Tons 
of CO2 equivalent 
Source:  US Environmental Protection Agency 
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Figure 5-7:  2015 Emissions 

Figure 5-8:  Numbers of Days Exceeding 
Federal Air Standards in Kern 1999-2016 
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Over two decades of air emission reduction efforts at the national, state, regional, and local levels have 
produced significant improvements to our nation’s air quality.  The Kern region has an extremely unique 
geographic landscape and makeup consisting of two air basins – the San Joaquin Valley and Eastern 
Kern Air Basins.  Of the main criteria pollutants identified in the National and State Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, both Ozone and Particulate Matter currently hold a status of nonattainment within the Kern 
region. To continue along a successful path for reducing these harmful pollutants, new and innovative 
strategies must be implemented in the Kern region to further achieve healthy air quality and meet national 
and state criteria pollutant standards.  

Transportation Control Measures 

Transportation Control Measures (TCM) have received a high level of attention since the passage of the 
state and federal Clean Air Acts and congestion management legislation. As a result, air quality planning 
areas for the entire San Joaquin Valley, Mojave Desert, and Indian Wells Valley have been designated as 
nonattainment for harmful pollutants such as ozone and particulate matter 2.5 and 10. According to the 
state and federal Clean Air Acts, the worst nonattainment areas must ensure that “all feasible measures” 
be implemented to reduce harmful air emissions. Goals identified in the 2018 RTP, including livability and 
sustainability, focus on carrying out these requirements to achieve standards for healthy air quality. The 
most typical and successful Transportation Control Measures include improved public transit, traffic flow 
improvements and high occupancy vehicle lanes, shared ride services, pedestrian/bicycle facilities, and 
flexible work schedules. For a complete discussion of Transportation Control Measures being 

National 
• Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFÉ) 

Standards 
• Fuel Pricing 
• Locomotive Idling Reduction 
• Locomotive Replacement or Repowering 
• Transportation Construction Equipment 

Reductions 
State 
• AB 118 – Air Quality Improvement Program 
• AB 2766 – Motor Vehicle Fee Program 
• CalStart  
• Cap and Trade Program 
• Clean Diesel 
• Clean Vehicle Rebate Project 
• High-Occupancy Vehicle Facilities 
• Incident management/Kern 511 Traveler 

Information 
• Inspection & Maintenance Programs 
• Moyer Program 
• Park-and-Ride Facilities 
• Shifting/Separation Freight Movements 
• Signal Synchronization and Roadway Intersection 

Improvements  
 

Regional 
• CalVans Vanpool Program 
• Commute Kern TDM Programs/Incentives 
• Diesel Engine Retrofits Incentive Program 
• Drive Clean Rebate Program 
• IdleAIR Idling Reduction Facilities 
• Project Clean Air (PCA) 
• REMOVE II Programs 
• Retirement/Replacement of Heavy-Duty Trucks 

Incentives Program 
• Rule 8061 (SJVAPCD) Unpaved Road Dust 

Mitigation 
• Rule 9310 (SJVAPCD) School Bus Fleets: 

Retirement/Replacement of Buses  
• Rule 9410 (SJVAPCD) Employer-Based Trips 

Reduction (eTRIP) 
• Rule 9510 (SJVAPCD) Indirect Source Review: 

Infill Incentive Zone Transportation Impact Fee 
Land Use Strategies. 

• Valley Clean Air Now (CAN) 
Local 
• Bicycle/Pedestrian Projects and Programs 
• GET Online Trip Planner Transit Marketing, 

Information, an d Amenities 
• New/Expanded/Increased Transit Services 
• Road Paving & Street Sweeping 

Figure 5-9:  Transportation Air Emissions Reduction Efforts in the Kern Region 
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implemented in Kern, see the most recent adopted Federal Air Quality Conformity Analysis document 
available at: http://www.kerncog.org/publications/regional-transportation-aq-conformity.  The 2018 RTP 
includes a combined public review process for the Conformity Analysis and is adopted by joint resolution 
that includes the conformity document.      

Needs and Issues 

Recent polls show that air quality has been ranked one of the primary concerns for Kern’s residents, 
especially those in the San Joaquin Valley. Kern County is home to some of the most challenging air 
pollution problems in the United States. The American Lung Association ”State of the Air 2017” found 
continued improvement in air quality in 2013—2015 for ozone and year-round particulate pollution, but an 
unrelenting increase in dangerous spikes in short-term particulate pollution.  The San Joaquin Valley cities 
of Bakersfield, Fresno-Madera, Visalia-Porterville-Hanford and Modesto-Merced ranked in the top six for 
ozone pollution.  Those same cities also ranked in the top six for year-round particulate pollution and in 
the top four for short-term particulate pollution.  Air pollution contributes to increased respiratory health 
problems and costly medical care.  The unique topography, weather patterns and growing population of 
Kern County and the San Joaquin Valley complicate this public health issue.  It’s not just poor lung health 
that affects our citizens, it’s a sedentary lifestyle.  Obesity is a nationwide health problem.  According to a 
2016 study by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 25 percent to less than 30 percent of the 
adult population in California is considered obese. 

In addition to the air quality benefits of more sustainable growth patterns, focusing future development 
around more mixed use, walkable neighborhoods can help to reduce high rates of respiratory health 
problems and obesity that affect Kern County residents. Planning for and providing residents with safe and 
practical options for walking, biking and transit can boost daily physical activity proven to improve health 
and lessen the impacts of a wide range of chronic diseases, depression and other mental health issues.  
In response to the Kern RTP Outreach activities and comments provided by the general public at Kern 
COG’s workshops, reducing unhealthy air emissions is a primary objective of the 2018 RTP.  Reducing 
ozone and particulate matter emissions as outlined in the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s 
attainment plans presents a major challenge. Several issues must be weighed: 

• Cost Effectiveness – Maximizing funding is a critical component to successfully achieving air quality 
goals and standards. It is crucial for air emission reduction efforts to consider cost effectiveness, which 
is defined as the cost per ton of emissions reduced.  Cost effectiveness is weighed by considering 
factors such as pollutant(s) for which the area is in nonattainment, precursor pollutants of concern, 
relative size of pollutant inventories, and the existing sources and level of control measures in place.  
However, cost effectiveness does not always reflect directly on the overall effectiveness of the project. 
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• Reduce Congestion – Figure 5-10 illustrates that reducing traffic congestion at slow speeds while 
enforcing speed limits on freeways can significantly reduce harmful criteria pollutants.  Maintaining 
smooth flowing traffic on surface streets and freeways can reduce CO2 emissions as much as 12%.   
Kern COG’s congestion management program action element (discussed later in this chapter), in 
conjunction with local traffic impact fees, has helped keep Kern’s traffic flowing at the optimum speeds 
of 25 to 60 MPH as the region continues to grow.  Continued investment in traffic signal 
synchronization is a major priority for Kern COG’s Congestion Management and Air Quality 
Improvement Program (CMAQ) funding.  In 2012 Kern COG completed a Project Delivery Policies 
and Procedures document that outlines the process for Kern’s member agencies to take in order to 
benefit from major funding sources. The document is updated on an as needed bases and funding 
programs evolve.   

               

• Diesel Emission & Idling Reduction Efforts – According to the National Clean Diesel Campaign 
(NCDC) the five best practices to reduce emissions from diesel activities are retrofits, engine 
replacement, vehicle replacement, operational strategies, and introducing clean fuels.  As part of the 
2005 Energy Policy Act, the Diesel Emissions Reductions Act (DERA) was created offering a 
significant source of funding for clean diesel projects.  State and regional efforts from the Air 
Resources Board (ARB) and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) offer 
programs such as the Hybrid and Zero Emission Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive Project (HVIP) 
which helps offset costs for truck replacement and engine retrofitting.  Recently in California, the On-
Road Heavy Duty Diesel Vehicles (In-Use) Regulation has been set into place which says by 2023 
nearly all trucks and buses will need to have 2010 model year engines or equivalent. 

Another significant effort of diesel emission reduction comes from the EPA’s Smartway Technologies 
Program that supports technologies in idle reduction, aerodynamics, low rolling resistance tires, and 
retrofits.  This effort is clearly exercised in the Kern region with IdleAIR’s truck stop facility.  IdleAIR 

Figure 5-10:  Vehicle CO2 Emissions by Speed 
Source:  Barth/Boriboonsomsin, 2008 
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allows truckers to rest their diesel engines and auxiliary power units while being provided with heating, 
cooling, electricity, and other at-home commodities inside their trucks.   

• Off-Road Mobile Source Emissions – As part of California’s Central Valley, the Kern region is highly 
influenced by the presence of agricultural land uses.  Off-Road emissions created from the agriculture 
and construction industries contribute to particulate matter (PM), nitrogen oxide (NOx), and volatile 
organic compound (VOC) emissions.  Efforts from the USDA’s Natural Resource Conservation 
Services (NRCS) and the SJVAPCD have led to the replacement and retrofit of nearly 1,400 tractors.  
In conjunction with the NRCS, the Valley Air District has funded approximately $43 million of these 
valley wide efforts to improve off-road emissions. 

• Alternative-Fuel Fleets – Diesel exhaust still has a toxicity component that may warrant continued 
conversion of fleets, especially school buses.  In 2007, California Executive Order S-01-07 established 
the Low Carbon Fuels Standard with a goal to reduce carbon emissions 10% by 2020.  Also in 2007 
the Energy Independence Act set the goal to produce 36 billion gallons of renewable fuel blended into 
transportation fuel nationwide.  The State of California is investing $100 Million per year on alternative 
fuels technology including electric plug-in, hydrogen fuel cell, and natural gas.  Fueling infrastructure 
is critical for the success of alternative fuels in the region.  With nearly $1.4 million in funding, the 
SVAPCD helped UPS deploy 50 hybrid electric delivery trucks in the San Joaquin Valley, and on a 
more local level, GET successfully converted its fleet of over 100 buses to compressed natural gas 
(CNG).   

• Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled -– A major long-range challenge in nonattainment areas is controlling 
offsite (indirect source) emissions generated from housing and commercial development in the region. 
Kern COG’s transportation model indicates that each new household generates an average of 60–70 
daily vehicle miles traveled. As new gasoline-electric hybrids and zero emission hydrogen-fuel-cell 
vehicles become commonplace, ozone-related emissions from transportation sources may someday 
be negligible.  However, as passenger vehicle travel increases, so does particulate matter and fugitive 
dust produced by moving vehicles.  New housing developments need to fully mitigate their indirect 
source impact to air quality, especially for particulate matter.  The San Joaquin Valley is the only region 
in the nation with an Indirect Source Review (ISR) rule (Rule 9510, SJVAPCD) in place that creates 
incentives for new development to reduce offsite emissions. 

Proposed Actions  

Near Term, 2018 – 2020  

• Maintain air quality coordination Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the San Joaquin Valley 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Eastern Kern 
Air Pollution Control District, and Caltrans Districts 6 and 10. 

• Improve public transit by lowering transit fares and subsidies; 

• Increase alternative-fuel fleets – work closely with private and public entities to support the conversion 
of alternative-fuel vehicles; 

• Encourage ridesharing and voluntary employer-based incentives – programs such as Commute Kern’s 
Guaranteed Ride Home program and SJVAPCD’s Rule 9410 – eTRIP both promote ridesharing that 
will immensely reduce vehicle miles traveled, ultimately reducing harmful air emissions; 

• Traffic flow improvements/railroad grade separations; 
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• Park and Ride Facilities – provide 1,500 vehicle spaces by 2042; 

• Bicycle and pedestrian travel – construct class I, II, and III bicycle paths, accompanied with striping 
and signage; 

• Promote development of revitalized, walkable/bikeable neighborhoods with easy access to transit; 
Paving/controlling dust from streets and shoulders and improve street intersections that facilitate 
bicycle travel; 

• PM10 efficient street sweeping – SJVAPCD Rule 8061: Paved and Unpaved Roads implements the 
usage of specific street sweepers that target the reduction of PM10 emissions within urbanized street 
networks; 

• Identify funding options for Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ), AB 2766 
Motor Vehicle Emissions Reductions Program, and other sources that fund air emission reduction; 

• Identify all Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) for ozone and all Best Available Control 
Measures (BACM) for PM10 by Kern COG’s member agencies; 

• Special presentations and workshops for member agencies on transportation-related control measure 
strategies for air pollution emissions as new standards, technology, and funding opportunities evolve; 
and 

• Media campaigns promoting the various air emission reduction measures listed above. 

Long Term, 2021 – 2042 

• High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane additions as well as ramps and metering improvements: 
Centennial Corridor and Westside Parkway provide room to accommodate HOV;  

• Add “missing links” (streets) to roadway network that reduce out of direction travel: Centennial 
Connector will provide a major free-flow traffic connector that will improve air quality by reducing stop 
and go truck travel on local arterials. The Hageman Flyover Project will provide another east/west 
connection over SR 99 to downtown Bakersfield central business district; the Mohawk Street extension 
provides an extension from Rosedale Highway south that connects to Truxtun Avenue accessing 
downtown Bakersfield; 

• Carpool programs – By 2042 a fleet of over 500 vans will be utilized and maintained for vanpooling; 
and 

• Flextime programs – Offsets the traditional work hours of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., ultimately reducing traffic 
congestion during peak periods. 
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INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS ACTION ELEMENT 

See Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, for further intelligent transportation systems 
information. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) apply advanced information processing, communications, vehicle 
sensing, and traffic control technologies to the surface transportation system. The objectives of ITS are to 
promote more efficient use of the existing highway and transportation network, increase safety and 
mobility, and decrease the environmental impacts of congestion. The Federal Highway Administration 
sponsored the preparation of Early Deployment Plans (EDPs) to identify ITS application opportunities. 

The EDP’s primary focus for the Kern County region is the 
maximization of safety, traffic flow, and efficiency in both rural 
and urban areas. It presents an integrated, multimodal, phased 
strategic plan to address the surface transportation needs and 
problems of the Kern region through the use of ITS. By 
preparing the EDP, Kern County is in a position to take 
advantage of federal and other funding opportunities and 
implement various components of ITS. 

Kern COG was the lead agency for this study, with key 
participation from Caltrans District 6 and the Caltrans New Technology and Research Program, as well as 
various cities and transportation agencies within the Kern region. The overall goal of Kern’s ITS EDP was 
to develop a multiyear strategic deployment plan that would result in a well-balanced, integrated, 
intermodal transportation system. Transportation needs that have the potential of being addressed by ITS 
technologies have been identified and ITS elements that would be beneficial, cost-effective, and 
implementable have been evaluated. The strategic plan facilitates the integration and coordination of ITS 
applications valley- and statewide in conjunction with other EDPs conducted throughout California. 

Kern Early Deployment Plan Needs and Issues 

Poor visibility because of fog and blowing dust, large percentages of truck traffic, high winds in eastern 
Kern County, steep grades, snow and ice, rock falls, and red-light violations all contribute to the growing 
concerns about highway safety. Tule fog, a problem throughout the entire Central Valley region, has 
caused some of the worst accidents in the state involving dozens of vehicles and closing Interstate 5, the 
main artery through the valley, for hours at a time. Fog in Kern’s mountains causes similar serious incidents 
along SR 58. Blowing dust, related directly to seasonal agricultural activities, causes similar difficulties for 
travelers. In the urban areas, red-light violations are an issue. In eastern Kern County, high winds can 
cause high-profile vehicles to overturn, and snow, ice, and rock falls can make travel unpredictable in rural 
areas. This EDP places traveler safety first in determining ITS solutions for the Kern region.  

Additional issues addressed in the EDP include: 

• Improved information sharing among agencies; 

• Improved traffic progression across jurisdictional boundaries; 

• Reduction in delays due to incidents; 

• More informed traveler decision-making through improved traveler information systems; 

• Improved data collection through expanded coverage of information sources; 

The objectives of ITS are to 
promote more efficient use of 
the existing highway and 
transportation network, 
increase safety and mobility, 
and decrease the 
environmental impacts of 
congestion. 
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• Increased transit ridership; 

• Enhanced transit coverage and efficiency; 

• Improved air quality analysis; and 

• Improved commercial vehicle operations.  

Kern ITS Programs  

Six programs that integrate existing ITS efforts in the Kern EDP were developed and will incrementally 
advance future expansion of ITS in the region.  These programs are: 

• Communication Network Development Program – Connects different agencies within the region to 
allow coordination in operating and managing the transportation system.  

• Traffic and Incident Management Program – Integrates various state, regional, and local agencies 
serving Kern into a comprehensive, region-wide approach to traffic and incident management. 
Examples include census stations, system and/or incident detectors, coordinated incident 
management procedures, and freeway changeable message signs. 

• Kern Traveler Safety Program – Combines applications that address safety, such as weather stations 
and photo radar for red light enforcement.   

• Kern Informed Traveler Program – Uses advanced warning systems to reduce accidents and 
congestion and provides real-time information to the traveling public to improve traffic flow. Examples 
include the Kern 511 Traveler Information System, consisting of a website and an Interactive Voice 
Recognition System (IVR), Bakersfield’s transportation operations center upgrades, and interactive 
kiosk. 

• Kern Smart Transit Program – Increases transit’s share of the commuting market by providing an 
alternative mode that is flexible, convenient, and responsive to customer demand. Examples include 
upgrading GET service and coordinating GET and KT schedules. 

• Enhanced Emergency Response Program – Provides police, sheriff, fire, ambulance, and other 
service providers with tools that determine quickly and accurately which routes will be most beneficial. 
Examples include an emergency operations center for emergency response providers and 
establishing emergency corridor routes.  

Implementation of these programs will make transportation throughout Kern County safer, more efficient, 
and noticeably more pleasant for travelers. These programs were developed specifically for the Kern 
region, but each was developed as a part of an open, expandable plan, in order to provide a starting point 
for valley-wide integration of ITS. This means that other Central Valley counties with similar problems and 
needs will benefit from this plan and can combine ITS programs. Regional integration will provide further 
opportunities for cost sharing and funding that will result in cost savings to all agencies involved.  

 2018 ITS Plan for the Kern Region  

A comprehensive update of the countywide EDP has not been completed since 1997. In the interim, Kern 
metropolitan area agencies have made significant investments in the planning, design, and 
implementation of ITS for the surface transportation and transit networks. During that timeframe, 
stakeholder priorities and needs have changed along with new advances in technology. There is an 
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expectation, documented in the 1997 EDP and Architecture, that investment in ITS strategies will continue 
with a focus at the local level. At the same time, it’s important that investments be made in reliable 
technologies that deliver proven benefit in a cost effective manner. Toward this end, Kern COG is leading 
a countywide 2018 ITS Plan for the Kern Region to direct ITS investments throughout the county over the 
next twenty years and beyond.  

The ITS planning process is much like any other transportation planning activity, with the primary 
difference being the focus on technological solutions. One of the primary areas of emphasis of ITS 
planning is the extensive involvement and participation by the stakeholders of the region. This is especially 
important to ensure interagency systems integration, address potential institutional issues early, and to 
provide the necessary education and awareness of advanced technology transportation solutions. 
 
In development of the 2018 ITS Plan for the Kern Region, Kern COG coordinated with stakeholders on an 
inventory survey of existing ITS elements, a needs assessment, consideration of new ITS strategies, and 
discussion of ITS architecture. In 2017, the U.S. Department of Transportation released the latest version 
of the National ITS Architecture framework, now known as Architecture Reference for Cooperative and 
Intelligent Transportation (ARC-IT) as well as the supporting software Regional Architecture Development 
for Intelligent Transportation (RAD-IT) to guide the planning and deployment of ITS. The program 
facilitates the ability of jurisdictions to operate collaboratively and to harness the benefits of a regional 
approach to transportation challenges. The 2018 ITS Plan for the Kern Region reflects the latest ITS 
architecture so that stakeholders will be able to deliver federally funded ITS deployments. 

ITS Benefits 

Over the past decade, deployment of ITS in the United States has resulted in substantial, quantifiable 
benefits. Several measured benefits of ITS are summarized in Table 5-5 to demonstrate its potential for 
improvements within the Kern region. 

Objective ITS 
Goal Benefit 

Freeway Management-Ramp 
Control:  Ramp Metering 

Safety A study of the six-week shut down of the ramp meters in Minneapolis-
St. Paul, Minnesota found that ramp meters were responsible for a 21 
percent crash reduction. 

Traffic Incident Management-
Mobilization and Response 

Mobility Traffic incident management programs have reported reductions in 
incident duration from 15 to 65 percent. 

Traffic Control-Adaptive Signal 
Control 

Mobility Studies from 11 cities in the U.S. and abroad found delay reductions 
from 5 to 42 percent after installation of adaptive signal control. 

Transit Management-Transit Signal 
Priority 

Mobility Transit Signal Priority implemented as part of the Metro Rapid BRT 
service in Los Angeles yielded travel time improvements of 7.5 percent 
and signal delay reduction of 36 and 33 percent on two test corridors.  

Source: FHWA-JPO-08-032, Intelligent Transportation Infrastructure Benefits: Expected and Experienced. (2008) 

San Joaquin Valley ITS Plan 

Using a federal planning grant, the eight San Joaquin Valley counties formed an ITS committee focused 
on solving transportation problems within the region. The vision for the San Joaquin Valley ITS Strategic 
Deployment Plan is to enhance the quality of life, mobility, and environment through coordination, 

Table 5-5:  Examples of ITS Benefits 
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communication, and integration of ITS technology for the Valley’s transportation systems. The ITS plan 
includes major local elements developed by each of the eight counties. The plan coordinates architecture, 
standards, institutional issues, and provides a framework for deploying ITS projects. 

The San Joaquin Valley Intelligent Transportation Systems Strategic Deployment Plan was adopted by 
Kern COG in November 2001 and is incorporated within the RTP by reference. The plan was federally 
approved January 8, 2002. 

San Joaquin Valley ITS Architecture Maintenance Plan 

While the San Joaquin Valley Regional ITS Architecture is included in the San Joaquin Valley ITS Strategic 
Deployment Plan, it is considered a process that will be maintained, revised, and validated as needed. 
The architecture is a set of rules that facilitates the building of systems and allows these systems to 
communicate and inter-operate when built. Changes to the Regional ITS Architecture, such as new ITS 
regional needs, plans and priorities, projects, scope, and stakeholders, will be documented through 
updates to the Deployment Plan. The San Joaquin Valley ITS Architecture Maintenance Plan, including 
revised management procedures, was adopted by Kern COG on April 21, 2005, and is incorporated within 
the 2018 RTP by reference. The plan was federally accepted July 14, 2005.  

Proposed Actions 

Short- and Long-Term Actions, 2018–2042   

• Continue stakeholder outreach; 

• Demonstrate the benefits to member agencies of the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies and 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations; 

• Mainstream ITS into program and project prioritization; 

• Mainstream and update regional architecture; and 

• Form public/private partnership task force (on project-by-project basis). 
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CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM ACTION ELEMENT 

As with the previous federal surface transportation acts, under Fixing America’s Surface Transportation 
Act, all urbanized areas larger than 200,000 in population are required to have a Congestion Management 
Program (CMP), System, or Process. Kern COG has chosen to continue referring to its congestion 
management activities as a program. The federal Congestion Management Process requirements are 
similar to the optional California requirements; in fact, the CMP was largely modeled after the California 
program. Both processes are structured around the identification and monitoring of a system, the 
establishment of performance standards, and the identification and correction of congestion. The CMP 
was developed through an open public process in 1991 under state guidelines. Since 1998, the CMP has 
been included as a subsection of the Regional Transportation 
Plan. In 2005, the CMP became federally mandated. 

The Final Rule for the Federal Management and Monitoring 
Systems defines an effective Congestion Management Program 
as a systematic process for managing congestion that provides 
information on: (1) transportation system performance, and (2) 
alternative strategies for alleviating congestion and enhancing 
the mobility of persons and goods to levels that meet state and 
local needs.  

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089(a), Kern COG was designated as the Congestion 
Management Agency in 1991, by the majority of the cities representing the majority of the population and 
the Kern County Board of Supervisors. Kern COG consists of representatives from the eleven incorporated 
cities and two representatives from the County of Kern. The Golden Empire Transit District, Joint Planning 
Policy Board, and Caltrans are ex officio representatives on the Agency Board. The Congestion 
Management Agency is responsible for developing, adopting, and updating a CMP. The CMP is updated 
as part of the Regional Transportation Plan every four years. The program is developed in consultation 
with, and cooperation of, regional transportation providers, local, state, and federal governments, including 
the California Department of Transportation, and both the Eastern Kern and San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control Districts. 

In 2009, the California Resources Agency revised the CEQA Guidelines, including the Environmental 
Checklist Form. The new guidelines expand the definition of traffic congestion to include consideration of 
impacts to transit, bike, and pedestrian modes, as well as the consideration of travel demand measure 
strategies. 

Because the CMP can be amended and updated as frequently as annually, it can be modified to reflect 
local conditions in traffic congestion and transportation funding. This document fulfills the statutory 
requirements for the CMP as required under state law and for the Congestion Management Program under 
federal law. 

Purpose 

The purpose of the CMP is to help ensure that an efficient transportation system is developed that relates 
population growth, traffic growth and land use decisions to transportation system level of service (LOS) 
performance standards and air quality improvement. As discussed in the Transportation Air Emissions 
Reduction Action Element of this document, smooth, uncongested traffic flow can provide significant 
improvements to our air quality.  The program is an effort to more directly link land use, air quality, 
transportation, and the use of new advanced transportation technologies as an integral and 
complementary part of this region's plans and programs. 

Local jurisdictions are required to: 

“The program is an effort to 
more directly link land use, 
air emissions, transportation, 
and the use of new advanced 
transportation technologies 
as an integral and 
complementary part of this 
region's plans and programs. 
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• Use consistent level of service methodologies, performance standards, and travel forecasting 
techniques. 

• Adopt and implement a land use analysis program, which includes acting as a responsible agency for 
traffic impact studies as part of environmental documentation. 

• Participate in annual monitoring activities, maintain acceptable performance levels on the system, or 
if necessary, designate individual segments or intersections deficient through adoption and 
submission of a deficiency plan to Kern COG. Deficiency plans may be submitted through the 
environmental review process as part of the traffic study. 

• Adopt Transportation Demand Management mitigation and monitoring program prior to their CMP 
conformity findings in a deficiency plan or traffic study. 

Failure of a local jurisdiction to fulfill these responsibilities could engender loss of federal gas tax funding. 
According to the 2008 Federal Highway Administration Guidebook on the Congestion Management 
Process for Transportation Management Agencies greater than 200,000 population and in federal 
nonattainment areas, “no Federal funds may be spent for capacity-expanding projects unless they come 
from a CMP”.  

Contents 

The CMP includes the following six elements: 

• Land Use Impact Analysis: An established process where Kern COG, in consultation with its member 
agencies, evaluates the impacts of proposed local land use decisions on Kern County's transportation 
system, including an estimate of the costs associated with mitigation requirements. This process 
employs the existing CEQA agency review process. 

• Multimodal Performance Standards: Determine how much traffic, during peak hours, is acceptable on 
state freeways, highways, and major streets within Kern County. These standards do not replace 
adopted city or county traffic goals, which generally establish more stringent standards. In addition, 
identify frequency and routing of bus service, and coordinate transit service provided by separate 
operators throughout Kern County. 

• Regional Traffic Model: Predict level-of-service exceedances, prioritize the Capital Improvement 
Program, and analyze the impacts of land use on the CMP network. Kern COG maintains the regional 
traffic model for evaluation of congestion performance measures in the RTP and as a key input to local 
and regional traffic studies. 

• Transportation Demand Management: Describe programs to promote alternatives to single-occupant 
vehicle travel. These include such activities as carpools, vanpools, transit, bicycles, park-and-ride lots, 
and intelligent transportation system technologies. These programs will improve air quality in the 
region and help meet the goals of the Air Quality Attainment Plans, as well as climate change goals. 
Often, environmental documents include Transportation Demand Management strategies (TDMs) and 
Transportation System Management strategies (TSMs). Kern COG, Caltrans, and local governments 
should incorporate TDMs/TSMs as part of their Transportation Plans, Circulation Plans, transportation 
studies, and corridor studies, as appropriate. 
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• Capital Improvement Program (CIP): Establish transportation improvements that can be expected to 
improve traffic conditions over a minimum of seven years. This program has been developed to make 
the best use of the funds currently available. The CIP is developed and maintained by Kern COG with 
public and member agency input. 

• Deficiency Plan: Project leads prepare a plan of remedial actions when a roadway level of service 
standard is not maintained on the designated Congestion Management roadway system. The plan may 
be addressed in a stand-alone traffic impact study or as part of the environmental document. A Corridor 
System Management Plan (CSMP) may be prepared by Kern COG to identify actions along congested 
corridors and systems for inclusion in traffic impact studies. 

In addition to these components and as a part of the process of developing and monitoring the program, 
the local government agencies and Caltrans are required to develop and maintain a traffic data base for 
use in a countywide model and to monitor the implementation of the program elements. This database 
requirement may be fulfilled through participation in the Kern COG regional traffic count program. 

Along with state-level requirements, federal transportation funding legislation requires each state to develop 
and implement a transportation Congestion Management Process that will be incorporated into the regional 
planning process, comply with the intent of the federal requirement, and be considered a part of Kern 
County’s CMP. The program identifies areas where congestion occurs or may occur, identifies the causes 
of the congestion, evaluates strategies for managing/mitigating congestion and enhancing mobility, and 
develops a plan for implementation of the most cost effective strategies. Strategies regarding congestion 
management include: 

• Transportation demand management measures. 

• Traffic systems management operations improvements (i.e., signal coordination, freeway service 
patrol, real-time traffic conditions online, etc.). 

• Measures to encourage high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) use. 

• Enhanced mobility measures that provide a congestion relief valve in corridors that are not affected by 
the peak period congestion (i.e., arterial-based peak-period transit/HOV lanes or light rail). 

• Congestion pricing. 

• Land use management and activity/transit-oriented center strategies. 

• Incident management strategies. 

• Application of ITS technology.  

• Addition of general purpose (mixed flow) traffic lanes. 

• Other mitigation that allows for mobility through congested corridors for modes other than single-
occupant vehicles, including non-motorized bike and pedestrian trips. 

Advances in telecommunications technology and networks provide an additional opportunity to further 
mitigate congestion by reducing the need for travel both within the region and between regions. To an 
extent, these telecommunications advances are occurring within the private sector without public sector 
initiatives. However, Kern COG is evaluating a potential public sector role. 
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Monitoring and Implementation Process 

To ensure the CMP is being implemented, the cities and county provide the Congestion Management 
Agency considerable information annually, primarily in the form of technical data, as well as policy and 
planning summaries, including the following: 

• Traffic Level of Service: Each city, the county, and Caltrans must provide peak-hour traffic counts and 
level of service calculations on their designated streets and intersections. As participants on the Kern 
Regional Transportation Modeling Committee, these agencies oversee a regional traffic count program 
and travel demand forecasting program administered by Kern COG. 

• Local Traffic Models: Kern COG is required to approve any traffic models used by the cities and the 
county to evaluate impacts of proposed land use development on the transportation system. After the 
model has been initially approved by the Congestion Management Agency, only changes to the model 
will need to be submitted. 

• Land Use Database: Kern COG is required to establish and maintain a uniform land use database for 
the development and monitoring of the program. All current and future land use projections must be 
included in the database. Any changes to the land use database must be submitted to Kern COG. 

• Local Capital Improvement Program: The program includes a minimum seven-year Capital 
Improvement Program to maintain or improve the level of service on the CMP network and transit 
performance standards, and to mitigate regional transportation impacts identified through the program’s 
land use analysis element. 

• Performance Monitoring: Kern COG is required to update the level of service for the Congestion 
Management System network as well as system wide congested travel statistics using the Kern COG 
regional travel demand model.  

Designated Regional Transportation System 

The purpose of defining the CMP network is to establish a system of roadways that will be monitored in 
relation to established level-of-service standards. At a minimum, all state highways and principal arterials 
must be designated as part of the Congestion Management System of Highways and Roadways. Kern 
County has 18 designated state highways. The roads selected as principal arterials by the Congestion 
Management Agency serve interregional traffic traveling between state highways and also complete gaps 
in the congestion management network. 

California Government Code Section 65089(b)(1)(A) requires that the Congestion Management Agency 
establish a system of highways and roadways that includes all of the state highways and principal arterials. 
Once a roadway is included in the network, it cannot be removed. All new state highways and principal 
arterials must be included in the system. If in the future, however, an existing segment of state highway is 
replaced by a new alignment, the new alignment would be added to the congestion management network 
while the old alignment would be dropped from the network.  

Figures 5-11 and 5-12 provides a graphic display of the Congestion Management System of highways and 
roadways. A listing of state highways and principal arterials on the designated Congestion Management 
System is provided below. 
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Congestion Management Program System 

Highways 

Interstate 5   SR 155 

SR 14    SR 166 

SR 33    SR 178 

SR 43    SR 184 

SR 46    SR 202 

SR 58*    SR 204 

SR 65    SR 223 

SR 99    U.S. 395 

SR 119 

*The Westside Parkway, new Centennial Connector and a portion of Stockdale Highway will be added to 
the CMP system when the designation of SR 58 moves from Rosedale Highway to those routes, potentially 
by 2020. 

Principal Arterials   

China Lake Boulevard – SR 178 to Route 395 

Rosamond Boulevard – Tehachapi-Willow Springs Road to SR 14 

Seventh Standard Road – SR 99 to Interstate 5 

Tehachapi-Willow Springs Road – SR 58 to Rosamond Boulevard 

Wheeler Ridge Road – Interstate 5 to SR 2 
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 Figure 5-11:  Metropolitan Bakersfield Congestion Management Program Corridors 
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Figure 5-12:  Kern County Congestion Management Program Corridors 
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Level of Service Standards 
 
The purpose of this section is to establish level of service standards for the Congestion Management road 
network in Kern County. California Government Code Section 65089(b)(1)(B) requires that level of service 
standards be established at no worse than LOS E, or LOS F if that is the current level of service.  

Level of service, according to the Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, is a "qualitative 
measure that represents the collective factors of speed, travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to 
maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and operating costs provided by a highway facility 
under a particular volume condition." Level of service is ranked from A to F, with A being best and F being 
worst (see Table 5-6). 

 

Level of Service A Free flow: no approach phase is fully used by traffic and no 
vehicle waits longer than one red indication. Insignificant delays. 

Level of Service B Stable operation: an occasional approach phase is fully used. 
Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within platoons 
of vehicles. Minimal delays. 

Level of Service C Stable operation: major approach phase may become fully used 
and most drivers feel somewhat restricted. Acceptable delays. 

Level of Service D Approaching unstable: drivers may have to wait through more 
than one red signal cycle. Queues develop but dissipate without 
excessive delays. 

Level of Service E Unstable operation: volumes at or near capacity. Vehicles may 
wait through several signal cycles and long queues form 
upstream from intersection. Significant delays. 

Level of Service F Forced flow: represents jammed conditions. Intersection 
operates below capacity with several delays that may block 
upstream intersections. 

Jurisdictions are encouraged to incorporate multimodal level of service standards as appropriate for each 
community facility type, place type and corridor type as recommended in the latest Highway Capacity 
Manual update.  The 2012 update to the project selection criteria includes consideration of highway, bike 
and pedestrian level of service.  To refer to the Kern COG Project Delivery Policies and Procedures please 
use the following link (under Policies and Procedures):  http://www.kerncog.org/category/docs/other-docs/. 

Adopted Level of Service Standards 

One of the most important elements of the congestion management process is to establish traffic level of 
service standards to decide how much traffic, during peak hours, is acceptable. LOS is a way of measuring 
the amount of traffic congestion. 

Level of service E has been established as the minimum system-wide LOS traffic standard in the Kern COG 
Congestion Management Plan. Those roads currently experiencing worse traffic congestion have been 
accepted at their existing traffic level of LOS F. By so doing, cities and the county will not be penalized 
through loss of gas tax funds for not meeting the new CMP LOS E standard. Existing LOS F locations are 
listed below. 

 

Table 5-6:  Levels of Service 
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• Portions of SR 119 at SR 99 

• Portions of SR 178/23rd Street – L Street to N Street 

• Portions of SR 204 – Airport Dr to F Street 

• Portions of SR 58/Rosedale Highway – SR 99 to Fruitvale Ave 

Projects along one of the existing LOS F segments, with 1 or more peak-hour trips (or as required by the 
most recent Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies), shall include a deficiency plan 
for the affected corridor segments as part of the traffic study for the project’s environmental document or 
as a separate stand-alone deficiency plan for the affected corridor.  

Overall, the number of congested segments and vehicle miles traveled has dropped since the last travel 
demand model validation.  Of the segments that remain LOS F, a stand-alone Corridor System 
Management Plan (CSMP)/deficiency plan has been completed for SR 58.  The CMP assumes that recently 
completed capacity increasing improvements will operate better than LOS F until the next transportation 
model update indicates that the segment has been degraded to LOS F again.  The model update validation 
uses observed traffic data from the annual traffic monitoring program.  A CSMP or Transportation Concept 
Report (TCR) has not been completed for the congested portions of SR178 however, a project currently 
underway on that route is anticipated to relieve congestion before then next CMP analysis.  These routes 
are under the grace period for requirement of a deficiency plan and have capacity improvements already 
planned in this RTP.  All other deficiencies are off the CMP network.  

In addition to the LOS standards of the CMP, some cities and the County of Kern have adopted policies to 
help maintain their own LOS standards. In most cases, these local policies are aimed at maintaining LOS 
C. These standards are not intended to replace local policies by allowing greater congestion; they serve a 
very different purpose. The locally adopted LOS standards are tied to the cities’ and county's authority to 
approve or deny development, require mitigation measures, and construct roadway improvements. The 
level of service standard is a planning tool to be used in the development review process. Failure to meet 
the local standard does not have direct negative federal financial impacts. 

In 2017, California Office of Planning Research released new guidelines that govern how CEQA is used to 
address congestion as required by SB 743.  LOS has now been replaced with VMT as the primary method 
to measure traffic impact under CEQA in California.  The CMP is a federally required process, and the new 
guidelines continue to allow for LOS analysis on state routes and to comply with local ordinances.   The 
CMP is not affected by SB 743. 

Mitigating Deficiencies 

The Deficiency Plan is similar to a CSMP or TCR. The deficiency plan section of the traffic study should 
analyze affected portion of the CMP network and parallel corridors as appropriate. A grace period is being 
provided until Kern COG and/or Caltrans completes the CSMP or TCR for all the congested segments in 
the Congestion Management network.  

• Multimodal Analysis – The modes analyzed should be dependent on the place type. For example, in 
most cases rural intercity travel need not look at pedestrian facilities. The plan should provide mitigation 
and a monitoring program to offset impacts to all modes through incident and demand management 
strategies.  

• Corridor Analysis – Corridor impacts to a mode may be mitigated by providing capacity on a parallel 
facility. For example, an impacted facility may lack pedestrian and bike facilities; however, a parallel 
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bike/pedestrian path within the corridor could offset this deficiency. In addition, impacts to transit buses 
stuck in the same traffic congestion as single-occupant vehicles could be mitigated by the provision of 
a transit/HOV lane in the congested travel direction during peak periods. Additional mitigation for 
congestion could be through the provision of a freeway service patrol to rapidly clear traffic accidents 
during peak periods. 

• Multimodal Circulation Plans – As required by AB 1358 effective January 2011, at the next regularly 
scheduled update, local circulation plans should consider other modes and methods for assessing 
service. In addition to the road network, circulation plans should include bike, pedestrian, and transit 
networks. The bike/pedestrian/transit networks should provide for transit-oriented development centers 
that could serve as transfer points and nodes for future express and/or regional service. The centers 
also should provide a connected network linking to future high-speed rail and passenger rail stations. 
These centers should be reflected in the Land Use Element of the General Plan with higher densities 
and a mix of land uses that make for a vibrant pedestrian-oriented destination.  

• Funding Mitigation – Funding for mitigation may be phased as part of the mitigation monitoring program. 
Developer-funded mitigation would be timed with the completion of phases that created the impacts. 
Other funding sources could include local and regional traffic impact fees, a transportation sales tax 
measure, and the Kern Motorist Aid Authority DMV fee for freeway service patrols and traveler 
assistance 511 services. A Corridor System Management Plan could be prepared by Kern COG to 
assist with the development of the cost/benefit analysis. 

• Congestion Pricing – On major freeway and highway facilities, HOV lanes, bus lanes, and toll lanes 
can be used to fund new capacity for single-occupant vehicle traffic. At the national level, odometer-
based tolling is being considered to fund and maintain infrastructure that supports goods movement 
activity. Variable parking costs can also be used as a strategy to reduce congestion during peak 
periods.  

• Grace Period – Member agencies are not required to prepare a deficiency plan or traffic study as 
required under this section until Kern COG or Caltrans completes the Corridor System Management 
Plan or Transportation Concept Report for the deficient segments on the CMP system.  

Congestion Management Agency Role 

Under the State CEQA Guidelines, the Congestion Management Agency monitors a countywide level of 
service standard and withholds federal gas tax funds if the standard is not met or mitigated. Local agencies 
often establish more stringent level of service requirements as part of the circulation plans. The CMP 
standard is not viewed as being in conflict with locally adopted LOS standards that are more stringent. 

It is the Congestion Management Agency's responsibility to ensure that all cities and the county are 
following the CMP. Of particular importance is the establishment of traffic counts and regional traffic 
modeling. Kern COG completes one coordinated and comprehensive review of current LOS traffic data 
with each RTP update; each city and the county is evaluated in the same manner. Through the Kern 
Regional Traffic Count Program, the cities, county and Caltrans undertake traffic counts on their roads 
annually. Use of recent peak-hour traffic counts as a basis for traffic forecasting eliminates much of the 
"guesswork" and ensures that the review is based on actual traffic conditions. 

Provisions include: 

• All roadway segments on the Congestion Management network shall maintain a level of service of E 
or better; 
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• Any roadway segments on the Congestion Management network that are operating at a level of service 
worse than E on the adoption of the first CMP shall be required to prepare a deficiency plan as part of 
the traffic study for a proposed development. The plan shall provide mitigation through transportation 
system management and travel demand management strategies and/or capacity for other modes such 
as transit and HOV that is not affected by the slower speeds of congested single-occupant vehicle 
travel. The plan shall provide mitigation along the congested portion of the corridor if mitigation of the 
affected CMP network links is not feasible; and 

• The CMP will assume that a recently completed capacity increasing improvement will operate better 
than LOS F until the next transportation model update indicates that the segment has been degraded 
to LOS F again, as indicated by observed traffic counts. 

Conformance Monitoring 

This section identifies specific conformance monitoring procedures to determine if the local jurisdictions are 
complying with the traffic level of service standards, the interim transit frequency, routing, and coordination 
requirements, adoption and implementation of the program to analyze the impacts of land use decisions on 
the Congestion Management System, and compliance with the Transportation Demand Management/Trip 
Reduction Element.  

California Government Code Section 65089.3(a) states, "The agency (CMA) shall monitor the 
implementation of all elements of the CMP. Annually, the agency shall determine if the county and the cities 
are conforming to the Program, including, but not limited to, all of the following: 

• Consistency with levels of service and performance standards, except as provided in subdivisions (b) 
and (c); 

• Adoption and implementation of a transportation demand management/trip reduction ordinance; and 

• Adoption and implementation of a program to analyze the impacts of land use decisions, including the 
estimate of the costs associated with mitigating these impacts. 

Determination of Nonconformance 

If, pursuant to the annual traffic monitoring process, the Congestion Management Agency finds that a local 
jurisdiction is not conforming to the provisions of the CMP, the Agency shall hold a noticed public hearing 
for the purpose of determining conformance. Further, the Agency shall notify the nonconforming jurisdiction 
in writing of the specific areas of nonconformance. A nonconforming jurisdiction may appeal the 
determination of nonconformance for the purpose of scheduling a re-hearing before the Agency within 100 
days of the initial notice of nonconformance.  

The nonconforming jurisdiction shall have 90 days from the date of the receipt of the written notice of 
nonconformance to come into conformance with the CMP, in accordance with Section 65089.4(a). If the 
nonconforming jurisdiction has not come into compliance with the CMP, the Congestion Management 
Agency shall make a finding of nonconformance and shall submit the finding to the California Transportation 
Commission and the State Controller.  

In accordance with Government Code Section 65089.4(b), the State Controller will withhold apportionments 
of funds required to be apportioned to that nonconforming jurisdiction by Section 2105 of the Streets and 
Highways Code, until the Controller is notified by the Agency that the city or county is in conformance. If, 
within the 12-month period following the receipt of a notice of nonconformance, the Controller is notified by 
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the Agency that the city or county is in conformance, the Controller shall allocate the apportionments 
withheld pursuant to this section to the city or county.  

If the Controller is not notified by the Congestion Management Agency that the city or county is in 
conformance pursuant to paragraph (2), the Controller shall allocate the apportionments withheld to the 
Agency. The Agency shall use the funds apportioned for projects of regional significance that are included 
in the Capital Improvement Program required in Section 6.8 of this document. The funds may also be used 
for projects identified in a deficiency plan that has been adopted by the Agency. The Agency cannot use 
the funds for administrative or planning purposes.  

Appeals Process 

A local jurisdiction found to be in nonconformance with a provision of the CMP may file a written request of 
appeal within 90 days of the date of the receipt of the written notice of nonconformance. Within 100 days 
of receipt of the written notice of appeal from a local jurisdiction previously found to be in nonconformance, 
the Congestion Management Agency will schedule a noticed public hearing for the purpose of reconsidering 
the finding of nonconformance.  

Within 60 days of the date the appeal is filed, the local jurisdiction filing the appeal may submit information 
pertaining to the written notice of nonconformance. After the public hearing on the appeal of the finding of 
nonconformance is concluded, the Congestion Management Agency will: 

• Notify the local jurisdiction that, because of the information considered at the appeal hearing, the finding 
of nonconformance is being withdrawn; or 

• Notify the California Transportation Commission and the Controller's Office that the local jurisdiction 
has not come into conformance with the CMP.  
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REGIONAL STREETS AND HIGHWAYS ACTION ELEMENT  

See the Land Use Action Element – Highway/Road Land Use Actions for further discussion on sustainable 
land use decisions relative to highways and roads. 

A system of safe and efficient highways, streets, and roads is essential to the movement of people, vehicles, 
and goods in and through Kern County. Public vehicles, private automobiles, and commercial shippers all 
share the same transportation network. Providing a system of state 
and federal highways and regionally significant arterials that can 
meet this variety of needs is critical to the plan’s goal of enhancing 
the quality of life for Kern County’s residents. 

In 2012, Kern COG adopted new SB 375-enhanced project 
selection criteria, which will be used for all future calls for projects. 
The new project selection criteria incorporates livable community 
strategies into the prioritization elements for projects of regional significance. This is an important step for 
the region in that it helps to implement Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy by allowing projects 
that incorporate sustainable strategies to score higher for funding consideration. Additionally, complete 
streets elements were incorporated into the project selection criteria and the Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program to prioritize new projects. 

Existing Streets and Highways System 

Streets and highways relevant to this element are the state and interstate highways in the county. These 
projects are federally funded and/or considered “regionally significant.” This element also recognizes 
principal arterials as important to the movement of goods and people in the region. Interstate highways in 
Kern County relevant to the 2018 RTP include Interstate 5 (I-5) and US Highway 395.  

The following roadways are also relevant to this plan:  

• State Route 14 (Midland Trail and Antelope Valley Freeway)  

• State Route 33 (Westside Highway) 

• State Route 43 (Central Valley Highway)  

• State Route 46 (Famoso Highway)  

• State Route 58 (Rosedale Highway/Mojave Freeway) 

The new project selection 
criteria incorporate livable 
community strategies into 
the prioritization elements 
for projects of regional 
significance. 
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• State Route 65 (Porterville Highway)  

• State Route 99 (Golden State Highway)  

• State Route 119 (Taft Highway) 

• State Route 155 (Delano Woody Highway)  

• State Route 166 (Maricopa Highway)  

• State Route 178 (Crosstown Freeway/Kern River Canyon Road/Isabella Walker Pass/Inyokern Road) 

• State Route 184 (Weedpatch Highway/James Throne Memorial Highway)  

• State Route 202 (Cummings Valley Road)  

• State Route 204 (Golden State Avenue/Union Avenue) 

• State Route 223 (Bear Mountain Boulevard)  

Major Accomplishments 

Achievements related to the region’s network of highways, streets, and roads are depicted below.  The 
following major state highway projects are under construction or completed: 

• 24th Street improvement – State Route 178 from State Route 99 to M Street – Bakersfield 

• Calloway Drive grade separation – Bakersfield 

• Challenger Drive Extension – Tehachapi 

• Coffee Road grade separation – Bakersfield 

• Hageman Road grade separation at Santa Fe Way 

• Morning Drive improvements – Bakersfield 

• Seventh Standard Road widening – three segments in Shafter, Bakersfield, and the County 

• Seventh Standard Road widening from Santa Fe Way to State Route 99 

• Seventh Standard Road grade separation at Santa Fe Way 

• West Eastern Sierra Transit Boulevard – widening 

• Westside Parkway – Bakersfield 

• White Lane – bridge widening in Bakersfield 

• State Route 14 – widening from Mojave to California City  
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• State Route 46 phases 1-3 – west Kern County  

• State Route 46 phase 4 – west Kern County  

• State Route 46 – widening west of Interstate 5 to the county line 

• State Route 58 – Mojave Freeway 

• State Route 58 (Mojave Freeway) – frontage road 

• State Route 58 widening – Cottonwood Road to State Route 99 - Bakersfield 

• State Route 58 Rosedale Hwy widening – Allen Road to State Route 99 - Bakersfield 

• State Route 58 Centennial Corridor – Bakersfield 

•  State Route 99 Widening – Wilson Road to State Route 119 - Bakersfield 

• State Route 99 – widening in Bakersfield 

• State Route 99 – widening near Delano 

• State Route 119 phase 1 – Cherry Ave to Tupman Rd 

• State Route 178 at Fairfax Road – new interchange 

• State Route 178 at Morning Drive – new interchange 

• State Route 178 – widening near Oak Street – Bakersfield 

• State Route 178 Widening from Vineland Road to east of Miramonte Drive  – Bakersfield 

• State Route 202 – new bridge near Route 58 at Tehachapi 

The following regionally significant roadway projects are undergoing necessary environmental review, right-
of-way acquisition, and/or design work: 

• Centennial Connector - Bakersfield 

• State Route 119 phase 2 – Cherry Ave to Tupman Rd 

• State Route 14 – west of Eastern Sierra Transit Authority 

• Hageman Road extension – Bakersfield 

• 7th Standard Road Hwy 43 to Santa Fe Way (partial environmental completed) 
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Figure 5-13:  Metro Bakersfield Projects 

-- C ·U 

-- Ciiln l l 

-- C H Iii 

Und•r 1C~~ ori 
7'"""-;\ajOr Cap.ac:,ty lnere.tlSa()Q 

~mplomd 

Me'or Capacity lm:reaa.n; Praje s 

-- il!Ot 1mpWYe«1-em, 

Exi11tlng 

k:e Prilcs 

r■nsit Rouccs • 112 m1hl arc• 

liran5il SC!"l!OO Area 

METRO BA~KERSFIELO TRANSPORTATION PROJIECTS 
Comp e'tl;}d .2011~2017 

---

0 
I 

5 I , 



CHAPTER 5 STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS 

2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
 August 2018 

5-68 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

 

 
Figure 5-14:  Kern County Projects 
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Needs and Issues 

Maintenance Needs 

Maintaining the local transportation infrastructure is of critical importance for the entire region. Based on 
extensive input for development of this RTP, maintaining the roads are the public’s top transportation priority 
(Appendix C - Public Outreach Results). The 2016 California 
Statewide Local Roads Needs Assessment states: “The 
conditions of California’s local streets and roads are rolling off the 
edge of a cliff. On a scale of zero (failed) to 100 (excellent), the 
statewide average Pavement Condition Index (PCI) has 
deteriorated to 65 (“at risk” category) in 2016”.    The chart below 
represents the deterioration of Kern’s roads since 2008 when the 
Statewide Assessment began. 
 

 
County 

 
Center Line 

Miles 

 
Lane Miles 

 
Area (sq. yd.) 

 
Average Weighted PCI 

2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 
         

Kern 5,495 12,519 111,410,008 66 63 64 64 63 
 

 
It is more cost effective to apply preventive maintenance treatments and extend a facility’s life than to 
reconstruct once it has completely failed. Funds to handle the backlog of needs simply have not been 
available. Funding from the federal gas tax has traditionally been used to support the maintenance of these 
facilities; over time, however, 
gas tax revenues have failed 
to keep up with inflation. 
 
California took steps to 
provide funding for street and 
road maintenance when 
Senate Bill 1, the Road Repair 
and Accountability Act of 
2017, was signed into law on 
April 28, 2017.  This legislative 
package invests $54 billion 
over the next decade to fix 
roads, freeways and bridges in 
communities across California 
and puts more dollars toward 
transit and safety. These 
funds will be split equally 
between state and local 
investments. 
 
Maintenance of highways also 
requires considerable 
investment. State highway 
maintenance and safety project expenditures are generally funded as part of the State Highway Operation 
and Protection Program (SHOPP), which do not require local matching dollars. The California Department 

Based on extensive input in 
development of this RTP, 
maintaining roads is among 
the public’s top 
transportation priorities. 

100
Preventive Maintenance

70
Thin HMA overlays

50
Cold in Place Recycling/Thick 
HMA Overlays

25
Reconstruction

0
PCI Thresholds & Treatments Assigned for Asphalt Pavements  

Figure 5-15:  Thresholds and Treatments 

I I 



CHAPTER 5 STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS  

2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
 August 2018 

5-70 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

 of Transportation (Caltrans) prepares a 10-year SHOPP for the rehabilitation and reconstruction of all state 
highways and bridges that recognizes the growing inventory of deferred maintenance needs. 

Table 6-1 (Chapter 6, Financing Transportation) provides a revenue forecast for local, state, and federal 
funding and includes a specific revenue forecast for the maintenance of state highways in the Kern region. 
All other funding sources for local maintenance and transit operations are combined by funding type in the 
table. Figure 6-1 provides a general overview of financial resources expected for local road rehabilitation, 
state highway rehabilitation, and transit operations and maintenance.  Financing assumptions include an 
increase in funding for maintenance from a variety of potential national, state and local sources actively 
being explored.  

Bakersfield Federal Demonstration Project – Thomas Roads Improvement Program (TRIP) 

The foundation for planning the Metropolitan Bakersfield highway transportation network was titled the 
Bakersfield Beltway System in federal legislation, as shown on Figure 5-16. This system of freeways and 
expressways consists of three major roadways: Central System, West Beltway, and North Beltway. These 
facilities may be built in phases, which may initially be constructed as expressways and upgraded to 
freeways as future demand requires. 

The Central System is an element of the Bakersfield Beltway System that includes the State Route (SR) 
58 Gap Closure, along with the Centennial Corridor, which consists of the SR 58 Connector, the Westside 
Parkway, and the Interstate 5 Connector.  

The State Route 58 Gap Closure project added a third lane in each direction to a three-mile stretch of the 
State Route 58 freeway between State Route 99 and Cottonwood Road. The additional lanes were 
constructed within the existing median. The project also widened the "P" Street Bridge, Madison Street 
Bridge, Cottonwood Road Bridge and the Bakersfield Corral Railroad Overhead to accommodate the 
additional lanes. 

The SR 58 Connector will include to SR 99, and a new freeway will extend from the western terminus of 
the SR 58 Gap Closure to Westside Parkway. The facility will include right of way for a future high 
occupancy vehicle lane (HOV).  Westside Parkway begins about 1 mile east of SR 99, extends across the 
Kern River at Truxtun Avenue, and continues along the north side of the river, connecting with Stockdale 
Highway near Heath Road. The I-5 Connector will extend from the western terminus of Westside Parkway 
to I-5, parallel to Stockdale Highway. Initially, this section will consist of operational improvements on the 
existing Stockdale Highway. Together, these three projects constitute the Centennial Corridor. 

The completed Central System will provide the necessary capacity for east/west travel and relieve 
congestion on existing SR 58 (Rosedale Highway), California Avenue, SR 99 and other existing routes. 
The Central System will also provide for regional and interstate east/west goods movement through the 
metropolitan area. Once this facility is finished, it is anticipated that Caltrans will designate the Central 
System as the new SR 58
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The West Beltway will provide a major north/south route through the western portion of Metropolitan 
Bakersfield, an element of the network that connects SR 99 with Interstate 5. The facility would include 
meters, and HOV lane on ramps. This freeway would reduce traffic congestion on SR 99 and provide a link 
across the Kern River from southwest Bakersfield to the Westside Parkway.  

The North Beltway will provide an east/west connection in the Shafter area. This facility initially would be 
built as an expressway, providing access for the Shafter/northern Metropolitan Bakersfield area while 
connecting SR 99 with Interstate 5. 

Level of Service 

Implementation of the 2018 RTP will result in improvements to existing transportation systems and will meet 
required regional transportation needs. Proposed street and highway programs are aimed at reducing 
existing traffic, improving safety, and resolving other circulation conflicts. Implementation of planned 
improvements to the street and highway network, improvement of county airports, provision of mass

Figure 5-16:  Bakersfield Federal Demonstration Projects  
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transportation services and facilities, identification of additional bikeways and pedestrian improvements, 
and improved transportation systems that accommodate goods movement will have beneficial effects on a 
region-wide basis.  

Level of service (LOS), according to the Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, is a “qualitative 
(performance) measure that represents the collective factors of speed, travel time, traffic interruptions, 
freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and operation costs provided by a highway 
facility under a particular volume condition.” LOS measurement is used to assess the regionally significant 
system of streets and highway facilities. Proposed projects for the highway system use LOS values to 
determine and rank the type and number of transportation projects necessary to accommodate current and 
expected future growth.  

LOS values range from A to F representing various levels of traffic flow from free flow for A to stop-and-go 
gridlock traffic for F. Additional variations for LOS values are based on the road type; interrupted traffic flow 
facilities that include stop signs and signals have a modified version for LOS steps. Uninterrupted traffic 
flow facilities would include freeways and other highway facilities that do not have fixed traffic elements 
such as stop signs or signals.  

LOS values are integrated with Kern COG’s transportation model by assessing final traffic volumes against 
specific capacity values. These volume-over-capacity values are then related to LOS values based on 
accepted industry standards for transportation models. The transportation model network reflects capital 
improvements from Table 5-1 and resulting traffic volumes. Figures 5-17 and 5-18 reflect “build” scenario 
LOS values because the network includes the Constrained Capital Improvement Program. Figures 5-19 
and 5-20 reflect the “no build” scenarios in that the network only reflects current system improvements, 
while future growth values are used to generate future vehicle miles traveled without the proposed 
improvements.
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Figure 5-17:   Kern County Traffic Congestion – 2042 Build Scenario 
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Figure 5-18:  Metro Bakersfield Traffic Congestion – 2042 Build Scenario 
 

I 
l!tm ou..._11 
of Go l!l'llment! 

I 

D IE IF 



CHAPTER 5 STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

5-75 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Figure 5-19:  Kern County Traffic Congestion – 2042 No Build Scenario 
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Figure 5-20:  Metro Bakersfield Traffic Congestion – 2042 No Build Scenario 
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Regional Transportation Impact Fees (TIFs) 
Kern COG continues its studies regarding the 
possibility of raising the fees levied on new 
development to maintain transportation infrastructure. 
Continued funding shortfalls highlight the need to 
investigate all possible revenue sources. Kern COG 
prepared the Southeast Kern Transportation Impact 
Fee Nexus Study to assess impacts and benefits of an 
impact fee for that portion of Kern County.  Several TIF 
programs were put in place as a result of the study.  
The Rosamond TIF is $1,461 per new housing unit, 
while Tehachapi’s TIF is $4,772 per new residential 
unit. Wasco adopted a TIF of $685 per new housing 
unit.  The Metropolitan Bakersfield TIF assesses nearly 
$13,000 on every new housing unit built within the city 
or unincorporated areas. Both the Metropolitan 
Bakersfield and Tehachapi ordinances created a core 
area with a fee almost 40% less than the rate charged 
to development on the community periphery, the intent 
being to encourage infill development.  

Other TIF studies will be performed for other sub-
regions of the county to establish the relationship 
between needed infrastructure improvements 
associated with new development.  Ultimately it is up to 
each local jurisdiction to determine if an impact fee 
warrants adoption. 

Interregional Partnership Planning 

Kern COG embarked on three interregional partnership 
efforts.  The Eastern California Transportation Planning Partnership with the regional planning agencies of 
Kern, San Bernardino, Los Angeles, Inyo and Mono counties.  Executive Directors and staff from all 
member agencies meet frequently to discuss transportation and economic development projects of mutual 
benefit. Of particular interest are multimodal transportation plans for US Highway 395 and the SR 14 and 
58 corridors, including truck movement studies. 

The Executive Directors and staff from the 8 COGs that contain portions of the San Joaquin Valley meet 
monthly and adopt an annual work program and apply for grants and coordinate regional projects.  In 
addition, two board members from each of the 8 COGs make up the San Joaquin Valley Policy Council that 
meets quarterly. 

The partnership between Kern COG and San Luis Obispo COG is governed by an agreement focused on 
improving the SR 46 corridor.  The partnership successfully leveraged state choice funding for this corridor. 

Kern COG fosters a continuing partnership with the Southern California Association of Governments 
through periodic meetings to address transportation projects and programs of mutual interest, potential 
funding sources and legislative priorities.

Both the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
and Tehachapi ordinances create a 
core area with a fee almost 40% 
less than the rate charged to 
development on the community 
periphery, the intent of which is to 
encourage infill development. 

Jurisdictions                outlying / core area 

Metro Bakersfield /        $12,870 / $7,747 
County 

Tehachapi /County         $ 4,772 / $2,952 

Rosamond-Willow Spr.   $ 1,461 / $1,461 

Wasco                             $    685 sliding scale 

McFarland   $ 8,194 / $8,194 

Delano    $ 4,345 / $4,345
     

 

Figure 5-21:  Transportation Impact Fees – 
Per Single Family Housing Unit 
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Roads and Streets Monitoring 

On an ongoing basis, Kern COG collects data and monitors roadway conditions throughout the county for 
road and street maintenance purposes. This effort includes providing input to the Federal Highway 
Administration Highway Performance Monitoring System, as well as conducting traffic counts and vehicle 
occupancy counts at various locations in the county. When requested by the individual jurisdictions, Kern 
COG will undertake an analysis of Pavement Management Systems within Kern County as well as a 
cumulative analysis of pavement conditions and recommendations for addressing funding issues.  

Pavement Management Systems are used by incorporated cities to develop better ways to measure 
serviceability and life cycles, and are used to determine the most appropriate time to rehabilitate pavement, 
what the most cost-effective method is, and what the cost will be to maintain a roadway system at a 
desirable condition. 

Proposed Capital Improvements 

As described above, the 2018 RTP includes all of the Metropolitan Bakersfield TIF projects, as well as 
regionally significant street and roadway improvements identified by other Kern COG member jurisdictions. 
In addition, state highway projects, coordinated and prioritized locally, are a significant component of the 
Capital Improvement Program. These highway projects are also coordinated with Caltrans Districts 6, 9 
and 10.  

Proposed Regional Streets and Highways Actions 

Near Term, 2018–2020  

Work with Caltrans, COG member agencies, and other interested parties to prepare environmental studies, 
right-of-way acquisitions, and design engineering work to: 

• Widen State Route 119 near Taft. (Safety); 

• Widen State Route 14 near Freeman Gulch/Inyokern. (Safety); 

• Provide input to neighboring regions’ transportation studies and projects for corridors that have 
significance to the Kern region. In particular: 

• Participate in San Bernardino County’s study for the US Highway 395 corridor, and SR 58. 

• Participate in implementing the SR 99 Business Plan with the 7 other counties in the San Joaquin 
Valley. 

• Participate in implementing the SR 46 improvements with San Luis Obispo County. (Safety) 

• Participate in regular meetings with Southern California Association of Governments to coordinate 
projects along I-5, SR 14 and SR 58 corridors; 

• Maintain Regional Traffic Models to aid in traffic and air quality analyses; 
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• Prepare a systems-level planning analysis of various transportation system alternatives using 
multimodal performance measures; 

• Pursue ground access improvements for Meadows Field; 

• Local Governments consider pursuing alternative funding sources such as regional and individual TIFs 
where justified as a necessary means to address transportation needs; and 

• Implement the capital improvements for highways, regional roads, and interchanges for this time period. 

Long Term, 2021–2042 

• Maintain existing roadway infrastructure; 

• Implement as appropriate and feasible the recommendations of completed transportation planning 
studies; 

• Pursue and implement the recommendations from earlier transportation planning studies; 

• Implement capital improvements for highways, regional roads, and interchanges for this time period; 
and 

• Review and revise countywide transportation impact fees. 
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AVIATION ACTION ELEMENT 

See the Land Use Action Element – Global Gateways Land Use Actions for proposed actions related to air 
travel and connectivity. See Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, for further discussion on 
sustainable land use decisions relative to air travel and connectivity. 

Kern County’s airports address a variety of local and regional services. The aviation system connects the 
traveling public and freight and cargo movers with California’s major metropolitan airports. Additionally, 
Kern’s airports serve the US military directly or in an auxiliary 
fashion. Many of the airports also support local farmers, police and 
medical services and provide recreational opportunities. Together, 
the airports provide a viable mobility option for the county’s 
residents and businesses. 

Existing Aviation System 

Kern County’s regional airport system includes a diverse range of aviation facilities.  It is comprised of seven 
airports operated by the Kern County Department of Airports, four municipally owned airports, three airport 
districts, two privately owned public-use airports, and two military facilities.  Scheduled air carrier and 
commuter airline service is provided at Meadows Field, which serves Metropolitan Bakersfield and 
surrounding communities.  

General aviation needs are served by public use airports, both publicly and privately owned, throughout the 
county. These serve the full range of business, agriculture, recreation, and personal aviation activities. 

Kern County’s aviation system includes 14 publicly owned airports that are open for use by the general public: 

• Meadows Field 

• Elk Hills/Buttonwillow 

• Kern Valley Airport 

• Lost Hills Airport 

• Poso Airport 

• Wasco Airport 

• Taft Airport 

• Bakersfield Municipal Airport 

• California City Municipal Airport 

• Delano Municipal Airport 

• Tehachapi Municipal Airport 

• Mojave Air/Spaceport 

• Inyokern Airport 

• Shafter Minter Field 

Characteristics of Kern County’s public access airports vary significantly, from size and number of 
operations to their types of activities and to their expected growth and impact on their local economies. As 
a group, the airports combine a range of services designed to meet the passenger, business, agricultural, 
recreational, and emergency service needs for the region. 

County of Kern Airports 

Meadows Field, located on 1,107 acres 4 miles northwest of central Bakersfield, is classified as a 
commercial service primary airport under the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems. This facility 
serves both commercial and general aviation needs for Bakersfield and the southern San Joaquin Valley 
region.  

Kern County’s aviation 
system includes 14 publicly 
owned airports. 
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The airfield consists of two parallel runways and associated taxiways. The main runway (12L/30R) was 
extended over Seventh Standard Road to a length of 10,857 feet in 1987. This is a Category I Instrument 
Landing System runway with a medium intensity approach 
lighting system with runway indicator lights, precision 
approach path indicators, and a medium-intensity runway 
lighting system. 

Established in 1927, Meadows Field was the first airport in the 
Bakersfield area. By 1930, the airport handled over 12,000 
passengers and close to 7,000 operations annually.  When the 
recession occurred, Meadows Field experienced a significant 
decrease in enplanement numbers from 173,737 in 2006 to 100,433 in 2016.  American and United provide 
non-stop passenger service to Denver, Phoenix, and San Francisco. One-stop flights are also provided to 
hundreds of domestic and international destinations.  

Meadows Field is an active general aviation airport with numerous Kern-based corporations using the 
facility for their operations. General aviation is served on approximately 35 acres both northwest and 
southwest of the terminal area. A full range of fixed-base services is available. 

Air cargo operations for the Kern region are conducted primarily at Meadows Field, with a projected 
increase in activity from 964 tons in 1995 to an anticipated 1,700 tons by 2030. Federal Express, 
DHL/Airborne, and UPS currently provide air cargo service from Meadows Field. While the potential for air 
cargo growth has not been fully studied, initial assessment does not preclude establishment of domestic or 
international air cargo services at Meadows Field. As Los Angeles region airports reach saturation, 
Meadows Field should be considered a prime contender for increased air freight shipment. The Meadows 
Field Airport Master Plan addresses the need for a land use plan that would consider reserving adequate 
runway frontage to develop a dedicated air cargo facility. Additionally, the master plan allows for 
construction of a third runway (east of the existing runways) to meet any resulting air freight capacity 
expansion. 

Elk Hills/Buttonwillow Airport serves seasonal agricultural aircraft and personal aviation needs of 
western Kern County. It is located near the intersection of I-5 and SR 58, a highway-oriented commercial 
area. 

The airport has a 3,260-foot unlighted runway, paved aircraft tiedown space for twelve aircraft, and ten 
automobile parking spaces. Existing land use in the vicinity of the airport is agriculture. 

Kern Valley Airport serves commercial, recreational, and occasional fire suppression activities in the Lake 
Isabella/Kern River Valley area, and is on lease from the US Forest Service. The airport is located south 
and east of the community of Kernville, with other nearby communities, including Wofford Heights, Lake 
Isabella, Bodfish, Mountain Mesa, Onyx, and Weldon. Outdoor recreation is the prime attraction in this 
region, and aviation activity continues to increase.  

The airport has a 3,500-foot runway and 30 aircraft tiedowns, 15 hangar spaces, and parking for 20 
automobiles. Other facilities include gasoline sales, a fixed-base operator, and a restaurant. The airport is 
situated on 51.5 acres leased from the National Forest Service; a Forest Service firefighting base is 
adjacent to the airport on 3.5 acres. 

Existing land use includes a small residential area northeast of the airport, farm and rangeland to the east 
and south, and Lake Isabella on the west. A fly-in campground is available on the west side of the airport. 

Kern County Department of Airports completed an Airport Master Plan for Kern Valley Airport in 2005. 
Short-term airport improvements recommended in the master plan include constructing a 500-foot unpaved 

The master plan allows for the 
construction of a third runway 
(east of the existing runways) 
to meet any resulting air 
freight capacity expansion. 
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overrun for Runway 35; relocating the northern portion of the parallel taxiway; installing an Automated 
Weather Observation Station; and other service-related improvements. Long-term improvements include 
widening and extending the runway, widening the parallel taxiway, widening the connector taxiway, and 
land acquisition to accommodate these projects. 

Lost Hills Airport serves local and regional agricultural, business, and personal aviation needs in 
northwestern Kern County and is located near the intersection of I-5 and SR 46. This intersection is 
developing as a highway-oriented commercial area. SR 46 is the primary access to the central coast area 
from the southern San Joaquin Valley. The airport is an important base for agricultural aircraft operating 
over the area’s extensive cropland. 

The airport currently has a 3,020-foot runway, 12 aircraft tiedowns, and four hangar spaces. Existing land 
use around the airport is predominantly agriculture, with a small residential area northwest of the runway. 
The community of Lost Hills is west of the airport. 

Kern County Department of Airports completed an Airport Master Plan for Lost Hills Airport in 2005. Short-
term airport improvements recommended in the master plan include installation of an Automated Weather 
Observation System. Long-term airport improvements include installation of precision approach path 
indicators for both ends of the runway; provision for a Global Positioning System–based instrument 
approach procedure; extension of the existing runway; and construction of a full-length parallel taxiway. 

Poso Airport, located approximately 20 miles north of Bakersfield, is used primarily for agricultural and 
training aircraft. The airport is also used for recreational purposes in conjunction with drag racing events at 
an adjacent paved strip. Poso has a 3,000-foot runway and 20 aircraft tiedowns. No other services or 
facilities are available. Adjacent land use is agricultural, with a small highway-oriented commercial 
development to the northwest of the airport. 

Taft Airport serves business and personal aviation needs for the City of Taft and southwestern Kern 
County, an area of intensive oil production and processing. While significant demand has been voiced for 
an airport in this region, the existing facility has been considered insufficient for some years. The runway 
heading is poorly oriented to wind direction, the runway gradient exceeds FAA standards, and insufficient 
land is available for improvements. Kern County is evaluating available options for improving the airport. 
The existing runway is designated as Runway 7-25. While published as 3,550 feet long by 60 feet wide, it 
is currently only 3,284 feet between runway thresholds. Adjacent land uses consist primarily of oilfield 
activities to the north, east, and south, with the City of Taft to the west. 

Wasco Airport serves agricultural, business, and personal needs for the area around the City of Wasco. 
The airport is located 1 mile north of Wasco and 22 miles northwest of Bakersfield. The airport is an 
important base for agricultural aircraft operations. It has a 3,380-foot runway, 36 aircraft tiedowns, six 
shelters, 11 T-hangars, and four hangar spaces. The main runway has a medium-intensity runway lighting 
system, and the airport has a beacon. Existing land use in the vicinity of the airport is agricultural. 

Kern County Department of Airports completed an Airport Master Plan for Wasco Airport in 2005. Short-
term airport improvements include rehabilitation of the aircraft parking pavement; purchase of land or 
acquisition of aviation easements northeast of the airport to accommodate future runway/taxiway extension; 
installation of an Automated Weather Observation System; and installation of precision approach path 
indicators for both ends of the runway. Long-term airport improvements include extension of the 
runway/taxiway to 3,900 feet, installation of taxiway lights, installation of runway end identifier lights, 
provision for a global positioning system-based instrument approach procedure, and other projects 
designed to improve service to airport users. 
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Municipal Airports 

In addition to the airports operated by Kern County, four airports are owned and operated by municipalities 
located in three geographic subregions of the county: San Joaquin Valley, Southern Sierra/Tehachapi 
Mountains, and Mojave Desert. In the Valley, the Cities of Bakersfield and Delano operate municipal 
airports.  The City of Tehachapi operates a municipal airport in the mountain area, and California City 
Municipal Airport is located directly west of that desert community. 

Bakersfield Municipal Airport serves business, personal, and recreational aviation needs in the 
Bakersfield metropolitan area. The airport completed an ambitious development program, including land 
acquisition, and construction of a 4,000-foot runway, associated taxiways, and support facilities. Bakersfield 
Municipal Airport is located in southeast Bakersfield, approximately 1.5 miles south of SR 58 and about 2 
miles east of SR 99.  

Existing land use in the vicinity of the airport consists of industrial to the west and north, low-density and 
rural residential to the northeast and east, and rural/agricultural to the east and south. Planned land use for 
the area adjacent to the airport, as depicted in the Casa Loma Specific Plan, continues the current pattern, 
with some extensions of industrial activity into undeveloped areas. 

California City Municipal Airport is used for various general aviation activities, especially recreational 
aviation. The airport is located northwest of California City approximately 8 miles east of SR 14 and 2 miles 
north of California City Boulevard. The airport consists of a single 6,035-foot runway with medium-intensity 
runway lighting and a 5,010-foot parallel taxiway. Two dirt glider landing strips and a parachute drop zone 
are located 0.75 mile south of the airport. Existing land use in the immediate area is predominantly 
undeveloped desert, with developed portions of the city east of the airport. 

Delano Municipal Airport serves business, personal, and recreational aviation activity in the north-central 
part of the county. Extensive crop-dusting and helicopter operations, as well as ultra-light activities, are 
accommodated at this airport. The airport is located just east of SR 99 approximately 2 miles southeast of 
central Delano. Existing facilities consist of a main runway that is 5,650 feet long. The main runway has 
medium-intensity runway lights and precision approach path indicators on both ends. A displaced threshold 
on the secondary runway with 4,010 feet is available for aircraft landings. 

Existing land use consists of mixed urban uses to the northwest; a golf course and park area to the 
northeast; industrial uses to the east and south; and SR 99 to the west. 

Tehachapi Municipal is a general aviation airport providing business, personal, and recreational aviation 
services. The airport is located between SR 58 and Tehachapi Boulevard. The airport is also adjacent to 
the Burlington Northern Santa Fe/Union Pacific Railroad, but a railroad spur into the airport is not currently 
available. Existing airport facilities include a 4,035-foot runway equipped with low-intensity lighting and 
precision approach path indicators, as well as displaced thresholds, on both ends of the runway. 

Existing land uses consist of industrial to the west, east, and south, urban residential to the south, and SR 
58 on the north. North of the freeway is developing as primarily commercial and office, including the 
community post office and a new hospital. 

Airport Districts 

Three airport districts operate in Kern County; each is organized as a special district, with a board of 
directors and an airport manager. Minter Field is located within the City of Shafter. East Kern and Indian 
Wells airport districts are in eastern Kern County. 
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Indian Wells Airport District/Inyokern Airport serves the China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station, the 
community of Inyokern, and the City of Ridgecrest.  It also serves local general aviation needs for personal, 
business, and recreational flying. Several fixed-base operators provide services at the airport. The airport 
is located northwest of the small community of Inyokern. 

Existing facilities consist of three runways, the longest of which is the 7,344-foot Runway 15-33. This 
runway and Runways 2-20 (6,275-foot length) and 10-28 (4,153-foot length) are equipped with medium-
intensity runway lights and precision approach path indicators on Runways 20 and 33. Displaced thresholds 
are located on both ends of Runway 15-33 and Runway 20. 

Although Inyokern does not have a scheduled airline service operating at this time, it is in negotiations with 
an airline service to introduce new scheduled airline service. A new scheduled airline operator may begin 
operations as early as 2018.  

A fixed-base operator currently provides aircraft maintenance and flight instruction service. The airport 
provides both automated and full-service jet fueling. Federal Express and United Parcel Service currently 
provides air cargo service, moving over 500 tons annually.  Other activities at Inyokern include based and 
itinerant soaring activity, film production, and Sheriff’s Department search and rescue activities. The airport 
hosts annual air shows and drag races.  

East Kern Airport District/Mojave Air/Spaceport currently 
offers fixed-base operator facilities for airport users from 
Edwards Air Force Base, Rosamond, Mojave, Tehachapi, 
California City, and Boron. The airport serves as a civilian flight 
test center for business, military, civil, and home-built aircraft 
being developed for testing. It also serves as a base for 
modification of major military and civilian aircraft. The airport is 
located northeast of the community of Mojave and is within 1 
mile of SR 14 and SR 58. A rail spur from the Union Pacific 
Railroad leads into the airport.  In 2004 the Mojave 
Air/Spaceport became the first FAA approved civilian space 
port, and is home to the manufacturing and flight testing of 
Virgin Galactic’s Spaceship One and Spaceship Two, the first manned civilian re-useable spacecraft. 

Existing airport facilities include a 12,500-foot runway and two crosswind runways. The longest runway is 
equipped with high-intensity runway lights while the 7,040-foot runway is equipped with medium-intensity 
runway lights. The third runway is 4,900 feet long but has no lighting. 

Existing land use in the vicinity consists of mixed urban use to the east and south in the community of 
Mojave, industrial and highway commercial uses to the northwest, and undeveloped desert to the north and 
east. The airport itself includes a substantial area devoted to aviation-related industrial uses. 

Minter Field Airport District/Shafter Airport serves general aviation activities at the junction of SR 99 
and Lerdo Highway. Minter Field has two main runways and one crosswind runway. Runway 12/30 is 4,520 
feet long, has both Very High Frequency Omni-directional Range non-precision and global positioning 
system-based instrument approaches, and is equipped with a precision approach path indicator and landing 
lights.  

A third runway serves as a general aviation crosswind landing alternative. One of the benefits this runway 
offers is to allow student pilots the opportunity to practice crosswind approaches and departures.  

In 2004 the Mojave 
Air/Spaceport became the 
first FAA approved civilian 
space port, and is home to 
the manufacturing and flight 
testing of Virgin Galactic’s 
Spaceship One and 
Spaceship Two, the first 
manned civilian re-useable 
spacecraft. 
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Minter Field is surrounded primarily by agricultural uses with a commercial area and industrial uses to the 
south. The airport owns 3 miles of rail spur connected to the Union Pacific Railroad and is served directly 
by KT. 

Military Aviation Facilities 

China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) and Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) are located in an 
area referred to as “the R-2508 complex,” which is used for the advancement of weapons systems 
technology and tactical training. The R-2508 complex consists of several restricted airspace areas; it is 
approximately 110 miles wide and 140 miles long, and covers approximately 20,000 square miles in eastern 
Kern, San Bernardino, Los Angeles, Ventura, Tulare, and Inyo counties. However, the nature of operations 
conducted within this airspace creates a flight hazard to non-military aircraft. 

In addition to NAWS and EAFB, other military installations use this air space, including Fort Irwin Military 
Reservation near Barstow, Air Force Plant 42 at Palmdale, and Lemoore Naval Air Station. 

Needs and Issues 

Demand 

In general, demand for aviation services appears to be met within Kern County. Most of the capital 
improvement projects for Kern County airports focus on maintenance of existing runways and taxiways with 
an occasional need to improve navigational aids. However, Kern County Airports' staff is working toward 
qualifying Meadows Field as a reliever airport for Los Angeles International Airport.  

Given aviation forecasts for Los Angeles International Airport, at some time over the next 20 years, air 
traffic for the region may reach saturation. Shafter Airport, Delano Municipal, and Bakersfield Municipal 
have all recently invested in aboveground automated fueling systems to reduce staff cost and improve 
fueling service hours to local and non-based pilots. Over the next 5 to 10 years, Kern County airports along 
with airports across the nation, will be investing in navigational equipment designed to allow instrument 
approaches using global positioning system technology.  

Airport Ground Access/Intermodal Connectivity 

Regional passenger air service and its intermodal connectivity to ground transportation systems is a key 
federal transportation planning goal. Just as land use should be designed to take maximum advantage of 
the existing transportation infrastructure capacity, the transportation infrastructure should also be designed 
to maximize access to key intermodal passenger hubs such as regional airports, transit and rail. Existing 
transportation infrastructure includes one regional airport with passenger service in Kern County.  Meadows 
Field is the primary regional facility for Metropolitan Bakersfield and the southern San Joaquin Valley. 

The terminal at Meadows Field provides good access to SR 99 via Seventh Standard Road, and 
improvements to this access route are scheduled in the Federal Transportation Improvement Program. The 
potential for Meadows Field to serve as an overflow facility for Southern California’s air traffic may create 
the need for improvements to ground access. Improvements to Airport Drive, Snow Road, Merle Haggard 
Drive, and SR 65 near the airport may be necessary. Better connectivity with the existing Amtrak station in 
downtown Bakersfield and the high-speed rail could result in the need for a transit shuttle, bus rapid transit, 
light rail, or spur connection between downtown Bakersfield and the airport. The Metropolitan Bakersfield 
Transit System Long-Range Plan envisions extension of a bus rapid transit route to Meadows Field between 
2021 and 2025. 
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Ground access to Inyokern Airport is adequate for the foreseeable future. The potential for air taxi service 
to smaller airports could increase traffic at these facilities. Corporate jets are increasingly using the Internet 
to pick-up additional travelers headed in the same direction and provide a supplemental funding source for 
their operation. This capability to book a small aircraft while in flight has transportation planners speculating 
that a whole industry of air taxi providers using satellite global positioning system (GPS) navigation could 
provide point-to-point service, increasing the use of small airports. If this were to occur, an increased 
demand for vehicle/transit/rail access to existing smaller airports may result. Efforts must be made to 
preserve and maintain access to all civilian airports in the region and expand that access as needed. 

Airport Land Use 

Over the past decade, former agricultural areas in Kern County have been developed for residential, 
commercial or industrial use. Since many of the region’s public access airports are in agricultural areas or 
on the urban fringe, much of the new growth is moving closer to the airports. Assuring that the areas around 
Kern County’s airports are devoted to compatible uses has become a more challenging task in this 
environment of growth pressures. 

Noise issues are generally a function of urban encroachment in the vicinity of an airport. In Kern County, 
virtually all airports were originally developed in areas that were some distance from other development. 
Frequently, the very success of the airport served as the catalyst for adjacent development. Since the 
purpose of an airport is to facilitate the take-off and landing of aircraft, and since aircraft make noise, 
conflicts over noise are an early indicator that an airport is facing the broader issue of urban encroachment. 

Noise contours maps have been prepared through various programs for all of the airports in Kern County, 
using the FAA Integrated Noise Model. For the more active airports, the noise analysis has been part of 
preparing an Airport Master Plan. Noise contours were also prepared for airports as part of various Airport 
Land Use Commission studies. A Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been prepared that includes land 
use analysis, noise contours, airspace plans and layout plans for all Kern County airports. 

Recent Aviation Planning Activities  

Kern County Department of Airports opened the Meadows Field William M. Thomas Air Terminal northwest 
of the former terminal in February 2006. The building is designed to be expandable to meet future air service 
demands. The building currently accommodates up to six jet-boarding gates and can be expanded to add 
six additional bridges. The terminal has also been designed to allow another wing to be constructed that 
would accommodate an additional 12 jet-boarding gates. Ground area to accommodate additional parking 
facilities is reserved.  

The Department of Airports anticipates the following activities over the near-term:  

• Complete renovations to the Customs and Borders Office (former terminal); 

• Market Meadows Field for international air cargo service; 

• Upgrade the lights and signs for Runway 30R; and 

• Undergo environmental review and project approvals for the Meadows Field, Wasco, Lost Hills and 
Kern County Airport Master Plans. 

In June 2004, East Kern Airport District/Mojave Airport became the first civilian airport to be certified as an 
inland spaceport by the Federal Aviation Administration. Later the same year, aircraft manufacturer Scaled 
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Composite launched their first sub-orbital aircraft from Mojave Airport, ushering in the age of privately-
owned manned space programs. 

In 2008, with input from County of Kern Planning Department, eastern Kern agencies, and stakeholders, 
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research completed its Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) for R-2508 
(Edwards Air Force Base, China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station, and the surrounding military operation 
area). The purpose of the JLUS is to reduce potential conflicts while accommodating growth, sustaining the 
economic health of the region, and protecting public health and safety. The JLUS committee meets 
biannually to review those JLUS projects that have been implemented and strategize on researching 
possible resources to implement remaining projects.  

Homeland Security 

Following the events of September 11, 2001, the Department of Homeland Security made airport security 
a top funding priority. Meadows Field and Inyokern Airport constructed security fences and staffed security 
checkpoints to improve passenger-boarding security and reduce threats of terrorism. 

Proposed Actions  

Near Term, 2018–2020 

• Work with Meadows Field and Inyokern Airport to obtain funding from the state and federal 
governments for their respective development programs; 

• Work with local and regional transit providers to increase alternative mode ground access options at 
Meadows Field; 

• Assist Meadows Field with planning related to high-speed rail connections; 

• Work with public airports to increase their access to state and federal funds; and 

• Work with the JLUS committee to implement planning activities listed in the JLUS for R-2508 airspace 
(China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station and Edwards Air Force Base). 

Long Term, 2021–2042 

• Continue to work with the public access airports to increase their access to state and federal funds; 

• Update the Regional Transportation Plan to be consistent with the California Aviation System Plan, and 
regional aviation systems plans, as necessary; 

• Implement the Action Plan of the Central California Aviation System Plan; 

• Participate in master plan updates for various Kern County airports; and 

• Implement planning actions and strategies listed in the JLUS for R-2508. 
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SAFETY/SECURITY ACTION ELEMENT 

Federal law specifies that MPOs will develop a metropolitan planning process that provides for 
consideration of projects and strategies that will increase the security of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized users.  Kern COG is committed to 
promoting increased safety, and the performance measures of 
the Regional Transportation Plan include safety as a critical 
factor. 

California’s Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) is a 
statewide, comprehensive, data-driven effort to reduce fatalities 
and serious injuries on public roads.  The SHSP is updated 
regularly to ensure continued progress and meet changing 
safety needs.  

The new updated SHSP (2015) includes the following: 

• Increases the focus on reducing the number of severe injuries and the rate at which severe injuries 
occur in each 100 million vehicle miles travelled; 
 

• Measures the cost effectiveness of improvements; 
 

• Develops strategies and actions to address the more difficult problems: 
 
- Repeat DUI offenders 

 
- Breath test refusals 

 
- Drug-impaired driving 
 

• Identifies the locations of fatalities and severe injuries; 
 

• Identifies areas with high-risk factors for potential crashes; 
 

• Includes tribal roads; 
 

• Creates improvements to rail-highway crossings; 
 

• Involves even more safety stakeholders from across the state; 
 

• Involves the public to create a culture of traffic safety; 
 

• Coordinates with other safety statewide plans, including California Transportation Plan, California 
Freight Plan and Highway Safety Plan; and  
 

• Improves the speed of data results.   

Kern COG’s commitment to 
public safety includes a 
safety performance measure 
as a critical factor in the 
Regional Transportation 
Plan. 
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Recent Planning Activities 

Golden Empire Transit District’s Vision and Planning Guidelines 

In December 2010, the GET Board of Directors adopted the following Vision Statement: 

 “GET…doing our part to improve mobility and create livable communities by becoming every 
 household’s second car.” 

In addition to the Vision Statement, the Board also adopted a number of Planning Guidelines: 

• Services should be designed in a manner which maximizes the seamless connectivity between all 
routes, modes, and systems. In this context, seamless means that the passenger should not be 
discouraged from making a trip because of perceived barriers related to: (1) physical connections, 
(2) timed transfers, (3) fare payment, or (4) information services; 

• The system-wide transit operating speed (as measured by total Annual Revenue Miles divided by Total 
Annual Revenue Hours) should increase each year, or at the very least, should never drop below the 
2010 baseline; 

• Transit service should be designed in a manner that allows it to have a meaningful impact on regional 
air quality and support achievement of greenhouse gas reduction targets; 

• Transit should be designed in a manner that supports healthy lifestyles by fostering a pedestrian- and 
bicycle-friendly environment; 

• Transit service should be financially sustainable over all time periods; and 

• Transit planning should be conducted in collaboration with cities and the County in order to integrate 
transit and land use planning decisions. 

General Transit Planning Principles  

In addition to the GET Board Guidelines, a number of general fixed-route transit best practices were applied 
in development of the service plans: 

• Service productivity (cost-effectiveness) and coverage must be balanced in a way that reflects local 
values; 

• Devote a fair share of resources to corridors featuring transit-supportive land use and demographic 
patterns; 

• Whenever possible, routes should have trip-generating “anchors” at both ends; 

• Routes should be as direct as possible; 

• Avoid creating large one-way loops; and 

• Avoid requiring out-of-direction travel, especially in the middle of routes. 
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Transportation Security 

Policies and Recommendations 

Kern COG’s Transportation Security Plan 2012–2042 provides an action plan and constrained policies 
detailing eight measures that the agency will undertake in regional transportation security planning. 

1. Kern COG should help ensure the rapid repair of transportation infrastructure critical in the event 
of an emergency. 

a. Kern COG, in cooperation with the state agencies, should identify critical infrastructure needs 
necessary for emergency responders to enter the region, the evacuation of affected facilities, 
and the restoration of utilities. 

b. Kern COG, in cooperation with the California Transportation Commission (CTC), Caltrans, and 
the federal government, should develop a transportation recovery plan for the emergency 
awarding of contracts to rapidly and efficiently repair damaged infrastructure. 

2. Kern COG should continue to deploy and promote the use of intelligent transportation system 
technologies that enhance transportation security. 

a. Kern COG should work to expand the use of ITS to improve surveillance, monitoring, and 
distress notification systems and to assist in the rapid evacuation of disaster areas. 

b. Kern COG should incorporate security into the regional ITS architecture. 

c. Transit operators should incorporate ITS technologies as part of their security and emergency 
preparedness and share that information with other operators. 

d. Aside from developing ITS technologies for advanced customer information, transit agencies 
should work intensely with ethnic, local, and disenfranchised communities through public 
information/outreach sessions, ensuring public participation is used to its fullest. In case of 
evacuation, these transit-dependent persons may need additional assistance to evacuate to 
safety. 

3. Kern COG should establish transportation infrastructure practices that promote and enhance 
security. 

a. Kern COG should work with transportation operators to plan and coordinate transportation 
projects, as appropriate, with the Department of Homeland Security grant projects to enhance 
the regional transit security strategy (RTSS).  

b. Kern COG should establish transportation infrastructure practices that identify and prioritize the 
design, retrofit, hardening, and stabilization of critical transportation infrastructure to prevent 
failure in order to minimize loss of life and property, injuries, and avoid long-term economic 
disruption. 

4. Kern COG should establish a forum where policymakers can be educated and regional policy can 
be developed. 
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a. Kern COG should work with local officials to develop regional consensus on regional 
transportation safety, security, and safety/security policies. 

5. Kern COG will help enhance the region’s ability to deter and respond to acts of terrorism and 
human-caused or natural disasters through regionally cooperative and collaborative strategies. 

a. Kern COG should work with local officials to develop regional consensus on regional 
transportation safety, security, and safety/security policies. 

b. Kern COG should encourage all Kern COG elected officials to be educated in the National 
Incident Management System (NIMS). 

c. Kern COG should work with partner agencies and federal, state, and local jurisdictions to 
improve communications and interoperability and to find opportunities to leverage and 
effectively use transportation and public safety/security resources in support of this effort. 

6. Kern COG should enhance emergency preparedness among public agencies and with the public 
at large. 

a. Kern COG should work with local officials to develop regional consensus on regional 
transportation safety, security, and safety/security policies. 

b. Kern COG should work to improve the effectiveness of regional plans by maximizing the 
sharing and coordination of resources that would allow for proper response by public agencies. 
Kern COG should encourage and provide a forum for local jurisdictions to develop mutual aid 
agreements for essential government services during any incident recovery. 

7. Kern COG will help to enhance the capabilities of local and regional organizations, including first 
responders, through provision and sharing of information. 

a. Kern COG should work with local agencies to collect regional GeoData in a common format 
and provide access to the GeoData for emergency planning, training, and response. 

b. Kern COG should develop and establish a regional information sharing strategy, linking Kern 
COG and its member agencies for ongoing sharing and provision of information pertaining to 
the region’s transportation system and other critical infrastructure.  

8. Kern COG should provide the means for collaborating in planning, communication, and information 
sharing before, during, or after a regional emergency. 

a. Kern COG should develop and incorporate strategies and actions pertaining to response and 
prevention of security incidents and events as part of the ongoing regional planning activities. 

b. Kern COG should offer a regional repository of GIS data for use by local agencies in emergency 
planning and response, in a standardized format.  
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LAND USE ACTION ELEMENT 

See Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, for further information on sustainable land use. 

Land use is one of the most important factors in effective transportation planning to preserve the region’s 
economic, environmental, and equitable sustainability. While Kern COG does not have jurisdiction over 
land use planning, the agency promotes and encourages dialogue among stakeholders involved in the land 
use decision-making process, through city and county General Plan actions, the environmental process 
and the 2018 RTP outreach process.   

Land use affects all transportation modes; however, some transportation facilities are more dependent on 
land use decisions than others. To rank the importance of land use decisions for transportation-related 
infrastructure, planners can consider the number of site opportunities to accommodate a particular facility 
or land use. The more site opportunities, the easier and cheaper it is to find a place to move the facility. 
Figure 5-22 illustrates a potential hierarchy or priority for placing transportation facilities based on site 
opportunity.  

As an example, in 
transportation planning, 
airports have a very 
limited number of sites 
where they can be 
located.  They require a 
large area and must be 
located away from steep 
terrain as well as 
residential development.  
If development 
encroaches on an airport 
the use of that facility can 
be greatly curtailed or 
even closed, negatively 
affecting the region’s 
economy and payback on 
the original investment in 
that facility.  Another 
example of this hierarchy 
can be the location of 
local streets.  When a 
subdivision is designed the positioning of the streets is often adjusted to optimize the layout of the residential 
lots.  Local streets have many site opportunities or options to best fit the surrounding uses.  In terms of 
transportation related land use decision, the positioning of local streets is not as important as the location 
of major transportation infrastructure investments such as airports or other global gateways.  

This action element covers transportation planning priorities from a land use perspective. The discussion 
is organized using the suggested hierarchy in Figure 5-22, focusing on the uses with the fewest number of 
site opportunities first. Each transportation category discussed below (global gateways, rail/transit, and 
highways/roads) will also focus on the need to preserve locations for intermodal connectivity and viability, 
ensuring the RTP goals are met.  In addition, this action element will not override local land use public 
decision making and will respect private property rights.   

 

Many 

Few 

Site 

Opportunities 

Figure 5-22:  Hierarchy for Transportation-Related Land Use Decisions 
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 Global Gateways Land Use Actions 

See the Aviation Action Element section above for further discussion on air travel. 

Inland Ports  

Landlocked Kern County has no seaports; however, it is closely linked to international trade through the 
ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach and Oakland/Stockton. The Kern region has infrastructural and economic 
connections to two of the world’s largest international trade gateways. During the economic boom from 
2000 to 2006, one-third of all waterborne freight container traffic at U.S. ports was handled by the twin ports 
of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Los Angeles/Long Beach port freight headed for destinations outside of 
Southern California are estimated to account for 75% of total container traffic (Leachman & Associates 
LLC, Port and Modal Diversion for SCAG, 2005). Fifty-seven percent (57%) of all trucks on SR 99 and I-5 
are heading to or from Southern California; of those, 18% are empty shipping containers being transported 
to or from the ports (Kern COG, I-5/SR 99 Origin and Destination Truck Study, October 2009).  

The City of Shafter is developing an inland port hub with the ability to gain synergy from the combining of 
import loads destined for distribution centers in Shafter and Kern County with the export agricultural needs 
of the Southern San Joaquin Valley.  The City of Shafter (a rural area) is located within 300 miles of over 
40 million people in some of the United States most urban areas and provides the unique opportunity to 
maximize efficiency, produce jobs, and create wealth while reducing the impact to the environment.  It is 
unparalleled in providing multiple economic and environmental benefits for California.  The City of Shafter 
has invested in technology with a 30+ mile state-of-the-art fiber optic communications network and has 
recently completed the construction of over 17,500 feet of rail track capable of handling entire unit trains 
from the class-one railroad Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF). 

Rail access to the ports provides sustainable economic, environmental, and equitable opportunities for a 
region and is the highest land use concern related to transportation facilities in Kern County. In June 2009, 
Paramount Farming Company produced a White Paper that estimated the inland port facility would bring 
$1.2 billion per year in financial benefits to the state and region, and would provide 31,800 permanent jobs 
at the Port of Oakland and in Shafter by 2030. In addition, the project could provide $3.4 billion in state and 
local tax revenue over the next 20 years. By shipping products to the port via rail rather than by truck, the 
facility would reduce 5 tons per day in nitrous oxides (NOx) and 471 tons per day in carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions, making this project one of the biggest transportation source reductions for air quality and climate 
change emissions in the state. From a land use perspective, preserving rail and truck route connections to 
this vital state hub, and preventing encroachment of sensitive land uses near the facility, is of primary 
concern for regional sustainability. 

The Tejon Ranch Commerce Center sits at the southern gateway to Kern County, an area of California 
already home to major distribution centers for IKEA, Famous Footwear, Dollar General, Caterpillar, Target, 
Sears, Nestle, Frito Lay, and many others.  Sitting directly on Interstate 5, it is the area's best location, with 
fully-entitled land for development of up to 20 million square feet of new warehouse and industrial space.  

Tejon Ranch Company and The Rockefeller Group opened the Outlets at Tejon in August 2014.  The 
upscale 320,000 square-foot outdoor shopping center has more than 70 retailers on 43 acres.  The center 
is located on Interstate 5, near Laval Road in Kern County.  The Outlets benefit from favorable regional 
demographics, with 3.2 million people living within an hour’s drive and approximately 65 million travelers 
passing by the location annually.   

The permitted development at TRCC includes the potential for 20 million square feet of industrial and 4.8 
million square feet of commercial use.  To date the development of TRCC has created over 4,000 jobs and 
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at full build-out, TRCC will provide for over 6,000 jobs and significant financial benefits to the state and 
region.   

Tejon Ranch Commerce Center is part of an expanded 1,093-acre Foreign Trade Zone (FTZ), which allows 
users to move merchandise directly from port of arrival to the FTZ, avoiding delays at congested ports. 
IKEA is utilizing Foreign Trade Zone benefits at Tejon Ranch Commerce Center.  Tejon Ranch Commerce 
Center is the site of the largest activated Foreign Trade Zone (FTZ) in California.    FTZ’s are sites near 
ports of entry where foreign and domestic merchandise considered international trade can provide 
important cost-savings benefits involving customs duties and other ad valorem taxes.  Users can obtain 
permission from Customs to move merchandise directly from the port of arrival to the FTZ avoiding delays 
at congested ports.   Tejon Ranch Commerce Center is strategically located proximate to major 
transportation routes and are within 50 miles of the geographic center of population for the state making 
the location ideal for serving both Northern and Southern California as well as the regions to the east.   

To complement Tejon Ranch Commerce Center and the Outlets at Tejon, Grapevine at Tejon, a new 
sustainable master planned community located adjacent to the Tejon Ranch Commerce Center calls for 
12,000 residential units and 5.1 million square feet of commercial space.  The community will provide 
residential opportunities for the thousands of workers currently employed at businesses within the Tejon 
Ranch Commerce Center reducing employment related vehicle miles traveled.  The community will be 
designed in a way that promotes water efficiency, walkability, bikeability and key retail and commercial uses 
within close proximity to residential areas.  It is planned that the community will be developed over the next 
20 years.  

Airports 

Airports have a few more site opportunities than seaports but encompass large areas when the surrounding 
affected land uses are considered. This is especially true when taking into account expansion potential of 
an airport. This section covers the importance of maintaining and expanding air freight and air passenger 
service for sustainability of the region, and the need to protect these facilities from encroachment by 
sensitive land uses. 

Air Freight 

As Asia and the southwestern United States continue to grow, air freight is anticipated to steadily increase 
once economic recovery is realized. Anticipated increases in time-sensitive cargo have made air freight 
from Asia a booming business. Southern California is focusing its expansion of air freight capacity at the 
Southern California Logistics Center (formerly George Air Force Base) in Victorville. However, the facility’s 
3,000-foot elevation makes it more costly to fly out of than lower altitude facilities because lower air density 
requires greater fuel consumption on takeoff, especially during the summer.  
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Kern County’s main airport is Meadows Field, adjacent to the northern edge of Bakersfield. At 500 feet 
elevation, the facility requires less fuel to ascend with a full load and lies on the most direct path from 
Southern California to Asia (see Figures 5-23 and 5-24). Meadows Field has the fifth longest runway in 
California and has recently added international service capability. A third runway and cargo terminal are 
planned. Meadows Field has good 
highway connectivity to Ventura, Los 
Angeles, and San Bernardino counties 
through I-5 and State Routes 99 and 58. 
Meadows Field is also within 6 miles of 
the Shafter intermodal facilities and is 
connected by existing rail spurs to both 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe and Union 
Pacific railroads. 

Mojave Airport in eastern Kern County 
also serves as an operational air freight 
facility within the county. The primary 
focus of this airport is as a civilian flight 
test center, and it is the only FAA-
recognized private spaceport in the 
nation. The facility provides an 
intermodal transfer facility with the goal 
of handling two flights per day. Freight 
service may increase if it does not affect 
the primary research role of the facility.  

Preservation of these facilities is 
essential. Protecting these facilities from 
residential and other conflicting 
encroachments should be one of the 
highest priorities for land use decision-
makers. Moving the facilities is cost 
prohibitive and would likely reduce the 
strategic advantage the existing 
locations have with regard to proximity to 
Asia, as well as connectivity to highway 
and rail facilities.   

Air Passenger Service 

As with air freight, the Los Angeles Basin’s runway capacity to handle air passenger service will not be able 
to meet demand, even with the planned Palmdale International Airport. The Southern California Association 
of Governments’ overall plan to sustain its region’s growth in air passenger demand is to link the region’s 
airports with high-speed rail. This would allow the more congested airports to ferry passengers to and from 
outlying airports where additional capacity is available. The goal is to create an integrated airport system 
for Southern California that allows users to fly into one airport, catch transit or a train, and fly out of another 
airport with no more than a 30- to 90-minute layover. Meadows Field should be linked into the reliever 
network of airports through the California High-Speed Rail (HSR) network. Approved by California’s voters 
in 2008, high-speed rail would likely accelerate the connectivity of Meadows Field to Palmdale, Burbank, 
and Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). Currently, high-speed rail is planned to link downtown 
Bakersfield and Union Station in downtown Los Angeles. An express bus transit route between LAX and 
Union Station already exists. Similar transport between downtown Bakersfield and Meadows Field would 
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Figure 5-23:  Great Circle Route Between Southern 
California and Asia HTTP://GC.KLS2.com/ 

 

 

Figure 5-24:  Kern County Great Circle Route Between 
Southern California and Asia 
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also be needed to provide seamless high-speed rail service. Once this connection is established, Meadows 
Field will become a “front door” to Southern California for passenger travel from Asia. 

At less than 50% capacity, Meadows Field is the most underused full-service civilian airport in Southern 
California. The County of Kern completed construction of a jet terminal in early 2006 to handle planned 
expansion, and the former terminal is currently unoccupied and has been remodeled as an international 
airport facility.  The accessibility and relative lack of congestion between Kern and Ventura, Los Angeles, 
and San Bernardino Counties would make this facility a prime location for travel to and from Asian 
destinations. To accommodate proposed lengthening of runways to the northwest of Meadows Field, future 
circulation plans should consider realignment of SR 65 to the west. 

The emerging trend for air-taxi/business jet charter service provides potential business for smaller airport 
facilities throughout the Kern region. The ability of a business traveler in a rental car to book an air taxi or 
business jet while the jet is in flight, and rendezvous with the jet at a nearby airport, could transform activity 
at smaller airports. Development of a system of small, very light jet-capable airports with good freeway 
access could relieve congestion at overcrowded regional hub airports. It could also put most of California 
within a 30-minute point-to-point jet flight from Kern County. Facilities such as Bakersfield Municipal Airpark 
and general aviation airports in California City, Inyokern, Delano, Shafter, Wasco, Tehachapi, Taft, Mojave, 
Kern Valley, Buttonwillow, Lost Hills, Rosamond, and Famoso should be preserved for potential expansion 
to this type of service. The need for rental car and restaurant facilities at these locations, as well as runway 
expansion to a minimum of 5000 feet, should be recognized as a long-term goal. 

To preserve these facilities, local General Plans and concomitant land use decisions must assume that 
local airports may expand and runways will be lengthened. Even the smallest facility should be planning for 
expansion to air taxi service. Protecting these facilities from encroachment by sensitive land uses will help 
provide the economic engine and infrastructure to encourage job growth. 

Conflicting Land Uses – Setback Distances  

Preserving global gateways from encroachment by incompatible land uses is critical to the economic and 
environmental viability of the region. The encroachment of sensitive land uses upon inland ports and 
airports can greatly limit the use of such facilities and eventually force their closure. Cities and the county 
address land use compatibility issues in their respective General Plans and implementing ordinances, and 
together with the CEQA process have the means to conduct health risk assessments, air quality analysis 
and noise assessments to establish standards and conditions that are applicable to each local land use 
jurisdiction’s situation.  Table 5-7 provides advisory recommendations for suggested setback distances that 
would limit exposure to harmful air pollution. (These are rough estimates and should be used only when no 
other data or local study is available.)  
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Figure 5-25:  Potential Air Taxi Jet Charter Facilities 
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Source Category CARB Advisory Recommendations  

Rail Yards 
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and maintenance rail 
yard.   
Within 1 mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and mitigation approaches. 

Distribution Centers, 
Truck Stops 

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that accommodates 
more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units 
(TRUs) per day, or where TRU unit operations exceed 300 hours per week). 
Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid locating residences 
and other new sensitive land uses near entry and exit points. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm  

Noise sources should also require proper setbacks when siting future transportation facilities or when 
considering mitigation such as increased insulation and sound walls.  Each jurisdiction is responsible for 
maintaining an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan with specific information on siting land uses adjacent 
to each airport.  Table 5-8 provides some advisory recommendations when no other information is available. 

 

Source Category Advisory Recommendations  

Regional Airports, 
Commercial/Air 
Freight 

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 10,000 feet of planned and existing runway 
approaches and 2000 feet on either side. LAX has CNEL 65dB extending 5 miles beyond the 
runway and up to 1 mile laterally along the departure path. 
Within 14,000 feet in any direction of a runway observe appropriate height restrictions based on 
conical surface. 

Local Airports, Very 
Light Jet/Air Taxi 
Service 

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 5,000 feet of planned and existing runway approaches 
and 1000 feet on either side.  
Within 14,000 feet in any direction of a runway observe appropriate height restrictions based on 
conical surface. 
Local airports that may one day serve as air taxi service ports should have expansion plans 
increasing runway length to a minimum of 5,000–7,000 feet subject to local studies to 
accommodate very light jet air taxi service. 

Source: Kern Council of Governments, Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, amended March 2004   

Global Gateways – Land Use Actions 

Near Term, 2018–2020  

• Facilitate the Shafter Rail Terminal and the Wonderful Industrial Park by programming infrastructure to 
service rail and truck traffic that may be generated by the facility; 

• Use the California Environmental Quality Act review process to inform stakeholders and decision 
makers on the impacts of sensitive land use developments near vital transportation infrastructure 
necessary to handle increasing air traffic and international cargo, as well as increasing port activity;  

Table 5-7:  Air Quality Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land 
Uses Such as Residences, Schools, Daycare Centers, Playgrounds or Medical Facilities 

Table 5-8:  Noise Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land Uses Proximate to 
Airports 
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• Work with the Kern County Department of Airports and local planning departments to preserve existing 
airports from encroachment by sensitive land uses to strategic global gateways; 

• Implement the Directions to 2050 Growth principles vision for economic vitality by planning and 
programming infrastructure to provide connectivity to air traffic and international cargo facilities; 

• Coordinate with the County of Kern, City of Bakersfield, and City of Shafter on the proposed expansion 
of Meadows Field in the County of Kern Airport Master Plan; and 

• Coordinate with the Southern California Association of Governments, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission, and the ports to minimize impacts of port activity through Kern County. 

Long Term, 2021–2042  

• Monitor progress toward implementing regional principles developed by the Directions to 2050 visioning 
process consistent with local general plans; 

• Coordinate with the Kern County Department of Airports, municipalities and airport districts to establish 
intermodal connectivity for rail, trucking, transit, and passenger vehicles; and 

• Work with Kern Economic Development Corporation to promote logistics and aerospace job 
opportunities in Kern County. 

 Rail/Transit Land Use Actions 

See the Freight Movement Action Element and Public Transportation Action Element sections for further 
discussion on rail freight transport and public transportation modes. 

Rail and transit provide the highest-volume corridors for movement of goods and people in and through a 
region. These facilities require seamless connectivity. If these connections are degraded or broken by 
incompatible or competing land uses, the system can become less effective or even threatened with 
elimination. Preservation of rail and transit facilities is the next highest transportation land use priority after 
global gateways. 

Rail Freight 

Not only is connection to the ports vital, but connections with switching yards to out-of-state destinations 
are a primary function of the rail system. In 2008, a facility opened in Delano, consolidating most of the 
perishable shipping activity in the southern San Joaquin Valley.   The facility hauls refrigerated box car units 
between Delano and Albany, New York, in six days, where they are distributed to East Coast grocery store 
chains. The facility was acquired by UP in 2017 and marketed as UP Cold Connect.   

Bulk hauling specialty oil products from several oil refineries and gas plants in the region travel the network 
of short-haul rail facilities to out-of-state customers via the Bakersfield freight yards. Preservation of Kern’s 
short-haul rail network, operated by the San Joaquin Valley Railroad, is a key priority. 

Along the national class 1 rail system, the Tehachapi Pass provides passage of goods between the Port of 
Oakland and the all-weather southern route through the Rockies, to Texas and Chicago.  With the recently 
completed Tehachapi Pass capacity improvement project jointly funded by the State of California and the 
BNSF, the 35 trains that could pass through the summit daily, has now increased to 50 trains per day. 
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Other rail freight includes bulk mining in Trona and Boron. Eastern Kern County is the source for half of the 
world’s supply of borates. Rio Tinto (formerly U.S. Borax) ships five unit trains a week from Boron to a 
company-owned facility at the Port of Long Beach. Like many shipper/receivers that use short-haul rail, Rio 
Tinto may not be able to afford to ship by truck. Loss of short-haul rail service could mean curtailment or 
closure of the operation. Preserving short-haul rail means preserving the Kern region’s economy. 

Preservation of freight rail corridors in Kern is essential to promoting the principles of the Directions to 2050 
visioning process. Strategies such as public/private partnerships and leveraging passenger rail service to 
preserve the short-haul system should be considered. Shipping freight by rail is ten times more energy-
efficient than by truck, making preservation and expansion of rail freight vital to both the preservation of 
natural resources and development of a sustaining economy and strategic employment place types. 

Passenger Rail/Public Transit  

Like freight rail, passenger rail and public transit have limited site opportunities and are highly dependent 
on surrounding land uses.  It is important that investment in these modes follow land use decisions that 
support such investment. This section covers rail and transit priority place types, transit-oriented design, 
and carefully planned parking facilities that promote transit use and that could be considered in the next 
update of a jurisdictions circulation plan.   

Transit Oriented Land Use Concepts – Passenger rail and transit are dependent on where the population 
is located. Figures 4-8 and 4-9 of the Sustainable Communities Strategy Chapter illustrate Transit Priority 
and Strategic Employment Place Types for Kern. Rather than showing large areas of planned urban growth, 
the maps show existing, planned and potential places where future transit and passenger rail service 
investment might occur based on existing variances in adopted General Plan intensities.  In addition, the 
maps illustrate how transit investment would coordinate with these existing and planned place types. 

Transit viability is closely linked to land use density and intensity within a region. Before World War II, land 
uses in most communities were focused on walkability and streetcar accessibility. Most communities in the 
Kern region have an urban core based on these concepts. The historic pre-WWII Bakersfield downtown 
was very walkable and accessible via a streetcar system. The Southern Pacific passenger train station on 
Baker Street in Old Town Kern (East Bakersfield) was connected to the Santa Fe train station in downtown 
Bakersfield on F Street by an electric trolley that ran along 19th Street from 1901 to 1942. Suburban 
explosion since WWII has spawned a low-density development pattern that results in a heavily subsidized, 
underused transit service.  

As Metropolitan Bakersfield has grown, it has loosely developed around a network of auto-oriented retail 
centers illustrated in the Centers Concept map from the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan. Transit 
connectivity between the centers in the northwest are hindered by a 3-mile-wide low-density oil production 
and refining complex on the northwest side of the Kern River. The result is poor transit service from the 
rapidly growing northwest to the rest of Metropolitan Bakersfield. A ring of centers now exists around this 
industrial area, including Downtown/Westchester, California Avenue, The Marketplace/CSUB, Northwest 
Promenade, and Rosedale Highway/SR 99. Each of these centers covers a large area that often lacks a 
central focal point or pedestrian pocket for concentrating urban transit access, requiring a car to get from 
one store to another within the centers. Beyond this ring of centers, potential new centers are planned in 
outlying areas. 

Transit oriented development can play an important role in outlying communities and rural areas as well. 
However, the techniques must be scaled down to fit the lower intensity land uses.  Service to outlying areas 
lack the ridership to warrant frequent service.  The importance of connecting services via dial-a-ride local 
circulator bus service can increase the service area for riders in outlying communities.  Vanpooling can play 
an important role in providing service to strategic employment areas in outlying communities as well.  The 
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public unmet transit needs process helps ensure that transit needs in rural and urban areas that are 
reasonable to be met, are provided service.  

The following are a suggested list of tools and concepts available to the local land use authorities. 

Existing Tools and Concepts 

Reduced Impact Fees for Core Area Development – To encourage gradual infill development, in 2003 the 
City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern jointly adopted a two-tiered traffic impact fee for Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. The fee in the “core area” is almost half of the $12,870 per house in the “non-core area.” The City 
of Tehachapi also adopted a reduced fee for core area development.  The core area is primarily the older 
built-out portions of the community that have the infrastructure in place. The logic behind the lower core area 
fee is that housing in these areas should not have to pay as high a fee because the transportation 
infrastructure is already in place. The result is a fee structure that promotes infill and increased densities in 
areas with readily available bus transit, bike, and pedestrian access.   

Indirect Source Review (ISR) Rule – The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District has enacted 
the ISR rule, requiring new development to pay a fee for mitigating air quality impacts. All or a portion of 
the fee can be waived if a developer includes strategies that improve air quality, such as walkable design, 
bike paths, better access to transit, etc. 

High-Speed Rail Station Area Planning – The City of Bakersfield Economic and Community Development 
Department is already planning intensification of land uses around the proposed high-speed rail station in 
downtown Bakersfield. Plans include the addition of 600 housing units and the Mill Creek pedestrian 
parkway that connects shops, restaurants, offices and housing to the downtown high-speed rail station site. 

Blueprint/Directions to 2050 Principles in General Plan – The City of Maricopa has incorporated the 
Blueprint/Directions to 2050 Principles into its General Plan such as enhancement of existing assets, and 
compact walkable development. 

Healthy Communities – The City of Delano adopted a new element to its General Plan called the Health 
and Sustainability Element.  The new element includes goals and policies designed to strategically form a 
community that provides a healthy and sustainable environment for its residents. 

Climate Change Policies – The City of Taft is incorporating emission reduction policies that relate to 
climate change in its General Plan update.  The City of Delano adopted a Climate Action Plan which 
includes a range of measures to reduce GHG emissions from a variety of sources throughout the City as 
well as a Municipal Energy Action Plan for City facilities. 

Form-Based Code General Plan – The City of Tehachapi developed and adopted one of the first citywide 
form-based code General Plans in the nation. The plan focuses on the architectural design of a community 
and encourages infill and development in the central community with transit access. 

Complete Streets in Circulation Elements – Effective in 2011, AB 1358 required General Plan Circulation 
Elements to include transit systems, bike systems, and pedestrian facilities in addition to automobile 
circulation networks.  According to Government Code Section 65302(b)(2)(A) and (B), with the next 
substantial revision to a jurisdiction’s General Plan Circulation Element, the jurisdiction must incorporate a 
multi-modal network with complete street techniques for safe and convenient travel for all users, including 
public transit users in the rural, suburban, and urban context of the General Plan.  Circulation Plan update 
guidelines are available at 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Update_GP_Guidelines_Complete_Streets.pdf .   
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Specific Plan Lines - In addition, Kern County has already made extensive use of specific plan lines to 
preserve right-of-way for future highway corridors. Local land use plans can consider other strategies to 
preserve transit centers and corridors. Specific plan lines can be developed that identify transit-oriented 
centers, corridors, and boulevards to allow for gradual higher-capacity transit modes as land use densities 
warrant.  

New Tools and Concepts 

Transit More Responsive to Peak Period Demand Changes - A major advantage of transit over single-
occupant vehicle facilities, such as freeways, is that transit is more economical when a corridor reaches 
capacity. The cost to add a bus or another railcar along a corridor as congestion increases is considerably  

 

less expensive than adding right-of-way for another roadway lane; the bus is only needed during peak periods, 
making it more efficient than providing a travel lane that is underused 90% of the time. 

Phased Transit Capacity Intensification – As transit oriented place types gradually develop, eventually 
sufficient land use intensity will be available to support increased capacity modes such as express bus 
service, bus rapid transit and, eventually, commuter/light rail. In 1997, the MTIS developed a sketch plan 
for a commuter rail network connecting Metro Bakersfield to outlying communities. As part of the Metro 

Table 5-9:  Phased Transit Capacity Intensification 
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Bakersfield Long Range Transit Plan 
completed in April 2012, commuter rail 
service using existing spur lines to link 
with the high-speed rail station in 
Bakersfield was studied.   A gradual 
phasing of transit-capacity 
intensification needs to be brought 
online carefully, to match the gradual 
land use intensification. Table 5-9 
illustrates the progressive steps along 
a local, intercity, or interregional 
corridor as it becomes sufficiently used 
to support higher-capacity transit 
modes.  

The Bay Area Transportation and Land 
Use Coalition (TALC) suggests an 
evolving transit strategy that promotes 
the concept of Express Bus/Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) as an interim step 
between fixed bus routes and higher-
capacity modes such as light rail. BRT 
is an evolving term for a host of 
sophisticated technologies including 
articulated buses, auto drive 
technology, and traffic signal green-
light extension used on both bus-only 
and mixed-flow lanes. The Federal 
Transit Administration offers the 
following definition of BRT: 

Bus rapid transit (BRT) is a 
combination of facility, systems, and 
vehicle investments that convert 
conventional bus services into a fixed-
facility transit service, greatly 
increasing their efficiency and 
effectiveness to the end user. 

The TALC strategy focuses on a planned and evolving intensification of transit-oriented development 
destinations for use as BRT stops. TALC’s strategy of phased transit mode intensification, as the centers 
and corridors infill and ridership increases, allows the transit fare box revenue to drive the building and 
gradual intensification of the transit facilities along the corridor. Table 5-9 illustrates the evolving progression 
from rural to suburban to urban transit usage as the land use intensifies and the ridership warrants higher-
capacity transit modes. 
 
TALC suggests that infill land development around the transit centers should gradually drive the 
intensification of transit infrastructure. As new low-density suburban development occurs, a phased land 
use plan can provide areas for the future densification and infill with more intense urban uses around a 
transit center. This might include reserving areas for future commercial, mixed use, and more compact 
housing options.  

Existing 

Potential 

Figure 5-26:  Bakersfield-California Avenue Shopping 
Center Existing/Potential 
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Parking and Transit-Oriented Development – Detailed transit-oriented development standards that 
include the concept of phased land use intensification around transit centers can be found in The Next 
American Metropolis: Ecology, Community, and the American Dream (Calthorpe 1993). The design 
guidelines include “surface parking redevelopment” e.g., “Land devoted to surface parking lots should be 
reduced through redevelopment and construction of structured parking facilities. The layout and 
configuration of the surface parking lots (near transit centers) should accommodate future redevelopment; 
design studies showing placement of future buildings and parking structures should be provided.” 

Parking structures are expensive and have limited applicability for most rural and suburban centers. 
However, one of the more effective opportunities to intensify low-density development around transit-
oriented development centers is to control parking configuration. Figure 5-26 is an example of many older 
retail centers with large parking areas that only fill up two times a year—the day after Thanksgiving and the 
day after Christmas. Implementation of other parking concepts, such as joint use parking by office, 
carpooling, retail, entertainment, churches, and mixed-use residential, can provide a more efficient and 
consistent usage of parking on weekdays, weekends, and evenings. Greater pedestrian and transit use 
allows a reduction in parking near transit centers by 15% to 25%. Parking for carpoolers, and access for 
bicyclists and transit commuters, requires additional consideration in this process.  

Parking costs can also be used to promote development of a major transit center. Charging for parking 
creates a disincentive for people to drive to the center, encouraging them to take transit, carpool, bike, or 
walk. In Old Town Pasadena, proceeds from the parking fees and meters were used to finance pedestrian 
street improvements that transformed a blighted downtown into a vibrant destination, which boosted the 
area’s businesses and created a transit-oriented infill node for the new Gold Line transit station at Mission 
Park. Parking costs used to fund local projects that benefit those paying them are referred to as user-based 
fees. User-based fees for all forms of transportation expenditures are becoming more common and would 
have to be heavily relied upon to implement transit-oriented development. 

Market Driven Housing Choices - Recent surveys and studies suggest a shift in the market demand for 
housing.  Since 2009, Godbe Research conducted annual statistically valid community surveys of 1,200 
people each.  Many of the surveys ask about housing choice.  Figure 5-27 provides information from the 
2017 Community Survey and compares the information to the 2009, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015 surveys.  
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 Figure 5-27:  Kern Housing Preference 2017 Community Survey 
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Proposed Rail/Transit-Related Land Use Actions 

Near Term, 2018–2020 

• Acknowledge city and county adopted General Plans and amendments and the related California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process to inform stakeholders and decision makers on the 
impacts of sensitive land use developments near vital transportation infrastructure necessary to handle 
increasing local, intercity, and interregional transit use; 

• Work with GET, KT, other local transit providers, and local land use planners to preserve existing and 
future transit opportunities from the encroachment of low-density land uses around transit-oriented 
development centers; 

• Implement the long-range 2018 RTP in partnership with member agencies to preserve near- and long-
term transportation infrastructure, thus promoting the gradual intensification of transit use only when 
market demand for compact land uses increases; 

• Encourage the adoption of General Plan circulation elements that address transit, bike, and pedestrian 
modes. Consider specific plan lines and form-based codes where appropriate to implement transit 
improvements along designated transit corridors that connect transit-oriented development centers; 

• Expand transportation choices and transit usage by providing market-driven housing choices that 
include more compact and mixed land uses within walking distance to transit centers; 

• Identify and space transit-oriented, village, town, and suburban/community centers a minimum of 1 to 
4 miles apart or as determined in adopted city and county General Plans and subsequent amendments; 

• Provide convenient and safe walking and bike paths to a fixed transit hub at each development center; 

• Allow reduced parking requirements near transit centers that have alternative modes of access such 
as walking and bike paths, circulator buses, etc.; 

• Coordinate with GET on implementation of traffic signal green-light extension technology as a first step 
toward implementation of Bus Rapid Transit and peak period bus/carpool lanes on arterial streets; and 

• Coordinate with GET, KT, and the Kern County Department of Airports to improve intermodal 
connectivity between transit systems and Meadows Field. 

Long Term, 2021–2042 

• Monitor progress toward implementing principles developed by the Directions to 2050 outreach 
process; 

• Promote more compact and mixed-use centers along major transit corridors where appropriate to 
support more intense transit options such as Bus Rapid Transit and light rail as areas urbanize; 

• Land uses should be mixed both horizontally and vertically where appropriate. Vertical mixed use, with 
ground-floor retail in developed areas and activity centers as identified through land use plans, can 
increase the vitality of the street and provide people with the choice of walking to desired services; 
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• More important for Bakersfield, mixing uses horizontally can prevent desolate, single-use areas and 
encourage increased pedestrian activity; scale of use and distance between uses are important to 
successful horizontal mixed-use development; 

• Support and enhance transit priority and strategic employment place types. These areas have a strong 
impact on transportation patterns as the major destinations. They are generally characterized by their 
regionally important commercial, employment, and service uses. To make these places more transit-
supportive, they should be enhanced by land use decisions that locate new housing and appropriately 
scaled retail and employment uses to diversify the mix, creating an environment that maximizes 
transportation choice; 

• The cities and the county should be encouraged to provide land use intensities where appropriate at 
levels that will promote use of transit and support pedestrian and bicycle activity. A general threshold 
for transit-supportive residential uses is 10 to 15 units per acre within ½ mile of a high-frequency transit 
stop (15 min. headways or less). This density can be lower, however, if the urban environment supports 
easy pedestrian/bike access to transit. Nonresidential uses with a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.5 provide 
a baseline that can support viable transit ridership levels. Local land use plans should provide flexibility 
to maximize the intensity of development in transit priority place types to be more responsive to 
changing market conditions; and 

• The cities and the county should be encouraged to provide parking requirements (and parking 
provisions) compatible with compact, pedestrian, and transit-supportive design and development. 
Requirements should account for mixed uses, transit access, and the linking of trips that reduce reliance 
on automobiles and total parking demand. 

 Highway/Road Land Use Actions 

See the Regional Streets and Highways Action Element, Public Transportation Action Element, Freight 
Movement Action Element, and Active Transportation Action Element sections above for further discussion 
on facilities and connectivity. 

See Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, for further discussion on sustainable highway/road 
facilities and connectivity. 

While roads and highways have considerably more flexibility in siting than air, rail, or transit modes, roads 
provide interconnectivity to all other modes. At these intermodal connection points, road and highway land 
use decisions are considerably less flexible because of the limited number of site opportunities. Preserving 
intermodal connections, while ensuring the capacity necessary to minimize congestion, is a major concern 
for land use planning. When siting roads and highways, local planners rely on special transportation studies 
and circulation plans. The following are some ideas that planners might consider implementing to 
encourage sustainable roads and highways within the Kern region. 

Road and Highway Grid 

A rule of thumb is that highways and freeways in urban areas should be spaced 3 to 6 miles apart. Recent 
specific plan line adoptions around Metropolitan Bakersfield have resulted in a beltway system that will be 
more than 7 miles from the next parallel freeway facility. As new housing is built on the urban fringe, 
residents may strongly object to new freeways being constructed near their homes, thus potentially driving 
the beltway system further out; the arterial circulation system in the interior would suffer increased 
congestion as a result. Parallel arterials halfway between two parallel freeways that are spaced too far apart 
would be servicing greater loads than six-lane arterials can absorb because they must carry additional 
traffic that the freeway system is too distant to service.  
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The Central Bakersfield arterial network 
can be characterized as a high-volume, 
interrupted grid pattern (Figure 5-28). 
While many regions provide a four-lane 
arterial grid, Metropolitan Bakersfield is 
fortunate to have a six-lane arterial 
network that is laid out on roughly 1-
mile intervals with curvilinear deviations 
from the section line grid. However, the 
arterial system is interrupted by a series 
of railroad corridors, freeways, canals 
and a river, resulting in greater than 1.5-
mile gaps between arterials. A level of 
service degradation can be anticipated 
where arterials are spaced at greater 
than 1-mile intervals. The decision to 
allow the lower-density arterial spacing 
avoided building costly bridges, as well 
as further arterial segments on the 
urban fringe where future traffic 
volumes would be expected to be low. As new entitlements were approved beyond these locations, 
congestion levels increased in these areas.  

In addition to arterial spacing, spacing of freeway interchanges has resulted in increased traffic congestion 
levels. Ming Avenue, White Lane, and Panama Lane, at State Route 99, were all spaced 1.5 miles apart 
when the highway was designed to rural specifications in these areas. Now that the region has urbanized, 
heavy traffic congestion is common at all three interchanges.  

Irregular spacing of arterials can make it more challenging to synchronize traffic signals in more than one 
direction. Arterials with signals at irregularly spaced collectors and entrances to shopping centers further 
complicate traffic signal coordination efforts. A collector network that directs local traffic to and from the 
arterials commonly deviates from the grid layout in the newer suburbs, hindering traffic signal 
synchronization.   

The silver lining of having an imperfect arterial grid is that it results in higher levels of congestion that may 
promote the use of transit and other modes. However, bus transit is often stuck in the same traffic 
congestion. Transit service needs to provide a congestion free alternative to get around during peak periods 
if it is to be a viable alternative to automobile travel. Providing alternatives such as light rail and bus lanes 
during peak travel periods ensure that transit provides a congestion free alternative to single-occupant 
vehicle travel.  

Bus and Carpool Lanes 

One of the most efficient uses of high-occupancy vehicle (HOV), low-emissions vehicle (LEV) lanes is to 
provide priority access to express bus service. The sight of buses speeding past congested traffic can be a 
strong inducement for commuters to take advantage of transit, helping to relieve congestion and extending 
the service capacity of a freeway by providing an alternative means to get through a congested corridor.  

1-mile grid 
spacing 

1.5+ mile grid 
spacing 

Figure 5-28:  Central Bakersfield’s Interrupted Arterial 
Grid 
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In October 2005, Caltrans analyzed the congested 
portions of State Routes 58 and 99 in Metropolitan 
Bakersfield. The findings indicated that, for the most 
part, HOV lanes would not provide much additional 
congestion relief over mixed-flow lanes. This is 
primarily a result of the relatively short commutes, 
making the time savings differential less significant. 
However, the incorporation of an express bus or BRT 
service that uses the HOV lane can greatly improve the 
performance of transit ridership. Northbound SR 99 
through Metropolitan Bakersfield was identified as 
feasible for implementing an HOV lane; however, 
building a carpool lane in just one direction is not much 
of an incentive for carpooling. The cutoff for feasibility 
in the study was 400 vehicles per peak hour of travel to 
1800 vehicles per lane. SR 99 southbound had a higher 
level of vehicle occupancy in the study—sufficiently 
high that a 2+ person vehicle per lane facility would 
become saturated. Use of congestion pricing or 
increasing the capacity to 3+ during peak periods could 
combat the saturation problem. No funding was 
identified in the study for financing the HOV lanes; 
however, federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Program (CMAQ) funds and the Air 
District’s new Indirect Source Review (ISR) fee may be 
eligible for an express bus/HOV/LEV lane.   

In 1994, HOV lanes for the Westside Parkway and 
Downtown Parkway (now called the Centennial 
Corridor south) were studied as part of the facility’s Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report. Modeling showed 
that the facility would carry less than 2 vehicles per minute, a third of the traffic necessary to make the 
facility run efficiently by 2015. However, analyzing a much longer horizon indicated that eventually the 
facility could benefit from an HOV/LEV/bus lane as it became more congested. The source of the 
congestion is a high level of new entitlements approved on the fringe of the metropolitan area. Incorporating 
an express bus and future HOV/bus lane into freeways that will eventually become congested is an 
essential traffic relief valve for an expanding metropolitan area. 

Some regions have developed carpool lanes on arterial streets (Figure 5-29). In Seattle, on some arterials, 
the right lane is reserved as a business access and transit (BAT) lane. The lane may be used for turning 
right into or out of parking lots and at intersections, or by a bus. The BAT lane configuration allows the bus 
service to get through when the arterial is congested. Buses are allowed to travel through the intersection 
in the BAT lane. A BAT lane also allows for carpools, vanpools, and emergency vehicles to get through 
when traffic is backed up.  

At its September 18, 2012, meeting, the Kern COG board took action to join the CalVans Board to provide 
input to increase vanpool services in Kern County. Currently, CalVans operates 65 vanpools in Kern County 
equaling a reduction of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in Kern of 1.7 million miles. Kern COG and CalVans 
estimate a possible 200 vanpools may be in operation in Kern and reduce VMT by 5.2 million miles. 

Park-and-Ride Locations 

Park-and-ride locations should be planned at the terminus of an express bus/BRT/light rail line and near 
major intermodal facilities such as freeway interchanges, airports, and regional rail. As the metropolitan

Figure 5-29:  Business Access and Transit 
(BAT) Lanes 
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area expands, new TOD centers will be established beyond the former terminus. At that point, the former 
terminus can begin to intensify and infill, likely converting the park-and-ride facility into parking for additional 
office and commercial activities. Currently, a large number of informal park-and-ride areas have been 
established at commercial centers throughout Bakersfield. They support vanpools that go to the prisons, 
oil fields, and other outlying resource employment areas surrounding Metropolitan Bakersfield. Facilitating 
the expansion of vanpooling is important to the region’s goals. 

Freight Mobility on Highways and Roads  

Closely tied to the region’s economic and environmental goals, truck freight mobility along highways is highly 
dependent on land use decisions. For this discussion, freight mobility is divided into three separate areas:  

• Interregional through-county, or “primary” goods movement; 

• Freight destined/originating locally, or “secondary” goods movement; 

• Local freight delivery such as Federal Express/UPS, or “tertiary” goods movement. 

Primary Goods Movement 

Of the primary or through-county goods movement, pipelines handle more tonnage than all other modes 
combined (Figure 5-30). These privately operated facilities allow the inexpensive movement of liquid and 
gas products. In addition to relieving a tremendous tonnage of equivalent truck and rail traffic, the pipelines 
have terminals that transfer cargo to rail and truck. It is these intermodal points that have the greatest effect 
on the existing transportation infrastructure and need to be protected from conflicting land uses. The 
propane gas terminal near Taft is one example of this type of facility, and the Alon Oil Refinery terminal on 

Rosedale Highway is a distribution point for oil products by truck. Golden Bear, San Joaquin, and other 
local refining facilities also ship oil products that originated from the local and regional pipeline networks in 
the region. 

Kern lies at the crossroads for much of the trucking goods movement throughout the state. Figure 5-30 shows 
the State Highway system that passes through the county. The Tejon and Tehachapi passes are major 
bottlenecks for trucking and rail. Preservation of these corridor passes for goods movement is critical to Kern 
County’s and California’s economic health. Forecasted growth along these corridors is expected to increase 
dramatically over the next several decades. While Caltrans has proposed additional truck passing lanes through 
the mountain passes, the number of lanes that can fit in the narrow canyons through the passes is limited.
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Options to increase capacity through these passes include adding truck toll lanes that use congestion 
pricing to create an incentive for trucks to travel at off-peak times. Another option is the double tracking of 
the rail line over the Tehachapi Pass. This alternative would greatly increase the capacity of the corridor 
while reducing truck emissions by as much as tenfold. Coordinating the financing of all truck-lane facilities 
and double tracking the rail corridor could result in more efficient goods delivery to Southern California.   

In other areas of the county, congestion on State Routes 99 and 58 through Metropolitan Bakersfield is 
impeding primary freight traffic though the region. A system of beltways surrounding Metropolitan 
Bakersfield will help relieve these corridors. Shown on Figure 5-31 as red lines, these facilities should be 
considered heavily traveled truck routes, and land use along these corridors should be tolerant of truck 
traffic. 

Secondary Goods Movement 

Secondary goods movement focuses on transport of goods that originate or are destined locally. Secondary 
goods shipments tend to originate from industrially zoned areas. Metropolitan Bakersfield has five major 
industrial activity areas that generate freight movement; these areas are shown on Figure 5-32. Connecting 
these areas is a series of internal arterials and collectors that must handle high volumes of truck traffic. 
Figure 5-32 shows these facilities as dark blue lines. The yellow dashed areas are the industrial districts. 
The thicker green lines are a network of major arterials and freeways that connect these districts with each 
other. The industrial district north of Bakersfield is located at the Wonderful Industrial Park

Figure 5-30:  Primary Goods Movement Corridors:  Truck, Rail, Other 
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Figure 5-31:  Primary Truck Goods Movement Facilities:  Existing and Future 
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Transporting goods along these corridors requires special turning -radius considerations for longer truck trailers. National Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act truck routes must be able to handle trucks up to 53 feet in length and require special median design to accommodate the larger 
turning radii. The maintenance of truck routes needs to be accommodated to promote the region’s economic and environmental goals. 

Connections from these industrial districts to the primary or regional goods movement corridors on State Routes are critical. The primary goods 
movement network in Metropolitan Bakersfield is becoming heavily congested. Development of additional primary goods movement corridors, as a 
system of beltways around Metropolitan Bakersfield, will help to relieve some of this congestion. 

Figure 5-32:  Secondary Goods Movement Facilities Connecting Industrial areas in Metro 
Bakersfield 
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Tertiary Goods Movement 

Tertiary goods movement is the distribution of goods locally. Facilities such as Federal Express and UPS use the entire local street network for delivering 
goods and services (see Figure 5-33). It also includes other goods movement such as grocery and retail store deliveries. Delivery service is a rapidly 
expanding sector for goods movement as Internet shopping becomes more prevalent. Providing adequate capacity and siting for these tertiary goods 
movement activities is critical for the economic viability of the region.

Figure 5-33:  Tertiary Goods Movement Nodes 
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Proposed Road/Highway-Related Land Use Actions 
 
Near Term, 2018–2020 

• Continue to use the CEQA review process to inform stakeholders and decision-makers on the impacts 
of sensitive land use developments near vital transportation infrastructure; 

• Work with member agencies to preserve existing and future road and highway rights-of-way from the 
encroachment of sensitive land uses; 

• Implement the long-range 2018 RTP in partnership with member agencies to preserve near- and long-
term transportation infrastructure that promote the preservation of goods movement routes and 
facilities;  

• Encourage the adoption of general plan circulation elements with specific plan lines as appropriate to 
preserve goods movement corridors and high frequency transit corridors; and 

• Provide for all types of truck-related goods movement along truck-route corridors. 

Long Term, 2021–2042 

• Monitor progress toward implementing regional principles developed by the Directions to 2050 outreach 
process; 

• Promote land use along freight corridors that are compatible with goods movement traffic; 

• The transportation and circulation framework should define compact districts and corridors that are 
characterized by high connectivity of streets to not overly concentrate traffic on major streets and to 
provide more direct routes for pedestrians, good access to transit, and streets that are designed for 
pedestrians and bicycles, as well as for vehicles; 

• New residential developments should include streets that provide connectivity. Cul-de-sacs and walls 
around communities are especially challenging for providing effective pedestrian and bike access to 
public transit; 

• Transit improvement projects should be targeted at areas with transit-supportive land uses (existing 
and planned) in and around key destinations and projects that can increase pedestrian activity; 

• Streets should be designed to support use by multiple modes, including transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians, through proper scaling and provision of lighting, landscaping, and amenities. Amenities 
must be designed to provide comfortable walking environments; 

• Buildings should be human scaled, with a positive relationship to the street (e.g. entries and windows 
facing onto public streets, and appropriate articulation and signage); 

• The impact of parking on the public realm should be minimized by siting parking lots behind buildings 
or screening elements (walls or landscaping). Buildings should be close to the road so parking can be 
located on the side or in the rear; and 

• Relax roadway level of service (LOS) standards in high-priority transit corridors. In high-demand, high-
capacity transit corridors—specifically, the Lines 1 and 2 Rapid alignments identified in the Short-Term 
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Plan, where service is proposed to be upgraded to bus rapid transit—it may be desirable, even 
necessary, to reduce minimum standards for intersection LOS. There has been some discussion 
already of site-specific relaxations of the existing City of Bakersfield standard of LOS C related to 
adjacent transit-oriented developments. If traffic lanes along major arterials such as Chester Avenue 
and California Avenue were to be set aside for exclusive use by transit vehicles, congestion might result 
at some locations, exceeding the existing threshold for mitigation. In these cases, mitigation could be 
pursued, but it might not always be possible or even desirable to implement typical mitigation such as 
additional turn lanes, as such measures can sometimes impinge on the pedestrian realm or even 
adjoining properties. In these instances, policymakers would be faced with a decision: accept 
somewhat higher levels of traffic congestion at these locations or accept less robust transit-priority 
treatments. It should be noted that minimum roadway level of service standards in many urban areas 
are LOS D, or less in some cases. 

Land Use Decisions Outside Kern County 

Land use decisions in neighboring jurisdictions can greatly impact Kern’s regional transportation system, 
as is being experienced at the northern end of the San Joaquin Valley. Spillover development from coastal 
areas will be a primary driver for development in the Kern region. However, the percentage commuting to 
Los Angeles County from 1990 to 2000 remained unchanged at 3% of the total households in Kern, 
indicating that the main wave of urbanization has yet to reach this county. Kern COG and the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) meet periodically to discuss interregional planning issues 
such as land use, transportation strategies, and regional housing needs. Recent meetings have been held 
to discuss the proposed Centennial new town development on Tejon Ranch property south of the Kern 
County line near Interstate 5 and State Route 138. Kern COG provides modeling on the transportation 
impacts of this development to the Kern region. In addition, Kern COG has agreements in place with the 
San Joaquin Valley metropolitan planning organizations and the four-county Eastern Sierra Transportation 
Planning Partnership. 

Proposed Actions 

Near Term, 2018–2020 

• Encourage land use decisions by member agencies that promote pedestrian, bike, and transit-oriented 
mixed-use and infill development; 

• Continue to review and comment on environmental documents and their identified transportation 
impacts, recommending pedestrian, bike, and transit-oriented development strategies; 

• Promote increased communication with neighboring jurisdictions on interregional land use issues; 

• Coordinate regularly with SCAG on interregional land use and transportation planning issues; 

• Coordinate with the San Joaquin Valley Metropolitan Planning Organizations on interregional land use 
and transportation planning issues; and 

• Coordinate with the Eastern Sierra Transportation Planning Partnership on interregional land use and 
transportation planning issues. 

Long Term, 2021–2042 

• Encourage land use decisions by local government member agencies that promote pedestrian, bike, 
and transit-oriented mixed-use and infill development; 
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• Where appropriate, encourage local government agencies to plan for high-density, pedestrian-oriented 
transit hubs that support the current and planned investment in alternative transportation modes such 
as bus transit; 

• Encourage higher densities by member agencies necessary for the Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
Plan; 

• Promote land use patterns that support current and future investments in bus transit and that may one 
day support passenger rail alternatives; 

• Re-evaluate feasibility of commuter rail alternatives and intermodal connections with implementation of 
the GET Long-Range Transit Plan and in light of potential high-speed rail service; 

• Promote increased communication with neighboring jurisdictions on interregional land use issues; 

• Coordinate regularly with SCAG on interregional land use and transportation planning issues; 

• Coordinate with the San Joaquin Valley Metropolitan Planning Organizations on interregional land use 
and transportation planning issues; 

• Coordinate with the Eastern Sierra Transportation Planning Partnership on interregional land use and 
transportation planning issues; and 

• Continue coordination activities with the San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara COGs on interregional 
land use and transportation planning issues for State Routes 33, 41, 46, 58, and 166. 
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CHAPTER 6 FINANCING TRANSPORTATION  

Regional transportation plans must include a financial element that identifies monetary resources to 
implement the plan (23 USC 134(h)(2)(B)). This Chapter serves as the Financial Element to fulfill the federal 
requirement that the 2018 RTP be financially constrained (i.e., budgeted) and provides a cost analysis for 
implementing the program of projects included in the Strategic Investments (Action Element). It describes 
the financial situation that will exist between FY 2018 and FY 2042, the implementation period for this 2018 
RTP. 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS PROCESS 

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

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

Even for existing funding sources, understanding and implementing the complex array of local, state, and 
federal programs is not easy. Some of the programs rely on allocations, others on apportionments, and 
others are matching programs. Different combinations of apportioned, allocated, or matched dollars from 
local, state, and federal sources can be applied to one project. Many of the projections included in the 2018 
RTP rely on simplified financial assumptions upon which programming assumptions are then based. 

The comparison of revenues and expenditures are not an exact budget, but rather a forecast of future 
financial conditions for the FY 2018-2042 planning period covered by this RTP, 

For additional information please refer to Chapter 1. 

REVENUE PROJECTION ASSUMPTIONS 

The 2018 RTP financial plan identifies forecasted revenues and expenditures approaching $13.3 billion for 
capital and operations and maintenance, for all modes. Approximately $8 billion is identified to support the 
region’s capital transportation investments. About $5.3 billion is designated for operations and maintenance 
of the current and future system. The plan includes a constrained revenue forecast of local, state, and 
federal sources that are considered reasonably available over the life-span of the 2018 RTP. Financially 
constrained projects reflected in Table 5-1 are matched with expected revenue summarized in Table 6-1 
and based on revenue streams considered by the region to be reasonably available. Approximately 90% 
of these revenue streams are based on traditional and past revenue streams, while about 10% are 
considered reasonably available anticipating future changes to local and regional policies and revisions to 
state and federal transportation legislation.  

Approximately $1.8 billion of the $13.3 billion revenue estimate is based on revenue streams considered 
reasonably available to regions in the future as a result of: (1) adjustments to state and federal gas tax rates 
based on historical trends and recommendations from two national commissions (National Surface 
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Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission and National Surface Transportation Infrastructure 
Financing Commission); (2) leveraging of local sales tax measures; (3) potential national freight 
program/freight fees; (4) future state bonding programs; (5) mileage-based user fees; and/or other potential 
new revenue sources.  A similar conservative assumption was made in prior RTPs with the approval of 
federal review agencies. 

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

The conservative estimate of $1.8 billion is based on a combination of newer financing opportunities coming 
into play during the life of this plan. As such, these revenue streams are collectively listed in Table 6-1 and 
included as “Other Revenue” in the Revenue Summary for the financially constrained element of this plan. 
No one item is selected, since Kern’s transportation history is mostly dependent on transportation impact 
fees, other local bonding, and local, state, and federally legislated transportation bills including earmarks 
and appropriations. In the past several years, state and federal discretionary transportation funding 
opportunities have turned to performance-based outcomes for the project selection process. In 2012, the 
Kern region implemented a project selection policy that supports revenue leveraging and performance-
based selection criteria to support livable communities and complete streets concepts. Presented below is 
justification for Kern’s “Other” revenue assumptions. 

• Kern COG has updated its project selection policy and guidance document to direct its priorities toward 
projects that support livable communities and complete streets goals. 

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

• Kern projects constrained by the addition of $1.8 billion focus on the areas of operations and 
maintenance and expanded services to transit, maintenance of streets and roads, and the further 
implementation of projects that support livable community concepts and complete streets.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• SB 1 – Senate Bill 1, the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, was signed into law on April 28, 
2017. The newly adopted state gas tax is expected to introduce approximately $500 million or more of 
new revenue to the Kern region for use on streets and roads maintenance. There are several 
discretionary components to the newly formed funding program and Kern projects could be advanced 
as a result of those programs perhaps exceeding the $500 million estimate. SB 1 is a 20-year program. 

The assumptions below represent newer goals and policies that the Kern region will rely on to deliver an 
additional 13% of the program. 

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

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

• Private Equity Participation – Private equity share as may be applicable for key initiatives (e.g., toll 
facilities). Freight rail package assumes railroads’ share of costs for mainline capacity and intermodal 
facilities. 

• Freight Fee/National Freight Program – A national freight program was approved as part of the FAST  
Act. Federal formula for funding the national freight network was developed for discretionary programs 
throughout the nation.  

• Bond Proceeds from Local Sales Tax Measures – Issuance of debt against existing sales tax 
revenues in Kern County. 

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

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

REVENUE SOURCES 

Revenues identified in the 2018 RTP financial forecast are those that have been provided for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the current roadway, transit, and airport systems in the Kern 
region. Baseline revenues include existing local, state, and federal transportation funding sources. As Table 
6-1 and Figure 6-1 summarize, revenue forecasts for the Kern region are estimated to be approximately 
$13.3 billion for the RTP period. Revenue levels identified in Table 6-1 reflect reasonably available funding 
and include estimates for funding programs used over the last several years. 

Approximately $5.3 billion of the $13.3 billion in expected revenue is for the operation and maintenance of 
the countywide transportation system. The remaining $8 billion is dedicated to capital improvements for all 
modes over the 24-year period of this plan. 

 

 

Local Revenue 

Funding from local sources contributes nearly one-half of the revenues to this RTP. Major contributions to 
local revenue include Local Transportation Funds (9%), bus transit fare box (1%), and other local funding 
such as developer fees and general funds (23%). 

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

Figure 6-1:  Transportation revenues 2018-2042 ($ x 1,000) 
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greater Tehachapi area, and the County will continue to review growing unincorporated areas and develop 
identical programs when appropriate.  

 

 

Funding Source Total Revenue Overall 
Percent

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

Cal Vans - Private Funds  $            192,000 1.44%  $      48,000  $    144,000  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

Local - General Funds - streets and roads maintenance  $            400,000 3.00%  $               -    $               -    $               -    $    320,000  $               -    $      80,000 

Local Transportation Funds  $         1,205,000 9.03%  $    301,000  $    904,000  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

Bus Farebox  $            171,000 1.28%  $               -    $    171,000  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

Local Agency Funds/Developer Fees/Regional Fees/Other  $         3,109,000 23.30%  $      37,000  $               -    $2,937,275  $               -    $    134,725  $               -   

                                                           Local Subtotal  $         5,077,000 38.05%  $    386,000  $1,219,000  $2,937,275  $    320,000  $    134,725  $      80,000 

SB 1  $            546,000 4.09%  $               -    $      80,000  $               -    $    438,000  $      28,000  $               -   

STIP (Regional and Interregional)  $         1,125,000 8.43%  $    140,000  $    885,000  $               -    $    100,000  $               -   

State Transit Assistance (STA)  $            566,000 4.24%  $    166,000  $    400,000  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP)  $         1,326,000 9.94%  $               -    $               -    $               -    $1,196,000  $               -    $    130,000 

State Aid to Airports  $                 3,000 0.02%  $        3,000  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

                                                         State Subtotal  $         3,566,000 26.73%  $    309,000  $    480,000  $    885,000  $1,634,000  $    128,000  $    130,000 

Regional Surface Transportation Program 210,000$            1.57% -$             -$             -$             190,000$    -$             20,000$      

Pedestrian and Bicycle Programs  $              75,000 0.56%  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $      75,000  $               -   

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program  $            197,500 1.48%  $      60,000  $      40,000  $      48,750  $      48,750 

Local Assistance (HES, HBRR, Sec.130, Emergency Relief)  $              82,000 0.61%  $               -    $      82,000  $               -    $               -   

Federal Aid to Airports  $              45,000 0.34%  $      22,500  $      22,500  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

FTA Section 5307 (Transit – metro) 97,500$               0.73% 24,375$      73,125$      -$             -$             -$             -$             

FTA Section 5310 and 5311 (Transit – senior/disabled/rural)  $              22,500 0.17%  $        5,625  $      16,875  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

Recovery Act - High Speed Rail  $         1,500,000 11.24%  $1,500,000  $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

State/Federal Demonstration / Other  $            669,686 5.02%  $        9,600  $               -    $    630,086  $               -    $      30,000  $               -   

Federal Subtotal  $         2,899,186 21.73%  $1,622,100  $    112,500  $    670,086  $    320,750  $    153,750  $      20,000 

Total Local, State, Federal Funding Sources

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

 $     1,800,000 13.49%  $    72,000  $    72,000  $  694,000  $  818,000  $    72,000  $    72,000 

Mass Transportation - expansion of transit system  $        144,000 1.08%  $    72,000  $    72,000 
Highway Safety; Streets and Roads and Maintenance  $     1,512,000 11.33%  $  694,000  $  818,000 
Non-motorized system Countywide Capital & Maintenance  $        144,000 1.08%  $    72,000  $    72,000 

                                                    Other Sources Subtotal  $     1,800,000 13.49%  $    72,000  $    72,000  $  694,000  $  818,000  $    72,000  $    72,000 
                                                               TOTAL                              $13,342,186 100.00% 2,389,100$ 1,883,500$ 5,186,361$ 3,092,750$ 488,475$    302,000$    

Total Capital Revenue 8,063,936$        100% 18% 14% 39% 23% 4% 2%
Total Operations and Maintenance 5,278,250$        

Table 6-1 Revenue Forecast 2018-2042 ($ X 1,000)

Transit,  HOV, Aviation 
& Other Roads & Highways Pedestrian & Bicycle

32% 62% 6%

Other Sources - Revenue Streams during life of RTP

Local Sources

State Sources

Federal Sources

Table 6-1:  Revenue Forecast 2018-2042 ($ X 1,000) 
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State Revenue 

State funding sources constitute about 26% of the total 24-year transportation budget. Most of these monies 
come from the State Transportation Improvement Program (8%) and the State Highway Operation and 
Protection Program (10%). State Transit Assistance funds make up 4% while the newly introduced SB 1 
funding adds an additional 4%. 

In April 2017, Senate Bill 1 the Road Repair and Accountability Act was signed into law. The administration 
estimates this legislation will increase state revenues for California’s transportation system by an average 
of $5.2 billion annually over the next decade.  Kern County is estimated to receive over $546 million over 
the life of this RTP, a 4% increase in total transportation funding.  Two thirds of the funding is slated for 
road repairs while the rest is focused on transit, freight, bike and pedestrian improvements. The program is 
primarily funded by a 12-cent per gallon gas tax increase as well as other tax and fee increases.  Assuming 
the legislation survives a November 2018 ballot initiative to undo the tax increase, the funding mechanism 
will bring in less revenue over time.  As the state goals to increase low and zero emission vehicles are 
implemented, the amount of annual revenue from gas tax is anticipated to decrease significantly after the 
first 20 years.  A portion of the SB 1 includes a fee on electric vehicles but only accounts for about 3% of 
the total revenue from the act.  Still, in the near and mid-term of this plan the act provides a much needed 
source of transportation funding. 

Federal Revenue 

Approximately 22% of the transportation funds for the 2018 RTP program of projects come from federal 
funding sources. For purposes of discussion in this document, the STIP and SHOPP programs were 
considered as state revenue programs; however, their funding is approximately 80% federal highway funds 
or 40% of the estimated state revenues discussed above. Federal Transit Administration dollars constitute 
approximately 1% of all RTP funds. These funds are generally used to support transit capital and operating 
needs. Federal sources also include flexible funding programs such as the Surface Transportation Program 
(STP), Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program, and Transportation 
Alternatives (TA). In the 2018 RTP, STP, CMAQ, and TA programs total approximately 4% of anticipated 
funds. The remaining programs are for safety projects and aviation funding. 

Federal revenue estimates in Table 6-1 are consistent with federal fund estimates resulting from the 
passage of the Fast Act. Project programming of regionally significant projects and revenue estimate 
information is consistent with the latest four-year STIP fund estimate adopted by the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC) for use in the development of the 2018 STIP. 

Since its enactment, Caltrans has distributed information with regard to annual estimates for use in the 
programming of new transportation projects. Also included in the table are SAFETEA-LU federal earmarks 
from Sections 1301, Projects of National and Regional Significance; Section 1302 – National Corridor 
Infrastructure Improvement Program; and Section 1701 – High Priority Projects Programming, totaling $720 
million. These earmarks are considered a one-time revenue opportunity and are not extended throughout 
the 24-year life of this document. 

BASELINE EXPENDITURES 

Given the 2018 RTP’s baseline cost estimate of $13.3 billion, Figure 6-2 illustrates the mode split for the 
region. The data show that about 56% of the region’s baseline costs are dedicated to street and highway 
improvements and maintenance. Thirty seven percent (37%) of expenditures are for transit, HOV and rail 
capital needs, operations and maintenance. The remaining 7% of RTP expenditures are for transportation 
improvements including active transportation projects, complete streets, aviation capital improvements and 
maintenance. 
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Financial Constraint Demonstration 

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

Funding Shortfall of $36.7 Billion 

To further assess the region’s financial outlook, baseline revenues were matched against a program of 
projects that have been divided into two groups: constrained and unconstrained. The Unconstrained 
Program of Projects (Table 5-2) lists projects considered necessary for development of Kern County’s 
transportation infrastructure but for which funding cannot be reasonably expected within the time frame of 
this RTP. This comparison clearly indicated that the Kern region will experience funding deficits to operate, 
maintain, and rehabilitate its existing transportation system over the 2018 RTP time frame. While the 
shortfall is shown as approximately $36.7 billion, it is actually much greater because some projects do not 
as yet have actual cost estimates. Such projects as high-speed rail improvements and grade-separation 
projects (over- and under-crossings) do not have identified funding. Some grade separations have been 
included as components of street widening projects, while others are stand-alone projects. Costs will vary 
based on right-of-way purchase in addition to construction costs. A baseline cost estimate on the order of 
an additional $8 million per project for grade separation projects could be added to the $6.8 billion identified 
shortfall. 

The extensive list of unconstrained projects, including regionally significant highway improvements, 
interchanges, regional roadway improvements, rail and bus service, railroad grade crossings, transportation 
control measures, and deferred roadway maintenance, paints a vivid picture of Kern County’s need for 

Figure 6-2:  Investments by Mode 2018-2042 ($ x 1,000) 
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additional revenue. Funds to support operations and maintenance—whether it be street and highway, bus 
and rail, or transportation demand management programs—are the most difficult to find. Historically, the 
Kern region has relied heavily on local monies for these operating funds. 

 
 

 

Operating funds for streets and road maintenance have been available traditionally through gas taxes, 
Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds, and flexible federal transportation funds; however, TDA 
funds in support of street and road maintenance projects are not expected to continue. With increasingly 
fuel-efficient vehicles and the rising cost of gasoline, revenues from gas taxes are not expected to increase 
at more than a nominal rate.  

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

Future Revenue Shortfalls for Transportation Maintenance and Expansion 

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

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

Figure 6-3:  Investment Shortfalls 
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infrastructure. Two specific issues exacerbate this funding situation:  less tax revenue generated as a result 
of improved fuel economy and gas tax revenues allocated to promotion of alternative fuels. 

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

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

Possible Solution:  Toll-based System and Congestion Pricing 

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

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

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

Possible Solution: Mileage-Based User Fee (or Equivalent Fuel Tax Adjustment) 

Another possible solution is mileage-based user fees could be implemented to replace existing gas taxes. 
Analysis assumed $0.05 (2011 dollars) per mile starting in 2025 and indexed at a rate of 2.5%. 

Advancements in technologies enabling greater use of electric or alternative fuel vehicles will continue to 
impact gas tax revenues. The US Energy Information Agency forecasts that fuel efficiency for all light-duty 
vehicles will steadily increase, from an average weighted mpg of just over 20 in 2008 to nearly 29 in 2030. 
The fuel efficiency of freight trucks also is expected to improve, although at a slower rate, from an average 
weighted mpg of about 6 in 2008 to nearly 7 in 2030. These forecasts assume there is no major paradigm 
shift in vehicle fuel technology, such as affordable electric cars or hybrid heavy-duty trucks. It also assumes 
no shift will occur in public policy or public attitudes that encourage people to reduce their long-term travel 
habits or shift to more efficient vehicles more quickly. Given the growing concern about climate protection 
and fuel price volatility, however, such changes are likely to compromise the long-term viability of the current 
fuel tax.  

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

Numerous studies in the United States have tested approaches to charging drivers on a use basis - 
including in Oregon and the Puget Sound region of Washington State. A nationwide survey was conducted 
by the University of Iowa for the US Department of Transportation that focused on equipment for monitoring 
travel and methods of billing. The study involved about 2,700 vehicles in 12 locations. Participants were 
surveyed on their reactions to receiving two types of monthly bills: one providing aggregate data only and 
the other showing detailed information that included routes of travel. The study included the installation of 
on-board systems in six regions across the country (San Diego, Baltimore, Austin, Boise, Research Triangle 
in North Carolina, and eastern Iowa). The aim of the study is to design a prototype road pricing system that 
is reliable, secure, flexible, user-friendly, and cost-effective and to assess vehicle operators’ reactions to 
the system.  
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For the SCAG region, revenue from mileage-based fees totals $148.2 billion from FY 2025 to FY 2035. 
This analysis assumes that mileage-based fees would replace existing state and federal gas taxes. As 
such, the incremental increase in revenue resulting from the transition to a more direct mileage-based 
charge system would generate an additional $110.3 billion, from FY 2025 to FY 2035. 

• Base Year: FY 2025. 

• Data Source: SCAG travel demand forecast for 2014 RTP. 

• Real Growth Rate: 0.5% annually. Revenue Total: $110.3 billion (nominal dollars) - estimated 
incremental revenue only. 

From Appendix B: Details about Revenue Sources, SCAG 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, Adopted April 2012 
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CHAPTER 7 FUTURE LINKS 

This Chapter deals with key future trends that may affect the RTP in future cycles.  Forecasting for more 
than 5 years can be problematic and should be updated regularly.  The Future Links Chapter discusses 
some major game changers that need to be watched closely with each update of the RTP including:   

• Corridor Preservation 

• Needed Unfunded Projects and Financial Mechanisms 

• Adaptive Cruise Control/Autonomous Vehicle Technology 

• High Speed Rail 

• Air Quality Contingencies 

• Valleywide Chapter 

CORRIDOR PRESERVATION 

It is important to identify and preserve transportation corridors needed to expand or enhance transportation 
for Kern County’s future. The Kern region’s local governments will find it difficult to obtain optimal locations 
for these corridors unless efforts to preserve them are made early. 

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Report on corridor 
preservation states that early efforts provide the following benefits: 

• Prevent inconsistent development; 

• Minimize or avoid environmental, social, and economic impacts; 

• Prevent loss of desirable corridor locations; 

• Allow for orderly assessment of impacts; 

• Permit orderly project development; and  

• Reduce costs. 

Ideally, planners and policymakers will begin preparing strategies for preserving corridors now as part of 
the long-range planning process. Planning prevents losing right-of-way that will become necessary for 
transportation beyond 2035. The county and cities can adopt a specific plan line to preserve open land in 
undeveloped and rural areas. More opportunities to capitalize on preservation are available in less urban 
areas, where local governments have an opportunity to obtain available land for new transportation 
facilities.  

The first step to identify potential long-range corridors and determine that a need exists to preserve them 
is in the development of the General Plan’s circulation element. Usually prepared as part of an 
environmental document, a transportation study using traffic modeling as appropriate can be performed on 
the ultimate buildout of a General Plan’s land use element. The study would determine the need and size 
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of the facility that would be identified in the circulation element. The process can be performed for vehicle, 
transit, bike, and pedestrian facilities, as well. 

On state highways, a project initiation document is developed for major projects. The next step often is to 
preserve the right-of-way for the transportation corridor using a specific plan line adoption by the local 
governments involved. An environmental document and funding component is developed at that time.  

The following High Emphasis Interregional Routes are identified by Kern Council of Governments (Kern 
COG) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as high priority corridors. These corridors 
are also identified as future circulation needs in the respective city or county General Plan circulation 
elements.  

 

Post-2042 Long-Range Corridors 

Corridor Source 

Interregional Corridors   

SR 58 Centennial Corridor/Westside Parkway (SR99 to I-5) City of Bakersfield; Kern County; Kern COG 

Route 58 (New Alignment – Route 99 west to I-5) Caltrans; Kern COG 

 Route 46 City of Wasco; Caltrans; Kern COG 

Transit/Passenger Rail Corridors  

 Link to Mammoth/Reno  Eastern Sierra Planning Partnership 

 Palmdale/Rosamond/Edwards AFB Commuter Rail 2012 Commuter Rail Study 

 Wasco/Bakersfield/SW Bakersfield Commuter Rail 2012 Commuter Rail Study 

 Delano/Bakersfield/Arvin Commuter Rail 2012 Commuter Rail Study 

    California High-Speed Train Los Angeles to SFO Bay Area CAHSR Authority 2012 Revised Business Plan 

Kern County   

 South Beltway City of Bakersfield; Kern County; Kern COG 

 East Beltway 
City of Bakersfield; Kern County; Kern COG; City of Bakersfield; 
Kern County; Kern COG 

 Willow Springs Expressway North Beltway 
Rosamond TIF; Kern COG; Caltrans; City of Shafter; Kern 
County; Kern COG 

Intermodal Corridors  

  Seventh Standard Road/North Beltway Intermodal Corridors City of Bakersfield; City of Shafter; Kern County; Kern COG 

 West Beltway City of Bakersfield, City of Shafter; Kern County; Kern COG 

Route 58 (Bakersfield to Tehachapi)  Seventh Standard 
Road/North Beltway 

Caltrans; Kern COG; City of Bakersfield; City of Shafter; Kern 
County; Kern COG 

UP/BNSF Rail Corridor (Bakersfield to Tehachapi) Route 58 
(Bakersfield to Tehachapi) Caltrans; Kern COG 

 
NEEDED UNFUNDED PROJECTS AND FUNDING MECHANISMS 

Under current federal surface transportation legislation, regional transportation plans must demonstrate all 
proposed projects are capable of being fully funded within the RTP’s time frame. This requirement has 

Table 7-1:  High Emphasis Interregional Routes 

-Kern COIIMII 
1>I l!ill'A"r......,n~ 



CHAPTER 7 FUTURE LINKS 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

7-3 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

constrained regions to spotlight and prioritize high performing, cost-effective projects. This approach 
enables the Kern region to focus on immediate transportation priorities.  

Beyond the RTP horizon year of 2042, an estimated $36.7 billion in unmet transportation needs within the 
Kern region for capital improvements, operation, and maintenance remain unfunded because of lack of 
federal, state, and local monies. Over half, $20 billion, is unfunded high speed rail construction in the Kern 
region.  Kern COG, in cooperation and coordination with its stakeholders, maintains a list of capital projects 
that are financially unconstrained (see Table 5-2). Conceivably, as the future funding picture changes, some 
of these projects could be advanced to constrained status in future RTP updates.  

Kern County is forecasted to continue experiencing strong growth, which will add more traffic and tax the 
capacities of the street and highway system. In an effort to expand needed transportation facilities before 
traffic congestion causes the road system to fail, Kern COG has proposed that the cities and County of 
Kern implement a transportation impact fee (TIF) to pay for needed transportation facility improvements. 
Kern COG is developing a series of sub-regional traffic impact fee studies throughout the county. At this 
time, only Metropolitan Bakersfield, Wasco, Shafter, Delano, McFarland, Tehachapi, greater Tehachapi, 
and Rosamond (unincorporated) have adopted TIFs.  All communities require developer funded traffic 
mitigation as part of their approval process. 

Adopting a new transportation impact fee will require working closely with both the local development 
community and the Kern community at large to gain acceptance to fund needed rights-of-way and widening 
improvements to transportation facilities that are deemed deficient. 

Issuance of bonds to finance and deliver projects more rapidly is a common practice. Under a Federal 
Highway Administration program, GARVEE Bonds are being considered for some of the larger corridor 
projects within the Kern region. The minimum needed for GARVEE Bond projects is such that only the 
largest corridor projects would be eligible.  

ADAPTIVE CRUISE CONTROL AND AUTONOMOUS VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY 

An emerging new technology that may extend the life of the transportation system, is an adaptive cruise 
control system.  The technology is considered the first step toward driverless cars, and automatically adjusts 
the vehicle’s speed to keep a safe distance from the vehicle ahead.  If 40% of the vehicles on the road have 
the technology, throughput could double, delaying the need to add lanes to existing facilities, as well as 
reducing emissions at traffic signals by more than 1/3rd.  In an October 2013 FHWA report 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/13045/13045.pdf) the technology still has numerous 
human factor issues that need to be resolved before the technology can be implemented successfully.  The 
first cars on the market with driverless technology may be out in 2018.  As the price goes down and the 
technology demonstrates acceptance, regions will need to update the highway capacities in the regional 
travel models.  It is important to note that the Kern travel model uses a congestion feedback loop that 
accounts for latent demand caused when throughput capacity is increased.  Corridors that are congested 
today may not see complete elimination of congestion if capacity were to double.  For example, peak period 
weekend and holiday travel to southern California will likely continue to see congestion even if capacity 
were doubled.  High volume alternative modes such as passenger rail, transit and air service are anticipated 
to still be needed to handle travel demands during peak periods.           

HIGH-SPEED RAIL 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is statutorily required to adopt a Business Plan every 
two years.  The most recent, as of the writing of this document, is the 2016 Business Plan.  With the passage 
of Senate Bill (SB) 862, the Legislature and Governor approved an annual appropriation of 25% of the 
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annual Cap and Trade proceeds on a continuous basis to fund high-speed rail.  The 2016 Business Plan 
focuses on achieving the following: 

• Lays out an approach to sequencing the Phase 1 system that will ultimately connect the San 
Francisco Bay Area to Los Angeles Basin via the Central Valley; 
 

• Describes the plan to deliver high-speed rail service connecting the Silicon Valley to the Central 
Valley, and offer high-speed rail passenger service between these two important economic regions 
within the next ten years; 
 

• Provides a clear path for making concurrent investments in concert with regional partners and 
delivering early, tangible mobility and safety benefits in southern California, while building a solid 
foundation for the critically important passenger rail corridor that links Burbank, Los Angeles and 
Anaheim; 
 

• Commits to completing environmental clearance, and selecting alignments and station locations 
for the remaining sections in order to position the entire system to be ready for immediate 
construction as funds become available; and 
 

• Provides updated capital cost estimates, showing that the projected cost of the entire system has 
been revised downward by $5.5 billion.  This lower cost estimate comes about mainly through value 
engineering efforts, better operational and technical approaches to design, and the favorable 
bidding environment. 
 

The overall Phase 1 cost estimate for the same scope of work reflect an 8% reduction in costs, down to 
$62.1 billion in year of expenditure dollars compared to the $67.6 billion estimate presented in the 2014 
Business Plan.   

With the goal of getting a high-speed passenger rail line into operations as quickly as possible, the CHSRA 
evaluated how best to sequence the program.  Analysis shows that the line that can be funded and built 
within projected sources, and initiate revenue producing operations quickly, connects the Silicon Valley 
(San Jose) to the Central Valley north of Bakersfield. 

The CHSRA is also adopted a goal of completing a connection between the City of Merced and San Jose 
as part of the initial Silicon Valley to Central Valley line.  Connecting the cities of the northern San Joaquin 
Valley will create economic opportunities for residents of the Valley, alleviate the jobs-housing imbalance 
in the Bay Area that has created 2 to 3 hour commute trips, and at the same time relieve air quality concerns 
from vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by cars and light duty trucks. 

Table 7-2 shows the ridership forecast for the high-speed rail on Phase 1 of the Silicon Valley to Central 
Valley Line from 2029 to 2050.   
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2029 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
Phase 1 Phase 1 Phase 1 Phase 1 Phase 1 Phase 1

High 
Ridership

26.0 32.2 53.2 56.8 59.7 62.7

Medium 
Ridership

19.3 24.1 40.1 42.8 45.0 47.3

Low 
Ridership

14.9 18.6 31.1 33.2 34.9 36.7

RIDERSHIP:  SAN JOSE - NORTH OF BAKERSFIELD
(SILICON VALLEY TO CENTRAL VALLEY LINE) PHASE 1 (in millions of riders)

 

Table 7-2 illustrates the future potential that HSR has in coalescing emerging megaregions. Megaregions 
are large-scale economic units of multiple large cities and their surrounding areas. The Regional Plan 
Association (www.america2050.org) has identified emerging megaregions in North America, with California 
currently depicted as having two separate megaregions: northern and southern.  Kern County is assigned 
to southern California, the largest and fastest growing megaregion in the United States with over half of the 
west Coast’s population. As HSR segments are completed, travel times between the megaregions will 
decrease, increasing the economic links allowing them to coalesce into a single market area, expanding 
economic opportunities. A 2-hour, 37-minute train ride between northern and southern California will allow 
businesses to have one office in both regions. Kern County, located at the center of the emerging southwest 
megaregion, stands to benefit significantly from high-speed rail because of its location at the center of the 
system. 

Experience in implementing HSR in other countries has found that HSR competes best at 200 to 300 mile 
distances. Shorter than that and automobile travel is more competitive, longer than that and airline travel is 
more competitive. Megaregions in the west are conveniently spaced about 300 miles apart, driving 
expansion of the system to connect to the largest megaregion (southern California). Other countries have 
also found that opening day ridership exceeded forecasts in every instance. 

Table 7-2 High-Speed Rail Ridership Forecast 
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Figure 7-1 

US Meg.ar,eg1ions &. H1,gh Speed Rail 
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Terminal Impact Analysis 

The City of Bakersfield, in partnership with and funding from the CHSRA, is developing a High-Speed Rail 
Station Area Plan (Plan) for downtown Bakersfield. The study area includes the approximate boundaries of 
the Kern River and 38th Street to the north, California Avenue to the south, Union Avenue to the east, and 
F Street to the west.  

During the Station Area planning process, the City will identify and analyze opportunities and 
challenges in order to develop an urban design, multi-modal (pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, 
transit) transportation, and economic development strategy that optimizes future growth in 
downtown. It will also address jobs, housing, retail, entertainment, art, cultural amenities, 
pedestrian and bicycle access, parking, streetscape improvements, lighting, wayfinding, open 
space and recreation, and sustainability. 

When complete, the Plan will serve as a vision document that will guide the future development 
of the HSR station area and greater downtown Bakersfield. The vision plan will be used to pursue 
and leverage public and private sector funding for implementation actions, as well as create a 
baseline document for future planning efforts. 

The public comment period for the Draft Vision Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report 
ended on February 19, 2018. 

The downtown Bakersfield High-Speed Rail Station Area Plan, will act as a vision document that 
will: 

1. Increase population and economic density in the urban core; 

2. Support residential and commercial activity; 

3. Develop under-utilized or vacant properties; 

4. Connect existing activity and cultural centers; 

5. Create an efficient, reliable and effective multi-modal transportation system; 

6. Enhance sustainability, livability and a unique sense of place; and 

7. Secure funding for identified implementation actions. 

Golden Empire Transit, Kern Transit and Greyhound have existing facilities near the Plan area The Amtrak 
station is also less than 2 miles away, facilitating passenger transfer connections.  

Potential Commuter Rail Feeder System 

The State of California has invested $393 million in track and signal improvements to the San Joaquin 
Valley BNSF line, in exchange for permission to run six passenger trains per day. These existing slots could 
be used for a commuter rail service to connect the proposed High-Speed Rail Heavy Maintenance Facility 
with the Bakersfield High-Speed Rail Station. If 10% of the Heavy Maintenance Facility employees use the 
commuter service, that would provide 150 regular riders per shift. The Wasco/Metro Bakersfield commuter 
rail corridor will have one million residents by 2035 and would provide a feeder rail service that could 
increase ridership and profitability of the high-speed rail system. Future expansion of the system to east 
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Bakersfield, Lamont, and Arvin, as well as to Meadows Field Airport, McFarland, and Delano, was 
suggested in the 1997 Major Transportation Investment Study and the 2012 Kern Commuter Rail Study.  

Heavy Maintenance Facility 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) issued a Request for Expression of Interest (RFEI) 
identifying potential sites for planned Heavy Maintenance Facilities (HMF) in January 2010. The Authority 
specified in the RFEI that a HMF site be located in the Central Valley along the proposed route between 
Merced and Bakersfield.  The site would require approximately 154 acres, building footprints would 
encompass 631,000 to 840,000 sq. ft., and up to 1,500 employees would be needed during peak shifts. 

Kern COG on behalf of the County of Kern, cities of Wasco and Shafter submitted proposals for a HMF site 
in Wasco south of Hwy 46 and east of the existing BNSF tracks, and two sites in Shafter north of Seventh 
Standard Road on both the east and west sides of the BNSF tracks. The proposed sites in Kern were 
recommended for continued study in the Authority’s Fresno-Bakersfield Section Supplemental Alternative 
Analysis (May 2011), and carried forward in the Revised Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR-EIS (November 
2013). There were over ten proposals originally accepted by the Authority.  Three of the five proposed sites 
being carried forward are located in Kern County. One of these sites is proposed to be provided to the 
project at no cost.   

The location of the HMF could become the center for a new industry cluster related to passenger rail 
manufacturing that could see rail related industries relocate to that facility providing benefits well beyond 
the 1,500 jobs needed to operate the HMF and the HSR system. 

AIR QUALITY CONTINGENCIES  

Air quality uncertainties could play a critical role in future funding linkages. In areas such as the San Joaquin 
Valley that may fail to attain federal clean air standards by the mandated deadlines, the federal Clean Air 
Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) can require withholding funding for capacity-increasing transportation 
projects, including projects funded from non-federal sources. In the San Joaquin Valley, up to $2 billion in 
transportation funds could be at stake. A variety of mechanisms in the CAAA can require withholding 
transportation funds, including highway sanctions, conformity lapses, and conformity freezes.1 Should one 
of these occur, Kern COG may be required to amend its TIP and RTP to fund additional projects that are 
proven to reduce emissions and/or improve safety. With federal highway sanctions, the US Environmental 
Protection Agency would prepare a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) that would reprogram TIP funding 
to projects that improve air quality and allow the region to demonstrate attainment of federal clean air 
standards. 

Transit improvements, intermodal freight facilities, transportation-related air quality control measures, and 
safety projects can be exempt from federal highway sanctions, lapses, and freezes. It is prudent to consider 
studying these types of projects as funding becomes available, to provide local policymakers with a 
complete range of options should funding interruptions become imminent. Many of these project types are 
already funded through a mix of resources. Every effort is made to attain federal standards by identifying 
and implementing cost-effective methods that reduce transportation-related emissions from single-
occupant vehicles. 

 
                                                      

1 Highway sanctions, conformity lapses, and conformity freezes are mechanisms in the federal Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990 that are triggered when a region fails to demonstrate attainment of federal clean air standards 
by required deadlines. 
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Valleywide Chapter 
 
Included as Appendix F, the San Joaquin Valley Regional Overview provides an interregional perspective 
for transportation planning throughout the San Joaquin Valley. It presents an overview of cross-jurisdictional 
issues facing the eight related counties and regional transportation planning agencies within Central 
California.  
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CHAPTER 8 MONITORING PROGRESS 

As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Kern region, Kern Council of 
Governments (Kern COG) monitors transportation plans, projects, and programs for consistency with 
regional plans. Kern COG also monitors the performance of the transportation system. This performance 
monitoring is especially important to inform the planning process for future Regional Transportation Plans 
(RTPs). Regional transportation problems cannot be solved until they are identified and measured. 

Kern COG is required to prepare the RTP using performance-based measures that allow public officials to 
better analyze transportation options and trade-offs. By examining performance of the existing system over 
time, the MPO can monitor trends and identify regional transportation needs that may be considered in the 
RTP. Performance measurement helps to clarify the link between transportation decisions and eventual 
outcomes, thereby improving discussion of planning options and communication with the public. This may 
also help determine which improvements provide the best means for maximizing the system’s performance 
within cost and other constraints. 

Kern COG has developed performance measures (see Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies (Policy 
Element)) for the regional transportation system. In addition, new tools are being developed that will help 
Kern COG to monitor system performance over time. The Freeway Performance Measurement System 
(PeMS), developed by UC Berkeley in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), has the ability to measure and track freeway speeds, delay, and reliability for the regional 
freeway system. 

Transportation planning for the Kern region requires continually improved information on the condition and 
use of the transportation system. Special reports are prepared periodically by Kern COG to demonstrate 
highway infrastructure conditions and to monitor the Kern region’s overall traffic movement. The Highway 
Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) is a federally mandated program designed by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) to assess the performance of the nation’s highway system. Also, under 
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Kern COG and its member agencies are required to report 
periodically on vehicle miles traveled in each air basin to determine whether traffic growth is consistent with 
the projections on which the State Implementation Plans (SIPs) are based. 

The following sections outline several significant tools used by Kern COG to monitor regional progress in 
advancing the 2018 RTP goals. 

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (FTIP) 

As the designated MPO, Kern COG is charged with developing and maintaining the FTIP. The FTIP is a 
financially constrained (i.e., budgeted) multimodal transportation planning program, developed by the MPO 
through its member agencies and in cooperation with state and federal agencies. The basic premise of a 
FTIP is that it is the incremental implementation of the long-range RTP. The FTIP presents federal funding 
agencies with manageable components for funding long-range plans. 

The FTIP is a compilation of project lists from the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), State 
Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP), and other federal-aid programs. The FTIP is 
composed of two parts: (1) a priority list of projects and project segments to be carried out in a three-year 
period; and (2) a financial plan that demonstrates how the FTIP can be implemented. The financial plan is 
also required to indicate all public and private resources and financing techniques that are expected to carry 
out the program.  
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (RTIP) 

Every odd-numbered year, Kern COG prepares a Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), 
the short-term implementation tool for transportation goals described in this 2018 RTP. 

The RTIP provides a listing of projects proposed for implementation within the Kern region during its four-
year period. Transportation projects are described in detail, with funding allocated by source and fiscal year. 
RTIP projects are categorized according to the transportation system to which they apply, i.e., state 
highways, local highways/expressways, or local streets and roads. Although eligible, transit projects are 
not included in the RTIP, they are funded by other federal aid programs and included in the FTIP.  

During each RTIP development cycle, Kern COG provides member agencies with adopted RTIP Policies 
and Procedures in order that Caltrans, as well as local agencies, can initiate project delivery. The policies 
and procedures manual defines the prioritized project candidates, which are then incorporated as the RTP’s 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) (see Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Tables 5-1 and 5-2). Only after 
projects are included in the CIP can they then be funded and advanced as part of the RTIP.  

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) DATABASE MANAGEMENT  

Kern COG maintains its own database in order to track project status. TIP data for the Kern region is entered 
directly into the California Transportation Improvement Program System (CTIPS), which allows an efficient 
and accurate record of current programming needs. The monitoring process compares project needs with 
current programming as it advances. When the need arises to modify a project, or when delays are 
anticipated, Kern COG can recommend amendments to CTIPS.  

The 2012 update to the Kern COG policy for the project selection process incorporates additional growth 
management and SB 375 SCS framework concepts into the project selection process.   

For more information refer to Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY MONITORING  

Before federal approval of the RTP and FTIP, the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 require Kern 
COG to make a finding of the documents’ conformity with the State Implementation Plan’s air quality goals 
as established by the responsible air district. The Conformity Analysis for the 2018 RTP and FTIP are 
hereby included by reference; the relevant resolution adopting the 2018 RTP will be included in the final 
document. This analysis demonstrates that the criteria specified in the federal transportation conformity 
determination rules are satisfied by the FTIP and RTP.  

Air quality conformity analysis for each pollutant was conducted for those years required by federal 
regulations. All analyses were conducted using the latest planning assumptions and emissions models as 
documented in the Conformity Analysis. The Conformity Analysis covers the planning areas illustrated on 
Figures 8-1 and 8-2. The local air districts monitor air quality levels in these planning areas with an extensive 
monitoring network. Recently, the San Joaquin Valley Air District has performed a saturation monitoring 
study around the Arvin monitoring site, employing 20 temporary air monitors for one season.  The study 
was so successful that the air district is considering similar studies around all of its permanent air monitoring 
locations.  The two air districts in Kern County are shown on Figure 8-3. 
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Figure 8-1:  Ozone and CO Planning Areas 

Figure 8-2:  Particulate Matter Planning Areas 
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CALIFORNIA CLEAN AIR ACT TRANSPORTATION PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

The California Clean Air Act provides the basis for air quality planning and regulation independent of federal 
regulations. The act specifically requires that local air districts in violation of the California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards prepare attainment plans. The plans must identify air quality problems, causes, trends 
and actions to be taken to attain and maintain California's air quality standards by the earliest practicable 
date. Implementation of Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) in the 2018 RTP help to further progress 
toward attainment of these standards and require that they continue and expand even after all federal 
standards are met.  

See Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Transportation Control Measures Action Element for further 
information on TCMs. 

HIGHWAY PERFORMANCE MONITORING SYSTEM (HPMS) AND REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT 
PROGRAM 

The HPMS is used as a transportation monitoring and management tool to determine the allocation of 
federal aid funds, to assist in setting policies, and to forecast future transportation needs as it analyzes the 
transportation system’s length, condition, and performance. Additionally, the HPMS provides data to the 
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to assist in monitoring air quality conformity and to support the 
Biennial Report to Congress on the Status of the Nation’s Highways. 

In California, the HPMS program is implemented annually by Caltrans. Kern COG’s responsibility is to assist 
Caltrans in collecting data from local jurisdictions. Kern COG’s responsibility also includes distribution, 
collection and administration of all HPMS survey packages in the Kern region. 

Figure 8-3:  Air Pollution Control Districts that Monitor Air Quality 
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To facilitate the HPMS program locally, Kern COG has developed an extensive regional traffic monitoring 
program accessible via an online map interface providing access to over 1000 count locations (Figure 8-
4). The program provides regular traffic counts and Bicycle/Pedestrian counts across all jurisdictions in the 
region. The collected data assists in setting policies, forecasting future transportation needs, and monitoring 
air quality conformity.  In addition to traffic counts, Kern COG is partner in the National and State Household 
Travel Surveys, with responses from over 2000 households in the region, and has performed truck origin 
and destination surveys garnering input from over 20,000 truckers. 

 

 

REGIONAL TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 

Kern COG maintains a regional travel demand forecast model for the Kern region consistent with the 
California Transportation Commission 2017 RTP Guidelines for type D regions with a population over 
200,000 that are nonattainment for ozone. The model is used to forecast the demand for future 
transportation infrastructure by predicting future travel patterns based on such factors as locally approved 
General Plan land use entitlements, input from local planning departments on socioeconomic growth areas, 
and state and federal data sources. Some of the forecast input variables include observed and forecasted 
population, households, employment, school enrollment, income, traffic counts, speeds, intersection 
configuration, household travel characteristics, existing and planned transportation networks, etc. The 
model’s accuracy is measured by how well it replicates the observed data.  These variables are maintained 
for approximately 2,000 transportation analysis zones covering the 8,200-square-mile Kern region.  The 
model underwent a major update called the Valley Model Improvement Program 2 (VMIP2), standardizing 
the eight COG models in the San Joaquin Valley.  Considered a modified 4-step mode choice model, the 
model includes a congestion feedback loop along with new improvements that make the model more 
sensitive to trips by housing type and vehicle availability.  The 2017 model was calibrated and validated to 
observed data by DKS Associates under the supervision of a registered civil engineer.  Full model 
documentation is available online at http://www.kerncog.org/category/data-center/transportation-modeling/.  

Figure 8-4:  Regional Traffic Count Program Locations 
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One of the primary purposes of the model is to demonstrate conformity with the federal Clean Air Act 
amendments of 1990 requiring substantial reductions from all pollution sources, including transportation-
related mobile source emissions. Travel Demand Forecast Modeling is also used in the RTP/TIP processes, 
Congestion Management Program (CMP), Sustainable Communities Strategy and numerous 
environmental documents for locally identified projects.  The CMP process provides important monitoring 
of any change in congested roadways in the region and the VMT tracking program also uses the model to 
provide communities feedback on progress toward implementing SB 375 goals.  Kern COG’s Regional 
Transportation Model provides a savings to its member agencies by avoiding duplicate, overlapping, and 
potentially conflicting transportation forecasts. Furthermore, the model is updated every 4 years, providing 
new results based on the latest observed information.  

Kern COG has an open process for review and use of the travel model.  This was exhibited during the 
development of the 2014 RTP where Kern COG provided copies of the model to stakeholder groups.  
Oversight for the model is provided by the Kern Regional Transportation Modeling Committee, a sub-
committee of the Regional Planning Advisory Committee made up of local government representatives and 
stakeholders which operates under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed by the City of 
Bakersfield, Caltrans District 6, the County of Kern, and Kern COG.  Kern COG has adopted the following 
policies and procedures for maintaining the model consistent with the MOU: 

1) Model Base Year Validation – Network-based travel models must be validated against observed 
counts for a base year from which future projections will be made: 

i. Observed counts used in base year validation shall not be more than 10 years prior to the 
date of a conformity determination. 

ii. Base year validation shall take place after the release of the decennial Federal Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics, Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP), which is 
approximately four years after the date of the most recent decennial Census.  

iii. Revalidations prior to release of the next CTPP should be spaced a minimum of three years 
apart to allow conformity review agencies time to complete state and federal review 
processes and develop air quality budgets using the modeling results. A minimum of three 
years between revalidations is also needed to allow responsible state and federal agencies 
to complete their review of large environmental documents without major changes to 
transportation circulation modeling results. 

2) Land Use Data – General Plan land use capacity data or “build-out capacity” is used to distribute 
the forecast county totals, and may be updated as new information becomes available, and is 
revised in regular consultation with local planning departments.  

3) Socioeconomic Forecast Data – Countywide forecasts for households, employment, and other 
socioeconomic data shall be updated not less than three years from the time of the socioeconomic 
forecast. A minimum of three years between countywide forecast revisions is needed to allow 
responsible state and federal agencies time to complete their review of large environmental 
documents without major changes to transportation circulation modeling results. Redistribution of 
forecasts for sub-county areas may be made on an as-needed basis to better reflect existing 
General Plan land entitlements as long as countywide forecast totals remain unchanged.  

4) HPMS data collection and reporting shall be performed annually in the spring and submitted to the 
California Department of Transportation prior to June 15.  
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5) Network Updates – Added as needed to the model existing, planned, and proposed future 
transportation facilities.  

6) Transportation Analysis Zone Updates – Added as needed in response to additional networks to 
allow appropriate loading of trips on the network. 

7) Local Scenario Modeling – Due to the scale and complexity of a countywide model, not all network 
links can be validated and calibrated adequately. For links that are not calibrated, an adjustment 
factor may be applied to future years based on how far off the model assigns trips in comparison 
to the actual count. In addition, alternative models may be developed for community and site 
specific analysis on behalf of a member agency. Local scenario models may not be used for 
determining air quality conformity of a project, or FTIP/RTIP and RTP project rankings. 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (CMP) 

State Proposition 111, passed by voters in 1990, requires urbanized areas to prepare and regularly update 
a CMP. Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST) updated the requirements for Transportation 
Management Areas.  The plan shall  

• Develop regional goals to reduce vehicle miles traveled during peak commuting hours and improve 
transportation connections between areas with high job concentration and areas with high 
concentrations of low-income households; 
 

• Identify existing public transportation services, employer-based commuter programs, and other 
existing transportation services that support access to jobs in the region; and   
 

• Identify proposed projects and programs to reduce congestion and increase job access 
opportunities.  
 

As the designated Congestion Management Agency, Kern COG must establish a system of roadways that 
will be monitored in relation to established level of service standards. The goal of the CMP is to identify a 
regional network and work toward maintenance of level of service E or better on the highways and roads 
that are identified in this network. 

The CMP requirement was born of the realization that large capital projects alone cannot solve congestion 
problems and that local land use decisions contribute to roadway congestion. Kern COG, as the designated 
Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for the Kern region, adopts and updates the CMP.  In 2011 Kern 
COG added new policies in the CMP process for considering multimodal LOS and Complete Streets 
techniques to address existing congested areas.  The CMP provides an important mechanism to monitor 
and ensure that growth induced congestion is addressed in a way that advances the goals of the RTP. The 
program is provided as a separate action element of Chapter 5, Strategic Investments. 

COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

In 2014, Kern COG formalized a program designed to help local jurisdictions track their progress toward 
reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and provide planning assistance and resources to make progress 
toward that goal. The program provides local communities with regular feedback on how they are doing in 
reducing VMT per capita to help meet our region’s air quality and SB-375 goals.  The program has already 
provided over $400,000 in planning funds to local jurisdictions so they can develop projects that qualify 
better under the new performance-based Project Delivery Policy and Procedures.  Other resources being 
provided to local planners include the San Joaquin Valley Planners Toolkit available online at 
http://www.valleyblueprint.org/planners-toolkit.html .  



CHAPTER 8 MONITORING PROGRESS 

2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
 August 2018 

8-8 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW 

Under federal law, Kern COG is designated as the Area-wide Clearinghouse for review of all submitted 
plans, projects, and programs for consistency with adopted regional plans and policies. Regionally 
significant transportation projects reviewed for consistency with regional plans are defined as construction 
or expansion of freeways; state highways; principal arterials; and routes that provide primary access to 
major activity centers, such as amusement parks, regional shopping centers, military bases, and airports, 
as well as the potential high-speed rail. Any project involving transportation improvements is reviewed to 
determine whether such improvements are included in the regional planning process. 

CONCLUSION 

Monitoring progress is critical to achieving the RTP goals.  As discussed above, Kern COG continues to 
expand its monitoring efforts through its air quality conformity monitoring, HPMS and regional traffic count 
program, regional travel demand model, CMP, and community progress tracking and assistance program. 
In addition, to these monitoring efforts, Kern COG annually performs a statistically valid quality of life phone 
survey of 1,200 adults to assess community priorities (as discussed in the outreach Appendix).  Kern COG 
also performs periodic bike surveys as part of local bike plan updates.  Future monitoring efforts may include 
pedestrian surveys and possibly railroad traffic use studies.  The data and feedback obtained through these 
efforts provide our policy makers the tools to adjust plans in response to changing information and trends, 
enhancing the likelihood of attaining the RTP goals. 
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CHAPTER 9 GLOSSARY 
 
Alternatives Analysis (AA) – Analysis of the engineering and financial feasibility of 
alternatives under consideration for major transit construction projects; this step is required 
before federal monies can be allocated to a project. 
 
Accessibility – The extent to which facilities are barrier free and usable by persons with 
disabilities, including wheelchair users. 
 
Active Transportation – The human-powered methods of travel, such as walking, 
bicycling or rolling to get from one place to another. 

Air Pollution Control District (APCD) - Also referenced as the Air Quality Management 
District (AQMD), the APCD is responsible for emissions regulations and attainment of 
federal and state air quality standards in a predefined region. The APCD deals with issues 
such as the Employer Trip Reduction Program. 
 
Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) - Plan for attainment of the state air quality 
standards, as required by the California Clean Air Act of 1988. It is adopted by APCDs 
and AQMDs and is subject to approval by the California Air Resources Board. 
 
Alternative Fuels - Low-polluting fuels that are used to propel a vehicle instead of high- 
sulfur diesel or gasoline. Examples include methanol, ethanol, propane or compressed 
natural gas, liquid natural gas, low-sulfur or “clean” diesel, and electricity. 
 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - Federal civil rights legislation that prohibits 
discrimination against all individuals with disabilities. With certain statutory exceptions, 
public and private entities providing fixed route or demand responsive transportation 
services must acquire accessible vehicles or provide equivalent service to individuals with 
disabilities. 
 
Apportionment – Federal budgetary term that refers to a statutorily prescribed division or 
assignment of funds. It is based on prescribed formulas in the law and consist of dividing 
authorized obligation authority for a specific program among transit systems. 
 
Appropriation - Legislation that allocates budgeted funds from general revenue to 
programs that have been previously authorized by other legislation. The amount of money 
appropriated may be less than the amount authorized. 
 
Authorization - Federal legislation that creates the policy and structure of a program 
including formulas and guidelines for awarding funds. Authorizing legislation may set an 
upper limit on program spending or may be open ended. General revenue funds to be 
spent under an authorization must be appropriated by separate legislation. 
 
Automatic Vehicle Location System (AVLS) – This computerized system employs 
satellites and other technologies to track vehicles, such as truck fleets 
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Best Available Control Measures - ( See Reasonably Available Control Measures 
(RACM)) 
 
Bus Rapid Transit – Bus-based public transport system designed to improve capacity 
and reliability relative to a conventional bus system. 
 
California Alliance for Advanced Transportation Systems (CAATS) – Public/private 
partnership formed to foster the development and deployment of Intelligent Transportation 
Systems. 
 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) - Designated by EPA as having responsibility 
for the implementation of the federal Clean Air Act, State Implementation Plan, and 
approving air quality attainment plans as required by the State Clean Air Act of 1988. 
Under State law, CARB establishes state air quality standards and vehicle emissions 
requirements. 
 
California Clean Air Act (CCAA) (AB 2595, Sher) - Enacted in 1988, the Act: (1) 
established a legal mandate to achieve California's ambient air quality standards by the 
earliest practicable date; (2) prescribes a number of emission reduction strategies and 
requires annual progress in cleaning up the air; and (3) grants authority to the state's local 
air pollution control districts to adopt and enforce transportation control measures (TCMs). 
 
California Energy Commission (CEC) - Established by the State Legislature in 1974, the 
CEC is the State's principal energy planning and policy making organization. The CEC is 
charged with ensuring a reliable and affordable energy supply for the State. CEC policies 
are consistent with protecting the State's environment and its public health, safety, and 
general welfare. 
 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) - Enacted in 1970, CEQA provides the 
State's environmental guidelines on which land use development and management 
decisions are premised. CEQA specifies the State's environmental review process and 
applicable environmental policies. 
 
California Highway Patrol (CHP) - Agency responsible for enforcing the State's traffic 
and safety laws on State highways and by contract, county roads. The CHP also jointly 
operates Traffic Operation Centers with Caltrans. 
 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) - Regulator of utility and transportation 
companies in the state that are privately owned and operated. The CPUC sets rates, 
regulates service standards, and monitors utility operations for safety; it does not regulate 
municipal or district-owned utilities. The CPUC also develops policies promoting 
competition among utilities and acts as an intermediary between the public and private 
utilities. 
 
California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - As owner/operator of the 
state highway system, responsible for its safe operation and maintenance. Proposed 
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projects for Intercity Rail, Interregional Roads, and soundwalls in the PSTIP. Caltrans is 
also responsible for the HSOPP, Toll Bridge, and Aeronautics programs. The TSM and 
State/Local Partnership Programs are administered by Caltrans. Caltrans is the 
implementing agency for most state highway projects regardless of program, and for the 
Intercity Rail program. 
 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) - Nine-member board appointed by the 
Governor and confirmed by the Legislature that reviews Regional Transportation 
Improvement Programs (RTIPs) and the PSTIP, and forwards some transportation projects 
from these programs into the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP); this 
qualifies the projects for state funding. The CTC also has financial oversight of the major 
programs authorized by Propositions 111 and 108. 
 
California Transportation Plan (CTP) - Long-range framework for the planning, 
development, operation, and maintenance of California's statewide transportation system 
that proposes an intermodal system which is integrated, both in form and function, and  
which offers mobility while supporting economic and environmental goals. The plan is 
multimodal, addressing all transportation modes. It outlines a series of goals, policies, 
strategies and recommendations drawn from State and federal transportation law. 
 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) - An element of the Congestion Management 
Program (CMP), the CIP is a seven year program of projects to maintain or improve traffic 
level of service and transit performance standards developed by the CMP, as well as the 
regional transportation impacts identified by the CMP Land Use Analysis Program, which 
conforms to transportation-related vehicle emissions air quality mitigation measures. 
 
Changeable Message Signs (CMS) – Electronic signs that can change the message 
displayed. Often used on highways to warn and redirect traffic. Also referred to as 
variable or electronic message signs. 
 
Commuter Rail - Form of passenger transportation characterized by medium distance 
home-to-work passenger travel, multiple ride ticketing, recurring peak-hour travel and use 
of high-density seating. Commuter rail uses diesel electric or overhead electrically powered 
locomotives. Examples are the Caltrains operated by Caltrans from San Jose to San 
Francisco, and GO Transit in Toronto. 
 
Conformity – Ongoing process that ensures the planning for highway and transit systems, 
as a whole and over the long term, is consistent with the state air quality plans for attaining 
and maintaining health-based air quality standards; conformity is determined by 
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) and the U.S. DOT, and is based on 
whether transportation plans and programs meet the provisions of a State Implementation 
Plan (SIP). The conformity determination must be based on recent estimates of emissions, 
and such estimates must be based on the most recent population, employment, travel and 
congestion estimates as determined by the MPO. 
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Congestion Management Agency (CMA) – Kern COG serves as the countywide 
organization responsible for preparing and implementing the CMP. CMAs came into 
existence as a result of State legislation and voters’ approval of Proposition 111 in 1990. 
 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) - Multi-jurisdictional program with the goals of 
reducing traffic congestion, researching land use decision impacts, and improving air 
quality. State law requires the RTPA of every county with an urbanized area of at least 
50,000 people to prepare and maintain this program. 
 
Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) - Funding program 
established by ISTEA specifically for projects and programs that will contribute to the 
attainment of a national ambient air quality standard. Funds are available to non- 
attainment areas for ozone and carbon monoxide based on population and pollution 
severity. The approved State Implementation Program (SIP) defines eligible projects. 
 
Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) - AB 120, the Social Services 
Transportation Improvement Act, allows county or regional transportation planning 
agencies to designate one or more organizations within their areas as Consolidated 
Transportation Service Agencies (CTSAs). The goal was to promote the coordination of 
social service transportation for the benefit of human service clients, including the elderly, 
disabled individuals, and persons of low income. 
 
Corridor - Any major transportation route including various modes such as parallel limited 
access highways, major arterials, or transit lines that, while not necessarily adjacent to each 
other, connect significant activity centers. With regard to traffic incident management, a 
corridor may include more distant transportation routes that can serve as viable alternatives 
in the event of traffic incidents. 
 
Council of Governments (COG) – Regional planning agency that serves a specific 
geographic area (e.g., Kern County) and addresses issues such as transportation, air 
quality, and land use. Council membership is drawn from the county, city and other 
government bodies within its area. 
 
Deadhead – The movement of a transit vehicle without passengers aboard; often to and 
from a garage or to and from one route to another. 
 
Demand-Responsive Transit – Non-fixed-route service using vans or buses with 
passengers boarding and disembarking at pre-arranged times at any location within the 
system’s service area. Also called Dial-A-Ride (DAR). 
 
Department of Transportation (DOT) - Federal department that includes the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA). DOT is headed by the Secretary of Transportation, a 
cabinet-level post. Most states also have DOTs; California’s is referred to as Caltrans. 
 
Dial-A-Ride (DAR) – See Demand-Responsive Transit. 
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Environmental Justice – Identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse 
effects of the agency’s programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 
populations to achieve an equitable distribution of benefits and burdens.  This includes the 
full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation 
decision-making process. 
 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) - Federal agency, the mission of which is to 
“protect human health and the natural environment.” It is the source agency for air quality 
control regulations affecting transportation. 
 
Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) – Analysis 
of the environmental impacts of proposed land development and transportation projects. 
An EIR is conducted in response to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
an EIS is conducted for federally funded or approved projects per the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). A draft EIR or EIS (often they are prepared 
simultaneously) is circulated to the public and agencies with approval authority for 
comment. A final document is certified after public comment has been solicited and 
mitigations have been developed for adverse impacts. 
 
Farebox Recovery Ratio – Measure of the proportion of operating expenses covered by 
passenger fares; found by dividing farebox revenue by total operating expenses for each 
mode, and/or systemwide. 
 
Farebox Revenue – Value of cash, tickets, tokens and pass receipts given by passengers 
as payment for rides; excludes charter revenue. 
 
Fare Structure – System set up to determine how much is to be paid by various passengers 
using a transit vehicle at any given time. 
 
Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (FCAAA) - Legislation that renews the 
Federal Clean Air Act and makes significant program changes. For the transportation 
sector, significant changes included a definition of conformity and requirement for the 
formulation by EPA and DOT of regulations regarding conformity, and requirements for the 
use and development of alternative fuels and vehicles. 
 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) - Agency responsible for the approval of 
transportation projects that affect the federal highway system. Administratively, it is under 
DOT and is the sister agency of FTA. 
 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) - Federal Department of Mass Transportation 
(formerly UMTA), which is under DOT, and is the sister agency of FHWA. 
 
Fixed Route – Transit service provided on a repetitive, fixed-schedule basis along a 
specific route with vehicles stopping to pick up and deliver passengers to specific 
locations; each fixed-route trip serves the same origins and destinations, unlike demand 
responsive and taxicabs. 
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Flexible Congestion Relief (FCR) - State funding programs for local or regional 
transportation projects to reduce congestion. State highway projects, local roads, and rail 
guideway projects are all eligible. 
 
Flexible Funds – Federal funds that can be used for highway, transit or other 
transportation projects, as determined by regional MPOs and state governments. 
Examples of such funds are the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and the 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) fund. 
 
Fund Estimate - The STIP cycle begins with the development of a State Fund Estimate by 
Caltrans, which compares existing commitments against total estimated revenue expected 
from state and federal sources. Caltrans estimates state and federal funds "reasonably 
expected" in annual increments for five years (the STIP period). The calculation of existing 
capital program commitments is based on Caltrans' Project Delivery Report, while non-
capital expenditures of operation and administration costs are estimated based on current 
spending and projected needs. This comparison of revenues to commitments results in an 
estimate of total uncommitted funds that are available for programming and prorated to 
each program category. The Fund Estimate is required by law to be submitted by July 15 
of odd-numbered years, and to be adopted by the CTC within thirty days after submittal. 
CTC adopts a "Fund Estimate Methodology" to 
guide Caltrans in formulating the Fund Estimate. 
 
Headway – Time interval between transit vehicles moving in the same direction on a 
particular route. 
 
Heavy Rail - Heavy rail vehicles cannot operate on surface streets but must have 
exclusive grade protected guideways, such as subway, at surface or aerial 
configuration. Heavy rail vehicles can operate in pairs or trained up to ten cars and 
powered by third rail or overhead catenary. Heavy rail systems must have platforms 
for boarding passengers. A heavy rail system can carry up to 40,000 passengers per 
hour in each direction. 
 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) - ISTEA established an IVHS (Intelligent Vehicle 
and Highway System) Program, which was subsequently modified to ITS. The program’s 
function is to enhance the capacity, efficiency, and safety of the federal-aid highway system 
and to serve as an alternative to additional physical capacity. Automated highways and 
vehicles are one component of this approach. ITS includes development of application of 
electronics, communications or information processing (including advanced traffic 
management systems, commercial vehicle operations, advanced traveler information 
systems, commercial and advanced vehicle control systems, advanced public transportation 
systems, satellite vehicle tracking systems, and advanced vehicle communications systems) 
used singly or in combination to improve the efficiency and safety of surface transportation 
systems. 
 
Intercity Rail - Operated by common carriers and uses fixed guideways. The service is 
characterized by inter-regional passenger travel provision for personal carry-on baggage, 
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and possible use of specialized cars for food service, sleeping accommodations, checked 
baggage, and package express. 
 
Intermodal - A unifying, integrated national network of travel modes emphasizing 
connections between modes, choices among them, and coordination and cooperation 
among transportation interests. 
 
Level of Service (LOS) - A measure of congestion that compares actual or projected 
traffic volume with the maximum capacity of the intersection or road in question. 
 
Light Rail - Light rail vehicles can operate as single vehicles or can be trained and 
frequently do operate on surface streets as well as on exclusive rights-of-way, and draw 
electric power from an overhead catenary system. Light rail systems can have passenger 
boarding at surface as in San Diego and Sacramento or from elevated platforms as in Los 
Angeles. Maximum capacity of a light rail system is generally regarded as 10,000 
passengers in each direction. 
 
Long-Range Transit Plan - This plan represents a long-range evaluation of transit needs 
and proposes recommendations for implementing long-range objectives over a 20-year 
timeframe. The Plan provides direction for coordinating implementation of goals and 
policies identified in the Plan. 
 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) - Federally designated organizations for 
urbanized areas of greater than 50,000 population mandated to carry out transportation 
planning as required by ISTEA and its subsequent legislations. Kern COG is the MPO for 
Kern County. 
 
Model – An analytical tool (often mathematical) used by transportation planners to assist 
in making forecasts of land use, economic activity ,travel activity and their effects on the 
quality of resources such as land, air and water. 
 
Multimodal – Refers to the availability of multiple transportation options, especially within a 
system or corridor. A concept embraced by TEA-21, a multimodal approach to 
transportation planning focuses on the most efficient way of getting people or goods from 
place to place, be it truck, train, bicycle, automobile, airplane, bus, boat, foot, or even a 
computer modem. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) - Passed by Congress in 1969, NEPA 
established the Council on Environmental Quality and required the preparation of 
environmental impact statements for federal projects. NEPA requires that an 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) describe current conditions, identify alternative 
means of accomplishing the objective, enumerate the likely impacts of each alternative, 
identify the preferred alternative and the method used to select it, describe the impact of 
the selected alternative in detail, and list possible actions to minimize negative impacts of 
the selected alternative.  See also Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
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National Highway System (NHS) - ISTEA established a 155,000-mile NHS to provide an 
interconnected system of principal arterial routes to serve major travel destinations and 
population centers, international border crossings, as well as ports, airports, public 
transportation facilities, and other intermodal transportation facilities. The NHS must also 
meet national defense requirements and serve interstate and interregional travel. Eligible 
projects include new construction, reconstruction, and rehabilitation of highways, operational 
improvements, mass transit projects in an NHS corridor, safety improvements, 
transportation planning, traffic management and control, parking facilities, carpool projects, 
and bicycle and pedestrian projects. In areas not meeting federal clean air standards, up to 
100 percent of NHS funding is transferable to the STP upon request of the State. 
 
Nonattainment Area – Any geographic region of the U.S. that the U.S. EPA has 
designated as not attaining the federal air quality standards for one or more air pollutants, 
such as ozone and carbon monoxide. This includes the San Joaquin Valley, the Mojave 
Desert Air Basin, and the Indian Wells Valley/Searles Air Basin. 
 
Off-Peak Period – Non-rush periods of the day when travel activity is generally lower. 
 
Operational Improvement - A capital improvement for installation of traffic surveillance 
and control equipment, computerized signal systems, motorist information systems, 
integrated traffic control systems, incident management programs, and transportation 
demand management facilities, strategies, and programs and such other capital 
improvements to public roads as the Secretary may designate, by regulation. The term 
does not include resurfacing, restoring, or rehabilitating improvements, construction of 
additional lanes, interchanges, grade separation, or the construction of a new facility at a 
new location. 
 
Operating Assistance – Financial assistance for transit operating expenses (not capital 
costs); such aid may originate with federal, local or state governments. 
 
Paratransit – Comparable transportation service required by the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 for individuals with disabilities who are unable to use fixed- 
route transportation systems. 
 
Pavement Management System (PMS) - Required by Section 2108.1 of the Streets and 
Highways Code, any jurisdiction that wishes to qualify for funding under the STIP must hav 
a PMS that is in conformance with the criteria adopted by the Joint City/County/State 
Cooperation Committee. At a minimum, the PMS must contain: (1) An inventory of the 
arterial and collector routes in the jurisdiction that is reviewed and updated at least 
biennially; (2) An assessment of pavement condition for all routes in the system, updated 
biennially; (3) An identification of all sections of pavement needing rehabilitation or 
replacement; and (4) A determination of budget needs for rehabilitation or replacement of 
deficient pavement sections for the current and upcoming biennial periods. 
 
Peak Period – Morning and afternoon time periods when all modes of travel are highest. 
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Principal Arterial - The functional classification system at the federal level defines principal 
arterials for rural areas, urbanized areas, and small urban areas. In urbanized areas, the 
principal arterial system can be identified as unusually significant to the area in which it lies in 
terms of the nature and composition of travel. Principal arterials derive their importance from 
service to rural oriented traffic and/or from service for major movements within the urbanized 
area. The principal arterial system should carry the major portion of trips entering and 
leaving the urban area, as well as the majority of through movements desiring to bypass the 
central city. Frequently, the principal arterial system will carry important intra-urban as well 
as intercity bus routes. In small urban and urbanized areas, this system should provide 
continuity for all rural arterials which intercept the urban boundary. Because of the nature of 
the principal arterial system, almost all fully and partially controlled access facilities will be 
part of this functional system; however, it is not restricted to controlled access routes. The 
spacing of urban principal arterials will be closely related to the trip-end density 
characteristics of particular portions of the urban areas. 
 
Program – (1) verb: to assign funds to a project that has been approved by Kern COG, 
the state or other agency; (2) noun: a system of funding for implementing transportation 
projects or policies, such as through the State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP). 
 
Program of Projects (POP) – Defines projects to benefit from federal transit funding 
provided to Kern County agencies by formula for each fiscal year from FTA Section 5311 
and Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) program. Kern COG, as the RTPA, and its 
member agencies work together to ensure that the funds listed in the POP are programmed 
and included in the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). 
 
Project Study Report (PSR) - Chapter 878 of 1987 Statutes requires that any capacity- 
increasing project on the state highway system have a completed PSR prior to 
programming the STIP. The PSR must include a detailed description of the project scope 
and estimated costs. This legislation's intent is to improve the accuracy of the schedule 
and costs shown in the STIP, and thus improve the overall accuracy of the STIP delivery 
and cost estimates. 
 
Public Transportation – Transportation by bus, rail or other conveyance, either publicly- or 
privately- owned, that provides to the public general or special service on a regular and 
continuing basis. Also known as “mass transportation,” “mass transit,” and “transit”. 
 
Quality Transit Area – Areas within one-half mile of fixed route transit service based on 
planned transit expenditures. 
 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) - List of proposed transportation 
projects submitted to the CTC by the RTPA as a request for state funding. Individual 
projects are first proposed by local jurisdictions, then evaluated and prioritized by the 
regional agency for submission to the CTC. The RTIP has a five-year planning horizon 
and is updated every two years. 
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Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) - A comprehensive 20-plus year blueprint for the 
region, updated every two years by the regional transportation planning agency. The RTP 
includes goals, objectives, and policies, and recommends specific transportation 
improvements. 
 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) - Agencies responsible for the 
preparation of RTPs and RTIPs and designated by the State Business, Transportation and 
Housing Agency to allocate transit funds. RTPAs can be local transportation 
commissions, COGs, MPOs, or statutorily created agencies. Kern COG is the RTPA for 
Kern County. 
 
Reverse Commuting – Travel in a direction opposite the main flow of traffic, such as from 
the central city to a suburb during the morning peak period. 
 
Ridesharing – A form of transportation, other than public transit, in which more than one 
person shares the use of the vehicle, such as a van or car, to make a trip. Also known as 
“carpooling” or “vanpooling”. 
 
Short-Range Transit Plans (SRTP) - A nine-year comprehensive plan required of all 
transit operators by federal and regional transportation funding agencies. The plans must 
define the operator's mission, analyze past and current performance, and plan specific 
operational and capital improvements to realize short-term objectives. 
 
Shuttle – A public or private vehicle that travels back and forth over a particular route, 
especially a short route or one that provides connections between transportation systems, 
employment centers, and the like. 
 
Single-Occupant Vehicle (SOV) – A vehicle with one occupant, the driver, who is 
sometimes referred to as a “drive-alone”. 
 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) – A six-county planning and 
coordinating agency, similar to Kern COG, that deals with transportation, water quality, 
housing and land use. Also reviews and comments on applications for a variety of federal 
and state assistance programs. 
 
State Highway Account - references the State Highway Account in the State 
transportation Fund. The State Highway Account supports many state transportation 
highway capital and safety programs and is first primarily used to match federal 
transportation funding that is directed to California.  
 
State Highway Operations and Protection Plan (SHOPP) - A program created by state 
legislation that includes state highway safety and rehabilitation projects, seismic retrofit 
projects, land and buildings projects, landscaping, some operational improvements, and 
bridge replacement. Unlike STIP projects, SHOPP projects may not increase roadway 
capacity. SHOPP is a four-year program of projects, adopted separately from the STIP 
cycle. The recent State gas tax increase partially funds the program, but it is primarily 
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funded through the "old" nine-cent State gas tax and from federal funds. To be compatible 
with the Fund Estimate, a formula based on pavement condition and safety concerns is used 
to estimate an additional three years of the SHOPP program. 
 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) - State plan required by the Federal Clean Air Act to 
attain and maintain national ambient air quality standards. It is adopted by local air quality 
districts and the State Air Resources Board. 
 
State Transit Assistance (STA) - This program provides funding for mass transit and 
transportation planning. With half of the revenues transferred to the TP&D Account and 
appropriated to STA. STA apportionments to regional transportation planning agencies 
are determined by two formulas: 50 percent by populations and 50 percent by the amount of 
operator revenues (fares, sales tax, etc.) for the prior year. STA funds may be used for transit 
capital or operating expenditures. Passage of Proposition 116 disallows use of 
STA funds for streets and roads in non-urban counties. 
 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) - A list of transportation projects, 
proposed in RTIPs and the PSTIP, which are approved for funding by the CTC. 
 
Surface Transportation Program (STP) - Funding program established by ISTEA, and 
continued under subsequent federal transportation legislation that is very flexible, in that 
many types of mass transit and highway projects are eligible for funding under this program. 
Ten percent of the projects funded under this program must be transportation enhancement 
activities and 10 percent for safety projects. 
 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) - The SCS strives to reduce air emissions 
from passenger vehicle and light duty truck travel by better coordinating transportation 
expenditures with forecasted development patterns and, if feasible, help meet California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) greenhouse gas targets for the region. 
 
Traffic Operations Centers (TOC) – Computer-based traffic signal control system that 
monitors traffic conditions and system performance, selects appropriate signal timing 
(control) strategies, and performs equipment diagnostics and alert functions. Sensors in 
the signals detect the passage of vehicles, vehicle speed, and congestion levels. Kern 
County’s TOC is located within the Bakersfield City Hall. 
 
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) – Strategies to reduce driving or smooth 
traffic flows in order to cut auto emissions and resulting air pollution. Examples of TCMs 
include roving tow truck patrols to clear stalled vehicles and accidents from congested 
roadways, new or increased transit service, or a program to promote carpools and 
vanpools. 
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - "Demand-based" techniques for reducing 
traffic congestion, such as ridesharing programs and flexible work schedules that enable 
employees to commute to and from work outside of peak hours. 
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Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - A federally required document produced by 
the regional transportation planning agency that states the investment priorities for transit 
and transit-related improvements, mass transit guideways, general aviation and highways. 
The State is also required to produce a federal TIP which includes all projects proposed for 
federal funding. 
 
Urbanized Area - An area with a population of 50,000 or more designated by the U.S. 
Census Bureau, within boundaries to be fixed by responsible state and local officials, 
subject to approval by the Secretary of Transportation. 
 
Vanpool – An arrangement in which a group of passengers share the use and cost of a 
van in traveling to and from pre-arranged destinations together. 
 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) - Travel demand forecasting (modeling) is used to generate 
the average trip lengths for a region. The average trip length measure can then be used in 
estimating vehicle miles of travel, which in turn is used in estimating gasoline usage or 
mobile source emissions of air pollutants. Reducing VMT can help ease traffic congestion 
and improve air quality.  
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ACRONYMS 
 
 
AA - Alternatives Analysis 

AADT – Annual Average Daily Traffic 

AASHTO - American Association of State Highway & Transportation Officials 

ADA - Americans with Disabilities Act 

APCD - Air Pollution Control District 

AQAP - Air Quality Attainment Plan  

AQMD – Air Quality Management District 
 
ASR - Airport Surveillance Radar 
 
AT – Active Transportation 
 
AVLS – Automatic Vehicle Location System 

AVR - Average Vehicle Ridership 

AVTTAC - Aviation Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 

BACM – Best Available Control Measure 

BARCT - Best Available Retrofit Control Technology 

BRT – Bus Rapid Transit 

BSC - Bakersfield Senior Center 

CAATS – California Alliance for Advanced Transportation Systems 

CALTRANS - California Department of Transportation 

CARB - California Air Resources Board 

CCAA - California Clean Air Act 

CEC – California Energy Commission 

CEQA - California Environmental Quality Act 

CHP – California Highway Patrol 

CIP - Capital Improvement Program 

CMA – Congestion Management Agency 
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CMAQ - Congestion Management/Air Quality (funding program) 

CMP - Congestion Management Program 

CMS – Changeable Message Signs; Congestion Management System 

COG – Council of Governments 

CPUC – California Public Utilities Commission 
 
CTC - California Transportation Commission  
 
CTP – California Transportation Plan 
 
CTSA Consolidated Transportation Services Agency 
 
CVWP – Central Valley Water Project 
 
DAR – Dial-A-Ride 
 
DOE - Department of Energy (federal) 
 
DOT - Department of Transportation (federal) 
 
DTIM - Demand Travel Impact Model 
 
EAFB - Edward Air Force Base 
 
EIR/EIS – Environmental Impact Report (state)/Environmental Impact Statement (federal) 
 
EJ – Environmental Justice 
 
EMM - Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Program 
 
EPA - Environmental Protection Agency (federal) 
 
ETC – Electronic Toll Collection 
 
FAA - Federal Aviation Administration 
 
FCAAA - Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 
 
FCR - Flexible Congestion Relief Program 
 
FETSIM – Fuel Efficient Traffic Signal Management 
 
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration 
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FIP - Federal Implementation Plan 
 
FRA – Federal Railroad Administration 
 
FSTIP - Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
 
FTA - Federal Transit Administration 
 
FTIP - Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
 
FTZ - Foreign Trade Zone 
 
FY - Fiscal Year 
 
GET - Golden Empire Transit District  
 
GIS – Geographic Information Systems  
 
GPA - General Plan Amendment 
 
GPS – Global Positioning Systems 
 
HOV – High Occupancy Vehicle 
 
HPMS - Highway Performance Monitoring Systems 
 
HSGT – High Speed Ground Transportation 
 
HSR - High Speed Rail 
 
HOV - High Occupancy Vehicle 
 
ILS - Instrument Landing System  
 
ISR - Indirect Source Review 
 
ISTEA – Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
 
ITS - Intelligent Transportation Systems (replaces Intelligent Vehicle Highway Systems) 
 
Kern COG - Kern Council of Governments 
 
KT - Kern Transit 
 
LOS - Level of Service 
 
LTF - Local Transportation Fund 
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MMTI - Major Metropolitan Transportation Investments 
 
MPG – Miles per gallon 
 
MPO - Metropolitan Planning Organization  
 
MTS – Metropolitan Transportation System  
 
NAFTA – North American Free Trade Agreement  
 
NAHC - Native American Heritage Commission  
 
NAWS - (China Lake) Naval Air Weapons Station  
 
NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act 
 
NIMBY – Not In My Back Yard 
 
NHS - National Highway System 
 
NTS – National Transportation System 
 
NO - nitric oxide 
 
NO2 - nitrogen dioxide 
 
NOP - Notice of Preparation 
 
OAA - Older Americans Act 
 
OPR – Office of Planning and Research 
 
OWP – Overall Work Program 
 
O3 – ozone 
 
PAC - Project Advisory Committee 
 
PAPI - Precision Approach Path Indicator 
 
PM10 - Particulate Matter (less than 10 microns in size); PM 2.5 (less than 2.5 microns) 
 
PMS – Pavement Management System 
 
POP – Program of Projects 
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PPHM - parts per hundred million  
 
PSR – Project Study Report 
 
PTA – Public Transportation Account  
 
PUC - Public Utilities Commission 
 
QTA – Quality Transit Areas  
 
ROC - Reactive Organic Compounds  
 
ROW – Right(s)-of-Way 
 
RSTP - Regional Surface Transportation Program  
 
RTIP - Regional Transportation Improvement Program  
 
RTP - Regional Transportation Plan 
 
RTPA - Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
 
SB - Senate Bill 
 
SHA - State Highway Account 
 
SHOPP – State Highway Operations and Protection Plan 
 
SHPO - State Historic Preservation Office  
 
SHRP - Strategic Highway Research Program  
 
SIP - State Implementation Plan 
 
SLTPP - State and Local Transportation Partnership Program 
 
SJVAB - San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 
 
SJVAPCD - San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
 
SR - State Route 
 
SCS – Sustainable Communities Strategy 
 
STA – State Transit Assistance 
 
STAA - Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
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STAF - State Transit Assistance Fund 
 
STIP - State Transportation Improvement Program 
 
STP - Surface Transportation Program  
 
TAC - Technical Advisory Committee  
 
TAZ - Traffic Analysis Zone 
 
TCI – Transit Capital Improvement Program 
 
TCM - Transportation Control Measure 
 
TDA - Transportation Development Act 
 
TDM - Transportation Demand Management 
 
TEA - Transportation Enhancement 

TEA-21 – Transportation Enhancement Act for the 21st Century 

TIF – Transportation Impact Fee 

TMA - Transportation Management Area and/or Association 

TOG - Total Organic Gases 

TPPC - Transportation Planning Policy Committee 

TTAC - Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 

US DOT - Department of Transportation (federal) 

USTIP - Updated State Transportation Improvement Program 

VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled 

VT - Vehicle Trip 
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RTP CHECKLIST  



Regional Transportation Plan Checklist for MPOs 

Nameo/MPO: 

(Revised March 2018) 

(To be completed electronically in Microsoft Word format by the MPO and 
submitted along with the draft and final RTP to Ca/trans) 

Kern Council of Governments 

Date Draft RTP Completed: May 18, 2018 

RTP Adoption Date: August 16, 2018 

What is the Certification Date of the Environmental 
Document (ED)? _A~ ugu..__s_t _l ~6,~2_0_1_8 _______ _ 

ls the ED located in the RTP or is it a separate document? Separate Document 

By completing this checklist, the MPO verifies the RTP addresses 
all of the following required ieformation within the RTP. 

Ree,ional Transportation Plan Contents 

General 

1. Does the RTP address no less than a 20-year planning horizon? (23 CFR 450.324(a)) 

2. Does the RTP include both long-range and short-range strategies/actions? (23 CFR 
450.324(b)) 

3. Does the RTP address issues specified in the policy, action and financial elements 
identified in California Government Code Section 65080? 

4. Does the RTP address the 10 issues specified in the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) component as identified in Government Code Sections 65080(b)(2)(B) and 
65584.04(i)(l)? 

a. Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities 
within the region? 

Yes/No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Page# 

1-1 

5-2 
5-23 
5-36 
5-40 
5-46 
5-51 
5-78 
5-87 
5-98 

5-116 

Table 
2-1 

Chap. 
4 

4-17 



b. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region, 
including all economic segments of the population over the course of the planning 
period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into the 
region, population growth, household formation and employment growth? 

c.. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the 
regional housing need for the region pursuant to Government Code Section 65584? 

d. Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region? 

e. Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding 
resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of 
Government Code Section 65080.0l? 

f. Consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581? 

g. Utilize the most recent planning assumptions, considering local general plans and 
other factors? 

h. Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated 
with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will 
reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, 
if there is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets 
approved by the ARB? 

1. Provide consistency between the development pattern and allocation of housing 
units within the region (Government Code 65584.04(i)(l)? 

j . Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7506)? 

4. Does the RTP include Project Intent i.e. Plan Level Purpose and Need Statements? 

5. Does the RTP specify how travel demand modeling methodology, results and key 
assumptions were developed as part of the RTP process? (Government Code 14522.2) 

a. Does the report include a description of the performance measures and 
performance targets used in assessing the performance of the transportation 
system? 

b. Does the report show the progress achieved in meeting performance targets in 
comparison with the performance in previous reports? 

c. Does the report include an evaluation of how the preferred scenario has improved 
conditions and performance, where applicable? 

d. Does the report include an evaluation of ow local policies and investments have 
impacted costs necessary to achieve identified performance targets, where 
applicable? 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes/No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

4-17 
4-23 
4-24 

4-33 
[ Page# 
I 4-43 

4-44 

4-35 

4-10 

4-17 
4-33 

4-17 
4-23 
4-24 
4-17 
4-23 
4-24 

4-10 

Chp. 1 
4-1 

4-51 

Apndx 
D 

Apndx 
D 

Apndx 
D 

Apndx 
D 

Apndx 
D 



Consultation/Coop ra ·,on 

I. Does the RTP contain a public involvement program that meets the requirements of Title 
23, CFR450.316(a)? 

(i) Providing adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for 
public review and comment at key decision points, including a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the proposed metropolitan transportation plan and the 
TIP; 

(ii) Providing timely notice and reasonable access to information about transportation 
issues and processes; 

(iii) Employing visualization techniques to describe metropolitan transportation plans 
and TIPs; 

(iv) Making public information (technical information and meeting notices) available 
in electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide Web; 

(v) Holding any public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times; 

(vi) Demonstrating explicit consideration and response to public input received during 
the development of the metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP; 

(vii) Seeking out and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by 
existing transportation systems, such as low-income and minority households, 
who may face challenges accessing employment and other services; 

(viii) Providing an additional opportunity for public comment, if the final metropolitan 
transportation plan or TIP differs significantly from the version that was made 
available for public comment by the MPO and raises new material issues that 
interested parties could not reasonably have foreseen from the public involvement 
efforts; 

(ix) Coordinating with the statewide transportation planning public involvement and 
consultation processes under subpart B of this part; and 

(x) Periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies contained 
in the participation plan to ensure a full and open participation process. 

2, Does the RTP contain a summary, analysis, and report on the disposition of significant 
written and oral comments received on the draft metropolitan transportation plan as part 
of the final metropolitan transportation plan and TIP that meets the requirements of 23 
CFR 450.316(a)(2), as applicable? 

3. Did the MPO/RTPA consult with the appropriate State and local representatives 
including representatives from environmental and economic communities; airport; 
transit; freight during the preparation of the RTP? (23 CFR 450.3 l 6(b )) 
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4. Did the MPO/RTPA who has federal lands within its jurisdictional boundary involve the 
federal land management agencies during the preparation of the RTP? 
(23 CFR 450.316(d)) 

5. Where does the RTP specify that the appropriate State and local agencies responsible for 
land use, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and historic 
preservation consulted? (23 CFR 450.324(g)) 

6. Did the RTP include a comparison with the California State Wildlife Action Plan and (if 
available) inventories of natural and historic resources? (23 CFR 450.324(g)(l&2)) 

7. Did the MPO/RTPA who has a federally recognized Native American Tribal 
Govemment(s) and/or historical and sacred sites or subsistence resources of these Tribal 
Governments within its jurisdictional boundary address tribal concerns in the RTP and 
develop the RTP in consultation with the Tribal Government(s)? (23 CFR 450.316(c)) 

8. Does the RTP address how the public and various specified groups were given a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on the plan using the participation plan developed 
under 23 CFR part 450.316(a)? (23 CFR 450.3 l 6(a)(i)) 

9. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the private sector involvement efforts that 
were used during the development of the plan? (23 CFR 450.316(a)) 

10. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the coordination efforts with regional air 
quality planning authorities? (23 CFR 450.316( a)(2)) (MPO nonattainment and 
maintenance areas only) 

11 . Is the RTP coordinated and consistent with the Public Transit-Human Services 
Transportation Plan? (23 CFR 450.306(h)) 

12. Were the draft and adopted RTP posted on the Internet? (23 CFR 450.324(k)) 

13. Did the RTP explain how consultation occurred with locally elected officials? 
(Government Code 65080(D)) 

14. Did the RTP outline the public participation process for the sustainable communities 
strategy? (Government Code 65080(E)) 

15. Was the RTP adopted on the estimated date provided in writing to State Department of 
Housing and Community Development to determine the Regional Housing Need 
Allocation and planning period (start and end date) and align the local government 
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housing element planning period (start and end date) and housing element adoption due 
date 18 months from RTP adoption date? (Government Code 65588(e)(5)) 

Title VI and Environmental Justice 

1. Does the public participation plan describe how the MPO will seek out and consider the 
needs of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation system, such as low
income and minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment and 
other services? (23 CFR 450.316 (a)(l )(vii)) 

2, Has the MPO conducted a Title VI analysis that meets the legal requirements described 
in Section 4.2? 

3. Has the MPO conducted an Environmental Justice analysis that meets the legal 
requirements described in Section 4.2? 

Modal Discussion 

I. Does the RTP discuss intermodal and connectivity issues? 

2. Does the RTP include a discussion of highways? 

3. Does the RTP include a discussion of mass transportation? 

4. Does the RTP include a discussion of the regional airport system? 

5. Does the RTP include a discussion ofregional pedestrian needs? 

6. Does the RTP include a discussion ofregional bicycle needs? 

7, Does the RTP address the California Coastal Trail? (Government Code 65080.1) (For 
MPOs and RTPAs located along the coast only) 

8. Does the RTP include a discussion of rail transportation? 
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9. Does the RTP include a discussion of maritime transportation (if appropriate)? 

10. Does the RTP include a discussion of goods movement? 

I. Is the RTP consistent (to the maximum extent practicable) with the development of the 
regional ITS architecture? (23 CFR 450.306(g)) 

2. Does the RTP identify the objective criteria used for measuring the performance of the 
transportation system? 

3. Does the RTP contain a list ofun-constrained projects? 

Financial 

I. Does the RTP include a financial plan that meets the requirements identified in 23 CFR 
part 450.324(f)(l 1 )? 

2. Does the RTP contain a consistency statement between the first 4 years of the fund 
estimate and the 4-year STIP fund estimate? (65080(b)(4)(A)) 

3. Do the projected revenues in the RTP reflect Fiscal Constraint? (23 CFR part 
450.324(f)(l l)(ii)) 

4. Does the RTP contain a list of financially constrained projects? Any regionally 
significant projects should be identified. (Government Code 65080(4)(A)) 

5, Do the cost estimates for implementing the projects identified in the RTP reflect "year of 
expenditure dollars" to reflect inflation rates? (23 CFR part 450.324(±)(11 )(iv)) 

6. After 12/11/07, does the RTP contain estimates of costs and revenue sources that are 
reasonably expected to be available to operate and maintain the freeways, highway and 
transit within the region? (23 CFR 450.324(f)(l 1 )(i)) 
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7. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the RTP 
and the ITIP? (2016 STIP Guidelines Section 33) 

8. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the RTP 
and the RTIP? (2016 STIP Guidelines Section 19) 

9. Does the RTP address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the identified 
TCMs from the SIP can be implemented? (23 CFR part 450.324(£)(1 l)(vi) 
(nonattainment and maintenance MPOs only) 

Environmental 

1. Did the MPO/RTPA prepare an EIR or a program EIR for the RTP in accordance with 
CEQA guidelines? 

2. Does the RTP contain a list of projects specifically identified as TCMs, if applicable? 

3. Does the RTP contain a discussion of SIP conformity, if applicable? 

4. Does the RTP specify mitigation activities? (23 CFR part 450.324(£)(10)) 

5. Where does the EIR address mitigation activities? 

6. Did the MPOIRTPA prepare a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
for the RTP in accordance with CEQA guidelines? 

7. Does the RTP specify the TCMs to be implemented in the region? (federal 
nonattainment and maintenance areas only) 
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Article IX: Public Involvement Procedures and Policies 
  
Section 1. Introduction 
 
This document is a plan for providing guidance for Kern Council of Governments' (Kern 
COG) elected officials and staff in public participation and interagency consultation 
throughout the regional planning process.  It contains the policies, guidelines and 
procedures Kern COG uses in developing the metropolitan planning process.  This 
includes the development and approval of the Regional Transportation Plan, Regional 
and Federal Transportation Improvement Program, and environmental review 
documentation related to growth, transportation, air quality, and any product prepared 
by Kern COG staff that statutorily requires public participation, or for which the Kern 
COG Board of Directors determines is necessary.  Kern COG carries out its 
transportation and air quality planning responsibilities in a continuing, cooperative and 
comprehensive manner in conformance with federal and state Law that determine how 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) provide for early consultation and public 
participation.  The various laws include but may not be limited to: 
 
Federal 
 

 Transportation and Conformity Regulations of Title 40 CFR Part 93.105 
 Title 23 CFR Part 450.316 
 Title 23 CFR Part 450.322(g)(1) and (2) 
 Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(a)(1) 
 Title 23 USC Part 134(g)(4) 
 Title 23 USC Section 135(e) 
 Title VI of the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964 
 Title 49 CFR Part 21.5 
 Title 42 USC Chapter 21 Section 2000(d) 
 Executive Order 12898 regarding Environmental Justice (1994) 
 Executive Order 13166 regarding Improving Access to Services for Persons with 

Limited English Proficiency 
 Executive Order 13175 regarding Consultation and Coordination with Indian 

Tribes 
 US DOT Order 5610.2 (1997) 
 US DOT Order 6640.23 (1998) 
 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act 
 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments 
 2005 Safe, Accessible, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy for 

Users (SAFETEA-LU) 
 Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) 
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State 
 

 Government Code Section 11135 
 Government Code Section 65080 
 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a) states the following concerning participation and 
consultation: 
 
“The Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) shall develop and use a documented 
participation plan that defines a process for providing citizens, affected public agencies, 
representatives of public transportation employees, freight shippers, providers of freight 
transportation services, private providers of transportation, representatives of users of 
public transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle 
transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, and other interested parties 
with reasonable opportunities to be involved in the metropolitan transportation planning 
process.” 
 
A vigorous public information process not only serves Kern COG by meeting federal 
requirements, but also allows for a fruitful exchange of ideas while developing programs 
or projects that may be controversial. 
 
 
Section 2. Background 
 
The federal government has mandated that public involvement in the metropolitan 
planning process meet minimum requirements. How effectively planning agencies 
provide opportunities for public input is an important criterion to determine federal fund 
allocation for local, regional, state projects and programs. While legislation such as 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU), Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and awareness of environmental justice issues have 
broadened the scope of public participation in the planning and programming process, 
prior federal transportation acts also required public participation. 
   
California’s Ralph M. Brown Act has long required state and local agencies to perform 
their duties in the public’s full view and provide opportunities for public input. All 
environmental documents related to transportation plans include the public comment 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Kern COG has always 
complied with California law in addition to meeting federal statute mandates. 
 
Kern COG’s Board of Directors and technical advisory committees assist the bottom-up 
planning process and frequent, ongoing public and interagency participation at all 
stages of the process. Outreach programs are designed in cooperation with technical 
advisory committees and other transportation and air quality agencies. These programs 

----
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will complement the decentralized planning process, which was established to increase 
participation in regional policy development. 
 
Effective public involvement requires that affected individuals and groups be 
encouraged to participate in the development of local, regional, and state plans. The 
following policies, guidelines and procedures are designed to encourage participation 
during the preparation of the:  
   
A. Regional Transportation Plan – Refer to Appendix C of the 2014 RTP; 
B. Transportation Improvement Program; 
C. Environmental impact studies or reports; and 
D. Any product prepared by Kern COG staff that statutorily requires public participation 

or for which the Kern COG Board of Directors determines it is necessary. 
 
 
Section 3. Partnerships 
 
Kern COG staff maintains regular contact with the following agencies: 
  
American Lung Association  
Amtrak 
Bakersfield ARC 
Bakersfield Senior Center 
Bakersfield Association of Realtors 
Bakersfield Downtown Business 
Association 
Bakersfield Association of Retarded 
Citizens 
Bike Bakersfield 
Bureau of Land Management 
California Air Resources Board 
California Department of Conservation – 
Oil, Gas & Geothermal Division 
California Department of Finance 
California Environmental Protection 
Agency  
California Highway Patrol 
California Office of Planning and 
Research 
Caltrans Districts 6 and 9 
Center for Race Poverty & the 
Environment 
City of Arvin 
City of Bakersfield 
City of California City 
City of Delano 

City of Maricopa 
City of McFarland 
City of Ridgecrest 
City of Shafter 
City of Taft 
City of Tehachapi 
City of Wasco 
CommuteKern 
County of Kern 
County of Kern Public Health Services 
Department 
Cultiva La Salud 
Dolores Huerta Foundation 
Eastern Kern County APCD 
Edwards Air Force Base 
Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Transit Administration 
Fresno Council of Governments 
Golden Empire Transit District (GET) 
Greater Bakersfield Chamber of 
Commerce  
Greyhound Lines 
Independent Living Center 
Indian Wells Valley Airport District 
Inyo County Transportation Commission 
Kern Congestion Management Agency 
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Kern County Aging & Adult Services 
Department 
Kern County Building Industry 
Association 
Kern County Commission on Aging 
Kern County Economic Opportunity 
Corporation 
Kern County Housing Authority 
Kern County Superintendent of Schools 
Kern County Water Agency 
Kern Economic Development 
Department 
Kern Minority Contractors Association 
Kern Motorist Aid Authority 
Kern Regional Center 
Kern Transit 
Kern Transportation Foundation 
Kern Wheelmen Bicycle Club 
Kings County Regional Planning 
Agency 
Local Agency Formation Commission  
Madera Local Transportation 
Commission 
Merced County Association of 
Governments 
Metro Bakersfield Consolidated 
Transportation Service Agency 
Mexican-American Opportunity 
Foundation  
Minter Field Airport District 

Mono County Transportation 
Commission 
Mojave Town Council 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Naval Air Weapons Station - China 
Lake 
New Advances for People with 
Disabilities 
North of the River Recreation & Park 
District 
Blue Sky Partners 
San Joaquin County Council of 
Governments 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District 
Santa Fe Railways 
Sierra Club 
Southern California Auto Club 
Stanislaus Area Association of 
Governments 
Tejon Indian Tribe of California 
Tribal communities 
Tubatulabal Tribe 
Tulare County Association of 
Governments 
Various chambers of commerce 
Various environmental organizations 
Wasco and Delano Associations for the 
Developmentally Disabled 
Wasco Housing Authority 

 
 
Section 4. Guidelines 

Kern COG is committed to developing and maintaining an effective citizen participation 
process. In order to accomplish this commitment, the following principles guide the 
public involvement process:  

A. It is the right and responsibility of citizens to be involved in the transportation 
planning process.  

B. Citizens should be educated about the needs and issues and encouraged to 
participate in finding solutions.  

C. Early and timely citizen involvement  is necessary to build community agreement on 
needs and solutions before alternatives are proposed. 
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D. Agreement on the final product is a desirable goal, but agreement does not mean 
100 percent unanimity by all parties. Negotiation and compromise are essential 
ingredients to building agreement.  

E. The process by which a decision is reached is just as important as the product. 
Citizens should end the process satisfied that they had the opportunity to be 
significantly involved and that their voices were heard and reflected in the final 
document.  

F. After decisions are made, actions should follow to maintain confidence in the 
community involvement process.  

Community involvement is not a one-time process.  The manner in which the public is 
involved may change as the process progresses. 
 
In Attachment A, Public Involvement Chart, Kern COG defines a public participation 
program for each document it produces. Final documents will reflect the needs and 
desires of affected communities within the region. This includes establishing procedures 
and responsibilities for: 
 
A. Informing, involving, and incorporating public opinion into the planning process;  
B. Consultative involvement of designated agencies on technical data and modeling 

used in developing regional plans and determining transportation improvement 
program and regional transportation improvement program conformity; 

C. Clearly designating a lead staff person who is knowledgeable about the entire 
planning process to be responsible for the public involvement program; and 

D. Providing adequate funds and schedule expenditures to implement the public 
participation program. 

  
 
Section 5: Procedures 
 
Metropolitan transportation planning requires that where a metropolitan planning area 
includes Federal public lands and/or Indian Tribal lands, the affected Federal agencies 
and Indian Tribal governments shall be involved appropriately in the development of 
transportation plans and programs. Discussion on environmental mitigation activities of 
the long-range transportation plan shall be developed in consultation with tribes. Kern 
COG shall initiate Government-to-Government consultation with the Tejon Indian Tribe 
of California in the development of transportation plans and programs. 
 
Kern COG will notify interested or affected citizens who may be impacted through 
traditional and electronic meeting announcements, newspapers, public service 
announcements, press releases, social media, special mailers, publications and 
committee agendas, meetings and other opportunities to participate, as appropriate. 
Community members or organizations may include but are not limited to: 
 
Academic and scientific communities 
Airport authorities 
Appropriate private transportation 
providers 

Bicycle and pedestrian groups 
Business and industry officials 
Elected officials  
Environmental organizations 
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Freight shippers and receivers 
Health and disabled organizations 
Local public and private transit 
operators 
Local, state and federal agencies 
Minority and ethnic groups 
Native American associations 

Operators of major modes of 
transportation 
Recreation groups 
Senior citizen groups 
Service organizations 
Traffic, ridesharing, parking, and 
enforcement agencies 
Youth services groups 

 
A. Kern COG encourages public participation and acknowledges the value of this input. 
B. Kern COG will provide complete and easily understood information and summaries. 

Planning issues and alternatives will be addressed in a realistic manner. 
C. Kern COG will publish public comments in a newsletter or report. Reports will 

include specific agency responses, the effect of citizen input on decisions, and 
(when appropriate) updated reports of citizen participation.  

D. Kern COG will conduct a thorough review of the program, including staff and citizen 
evaluation. 

E. Kern COG will consult with Federal agencies and Indian Tribal governments in the 
development of transportation plans and programs pursuant to Federal law. 

 
 
Level I Procedures 
Level I procedures address routine documents that serve as a subset of or facilitate 
more significant plans or determinations. These documents are implementing long-
range direction provided by plans and documents that went through a more intensive 
public review procedure (Level II or III). These documents are subject to the minimum 
levels of public outreach under these policies. These procedures become effective once 
an initial draft document has been produced.1 
 
All Documents and Formal Meetings including: 
 
A. Regional Transportation Plan amendments 
B. Federal Transportation Improvement Program amendments (excluding technical or 

administrative modifications) 
C. State Transportation Improvement Program amendments 
D. Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
E. Air quality conformity determinations  
F. Miscellaneous studies 
G. Transit plans & studies 
H. Active Transportation Plans and studies currently under consideration 
I. Environmental Documents, as defined by the California environmental Quality Act 

and/or the National Environmental Policy Act 1 
J. Congestion Management Program amendments 

 
                                                 
1 See Attachment A, Kern COG Document Public Involvement Chart, for specific requirements on specific 
documents. 
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1. No person shall be denied participation. 
2. A legal notice or display ad will be placed in the advertising sections of at least 

one newspaper of general circulation within the affected community, including a 
Spanish-language publication, if possible.  

3. Display ads will be placed as deemed necessary and targeted specifically to 
affected communities to encourage involvement and address key decision-
making points. 

4. Non-traditional approaches, such postal and electronic mailings to non-profit 
organizations, churches and chambers of commerce will be used to encourage 
involvement of the underserved and transit dependent in project development 
and public workshops.  Spanish-language advertising will be included in these 
non-traditional approaches. 

5. Public meetings are defined as those regular COG meetings normally held on 
the third Thursday of each month, excepting August and December. 

6. Public workshops are defined as forums established specifically for the public to 
gain information and provide input on Kern COG documents and processes.  
This definition does not include technical workshops for member agency staff or 
elected officials even though they are technically open to the public. 

7. Announcements dealing with documents and/or meetings and workshops shall 
be posted on the Kern COG web site and social media sites. 

8. A mailing list of individuals who have expressed interest shall be maintained. 
9. Meeting notices shall be mailed or e-mailed to individuals who have expressed 

interest. 
10. Kern COG shall provide appropriate assistance, auxiliary aids and/or services 

when necessary to afford disabled individuals an equal opportunity. Individuals 
with disabilities will be provided an opportunity to request auxiliary aids. 

11. Kern COG shall provide audio/visual presentations along with its maps, charts 
and graphics whenever practical to help the public better understand the plans, 
programs, projects or determinations it adopts. 

12. Kern COG shall provide an interpreter, when requested, at any and all public 
hearings and workshops, and shall maintain its subscription to a language line 
for day-to-day public inquires. 

13. Kern COG’s web site shall maintain a link to a translation service for information 
contained on the agency site. 

14. Projects must be evaluated for their potential for public interest. Projects likely to 
have considerable public interest must also include Level III requirements. 

15. A copy of draft transportation plan amendments and draft transportation 
improvement program amendments, environmental documents, and the 
Congestion Management Program amendments will be made available for 
review at Kern Council of Governments, Kern County Board of Trade, the main 
branch of the local library system, college libraries, and chambers of commerce 
within affected areas. Individual copies of all documents will also be distributed to 
any interested parties for a fee to offset printing charges. 

 
Level II 
Additional Public Involvement Requirements  
Level II procedures address core agency plans, programs and declarations.  These 
documents are subject to a higher level of public outreach than Level I documents 
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under these policies.  These procedures become effective before an initial draft 
document has been produced. The following documents must also meet the public 
involvement requirements listed in Level I: 
  
A. Congestion Management Program 
B. State Transportation Improvement Program 
C. Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
D. Corridor Studies 
E. Transit Studies 
F. Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
G. Public involvement procedure amendments 
 

1. Public review by various funding agencies submitting projects for the 
transportation improvement program will be accepted up to the final 
determination. 

2. A copy of draft transportation plans and draft transportation improvement 
programs, environmental documents, and the Congestion Management Program 
will be made available for review at Kern Council of Governments, Kern County 
Board of Trade, the main branch of the local library system, college libraries, and 
chambers of commerce within affected areas. Individual copies of all documents 
will also be distributed to any interested parties for a fee to offset printing 
charges. 

3. Public comments and responses, and the disposition of any comments, will be 
made part of final transportation plans, transportation improvement programs, 
and environmental documents.   

 
a. Prepare written summary/verbal presentation – Staff will review all 

comments, synthesize them and prepare a narrative summary highlighting 
key points. 

b. List all comments – Using a summary chart format, staff will review and 
summarize all comments, categorizing them by topic and type of comments 
(e.g. question, fact, desire, opinion). 

c. Respond to comments – Staff will respond, in writing within 30 days, to 
significant comments. Those responses will be made part of the final 
document. 

d. Provide the full record – The decision-making body will be given copies of 
the meeting notes, the transcript (for public hearings) or taped transcripts. 
 

4. Transportation improvement programs and environmental documents will be 
made available for public review for no less than a 30-day public review period. 

5. Programs, projects, or plans routed through the State Clearinghouse shall 
adhere to the public information requirements of the Clearinghouse and also be 
made available for no less than 30 days.  

6. If regionally significant changes are made to the transportation plan, 
transportation improvement programs, and environmental documents during the 
review and comment period, the plan(s) will be made available for 30-day public 
review and comment prior to final adoption.  
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7. Minor amendments to the transportation improvement programs will have a 14-
day public review period and may be approved by the executive director. 

8. Regionally significant changes to the transportation plan, transportation 
improvement programs, and environmental documents during the review and 
comment period shall also be advertised via press release to all media outlets, 
through electronic notice to Kern COG’s address database and on the Kern COG 
web site as deemed necessary prior to final adoption.  

9. The executive director or his/her designee will coordinate with the State to 
improve public awareness of the State Transportation Plan and/or the State 
Transportation Improvement Plan.  

10. Records relating to the transportation plans, transportation improvement 
programs, and environmental impact reports will be made available for public 
review upon request.  

11. Technical and policy information relating to the transportation plans, 
transportation improvement programs, and environmental impact reports will be 
made available for public review upon request.  

12.  Staff will hold at least one formal public workshop every four years in each local 
jurisdiction on the Regional Transportation Plan.  These public meetings/ 
workshops will be announced in a variety of formats, including public notices, 
display ads, press releases and direct mail and/or electronic mail notices in the 
affected communities.  

13.  All project plan amendments not considered administrative in scope shall be 
advertised via public notice and held for a 30-day review period. 

14.  Refer to the California Transportation Commission’s 2010 Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines regarding addendums, supplemental and 
subsequent environmental documents to the Regional Transportation Plan. 

 
Level III 
Anticipated high-profile projects  
The following must also meet the criteria listed in levels I and II. Level III procedures 
address plans that provide long-range direction for the organization or that Kern COG 
staff determines to be controversial based on their environmental impacts, project 
scope or other determining factors.  These documents are subject to the highest levels 
of public outreach under these policies.  These procedures become effective before an 
initial draft document has been produced.  Kern COG staff will: 

 
A. Develop a Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
B. Help form a citizens’ advisory committee. 
C. Develop a calendar of public workshops. 
D. Identify the appropriate media contact to respond to media inquiries. 
E. Develop a quarterly newsletter specific to the plan or project. 
F. Mail newsletter to the plan/project participants at regular intervals. 
G. Coordinate a news conference and/or press release highlighting the plan/program 

and coordination between Kern COG and public participation. Press releases will be 
sent to the appropriate radio stations, television channels, and newspapers. 
 

Metropolitan transportation planning requires that where a metropolitan planning area 
includes Federal public lands and/or Indian Tribal lands, the affected Federal agencies 
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and Indian Tribal governments shall be involved appropriately in the development of 
transportation plans and programs. Discussion on environmental mitigation activities of 
the long-range transportation plan shall be developed in consultation with tribes.  Kern 
COG shall initiate Government-to-Government consultation with the Tejon Indian Tribe 
of California in the development of transportation plans and programs.  
 
Senate Bill 375 increased the minimum level of public participation required in the 
regional transportation planning process.  Collaboration between partners in the region 
during the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and/or an 
Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) is essential and may include business and industry 
stakeholders, environmental justice stakeholders, social equity stakeholders and others.  
Public participation pursuant to SB 375 shall including the following: 
 

1. Outreach efforts encouraging the active participation of a broad range of 
stakeholders in the planning process, consistent with the agency’s adopted 
Federal Public Participation Plan.  This includes, but is not limited to, affordable 
housing advocates, transportation advocates, neighborhood and community 
groups, environmental advocates, home builder representatives, broad-based 
business organizations, landowners, commercial property interests, and 
homeowner associations. 

2. Consultation with other regional congestion management agencies, 
transportation agencies, and transportation commissions. 

3. At least three regional public workshops will be held with information and tools 
providing a clear understanding of policy choices and issues.  To the extent 
practicable, each workshop shall include urban simulation computer modeling to 
create visual representations of the SCS and APS. 

4. Preparation and circulation of a draft SCS (and APS, if one is required) not less 
than 55 days before adoption of a final RTP. 

5. A process enabling the public to provide a single request to receive notices, 
information and updates. 

6. During the development of the SCS (and APS, if applicable), at least two 
informational meetings will be held for members of the Board of Supervisors and 
City Councils.  Only one informational meeting is needed if it is attended by 
representatives of the Kern County Board of Supervisors and City Councils that 
represent a majority of the cities representing a majority of the population in the 
incorporated areas of the county. 

a. The purpose of the meeting (or meetings) will be to discuss the SCS (and 
APS, if applicable), including key land use and planning assumptions, with 
the members of the Board of Supervisors and City Councils and to solicit 
and consider their input and recommendations. 

b. Notices of these meetings are to be sent to the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors and City Clerks. 

7. In preparing an SCS, Kern COG will consider spheres of influence that have 
been adopted by the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  Kern COG 
will also consult with LAFCO regarding special districts within the region that 
provide property-related services such as water or wastewater services, and will  
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consult with these regional special districts, as appropriate, during development 
of a SCS (and APS if applicable). 

Process for Receiving Public Comments  
The following public involvement techniques may be used to inform and educate the 
public and/or gather information.  

A. Formal Public Meetings/Workshops  

Formal public meetings and/or workshops may be held during the process. The 
format for the workshops will be at the discretion of Kern COG. All Kern COG 
meetings and public workshops will be held in buildings accessible to persons with 
disabilities. The format options include:  

 'Theater' style with a presentation followed by audience response.  
 'Open-house' style with individual comments provided directly to a recorder, 

typed in by the participant, or via written comment sheets; or  
 A mixed format with an 'open house' style meeting followed by a 'theater' style 

comment period.  

In each case, Kern COG shall provide audio/visual presentations along with maps, 
charts and graphics, whenever practical, to help the public better understand the 
plans, programs, or projects it adopts. 

B. Small Group Sessions  

A meeting of selected citizens, businesses, and/or neighborhood residents may be 
invited to participate in small group sessions to discuss options and give opinions on 
specific transportation topics. Participants may be presented with materials and 
asked to respond. The following are types of small groups that might be involved in 
the process:  

Plan/Program Advisory Committee (PAC) - An advisory committee established for 
the development of a plan or program may consist of a broadly representative group 
of citizens who understand other citizens’ concerns, needs and wants, technical and 
administrative staff from various organizations, and officials from appropriate local 
and state entities.  

A PAC with citizen participation can be a valuable asset. Generally, PACs provide 
and consider citizen input and advice regarding regional goals and objectives, 
problems and needs, and to discuss potential options and solutions regarding the 
activity and to be responsive to the citizen input.  

PAC members may be expected to attend several public and neighborhood 
meetings. They may also be asked to assist, provide support and be responsible for 
the dissemination of information, and give testimony to the benefits and importance 
of the activity to the community, actively seek informed responses from the 
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community regarding transportation problems and priorities, and elicit potential 
solutions.  

Kern COG will specifically consider the need for a PAC with regard to major 
transportation plans, studies, programs and projects. If the Board elects to form a 
PAC, the PAC shall be organized with a special effort to appoint persons who are or 
will represent the needs of the persons traditionally underserved such as low 
income, minorities, elderly and disabled. The ways and means of determining PAC 
membership, committee structure, and specific roles and responsibilities for an 
activity shall be presented to the TTAC and Board for their approval. Membership will 
not be permanent, thus PAC members will serve for the length of the development 
and completion of a plan or program.  

Stakeholders - Interview or meet with individuals or groups who have a vested 
interest in the outcome of a Kern COG-developed plan or program. Interviews and 
meetings would be conducted to identify issues and concerns. Such groups may 
include business, neighborhood, environmental, and others.  

PAC and stakeholder meetings may include the use of various public involvement 
techniques to keep the group informed, obtain information, identify preferences and 
resolve conflicts.  

Focus Groups - Kern COG may use this approach to uncover information that is 
difficult to access. This includes uncovering attitudes, opinions, and emotions on 
specific issues or topics from a group of 'screened' participants. This method may 
also be used to clarify issues so as to develop surveys.  

C. Internet  

Whenever possible, Kern COG will provide access to plans and programs through 
Internet access. When applicable, an e-mail address will be presented and made 
available for public access to make and receive comments.  

D. Fairs and Festivals  

Kern COG will attend community fairs and festivals to present various aspects of 
transportation planning, programming and projects as set forth in the RTP, as well as 
the FTIP. Participants are encouraged to view exhibits, ask questions, consider the 
information and give comments. Fairs create interest and dramatize a plan, program 
or TIP project through visualized graphics, audiovisuals, and interaction with Kern 
COG staff.  

E. Public Opinion Surveys  

Surveys report what people know or want to know. Surveys test whether a plan, 
program or an element of them is acceptable to the public as it is being developed. 
An appropriately sized random sample will be drawn from the targeted population 
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and surveyed to develop a sense of general public attitudes. Surveys can be formal 
such as a direct mailing to citizens, businesses, and community organizations or 
informal such as a self-administered questionnaire attached within a draft document.  

G. Phone/In-person Comments  

A period of time may be provided to allow citizens to telephone or walk in their 
comments. Kern COG’s phone number and address will be provided to the media 
and may be included on documents related to the plan or program. Kern COG will 
summarize verbal comments. 

 
Section 6. Public Involvement Policy Evaluation 

 
A. Significant changes to Kern COG’s Public Involvement Procedures shall be 

published and available for a 45-day public review and comment period before final 
adoption. 

B. Kern COG staff and the public will review the public review process biennially. 
 
Evaluation Methodology 
In order to regularly evaluate the Public Involvement Procedures, five performance 
measures are proscribed: 
 
A. The accessibility of the outreach process to serve diverse geographic, language and 

ability needs. 
B. The extent or reach of the process in involving and informing as many members of 

the public as possible. 
C. The diversity of participants in the outreach process and its ability to reflect the 

broad range of ethnicities, incomes and special needs of residents in the Kern 
region. 

D. The impact of public outreach and involvement on the plan/program and on policy 
board actions. 

E. The satisfaction with the outreach process expressed by participants. 
 

For each of these five performance measures, a set of quantifiable indicators has been 
established.  They will be applied as appropriate to each plan/program’s level 
requirements. 
 
A. Accessibility Indicators: 
 

 Meetings are held throughout the county. 
 100 percent of meetings are reasonably accessible by transit. 
 All meetings are accessible under Americans with Disability Act 

requirements. 
 Meetings are linguistically accessible to 100 percent of participants with 

three working days’ advance request for translation. (Meeting 
announcements will offer translation services with advance notice to 
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participants speaking any language with available professional translation 
services.) 

 
B. Reach indicators 

 Number of comments logged into comment tracking and response 
system. 

 Number of individuals actively participating in outreach program. 
 Number of visits to the specific section of the Kern COG website. 
 Number of newspaper articles mentioning the plan/program. 
 Number of radio/television interviews or mentions on the plan/program. 

 
F. Diversity indicators 

 Demographic of targeted workshop/charette/meeting roughly mirror the 
demographics of the Kern region. 

 Percentage of targeted organizations and groups participating in at least 
one workshop/charette/meeting. 

 Participants represent a cross-section of people of various interests, 
places of residence and primary modes of travel. 

 
G. Impact Indicators 

 100 percent of written comments received are logged into a comment 
tracking system, analyzed, summarized and communicated in time for 
consideration by staff and the policy board. 

 100 percent of significant written comments are acknowledged so that the 
person making them knows whether his or her comment is reflected in the 
outcome of a policy board action, or, conversely, why the policy board 
acted differently. 

 
H. Participant Satisfaction (This information would be obtained via an online and written 

survey available on the Kern COG web site, and at each workshop/charette/public 
meeting involving the plan or program in question.) 

 Accessibility to meeting locations. 
 Materials presented in appropriate languages for targeted audiences. 
 Adequate notice of the meetings provided. 
 Sufficient opportunity to comment. 
 Educational value of presentations and materials. 
 Understanding of other perspectives and priorities. 
 Clear information at an appropriate level of detail. 
 Clear understanding of items that are established policy versus those that 

are open to public influence. 
 Quality of the discussion. 
  Responsiveness to comments received. 
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Section 7. Media Resources 
 

Print Media Resources 
 
Kern County is situated in California’s southern San Joaquin Valley occupying 8,075 
square miles. It is the third largest county in the State; is larger than the states of 
Delaware, Connecticut, and Rhode Island combined, and is larger than the entire states 
of Massachusetts or Hawaii. The county is divided into three distinct geographical 
regions: The eastern third of the county is the Mojave Desert; the middle section 
straddles the Southern Sierra Nevada Mountains and the Transverse Ranges; the 
western portion is in the San Joaquin Valley. As of 2013, the county had a population of 
864,124 registering an increase of more than 178,000 people over 2000. Because of 
the diversity in the market profile and geography of Kern County, it is necessary to 
address the county in segments. Public Notices must be carefully placed depending on 
the project and affected communities. 
 
Countywide Publications            Type     Adjudicated  
The Bakersfield Californian  Main / Greater Kern County  X 
El Mexicalo    Hispanic Interest    X 
 
Indian Wells Valley   Type     Adjudicated 
The Daily Independent   Main / Ridgecrest    X 
NWC Rocketeer    Military / China Lake   -- 
News-Review   Main / Ridgecrest    X 
 
Southeastern Kern County  Type     Adjudicated 
Antelope Valley Press   Main / Palmdale    X 
The Bulletin    Main / North Edwards   -- 
Desert Wings   Military / Edwards Main   -- 
Lancaster Desert Mailer  Lancaster / Main     X 
Mojave Desert News  Main / Mojave     X 
Rosamond Weekly News  Main / Rosamond     X 
Southeast Kern Weekender          Ridgecrest 
Tehachapi News   Main / Tehachapi    X 
 
Kern River Valley    Type      Adjudicated 
Kern Valley Sun   Main /Lake Isabella    X 
Kern River Courier   Main/Lake Isabella 
 
Arvin/Lamont    Type                 Adjudicated 
Arvin Tiller    Main /Arvin     X 
El Popular    Hispanic Interest               X 
Lamont Reporter   Main / Lamont    X 
 
Southwestern Kern County   Type         Adjudicated 
The Pine Mountain Pioneer Main / Frazier (monthly)    -- 
Mountain Enterprise   Main / Frazier Park (weekly)  X 
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Metropolitan Bakersfield        Type        Adjudicated 
The Bakersfield Californian  Main / Kern County    X 
Bakersfield News Observer African-American Interest   X 
El Mexicalo    Hispanic Interest     X 
El Popular    Hispanic Interest     X 
 
Northwest Kern County   Type       Adjudicated 
Delano Record   Main / Delano     -- 
El Popular    Hispanic Interest       X 
Shafter Press   Main / Shafter    X 
Wasco Tribune   Main / Wasco    X 
Western Kern County   Type       Adjudicated 
The Midway Driller   Main / Taft         X 
 
 
Section 8. Legal and Display Ad Minimum Requirements 
 
Legal Notice: 
Date, time, and place of public hearing or meeting; 
Identity of the hearing body or officer; 
General explanation of the matter to be considered; 
General description, in text or by diagram, of the location of the real property, if any, 
that is the subject of the hearing or meeting; 
The following statement when appropriate –“Individuals with disabilities may call Kern 
COG to request auxiliary aids necessary to participate in the public meeting/hearing.” 
 
Kern Council of Governments 
Address  
Contact name 
Telephone number 
Web site: www.kerncog.org 
E-mail: ahakimi@kerncog.org 

  
Notice of Intent to Adopt: 
Period during which comments will be received; 
Date, time, and place of any public meetings or hearings on the proposed project; 
Brief description of the proposed project and its location; 
Address where copies of the proposed negative declaration are available for review;  
The following statement when appropriate – “Individuals with disabilities may call 
Kern COG to request auxiliary aids necessary to participate in the public 
meeting/hearing." 
 
Kern Council of Governments 
Address  
Contact name 
Telephone number 
Web site: www.kerncog.org 
E-mail: ahakimi@kerncog.org 
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Notice of Determination: – Filed ONLY with Kern County Clerk's Office 
 
Information identifying the project, including common name and location; 
Brief description of the project; 
Date on which Kern COG determines the project will not cause any significant adverse 
environmental effects; 
Address where copy of the negative declaration may be examined; 
The following statement – "Kern COG has complied with the California Environmental 
Quality Act in the preparation of this negative declaration;" 
The following statement when appropriate – “Individuals with disabilities may call 
Kern COG to request auxiliary aids necessary to participate in the public review 
process.” 
 
Kern Council of Governments 
Address 
Contact name 
Telephone number 
TTY number 
Fax number 
Web site address 
Project manager e-mail address 
  
Notice of Preparation: 
 
A. Description of project; 
B. Project location on a map; 
C. Discussion of probable environmental effects of project; 
D. The following statement when appropriate -"Individuals with disabilities may call 

Kern COG to request auxiliary aids necessary to participate in the public review 
process.”  

 
Kern Council of Governments 
Address  
Contact name 
Telephone number 
TTY number 
Fax number 
Web site address 
Project manager e-mail address 

 
 
Notice of Completion: 

 
A. Description of project; 
B. Project location; 
C. Date, time, and place of any public meetings or hearings on the proposed project;  
D. Address where copies of the Draft EIR are available for review; 
E. Period during which comments will be received; 
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F. The following statement when appropriate -"Individuals with disabilities may call 
Kern COG to request auxiliary aids necessary to participate in the public review       
process." 

 
Kern Council of Governments 
Address 
Contact name 
Telephone number 
TTY number 
Fax number 
Web site address 
Project Manager e-mail address 
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Sample Notice 
Notice of Public Hearing 
  
Date 
  
Before the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) in the matter of STATE 
PURPOSE OF PUBLIC HEARING: 
 
A. WHEREAS, Kern COG, in its capacity as the INSERT DESIGNATION will hold a 

public hearing to receive public comments regarding the INSERT PLAN, PROJECT, 
PROGRAM and  

 
B. WHEREAS, NAME DOCUMENT AND PURPOSE 

 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 

 
A. A PUBLIC HEARING will be held in the Kern COG conference room, 1401 19th 

Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California at 7:00 pm, on Thursday, STATE DATE, for 
the purpose of receiving public comments and testimony regarding INSERT PLAN, 
PROJECT, OR PROGRAM. This hearing will be a part of a regularly scheduled 
meeting of the Kern Council of Governments. 
 

B. The INSERT PLAN, PROJECT, OR PROGRAM will be considered for INSERT 
ACTION by the Kern Council of Governments following the public hearing. 
 

C. Any person wishing to present testimony related to INSERT PLAN, PROJECT, OR 
PROGRAM may be heard, or may submit written comments to Kern COG, 1401 
19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301, for inclusion in the official 
record of the hearing. Individuals with disabilities may call Kern COG to request 
auxiliary aids necessary to participate in the public review process. 

 
Ahron Hakimi,  
Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
(661) 861-2191 
TTY (661) 832- 7433 
Fax: (661) 324-8215 
Web site: www.kerncog.org 
ahakimi@kerncog.org 
DATE OF PUBLICATION 
 
Display ads 
Newspaper display ads, which may be inserted anywhere in the paper and are not 
confined to the classified section, will be used for the following documents: Regional 
Transportation Plan; Regional Transportation Improvement Program; Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program; all corridor studies; transit studies, including the 
unmet transit needs process; and all special studies.  
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These advertisements should run at the beginning, middle, and toward the end of the 
document development process.  They will announce either a public input period, draft 
review availability or a final review period. 
 
Display ads should be no smaller than 2 columns in width by no less than 4 inches 
deep. If financial constraints allow, display ads should run 2 columns wide by 7 inches 
deep or larger. 
 
Given the larger canvas with which to work, display ads should contain at least one art 
element by which to draw the eye.  This should include, but not necessarily be limited to 
the Kern COG logo. The number of different fonts used should be limited to two. 
 
Sign In Sheets 
Have a sign-in sheet available. This will become part of Kern COGs official record. 
Make sure people write legibly, this information will become a part of the mailing list.  At 
a minimum, include: name, address (street, city, zip), daytime contact telephone 
number and e-mail address. The information needed from the sign-in sheet may vary 
from meeting to meeting. If quite a bit of information is needed, consider developing an 
information card that attendees can complete at their seat. 
 
Have Kern COG materials available 
Several items will help the public to understand the purpose of the agency, the project 
and Kern COGs role. Many questions as can be answered prior to the meeting, which 
will save time during the meeting. 
 
A. Comment Sheets 
B. Project Information Guide 
C. Kern COG Information Guide 
D. Presentation-specific support materials 
 
Visual Aids 
A. PowerPoint presentation 
B. Slides 
C. Enlarged diagrams and graphs  
D. Enlarged maps 
E. Videos 
F. Handouts 
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Anticipate Questions 
Anticipated questions should be developed and answered when the Project Information 
Guide is created.  However, it is likely the audience will have many more. The process 
of transportation planning is not an easy one to grasp. Many members of the audience 
will have wishes and desires that simply cannot be fulfilled. How staff responds to 
questions or statements of desire will make a difference with their opinion of Kern 
COGs efforts to involve the public.  Kern COG staff should create ways of telling the 
audience the planning process instead of telling the audience “No, we can’t.” 
 
Are there creative ways to help the audience understand that transportation planning is 
a dynamic give-and-take process? 
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Attachment A: Kem COG Document Public Involvement Chart - Februarv 2015 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 2018 RTP OUTREACH PROGRAM 
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I. Purpose of Public Participation 

Directions to 2050 is the public participation program in support of the Regional Transportation 
Plan update and Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS) development process. The 
Directions to 2050 program builds on the Kern Regional Blueprint program and development of 
the 2014 RTP/SCS public participation program to seek grassroots public input for the region’s 
future. The 2018 public participation program update was adopted in May 2015 and guides the 
RTP/SCS public outreach process (see Appendix B).  The 2017 State RTP Guidelines recognize 
the Kern COG outreach plan as an exemplary planning 
practice that ensures the public is engaged throughout the 
process.1  This program is an important part of complying 
with numerous state and federal regulations including Title VI 
of the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Federal Executive 
Order 12898 on Environmental Justice of 1994, and works 
together with the Integrated Performance Measures, Smart 
Mobility and Environmental Justice Measures Analysis (see 
Appendix D) to proactively address these regulations.  In 
implementing this plan, Kern COG worked closely with local communities, non-profit 
organizations and others to identify and prioritize the next steps for the future of the economy, 
transportation, housing, energy, community services and open space in the Kern region. The 
Directions to 2050 program results will be reflected in the region’s plans as appropriate to achieve 
the Kern region’s mutual grassroots vision. 
 

II. Countywide Results Summary 
 
The 2018 RTP/SCS outreach program garnered input from more than 2,600 participants in the 
last year of a 3-year public outreach process using stakeholder meetings, mini-grants for non-
profit hosted public workshops, fair booths, phone surveys and an online “Play the Game” survey 
activity.2  In addition, in the two years prior, 3,600 participants 
provided input in annual phone surveys, festivals, events and 
online for a total of more than 6,000 participants providing 
input countywide.  Kern COG’s outreach activities are 
ongoing, and get input from over 2,000 persons per year via 
the annual phone surveys, online survey and booth activities at local fairs and festivals.  In 
addition, Kern COG’s outreach strategy focuses on disadvantage communities, providing 
appropriate translation and focused outreach events for all communities in the region. 
 

III. Stakeholder Roundtable Meetings 

                                                           
1 P. 316 – 2017 RTP Guidelines for MPOs, 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/docs/2017RTPGuidelinesforMPOs.pdf  
2 http://www.directionsto2050.com/  

The 2017 State RTP 
Guidelines recognize the 
Kern COG outreach plan 
as an exemplary planning 
practice that ensures the 
public is engaged 
throughout the process.1   

...for a total of more than 
5,000 participants 
providing input 
countywide. 
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Kern COG hosted four (4) stakeholder roundtable meetings in December 2015, March 2016, June 
2016 and August 2017.  The purpose of the stakeholder roundtable meetings was to discuss the 
project and outreach process, to provide an overview of recent studies and to engage participants 
on transportation issues.  For the environmental and social equity stakeholder group, additional 
goals were included:  discuss the RTP/SCS environmental justice methodology and system level 
performance measures and the new Federal safety performance measure requirement. 

A. Environmental and Social Equity Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting – December 
16, 2015 

The Environmental and Social Equity Roundtable provided an overview of U.S. 
Department of Transportation Environmental Justice Regulations and U.S Department of 
Justice Title VI Regulations.  Environmental Justice Requirements are focused on the 
environmental and human health effects of Federal actions on minority and low-income 
populations while Title VI is focused only on minority populations.   

Over twenty (20) participants attended the meeting from various interest areas in the 
community including the Tejon Tribe, Lamont/Weedpatch Collaborative, North of the River 
Recreation and Park District, Kern County Department of Public Health, Caltrans, Greater 
Bakersfield Legal Assistance, First 5 Kern, Bike Bakersfield, Garden Pathways and the 
Center for Race, Poverty and the Environment. 

During Kern COG’s Federal Certification Review the reviewing agencies suggested that 
Kern COG use the Federal Environmental Protection Agency EJSCREEN tool.  
Participants request that Kern COG develop maps that show the differences, if any, of 
using the UC Davis method, EJSCREEN tool and the California CALENVIROSCREEN 
tool. 

B. Environmental and Social Equity Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting – March 10, 
2016 

This meeting provided participants with maps showing the differences of using the UC 
Davis method, the EJSCREEN tool and CALENVIROSCREEN tool. 

Participants attended from various interest areas in the community including the Tejon 
Tribe, California Walks, Kern County Department of Public Health, Caltrans, the 
Leadership Counsel, Bike Bakersfield, the Delores Huerta Foundation and the Center for 
Race, Poverty and the Environment.   

At the conclusion the meeting participants agreed that the best method was the method 
recommended by the Federal Highway Administration – EJSCREEN.  

C. Business and Industry Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting – June 8, 2016 

The Business and Industry Roundtable provided an overview of the development of the 
2018 RTP/SCS and also focused on an I-5/SR 99 Freight Corridor Study Overview.  
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Discussion items included congestion and safety concerns and strategic projects and 
programs.   

The meeting was attended by the California Trucking Association Frito Lay, Tejon Ranch, 
City of Bakersfield, Fehr & Peers, Cambridge Systematics, Tioga and Larry Pickett Public 
Relations.  A total of sixteen (16) individuals attended the meeting. 

Items of Interest 

• Congestion on Ming Avenue and SR 99 causes issues for trucks. 
• Round-a-bouts are ok as long as there is a soft shoulder in the center median 

instead of a curb. 
• The Study is focused on access and mobility. 
• SR 65 is not a good north/south route to SR 99 because it is too narrow to be safe. 
• Interchange at Stockdale and I-5 is an old interchange that needs improvement 

when the Centennial Corridor is complete. 
• Pond Road at SR 99 in Delano and Woollomes Avenue could use improvements. 

 
D. Joint Roundtable Meeting:  Environmental and Social Equity/Business and 

Industry – August 15, 2017 

The Joint Roundtable was held at the request of one of the Environmental and Social 
Equity stakeholder groups that had not participated in the prior meetings.  Items discussed 
were the 2018 RTP/SCS timeline, California Air Resources Board SB 375 target setting 
status, Environmental Justice and system level performance measures improvements 
since the 2016 roundtable meetings and new Federal safety performance measure 
requirements.   

Participants attended from various interest areas in the community including Bike 
Bakersfield, Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, Kern County Black 
Chamber of Commerce, City of Bakersfield, GET Bus, Kern County Department of Public 
Health, Sequoia Riverland Trust, the Dolores Huerta Foundation, Kern COG Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee Member and Caltrans.  A total of sixteen (16) individuals 
attended the meeting. 

IV. Kern COG Mini-Grant Program 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) is sought assistance from community-based 
organizations to solicit public input into key activities associated with the preparation of its 
2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).    
Kern COG is requested help with ensuring diverse and extensive input by further 
expanding its community outreach activities.  In addition, the majority of these outreach 
events targeted disadvantaged communities, resulting in a high level of quality input from 
this constituency. These activities will coordinate with other public involvement activities 
conducted by Kern COG.   
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A. General Results 

Kern COG was hosted by the following organizations:  A Philip Randolph Community 
Development Corporation, Bike Bakersfield, California State University Bakersfield, the 
Delano Alliance, Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce, Greater Tehachapi 
Economic Development Council, Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce, Leadership 
Counsel for Justice and Accountability, Shafter Rotary Club, the United Way of Kern 
County and the Bakersfield Downtown Business Association Third Thursday event.  A 
total of seventeen (17) meetings were held during the months of April, May and June 2017, 
in Greater Bakersfield, Lamont, Wasco, Tehachapi, Mojave, Delano, Shafter and Wofford 
Heights.  Three Hundred and Sixty-Nine (369) community members participated in the 
workshops.  Community members ranged in age from college age to 60+ and self-
identified as Hispanic/Latino, White/Not Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, African American 
and more than one race   

B. Principles for Growth 

Kern COG staff explained to participants the purpose of the Regional Transportation Plan 
and how the principles for growth and the strategies for transportation spending were 
developed during the public participation process for the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Plan.  Kern COG staff reviewed the principles for growth and asked participants to study 
the growth principles and select the top three principles that were the most important for 
their region. “Enhance Economic Vitality”, Conserve Energy and Natural Resources and 
Develop Alternatives” and “Use and Improve Existing Assets and Infrastructure” were the 
most important principles for growth selected at a majority of the meetings.    

C. Strategies for Transportation Spending 

Kern COG staff explained the strategies for transportation spending and the relative cost 
of each strategy For example, “Fix it First Road Maintenance” is less costly than 
“Increasing Highway Capacity”.  The strategies were also linked to the growth principles 
that were implemented with a particular strategy.  Kern COG staff reviewed the strategies 
and asked participants to select the top three strategies that were the most important for 
their region.  “Fix it First Road Maintenance was overwhelmingly the most important 
strategy for growth by meeting participants. 

D. Local Funding Solutions 
 

Participants were given potential funding solutions to raise $43 million/year needed 
countywide for road repairs.  Participants were asked to select one of the following 
potential solutions:  
 

• $.08/gal. Local gas/diesel fuel tax increase, or DMV registration fee increase; 
• ¼% sales tax for transportation; 
• Transfer $43 million/year from other local services; 
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• Parcel Tax, or Traffic Impact Fee; 
• Toll/Mileage tax; or 
• Share the pain (increase from several or all of the above). 

 
Some participants were not willing to participate in this exercise.  Of those participants 
that did participate, the “¼ % sales tax for transportation” and “share the pain” were the 
solutions most commonly selected. 
 
E. Prioritization Results by Workshop 
 
Date Host Site Top Three 

Principles 
Top Three 
Strategies 

April 20, 2017 A Philip Randolph 
Community 
Development 
Corporation 

Beale Library, 
Bakersfield 

1. Enhance 
Economic Vitality 

2. Provide a Variety 
of Transportation 
Choices 

3. Conserve Energy 
and Natural 
Resources, and 
Develop 
Alternatives 
      (tie) 
Provide a Variety 
of Housing 
Choices 

 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Provide Housing 
Closer to Jobs 

3. Invest in High 
Tech Transit 

April 21, 2017 Greater 
Bakersfield 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

Chamber Office, 
Bakersfield 
Government 
Review Council 

1. Enhance 
Economic Vitality 

2. Use and Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

3. Provide a Variety 
of Transportation 
Choices 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Increase Highway 
Capacity 
Primarily for 
Freight 

3. Invest in High 
Tech Transit 

April 27, 2017 
May 24, 2017 

KC Black 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

Senior Center, 
Bakersfield 
Friendship House, 
Bakersfield 
(two meetings) 

1. Conserve Energy 
and Natural 
Resources, and 
Develop 
Alternatives 

2. Provide a Variety 
of Transportation 
Choices 

3. Conserve 
Undeveloped 
Land and Spaces 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Provide Housing 
Closer to Jobs 

3. Active Healthier 
Transportation 

April 29, 2017 California State 
University 
Bakersfield 

Campus, 
Bakersfield 

1. Conserve Energy 
and Natural 
Resources, and 
Develop 
Alternatives 

2. Provide a Variety 
of Transportation 
Choices 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Provide Housing 
Closer to Jobs 

3. Active Healthier 
Transportation 
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Date Host Site Top Three 
Principles 

Top Three 
Strategies 

3. Conserve 
Undeveloped 
Land and Spaces 

May 6, 2017 Bike Bakersfield Lengthwise 
Brewery, 
Bakersfield 

1. Conserve Energy 
and Natural 
Resources, and 
Develop 
Alternatives 

2. Conserve 
Undeveloped 
Land and Spaces 

3. Use and Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

1. Active Healthier 
Transportation 

2. Fix It First Road 
Maintenance 

3. Efficient/High-
Tech Transit 

May 9, 2017 Leadership 
Counsel for 
Justice and 
Accountability 

David Head 
Center, Lamont 

1. Use and Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

2. Provide a Variety 
of Housing 
Choices 

3. Provide a Variety 
of Transportation 
Choices 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Efficient High-
Tech Transit 

3. Active Healthier 
Transportation 
       (tie) 
Housing Closer 
to Jobs 

May 10, 2017 Greater 
Bakersfield 
Chamber of 
Commerce 

Chamber Office, 
Bakersfield 
Bakersfield Young 
Professionals 

1. Enhance 
Economic Vitality 

2. Provide a Variety 
of Housing 
Choices 

3. Provide 
Adequate and 
Equitable 
Services 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Invest in High-
Tech Transit 

3. Provide Housing 
Closer to Jobs 

May 11, 2017 Leadership 
Counsel for 
Justice and 
Accountability 

Rexland Acres, 
East Bakersfield 

1. Use and Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

2. Provide 
adequate and 
equitable 
services 

3. Provide a Variety 
of Housing 
Choices 

1. Efficient High-
Tech Transit 

2. Active Healthier 
Transportation 

3. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 
        (tie) 
 

May 18, 2017 Bakersfield 
Downtown 
Business 
Association 

Central Park, 
Bakersfield 

1. Use and 
Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

2. Increase Civic 
and Public 
Engagement 

3. Provide a 
Variety of 

1. Active Healthier 
Transportation 

2. Fix it First 
Maintenance 

3. Invest in High-
Tech Trans59 
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Date Host Site Top Three 
Principles 

Top Three 
Strategies 

Transportation 
Choices 

May 20, 2017 United Way of 
Kern County 

Old Courthouse, 
Wasco 

4. Enhance 
Economic 
Vitality 

5. Provide a 
Variety of 
Transportation 
Choices 

6. Conserve 
Undeveloped 
Land and 
Spaces 

4. Efficient/High-
Tech Transit 

5. Active Healthier 
Transportation 

6. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

 

May 30, 2017 Greater Tehachapi 
Economic 
Development 
Council 

Police 
Department, 
Tehachapi 

1. Provide 
Adequate and 
Equitable 
Services 

2. Use and 
Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

3. Enhance 
Economic 
Vitality 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Invest in High-
Tech Transit 

3. Active Healthier 
Transportation 
        (tie) 
Provide Housing 
Closer to Jobs 

May 31, 2017 Greater Tehachapi 
Economic 
Development 
Council 

Mariah Country 
Inn, Mojave 

1. Enhance 
Economic 
Vitality 

2. Use and 
Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

3. Provide a 
Variety of 
Housing choices 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Increase 
Highway 
Capacity 
Primarily for 
Freight 

3. Active Healthier 
Transportation 

June 6, 2017 Delano 
Alliance/United 
Way of Kern 

Delano Bakersfield 
College Extension, 
Delano 

1. Enhance 
Economic 
Vitality 

2. Provide a 
Variety of 
Housing 
Choices 

3. N/A 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Housing Closer 
to Jobs 

3. Road Capacity 
for Jobs/Freight 

June 7, 2017 Shafter Rotary 
Club 

Shafter Veterans 
Hall, Bakersfield 

1. Enhance 
Economic 
Vitality 

2. Use and 
Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

3. Provide 
Adequate and 
Equitable 
Services 

1. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

2. Increase 
Highway 
capacity 
Primarily for 
Freight 

3. Active Healthier 
Transportation 
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Date Host Site Top Three 
Principles 

Top Three 
Strategies 

June 7, 2017 Business, 
Transportation and 
Rail Expo 

Hodel’s Country 
Dining, Bakersfield 

1. Enhance 
Economic 
Vitality 

2. Use and 
Improve 
Existing 
Community 
Assets and 
Infrastructure 

3. Increase Civic 
and Public 
Engagement 

1. Increase 
Highway 
Capacity 
Primarily for 
Freight 

2. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

3. Invest in High-
Tech Transit 

June 22, 2017 United Way of 
Kern 

Faith Community 
Church, Wofford 
Heights 

1. Enhance 
Economic 
Vitality 

2. Provide a 
Variety of 
Transportation 
Choices 

3. Conserve 
Undeveloped 
Land and 
Spaces 

1. Efficient/High-
Tech Transit 

2. Active Healthier 
Transportation 

3. Fix it First Road 
Maintenance 

 

F. Future Growth Scenarios 
 

Participants at the Metropolitan Bakersfield events were given the added choice to select 
the future growth scenario that they thought was best for their community.  The activity 
allowed them to choose from four scenarios of varying levels of compact development 
while considering information boards on performance measure results and trade-off 
information on the scenarios.  Of the participants who completed this activity, Scenario 3 
was the preferred scenario, similar to the 2014 RTP results; however, with more than 
double the number of participants. 

I. Festivals, Farmer’s Markets and Other Events 
 

A. Festivals 

Kern COG hosted booths at eight (8) community festival events: Kern County Fair (2015 
& 2016), Tehachapi Mountain Festival, Wasco Rose Festival, Delano Street Fair, 
McFarland Independence Day Festival, Taft Rails to Trails Festival, Ridgecrest Desert 
Empire Fair.   

The Kern County Fair is one of the most successful annual outreach events and is located 
in the heart of the disadvantaged neighborhoods of Southeast Bakersfield.  This provides 
an excellent opportunity to gather input from this constituency for the RTP. The fair booth 
was open for twelve days in fall of 2015 and 2016, and gathered input from over 1000 
participants each year.  At each of the festivals, Kern COG staffed a booth and collected 
information about planning community transportation projects.  At the 2015 county fair 
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booth Kern COG used the online interactive survey tool to gather public input (see results 
in Other Activities section below).  Each festival had area maps available in English and 
Spanish and participants were able to draw color coded lines on the map representing the 
following needs: 

• Road Maintenance (orange)
• Road Safety/Capacity (red)
• Roadway Turn Improvements (brown)
• Bus Route (purple)
• Bicycle Lane or Path (green)
• Pedestrian Path (blue)
• Other (yellow)

Kern COG recorded all of the information using Geographic Information Software (GIS) 
and will use this valuable public input to inform the development of the funding categories 
for the 2018 RTP/SCS.   

Located at the end of this repot are 7 maps summarizing the public input from data 
collection maps marked-up at the festivals, farmer’s markets and other events.  Here is a 
sample of what a data collection map looks like. 

Example Completed Data Collection Map 

Steer Us in the Right Direction 
Gu!anot al Camino Conecto 

Help pfan your communi!y tr.,nsportalion projccls! ,_,,,,_., __ • ___ __., 
o.,,,,_....,W.-_,ia .. ~;o,, .... ~-"AINII __ ....,_... ~----Wo,lol_,. .... rif,111) ,_.,. ___ ,_..,__.., __ .,.. ___ . ...,._" .............. , ...... -,. . ..-,,,,,. 

--• t:.:: .:.-=.-:.:.. .. . ..---.. -::::::::---

• =-=•::..•:,:::::.. -·-... ______ _ 
·---·-·---·---



S u m m a r y  –  K e r n  C O G  O u t r e a c h  
P r o g r a m   10 | P a g e  
K e r n  C O G  D i r e c t i o n s  t o  2 0 5 0    

B. Farmer’s Markets 

Kern COG hosted booths at seven (7) Farmer’s Markets to engage the public about 
planning transportation projects.  Information was collected in the same manner as it was 
collected at the festivals.  

Date Location Address 
June 10, 2017 Golden State Farmer’s Market 3201 “F” Street, Bakersfield 
June 10, 2017 Brimhall Farmer’s Market 9500 Brimhall Rd., Bakersfield 
June 11, 2017 Kaiser Farmer’s Market 8800 Ming Ave., Bakersfield 
June 13, 2017 Clinica Sierra Vista Farmer’s Market 8787 Hall Rd., Bakersfield 
June 13, 2017 Ridgecrest Farmer’s Market Ridgecrest Blvd. & Balsam St., Ridgecrest 
June 14, 2017 Shafter Farmer’s Market 320 Central Ave., Shafter 
June 14, 2017 Wasco Farmer’s Market Hwy 43 between 7th & 8th, Wasco 
 

C. Active Transportation Workshops and Walk Audits 

During the summer of 2016, Kern COG embarked on a planning process to enhance 
walking, bicycling, and transit access throughout Kern County and to develop a suite of 
project and program recommendations to make walking, bicycling and transit integral parts 
of daily life.  In December 2016, eight (8) community workshops were conducted.   

Date City Location 
December 12, 2016 California City Arts & Community Building 
December 12, 2016 Rosamond Hummel Community Building 
December 13, 2016 Lake Isabella Kernville Community Center 
December 13, 2016 Tehachapi Tehachapi Community Room 
December 14, 2016 McFarland McFarland Veterans Hall 
December 14, 2016 Bakersfield Kern COG 
December 15, 2016 Wasco Old Courthouse 
December 15, 2016 Frazier Park Frazier Park Veterans Hall 
 

Common themes that emerged from the workshops include: 

• The need for bicycle and pedestrian improvements along State Highways, 
particularly more and improved crossings and lower speed limits and 

• The need for improved regional bicycle connections. 

In December 2016, nine (9) walk audits were held throughout Kern County. 

Date City Starting Point 
November 30, 2016 Bakersfield Kern COG 
December 5, 2016 Ridgecrest City Hall 
December 6, 2016 Mojave Mojave Veterans Hall 
December 8, 2016 Oildale NOR Veterans Hall 
December 13, 2016 Lamont Lamont Boys and Girls Club 
December 14, 2016 Shafter Shafter Veterans Hall 
December 14, 2016 Delano City Hall 
December 15, 2016 Taft Westside Rec. & Park District 
December 15, 2016 Arvin Arvin Veterans Hall 
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Accompanied by agency staff, nearly 100 participants joined the walk audits to identify 
locations of conflict and opportunity.  Common themes that emerged from the walk audits 
include: 

• Lower speeds desired along major roads; 
• Desire for green bicycle lanes for improved visibility; 
• Sidewalks are too narrow, and not well-separated from traffic, and are poorly 

maintained; 
• Sidewalks are lacking on residential streets in multiple communities; and 
• ADA compliance is an issue (e.g., missing curb ramps, sidewalk obstacles) 

 

II. City Council and Board of Supervisors Presentations 
 
 During Fall of 2017, Kern COG staff addressed the eleven City Councils and the Board 

of Supervisors regarding development of the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan/ 
Sustainable Communities Strategy, Key Land Use and Planning Assumptions and 
Public Outreach.  Staff provided each City Council Member and each member of the 
Board of Supervisors with an Executive Summary Brochure including planning 
assumptions maps, benefits of the Regional Transportation Plan and key strategies 
countywide.  The meetings were held on the following dates and times: 

 
• September 20, 2017 Ridgecrest City Hall Council Chambers 
• September 26, 2017 City of California City Council Chambers 
• October 2, 2017 City of Tehachapi Wells Education Center 
• October 10, 2017 Maricopa City Council Chambers 
• October 11, 2017 Bakersfield City Hall Council Chambers 
• October 12, 2017 McFarland Veterans Community Center 
• October 17, 2017 Wasco City Hall Council Chambers 
• October 17, 2017 Shafter City Hall Council Chambers 
• November 6, 2017 Delano City Hall Council Chambers 
• November 7, 2017 Arvin City Hall Council Chambers 
• November 14, 2017 Kern County Board of Supervisors Chambers 
• November 21, 2017 Taft City Hall Council Chambers 

City Council Members and Members of the Board of Supervisors were encouraged to 
provide comments to Kern COG staff by November 30, 2017. 

During Fall and Winter of 2017/18, Kern COG staff addressed the eleven City Councils 
and the Board of Supervisors regarding the development of the Kern Region Active 
Transportation Plan.  Staff provided each entity with copies of the January 2018 
Report that was relevant to each individual community.  The meetings were held on 
the following dates and times: 
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• November 1, 2017 Bakersfield City Hall Council Chambers 
• November 7, 2017 Arvin City Hall Council Chambers 
• November 14, 2017 Kern County Board of Supervisors Chambers 
• November 21, 2017 Taft City Hall Council Chambers 
• December 5, 2017 Shafter City Hall Council Chambers 
• December 20, 2017 Ridgecrest City Hall Council Chambers 
• January 16, 2018 Wasco City Hall Council Chambers 
• January 25, 2018 McFarland Veterans Community Center 
• February 5, 2018 City of Tehachapi Wells Education Center 
• February 5, 2018 Delano City Hall Council Chambers 
• February 13, 2018 Maricopa City Council Chambers 
• February 13, 2018 City of California City Council Chambers 

 
III. Tribal Activities 

 
Kern COG staff attended the monthly meeting of the Greater Lamont Chamber of 
Commerce on November 14, 2017, when the Tejon Indian Tribe made a presentation 
about the history of the Tribe including the current goals. Healthcare, education, and 
housing are top priorities for the leadership of the Tejon Tribe.  Their goal is to be 
entirely self-reliant as a community.  They do not want to depend on the state or county 
to provide a service that they as a Tribe now have the opportunity to create, maintain 
and sustain. Following the Tribal presentation, Kern COG staff made a presentation 
regarding development of the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, Key Land Use and Planning Assumptions and Public Outreach.  
Kern COG staff reached out to the Tejon Tribe verbally and in writing requesting a 
government-to-government meeting at the Tribes convenience.  In addition, Kern COG 
provided a draft government-to-government agreement to better facilitate the interaction 
between the two government organizations. 
 

IV. Other Activities 
 

A. Community Survey 

Godbe Research conducted a statistically valid phone survey of 1200 Kern County 
residents in the spring of 2015, 2016 and 2017.  

The 2015, 2016 and 2017 surveys assessed the importance of over 20 issues in improving 
the future quality of life in Kern County.  The top rated issues for 2017 included 
“Maintaining Local Streets and Roads” and “Improving Air Quality” which ties with our 
community identified outreach strategies of “Fix it First Road Maintenance” and “Active 
Healthier Transportation”.   

Over the past 5 years the survey has shown that preference for apartment/condo style 
living has slightly increased from a range in 2013 of 17%-27% to a range of 17%-31% in 
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2017.  The low end of these two ranges is the percent of people who would not consider 
single family housing in the next 10 years.  Two to four unit attached housing has grown 
from somewhere in the range of 17%-29% to 17%-43%.  Preferences for housing with a 
small yard has broadened from a range of 61%-70% to 53%-77%.  Correspondingly, 
interest in single family housing with a large yard went from 61%-82% range to 53%-80% 
range.  Note that the low end of the range takes into account those who would not consider 
attached housing in the next 10 years. 

The survey reports are available online at http://www.kerncog.org/?s=Quality+of+Life+Survey 

  

 

  



S u m m a r y  –  K e r n  C O G  O u t r e a c h  
P r o g r a m   14 | P a g e  
K e r n  C O G  D i r e c t i o n s  t o  2 0 5 0    

B. Online “Play the Game” Survey 

Recognized as a best practice in the 2017 RTP guidelines this online web based survey 
tool uses an interactive game format to provide information on tradeoffs between an 
individual’s goals for transportation spending and the relative costs.  The website can be 

“Play the Game” Interactive Website 

..... ...,_.,....,. ................. ,... ... 

............ ,....,.. ..... ,__,.,,_.....,._ ,,, ... ._..,.. ,..... _________ ,.. ...... ,.,, 

'""' .... u~''"P"'"Y""'-•"•'!/'!' 

0 
-~ 0 
o~. 

'= :;: :: = = 0 --c 
~ 

.... 

Areas of focus 

11 ■ 11 
Top priorities 

Amount Spent 

S3.161 billion 
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accessed at www.directionsto2050.com .  The game provides opportunities for people to 
see how their opinion compares to their community and the county.  At the 2015 Kern 
County Fair booth and online, close to 600 played the game.  Spending priorities based 
on input from the Kern County fair indicated that increased road maintenance is the 
number one priority.  Bike and pedestrian facilities came in second and the rest of the 
categories were a close third.  

Summary Table of Online Survey Game Results 

 

 

Sign In

Number of 
Unique 

Participant 
Email 

Addresses

 No. of 
Top 

Priority 
Votes 

(worth 
3 pts. 
each)

No. of 
Second 
Priority 

Votes 
(worth 

2 pts. 
each)

 No. of 
Third 

Priority 
Votes 

(worth 
1 pt. 

each)

Weighted 
Rank 

Average 
of 

Priority 
Areas 

points

 
Maintain 

local 
streets 

and 
roads

Increase 
the 

number 
of Bicycle 

Lanes\ 
Paths\and 
Sidewalks

 Add 
highway 
capacity  

primarily 
for trucks

 Encourage 
carpools 
and bus 

trips

 Transit 
close to 
housing 

and 
jobs

Average 
20 year 

Spending 
During 
Game 

($3.16B 
available)

2018 RTP Online Outreach Results - Aug. 2014-Aug. 2017
Arvin/Lamont 6 2.6 2.4 2.0 4.6 1.4 $2.818B
 Expenses 1 2 0 2.3
 Air 2 0 0 2.0
 PublicSafety 0 1 2 1.3
 GovernmentRegulation 1 0 0 1.0

East Kern 82 4.2 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.7 $3.225B
 Energy 22 9 8 30.7
 AdequateWater 14 7 14 23.3
 PublicSafety 8 15 7 20.3
 EconomicVitality 9 10 11 19.3

 
Lk Isabella 6 4.5 2.0 2.3 2.5 1.3 $3.229B
 Air 2 1 1 3.0
 PublicSafety 2 1 0 2.7
 HealthyLifestyles 1 0 1 1.3
 AdequateWater 1 0 0 1.0

 
Metro Bakersfield 421 4.2 3.5 2.9 3.1 3.2 $3.443B
 Air 90 72 39 151.0
 Energy 93 42 26 129.7
 Expenses 52 54 53 105.7
 AdequateWater 44 42 58 91.3

North Valley 40 3.7 3.3 3.4 2.4 2.7 $3.134B
 AdequateWater 10 6 7 16.3
 Energy 9 5 1 12.7
 Expenses 6 8 2 12.0
 Air 6 2 10 10.7

West Side 36 3.2 4.4 2.5 2.6 3.3 $2.836B
 Air 10 5 4 14.7
 Expenses 9 3 3 12.0
 EconomicVitality 6 6 5 11.7
 AdequateWater 3 6 7 9.3

Out of County 20 4.0 4.1 2.2 2.5 2.8 $3.07B
 Energy 6 3 1 8.3
 HealthyLifestyles 4 2 2 6.0
 EconomicVitality 3 2 3 5.3
 Air 2 3 2 4.7

How Would You Improve Your Community?Choose Your Priorities (6 out of 9)

Grouped Zipcode Sub 
Areas/                         
Priority Areas
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Summary Table of Online Survey Game Results (continued) 

 

 

V. Promotions 
 

In compliance with the Public Information Policies and Procedures document, Kern COG 
undertook a comprehensive outreach effort to promote the Directions to 2050 community 
engagement process.  Kern COG staff personally contacted stakeholders, such as city 
staff, agencies, health organizations, environmental groups, and community groups.  
Through the Mini-Grant Program, Kern COG and the hosting agency distributed fliers and 
provided advertising through newsletters, social media and personal invitation in multiple 
languages.  The Mini-Grant Program was successful in getting diverse turnout and input 
from all communities, especially our disadvantaged communities.  This combined with the 
outreach at community festivals has made this a very successful public outreach process. 

 

Sign In

Number of 
Unique 

Participant 
Email 

Addresses

 No. of 
Top 

Priority 
Votes 

(worth 
3 pts. 
each)

No. of 
Second 
Priority 

Votes 
(worth 

2 pts. 
each)

 No. of 
Third 

Priority 
Votes 

(worth 
1 pt. 

each)

Weighted 
Rank 

Average 
of 

Priority 
Areas 

points

 
Maintain 

local 
streets 

and 
roads

Increase 
the 

number 
of Bicycle 

Lanes\ 
Paths\and 
Sidewalks

 Add 
highway 
capacity  

primarily 
for trucks

 Encourage 
carpools 
and bus 

trips

 Transit 
close to 
housing 

and 
jobs

Average 
20 year 

Spending 
During 
Game 

($3.16B 
available)

How Would You Improve Your Community?Choose Your Priorities (6 out of 9)

Grouped Zipcode Sub 
Areas/                         
Priority Areas

Grand Total 591 4.1 3.5 2.8 2.9 3.1 $3.337B
 Air 116 93 65 199.7
 Energy 135 66 37 191.3
 Expenses 76 80 72 153.3
 AdequateWater 75 63 88 146.3
 EconomicVitality 66 66 76 135.3
 HealthyLifestyles 52 59 73 115.7
 PublicSafety 30 64 63 93.7
 GovernmentRegulation 24 44 46 68.7
 CommunityServices 14 28 28 42.0

Exclude Out of County 571 4.1 3.5 2.8 2.9 3.1 $3.344B
 Air 114 90 63 195.0
 Energy 129 63 36 183.0
 Expenses 76 77 70 150.7
 AdequateWater 72 61 87 141.7
 EconomicVitality 63 64 73 130.0
 HealthyLifestyles 48 57 71 109.7
 PublicSafety 30 64 60 92.7
 GovernmentRegulation 24 44 45 68.3
 CommunityServices 14 25 26 39.3

2014 RTP Online Outreach Results (for comparison) - Sep. 2012-Jun. 2014
Exclude Out of County 106 5.5 6.0 2.2 4.9 6.0 $4.466B
 Air 26 12 12 38.0
 EconomicVitality 7 17 18 24.3
 Expenses 11 14 9 23.3
 HealthyLifestyles 9 12 12 21.0
 AdequateWater 13 13 14 26.3
 Energy 11 7 8 18.3
 GovernmentRegulation 12 9 2 18.7
 PublicSafety 4 6 13 12.3
 CommunityServices 5 7 6 11.7
Note: The responses from this website activity are not a representative sample of the population.



 
 

 
Kern Council of Governments  

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy Public Comment Period 

 
You are invited to offer your ideas and comments on Kern COG’s proposed 2018 
long-range Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and 

its environmental impact report as well as the draft 2019 short-range Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program, and air quality analysis. These documents 

provide an outline of major transportation expenditures over the next 24 years. 
Review a copy at Kern COG’s office, in all public libraries and online at 

http://www.kerncog.org/category/docs/rtp/. For information call 661.635.2910 
 

 
 

6:00 p.m. Wednesday, June 6 6:00 p.m. Tuesday, June 19 6:30 p.m. Thursday, June 21 
Ridgecrest City Hall Arvin City Hall Kern Council of Governments 
City Council Chambers City Council Chambers Board Room 
100 W. California Ave. 200 Campus Drive 1401 19th St. Suite 300 
Ridgecrest, CA  93555  Arvin, CA  93203 Bakersfield, CA  93301 
 

55-day Public Review Period is Now Open 
Friday, May 18 thru Thursday, July 12, 2018 

Three public hearings are scheduled to receive your comments 
on the documents. 

 
 

!I -Kem council 
of Governments 



Plan de Transporte Regional del Consejo 
de Gobiernos de Kern / Estrategia de 

Comunidades Sostenibles
Periodo de Comentarios Públicos

Le invitamos a que presente sus ideas y comentarios sobre la propuesta del Plan de Transporte Regional / Estrategia de 
Comunidades Sostenibles 2018 a largo plazo de Kern COG y su informe de impacto ambiental, así como el borrador del 

Programa Federal de Mejoras de Transporte a corto plazo 2019 y el análisis de la calidad de aire. Estos documentos 
proporcionan un resumen de los principales gastos de transporte en los próximos 24 años. Revise una copia en la 

oficina de Kern COG, en todas las bibliotecas públicas y en línea en 
http://www.kerncog.org/category/docs/rtp/.  Para información llame al 661.635.2910

6:00 p.m., martes, 19 de junio 

Arvin City Hall

City Council Chambers

200 Campus Drive

Arvin, CA 93203

El período de revisión pública de 55 días ya está abierto 
desde  el viernes 18 de mayo hasta el jueves 12 de julio, 2018

Tres audiencias públicas están programadas para recibir sus comentarios sobre los documentos.

6:00 p.m., miércoles, 6 de junio  

Ridgecrest City Hall

City Council Chambers

100 W California Avenue 

Ridgecrest, CA 93555

6:30 p.m., jueves, 21 de junio

Kern Council of Governments   

Board Room

1401 19th Street, Suite 300 

Bakersfield, CA 93301

Kern ,Council 
of Governments 



: ·lee1' lls in Ille Bigl!I Di• · •1■n 
~uianos al Camino Correata 

Help plan your community tramsporta:tion projects! ;Ayudaaplanearlosproyectosdetransporteentucomunidad! 

Choose a marker and color in the road-areas you feel need attention or improvement. (See instructions and color key to the right) 
Escoja un marcador y colorec las areas que usred picnse quc necesitcn atenci6n o mejoramiento. (Vea las instrucciones y gufa de color a su derecha) 

Responses 
1 

2 

C ,. 3 

( ) 4 

5 

( ) s-10 

0 5 10 20 MIies N 

A 
1:35.000 

Instruct ions: tnstrucciones 

0 Get a copy of the road map from staff 
that includes your areas of inleresl. 
~ d map, <If w> m.emlxo d, 
p,tWIW 'I"' inc/uya SU Jre, de N>!""'-

• Collect colored markers that correspond 
to the transportation improvements 
you'd like to ii!<!, 

Rtcop to, mMCJdorts de <o/o,c, qu< COl,cspot>d, 

a lo, m,jo,.lmiM<Ol d, Uar>spM.tl/U< S, gull,Wia v,t, 

8 US<: the markers to draw lines along the 
routes listed on the n>Ap(s) indicating your 
ideas for improvements. 
For example, US<: a brown marker to show 
a turn movement with a curved li11e from 
one major route to another. 
U,,, /oJ m,raH/c,H (»II (f;oo/,r Now > to />,go d, 
w ,uw qUt' ap.uec:en tn ~ lfldpd iridiundo jLJS ms 
demc,o,~o. Pt:,,~. use un mm:adot ca~ 
p¥J l"(IS('n,u un m<jo,amkf'lro de rtlO\'imiemo de 
U'Sfkocon Ul'M ~ CV~ fH1de~ fUta 

pnnOp,I hact. f,1 otra. 

0 Return the map and markers lo staff 
and collect your prize! 
;Restcse d m,p, y mvado,,s .ii 
fl'lieimbro ~ ~I y ,~ su piemio1 

COLOR KEY GuladeColor -Road Maintenance 
Mom'""'""'":otkcarm~o1 -Road Widening 
Ml!Tlffllork,J<orr/lts dtomtrfttn -Roadway Turn Improvement 
MtJototffmovfmlt,,«itkudftco - Bus Route 
Rvro d, MOOUS -Bicycle lane or Path 
COnil Ol\lrO ft blldcldtn -Pedestrian Path 
IMO th p,ol!Ol')eS 

Other 
o,,o 

Comments: Comenca,ios 

Your Zip Code: _____ _ 
Su C6digo Posi:,J 

~ Kern Council 
of Governments 



: ·lee1' lls in Ille Bigl!I Di• · •1■n 
~uianos al Camino Correata 

Help plan your community tramsporta:tion projects! ;Ayudaaplanearlosproyectosdetransporteentucomunidad! 

Choose a marker and color in the road-areas you feel need attention or improvement. (See instructions and color key to the right) 
Escoja un marcador y colorec las areas que usred picnse quc necesitcn atenci6n o mejoramiento. (Vea las instrucciones y gufa de color a su derecha) 

Responses 
-- 1 --2 

3 

4 - 5 
- 6-10 

0 5 10 20 MIies N 

A 

... .. 
IL 

1:35.000 

Instruct ions: tnstrucciones 

0 Get a copy of the road map from staff 
that includes your areas of inlercsl. 
~ d map, <If w> m.emlxo d, 
p,tWIW qu, incluya su .,,. de N>!""'-

8 Collect colored markers that correspond 
to the transportation improvements 
you'd like to ii!<!, 

Rtcop to, mMCJdorts ck <o/o,c, qu< COl,cspot>d, 

a lo, m,jo,.lmiM<Ol d, Uar>spM.tl/U< S, gull,Wia v,t, 

8 US<: the markers to draw lines along the 
routes listed on the n>Ap(s) indicating your 
ideas for improvements. 
For example, US<: a brown marker to show 
a turn movement with a curved li11e from 
one major route to another. 
U,,, /oJ m,raH/c,H (»II (f;oo/,r Now > to />,go d, 
w ,uw qUt' ap.uec:en tn ~ lfldpd iridiundo jLJS ms 
demc,o,~o. Pt:,,~. use un mm:adot ca~ 
p¥J l"(IS('n,u un m<jo,amkf'lro de rtlO\'imiemo de 
U'Sfkocon Ul'M ~ CV~ fH1de~ fUta 

pnnOp,I hact. f,1 otra. 

0 Return the map and markers lo staff 
and collect your prize! 
;Restcse d m,p, y mvado,,s .ii 
fl'lieimbro ~ ~I y ,~ su piemio1 

COLOR KEY GuladeColor - Road Maintenance 
Mom'""'""'":otkcarm~o1 -Road Widening 
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o,,o 

Comments: Comenca,ios 

Your Zip Code: _____ _ 
Su C6digo Posi:,J 

~ Kern Council 
of Governments 
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APPENDIX D - INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE MEASURES ANALYSIS 
 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

D-1 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

Integrated Performance Measures Analysis for System Level, Smart Mobility 
Framework, Health Equity, Environmental Justice and Title VI 

Planning Approach 

The goal of Kern Council of Government’s (COG) integrated Performance Measure process is to fulfill the 
requirements of federal system level performance measure requirements while demonstrating Federal 
Environmental Justice (EJ) and Title VI requirements, smart mobility and health equity goals in one 
streamlined analysis.  It is important to note that the Kern COG EJ and Title VI process as detailed in 
Appendix B - Public Information Policies and Procedure is designed to ensure that all people, regardless 
of race, color, national origin or income, are protected from disproportionate negative or adverse impacts 
caused by the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Program of Projects and heavily emphasizes 
participation of these communities in the plan development process.  Appendix C summarizes this highly 
successful public outreach process garnering input from more than 6,000 participants.  In addition to public 
outreach, we provide the Kern COG Board with the following technical analysis quantifying the RTP 
Program of Projects’ effect on minority & low income communities.  

This Appendix implements and incorporates by reference the methodology to define EJ and Title VI areas 
developed with the input of the Kern COG Environmental and Social Equity Roundtable using a tool from 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) titled EJ Screen1 released in 2015.  This methodology 
differs from the previous one titled The Cumulative Environmental Vulnerability Assessment (CEVA) 
developed by U.C. Davis.  Prior to adoption of the UC Davis 
methodology, Kern COG had adopted and implemented an 
earlier EJ analysis in November 2003.  Both the latest U.S EPA 
and UC Davis methodologies are consistent with the original 
methodology developed in 2003.  Kern COG was recognized in 
the 2010 state RTP Guidelines for its EJ methodology.  The 
Guidelines stated:  “Kern Council of Government’s 2007 RTP 
provides a good example of an Environmental Justice analysis 
within an RTP”.   In addition, Kern COG’s EJ and Title VI analysis 
for the RTP continues to indicate that the Program of Projects 
protects EJ and Title VI areas from disproportionate negative or 
adverse impacts.  

Background   

The legal basis for EJ is rooted in the United States Constitution and civil rights laws. Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 provides protection from discriminatory actions or results from programs or activities 
receiving federal financial assistance.  Title VI not only bars intentional discrimination, but it also prohibits 
unjustified and disparate impact discrimination, i.e., a neutral policy or practice that has a disparate impact 
on minority groups. The understanding of civil rights has expanded to include low-income communities, as 
discussed in more detail below. As a governmental agency receiving federal funds, Kern COG is 
responsible for implementing both Title VI and conforming to federal EJ principles. 

Federal Environmental Justice Requirements - President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898 in February 
1994 that considered Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations.  Executive Order 12898 requires that federal agencies shall, to the greatest extent 
allowed by law, administer and implement their programs, policies, and activities that affect human health 
or the environment so as to identify and avoid disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and 

                                                      

1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EJScreen Tool, https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen, 2015. 

Kern COG’s EJ and Title VI 
analysis for the RTP 
continues to indicate that the 
program of projects protects 
EJ and Title VI areas from 
disproportionate negative or 
adverse impacts. 
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low income populations.  Consequently, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) issued orders (in 1997 and 1998, respectively), along with a 1999 DOT guidance 
memorandum which ordered every federal agency to make EJ part of its mission by identifying and 
addressing the effects of all programs, policies and activities on underrepresented groups and low-income 
populations. Consistent with Title VI, these measures ensure that every federally funded project nationwide 
consider the human environment when undertaking the planning and decision-making process.  On August 
4, 2011, seventeen federal agencies signed the “Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on Environmental 
Justice and Executive Order 12898.” The signatories, including the U.S. DOT, agreed to develop EJ 
strategies to protect the health of people living in communities overburdened by pollution and to provide 
the public with annual progress reports on their efforts. The MOU advances agency responsibilities outlined 
in the 1994 Executive Order 12898 and directs each of the federal agencies to make EJ part of its mission 
and to work with other agencies on EJ issues as members of the Interagency Working Group on 
Environmental Justice. 

In response to this MOU, DOT revised its Environmental Justice Strategy. The revisions reinforce the DOT’s 
programs and policies related to EJ and strengthen its efforts to reach out to minority and low-income 
populations. In addition, on August 15, 2012, the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) issued Circular 4703.1, 
Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal Transit Administration Recipients, and on October 1, 
2012, FTA issued Circular 4702.1B, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit 
Administration Recipients.  Neither of these circulars contains any new requirements, policies or directives. 
Nevertheless, Kern COG complies with the framework provided to integrate the principles of EJ into its 
decision-making processes. 

New Federal Title VI Requirements - On May 2, 2012, the Secretary of Transportation signed DOT Updated 
Environmental Justice Order 5610.2 which states: 

“…There may be some overlap between environmental justice and Title VI analyses; 
however, engaging in environmental justice analysis under Federal transportation planning 
… will not necessarily satisfy Title VI requirements. Similarly, a Title VI analysis would not 
necessarily satisfy environmental justice requirements, since Title VI does not include low-
income populations. Moreover, Title VI applies to all Federally-funded projects and 
activities, not solely those which may have adverse human health or environmental effects 
on communities”2 

The new guidance requires two separate analyses previously performed as one analysis.  One for 
predominantly minority areas for Title VI, and one for minority plus low income areas for EJ. On August 3, 
2015, the Federal Highways Administration recommended in Kern COG’s 4-year certification review letter: 

“Kern COG shall conduct an environmental justice analysis of the benefits and burdens of 
the transportation system for minority and low income populations in its next update of its 
RTP.  Additionally, it must conduct a Title VI analysis of its RTP, as specified in the 
Department of Transportation Environmental Justice Order 5610.2(a), at the same time.” 

During the COG certification review the federal agencies recommended the use of U.S. EPA’s EJ Screen 
tool3 which is based solely on the latest census data and excludes areas that do not meet the Federal Title 
VI or EJ requirements such as environmentally impacted areas that are not necessarily minority or low 
income.  Such areas are included in the CEVA and CalEnviroScreen tool criteria.  On March 10, 2016, Kern 
                                                      

2 FJWA, https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environmental/environmental_justice/ej_at_dot/orders/order_56102a/, 
2012. 

3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen, 2015. 
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COG provided separate Title VI and EJ area maps created using the EJ Screen tool to the Environment 
and Social Equity Roundtable.  The group recommended use of the new methodology consistent with the 
evolving federal requirements. 

State Requirements - In addition to federal requirements, California Government Code Section 11135 also 
provides protection from discriminatory actions or results from programs or activities receiving state 
financial assistance.  The State of California also provides guidance for those involved in transportation 
decision-making to address EJ.  

More recently, under Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), the state requires COGs to include a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) within the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The RTP/SCS represents the 
collective vision of Kern County and the eleven cities in the Kern COG region and provides a framework for 
the future development of its regional transportation system. Through SB 375, the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) established per capita targets for Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction for cars and light trucks 
for the SCS. The targets for the Kern COG region are -5 percent in 2020 and -10 percent in 2035, relative 
to 2005 emission levels. As part of the early target setting process, the ARB appointed a Regional Target 
Advisory Committee (RTAC) to recommend factors to be considered and methodologies to be used for 
setting the targets. The RTAC report was finalized in September 2009 and included a recommendation on 
housing and social equity. The report recognized the impact policies to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
could have on social equity, specifically calling for appropriately located affordable housing that match local 
wage levels. The RTAC further recommended that displacement and gentrification, as a result of changing 
land uses and increased housing costs, should be addressed and specifically avoided to the extent possible 
in the SCS. As a result of this recommendation and input from EJ stakeholders, Kern COG updated its 
methodology to include new areas of analysis, including gentrification and displacement.  

Kern COG’s EJ and Title VI principles are: 

1. To avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects, including social and economic impacts, on traditionally disadvantaged 
communities, especially racial minority areas exclusively and in racial minority and low-income 
areas; 
 

2. To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process; and 
 

3. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority 
population areas and minority/low-income populations. 
 

New Federal Performance Measure 1 (PM1) for Safety – In addition to EJ and Title VI performance measure 
analysis, this integrated approach now includes a new federal system level performance measure for safety 
using the federal methodology and state targets and data.  However, the RTP is not required to include 
PM1 until the next RTP cycle.  This new measure is in addition to an existing reliability/safety measure 
analyzed in this and previous RTP cycles.   
 
As required by the recent federal transportation spending bills, two additional federal performance 
measures for state of good repair (PM2), and goods movement/other categories (PM3) are also scheduled 
to be incorporated as part of the next RTP cycle.  Unfortunately these new PMs combined with the addition 
of the separate Title VI analysis is leading towards a less user friendly analysis for the public as well as 
those communities the analysis is designed to protect.  
 
Environmental Justice/Title VI Community Participation Process 

A critical component of the 4-year Kern COG EJ process is the enhanced outreach program which targets 
input from EJ communities.  The process successfully garnered input from more than 6,000 participants 

• -!Cf.lmCoundl 
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(2% of the adults in Kern County) and featured a mini-grant program that partnered with EJ and other 
stakeholders to host outreach events for their constituencies.  It also featured a phone survey that over 
sampled in disadvantaged outlying communities to help corroborate the plan’s goals and strategies, 
ensuring a bottom-up approach (see Appendix C). 
 
As with the prior RTP EJ processes, Kern COG held three Environment and Social Equity Roundtable 
meetings between December 2016 and August 2017. Those meetings were attended by over 20 
participants from the following 18 organizations including: 
 
• Tejon Tribe 
• Dolores Huerta Foundation 
• Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability 
• Center for Race, Poverty and the Environment. 
• Greater Bakersfield Legal Assistance 
• Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce 
• Lamont/Weedpatch Collaborative 
• Kern County Department of Public Health 
• First 5 Kern 
• Garden Pathways 
• California Walks 
• Bike Bakersfield 
• Sequoia Riverlands Trust 
• North of the River Recreation and Park District 
• GET Bus 
• City of Bakersfield 
• Caltrans 
• Kern COG Regional Planning Advisory Committee Members 
 
In addition to these meetings Kern COG met and communicated with representatives from these 
organizations throughout the process.   These organizations reviewed the EJ process and recommended 
use of the revised methodology for identifying Federal Title VI and EJ areas consistent with evolving federal 
guidelines (discussion in Background section above). 
 
Demographics 

Kern County is California’s third largest county, encompassing approximately 8,200 square miles. Kern 
County comprises 11 incorporated cities and a federally recognized urban area, Metropolitan Bakersfield, 
with a population approaching 900,000 (2017 California Department of Finance), as well as 42 census-
recognized unincorporated communities. Federal Environmental Justice Guidelines call for identification of 
traditionally under-represented populations, including classified minorities such as those of Hispanic/Latino 
descent, African-Americans, Asian-Americans, Native Americans and others, as well as low-income 
populations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 APPENDIX D - INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE MEASURES ANALYSIS  
 

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
August 2018  

D-5 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

 The Kern region has a slight ethnic 
majority with Hispanics/Latinos 
making up 52.8% of the total 
population.  Non-Hispanic Whites 
account for 34.8% of the population, 
down from 50% in 2000. The rise 
and shift in population makeup in 
the Kern region is primarily because 
of births along with an influx of new 
immigrants. The African American, 
Asian, and American Indian 
populations make up 6.2%, 5.2% 
and 2.6% respectively of the 
population.  Population growth in 
Kern mirrors the rest of the state, 
which is one of the most diverse in 
the nation. Population growth 
results from large net increases in 
three population groups: aging 
baby boomers, their young children 
- the echo-boomers - and 
immigrants, mostly from Mexico 
and Central America. Net migration 
(people moving to the county minus 
those moving away) accounted for 
most of the population gain 
between 2000 and 2010, i.e. 54%. 
Nearly 30% of the net migration was the result of immigration from outside the United States.  Natural 
increase (births minus deaths) accounted for 45% of the population gain. 

Approximately 18% of households and 22% of individuals live below the federal poverty line, generally 
defined as $19,318 for households (of three members) and $12,228 for individuals. In addition, of those 
living below the federal poverty line 
who are 25 years and over, 30.5% 
have not graduated high school.  In 
Kern County, the percentage of the 
population that identify themselves 
as seniors 65 and over is 9.1%.   
 
Kern County experienced 
population growth in the past 
decade. Census data indicates the 
county gained more than 178,000 persons from 2000 to 2010, which translates to a 27% increase. 
However, this population growth is not equally distributed among racial groups. For example, the 
Hispanic/Latino population grew from 38% in 2000 to 50% in 2013, while the proportion of White, Non-
Hispanics declined from 50% to 37% in the same time period.  It is likely the racial composition of the 
population growth will follow this pattern in the future, basically mirroring the general population growth 
pattern for the state. Addressing the transportation needs of a racially diverse population becomes more 
important and significant in Kern COG’s transportation planning efforts. 

Percent Hispanic Origin and Race, July 1, 2016 

52.8% Hispanic or Latino(a) 
34.8% White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 
12.4% Other races, not Hispanic or Latino 

100.0%   
    

3.1% Two or More Races 
82.6% White alone(b) 
6.2% Black or African American alone(b) 
5.2% Asian alone(b) 
2.6% American Indian and Alaska Native alone(b) 
0.3% Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone(b) 

100.0%   
    

(a) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in 
applicable race categories 
(b) Only includes persons reporting one race  
Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 2016 

Income and Poverty 
 $ 49,788  Median household income (in $2016) 
 $ 21,094  Per capita income in past 12 months (in $2016) 

22.4% Percent persons in poverty 
Source: 2016 U.S. Census, American Community Survey 

Table D-1:  Kern County Ethnicity and Race 

Table D-2:  Kern County Income and Poverty 
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Kern County’s changing demographics necessitate a shift in the manner EJ concerns are received and 
addressed. 

 

Figures D-1 and D-2 illustrate the Federal Title VI and Federal Environmental Justice areas required for the 
RTP performance measure analysis.  These areas were defined using the latest available U.S. Census 
data and the U.S. EPA EJ Screen Tool4 the Federal Title VI areas are required by Title VI to only look at 

                                                      

4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, https:ww.epa.gov/ejscreen, 2015. 

Sources: U.S. Census,  
U.S. EPA EJ Screen Tool 2015 
 

Sources: U.S. Census,  
U.S. EPA EJ Screen Tool 2015 
 

Figure D-1:  Federal Title VI Areas (Predominantly Minority Areas Only) 

Figure D-2:  Federal EJ Areas (Minority and Low Income Areas) 

A o , r l r-, i• t 
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areas that contain predominantly minority population areas.  EJ areas are required to look at minority and 
low income areas together.  The methodology corresponded to the Kern COG transportation analysis zones 
(TAZs) with the census block groups identified using the EJ Screen tool.  Note that both block groups and 
TAZs are subdivisions of census tracts, simplifying the correspondence. 

Population Concentrations - The challenge was to identify all populations within the Kern region that qualify 
as “traditionally disadvantaged” without counting the same people more than once. In addition, because of 
Kern County’s farm- and oil- based economies, significant portions of both its rural and urban regions would 
qualify under one or more of the criteria if population “floors” were not established to represent minimum 
concentrations. 

Population concentrations of traditionally disadvantaged groups were established to better focus the 
examination onto particular neighborhoods rather than attempting to look at the entire county en masse. 
The maps showed significant concentrations of EJ populations outside more densely populated areas, but 
near major transportation facilities, such as Routes 46 (Wasco) and 178 (Lake Isabella).  

RTP Development 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 14522, the California Transportation Commission (CTC) is 
authorized to prepare guidelines to assist in the preparation of RTPs.  The CTC’s RTP guidelines suggest 
that projections used in the development of an RTP should be based upon available data (such as from the 
Bureau of the Census), use acceptable forecasting methodologies, and be consistent with the Department 
of Finance baseline projections for the region.  The most recent update to the RTP guidelines was published 
in 2017, and includes new provisions for complying with SB 375, as well as new guidelines for regional 
travel demand.    

SB 375 requires MPOs to prepare a SCS that demonstrates how the region will meet its GHG reduction 
targets through integrated land use, housing and transportation planning. Specifically, the SCS must identify 
a transportation network that is integrated with the forecasted development pattern for the plan area and 
will reduce GHG emissions from automobiles and light trucks in accordance with targets set by the 
California Air Resources Board. 

In compliance with SB 375 and the CTC guidelines, the eight San Joaquin Valley Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (SJV MPOs) have collaborated and developed the San Joaquin Valley Model Improvement 
Program (SJV MIP). The new MIP includes a number of model upgrades that respond directly to the 
requirements of the CTC guidelines and allow for measurable outputs that help ensure transportation 
system investments benefit all populations, without consistently burdening any single one.  The upgrades 
include: 

• Land Use – demographic characteristics that influence travel behavior; 
• Geographic scale – land use and transportation system refinements in transit oriented 

developments, central business districts, and mixed-use development; 
• Sensitivity to mode – person trips, auto availability, mode choice/split, transit assignment; 
• Pricing – auto operations (fuel, maintenance, etc.), parking, toll, transit fare; 
• Sensitivity to congestion – time of day refinements, influence on auto availability and distribution; 
• Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas – speed, trucks, interregional travel; 
• Best Management Practices – sensitivity to smart growth, demand and/or system management 

within model or as quick-response tools; 
• Validation – formal static and dynamic tests; and 
• Documentation – Clear and fully documented executive/public and technical staff including 

limitations and potential ways to overcome limitations. 

• -!Cf.lmCoundl 
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Complete documentation on the SJV MIP can be found at http://www.kerncog.org/category/data-
center/transportation-modeling/ . 

Measuring Performance 

Performance measures: (1) provide information on how well the transportation system is performing 
compared to the base year and/or future no-build scenario; (2) identify opportunities for system 
improvements to meet the plan’s goals; and (3) assess the system-wide impacts of future improvements.   

System Level Performance - System-wide performance measures should not be applied unilaterally, but 
should only be used as an indicator that the plan’s policies and actions are headed in the same direction 
as the goals. Often progress shown in one performance measure can show a negative effect in another 
area.   

Demonstrating improvements in all performance measures may be nearly impossible to achieve. For 
example, improvements in congestion may increase travel speeds and negatively affect air quality. In 
addition, improvements under a specific performance measure may take several planning cycles to 
achieve. The existing activity in the plan has a certain level of inertia created by previously adopted RTPs. 
Projects that have completed environmental review need to move to right-of-way acquisition and 
construction fairly quickly, before the environmental work is out of date and more resources are needed to 
update the environmental work. The performance measure process is designed to provide feedback in 
areas upon which the region should focus the subsequent plan update, while minimizing disruptions to the 
project delivery process.  

The Kern Regional Transportation Model is the primary tool for measuring system-level performance of the 
plan. Kern COG uses an integrated one-model approach for its performance measures analysis. The model 
uses monitoring data and growth assumptions to compare the performance measures for the RTP and 
SCS. The two primary categories of performance measures used are the Smart Mobility Framework and 
Title VI/EJ. The EJ measures have been in place since 2001 and have been adapted for use with the Smart 
Mobility Framework performance measure category.   

Smart Mobility Framework Performance - The State of California prepares an annual Regional Progress 
Report.  This RTP includes measures that are coordinated with the measures in the statewide progress 
report.  In February 2010, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) released Smart Mobility 
2010: A Call to Action for the New Decade that establishes performance measures based on place types 
in recognition of a “one-size does NOT fit all” philosophy. Kern County has been split into two broad place-
types for the smart mobility analysis. The first is the Metropolitan Bakersfield or urban place type. The 
second is made up of the outlying communities or rural place type. The RTP performance measure analysis 
differs somewhat for these two place types.  One of the performance measures for sustainability/livability 
uses a slightly different modeling method to analyze air quality on a per-capita basis. This measure differs 
from the other performance measures in that a second model, EMFAC, developed by the California Air 
Resources Board, uses the output vehicle travel from the Regional Transportation Model to generate 
nitrogen oxide (NOx) by air basin analysis areas rather than urban and rural. NOx is a precursor gas that 
contributes to ozone and particulate matter, Kern’s two most significant air pollutants. 

Health Equity Performance – In support of California’s Health-in-All-Policies effort, close to half of the 
performance measures monitor progress on measures affecting public health.  This integrated approach 
provides feedback on health related measures for both EJ and Title VI areas as well, providing a clear 
health equity series of measures. 
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According to the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation which provides an annual county health ranking by 
state, Kern County has consistently ranked near the bottom.5  The ranking methodology weights 40% on 
social/economic factors (employment, income, education, family/social support, community safety), 30% 
on behavioral factors (tobacco use, diet/exercise, alcohol/drug use, sexual activity), 20% on clinical care 
(access to care, quality of care), and 10% on environmental factors (air/water quality, housing/transit).  
Based on these assumptions, improving the economic and behavioral factors by providing more jobs and 
transit/active transportation options would provide the most effective means to improve public health in our 
region. 

Tracking Progress - Performance measures are often driven more by the tools available to measure them 
than by the policies that need to be tracked. Performance measures can be divided into two types. The first 
includes future performance measures that are used in modeling to compare scenarios such as the ones 
in this analysis. A second type is a monitoring indicator that measures observed data rather than modeled 
data, such as traffic counts and air quality. The following observed indicator variables are used in this 
analysis and are updated each RTP cycle to provide longitudinal data to help update forecasts and track 
progress toward our goals: 

• Traffic count information; 
• Truck origin destination studies along key corridors; 
• Traffic speed survey program; 
• Transit ridership travel survey; 
• Bike rider survey; and 
• Air Quality Monitoring System. 

 
These datasets are incorporated into the base year validation of the regional transportation model and 
provide the basis for forecasting future performance measures and tracking progress toward the goals. 

Performance Measures Analysis Methodology   

Kern COG has developed an integrated 
framework for eleven performance 
measures to demonstrate consistency of 
the RTP and SCS with its seven established 
goals. Some of the performance measures 
comply with as many as five goals.   

This figure illustrates the overlap among the 
eleven performance measures used for 
countywide analysis, the two Smart Mobility 
Framework place types, and EJ areas. For 
example, some measures are the same for 
EJ, urban and rural place types, and 
countywide, while other measures may only 
be used in two of the three categories.  

Performance Measure Analysis Results 

As discussed above, as part of the Environmental Justice/Title VI Community Outreach Process Kern COG 
held Environmental and Social Equity Roundtable stakeholder meetings.  The meetings built on the 
                                                      

5 Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, http://www.countyhealthrankings.org/, 2018. 

Figure D-3:  Integrated Performance Measures 
Framework 
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federally recognized best practices effort began by Kern COG in 2000.  The Environmental and Social 
Equity Roundtable identified low-income and minority people as the target populations for analyzing federal 
Title VI and EJ efforts. Areas with higher than average concentrations of the target populations were 
identified and mapped by census block groups. Kern COG used the transportation model output stratified 
by EJ areas and the urban and rural place types to determine whether the goals of the RTP were being 
met.  Following is a more detailed description of the performance measures used to measure progress 
toward the RTP Goals described in Chapter 2. 

1) Mobility/Health Equity – Calculates average trip time by mode (auto and transit) from EJ 
Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) and countywide. 

2) Accessibility/Economic Well-Being/Health Equity – Calculates average trip time by mode (auto and 
transit) to major job centers from a group of approximately 2,400 TAZs. Accessibility also provides an 
economic measure by indicating the level of congestion around major job centers that may affect freight 
movement. 

3) Efficiency/Cost-Effectiveness – Calculates the planned expenditure per passenger miles traveled. 
Calculates passenger miles traveled by both vehicle and transit networks for current and planned transit 
projects (increased headway, new routes) and capacity-increasing road project links in future years, 
inside EJ TAZs and countywide. These figures are divided by the total investment in these projects and 
used to calculate their cost-effectiveness. 

4) Livability/Consumer Satisfaction – Calculates the average trip delay after feedback between 
constrained and unconstrained roadways on links inside EJ TAZs and countywide.6 

5) Environment/Health Equity – Calculates vehicle emissions of NOx per person for the valley and 
mountain/desert portions of Kern and PM-10 for the Indian Wells Valley.  NOx is a precursor emission 
for both ozone and particulate matter 2.5 for which the Mojave Desert (including mountain areas) and 
the San Joaquin Valley portions of Kern have exceeded the federal standards.  The Indian Wells Valley 
portion of Kern has only exceeded the PM-10 standard.  

6) Environment/Health Equity – Calculates the percentage change in households within ¼ mile of 
roadway volumes greater than 100,000 in urban and rural place types and in EJ communities. 

7) Sustainability/Preservation – Provides for maintenance as the system expands. 

8) Equity – Calculates the passenger miles traveled and compares to the percentage of investment in EJ 
areas and urban and rural place types.  

9) Reliability/Congestion – Calculates the distance of Level of Service (LOS) D through F links inside 
EJ TAZs and countywide. 

10) Reliability/Safety/Public Health – Calculates the percentage increase between property damage, 
injury, and fatal accident rates between base year 2015 and 2042. 

The model generated several factors, including travel times, vehicle miles traveled, passenger miles 
traveled, transit boardings, transit trip hours, transit trip distance, and road miles of LOS C or worse for 

                                                      

6 Delay refers to the amount of additional time a vehicle spends on the road because of congestion.  
Constrained and unconstrained roads refer to those streets, highways, or freeways where congestion is 
either typical or atypical. 
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2015 (base year), 2042 build scenario, and 2042 no-build scenario. The 2042 build scenario assumes all 
projects listed in Table 5-1 of the 2018 RTP will have been completed, whereas the No-Build scenario 
assumes 2042 traffic levels on the same network used in 2015. An additional assumption was that funding 
sources and technology will remain constant. The model also stratified its factors along three separate lines:  

*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. 
 

Table 
No. 
(Apdx. 
D) 

RTP 
Goal/Performance 

Measure (PM) 
Category 

Smart Mobility 
Geographic 
Coverage 

Place type(PT) 

Performance Measure Description Performance 
Measure 

Target/Test 

Target 
Met? 

(Yes/No/ 
Partial) 

D-4 
Mobility / health 
equity (transit) 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Average Travel Time –  
Peak Highway Trips 

Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

Yes 

D-5 Average Travel Time –  
Peak Transit Trips 

Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

Yes 

D-6 Accessibility / 
economic well-
being / health 
equity (transit) 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Average Travel Time to Job Centers – 
Highway Trips 

Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

 Yes 

D-7 Average Travel Time to Job Centers – 
Transit Trips 

Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

 Yes 

D-8 
Efficiency / cost 
effectiveness / 
health equity 
(transit) 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Average Daily Investment per 
Passenger Mile Traveled – Highways 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Yes 

D-9 Average Daily Investment per 
Passenger Mile Traveled – Transit 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Partial 

D-10 Livability / customer 
satisfaction 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Average Trip Delay Time in Hours Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

 Partial 

D-11 
Environment / 
health equity 

3 Air Basins  % Change NOx/PM by air basin Improvement over 
Base Year 

Yes 

D-12 Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

% Change in Households within 500 feet 
of Roadway Volumes > 50,000 

Improvement over 
Base Year 

Yes 

D-13 Sustainability / 
preservation Countywide PT Percentage Change in Maintenance 

Dollars Per Lane Mile 
Improvement over 

Base Year 
Yes 

D-14 

Equity / health 
equity (transit) 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

% of Expenditures versus Passenger 
Miles Traveled in 2035 – Highways 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Yes 

D-15 % of Expenditures versus Passenger 
Miles Traveled in 2035 –Transit 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Yes 

D-16 Land Consumption 
/ health equity Countywide PT % change in Farmland consumed 

outside City Spheres of Influence 
Improvement over 
Historic Baseline 

Yes 

D-17 Health equity Countywide PT Health Cost Savings Improvement over 
No Project Baseline 

Yes 

D-18 Reliability / 
congestion 

Urban, 
countywide PT 

Average Level of Congestion in Hours Improvement over 
Base Year 

Yes 

D-19 Reliability / safety / 
health equity 

Urban, rural, 
countywide PT 

Annualized Accident Statistics for 
Annual Average Daily Traffic 

Improvement over 
Countywide 

Average 

Yes 

D-20 Federal PM-1 
Safety/health equity Countywide PT Forecast of Accidents for Vehicles, 

Bicycles and Pedestrians 
Improvement over 5 
year running base 

Yes 

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 
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all of Metropolitan Bakersfield (urban); all other areas of Kern County, including the ten other incorporated 
cities and unincorporated communities (rural); and countywide. Kern COG paid particular attention to the 
accessibility and mobility criteria because they represent overall system performance now and in the future. 

Table D-3 contains a breakdown of which performance measure applies to which goal and category.  The 
table also provides a summary of the target threshold and whether that target was met (yes), partially yes 
(partial), or not at all (no).  The analysis shows that all the performance measure targets have been met 
with the exception of two which were only partially met.  Performance measures that have only been partially 
met should be watched carefully in future RTP iterations. 

Detailed Performance Measure Analysis by RTP Goals/Category 

Mobility  

Mobility is defined as the ability to move throughout the region and the time it takes to reach desired 
destinations; it is considered to be the most informative performance measure in the RTP. The criterion is 
measured by calculating average travel times during the base year 2015, in 2042 when all RTP projects 
are completed, and in a 2042 no-build scenario where none of the RTP projects are completed. The goal 
for mobility is to demonstrate that EJ TAZs perform better, or at least no worse, than the countywide 
average. Peak highway and transit trip periods (evening commute times) were used to demonstrate the 
worst-case scenario. 

Metropolitan Bakersfield’s average travel time in 2015 for all trips was 13.56 minutes, compared to a rural 
time of 24.15 minutes, for a countywide average of 16.42 minutes. In considering just Metro Bakersfield’s 
EJ TAZs, the average travel time was 13.71 minutes, versus rural EJ TAZs at 22.88 minutes, for a 
countywide average of 16.24 minutes. During the 2015 base year, EJ TAZs throughout the county enjoyed 
shorter average travel times than in the county as a whole. As depicted in the table below, that trend is 
maintained over both the 2042 build and the 2042 no-build scenario. On the whole, people living in EJ TAZs 
will have shorter average travel times anywhere within the county than the county will have as a whole. 

Table 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  24.15 24.54 24.77 

Countywide  16.42 17.7 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  22.88 21.42 21.61 

Countywide  16.24 16.95 15.04 
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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 22.06 22.09 

Countywide  16.22 16.68 16.75 

Because rural transit ridership comprises such a small percentage of trips in the model, and because no 
data is being forecasted by rural transit agencies regarding trip lengths and travel times, staff is unable to 
compare the rural transit network to the Golden Empire Transit system in Metro Bakersfield. However, in 
judging average travel times for transit trips between EJ TAZs in Metro and the rest of Metro as a whole, 
EJ TAZs also continue to fare better in this category. In 2015, the average peak hour transit trip took 35.28 
minutes in Bakersfield. However, transit trips emanating from EJ TAZs were clocked at 34.56 minutes. In 
2042, the model estimates the difference to decrease from 32.87 minutes in Bakersfield as a whole to 30.41 
minutes in Bakersfield EJ TAZs. 

Table D-5a:  Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips7 

* includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

Table D-5b:  EJ TAZs Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 34.56 30.41 30.61 

Rural Areas  51.48 59.3 57.56 

Countywide  36.17 32.41 31.47 

* Includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

Table D-5C:  Title VI TAZs Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 33.11 29.15 30.27 

Rural Areas  49.77 54.15 53.3 

                                                      

7 No data is maintained on average travel times for low volume rural fixed-routes and dial-a-ride services.  
The countywide average listed under Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips and EJ TAZs Average 
Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips reflects statistics on transit routes with a minimum of 3 trips per day. 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 35.28 32.87 33.85 

Rural Areas  57.02 62.75 62.41 

Countywide  36.98 34.58 35.51 
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Countywide  34.84 30.89 31.92 

* Includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive to use metro transit 

Accessibility/Economic Well Being  

Accessibility differs from mobility in that it is measured by commuter trip times to major job centers rather 
than overall trip times. Major job centers are defined as those TAZs containing employment sites with 75 
or more workers. Specifically, accessibility is defined as the ease of reaching destinations as measured by 
the percentage of commuters who can get to work within a given period of time. As with mobility, the goal 
is to ensure that commuters in EJ TAZs throughout the county have average trip times that are shorter, or 
at least no longer, than in the county as a whole. The measure on highways also provides an indicator of 
the ability of freight to get to major employment sites, providing a measure of economic well-being for the 
region. 

In 2015, the average trip length from anywhere in Bakersfield to a major job center was 10.18 minutes. For 
areas outside Bakersfield, the time was approximately 6 minutes longer at 16.13 minutes. The average 
commute time to a major job center in Kern County was 12.01 minutes in 2015. This compares to 11.62 
minutes for all commutes from EJ TAZs to major job centers throughout the county in 2015. 

EJ TAZs generally fare better across the board against urban, rural, and countywide averages for 
commutes to major job centers under the 2042 build and 2042 no-build scenarios. This is true for both 
private vehicle trips countywide and transit trips in Bakersfield. Rural transit data is unavailable. 

Table D-6a:  Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers - Highway 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 10.18 11.18 11.36 

Rural Areas 16.13 16.96 17.22 

Countywide 12.01 13.21 13.46 

Table D-6b:  EJ TAZs Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers - Highway 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 9.55 9.79 9.25 

Rural Areas 16.36 16.87 14.44 

Countywide 11.62 12.27 10.23 

Table D-6c: Title VI TAZs Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers - Highway 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 9.63 9.83 9.79 

Rural Areas 17.45 16.81 16.77 

Countywide 11.72 11.93 11.87 
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Table D-7a:  Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers - Transit8 

 * Includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

Table D-7b:  EJ TAZs Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers - Transit 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 31.97 25.65 25.7 

Rural Areas 42.69 60.88 61.48 

Countywide  32.7 27.46 26.88 

* Includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

Table D-7c:  Title VI TAZs Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers - Transit 

* Includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit 

Efficiency/Cost-Effectiveness 

Efficiency and cost-effectiveness can be measured by maximized returns on transportation investments. 
This criterion was measured by dividing the average daily capital investment from 2018 - 2042 RTP projects 
by the average number of daily passenger miles traveled (PMT) on the transportation network, both inside 
and outside of EJ/Title VI TAZs for urban and rural place types.  In general, highways are carrying higher 
volumes and tend to be more cost effective on a daily basis, however transit has a higher capacity during 
peak periods, making it more cost-effective to expand during peak traffic periods.  In addition transit 
expands the carrying capacity of road investments.  This analysis looks at daily cost effectiveness of capital 
expenditures. 

For highways at the countywide level, EJ and Title VI areas have similar cost effectiveness rates of 
expenditure as the county as a whole at about 1 cent per passenger mile traveled.  The same is true for 
urban EJ areas and rural Title VI areas compared to the county as a whole.  Rural EJ and urban Title VI 
areas at .001 are actually more cost effective in expenditures compared to the respective all-county rural 
at .002 and urban at .01.  Overall expenditures in EJ/Title VI areas are the same or more efficient/cost-
effective than expenditures in the county as a whole. 

                                                      

8 No data is maintained on average travel times for low volume rural fixed-routes and dial-a-ride services.  
The countywide average listed under Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips and EJ TAZs Average 
Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips reflects statistics on transit routes with a minimum of 3 trips per day. 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 32.66 27.72 28.53 

Rural Areas 50.27 63.74 66.31 

Countywide 35.41 31.86 30.55 

Place Type 2015 2042 Build 2042 No Build 

Urban/Metro 31.71 25.13 26.17 

Rural Areas 39.94 55.62 60.01 

Countywide  32.33 26.65 28.04 
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Table D-8a:  Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – Highways 
 

Place Type 2042 

Urban/Metro .01 

Rural Areas .002 

Countywide .01 

Table D-8b:  EJ TAZs Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – Highways 

Place Type 2042 

Urban/Metro .01 

Rural Areas .001 

Countywide .01 

Table D-8c:  Title VI TAZs Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – Highways 

Place Type 2042 

Urban/Metro .001 

Rural Areas .01 

Countywide .01 

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

Place Type 2042 

Urban/Metro .32 

Rural Areas .27 

Countywide .32 

Table D-9b:  EJ TAZs Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – Transit 

Place Type 2042 

Urban/Metro .43 

Rural Areas .20 

Countywide .38 

Table D-9c:  Title VI TAZs Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled – Transit 

Place Type 2042 

Urban/Metro .49 

Rural Areas .13 

Countywide .40 
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For transit at the countywide level Kern spends more on average per passenger mile traveled in both EJ 
and Title VI areas than the county as a whole.  The same is true for the Metro Bakersfield area but not rural 
areas.  Although serving rural EJ/Title VI areas is less cost efficient than the county as a whole, it does 
demonstrate that a priority has been placed on investment in rural EJ/Title VI areas. 

Livability/Consumer Satisfaction 

Consumer satisfaction is one potential measure of livability and is defined as the condition where 
consumers can largely agree that their transportation needs are being met in a safe, reliable, efficient, and 
cost-effective manner. The criterion is measured by the daily amount of trip delay in hours. On roadways, 
trip delay refers to the difference between the time a trip should take and the time it actually requires, or the 
difference between free-flow traffic and some level of congestion. Traffic congestion also affects the on-
time performance of transit operations, limiting alternative transportation choices during peak periods and 
impacting the region’s livability. 

Kern COG’s traffic model estimates the percentage delayed hours are lower in the Title VI TAZs and stay 
mostly the same in the EJ TAZs. For example, the percentage delayed hours system wide for 2042 is 9% 
compared to 8% for Title VI TAZs in the Urban/Metro area, however the EJ TAZs are slightly higher than 
all Urban/Metro areas at 10%.  Kern COG will need to keep a watch on the Urban/Metro EJ TAZs in future 
RTP cycles to make sure EJ areas do not further degrade related to consumer satisfaction. 

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

Place Type  Delay Hours 
2015 

 Delay Hours 2042 Total Hours 2042 Percentage Delayed 

Urban/Metro  20,150 40,595 448,359 9 

Rural Areas 7,147 21,343 454,698 5 

Countywide 27,353 62,099 905,292 7 

Table D-10b:  EJ TAZs Average Vehicle Delay Time in Hours 

Place Type  Delay Hours 
2015 

 Delay Hours 2042 Total Hours 2042 Percentage Delayed 

Urban/Metro 10,419 21,186 222,907 10 

Rural Areas 4,042 12,171 252,016 5 

Countywide  14,474 33,390 476,722 7 

Table D-10c:  Title VI Average Vehicle Delay Time in Hours 

Place Type  Delay Hours 
2015 

 Delay Hours 2042 Total Hours 2042 Percentage Delayed 

Urban/Metro 7,326 13,304 163,916 8 

Rural Areas 2,626 6,773 155,387 4 

Countywide  9,959 20,095 320,284 6 

Environment/Health 

This measure is defined as enhancing the existing transportation system while improving the environment 
and health of the population. It is one of the factors in Kern COG’s EJ and Title VI criteria set that the 
transportation model currently cannot directly measure. Environmental effects vary among different 
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transportation projects and can only be determined meaningfully on a project-by-project basis. The goal is 
for projects in this RTP to demonstrate no difference in unmitigated impacts between EJ populations and 
the region as a whole. This goal is measured through conformity with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990 according to measures of certain pollutants such as nitrous oxide and particulate matter.  

Both Kern COG’s long-term RTP and the short-term Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) 
require a demonstration of air quality “conformity” prior to being adopted by Kern COG and the federal 
government. This conformity process is necessary because the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is 
nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter. The process ensures that new transportation projects will 
either benefit or at least have no negative effect on air quality. Kern COG’s conformity analysis for its most 
recent FTIP amendment was approved by the US DOT on November 27, 2017. A revised conformity 
analysis has been undertaken to support the 2018 RTP and the 2019 FTIP. 

Table D-11:  Vehicle NOx/PM10 Emissions Decrease 

Air Basin 
(portion of Kern) 

Base 
 

Horizon 
2042 

Percentage 
Decrease 

Federal Air Standard Met? 

San Joaquin Valley NOx (2018) 23.1 9.5 59 YES 

Mojave Desert NOx (2020) 2.1 1.5 29 YES 

Indian Wells Valley PM10* (2020) 0.8 0.7 13 YES 

*Indian Wells Valley totals are for all particulate matter 10 microns or smaller, not just the NOx precursor. 

The above table illustrates that federal standards are being met with this RTP.  For a more detailed 
discussion of air quality, see the 2018 Conformity Analysis for simultaneous adoption with the 2018 RTP 
and 2019 FTIP. 

In addition to maintaining federal air standards for each air basin/planning area, an analysis has been 
performed that indicates that the RTP shows improvement in households within 500 feet of major high 
volume roadways.  However, environmental effects vary among different transportation projects and can 
only be determined meaningfully on a project-by-project basis. 

Table D-12a:  Households within 500 Feet of Roadway Volumes Greater than 50,000 

Place Type 2017 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 5,585 8,547 53% 

Rural Areas 140 1,094 680% 

Countywide 5,726 9,641 68% 

Table D-12b:  EJ TAZs Households within 500 Feet of Roadway Volumes Greater than 50,000 

Place Type 2017 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 3,624 5,338 47% 

Rural Areas 112 213 90% 

Countywide 3,736 5,551 49% 

Table D-12c:  Title VI TAZs Households within 500 Feet of Roadway Volumes Greater than 50,000 

Place Type 2017 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 2,922 4,279 46% 
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Rural Areas 78 98 26% 

Countywide 3,000 4,377 46% 

 

The analysis indicates that additional revitalization in the urban/metro area may significantly increase 
housing closer to high volume transportation corridors which may negatively impact this 
Environment/Health goal.  However, EJ/Title VI areas are being affected at a slower rate than all areas 
countywide.  This is partially due to the fact that the majority of volume increases are not in areas that affect 
EJ and Title VI communities.   

Sustainability/Preservation 

Sustaining and preserving the transportation system can be measured by the total annualized amount of 
maintenance funding divided by the number of lane miles in the model. Countywide maintained lane miles 
are calculated from the transportation model. In November 2006, an initiative with 56% voter approval failed 
to garner the two-thirds vote required to pass. Had it passed, approximately 40% of the funding would have 
been reserved for maintenance. This RTP assumes a modest increase in funding of 13% over previous 
RTPs reflecting a possible increase to federal, state and/or local sources such as a local transportation 
measure.  The following tables illustrate the growing issue of maintaining an expanding road system and 
underscores the need for rapid action to provide new funding sources to maintain the system. 

Table D-13a:  Maintenance Dollars per Lane Mile for the Transportation System 

Countywide Base 
2015 

Horizon 
2042 

Percentage 
Change 

Lane Miles 8,042 9,867 23 

Annual Maintenance $70,208,000 $104,291,000 49 

Maintenance per Mile $8,730 $10,570 21 

 

 

Table D-13b:  Maintenance Dollars per Lane Mile for the 
Transportation System if Additional Funding Does Not Become Available 

Countywide Base 
2015 

Horizon 
2042 

Percentage 
Change 

Lane Miles 8,042 9,867 23 

Annual Maintenance $70,208,000 $70,208,000 0 

Maintenance per Mile $8,730 $7,115 -18 

Equity 

Equity is defined as a fair and reasonable distribution of transportation investment benefits (as a share of 
countywide benefits). Kern COG took a similar approach to equity as with cost-effectiveness, comparing 
the total investment in roads and transit through 2042 with total passenger miles traveled in metro/urban, 
rural areas, and the county as a whole. All numbers were converted to percentages for simplicity.  The 
EJ/Title VI area percentages for highways (Tables 14b & 14c) when compared to the Table 14a show that 

• -!Cf.lmCoundl 
m uovemmf!nt! 



APPENDIX D - INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE MEASURES ANALYSIS  
 

2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
 August 2018 

D-20 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 

for metro and countywide the EJ/Title VI areas are receiving a greater benefit from investment when 
compared with the amount of travel in those respective areas.  However, in rural areas for both highways 
and transit this is not the case.  It is important to note that rural EJ/Title VI areas fair better than the rural 
county areas as a whole, fulfilling the target/test for the equity performance measure.  In past RTP cycles 
rural areas benefited from major highway projects on 58, 46 and 14.  This cycle major earmark projects in 
Metro are a priority.  Expenditures between rural and metro/urban tend to fluctuate as major projects are 
delivered. 

Table D-14a:  Percentage of Expenditures Versus Passenger Miles Traveled in 2042 – Highways 

Place Type 2042 PMT Total Investment* PMT % 
(countywide) 

Investment % 
(countywide) 

Urban/Metro 24,273,086 $2,353,000,000 47 86 

Rural Areas  26,942,511 $388,000,000 53 14 

Countywide 51,313,652 $2,741,000,000 100 100 

*Investment totals include all forecasted funding sources.  Funding by place type is subject to the adopted Project Delivery Policies 
and Procedures (http://www.kerncog.org/publications/policies-and-procedures) as implemented in each Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program (RTIP) 2-year cycle. 

Table D-14b:  Percentage of Expenditures Versus 
Passenger Miles Traveled in EJ TAZs by 2042 – Highways  

(EJ areas should receive investment roughly equal to or greater than the % PMT) 

Place Type 2042 PMT Total Investment PMT % (compared 
to table above) 

Investment % 
(compared to above) 

Urban/Method 15,510,060 $1,722,000,000 64 73 

Rural Areas 12,026,142 $78,000,000 45 20 

Countywide 27,621,988 $1,800,000,000 54 66 

 
Table D-14c:  Percentage of Expenditures Versus 

Passenger Miles Traveled in Title VI TAZs by 2042 – Highways  
(Title VI areas should receive investment roughly equal to or greater than the % PMT) 

 
Place Type 2042 PMT Total Investment PMT % (compared 

to table above) 
Investment % 

(compared to above) 

Urban/Method 8,891,243 $1,146,000,000 37 49 

Rural Areas 9,775,181 $70,000,000 36 18 

Countywide 18,712,132 $1,216,000,000 36 44 

 

Table D-15a:  Percentage of Expenditures 
Versus Passenger Miles Traveled in 2042 – Transit  

Place Type 2042 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT % 
(countywide) 

Investment 
(countywide) 

Urban/Metro 112,630 $320,500,000 88 90 

Rural Areas 14,753 $34,700,000 12 10 

Countywide 127,383 $355,200,000 100 100 
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Table D-15b:  Percentage of Expenditures 

Versus Passenger Miles Traveled in EJ TAZs by 2042 – Transit 
(EJ areas should receive investment roughly equal to or greater than the % PMT) 

Place Type 2042 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT % (compared 
to table above) 

Investment % 
(compared to above) 

Urban/Metro 82,587 $311,855,903 73 97 

Rural Areas 12,760 $22,635,380 86 65 

Countywide 95,348 $316,449,147 75 89 

 

Table D-15c:  Percentage of Expenditures 
Versus Passenger Miles Traveled in Title VI TAZs by 2042 – Transit  

(Title VI areas should receive investment roughly equal to or greater than the % PMT) 

Place Type 2042 
PMT 

Total Investment PMT % (compared 
to table above) 

Investment % 
(compared to above) 

Urban/Metro 68,983 $298,424,556 61 93 

Rural Areas 9,506 $10,519,268 64 30 

Countywide 78,490 $273,616,360 62 77 

 

Land Consumption 

The California Department of Conservation maps farmland throughout California under the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP).  An analysis was performed on the 1988 and 2016 FMMP maps 
on the consumption of farmland by urban and built-up areas outside city spheres of influence boundaries.  
For more detailed analysis through the year 2035, see Chapter 4, Table 4-4.  The definition of farmland 
under Government Code Section 65080.01 (b) excludes farmland from spheres of influence boundaries.  
In the 26 year period from 1988 to 2016, an average of -0.4 square miles of farmland per year was converted 
to urban use outside existing city spheres of influence.  With this RTP, over the next 24 years farmland 
consumption by urban uses may be reduced as much as 90% compared the historic rate of urbanization 
outside city spheres of influence.  The analysis does not include conversion of land to habitat, solar, water 
banking, or fallowing due to lack of water. 

Table D-16:  Kern County Important Farmland Conversion 2042  

Place Type Average Annual 
Farmland Consumed 
Outside Spheres of 
Influence 1988-2016 

Planned Average 
Annual Farmland 

Consumed 
Outside Spheres 
of Influence 2016-

2042 

% Reduction 

Countywide -.4 sq. mi. / yr. -0.04 sq. mi./ yr. 90 

 

Health Equity 

For this analysis health equity is measured by the percent reduction in health care costs for the plan over 
the no project alternative in the year 2042.  Daily health costs are determined by the estimated number of 
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air quality related health incidents.  Air quality emissions were calculated using the California Air Resources 
Board EMFAC 2014 model and based on those emissions.  Costs were estimated using the TIAX LLC 
study prepared for the American Lung Association of California in 2011.   This plan shows a 5% savings in 
health care costs from improved air alone compared to a no project alternative.   

Table D-17:  Kern County Daily Health Costs in 2042  

Place Type No Project Health Cost Plan Health Cost % Reduction 

Countywide $722,061 $683,386 5% 

 

It is important to note that according the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, improving air and water quality 
is not as big a factor in improving public health as focusing on the economic and behavioral factors.  A 
region that provides for more jobs and transit/active transportation options would provide the most effective 
means to improve public health in our region.  Several other performance measures in this analysis look at 
travel to major job centers, transit, as well as safety by EJ and Title VI areas. 

Reliability/Congestion 

Reliability is the percentage of on-time arrivals for both transit and highway trips. For highways, it is 
measured by the number of hours daily that passengers spend in congested traffic. Congestion on 
roadways is measured by LOS on roadways and also by the amount of time in hours that a vehicle is not 
able to reach the speed limit on a given roadway segment. LOS also affects the reliability of transit service 
in Metropolitan Bakersfield. The Metro transit system lacks any facilities immune to congestion such as 
carpool lanes, bus lanes, or rail. The level of congestion is not a significant measure for rural place type 
areas based on the Smart Mobility Framework analysis; however, the numbers are provided for comparison 
purposes.  

For transit, reliability is judged by the percentage of on-time arrivals for each operator. Golden Empire 
Transit District has developed its own EJ analysis, “Title VI Update,” last produced in June 2016. Based on 
observations, GET estimated its on-time arrival rate for fiscal year 2014 through 2015 was 85% of all trips.  

Metropolitan Bakersfield residents will see the number of hours spent in congested traffic rise 59.5% from 
2015 to 2042 as compared to the Metropolitan Bakersfield EJ TAZs with only a 48.5% increase.  Hours 
spent in congestion countywide for EJ TAZs will be 5.7% less than the county as a whole. 

Table D-18a:  Average Level of Congestion in Hours 

Place Type 2015 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 281,054 448,359 59.5 

Rural Areas 272,358 454,698 67 

Countywide 554,742 905,292 63.2 

Table D-18b:  EJ TAZs Average Level of Congestion in Hours 

Place Type 2015 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro  150,052 222,907 48.5 

Rural Areas  151,489 252,016 66.4 

Countywide  302,661 476,722 57.5 
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Table D-18c:  Title VI TAZs Average Level of Congestion in Hours 

Place Type 2015 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro  115,477 163,916 41.9 

Rural Areas  100,312 155,387 54.9 

Countywide  216.501 320,284 47.9 

 

Reliability/Safety 

For Kern COG’s EJ policy purposes, safety is considered to be the minimal risk of accident or injury as 
measured by reduced accidents. While the model does make predictions regarding the number of accidents 
that cause property damage, injury, and fatalities, it cannot stratify that information specifically by project, 
as the EJ safety goal requires. On new facilities within EJ TAZs, projects outlined in the 2018 RTP will 
demonstrate no more accidents than the countywide average. 

Despite the model’s inability to predict accident rates on specific projects, it does provide an aggregate look 
at annual accidents in 2015 compared to 2042. Results show that injury accidents will rise sharply 
throughout the county by 2042. Meanwhile, EJ TAZs will see a slower increase for injury accidents than the 
region as a whole. For example, in Metro Bakersfield, the injury accident rate is predicted to rise from 1563 
in 2015 to 2530 in 2042, a 62% increase. In urban EJ TAZs, however, the rate for the same type of accident 
rises from 833 to 1,243, a 49% rise.   

Using the Smart Mobility 2010 philosophy, safety is a higher concern in rural place type areas than 
congestion. Based on this plan’s funded project list, accidents in rural areas are forecast to rise at a slightly 
lower rate than the countywide average as travel increases on Kern’s roadway network. 

Table D-19a:  Annualized Accident Statistics for Annual Average Daily Traffic 

Place Type 2015 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage  3,196 5,176 62 

Injury  1,563 2,530 62 

Fatality  56 90 61 

Rural 

Property damage  3,836 6,104 59 

Injury  1,875 2,984 59 

Fatality  67 107 60 

Countywide 

Property damage 7,046 11,301 60 

Injury 3,445 5,525 60 

Fatality 123 197 60 
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Table D-19b:  EJ TAZs Annualized Accident Statistics for Annual Average Daily Traffic 

Place Type 2015 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage 1,704 2,543 49 

Injury 833 1,243 49 

Fatality 30 44 47 

Rural 

Property damage 2,187 3,488 59 

Injury 1,069 1,705 59 

Fatality 38 61 60 

Countywide 

Property damage 3,903 6,050 55 

Injury 1,908 2,958 55 

Fatality 68 106 55 

 

Table D-19c:  Title VI TAZs Annualized Accident Statistics for Annual Average Daily Traffic 

Place Type 2015 2042 Percentage Increase 

Urban/Metro 

Property damage 1,318 1,874 42 

Injury 644 916 42 

Fatality 23 33 43 

Rural 

Property damage 1,450 2,211 52 

Injury 709 1,081 52 

Fatality 25 39 56 

Countywide 

Property damage 2,775 4,095 48 

Injury 1,357 2,002 47 

Fatality 48 72 50 

 

Safety Targets – Federal Performance Measure 1 (PM-1) 

Under the requirements of the federal transportation spending bill, MAP-21, states and metropolitan 
planning organizations (MPOs) like Kern COG are required to annually monitor safety performance 
measure progress through the statewide and metropolitan planning process. The annual performance 
measure progress report will be made available online at 
http://www.kerncog.org/category/docs/performance-monitoring/.  Failure to meet safety targets set by the 
state and/or MPO could result in redistribution of Active Transportation Program (ATP) funding at the state 
level into the federal Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP).  FHWA will review how MPOs are 
addressing and achieving their targets (or assisting the state in achieving targets) as they conduct 
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Transportation Management Area (TMA) Certification Reviews (only for MPOs with more than 200,000 in 
population). The TMA Certification Review requires the U.S. Secretary of Transportation to certify at least 
once every four years whether the metropolitan planning process of an MPO serving as a TMA meets 
federal requirements.   Kern’s next four year review is in 2019. 

Rules and guidance are still being established by FHWA (see 
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/spm/policy_and_guidance.cfm). Workshops have been sponsored by 
Caltrans over the past year and a draft statewide target has been submitted to FHWA (see 
http://dot.ca.gov/trafficops/shsp/target.html).  MPOs that do not submit a target by February 18, 2018, will 
be required to adhere to the state target which is consistent with the methodology proposed by Kern COG 
staff.   

The attached presentation uses data and a methodology consistent with the state safety target 
methodology.  The methodology uses California Highway Patrol (CHP) historical accident data for Kern 
County and a 5 year running average to forecast future accidents.  In addition Kern COG uses travel model 
data to tie the forecast to local assumed growth.  Targets are essentially being set to show improvement 
over the previous 5-year accident data.  As accidents improve, the targets will improve automatically.  
Member agencies are encouraged to promote projects and policies that will help the region to perform 
better than the national targets for our region.  It is anticipated that new national safety technology standards 
will help drive down these targets as well when they become widely adopted.  

FHWA staff has indicated that this is the first year of this national performance measure effort and that more 
guidance and best practice examples will be forthcoming.   
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Table D-20:  Federal Safety Performance Measures (PM1) 
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Future federally required performance measures for pavement condition of the National Highway System 
(PM-2) and freight and other measures (PM-3) will be made available in the annual performance measure 
progress report online at: http://www.kerncog.org/category/docs/performance-monitoring/ 

Environmental Justice/Title VI Conclusions 

Considering the analyses as a whole, it is clear that the 2018 RTP meets the federal requirements for both 
Title VI and EJ by ensuring that all of the population is subject to proportionate benefits and detriments. 
Note that EJ and Title VI do not create an entitlement; however, they do attempt to assure that transportation 
projects do not have discriminatory effects or disparate impacts on any segment of the population, 
especially those traditionally disadvantaged groups such as racial minorities and low-income communities. 
The above analyses demonstrate that the 2018 RTP meets those expectations.  However, Kern COGs 
EJ/Title VI Strategy focuses equally on our public information/outreach process as well as this planning 
analysis. 

From a public information perspective, Kern COG’s commitment to EJ and both rural and urban community 
types is demonstrable through its efforts in gathering public input. These efforts include broadcasting its 
monthly meetings on television, using display advertising and electronic notices in appropriate languages 
to announce workshops and public hearings, and developing web interactive survey tools and social media 
advertisements for long-range planning efforts. Kern COG has been visible in every community over the 
last three years during city council meetings, street fairs, and community festivals. Kern COG’s agenda is 
distributed to 2,000 organizations and individuals. Over 6,000 people have provided input to the 2018 RTP’s 
development. Appendix C summarizes the extensive RTP outreach effort.  In addition, Kern COG is the 
only small/medium sized metropolitan planning organization listed as a best practice for its Public 
Involvement Procedure in the California Transportation Commission’s adopted 2017 RTP Guidelines.9 

From a planning standpoint, the transportation model indicates that, with few exceptions, Kern COG has 
and will continue to divide its resources equitably, with no single population group suffering disproportionate 
and adverse effects from agency activity. However, the analyses demonstrated that out of 17 performance 
measure categories a couple of areas need to be closely watched in future iterations of this analysis. 

One area that needs watching is the level of delay in Metro EJ areas showing 10% of traffic being delayed 
compared to 9% in all metro areas by 2042.  Still, Title VI areas were only at 8%, indicating that the increase 
delay is in non-minority areas; however, the 1% difference is not significant, especially when you consider 
that so many other performance measures indicate that EJ and Title VI areas fare better than the county 
as a whole. 

Similarly, cost-effectiveness and equity measures both attempt to determine how expenditures are being 
divided between EJ areas and the region as a whole. While each measure uses a different analysis method, 
the conclusions demonstrate the Kern COGs 2018 RTP does not disproportionally impact EJ communities. 
The cost-effectiveness measure shows that transit expenditures in rural Title VI/EJ areas are not as cost 
effective as other areas.  However this shows the higher level of commitment to providing service to these 
areas even though they are less cost effective. 

Other examples are the environment/health performance measures.  These measures indicate that policies 
related to environmental concerns such as air quality and noise will be affected by this plan, but EJ areas 
will again not be impacted to the same degree as countywide.  The increased impact in EJ areas is linked 
to the increased revitalization and new households in those areas. 

                                                      

9 California Transportation Commission, 2017 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines for Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/docs/2017RTPGuidelinesforMPOs.pdf , p. 316. 
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Smart Mobility Conclusions 

The Smart Mobility Framework method divided the performance measures into two place types—urban and 
rural. The measures reveal that a relatively even distribution of resources in efficiency/cost-effectiveness. 
For example, highway investment is $.01 per passenger mile traveled in both urban and rural area 
highways, while transit investment is 4 times less cost effective in rural compared to urban areas primarily 
due to the longer distance lower volume trips that Kern Transit provides.   

A new trend in the rural place type appeared in this RTP compared to the 2014 RTP.  Rural areas are 
receiving greater congestion than urban place types.  This is primarily due to an anticipated increase in 
traffic on I-5 to and from Los Angeles and developments proposed near Frazier Park.  

As urban growth and traffic increase, both rural and urban place types are anticipated to see an increase 
in traffic accidents, however rural areas will not increase as fast as urban areas. 

The performance measures examined all funding sources, and not just those subject to the 60–40 guideline 
policy adopted by the Kern COG Board. It is interesting to note that more passenger miles are traveled 
outside of Metropolitan Bakersfield than within. That is because the metro area makes up 5% of the total 
area of the county, and through-county trips make up about 25% of all travel in Kern County. 

Health Equity Conclusions 

The health equity performance measures show that this plan will be a great benefit to both the general 
public and the EJ/Title VI communities.  This plan will reduce air quality related health costs by 5% (see 
table D-17).  Although populations near high volume roadways will increase by 68% for all areas, EJ/Title 
VI areas will only increase by 49% and 46% respectively, lowering the potential health impacts to these 
areas (see Table D-12).  Even more importantly, according to the Robert Wood Johnson foundation, the 
plan will ensure access to jobs for EJ/Title VI areas via transit and highways remains better than county as 
a whole (Table D-7).  EJ/Title VI areas demonstrate health equity measures related to transit that show 
improved cost effectiveness (Table D-9), and equity of expenditures (Table D-15).  Finally, safety (Table D-
19) shows that EJ/Title VI areas are better or the same as the County as a whole for projected fatalities and 
injuries. 

System-wide Conclusions 

System-wide, the performance measures indicate that the Kern region is losing ground in its battle with 
overall congestion.  With the focus of more than $640 million in federal demonstration funds to the region, 
accessibility to major job centers countywide is forecasted to degrade by more than 1 second between 
2015 and 2042.   

Many of the future improvements will be more expensive. The cheap, easy fixes are no longer available. 
Changing a six-lane arterial to eight or ten lanes can be costly. Not only does the congestion affect the 
reliability of our transportation system, it affects transit operations as well. 

Transit can only provide a relief for congestion if the express bus service is not stuck in the same traffic as 
single-occupant vehicles. Planned investment in carpool and bus lanes on freeways, ramps, and arterial 
streets is not much more expensive than adding free-flow lanes; however, they can provide a vital relief 
valve during peak travel times. The ability to get around during peak periods is important to ensure the 
economic vitality of the region and can stretch the effectiveness of Kern’s transportation dollar. 

The Sustainability/Preservation measure indicates the importance of increasing maintenance funding with 
the expanding transportation system.  This is consistent with the input during the Directions to 2050 public 
outreach that placed maintenance as a top priority.  
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Some local successes have occurred for new funding sources. The City of Bakersfield passed a utility tax 
for transportation maintenance, and the Cities of Arvin, Delano and Ridgecrest have approved general fund 
sales tax measures that can be used for road maintenance. State passage of Senate Bill 1 will provide an 
important near/mid-term solution for transportation funding if it survives a potential initiative to repeal it in 
November 2018.  The federal highway trust fund is insolvent and must be fixed as part of the federal surface 
transportation act reauthorization now under way. Innovative long-term pay-as-you-go solutions such as a 
phased-in odometer-based mileage tax, should be seriously considered. 
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Appendix D Attachment 

Table D-21:  Kern Travel Model EJ/Title VI Performance Measures Output 
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2018 RTP Performance Measures Output 

ACCESSIBILITY AND MOBILITY 

Alternatives: 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from county zones to all zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Peak Transit Travel Time 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 

*** Average travel times (minutes) from county zones to Job Centers 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Peak Transit Travel Time 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 

Day-Avg Sha red Ride Travel Time 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from county EJ zones to all zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Peak Transit Travel Time 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 

Day-Avg Sha red Ride Travel Time 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from county EJ zones to Job Centers 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Peak Transit Travel Time 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 

2015 

17.37 

14.42 

16.42 

36.98 

17.49 

14.54 

16 .54 

35.73 

17.43 

14.48 

16.48 

36.11 

12.24 

11.28 

11.94 

33.69 

12.37 

11.41 

12.08 

33.69 

12.3 

11 .34 

12.01 

33.69 

17.41 

13.96 

16 .24 

36.17 

17.27 

14.03 

16.17 

35.08 

17.34 

13.99 

16.21 

35.41 

11.9 

10.85 

11.56 

32.59 

12.02 

10.96 

11.68 

32.74 

11 .96 

10.91 

11.62 

32.7 

2042 2042 NoBu ild 2015 T6 2042 T6 2042 T6 No Build 

18.58 18.94 17.37 18.58 18.94 

15.87 16.21 14.42 15.87 16.21 

17.7 18.05 16.42 17.7 18.05 

34.58 35.51 36.98 34.58 35.51 

18.73 19.14 17.49 18.73 19.14 

16.02 16.42 14.54 16.02 16.42 

17.85 18.26 16.54 17.85 18.26 

33.25 33.83 35.73 33.25 33.83 

18.66 19.04 17.43 18.66 19.04 

15.95 16.31 14.48 15.95 16.31 

17.77 18.15 16.48 17.77 18.15 

33.65 34.35 36.11 33.65 34.35 

13.42 13.66 12.24 13.42 13.66 

12.5 12.71 11.28 12.5 12.71 

13.14 13.37 11.94 13.14 13.37 

27.94 28.84 33.69 27.94 28.84 

13.56 13.83 12.37 13.56 13.83 

12.65 12.88 11.41 12.65 12.88 

13.29 13.54 12.08 13.29 13.54 

29.73 30.81 33.69 29.73 30.81 

13.49 13.75 12.3 13.49 13.75 

12.58 12.8 11.34 12.58 12.8 

13.21 13.46 12.01 13.21 13.46 

29.29 30.33 33.69 29.29 30.33 

18.01 15.81 17.46 17.78 17.85 

14.9 13.53 13.84 14.63 14.68 

16.9 5 15.04 16.22 16.68 16.75 

32.41 31.47 34.84 30.89 31.92 

17.89 15.67 17.23 17.56 17.7 

15 13.67 13.88 14.67 14.79 

16.9 14.99 16.08 16.55 16.69 

31.63 29.84 34.92 30.92 31.54 

17.95 15.74 17.35 17.67 17.77 

14.9 5 13.6 13.86 14.65 14.74 

16.93 15.02 16.15 16.62 16.72 

31.86 30.35 34.89 30.91 31.65 

12.52 10.36 12 12.17 12.09 

11.51 9.69 10.96 11.23 11.16 

12.19 10.14 11.65 11.86 11.79 

26.01 25.65 31.77 24.93 26.29 

12.67 10.55 12.13 12.31 12.27 

11.66 9.86 11.08 11.36 11.32 

12.34 10.33 11.78 11.99 11.95 

27.92 27.3 32.5 27.22 28.63 

12.59 10.45 12.06 12.24 12.18 

11.59 9.78 11.Q2 11.29 11.24 

12.27 10.23 11.72 11.93 11.87 

27.46 26.88 32.33 26 .65 28.04 
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2018 RTP Performance Measures Output Alternatives: 2015 2042 2042 NoBu ild 2015 T6 2042 T6 2042 T6 No Build 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from county zones to EJ zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 13.39 14.69 13.93 12.85 14.03 14.27 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 11.82 13.16 12.66 11.58 12.75 12.96 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 12.88 14.19 13.52 12.43 13.61 13.83 

Peak Transit Travel Time 36.2 32.81 31.07 34.23 31.2 31.72 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 13.52 14.83 14.1 12.99 14.18 14.44 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 11.94 13.3 12.83 11.7 12.89 13.12 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 13 14.33 13.69 12.56 13.76 14 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 35.78 32.08 31.1 33.03 30.08 31.01 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 13.45 14.76 14.01 12.92 14.11 14.36 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Trave l Time 11.88 13.23 12.75 11.64 12.82 13.04 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 12.94 14.26 13.61 12.49 13.68 13.92 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 35.91 32.3 31.09 33.39 30.41 31.22 

ACCESSIBILITY AND MOBILITY 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from metro zones to all zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 14.21 15.13 15.54 14.21 15.13 15.54 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 12.22 13.3 13.68 12.22 13.3 13.68 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 13.56 14.53 14.93 13.56 14.53 14.93 

Peak Transit Travel Time 35.28 32.87 33.85 35.28 32.87 33.85 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 13.34 14.18 14.57 13.34 14.18 14.57 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 11.37 12.33 12.65 11.37 12.33 12.65 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 12.69 13.56 13.93 12.69 13.56 13.93 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 32.85 30.66 31.17 32.85 30.66 31.17 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 13.64 14.51 14.91 13.64 14.51 14.91 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Trave l Time 11.65 12.67 13.01 11.65 12.67 13.01 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 12.98 13.9 14.28 12.98 13.9 14.28 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 33.61 31.33 31.99 33.61 31.33 31.99 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from metro zones to Job Centers 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 10.87 11.98 12.24 10.87 11.98 12.24 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 10.09 11.25 11.47 10.09 11.25 11.47 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 10.63 11.76 12.01 10.63 11.76 12.01 

Peak Transit Travel Time 32.75 26.63 27.34 32.75 26.63 27.34 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 10.15 11.07 11.23 10.15 11.07 11.23 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 9.57 10.44 10.55 9.57 10.44 10.55 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 9.96 10.87 11.01 9.96 10.87 11.01 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 32.63 28.07 28.92 32.63 28.07 28.92 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 10.39 11.39 11.59 10.39 11.39 11.59 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 9.73 10.71 10.85 9.73 10.71 10.85 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 10.18 11.18 11.36 10.18 11.18 11.36 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 32.66 27.72 28.53 32.66 27.72 28.53 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from metro EJ zones to all zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 14.6 15.28 14.83 14.88 15.47 15.58 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 12.01 13.01 12.83 12.07 13.08 13.17 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 13.71 14.49 14.15 13.91 14.63 14.74 

Peak Transit Travel Time 34.56 30.41 30.61 33.11 29.15 30.27 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 13.18 13.9 13.45 13.03 13.7 13.84 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 11.14 12.08 12.01 11.08 12.04 12.15 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 12.48 13.28 12.96 12.35 13.13 13.25 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 32.43 28.71 28.24 32.32 28.4 29.02 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 13.65 14.36 13.9 13.66 14.31 14.44 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 11.43 12.4 12.28 11.42 12.4 12.5 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 12.9 13.69 13.35 12.88 13.64 13.76 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 33.08 29.23 28.98 32.56 28.63 29.4 
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2018 RTP Performance Measures Output Alternatives: 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from metro EJ zones to Job Centers 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Peak Transit Travel Time 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Trave l Time 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from metro zones to EJ zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Peak Transit Travel Time 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 

ACCESSIBILITY AND MOBILITY 
•••Average travel times (minutes) from non metro zones to all zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Peak Transit Travel Time 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 

**•Average travel times (min utes) from non metro zones to Job Centers 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Peak Transit Travel Time 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Trave l Time 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 

2015 2042 

10.22 10.45 

9.47 9.85 

9.97 10.25 

31.9 24.51 

9.54 9.72 

8.98 9.25 

9.35 9.57 

32 26.03 

9.76 9.96 

9.14 9.45 

9.55 9.79 

31.97 25.65 

12.23 13.64 

10.89 12.3 

11.8 13.21 

34.17 30.98 

11.51 12.74 

10.36 11.53 

11.12 12.34 

32.61 29.43 

11.75 13.06 

10.53 11.79 

11.35 12.64 

33.08 29.89 

25.77 25.89 

20.6 21.63 

24.15 24.54 

57.02 62.75 

24.3 24.28 

18.75 20.23 

22.55 22.98 

66.16 70.08 

24.8 24.82 

19.37 20.7 

23.09 23.5 

63.52 68.08 

17.83 18.63 

16.2 16.96 

17.33 18.12 

48.79 60.24 

16.16 16.97 

14.22 15.2 

15.53 16.39 

50.72 64.7 

16.72 17.53 

14.86 15.76 

16.13 16.96 

50.27 63.74 

2042 NoBu ild 2015 T6 2042 T6 2042 T6 No Build 

9.74 10.38 10.53 10.52 

9.26 9.65 9.98 9.96 

9.58 10.14 10.35 10.34 

24.81 31.13 23.66 24.68 

9.18 9.55 9.7 9.65 

8.95 9.05 9.33 9.28 

9.1 9.38 9.57 9.52 

26 .01 31.89 25.62 26.66 

9.36 9.83 9.97 9.94 

9.05 9.24 9.55 9.5 

9.25 9.63 9.83 9.79 

25.7 31.71 25.13 26.17 

12.55 11.84 13.12 13.38 

11.47 10.74 11.96 12.17 

12.21 11.48 12.74 12.98 

29 .91 33.63 30.05 30.48 

11.53 11.28 12.32 12.48 

10.62 10.24 11.23 11.34 

11.22 10.92 11.95 12.1 

29 .37 32.07 28.46 29.19 

11.88 11.47 12.6 12.79 

10.9 10.4 11.48 11.62 

11.56 11.11 12.23 12.4 

29.53 32.53 28.92 29.57 

26.12 25.77 25.89 26.12 

21.85 20.6 21.63 21.85 

24.77 24.15 24.54 24.77 

62.41 57.02 62.75 62.41 

24.57 24.3 24.28 24.57 

20.53 18.75 20.23 20.53 

23.27 22.55 22.98 23.27 

70.36 66.16 70.08 70.36 

25.09 24.8 24.82 25.09 

20.97 19.37 20.7 20.97 

23.78 23.09 23.5 23.78 

68.19 63.52 68.08 68.19 

18.9 17.83 18.63 18.9 

17.22 16.2 16.96 17.22 

18.39 17.33 18.12 18.39 

62.9 48.79 60.24 62.9 

17.22 16.16 16.97 17.22 

15.44 14.22 15.2 15.44 

16.64 15.53 16.39 16.64 

67 .26 50.72 64.7 67.26 

17.79 16.72 17.53 17.79 

16.01 14.86 15.76 16.01 

17.22 16.13 16.96 17.22 

66 .31 50.27 63.74 66.31 
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2018 RTP Performance Measures Output Alternatives: 2015 2042 2042 NoBu ild 2015 T6 2042 T6 2042 T6 No Build 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from non metro EJ zones to all zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 24.96 23.05 23.81 26.14 24.08 24.13 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 18.69 18.15 17.33 18.8 18.2 18.19 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 22.88 21.42 21.61 23.62 22.06 22.09 

Peak Transit Travel Time 51.48 59.3 57.56 49.77 54.15 53.3 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 23.08 21.55 22.17 23.92 22.32 22.44 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 17.14 17.03 16.25 17.54 17.37 17.44 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 21.12 20.05 20.22 21.74 20.63 20.73 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 58.68 66.1 66 .34 56.12 60.77 60.41 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 23.7 22.04 22.7 24.68 22.9 23 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 17.66 17.39 16.6 17.97 17.65 17.69 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 21.7 20.5 20.67 22.38 21.1 21.18 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 56.56 64.21 64.11 54.24 58.92 58.41 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from non metro EJ zones to Job Centers 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 18.27 18.51 16.31 19.58 18.8 18.72 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 16.03 16.43 13.28 16.76 16.03 15.95 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 17.54 17.84 15.24 18.62 17.86 17.77 

Peak Transit Travel Time 41.94 57.42 57 .39 39.56 52.47 57.14 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 16.48 17.02 15.02 17.63 17.05 17.04 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 14.44 15.21 12.32 15.42 14.89 14.87 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 15.78 16.4 14.05 16.85 16.29 16.28 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 42.93 61.85 62 .51 40.06 56.5 60.84 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 17.07 17.52 15.44 18.3 17.64 17.6 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 14.94 15.59 12.63 15.87 15.26 15.22 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 16.36 16.87 14.44 17.45 16.81 16.77 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 42.69 60.88 61.48 39.94 55.62 60.01 

••• Average travel times (minutes) from non metro zones to EJ zones 

Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 17.08 17.26 18.99 16.45 16.62 16.82 

Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 14.62 15.17 17.1 14.4 14.86 15.07 

Peak All-Auto Travel Time 16.26 16.57 18.39 15.75 16.02 16.22 

Peak Transit Travel Time 57.02 60.58 61.18 41.12 50.28 51.07 

Off-Peak Drive Alone Travel Time 15.85 16.06 17.49 15.66 15.81 16.01 

Off-Peak Shared Ride Travel Time 13 13.86 15.43 12.92 13.75 13.93 

Off-Peak All-Auto Travel Time 14.89 15.31 16.8 14.72 15.1 15.29 

Off-Peak Transit Travel Time 65.88 68.03 67.3 44.19 56.28 57.92 

Day-Avg Drive Alone Travel Time 16.27 16.46 17.99 15.92 16.08 16.28 

Day-Avg Shared Ride Travel Time 13.54 14.29 15.97 13.41 14.11 14.3 

Day-Avg All-Auto Travel Time 15.35 15.73 17.33 15.06 15.4 15.6 

Day-Avg Transit Travel Time 63.33 65.99 65.77 43.26 54.57 55.99 
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2018 RTP Performance Measures Output Alternatives: 2015 

COST EFFECTIVENESS CONSUMER SATISFACTION & RELIABILITY-COUNTYWIDE 

Area Condition Congested Vehicles Hours 

County all Total 554742 

County EJ Total 302661 

COST EFFECTIVENESS CONSUMER SATISFACTION & RELIABILITY-URBAN/METRO 

Area Condition Congested Vehicles Hours 

Metro all Total 281054 

Metro EJ Total 150052 

2042 

905292 

476722 

448359 

222907 

COST EFFECTIVENESS CONSUMER SATISFACTION & RELIABILITY-RURAL/NON METRO 

Area Condition Congested Vehicles Hours 

Non Metro all Total 272358 454698 

Non Metro EJ Total 151489 252016 

COST EFFECTIVENESS CONSUMER SATISFACTION & RELIABILITY-COUNTYWIDE 

Area Condition Vehicle Delay Hours 

County all Total 27333 62099 

County EJ Total 14474 33390 

COST EFFECTIVENESS CONSUMER SATISFACTION & RELIABILITY-URBAN/METRO 

Area Condition Vehicle Delay Hours 

Metro all Total 20150 40595 

Metro EJ Total 10419 21186 

COST EFFECTIVENESS CONSUMER SATISFACTION & RELIABILITY-RURAL/NON METRO 

Area Condition Vehicle Delay Hours 

Non Metro all Total 7147 21343 

Non Metro EJ Total 4042 12171 

SAFETY 

All county 

ACCIDENTS DATA 

Total= 10614 17024 

PDO = 7046 11301 

Injury= 3445 5525 

Fatal = 123 197 

VICTIM DATA 

Killed= 138 222 

Injured = 306 491 

2042 NoBu ild 2015 T6 2042 T6 2042 T6 No Build 

935779 554742 905292 935779 

492620 216501 320284 326077 

478262 281054 448359 478262 

238634 115477 163916 169425 

455158 272358 454698 455158 

252162 100312 155387 155668 

90028 27333 62099 90028 

47462 9959 20095 24608 

66903 20150 40595 66903 

34238 7326 13304 17472 

22915 7147 21343 22915 

13186 2626 6773 7114 

16952 10614 17024 16952 

11253 7046 11301 11253 

5502 3445 5525 5502 

197 123 197 197 

221 138 222 221 

489 306 491 489 
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2018 RTP Performance Measures Output Alternatives: 2015 2042 2042 NoBu ild 2015 T6 2042 T6 2042 T6 No Build 

county EJ Links only 

ACCIDENTS DATA 

Total= 5879 9114 9118 4181 6169 6181 

PDO = 3903 6050 6053 2775 4095 4103 

Injury = 1908 2958 2959 1357 2002 2006 

Fatal = 68 106 106 48 72 72 
VICTIM DATA 

Killed= 77 119 119 54 80 80 
Injured = 170 263 263 121 178 178 

SAFE1Y 

All metro 

ACCIDENTS DATA 

Total= 4815 7797 7742 4815 7797 7742 

PDO = 3196 5176 5140 3196 5176 5140 

Injury = 1563 2530 2513 1563 2530 2513 

Fatal = 56 90 90 56 90 90 

VICTIM DATA 

Killed= 63 101 101 63 101 101 

Injured = 139 225 223 139 225 223 

metro EJ Links only 

ACCIDENTS DATA 

Total= 2567 3830 3863 1985 2822 2840 

PDO = 1704 2543 2565 1318 1874 1885 
Injury = 833 1243 1254 644 916 922 

Fatal = 30 44 45 23 33 33 

VICTIM DATA 

Killed= 33 50 50 26 37 37 

Injured = 74 111 111 57 81 82 
SAFETY 

All nonmetro 

ACCIDENTS DATA 

Total= 5778 9194 9175 5778 9194 9175 

PDO = 3836 6104 6091 3836 6104 6091 

Injury = 1875 2984 2978 1875 2984 2978 

Fatal = 67 107 106 67 107 106 

VICTIM DATA 

Killed= 75 120 119 75 120 119 

Injured = 167 265 265 167 265 265 

nonmetro EJ Links only 

ACCIDENTS DATA 

Total= 3294 5254 5225 2184 3330 3326 

PDO = 2187 3488 3469 1450 2211 2208 

Injury= 1069 1705 1696 709 1081 1079 

Fatal = 38 61 61 25 39 39 

VICTIM DATA 

Killed= 43 68 68 28 43 43 

Injured = 95 152 151 63 96 96 



 
 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

A GREAT START:  SCS 
SUCCESS STORIES 

 



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 goals, 
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 
disadvantaged communities directly.
 
 NEW STRATEGIES  
 
1. Bakersfield High Speed Rail Station Area Plan – 

Specific/General Plan Update  
2. Kern COG 4,000 Workplace Charging Spaces by 

2025  
3. Improvements to 51 Bus Stops – Metro 

Bakersfield/Disadvantaged Neighborhoods  
4. New Taft Transit Center / Regional Transit Hub  
5. Early Delivery of Wasco Disadvantage 

Community Active Transportation Projects  
6. Bakersfield Disadvantage Communities Bike 

Share & Downtown Bicycle Connectivity Project  
7. Kern Highway Projects Advancing Complete 

Streets  
8. Kern Regional Active Transportation Plan 

Including Disadvantaged Communities  
9. Kern COG IntelligentTransportation System Plan 

Update  
10. SJV Rural Transit Shared Mobility Study for 

Disadvantaged Communities  
11. SR 184 Lamont Bike and Pedestrian 

improvements 
12. SR 184 and 155 Roundabouts in Disadvantage 

Communities of Delano and Weedpatch 
13. Kern County General Plan Update – Land Use, 

Conservation, Open Space, Circulation, 
Housing, and other key elements  

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

 
ENHANCED STRATEGIES  
 
15. City of Bakersfield Redevelopment Projects – 

Mill Creek and Baker Street 
16. Commuter Rail Feasibility Study – Amtrak 

Improvements  
17. Rideshare Program – Commute Kern  
18. Expanding Park and Ride Lots  
19. Dial-A-Ride and Local Transportation Services  
20. Kern County Bicycle Master Plan & Complete 

Streets Recommendations/City of Tehachapi 
Bicycle Master Plan  

21. City of Bakersfield Bicycle Facilities  
22. Westside Station Multi-modal Transit Center  
23. San Joaquin Valley Vanpool Program (CalVans) 
24. Kern County Wind Farm Areas (Largest in U.S.)  
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 Wonderful Park and Communitywide 

Improvements  
31. Grapevine Specific and Community Plan and 

Special Plan 
 

EXISTING/CONTINUING STRATEGIES 
 
32. City of Tehachapi General Plan (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 Plan – Sustainability Principles 
35. City of Ridgecrest General Plan and Multi-Modal 

Circulation Element 
36. Metro Bakersfield General Plan Sewer Policy – Hook-

up required for parcels less than 6 acres   
37. City of Bakersfield Required Lot Area Zoning 

Strategies 
38. San Joaquin Valley Air District’s Indirect Source 

Review to Mitigate Off-Site Impacts of Development 
39. Transit Priority Areas in the Kern COG SCS 
40. Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Centers 

Concept – Transit Priority & Strategic Employment 
Place Types  

41. GET Short-Term Service Plan (2012–2020) 
42. GET X-92 Commuter Express bus service to Tejon 

Industrial Complex 
43. Kern511 – Traveler Information System 
44. San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration Project 
45. Caltrans Vehicle Detection System – State Route 43 

Intersection Improvements and East Bakersfield 
Vehicle Detection 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 Expansion 

(Bakersfield) 
50. Traffic Control Devices  
51. Kern Region Energy Action Plans (Kern REAP) and 

Kern Energy Watch Goal 3 
52. Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement  
53. Kern County Community Revitalization Program 
54. Kern Transit – Route Connection with Antelope 

Valley Transit Authority 
55. CSU Bakersfield – Public Transit Center 
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PROJECT TITLE: Bakersfield High Speed Rail Station Area Plan – Specific/General Plan Update 
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The City of Bakersfield in partnership with and 
funding from the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority, are developing a High Speed Rail 
Station Area Plan for Downtown Bakersfield. The 
Plan will serve as vision document that will guide 
the future development of the HSR station area. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Based on with an economic impact analysis, the 
vision document will: increase population and 
economic density in the urban core; support 
residential and commercial activity; develop 
under-utilized or vacant properties; connect 

existing activity and cultural centers; create an 
efficient, reliable, and effective multi-modal 
transportation system; connect existing activity 
and cultural centers; enhance sustainability, 
livability and a sense of place; and secure funding 
for identified implementation actions like a new 
property-based business improvement district. 

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2017 
STATUS: In Progress  
 
Reference: City of Bakersfield, 2016
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PROJECT TITLE: 4,000+ Workplace Charging Spaces by 2025 
PROJECT SPONSOR: Kern Council of Governments and member agencies 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Active Transportation and Demand Management 
is the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA's) 
program to promote active management, control, 
and influence of travel demand, traffic demand, 
and travel flow of transportation facilities. Under 
this program Kern COG member agencies are 
invited to work with Kern COG staff to capitalize 
on the resources provided through a new work 
element and OWP 801.1 grant writing element to 
develop electric charging infrastructure projects in 
Kern communities. Together, Kern plans to 
establish a county-wide network of 2,456 Electric 
Vehicle Charging Stations (EVSE) (4,320 spaces) 
at workplaces and public charging locations to 
support Governor Brown’s 2015 ZEV Action Plan 
goal of 1.5 million ZEVs on California roads by the 
year 2025. 

 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Kern COG’s implementation of Active 
Transportation Demand Management programs 
will offer opportunities to reduce transportation-
related air pollution emissions and greenhouse 
gas emissions by engaging the public and private 
sectors in actions that accelerate advanced clean 
transportation technologies enhancing efforts to 
influence travel demand, and travel flow of 
transportation facilities through our traditional 
Transportation Demand Management strategies. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO:  
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2016-2025 
STATUS: In progress   
 

 

 

 

 

Photo: Tehachapi News 

 
  

Electric charging station in Tehachapi 

 

 

 

 

 

Electric charging station in Bakersfield 
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PROJECT TITLE: Improvements to 51 Bus Stops – Metro Bakersfield/Disadvantaged 
Neighborhoods 
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Bakersfield, County of Kern, Golden Empire Transit District (GET), Kern 
Council of Governments and VOICED  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Through a partnership of the City of Bakersfield, 
County of Kern, Golden Empire Transit District 
(GET), and Kern COG, and VOICED, a coalition 
formed to build alliances with organizations that 
provide services to individuals with disabilities and 
their families, Bakersfield residents with 
disabilities have increased bus stop accessibility.  
Contributed funds through the partnership 
improved 51 bus stop locations that were 
identified and prioritized in Bakersfield. Additional 
locations are currently planned.  
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Improvements to ADA ramps and sidewalks have 
improved access to the bus stop locations for the 
riders while improvements to the curb, gutter and 
pavement adjacent to the bus stops have 
improved access for the drivers.  
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $1,000,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2016 
STATUS: In Progress  
 

 
 

 

 

 

Photos: Golden Empire Transit  

 

 

 

  

Press conference for bus stop accessibility 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Installation of new bus stop 
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PROJECT TITLE: Taft Transit Center – Regional Transit Hub     
 
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Taft 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The City of Taft broke ground on the Taft Transit 
Center in November 2016. The location of the 
transit facility is along the Rails to Trails and 
Oilworker Monument.  The design for the facility 
will preserve the historic theme of the Rails to 
Trails. The facility will not only be a transit center 
but will include a maintenance and office building 
and a community center. The facility’s expected 
completion is in Summer of 2017.  
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
This project is being funded by surplus Proposition 
1B Transit funds. Residents of the cities of Taft 

and Maricopa will be sheltered from the summer 
heat and winter while waiting for Taft and Kern 
transit service.  Due to its central location, this 
facility may encourage the use of Taft and Kern 
transit to local and visiting riders.  

 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $49.18/lb. 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $1.9 million 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2016-17 
STATUS: In progress   
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Groundbreaking ceremony of Taft Transit Center  

 

 

 

 

 

Rendering of Taft Transit Center  
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PROJECT TITLE: Early Delivery of Wasco Active Transportation Program Projects     
 
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Wasco  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The City of Wasco was awarded Active 
Transportation Program (ATP) funding during the 
first cycle of ATP.  The projects included bike and 
pedestrian improvements for John L. Pruiett 
Elementary School and Teresa Burke Elementary 
School; pedestrian improvements near Karl 
Clemens School and Palm Avenue Elementary 
School; and pedestrian safety lighting and 
pedestrian infrastructure along the Highway 43 
corridor. These were some of the first ATP 
projects delivered in the State. 
 
 

 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
There were significant benefits to the City of 
Wasco and its residents with the completion of 
these ATP projects. These included access to bike 
lanes, safe and walkable streets, lighting and 
landscaping along sidewalks, and safe routes to 
schools for students.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $3.6 million  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2014-2017 
STATUS: Varies  
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PROJECT TITLE: Bakersfield Disadvantage Communities Bike Share & Bicycle Connectivity Project 
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In 2017 Kern COG awarded nearly one million 
dollars to the City of Bakersfield in regional share 
Active Transportation Program funds for a new 
bike share program and improvements to central 
Bakersfield. The program includes adding 19 
miles of bike lanes; installing 80 bicycle parking 
and storage racks; and adding up to 25 stations 
with 180 dock ports for 100 smart bicycles.  This 
pilot project may be expanded if proven 
successful. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The City of Bakersfield’s implementation of this 
project will offer opportunities to reduce 
transportation-related air pollution emissions and 

greenhouse gas emissions by providing the public 
with more active transportation choices. The 
project benefits the largest concentration for 
disadvantage populations in the region, for a 
community with the second highest number of 
disadvantaged census tracts in the state.  This 
project has tremendous potential to affect the 
health and access to jobs and services for these 
disadvantaged neighborhoods.  The project is also 
expected to attract millennial job seekers. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO:  
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2016 
STATUS: In progress   
 

  
   
 

  

Bakersfield Bike Share Program 
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PROJECT TITLE: Kern Highway Projects Advancing Kern COG Complete Streets 
Recommendations   
PROJECT SPONSOR: Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In 2012 Kern COG completed the Complete 
Streets Recommendations report.  Highway 
projects in Kern are implementing these 
recommendations.  The Thomas Roads 
Improvement Program has now completed the 
following complete streets facilities: 

− More than 21 miles of new bike lanes 
− More than 18 miles of new sidewalks 
− More than 120 new ADA curb cuts 
− Three new interchanges with ramp 
metering     

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
These projects incorporate bike and pedestrian 
friendly facilities as well as facilities that promote 
carpools, vanpools and transit use through ramp 
metering.  Surface streets are at grade, improving 
ease of bike and pedestrian flow. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2009-2021 
STATUS: In Progress  
 

 
Calloway Bridge, Westside Parkway 
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PROJECT TITLE: Kern Regional Active Transportation Plan Including Disadvantaged Communities 
PROJECT SPONSOR: Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Kern COG began the development of an Active 
Transportation Plan for the Kern region in July 
2016 and completion date in June 2017.  The Plan 
will inventory existing active transportation 
infrastructure, identify deficiencies in the system 
and prioritize the installation of new facilities that 
will improve system safety, connectivity and user 
convenience.   
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
With financial assistance from both the 
metropolitan Bakersfield public transit provider, 

Golden Empire Transit, and the County of Kern’s 
Regional Transit the active transportation/public 
transit interface will be examined to improve 
transit opportunities to active transportation users.  
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2017-2037 
STATUS: In Progress  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Examples of obstructed sidewalk and sidewalk gap in 
Downtown Bakersfield 
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PROJECT TITLE: Kern Intelligent Transportation Systems Plan 
PROJECT SPONSOR: Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In 2017 Kern COG began the development of an 
update to the current Intelligent Transportation 
System (ITS) Infrastructure Plan.  The plan 
proposes implementation of technology that 
improves the efficiency of the transportation 
system.  An example of ITS infrastructure is traffic 
signal coordination. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The ITS Plan provides for phasing in of new 
technologies that will improve the efficiency of the 

transportation system thereby reducing 
greenhouse gas and health based air pollution 
emissions. 
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable  
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2017-2042 
STATUS: In Progress  
 

 
 

 

 

  

Examples of Intelligent Transportation Systems 

 

 

 

 

 

Kem Council 
of Govetnmenu 



DRAFT APPENDIX E – SUCCESS STORIES 

2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) June 2018 

E-10 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 93301 

The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 
 

PROJECT TITLE: SJV Rural Transit Shared Mobility Study for Disadvantaged Communities 
Implementation Alternatives for Meeting Transit Needs in the Rural San Joaquin Valley  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The 8-San Joaquin Valley COGs are partnering 
with the Institute of Transportation Studies at UC 
Davis and Michael Sigala to explore opportunities 
for leveraging new technology driven shared 
access services to enhance, compliment, and/or 
replace traditional fixed-route transit serving rural 
communities. The shared access services will 
study ridesharing, carsharing, and bikesharing.   
 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The partnership and project will expand low-
carbon transportation options in rural areas and 
disadvantage communities.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: $600,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress
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PROJECT TITLE: SR 184 Lamont Bike and Pedestrian improvements 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Caltrans  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Caltrans 18.5 mile project proposed to 
rehabilitate State Route 184 connecting the 
disadvantaged communities of Southeast 
Bakersfield, Lamont and Weedpatch.  The project 
will widen the shoulders to standard widths, 
install a Class 2 bike lane, and upgrade existing 
nonstandard curb ramps. The project scope also 
includes Complete Street concepts.  
 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  

The project will provide a safer route for 
pedestrians, and bike traffic along residential, 
commercial and institutional frontages and close a 
major bike and pedestrian facility gap in these 
disadvantaged community.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: $318,500 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2018    
STATUS: Proposed 
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PROJECT TITLE: SR 184 and 155 Roundabouts in Disadvantage Communities of Delano and 
Weedpatch 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Caltrans  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Caltrans project proposed a roundabout at the 
intersection of State Route (SR) 185 and Sunset 
Blvd, near the disadvantaged communities of 
Lamont and Weedpatch.  This site benefits rural 
elementary school. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The roundabout in Lamont will improve safety and 
welfare of the traveling public and reduce the 

number and severity of collisions by accelerating 
the replacement of a 4-way stop. The roundabout 
will also have splitter islands, sidewalks, ramps 
and crosswalks for pedestrians.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: $3 million 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2019    
STATUS: Proposed 
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PROJECT TITLE: Kern County General Plan Update – Land Use, Conservation, Open Space, 
Circulation, Housing, and other key elements  
 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  County of Kern 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In October 2016, the County of Kern kicked off the 
update to their General Plan. The General Plan 
update includes Land Use, Conservation, Open 
Space, Circulation, Housing, Water, Healthy 
Communities, Energy, Military Readiness, Safety 
and Noise Elements.  The update process to the 
document that controls the resource land use 
areas of the county.  The document will have to 
balance land uses and resources will providing a 
plan for disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities.  The County already requires 
farmland lost to Solar requires 2-1 farmland 
preservation Easements. 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The plan when complete will advance the existing 
efforts to preserve Kern County resource areas for 
future generations while helping to reduce 
greenhouse gas production through alternative 
energy and ensuring water availability for the 
region’s agricultural carbon sink.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:  Not Applicable  
STATUS: In progress

 
Kern County General Plan Update 
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PROJECT TITLE: Early Deployment Pricing Policies for Parking and FastPass HOT Lanes  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield/Caltrans 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Parking Pricing - In 2016 the City of Bakersfield 
approved an increase in the parking cost at the city 
owned downtown parking structure, and 
downtown parking is being evaluated as part of the 
HSR Station Area Plan. 
 
HOT Lanes Pricing - New FastPass lanes on I-5 
and SR 14 are planned to be extended through 
Santa Clarita towards Kern County. These 
corridors are used by more than 10,000 Kern 
commuters per day and will likely benefit vehicle 
occupancy in Kern as well as Southern California. 
Interestingly, not many people commute from 
Kern. Over 90% of Kern workers both live and 
work in Kern County and most make occasional 
trips to Southern California. 

 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
Parking toll lane pricing policies have proven to be 
an effective means to redistribute demand during 
peak periods, delaying the need for new 
infrastructure while providing a pay-as-you-go 
method to make improvements to the parking area 
or corridor.  The reduced congestion benefits 
GHG and health based criteria pollutants. 

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress
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PROJECT TITLE: City of Bakersfield Redevelopment Projects – Mill Creek and Baker Street  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The Mill Creek Linear Project was a 
redevelopment project in Downtown Bakersfield, 
and included the renovation and redesign of 
Central Park. The Mill Creek Project includes a 1.5 
mile linear park, housing, senior housing, and 
commercial developments, along with 
landscaping and street improvements, and has 
recently received a State AHSC grant for senior 
housing. 

The Baker Street Village Project was also a 
redevelopment project that involved the 
revitalization of Olde Town Kern. The Project 
mixes condos and lofts, along with 10,000 square 
feet of commercial and community space.   

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
These two mixed-use redevelopment projects 
help reduce auto dependency, roadway 
congestion, and improve air quality.  In addition, 
these projects promote pedestrian and bicycle 
travel, and promote efficient use of land and 
infrastructure.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
COST OF PROJECTS: $58 million 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:    2007-2017 
STATUS: In progress

 
Mill Creek Linear Project and Pedestrian Corridor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mill Creek Senior Housing (AHSC) Project   Baker Street Village Project 
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PROJECT TITLE: Commuter Rail Feasibility Study/Amtrak Improvements 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Kern COG contracted with a consultant to develop 
a feasibility study for Federal Small Starts or New 
Starts program, and to determine alternative 
commuter bus and passenger rail service to 
replace or enhance the Amtrak San Joaquin 
passenger rail service between Bakersfield and 
Fresno once high-speed rail is implemented. 
 
In 2016 Amtrak began operating a 7th train per day 
on this corridor, facilitating potential additional 
intercity stops on this passenger rail corridor in 
Kern. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The Study recommends a long-term alternative 
service strategy for the San Joaquin’s Amtrak if 

high-speed rail trains begin to operate in six to 
eight years. If funding is available, strategies 
include: 

• A possible commuter passenger rail 
service from Bakersfield to Delano with 
stops in northwest Bakersfield, Shafter, 
Wasco, and Delano. 

• A possible commuter passenger rail 
service to rural employment sites such as 
Frito Lay, Grimmway, Bolthouse, etc.  

• An extension of the Metrolink commuter 
passenger rail services from Palmdale to 
Rosamond.   

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

Source: Commuter Rail Feasibility Study, Draft 
July 2012 

 

Map of Alternatives 1 and 2 
in Bakersfield Region 

 

Metrolink Extension – E. Kern 
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PROJECT TITLE: Rideshare Program – Commute Kern  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Commute Kern provides customer service upon 
request from the general public, employers, 
colleges, vanpool operators, other agencies and 
the media regarding ridesharing opportunities.   As 
an on-line transportation demand management 
program, Commute Kern’s website- 
commutekern.org, serves as a resource for 
carpooling, vanpooling, public transit, park-and-
ride facility use, telework, walking and bicycling for 
commutes to work and school to help improve our 
air quality. The program also allows for flexible 
scheduling, daily tracking, vanpool management, 
outreach to employers, resources to commuters 
such as concierge services, and forum for 
discussion and sharing resources.  

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Using rideshare services reduces the number of 
single occupancy vehicles on the road, and 
ultimately helps to improve our air quality. 

COST BENEFIT RATIO:  
2016-2017: $58.36 / lbs. 
2017-2018: $59.15 / lbs.   

COST OF PROJECT: 
2016-2017: $ 231,420 
2017-2018: $ 243,886 

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:  Non-construction 
STATUS: Ongoing 
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PROJECT TITLE:  Expanding Park and Ride Lots   
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Caltrans, City of Bakersfield and California City 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The purpose of the development of Park and Ride 
lots is to provide a safe and centralized location for 
commuters to meet and either carpool, vanpool, or 
use transit. There are seven existing Park and 
Rides within Kern County that Caltrans (Districts 6 
and 9) operates. There are lots in Lake Isabella, 
Delano, Taft, Ridgecrest, and three in Bakersfield.  
 
The newest Park and Ride location was created 
through a partnership with Tejon Ranch, GET Bus, 
and IKEA Industrial Plaza.  A bus picks up and 
drops off the Industrial Plaza employees from the 
newest park and ride lot at South H Street and 
McKee Road. 
 
An addition proposed project is the construction of 
College Station Park and Ride with a bus turnout 
at the intersection of California City Blvd. (South) 
and Yale Ave in California City. The primary 
purpose of the project is to provide a place to park 
and car/van pool for those working at the Borax 
Plant in Boron, and Edwards Air Force base.  

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Provides a meeting point for commuters to leave 
their individual cars as they join carpools or 
vanpool services.  This service helps eliminate the 
number of single occupied vehicles from the roads 
on a daily basis. 
 
In addition, the proposed project is anticipated to 
reduce the number of vehicle trips for those who 
will car or van pool to work. Using the latest 
emission factors, it is estimated that this project 
would remove between 865 and 1,100 pounds of 
emissions annually over a twenty year life 
expectancy.  
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $23 / lbs. 
COST OF PROJECT: $375,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2014 
STATUS: Complete

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Park and Ride lot at South H Street and 
McKee Road 

Map of Park & Ride Lots in Kern County 
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PROJECT TITLE: Dial-A-Ride and Local Transportation Services 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Arvin, California City, City of Delano, City of McFarland, City of Ridgecrest, 
City of Shafter, City of Taft, City of Tehachapi, City of Wasco, City of Bakersfield (GET) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
The following cities provide Dial-A-Ride service to 
the public within their city limits: Arvin, California 
City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, 
Taft, Tehachapi, and Wasco. The Dial-A-Ride 
services vary from city to city; some cities provide 
services to all the public while some limit services 
to seniors and the disabled. In addition, 
Bakersfield through Golden Empire Transit (GET) 
provides the GET-A-Lift service to eligible 
persons. Dial-A-Ride service within the 
Bakersfield urban area is also provided by the 
Consolidated Transportation Service Agency 
(CTSA).  

Kern COG is part of a study with UC Davis on 
shared mobility for rural transit that may of 
solutions to enhance transit service in rural, 
disadvantaged communities. 
  
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The Dial-A-Ride service is a form of ridesharing 
that benefits the Kern region by reducing the 
number of single occupancy vehicles on the road 
which ultimately helps improve our air quality. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Not Applicable 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress
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PROJECT TITLE: Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations / City 
of Tehachapi Master Bike Plan  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments/ City of Tehachapi 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and 
Complete Streets Recommendations proposed 
664 miles of new bikeways, including 30 miles of 
Class I bike paths, 297 miles of Class II bike lanes, 
46.6 miles of Class III bike routes, and 186 miles 
of Class II bike routes on State Routes. In addition, 
the Plan also presents recommendations for 
complete streets. 

The City of Tehachapi Master Bike Plan proposed 
31.69 total miles of bikeways, including 4.66 miles 
of Class I Bike Paths and 25.24 miles of Class II 
bike lanes.    

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
Replacing vehicular trips with bicycle trips can 
reduce human-generated GHGs in the 
atmosphere, reduce VMT, reduce fuel 
consumption and lessen mobile source pollutants, 
such as carbon dioxide being released into the air.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:    
STATUS: Kern County Final Plan will be issued in 
September 2012 and the City of Tehachapi Master 
Bike Plan was adopted in June 2012.  
 

Map of Proposed Bicycle Facilities in Kern County 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Sample Bike 
Route Signage 

Source: Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations, June 2012.  
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PROJECT TITLE: City of Bakersfield Bicycle Facilities  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield Public Works Department 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
These projects relate to bicycle facilities at 
numerous locations within the City of Bakersfield. 
There were a total of two proposed bicycle 
facilities projects (total of eight proposed lanes) for 
the Fiscal years of 2012-2013. Both projects 
proposed the installation of Class 2 bicycle lanes 
along each corridor including pavement striping, 
markings and roadway signage. The map also 
includes the existing bicycle facilities.  
 

 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
On-street bike lanes (Class 2) along major 
roadways help raise bicycle usage resulting in 
lower emissions and congestion, while resolving 
safety issues.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $7 – $21/ lbs. 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $35,000 - 
$60,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2013 
STATUS: Constructed, Planned

 
Map of Bicycle Lanes  
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PROJECT TITLE: Westside Station – Multi-modal Transit Center  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  California City 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The completed project provides the eastern Kern 
region with a multi-modal transit center on City 
owned property in the Wonder Acres 
neighborhood at the southwest corner of 
California City Blvd. and Wonder Ave. The Transit 
Center includes a parking lot, lighting, restrooms, 
landscaping, and Kern Regional Transit bus stops. 

The purpose of this project is to provide a 
comfortable, accessible, and a safe place to park 
that encourages residents who were parking at the 
previously undeveloped site to commute to work 
or school using car pools, ride sharing or public 
transit.   

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
Improves site accessibility to local area residents 
desiring to use van pools, ride sharing and public 
transit throughout the Kern region. Encourages 
future users of alternative transportation options. 
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: All emissions: $8.34/lbs. 
COST OF PROJECT: Approximately $500,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Completed in 2013 
STATUS: Constructed 
 

Westside Station – Multi-modal Transit Center, California City 
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PROJECT TITLE: San Joaquin Valley Vanpool Program (CalVans)  
PROJECT SPONSOR: CalVans  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The San Joaquin Valley vanpool program 
(CalVans) is a public vanpool service that serves 
Central California and began serving Kern County 
residents in 2009. CalVans provides public transit 
services to people in transportation uses that are 
difficult for traditional public transit operators to 
provide. CalVans currently provides transportation 
services to farmworkers throughout the county 
and has also provided services to Shafter students 
attending Taft Community College. In 2016, 
CalVans added vanpools going to Tehachapi. 
There are now 28 vanpools operating in Kern.  

 

 

 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
CalVans provides a higher level of vanpooling 
while reducing overall miles traveled and carbon 
dioxide emissions from passenger vehicles. 

CalVans provides 7, 8, and 15-passenger vans to 
its customers.  Currently CalVans has over 495 
vanpools in operation which in turn saves nearly 
13,000 vehicle miles traveled per day.  Growing 
demands project a market for nearly 500 vans 
pools which can save approximately 100,000 
vehicle miles traveled per day.   

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2009  
STATUS: In process

Local college students who use CalVans  
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PROJECT TITLE: Kern County Wind Farm Areas (Largest in the U.S.) 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  County of Kern 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:   
The County of Kern has 21,752 acres of existing 
wind energy areas, 57,524 acres of approved 
wind projects and 14,998 acres of wind projects 
that are in progress. 
 
 
 
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Wind is a clean source of renewable energy that 
produces no air pollution. In addition, wind 
turbines create power without producing 
greenhouse gases. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:   
STATUS: In process

Map of Preliminary Wind Farm Areas (DRAFT) 
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PROJECT TITLE: City of Shafter Container Yard and Intermodal Rail Facility Expansion  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Shafter 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The City of Shafter Intermodal Rail Facility was 
recently expanded by adding 2 miles of tail sidings 
and a container storage yard. The rail facility will 
establish a dedicated reliable intra-state rail shuttle 
connecting the Port of Oakland and Los 
Angeles/Long Beach with the southern San 
Joaquin Valley. The container yard is leased by a 
dock operating company for Los Angeles/Long 
Beach and Oakland and uses the facility to help 
match loads between the ports and the southern 
San Joaquin Valley so as to eliminate emissions 
and truck trips.  
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The rail shuttle will better utilize existing port 
facilities, highways, and rail infrastructures in 
California to reduce the relocation of empty 
containers, remove trucks from overcrowded 
highways, and improve air quality. The proposal is 
to create an intermodal facility which will divert the 
freight transported by 600 trucks per day to 2 unit 
trains per day to and from the Port of Oakland. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $99 / lbs.  
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $60 million 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2013 
STATUS: In process

 
 
 
 

 
   Container Yard  

Proposed Shafter Intermodal Rail 
Facility Expansion 
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PROJECT TITLE: Next Generation Intersection Signalization   
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Bakersfield Public Works, Kern County Roads Department, City of 
Ridgecrest, Caltrans 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Existing and proposed intersection signalization 
projects at numerous locations throughout the 
Kern region. A total of 13 intersection 
signalization proposed projects have been 
scheduled for the Fiscal years of 2012-2014. 
 
In 2016 Kern COG commenced an update to the 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Plan that 

will look at the next generation of traffic signal 
technology.       
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Improves signal timing along the reference 
corridor which will reduce overall vehicle stops 
and starts, and limits delay in travel time. The 
reduction in vehicle stops and starts will improve 
the corridor’s average speed, thereby reducing 
the harmful pollutants generated by vehicles 
traveling at low speeds and when idling.  
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $ 3 – $ 60/ lbs. 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT:  
$ 104,500 - $ 652,500 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2009, 2011, 2013-
2014 
STATUS: Constructed/Operating, Planned 
 

 

Proposed Intersection Signalization Projects 
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PROJECT TITLE: City of Bakersfield 4 New Downtown Infill Housing Projects – Mill Creek South, 
1612 City Lofts, 17th Place Townhouses, AHSC Senior Housing Project at Mill Creek  
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
South Mill Creek Apartments was developed and 
operates with Federal housing financing. The 
property utilizes the Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit Federal housing program to make rent 
affordable to lower income tenants.  
 
1612 City Lofts (The Lofts) is a mixed use 
development located in the thriving Downtown 
Bakersfield Arts and Entertainment District or 
popularly known as “The District.” 1612 City Lofts 
became the first mixed-use building in downtown 
Bakersfield in the 21st century. The Lofts also 
provide a workforce housing as part of a program 
through the Bakersfield Economic Redevelopment 
Agency. Tenants income limits are adjusted 
annually.  
 
17th Place Townhomes is an environmentally 
friendly downtown community walking distance 
from downtown amenities. The luxury development 
townhomes will include drought-sensitive 
landscaping and courtyard space.  

 
AHSC Senior Housing Project at Mill Creek 
provides affordable one and two-bedroom 
apartment homes for seniors 55 years and older. 
The Mill Creek Village will be coming in early 2017 
and includes private patios or balconies and a 
central courtyard.  
 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The infill housing projects are conveniently located 
to public transportation that includes the Amtrak 
Station and Bakersfield Downtown Transit Center.  
The housing projects are also within walking 
distance of downtown shopping and dining.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Varied 
STATUS: In Progress  
 
 

 

 

 

  

1612 City Lofts located in mixed use building in Downtown Bakersfield 

 

 

 

 

 

17th Place Apartments Downtown    Mill Creek Veterans Housing Downtown 
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PROJECT TITLE: Cities of McFarland and Shafter – Conversion of transit fleet to electric vehicles 
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of McFarland, City of Shafter 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The City of Shafter introduced four electric vans 
for use in its Dial-A-Ride program. Each van is 
configured to carry up to 16 passengers or cargo 
at 100 miles per charge.  The City of McFarland is 
in the process of converting their transit fleet to 
electric vehicles.  
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The benefits of transit electric vehicles includes 
the reduction of the number of single occupancy 

vehicles on the road and ultimately helps improve 
our air quality, lower maintenance and repair 
costs, and lower fuel costs. 
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2016 
STATUS: In Progress  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

  

Shafter Electric Vehicles 
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PROJECT TITLE: Golden Empire Transit/Kern Transit – Purchase of 4 Electric Buses  
PROJECT SPONSOR: Golden Empire Transit District, Kern Transit  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The Golden Empire Transit District will be 
purchasing 2 electric buses in 2017. Clean non-
polluting buses may attract more riders who may 
be looking to alternatives to the auto for home to 
work purposes. These electric buses are planned 
to be used for the future bus rapid transit route in 
Bakersfield. 
 
Kern Transit was recently awarded a grant to 
purchase 2 electric busses for its east Kern run to 
the Metrolink station in Lancaster. 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
As fleets increase, rapid routes may make 
commuter travel preferable. This improves 
preferences and accessibility to medical, shopping 
centers and employment centers. 
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2017 
STATUS: In Progress  
 

  
 

 

Kern Transit Bus at Intermodal Rail Stop 

  

Electric buses being driven in Bakersfield 
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PROJECT TITLE: Lost Hills Wonderful Park and Communitywide Improvements   
PROJECT SPONSOR: The Wonderful Company 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The Lost Hills Wonderful Park is located at the 
intersection of Highway 46 and Lost Hills Road.  
The park was part of Lynda Resnick, co-chair of 
The Wonderful Company, Central Valley 
Leadership Project.  Phase I of the project 
involved major park improvements including 
resurfaced basketball court, soccer field, 
bleachers, and a mile-long walking path that 
circles the park, a splash park, and solar powered 
lights to illuminate the park in the evening. The 
community center located in the park was also 
completely renovated to include a fully equipped 
kitchen, tables and chairs for community and 
private events. Phase II of the project renovation 
included widening of streets and addition of bike 
lanes; installation of sidewalks, gutters, bus stop 
shelters and street lights; and the planting of 
drought-resistant landscaping.  
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The Wonderful Company made major street 
improvements in the community. The Wonderful 

Company, improved 3.8 miles of streets, built 7.2 
miles of sidewalk, extended 220 driveways and 
installed 6.9 miles of curbs and gutters. In addition, 
the Wonderful Company planted 730 trees, put up 
16 stop signs, erected 38 LED street lights and 
built 1,400 feet of 60-foot-wide pedestrian 
walkways. Residents of Lost Hills can safely walk, 
ride their bike, or drive to the Park. Directly across 
from the Park is a bus shelter for the regional 
transit, Kern Transit.  The Wonderful Company, 
the County and Caltrans are developing a 
pedestrian overpass on SR 43 for the community. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2019 
STATUS: Completed  
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

  

Lost Hills Wonderful Park improvements 
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PROJECT TITLE: Grapevine Specific and Community Plan and Special Plan 
PROJECT SPONSOR: County of Kern 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Newly approved developments such as Grapevine 
leverage new technologies to provide the lowest 
carbon footprint, sustainable education, and 
housing options closer to jobs in the region. In 
December, 2016, Kern County approved the 
Tejon Ranch Company’s Grapevine Community 
Plan which is strategically located on 8,010 acres 
adjacent to the Tejon Ranch Commerce Center on 
both sides of Interstate 5 near its junction with 
Highway 99 in the southern San Joaquin Valley.  
The Tejon Ranch Commerce Center has 
transformed the vehicle traffic traveling the 
freeways into a greater asset for Kern County, 
resulting in the creation of 5 million square feet of 
commercial and logistics uses and 4,000 
associated jobs.   
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
Reduction in vehicle miles traveled and a 
reduction in the overall percapita carbon footprint. 
Importantly, the Grapevine development will be 
guided by Sustainability Principles that reduce 
GHG emissions through implementation of an 
emission reduction agreement, Transportation 
Management Association programs and design 
elements that employ renewable energy 
technology, water conservation measures, 
alternative fuels technology for vehicle fleets and 
provision for electric charging stations. 

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Unknown 
STATUS: In Progress  
 
Reference:  http://www.grapevineattejonranch.com/

Grapevine development project concepts 
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PROJECT TITLE: City of Tehachapi General Plan – Form Based Code General Plan 
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Tehachapi 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The City of Tehachapi adopted the 2035 General 
Plan Update, and the new General Plan will 
contribute towards the implementation of SB 375.  
 
The new General Plan can be characterized as a 
Form Based General Plan because it emphasizes 
facilitating mixed use, walkable neighborhoods 
and developments. The “T” Zone will facilitate high 
density mixed use development opportunities. The 
Mobility Element is still linked to the Land Use 
Element with an emphasis on greater connectivity, 
walkability, and opportunities for mixed use 
developments. The “O” Sectors will reinforce the 
preservation of the Sphere of Influence area as 
open space, prevent urban sprawl and maintain 
our compact urban form. The “G” Sectors will 

emphasize infill development as our highest 
priority as the General Plan continues to build out. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The new General Plan will maintain a compact 
urban form by maintaining all areas outside of the 
current City limits and within the sphere of 
influence area as Open Space. This approach will 
prevent urban sprawl, protect important 
agricultural resources and provide a clear line of 
demarcation between town and countryside.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Unknown 
STATUS: In Progress  
 
Reference: City of Tehachapi General Plan, 2012

 
 
 

 

 

  

The Walkable Neighborhood example 

 

 

 

 

 

Conceptual Transect System 
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PROJECT TITLE: Infill Incentive Zone – Lower Transportation Impact Fee Core Area  
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield / City of Tehachapi 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Core Area is 
a designated area within Metro Bakersfield that 
has been identified through the City’s Land Use 
policies as an area where development is 
encouraged. Developers who plan projects in the 
TIF Area will have reduced permitting fees. The 
TIF Core Area would allow an increase of 
approximately four times the number of 
households that are currently in this area.  
 
The City of Tehachapi also has implemented a 
Tehachapi Region Core Area TIF. Tehachapi’s 

TIF is established for the similar purposes as 
Bakersfield’s TIF.  
  
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Implementing incentives for development in the 
TIF Core Area can promote infill, mixed-use, and 
discourage sprawl. Future development in the TIF 
Core Area will also bring the public closer to 
quality transit service.   
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:  n.a. 
STATUS: In process

 
 
Map of TIF Core Area for Bakersfield  
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PROJECT TITLE: City of Taft General Plan – Sustainability Principles 
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Taft 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The City of Taft’s General Plan incorporates 
sustainable principles throughout the elements of 
the General Plan. The City’s principle involves the 
three aspects of sustainability: environment, 
economy, and equity. Throughout the General 
Plan, there is a leaf symbol adjacent to goals and 
policies based on the sustainable or “green” 
principles.  
 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 

The City of Taft’s General Plan promotes the 
development of a sustainable community by 
ensuring its general plan policies are crafted to cut 
greenhouse gas emissions and move toward 
cleaner energy sources.   
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Not Applicable 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Not Applicable 
STATUS: In Progress  
 
Reference: City of Taft General Plan, 2009
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PROJECT TITLE: City of Ridgecrest General Plan and Multi-Modal Circulation Element  
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Ridgecrest 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In 2009, the City of Ridgecrest adopted its most 
recent General Plan.  The guiding principles that 
are included in the updated general plan are: 
explore land use and policy alternatives; provide 
guidance in the planning and evaluation of future 
land and resource decisions; and provide a vision 
and framework for the future growth of the City. In 
addition, the Circulation Element addresses 
automobile travel, public transit, aviation, and 
trails for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 
 

Non-Motorized Circulation Map 

 

 

 

 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The City of Ridgecrest’s updated General Plan 
includes new goals, policies, and implementation 
measures that are sustainable approaches.  A 
new Land Use goal in the City’s General Plan is to 
provide an appropriate mix of land use 
opportunities and provide incentives for infill 
development. In addition, the Circulation Element 
includes a goal to encourage and provide 
alternative modes of transportation and 
alternatives to travel for Ridgecrest residents to 
decrease dependence on single-occupant 
vehicular travel and reduce vehicle emissions.  
 
 

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Not 
Applicable 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Not 
Applicable 
STATUS: In Progress  
 
Reference: City of Ridgecrest General Plan, 
2009 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROJECT TITLE: General Plan Sewer Policy – Hook-up required for parcels less than 6 acres 
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PROJECT SPONSOR:  County of Kern 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In November 2005, the Kern County Board of 
Supervisors approved revisions to the 
Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan including 
its sewer policy. The revisions required all new 
commercial, industrial and residential 
developments including residential land divisions 
proposing parcels smaller than six gross acres to 
connect to public sewer.    
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The policy is intended to ensure that new growth 
be based on the availability of the extension of 
sewer infrastructure. The policy greatly curtails 
large lot development on the periphery of Metro 
Bakersfield.   
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:   
STATUS: In process

 
Map of Sewer Area in Metro Bakersfield 
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PROJECT TITLE: City of Bakersfield Required Lot Size Zoning Strategies 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In January 2005, the City of Bakersfield amended 
Section 17.14.070 of the Municipal Code relating 
to minimum lot area zoning. The amendment 
reduced the minimum lot size for R-2 zone 
dwellings to four thousand five hundred square 
feet per dwelling unit.  
 
The City of Bakersfield also has a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) zone, which enables 
developers to propose any lot size they desire, 
subject to discretionary approval by either the 
Council or Planning Commission. An example of a 
project that achieved higher density in a single-
family residential development is University Park 
located in southwest Bakersfield.  
 

The housing project includes a mixture of small, 
but traditional lots as well as cluster lots where six 
lots share a single driveway. In addition, the City 
has the Commercial-Center (C-C) zone which 
permits mixed use development by-right.  
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Building on smaller lot sizes allows for compact 
and sustainable development. Planning and 
implementing compact sustainable development 
provides opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Ordinance 
implemented in 1995 
STATUS: In process

 
Map of Small Lot Areas in Metro Bakersfield 
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PROJECT TITLE: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District – Indirect Source Review (ISR) 
to Mitigate Off-Site Air Quality Impacts of New Development 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The SJVAPCD adopted Indirect Source Review 
(Rule 9510) to reduce the impacts of growth in 
emissions from all new land development in the 
San Joaquin Valley. Indirect air emissions are 
emissions indirectly caused by growth in 
population. ISR applies to development projects 
that have not yet gained discretionary approval.  
 
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The ISR Rule looks to reduce the emission of 
harmful pollutants, specifically NOx and PM10 
associated with the construction and operation of 
new development projects in the San Joaquin 
Valley.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Unknown 
STATUS: Adopted

 
 
Examples of Smart Growth Development Located in Downtown Bakersfield 
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PROJECT TITLE: Transit Priority Areas (TPA)   
PROJECT SPONSOR: Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
SB 375 addresses Transit Priority Areas (TPA) as 
part of the SCS. TPA are areas within ½-mile of 
either rail stations or bus services with 15 minute 
headways in the peak period. The current TPA 
only includes the Amtrak stations with a total -
population of 5,628 within the TPA. In October 
2012, the GET Short Term Transit Plan will 
implement their 2012 plan which will increase the 
TPA coverage to 26.40 square miles and include 
a household population of 127,022 within the TPA. 
With the implementation of the GET Long Range 
Plan by 2035, the TPA coverage will increase 
87.58 square miles and include a household 
population of 415,431. The TPA difference from 
existing and 2035 is a 5,478.3% increase in the 
TPA coverage and a household population of 
7,281.5%.  

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
TPA encourages sustainable development by 
providing accessibility to quality transit which can 
reduce vehicle miles traveled and reduce the 
region’s GHG.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: October 2012    
STATUS: Planned 
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PROJECT TITLE: Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan Centers Concept – Transit Priority & 
Strategic Employment Place Types 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Below is a map based on the Metro Bakersfield 
General Plan Centers Concept that was adopted 
in 1992. The Centers Concept was incorporated 
into the 2008 Kern Regional Blueprint Conceptual 
View maps. These map series were designed to 
illustrate some of the Regional Blueprint Principles 
designed to promote sustainable communities. 
The Maps are distinguished in phases; resources 
and other layers, existing, planned, and potential 
centers, along with a map that combines all the 
phase layers. The Maps include City spheres of 
influence from the County General Plan (included 

in the Public/Resources layer), the transportation 
model network, and the major transit routes. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
Transit Priority Centers and Strategic Employment 
Place Types are illustrated in three phases; 
existing, planned, and potential. The Planned and 
Potential centers are located along major transit 
services within the urban area. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: N/A 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: N/A 
STATUS: Adopted
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PROJECT TITLE: GET - Short-Term Service Plan (2012-2020) 
PROPOSED SPONSOR: Golden Empire Transit District (GET) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
In the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit System 
Long-Range Plan, there is a proposed Short-Term 
Service Plan (2012-2020). In the Short-Term plan, 
GET’s fixed-route bus network would be 
reconfigured to reflect population and employment 
growth since the 1980’s and to improve customer 
service and cost-effectiveness. In addition, the 
area covered within .75 miles from the Short-Term 
transit routes is 111 square miles.  
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The prominent features of the Short-Term Plan 
includes a new transit center at CSU Bakersfield, 
increased service to CSU Bakersfield and 
Bakersfield College, faster cross-town trips, and 
decreased emphasis on timed connections at 
transit centers. The public will have more access 
to quality transit which will influence more people 
to use public transportation.  
 

 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: - 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECT: - 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: - 
STATUS: Planned 

 
Reference: Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit 
System Long-Range Plan, April 2012 

 
Short Term Service Plan (2012-2020) 
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PROJECT TITLE: GET X-92 Commuter Express bus service to Tejon Industrial Complex 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Golden Empire Transit District (GET) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Since 2008, GET has been using federal and local 
funds to provide a round-trip commuter express 
bus service that begins at 22nd Street and Eye 
Street, travels to a Park and Ride facility at McKee 
Road, and then terminates at the Tejon Industrial 
Complex (TIC). The purpose of this service is to 
provide employees of the TIC an efficient, 
inexpensive commuter alternative to driving to 
work in their own car. Service is also provided to 
the Tejon Outlets.  

GET staff has worked closely with the employers 
at TIC to ensure the X-92 Route arrivals and 
departures match the work schedules as much as 
possible. GET currently offers nine round-trip 
schedules beginning at 3:50 a.m. and ending as 
late as 12:10 a.m. to accommodate as many TIC 
employers/employees as possible. Approximately 
19,000 employees per year use the X-92. A 31-
day pass for the service currently costs $55; a 
significant value given the fluctuation of today’s 
fuel prices! 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The X-92 Route provides the benefits below:  

• Lowers employee driving costs such as 
general vehicle wear and tear, oil 
changes, fuel costs, etc.  

• Allows for TIC employers to offer fare 
subsidies to meet SB 375 requirements.  

• Reduces the number of single occupancy 
vehicle trips.  

• Reduces vehicle emissions throughout 
metro-Bakersfield and the surrounding 
rural area.   

 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: 29% (FY 2015-2016) 
COST OF PROJECTS: $361,767 (FY 2015-
2016)  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress

 
Map of GET’s X-92 Route 
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PROJECT TITLE:  Kern 511 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Kern Council of Governments 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Establish a 511 Traveler Information System in 
Kern County.  The Kern 511 System will include a 
website and an Interactive Voice Recognition 
System (IVR).   
 
The purpose of this project is to provide real-time 
information to the traveling public to improve traffic 
flow and safety on highways throughout Kern 
County. 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Provides traveler information including traffic 
speeds, traffic alerts, transit services, carpool 
information, and trip planning. 
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECT: $773,762 
YEAR ESTABLISHED:  2012 
STATUS:  In Process 

 

Kern County 511 Website 
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PROJECT TITLE: San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration Project   
PROJECT SPONSOR:  San Joaquin Valley Blueprint 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint Integration 
Project is a valley-wide program to provide 
support to cities in the valley whose population is 
under 50,000. The Project integrates Blueprint 
Smart Growth principles into the cities’ General 
Plan and planning policies. A team of planning 
consultants will serve as Circuit Planners and will 
provide hands-on support to local agencies to 
integrate the appropriate Blueprint principles into 
local planning programs.  

Within Kern County, the following small cities are 
involved in the Project and will be integrating the 
corresponding Blueprint Integration (BPI) tool:  

Ridgecrest – Sign Ordinance 
Wasco – Design guidelines SR 46 Corridor 
Arvin – Design guidelines 
Shafter – Strategy to link transportation/land use 
California City – infill strategy 
McFarland – Ag mitigation program 
Tehachapi – Climate Action Plan Guidance 
Taft – Zoning Ordinance audit tool 
 
 

 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The SJV Blueprint Integration Project assists in 
implementing the 12 Blueprint Smart Growth 
Principles. The Principles include creating 
walkable neighborhoods, mixing land uses, and 
providing a variety of transportation choices.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:     
STATUS: In progress 
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PROJECT TITLE: Caltrans Detection Systems - State Route 43 Intersection Improvements and East 
Bakersfield Vehicle Detection Systems 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Caltrans 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The SR 43 Intersection Improvements in Shafter 
installed vehicle detection systems (loops, 
vehicle signal heads, conduit and connectors) 
and new signal controllers with GPS clocks to 
reduce traffic congestion and improve operations 
at the following intersections of SR 43: Lerdo 
Hwy, Shafter Ave, Central Ave and Kimberlina 
Rd.   

The East Bakersfield Vehicle Detection Systems 
proposed project will install vehicle detection 
systems in order to reduce traffic congestion and 
maximize efficiency of existing highways. The 
system will be on State Route 58 through the City 
of Bakersfield from Real Road to Vineyard Street 
at various locations. The system may be 
traditional loops installed in roadways or 
microwave radar detection systems. 

 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The system will provide travelers with real time 
information to make decisions to choose alternate 
routes for more efficient travel.  These efficiencies 
will also help to improve air quality.  

COST BENEFIT RATIO: All emissions – $7.00 - 
$21.00 / lbs.  
COST OF PROJECTS: $1,038,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2010, 2012 
STATUS: Operating, In Construction                                       

 
Detection System 
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PROJECT TITLE: California Highway Patrol’s Safety Corridors 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  California Highway Patrol 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The California Highway Patrol (CHP) has received 
funds from the Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) to 
establish task forces comprised of representatives 
from city, county, regional, state, and federal 
government agencies, and the private sector.  The 
mission of each task force is to assess a high 
collision highway or pedestrian corridor, and make 
recommendations to improve traffic safety on the 
roadways of interest. 
 
 
 
 

 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
With the increased CHP presence along these 
highway safety corridors, drivers will be more 
sensible of their driving habits. Sensible driving 
and observing the speed limits can impact fuel 
efficiency and have a fuel economy benefit of 5% 
to 33% (fueleconomy.gov). Fuel efficiency can 
reduce CO2 emissions through reducing the 
burning of gasoline and diesel. 
  
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Started in 2002     
STATUS: In progress

Map of Safety Corridors in Kern County 
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The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 
 

PROJECT TITLE: Purchase of CNG Buses  
PROJECT SPONSOR: Golden Empire Transit District, County of Kern Roads/Kern Regional Transit 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Purchasing and replacing CNG buses for Golden 
Empire Transit (GET) and Kern Regional Transit 
(KRT). There are three proposed projects that 
relate to the acquisition of CNG buses for Fiscal 
Years 2012-2014.   
The purpose of these projects is to invest in 
alternate fuel fleets which promote the reduction 
of automobile trips, while also reducing the 
emission of harmful pollutants. 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Increasing the available capacity for passengers 
will encourage the public not to drive their own 
vehicles and decrease the number of buses for 
services that will reduce fleet emission levels.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $ 34+ / lbs.  
COST OF PROJECTS: $400,000 - $575,000 per 
bus 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2013-2014 
STATUS: Planned 

 
                   

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GET CNG Bus KRT CNG Bus 
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The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 
 

PROJECT TITLE: The Electric Cab Company of Delano 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  The Electric Cab Corporation and Private Organization 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:   
The Electric Cab Company of Delano is a 
business organization founded in the City of 
Delano. The company currently provides local 
transportation services to the community 
members of Delano.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The Electric Cab Company provides alternative 
transportation services to the community of 
Delano by using electric vehicles which reduce the 
emission of harmful air pollutants.   
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2012   
STATUS: In progress  
 
http://www.theelectriccab.com/

Images of Electric Cab Company’s electric vehicles  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 

Photos from: http://www.theelectriccab.com/ 
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PROJECT TITLE: Downtown Elementary School (City of Bakersfield) 
PROJECT SPONSOR:  Bakersfield City School District 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
Downtown Elementary School is located in the 
City of Bakersfield’s Downtown. The school 
serves K-8 students and provides extended day 
programs where the school day is extended 
before and after school to accommodate working 
parents. Downtown Elementary was recently 
expanded to accommodate more students. 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Downtown Elementary was designed to support 
families of the employees working in the 
downtown area.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION:  
STATUS: In process
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The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 
 

PROJECT TITLE: Traffic Control Devices   
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Implements traffic control devices at numerous 
locations within the City of Bakersfield. There were 
a total of four proposed traffic control device 
projects (total of nine monitoring cameras) for the 
Fiscal years of 2012-2014.  

The purpose of these projects is to improve traffic 
flow and safety through better signal timing and 
accident detection through main corridors. The 
cameras will be controlled and monitored from the 
City’s Traffic Operation Center (TOC), and 
changes to signal time can be made through the 
City’s existing signal communication system.  

PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Signal timing improvements as well as visually 
monitoring traffic flow on central corridors will 
reduce overall vehicle stops and starts and limit 
delays in travel time.  This reduction in vehicle 
stops and starts will improve the corridor’s 
average speed, thereby reducing the harmful 
pollutants generated by vehicles at low speeds 
and when idling.  
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: $15 – $30 / lbs. 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: $168,000 - 
$460,000 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2013-2014 
STATUS: Planned   

  
 
Proposed Traffic Control device Projects (Traffic Monitoring Cameras) 
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The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 
 

PROJECT TITLE: Kern Region Energy Action Plans (Kern REAP) and Kern Energy Watch Goal 3 
PROJECT SPONSORS:  Kern Energy Watch Partnership with Southern California Edison (SCE), Pacific 
Gas & Electric (PG&E), and Southern California Gas Company (SCG) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Kern COG is coordinating Greenhouse Gas 
Inventories based on energy use and Energy 
Action Planning (EAP) for ten cities and the 
County of Kern.  Energy Action Plans identify 
policies, goals, and strategies for the city or county 
to adopt and enforce or to implement to improve 
energy efficiency.   
 
Through SCE’s Flight #5.6 Funding Opportunity 
and the Kern Energy Watch Partnership, Kern 
COG was awarded funding for activities that 
support California’s Long-Term Energy Efficiency 
Strategic Plan along with the Great Valley Center, 
which was awarded funding to implement PG&E’s 
Green Communities Program.  Kern COG 
coordinates the efforts of all of the partners and 
programs. As of October 2013, the County of Kern 
and ten cities have completed baseline inventories 
for the years 2005 and 2010.  Five cities and the 

County of Kern have adopted Energy Action 
Plans. Work will continue to update the inventories 
in 2014, to identify strategies to address natural 
gas use, then to update the plans, and to establish 
plans for the remaining local government partners. 
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
Through the development of EAPs, the 
participating municipalities will be the lead in 
conducting energy inventories and using energy 
efficiency to reduce global warming emissions and 
energy use in both their own facilities and 
throughout the communities.  
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: N/A 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: N/A  
STATUS: Completed

 
Map of Kern Region Energy Action Plans and Utility Service Areas 
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The source of specific funding and Kern COG are not responsible for any misuse or misinformation contained in the report. 
 

PROJECT TITLE: Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement 
PROJECT SPONSOR: Tejon Ranch Co. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
On June 17, 2008, Tejon Ranch Co. and the 
nation’s major environmental organizations, 
including The Sierra Club, Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Audubon California, the 
Planning and Conservation League and the 
Endangered Habitats League, unveiled a 
landmark agreement on the future of the Tejon 
Ranch. The agreement provides for the 
permanent protection of 240,000 acres of the 
historic Ranch — approximately 90 percent of the 
entire landholding.  The remaining 10 percent, or 
30,000 acres, of the Ranch is designated for 
responsible master-planned community 
development.  The agreement and land use plan 
serve as a major regional sustainability success 
story, and the scale of the landscape makes it a 
state-wide and national success. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROJECT BENEFITS: The Ranch’s location 
between Bakersfield and Los Angeles and its 
adjacency to major California and national 
infrastructure corridors offer opportunities for 
regionally-beneficial development. The 
Conservancy has developed and is implementing 
a Ranch-wide management plan in collaboration 
with the Tejon Ranch Company. 
The agreement also provides new opportunities 
for public access, including realignment of 37 
miles of the Pacific Crest Trail to the Blue Ridge 
on Tejon Ranch, a potential location for a new CA 
state park, and a potential UC Reserve research 
site. In addition, the Conservancy leads public 
access programs that have brought approximately 
5,000 visitors to the Ranch since 2008 and are 
serving approximately 1,000 per year through 
docent-led tours. 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Not Applicable 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: Not Applicable 
STATUS: In Progress  
 
Reference: Tejon Ranch Co.

 
 

 

  

  

Tejon Ranch – Conservation and Land Use 
Plan Map 
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PROJECT TITLE: Kern County Community Revitalization Program  
PROJECT SPONSORS: County of Kern 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
With the recent loss of redevelopment agencies, 
the County of Kern Planning and Community 
Development Department established a 
centralized Economic Opportunity Areas and 
developed the RENEWBIZ grant-funding 
mechanism to assist communities with initiating 
projects that improve and enhance the quality of 
life within the community as well as increase the 
economic benefit to the County as a whole. The 
Kern County Community Revitalization Program 
provides the seed money for a focused visioning 
process that is tailored to each community to 
develop a visual road map and unique identity. 
Each community visioning effort is highly 
collaborative and requires the County’s close 
collaboration with an outreach/visioning 
consultant and the local community. Many times, 
initial funding for the visioning efforts have come 
from private businesses.   

 
PROJECT BENEFITS:  
The program has attracted investment and real 
improvements of over $4 million in the 
communities of Oildale, East Bakersfield, 
Rosamond, Mojave, Boron, and soon, Olde Town 
Tehachapi. The outreach efforts established a 
collaboration between residents, businesses, and 
stakeholders with the county that continues with 
physical improvements and additional planning 
efforts to be completed into the future.  
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: N/A 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: N/A  
STATUS: In Process 
 
 

Two of the community vision plans developed through the Kern County Community Revitalization 
Programs  
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PROJECT TITLE: Kern Transit – Route Connection with Antelope Valley Transit Authority    
PROJECT SPONSOR: Kern Transit 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
Kern Transit now meets with Antelope Valley 
Transit Authority’s Route 785 that provides 
commuter service to Downtown Los Angeles, San 
Fernando Valley, and Century City.  The Kern 
Transit Route 100 also connects with the Metrolink 
in Lancaster.  
 
PROJECT BENEFITS: 

The collaboration with Kern Transit and Antelope 
Valley Transit Authority provides significant 
alternative transportation benefits for commuters 
and enhances air quality.   
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS: Unknown 
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2016 
STATUS: In progress   
 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Kern Transit Route 100 Schedule (September 2016) 
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PROJECT TITLE: California State University of Bakersfield – Construction of Public Transit Center  
 
PROJECT SPONSOR: Golden Empire Transit District, California State University of Bakersfield 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The California State 
University of Bakersfield (CSUB) Transit Center is 
a partnership between CSUB and Golden Empire 
Transit District (GET).  In GET’s Long Range Plan, 
a new transit center was identified in the Short-
Term Service Plan (2013-2020) at CSUB campus. 
The transit center will facilitate access and travel 
to several activity centers that include large 
employers, retail, a hospital, medical offices, and 
residential neighborhoods.  
  
PROJECT BENEFITS: 
The CSUB Transit Center will improve existing 
transportation choices by enhancing points of 

modal connectivity, increasing the number of 
modes accommodated on existing assets and 
reducing congestion on existing modal assets.  
The location of the station is along a bicycle 
corridor and passengers may also connect with 
Kern Regional Transit.  
 
 
COST BENEFIT RATIO: Unknown 
TOTAL COST OF PROJECTS:  
YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION: 2017, 2018, 2019 
STATUS: In progress   
 

           
      
 Surrounding area of proposed CSUB Transit Center  
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ONE VALLEY: THE SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY PROFILE 
 
Geography 
 
The San Joaquin Valley (Valley) is the southern portion of the Great Central Valley of California [Figure 1-1]. 
The San Joaquin Valley stretches from the Tehachapi Mountains in the south to the San Joaquin Delta in the 
north, a distance of nearly 300 miles. The eastern boundary is the Sierra Nevada Mountains, which reaches 
elevations of over 14,000 feet, while the western boundary is the lower coastal ranges. The Valley floor is about 
10,000 square miles in size. 
 
 

Figure 1- 1 
San Joaquin Valley Topography 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For the purposes of this report, the San Joaquin Valley is considered to include the entirety of the counties of 
San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern.  The total area of the eight counties 
is 27,383 sq. mi. (larger than West Virginia). Kern County straddles the Sierra Nevada Mountains and occupies 
a portion of the Mojave Desert. The desert portion of Kern County (about 3,650 sq. mi.) is within the 
Southeastern Desert Air Basin, while the remainder of Kern County and the other counties are in the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Basin. 
 
On the Valley floor, the topography is generally flat to rolling, and the climate is characterized by long, very 
warm summers, and short, cool winters. Precipitation is related to latitude and elevation, with the northern 
portions of the valley receiving approximately 12-14 inches of rain a year, while the southern portion has an 
annual average of less than six inches. Snow rarely falls on the Valley floor, but heavy winter accumulations are 
common in the Sierra Nevada Mountains.  
 
The Valley occupies an area between the two largest metropolitan areas in California, San Francisco and Los 
Angeles.  The major transportation facilities run generally north/south through the Valley and include State 
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Route 99, Interstate 5, Union Pacific Railroad and Burlington Northern & Santa Fe Railroad. Several highways 
and some rail lines cross the Valley east/west including State Routes 4, 120, 152, 198 and 58 among others.  In 
addition, the Valley contains numerous oil and natural gas pipelines, a myriad of telecommunication facilities, 
distribution centers, the Port of Stockton, and air travel corridors.   
 
Population 
 
While the Valley is largely rural in nature, it does contain several large cities and suburbs with a total 
population of a little over 4 million people (more than the population of 24 states).  The eight Valley counties 
are a part of seven Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs): Stockton (San Joaquin County), Modesto (Stanislaus 
County), Merced, Fresno-Madera, Hanford-Corcoran (Kings County), Visalia-Porterville (Tulare County) and 
Bakersfield (Kern County).  Most of the Valley’s population resides along the State Route 99 corridor including 
four cities of over 150,000 people (Fresno, Bakersfield, Stockton and Modesto) [Figure 1-2].  Population 
growth has been sustained and significant [Figure 1-1]. In 1970, the eight San Joaquin Valley counties had a 
population of just over 1.6 million. By 2015, the population had increased 149% to over 4 million [Figure 1-3]. 
The Valley continues to be one of the fastest growing regions in the state.  The Valley accounted for 8.2% of 
California’s total population in 1970 and has grown to account for 11% of California’s total population now. By 
2050, the Valley is projected to capture 15% of the state’s population [Figure 1-4].   
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Figure 1 - 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Figure 1 – 3 
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San Joaquin Valley Population Growth by County 
 

 
 

Figure 1 - 4 
 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 

Fresno County 932,628 979,357 1,033,068 1,088,963 1,145,646 1,201,416 1,256,572 1,309,006 1,358,963 1,407,602 1,457,705 

Kern County 841,887 883,327 929,787 995,408 1,067,631 1,141,109 1,213,558 1,283,154 1,350,705 1,419,039 1,488,228 

Kin&• County 152,175 149,702 154,403 162,049 170,105 178,505 187,048 195,106 202,760 209,804 217,058 

Made ra County 150,193 154,956 162,814 174,156 186,761 199,556 212,229 224,744 237,116 249,271 262,065 

Merced Co unty 256,803 269,729 286,397 305,794 326,574 348,150 369,193 389,832 410,095 430,832 452,519 

San Joaquin County 687,827 727,547 783,572 839,665 895,240 947,929 996,379 1,040,015 1,079,902 1,116,089 1,150,034 

Stan is I a us County 5 15,888 538,372 572,155 605,618 638,995 670,443 699,177 724,772 747,343 768,026 787,300 

Tulare Coun ty 442,551 463, 291 488,293 5 14,101 541,140 568,186 594,348 6 17,916 639,477 659,482 679,167 

Total Sa o Joaq uin Va lley 3,979,952 4,166,281 4,410,489 4,685,754 4,972,092 5,255,294 5,528,504 5,784,545 6,026,361 6,260,145 6,494,076 

California 37,333,583 39,059,809 40,719,999 42,407,005 44,019,846 45,521,334 46,884,801 48,088,425 49,158,401 50,124,768 51,056,510 

% of San Joaquin Val ley of out of 
10.66% 10.67% 10.83% 11.05% 11.30% 11.54% 11.79% 12.03% 12.26% 12.49% 12.72% 

Ca lifornia 

Sou rce s: U.S . Census 1970 - 2010, Ca liforn ia De p artment o f Finance 2020 - 2060 

San Joaquin Valley's Share of Califonia Population 2010 - 2060 
14.00% 

12.49% 12..72% 
12..26% 

11.79% 
12..03% 

12.00% 11.30% 11.54% 
11.05% 

10.66% 10.67% 10.83% 

C 10.00% 
.ll 
1i 
= ... 
8. 8.00% 
,Ill 
E 
~ a ... 
0 

6.00% 

11 
II 

..c 
"' 

4.00% 

2.00% 

0.00% 

2010 2015 2020 202.5 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 

Year 

S ou rces: U.S. Ce n sus 1970 - 2010, Ca li forn ia De p artment o f Fina n ce 2020 - 2060 



S A N  J O A Q U I N  V A L L E Y  R E G I O N A L  O V E R V I E W  
 

5 
 

Figure 1 - 5 

 
 

 
Future population growth is also expected to be sustained and significant. Both ends of the Valley are under 
growth pressure from the neighboring metropolitan areas of Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area in 
addition to the natural growth rate in the Valley.  Population in the eight Valley counties is projected to reach 
just a little over 6 million by the year 2050, using growth projections from the California State Department of 
Finance (DOF) [Figure 1-3]. 
 
Economy 
 
The San Joaquin Valley is famous for agricultural production. All eight counties rank within the top twelve of 
California’s 58 counties. In addition, if the Valley were a state, it would be the top agricultural producing state 
in the country.  The Valley produced $34.7 billion in agricultural products in 2015 This amount is over double 
the remainder of California and more than the next highest producing state, Iowa  
[Figure 1-7].    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Percent Population Increase Since 1980 

159% 

0 160% 
00 

San Joaquin Valley 

m .... 
~ 140% 
u 
C: 

vi 
~ 

120% 
~ 

::: 100% 
b 
C: 

C: 80% 

( 89% 
California 

0 
:;:; 

"' 60% 
:'i 
0. 
0 40% ,,._ 
~ 

~ 20% 
u 

[._ 20% 

~ 11% ( 17% r 23% ' 2.9% 

[ 52% 

United States 

~ ,,._ 0% 

1980 
1985 

1990 
1995 

2.010 
2015 

Sources: U.S. Decennia l Censuses, Califo rn ia Department of Finance 



S A N  J O A Q U I N  V A L L E Y  R E G I O N A L  O V E R V I E W  
 

6 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 1 - 6 
 
 

     
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1 - 7 

 

 
 

Agriculture accounts for 12% of the Valley’s jobs [Figure 1-8]. In comparison, only 2% of the state and 
nation’s jobs are in agriculture [Figure 1-9]. Other major employment sectors in the Valley are education, 
health and social services (21.38%) and retail trade (11.4%). 
 

 
 

San Joaquin Valley Counties Rank 
in Gross Value of Agricultural Production 

Among all California Counties 

1 Tu la re $6.980 bill ion 

2 Kern $6.879 bill ion 

3 Fresno $6.606 bill ion 

5 Stanislaus $3.879 bill ion 

6 Merced $3.590 bill ion 

7 San Joaquin $2 .733 bill ion 

9 Kings $2.021 bill ion 

10 Madera $2.017 bill ion 

Source: California County Agriculture 
Commissioners Report, 2015 

San Joaquin Gross Value(Billion $) in Agricultural Production Compared 
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Figure 1 - 8 
 

 
 
 

Figure 1 - 9 
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Industry San Joaquin Va lley Califo rnia Unit ed States 

Agriculture, fo restry, fi shing and hunting, and mining 183,769 11.77% 412,950 2.39% 2,852,402 1.96% 

Construct ion 93,065 5.96% 1,029,140 5.97% 9,027,391 6.19% 

Manufacturing 133,431 8.54% 1,687,092 9-78% 15, 171,260 10.4 1% 

W holesale trade 57,467 3.68% 527,004 3.06% 3,968,627 2.72% 

Retail t rade 178,020 11.40% 1,910,340 11 .08% 16,835,942 11 .55% 

Transport at ion and warehousing, and utilit ies 83,131 5.32% 808,614 4.69% 7,226,063 4.96% 

Information 19,024 1.22% 495,819 2.87% 3,094,143 2.12% 

Finance and insurance , and real est ate and rental and 63,899 4.09% 1,075,345 6.24% 9,578,175 6.57% 

Profess ional, sc ientifi c, and management, and 124,423 7.97% 2,219,057 12.87% 16,074,502 11 .03% 

Educational services , and health ca.re and soc ial 333,838 21.38% 3,616,356 20.97% 33,739,126 23.15% 

Art s, ente rt ainment , and rec reation, and accommodati on 129,269 8.28% 1,764,129 10-23% 13,984,957 9.60% 

Other services , exc ept public administrati on 71,499 4.58% 925,941 5.37% 7, 198,201 4.94% 

Publi c administrat ion 90,853 5.82% 774,573 4.49% 6,996,990 4.80% 

TOTAL Civi lian employ ed population 16 y ears and over 1,561,688 100.00% 17,246, 360 100.00% 145,747,779 100.00% 

Source : 2015 Am erican Community Survey 1-Year Estim at es 
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Economically Distressed Area 
 
The San Joaquin Valley is one of the most economically distressed regions in the United States.  High 
unemployment rates have historically plagued the Valley. As shown in Figure 1-10, in 2015 the Valley’s 
unemployment rate was 8.3%, in contrast to 6.2% and 5.2% for the state and the nation, respectively. According 
to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, “unemployment rates fell in all eight San Joaquin area counties from August 
2013 to August 2015. The largest two-year decrease occurred in San Joaquin County, down 3.5 percentage 
points, followed by Stanislaus County, down 3.4 points. Seven of the eight counties had unemployment rate 
decreases that were larger than the national decrease of 2.1 percentage points. Kern County had the smallest 
unemployment rate decline, 1.6 percentage points, from August 2013 to August 2015. Tulare County had the 
highest jobless rates in the area in August for each of the past three years.”  

 
Figure 1 – 10 

 
 
 
 

Educational levels for Valley residents lag behind those of California and the United States. Only 24.9% of 
persons 25 years of age and older have a college degree, compared to 39.9% and 38.8% for the state and nation, 
respectively [Figure 1-11]. 
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Figure 1 – 11 
 
 

    
 

With the Valley’s mix of employment types, high unemployment, and low educational attainment levels, the 
Valley is plagued with a low median household income. As shown on Figure 1-12 below, the Valley’s median 
household income of $46,000 is far below the state and nation’s averages of $61,000 and $53,400. 
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Figure 1 - 12 
 

 
 
 

 

The economic plight of the San Joaquin Valley is starting to be recognized at a national level.  The 
Congressional Research Service (CRS) completed a study in 2005 (California’s San Joaquin Valley: A Region 
in Transition) comparing the economic conditions of the San Joaquin Valley to the Central Appalachian region, 
another severely economically distressed region.  The Central Appalachian region (primarily eastern KY and 
parts of WV, TN and VA) is the most economically distressed sub-region within the Appalachian Regional 
Commission (ARC).  ARC was created by Congress in 1965 in response to the persistent socioeconomic 
challenges in the Appalachian region.  Economic conditions in the Valley were shown to be comparable to 
Central Appalachia and lagging far behind the state of California as a whole and the United States.  For 
example, poverty rates in the Valley are similar to the poorest region of the Appalachians and are actually 
trending worse than the Central Appalachian region.   
   
While being one of the most economically challenged regions in the country, the Valley has traditionally 
received far less federal assistance than other regions in the United States.  The CRS study also showed that the 
Valley is lagging behind the Appalachian region, California and the United States in per capita federal 
expenditures. 
 
Figure 1-13 below indicated that in 2010, the per capita federal government expenditure for the Valley and each 
of its eight counties was still far below that of California and the United States. With the termination of the 
Federal Financial Statistics Program, the per capita federal government expenditure data after 2010 has been 
discontinued.    
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Figure 1 - 13 

 

 
 
 

Demographics 
 
The Valley has a younger population than California as a whole and the United States.  In 2015, 39.27% of 
Valley residents were under the age of 25 compared to 33.4% for California and 32.8% for the United States 
[Figure 1-14]. 
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Figure 1 - 14 

 
 

The residents of the Valley are more ethnically diverse than those of California and the United States. 
According to the 2015 American Community Survey, 63% of the Valley’s inhabitants are minority (non-white), 
compared to 61% and 37% for the state and nation [Figure 1-15]. 
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Figure 1 - 15 

 
VALLEY SUCCESS IN PARTNERING AND PLANNING 
 
Air Quality 
 
Background 
 
The SJV is one of the largest and most challenging air quality nonattainment areas in the United States.  The 
SJV nonattainment area includes eight counties from San Joaquin County to Kern County on the Western 
border of the Sierra Nevada range.  These counties represent a diverse mixture of urban and rural 
characteristics, yet are combined in a single nonattainment area that violates federal health standards for ozone 
and particulate matter.  Air quality monitoring stations continue to indicate that the San Joaquin Valley is 
among the worst polluted regions in the country.  Since the eight counties are combined into a single 
nonattainment area, there is a coordinated approach for compliance with the federal Clean Air Act.  That 
coordinated approach is essential in meeting the Valley’s goal to provide clean air to all residents.   
 
Coordination 
 
On-going coordination with federal, state, and local partners has been, is, and will continue to be critical to the 
meeting the goal of providing clean air to all San Joaquin Valley residents.  As one of the few multi-
jurisdictional planning areas in the country, the individual decisions and actions of each of the SJV Regional 
Planning Agencies (RPAs) have the potential to affect the entire San Joaquin Valley.  This coordination process 
is critical to documenting compliance with the Federal Clean Air Act, as well as enabling the expenditures that 
build and maintain transportation infrastructure; investments which provide valuable jobs to San Joaquin Valley 
residents.   

Perc,ent of Population tha1t iis Miinority* 

San1 Joaquin Vallley California United States. 

■ Minof"ty ■ Non-M"nority ■ Min,o,ri y ■ Non-Mino itv ■ Minority Non-Minor·ty 

*Mino ,ity is the non-white population 

Source: 2015, Arn i an Community Surv v S • Year Estimate 
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Transportation Conformity 
 
The primary goal of the transportation conformity process is to assure compliance with transportation 
conformity regulations with respect to the requirements for Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs), Federal 
Transportation Improvement Programs (FTIPs), amendments, compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), implementation of applicable transportation control measures (TCMs), and applicable 
State Implementation Plans (SIPs).  Since coordination efforts have begun, the SJV RPAs have been successful 
in complying with conformity requirements for the 2004 TIP/RTP, 2006 TIP, 2007 TIP/RTP, 2011 TIP/RTP, 
and 2014 TIP/RTP.  In addition, FHWA has determined that the SJV RPA planning processes substantially 
meet the federal planning requirements.  TIP/RTP Amendments, including coordinated amendment cycles and 
development of valley-wide process to be federally approved.   
 
Continued examples of SJV RPA coordinated efforts with respect to transportation conformity include the 
following: 
 

• Monitoring and testing of transportation model updates; 
• Continued documentation of latest planning assumptions and compliance with the transportation 

conformity rule and corresponding guidance documents; 
• Drafting of valley-wide procedures for RPA staff use, with detailed instructions from the execution of 

EMFAC to post-processing of emissions results consistent with applicable SIPS; and  
• Preparation of boilerplate documentation, including draft public notices and adoption resolutions, as 

well as draft response to public comments.   
 
Sustainable Communities Strategies 
 
Introduction  

California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Sustainable Communities Act, SB 
375, Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) supports the State's climate action goals to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions through coordinated transportation and land use planning with the goal of more sustainable 
communities. 
 
Under the Sustainable Communities Act, the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) sets regional targets for GHG emissions reductions from 
passenger vehicle use. In 2010, the ARB established these targets in the 
San Joaquin Valley as GHG reductions of 5% by 2020 and 10% by 2035. 
The ARB is currently in the process of setting the second round of 
targets for the regions.  Under Senate Bill 375, each Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) in the State is required to develop a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of their Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) to demonstrate that, if implemented, the SCS 
will attain or exceed the greenhouse emission reduction targets. If the 
targets cannot be met, then an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) needs 
to be developed.   The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the 
transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use 
pattern that accounts for projected growth, housing needs, changing 
demographics, and forecasted transportation needs among all modes of 
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travel. 
 
For the San Joaquin Valley, each MPO is scheduled to approve their SCS as an element of their Regional 
Transportation (RTP/SCS) in 2018.  Referred to as the RTP/SCS, each Valley COG has developed an 
investment strategy that outlines their region’s transportation future through 2042. Each RTP/SCS in the Valley 
goes in-depth into the projects, policies, and strategies that will achieve compliance with state laws while 
delivering a financially constrained plan matching forecasted revenues with transportation demands.  Some 
achievements of the collective RTP/SCS include: 
 

• Provision of transportation and travel choices 
• Improving safety, mobility, efficiency of the transportation system  
• Maximizing economic competitiveness/economic vitality 
• Facilitating goods movement 
• Building healthy and active communities 
• Improving the environment  
• Providing a range of housing choices 

 
Valleywide Coordination on RTP/SCS Efforts 
 
Valley Visions 
While SB 375 mandated individual development of the RTP/SCS, the eight MPOs in the San Joaquin Valley 
have had a history of collaboration in this process to share information, best practices, and foster consistent 
approaches to RTP/SCS development.  The eight COGs participated in a joint grant proposal to the California’s 
Strategic Growth Council for Proposition 84 funding.  The grant was funded and launched as “Valley Visions” 
in the 2014 RTP/SCS process 
 
Valley Visions was implemented as a series of planning efforts underway throughout the San Joaquin Valley. It 
took a big-picture look at how the Central Valley grows over time in a way that uses resources efficiently, 
protects existing communities, conserves farmland and open space, and supports the Central Valley economy, 

ultimately reducing future greenhouse gas emissions.  The 
Valley Visions logo was provided to each COG to use and 
customize to their region if they wanted. 
 
One of the tasks identified in the successful grant proposal 
was enhancement of the eight COG’s individual public 
outreach efforts with a valleywide campaign.  The project 
scope for this task included templates/written materials for 
customization, a media campaign to engage residents and 
publicize outreach efforts (social media, newspapers, radio 
and/or TV), and to assist with the development of SB 375 
required workshops and hearings.   
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Of particular note was an informational video on the SCS process provided in three languages:  English, 
Spanish, and Hmong and the media campaign that was active during the months of August, September, and 
October 2013.  The videos were made available on YouTube, with links on the Valley Visions web page 
(www.valley-visions.org).   
 

 
 

Valley Visions is yet another example showcasing the successes in valleywide collaboration. The eight counties 
of the San Joaquin Valley coordinated some aspects of these planning efforts and maximized resources, while 
each area’s Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) developed a separate plan. This effort helped the Valley 
COGs brand a consistent message about sustainability.  
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Figure 1-16 - General Electric LNG Locomotive 
 

Figure 1-17 – Hybrid Semi-Truck Technology 
 

 
Goods Movement 
 
Introduction 
 
In the Statewide Goods Movement Action Plan, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
designated the Valley as one of the State’s four major international trade corridors. The San Joaquin Valley 
(SJV) is experiencing the demands of the modern global logistics system across a range of goods, from raw 
agricultural materials to consumer products.  The critical role that the SJV plays in California and the nation’s 
food supply will continue to require an effective goods movement system to distribute and export products 
quickly and efficiently.  The growing regional population, and that population’s growing expectations, will 
require increased attention to the safe and reliable movement of goods consistent with competing needs for 
infrastructure and greater sensitivity to emissions and congestion. Continued pressure on costs and profits is 
leading shippers and receivers to seek transportation efficiency gains wherever they can be found.  Within the 
SJV, that goal translates to continual fine-tuning of logistics chains and transportation practices, and to a 
willingness to shift production and distribution facilities and activities to achieve the optimum combination.   
Due to its central location, relatively inexpensive land, labor force, and multimodal transportation system, the 
Valley has also become a major distribution point for international exports and consumer products. Prior to the 
recession, the Valley was the fastest growing population center in California and is poised to return to this 
position as the economy recovers.  
 
Many of the agricultural products that the Valley produces are 
exported through California’s rail, marine and airport systems as 
well as using the highway and roadway systems to move 
commodities from farm, to processor/packer, to market.  While 
Interstate 5 and State Route 99 are the two primary north/south 
transportation arteries, SR 99 is the transportation backbone of the 
San Joaquin Valley and is served by many significant east-west 
corridors such as SR-58, SR -120, SR-180, I-580 to 205, SR-152, 
SR-198, and SR-46. 
 
The Valley, as a region, needs to effectively plan for efficient 
goods movement and successfully partner with the private sector, 
state and Federal agencies to make necessary investments.  A 
failure to effectively plan and invest could result in congested and 
poorly maintained highways, lost economic opportunities due to 
inadequate access to markets, land use conflicts between logistics-
oriented business and growing communities, and poor air quality 
due to diesel emissions.  Emphasis on system-wide efficiency, 
alternative fuel technology (see figures 1-3) and a comprehensive 
goods movement system seem to have become key elements of 
competitive funding.  It is anticipated these trends will continue to 
shape transportation policy and that future funding may emulate 
the approach of the state’s Trade and Congested Corridor Programs funded through Senate Bill 1.   
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Emerging Technologies 
 
Figure 1-19 – Siemens eHighway 

 
 
eHighway is an energy-efficient, low-emission solution that Siemens developed for heavily traveled short-haul 
truck routes. It includes overhead electric lines for the highway, and electric or hybrid trucks with intelligent 
pantographs to pick up current. A sensor system enables the pantograph to automatically make and break 
contact with the overhead line at speeds as high as 90 kph. As long as there’s an overhead line, the trucks 
generate no local emissions at all. On conventional roads, depending on what type of drive they use, they switch 
over to diesel, gas or battery mode. An eHighway, with about 80 percent efficiency, is about twice as efficient 
as transport via a diesel truck. That’s because electric drives are more efficient. On top of that, transmitting 

Figure 1-18 – Emerging Cleaner Semi-Truck Technologies 
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electricity via overhead lines is very environmentally friendly – efficiency here is 99 percent. The eHighway’s 
energy efficiency increases even further if the trucks recycle electric braking energy back to the supply network. 
 
In 2015, Siemens announced it would build the world’s first eHighway project in California near the Ports of 
Long Beach and Los Angeles, the two largest ports in the U.S. Today.  This first-of-its-kind system will use 
electricity delivered via overhead lines to electrify road lanes and provide clean and efficient power to trucks. 
Using electricity to power the heavy-duty trucks that travel on the 1-mile stretch near the ports will result in 
significantly reduced emissions and lower noise pollution. 
 
Siemens’ Steffen Goeller, the head of our Rail Electrification business noted in his panel Moving Freight into 
the Future that “this California project is crucial to understanding how electricity can answer today’s 
transportation challenges. By installing the technology in a real-world scenario, it can be evaluated with a view 
of how it can be scaled up not only to connect the ports, but possibly on surrounding freeways and in other 
cities.” 
 
The SJV should coordinate with Caltrans, CARB, and SJVAPCD to explore the possibility of developing a 
zero-emissions freight corridor along SR 99 that connects SJV distribution and shipping with the Ports of Long 
beach and Oakland. 
 
Background  
 
In 2007, The San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies developed the San Joaquin Valley Regional 
Goods Movement Action Plan (2007).  The purpose of the plan was to provide a knowledge base for the 
understanding of freight and goods movement issues facing the San Joaquin Valley.  The plan identified freight 
flows for the region, and developed the San Joaquin Valley Truck Model tool and scenario testing.   Since that 
time a number of goods movement studies have been completed that build on the previous work efforts and 
further refined the criteria and decision-making process while identifying vital goods movement networks for 
the multi-county region. 
 
Previous goods movement studies for the Valley: 

• San Joaquin Valley I-5/SR99 Goods Movement Corridor Study (2017) 
• San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Sustainable Implementation Plan (2017) 
• San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan (2013) 
• Updated State Route 99 Business Plan (2013) 
• SR 223, 166, 119, 46 and 65 Truck Origin and Destination Studies (2011) 
• East Side Business Plan (Short Haul Rail), Tulare County (2010) 
• SR 58 Origin and Destination Truck Study (2009) 
• Interstate 5 and State Route 99 Origin and Destination Study (2009) 
• Draft San Joaquin Valley Regional Goods Movement Action Plan (2008) 
• San Joaquin Valley Regional Goods Movement Action Plan (2007) 
• California Interregional Intermodal System (CIRIS) Implementation Plan (2006) 

 
The three most current studies will be summarized below. 
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Figure 1-20 – Inside a Distribution Center 
 

San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan (2013) 
 
This San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan 
builds upon traffic, logistics, and long-term infrastructure 
improvement planning efforts throughout the study area, 
including the SJV Regional Goods Movement Action Plan 
(2007), corridor studies along SR 99 and other highways around 
the region (including SR 58 and SR 152), truck circulation 
studies to identify access points and routes for trade goods 
throughout the SJV region, and numerous rail studies that explore 
the use of the rail mode in a robust goods movement system. 
 
Building on these prior efforts and new analysis, the purpose of this study is to develop a plan of prioritized 
projects, strategic programs, and policies that will guide goods movement planning for the region in the future.  
The plan is based on an analysis of the economic and global trade trends that are driving the demand for goods 
movement in the SJV region and includes a forecast of future freight flows and demand by transportation mode.  
The plan also includes an evaluation of infrastructure needs that were the basis of many of the projects that were 
selected.  While accommodating growth in goods movement demand is important to ensuring the economic 
health of the SJV region, this growth must be achieved in an environmentally sustainable manner.  The plan 
includes strategies for improving the environmental performance of goods movement in the SJV and mitigating 
impacts on communities.  The plan concludes with a discussion of funding and implementation strategies so the 
SJV regional transportation agencies can move forward with next steps to realize the vision embodied in the 
plan. 
 
San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Sustainable Implementation Plan (2017)  
 
The purpose of this study was to build on the work conducted in the SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan, 
and take the next steps to address issues raised in the SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan (2013).  This 
was accomplished by designating priority first and last-mile goods movement connectors and identifying any 
needed improvements to the connectors; identifying truck route and parking needs and strategies; identifying 
priority rural corridors; developing a framework for improving and maintaining the Vallewide truck model; and 
coordinating all of these efforts with the Valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies’ (RTPA) 
Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) and other planning efforts at the local, state, and federal level. 
 
This study tackled several of the issues identified in the SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan, including: 

• Identifying high-priority, first- and last-mile connectors that emphasize improved connectivity to critical 
economic sectors.  The study also identifies connector needs and recommends a plan of improvements 
and an approach to funding. 

• Identifying areas of concern related to truck routing and parking and identifying truck route and parking 
needs and proposing policies, guidelines, and improvements to ensure truck routes are well planned, 
provide access and maintain continuity across jurisdictional lines.  The study examined parking needs 
and shortages and proposes options to improving information about legal parking, encouraging the 
development and expansion of private truck stops and parking facilities, and identifying locations for 
new state or public parking facilities. 

• Identifying rural and connecting urban priority corridors.  This information will support the process by 
which the State will designate critical rural and urban corridors and their inclusion in the National 
Priority Freight Network as required by the FAST Act. 
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• Recommending improvements to the SJV goods movement model and a process to ensure that it is kept 
up to date with the best available data inputs and freight modeling best practices.  To this end, the study 
developed a concept for institutionalizing freight modeling to support freight planning in the Valley so 
that good movement considerations become a part of the core analytical capabilities in each of the 
Valley Councils of Government.  The revised model and supporting data can then be used to generate 
performance measures that are consistent with Federal and state guidance and that are linked to the SJV 
Interregional Goods Movement Plan Vision and Goals. 

 
Connector Needs and Strategies 
 
Performance metric data collected for select connectors revealed multiple needs that could improve safety 
and efficiency on connectors throughout the regional.  Examples include: 

• Improved signage for both passenger and commercial vehicle traffic. 
• Safety analysis and improvement. 
• Signal coordination on truck routes. 
• Pavement quality improvements. 
• Exploring design standards for heavy truck routes and connectors. 

 
Truck Parking Recommendations 
 
After reviewing previous reports and discussing the issue with public agencies, truck stop operators and 
truck drivers, several factors were identified that contribute to the truck parking problem in the Valley.  The 
following recommendations to improve conditions should be considered: 

• Planning and Funding 
o Improve data collection and analysis to have a better understanding of short-term and long-term 

parking demand. 
o Work with law enforcement to educate and train them about improved use of safe and available 

parking spaces. 
o Update plans and investment programs to include truck parking solutions, both for facilities and 

technology for truck parking information services. 
o MPOs should consider ways to incentivize land use decisions to facilitate private-sector 

expansion of existing facilities or opening of new ones. 
o Surplus public properties can be converted to truck stops. 
o Funding provided by FAST could be used to construct or expand truck parking facilities and 

deploy tools for commercial motor vehicle drivers to find safe, available places to park and rest. 
 

• Demand Control 
o Policies that incentivize off-peak deliveries can reduce demand for long-term parking spaces. 
o Truck circulation is a problem in some older parking facilities that are not designed for larger 

trucks.  
o Shippers/receivers often demand that drivers leave the facility immediately after delivery. 
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Figure 1-21 - SJV Freight Clusters 
 

 
Recommended Next Steps 
The SJV Sustainable Implementation Plan has 
identified a system of truck corridors and 
connectors and recommendations for how to 
proceed with improvements on these roadways 
to address identified needs.  In order to move 
forward with these recommendations, 
implementation actions should be taken in four 
key areas: 
1. Taking steps to secure funding for near-term 

opportunities; 
2. Conduct additional local analysis to prioritize 

corridor improvements, including truck 
parking;  

3. Establish a process for regular input on 
connectors, priority corridors and truck 
routes; and 

4. Work with Caltrans to adapt the statewide 
freight model for Valley applications.  

 
San Joaquin Valley I-5/SR99 Goods Movement 
Corridor Study (2017) 
 
Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 99 (SR 99) play 
critical and unique roles as the major goods 
movement facilities in the Valley.  At present, 92 
percent of goods in the Valley are carried by truck, 
and this is not expected to change in the near future.  I-5 and SR 99 carry the highest volumes of trucks in the 
Valley and in some locations, among the highest volumes in the state.  This is a reflection of the traditional 
north-south orientation of freight flows in the Valley, associated with the through routing of trucks to connect 
the major coastal urban areas to the north and south of the Valley, the north-south orientation of the Valley’s 
major urban centers, and the need to access major east-west interstate connections north and south of the Valley 
itself. 
 
I-5 is the route that is favored for long-haul movements.  It carries higher levels for through traffic and there has 
traditionally been less development along this route.  However, new developments in warehousing and 
distribution centers and manufacturing are taking advantage of access to I-5.  Increasing traffic that is being 
generated within the Valley uses I-5 for national connections.  SR 99 runs through each of the urban areas in the 
Valley and includes truck traffic distributing goods to/from these areas.  It also provides connections to east-
west routes that support the farm-to-market traffic and connections between farms and food processing that 
characterize the agricultural supply chain.  It is the backbone of the intra-Valley goods movement and a major 
route for commuters who share the road with trucks in the urban centers. 
 
A major effort and focus of this study involved identifying major truck generators in the Valley.  This study 
identified seventeen major freight clusters responsible for a large percentage of truck trips within the Valley and 
to and from other regions I California.  Each of these clusters consists of some combination of intermodal 



S A N  J O A Q U I N  V A L L E Y  R E G I O N A L  O V E R V I E W  
 

23 
 

Figure 1-22 - SJV Freight Clusters 
 

facilities, distribution centers, and/or large manufacturing firms.  The clusters are distributed throughout the 
Valley, with four located in San Joaquin County, two in Stanislaus County, one each in Merced and Madera 
counties, one in Fresno County, one in Kings County, three in Tulare County, and four in Kern County. 

• The San Joaquin Valley I-5/SR99 Goods Movement Corridor Study is divided into seven tasks, of which 
the Final Report incorporates Tasks 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7.  Tasks 5 and 6 covered coordination in support of 
the other tasks.  The Tasks covered in the Final Report are: Establish the need for streamlining goods 
movement. 

• Name specific “pain points” and priorities for mitigation. 
• Identify mitigating projects and programs. 
• Identify mitigating projects and programs. 
• Evaluate the feasibility of implementing projects and programs. 
• Analyze potential for technical demonstration of specified technology. 

 
Goods Movement Projects 
The three key basis for selection of the projects are as follows: 1) they are located on I-5 or SR 99 corridors and 
would improve economic efficiency and productivity, alleviate mobility and safety related goods movement 
issues, as well as support the growth of agricultural and industrial land uses; 2) they are located on connectors 
between I-5 and SR 99 corridors and would meaningfully increase network redundancy and alleviate congestion 
on the SR 99 corridor, along which a majority of freight clusters are located; and/or 3) they are located on key 
ingress/egress routes of the San Joaquin Valley region and would likely enhance its economic opportunities of 
handling trade and logistics for the ports and large populations in the Bay Area and Southern California. 
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Information collected for the projects includes: 1) location and route, 2) project ID, 3) project title and 
description, 4) project type, 5) project cost, 6) timeline for implementation, and 7) source of project 
information.  The following provides information about projects planned along I-5 and SR 99, as well as along 
some major east/west or north/south connectors between I-5 and SR 99 that may alleviate SR 99 congestion.   
 
The timeline for project implementation was 0-5 years, 6-15 years, 16-24 years, and 25 or more years.  The 
projects with an implementation timeline of 0-5 years in each Valley County are as follows: 

Fresno 
• California High-Speed Rail Project-SR 99 Re-Alignment 
• Mountain View and SR 99 Overcrossing: Widen Overcrossing and Improve Ramps 
• NB SR 99 Herndon Off Ramp: Signalize & Widen Ramp 
• Widen I-5 between Kings County and Merced County lines 
• Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes from Central Ave to Bullard Ave. 

Kern 
• Centennial Corridor 
• Centennial Connector - SR 58/Cottonwood Rd to Westside Parkway 
• Brown Material Rd to I5 - interchange upgrade at 1-5 - Phase 4A 

Madera 
• SR99: 4-Lane Freeway to 6-Lane Freeway Ave 12 to Ave 17 
• SR99: Madera 6 Lane  
• SR99: Reconstruct Interchange  
• SR99: South Madera 6 Lane 
• Widen SR99: In Fresno & Madera Counties, from south of Grantland Ave UC to north of 

Avenue 7 
Merced 

• Highway 99: Livingston Widening Northbound 
• Highway 99: Livingston Widening Southbound 
• Widen SR 152 between SR 99 and US 101 (in Merced County) 

San Joaquin 
• I-5 at Louise Avenue Interchange 
• I-5 at Roth Road Interchange 
• Widen I-5 between SR 120 and I-205 
• Widen I-5 from 1 mile north of SR 12 to SR 120 
• Widen SR 99 from French Camp Rd to Mariposa Rd 6 to 8 lanes, with new interchange 
• SR 99 at Austin Road Interchange 
• SR 99 at Eight Mile Road Interchange 
• SR 99 at Gateway Boulevard Interchange 
• SR 99 at Main Street/UPRR Interchange (Ripon) 
• SR 99 at Morada Interchange 
• SR 99 at Raymus Expressway Interchange 
• SR 99 at Turner Road Interchange Operational Improvements 
• Widen SR 12 between I-5 and SR 99 
• Widen SR 120 between I-5 and SR 99, with new interchange at SR 99  

Stanislaus 
• SR 99 Interchange Ramp and Auxiliary Lane Improvements 
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• SR 99 & Hammett Rd 
• SR 99 & Briggsmore Interchange 
• SR 99 Reconstruct Interchange at Fulkerth Road 
• SR 99 Reconstruct to 8-lane Interchange - Phase II 
• I-5 to Rogers Road: Interchange Improvements and Widen Sperry Ave 
• Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in Stanislaus County 
• Widen SR 132 connecting SR 99 and I-580 

Tulare 
• State Route 99/Betty Drive Interchange 

 
Kings County did not have any projects with an implementation timeline of 0-5 years. 
 
Strategic Goals, Objectives, I-5/SR 99 Strategic Program 
 
The study identified seven strategic goals with related objectives for the SJV region based on various state 
and regional transportation planning documents. 
 

Strategic Goals, Objectives 
• Improve Economic Competitiveness: 

o Vitalize/Revitalize commercial vehicle corridors. 
o Increase transportation choices for freight uses. 
o Improve access to key economic centers. 
o Reduce the cost of exporting products from the region, thereby increasing demand for 

those products and related processing/manufacturing jobs. 
• Preserve Infrastructure: 

o Conduct preventative maintenance and rehabilitation on freight transportation system. 
o Maximize utilization of available supply for freight uses. 
o Manage freight demand within existing supply. 
o Preserve land for future freight uses. 

• Improve Mobility and Travel Time Reliability: 
o Integrate multiple modes for freight uses. 
o Minimize congestion and increase operational efficiency for freight uses. 
o Increase network redundancy for freight uses. 

• Improve Safety and Security: 
o Minimize crashes and damages for freight uses. 
o Improve operations on freight transportation system. 
o Improve incident management and network resiliency on freight transportation system. 
o Stay informed about the current level of threat to security on freight transportation 

system. 
• Improve Environment: 

o Stay informed about the current commercial vehicle environmental laws and regulations 
and improve their enforcement. 

o Conserve energy and natural resources for freight uses. 
o Minimize commercial vehicle emissions.  
o Improve development and implementation of mitigation measures for freight 

investments. 
o Improving environmental justice for freight investments. 
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• Use Innovative Technology and Practices: 
o Develop commercial vehicle alternate fuel technology and fueling infrastructure. 
o Develop new commercial vehicle to commercial vehicle communications technology 

applications. 
o Develop new commercial vehicle operator information systems. 
o Develop institutional arrangements and business relationships to optimize freight 

transportation system usage and costs. 
• Plan and Collaborate to Fund Investments: 

o Develop freight projects list, timeline for implementation and public funding gap 
information. 

o Conduct studies to evaluate benefits of key freight transportation system investments. 
o Coordinate with other public agencies and private sector for freight project or service 

development and associated land use planning. 
 
Conclusions 
 
The most recent statewide, regional and local transportation plans were used to compile a master list of goods 
movement related projects and programs on I-5 and SR 99 corridors in the San Joaquin Valley region. These 
included projects on I-5 and SR 99, key connectors between the two corridors and key ingress/egress routes of 
the region that connect to San Francisco Bay Area and Southern California. The total project cost, project status 
and likely timeline for implementation were updated in consultation with Caltrans and regional metropolitan 
planning organizations. The planned projects are expected to address issues in all critical locations. 
 
County level analysis of truck volume and peak period travel speed data on I-5 and SR 99 showed critical 
mobility and reliability issues on segments and critical freight access interchanges.  County level analysis of 
truck involved crash severity data on I-5 and SR 99 showed critical safety and reliability issues on segments and 
critical freight access interchanges. 
 
The literature review on ITS solutions for truck parking showed options for real-time parking detection 
technologies, compared their physical and operational capabilities, and summarized past tested public-private-
partnership opportunities for truck parking. 
 
A programmatic project concept of mode shifting from truck to potential short-haul rail service was assessed 
using a review of past studies and initiatives, an analysis of rail intermodal facility location options for major 
California ports and estimation of VMT reduction on I-5 and SR 99 on a per trip basis for the various. The 
review found that distance and volume are key determinants for rail carriers to provide rail shuttle service and 
price the rail shuttle service; the price and convenience are key determinants for shippers to select rail shuttle 
service instead of truck drayage. Previous concepts including CIRIS between the Port of Oakland and Stockton 
in San Joaquin County, and shared load container concept between the Ports of Long Beach/Los Angeles and 
Shafter in Kern County did not show a price advantage for a rail shuttle service over truck drayage; however, 
more recent unpublished analysis indicates that the rate gap between drayage and rail is closing. The mode shift 
would have varying VMT reduction impacts on I-5 and SR 99 depending on the location of rail intermodal 
facility.  
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The Future of Goods Movement in the Valley  
 
Through the cooperative efforts of the San Joaquin Valley eight-county coalition and the goods movement 
planning efforts, the Valley is seriously looking at all of the existing conditions, growth implications and 
environmental impacts on our communities to develop a strategic and comprehensive understanding and 
strategies for implementing an efficient goods movement system. 
 
Throughout the goods movement planning process, public and private stakeholders have met and discussed the 
criteria and metrics for evaluating projects to enhance the socioeconomic status of the San Joaquin Valley via 
improvements in our transportation systems. During the planning process the regional planning agencies 
worked with regional freight stakeholders from throughout the SJV to understand the issues, challenges, 
bottlenecks, and opportunities of the Valley’s multi-modal goods movement system, including a three-tiered 
stakeholder outreach process to public, private, and other freight system stakeholders. 
 
The supply chain and logistics trends of key industries, their current needs, and how they will impact goods 
movement in the future, including creating simplified supply chain diagrams to illustrate the transportation 
system needs of industries was assessed. 
 
Through the planning process, a prioritized investment plan of multimodal project improvements and strategies 
to increase the efficiency and reliability of the region’s goods movement system was created, including 
evaluation using the valleywide truck model, IMPLAN economic input-output software, and other tools to 
quantify the environmental, economic, and mobility benefits of each project / strategy. 
 
The goods movement planning processes provides the eight-county region with data-driven, multimodal project 
lists that reflect the combined goods movement vision of the entire of the region.    
 
Advocacy 
 
San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council 
 
The eight valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies have a long history of successfully coordinating 
and collaborating to address issues of regional significance in the San Joaquin Valley. This approach was 
formalized with the voluntary creation of the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council (Regional Policy 
Council). 
 
This sixteen member Regional Policy Council was established in 2006 to discuss and build regional consensus 
on issues of Valley importance. The Regional Policy Council consists of two elected officials and one alternate 
appointed from each of the eight regional planning agencies’ governing boards in the San Joaquin Valley. This 
body provides a forum for our Valley to communicate and coordinate easily and effectively on issues that 
impact the region such as:  
 

• Intercity Passenger Rail 
• State Route 99  
• Goods Movement 
• Short Haul Rail  
• Air Quality/Transportation Planning  
• Valleywide Model Improvement Plan  
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• AB 32, SB 375 Implementation 
• Regional Energy Planning 
• Regional Transportation Plans 
• Annual Policy Conference 

 
In addition, the Regional Policy Council also fosters and supports the development of relationships between the 
San Joaquin Valley and the California Transportation Commission, the California Air Resources Board, the 
California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley, Caltrans, Federal Highway Administration, and other state 
and federal agencies.  
 
Valley Legislative Affairs Committee 
 
The Valley Legislative Affairs Committee (VLAC) is a staff-level coordination effort consisting of staff from 
each of the eight Regional Transportation Planning Agencies in the valley.  VLAC meets monthly and is 
charged with tracking pertinent legislation, providing updates and making recommendations to the RTPA 
Directors’ Committee and to the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council.  The primary purpose of VLAC 
is to develop and implement the valley-wide advocacy program – Valley Voice – which consists of an advocacy 
trip to Washington, D.C. and Sacramento annually.  
 
The goals of the Valley Voice program are to:  

• Communicate the Valley’s legislative priorities clearly and succinctly.  
• Obtain more state and federal funding for regional priorities.  
• Advocate for legislation or changes to existing legislation that will benefit the valley 

 
The Valley Voice delegation is comprised of representatives from the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy 
Council. Each year, VLAC develops state and federal legislative platforms in coordination with the RTPA 
Directors’ committee that are reviewed and approved by the Regional Policy Council. The Washington, DC trip 
is typically scheduled in September, and the Sacramento trip is typically scheduled for February/March.  
 

SUMMARY OF ISSUES FOR THE STATE VALLEY VOICE PROGRAM 2014-2017 
 
Air Quality  

• Petition the EPA for new national standards for on-road, heavy-duty trucks and locomotives under 
federal jurisdiction. 

• Establish a National Clean Air Investment Fund to accelerate the deployment of low-emission vehicles 
in a timeframe that will meet the air quality standards. 

 
Cap and Trade Funding 

• Structure investments to support SB 375 strategies with an emphasis on poor air quality regions, such as 
the San Joaquin Valley. This requires maintaining CalEnviroScreen criteria to determine Disadvantaged 
Communities status. 

• Allow flexibility at the regional and local level to develop the most-effective ways to reduce GHG. 
• Address project-funding determinations at the regional level to encourage local innovation and 

flexibility while addressing the needs and role of disadvantaged communities.  
 
Goods Movement 
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• Support programming and construction of the priority goods movement projects in the San Joaquin 
Valley. 

 
San Joaquin Amtrak Intercity Passenger Rail 

• Provide a stable, consistent annual appropriation/allocation of state capital funds with increases 
necessary to meet future requirements and further expand the system. 

 
Support for AB 28 

• Pass AB 28 to add back Section 820.1 to the Streets and Highways Code, with provisions to waive 
immunity and consent to the jurisdiction of federal courts, but with no sunset clause. 

 
Categorical Exclusion (CE) for Projects of Limited Federal Assistance  

• Encourage the State to exercise the authority provided to them by federal statute to make categorical 
exclusion certifications or determinations for specific transportation projects that meet the law’s criteria. 

 
Transportation Funding 

• Support a funding increase to the STIP that is equivalent to a return of truck weight fees. 
• Fund the STIP in whole before adding new revenue to the Trade Corridor Improvement Fund. 
• Through the SHOPP program, support a full range of safety and operational improvements that also 

provide for GHG reduction, including new interchanges. 
• Support the return of $1 billion per year of Truck Weight Fees to transportation, instead of using them to 

repay general obligation debt, dividing it up as follows: 44% to the STIP; 44% to Local Agencies; 12% 
to the SHOPP 

 
Motorist Aid System: Multiple Service Elements 

• Allow Service Authorities for Freeways and Expressways (SAFEs) to fund a variety of motorist aid 
infrastructure and services including but not limited to call boxes. 

 
Transportation Initiative Voter Threshold  

• Support the reduction of the voter threshold for transportation sales tax measures. 
 

SUMMARY OF ISSUES FOR THE FEDERAL VALLEY VOICE PROGRAM 2014-2017 
 
Buy America Waivers 

• Expedite the Federal Transit Administration and Federal Highway Administration review and approval 
of Buy America waiver requests in the San Joaquin Valley. 

 
Regional Transportation Plans Adoption Cycles 

• Support legislation authorizing the option of updating RTPs at least once every 10 years. 
 
MPO Role, Flexibility and Funding 

• Support the role of MPOs in the decision making process, find ways to improve flexibility in how they 
operate, and avoid legislation that would transfer their power to the state and federal governments. 

• Oppose the MPO Coordination and Planning Area Reform proposed rulemaking (Docket No. FHWA-
2016-0016) 
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Geographic and Socioeconomic Equity in Grant Programs 
• Provide special consideration for mid-sized, economically disadvantaged regions and non-attainment 

areas for infrastructure-related grant programs. 
 
Clean Air Act Modernization 

• Include an overriding provision in federal law to prohibit federal sanctions on local regions where their 
inability to attain federal standards is due to pollution from sources outside their regulatory authority. 

 
Reductions in Emissions Sources Under Federal Control 

• Petition the EPA for new national standards for on-road, heavy-duty trucks and locomotives under 
federal jurisdiction.  

• Establish a National Clean Air Investment Fund to accelerate the deployment of low-emission vehicles 
in a timeframe that will meet the air quality standards. 

 
Ozone Regulatory Delay and Extension of Assessment Length (ORDEAL) Act 

• Allow more time for EPA to fully review all available research, which would help eliminate some of the 
confusion and the chaotic transition between air quality standards. 

 
Air and Health Quality Empowerment Zone Designation 

• Support and Co-Sponsor H.R. 5359 McNerney Air and Health Quality Empowerment Zone Designation 
to provide new incentive funding for non-attainment areas like the San Joaquin valley. 

 
Goods Movement  

• Support FAST Act discretionary freight programming (INFRA) for regionally significant projects in the 
SJV with consideration of providing additional attention to non-attainment areas, emphasizing safety as 
key criterion and keeping required match at an attainable level for rural disadvantaged communities. 

• Support policy and funding for priority projects identified in the ongoing SJV Interregional Goods 
Movement planning process. 

 
Farm-To-Market Routes 

• Support funding for maintenance of critical farm to market routes that have heavy truck traffic, through 
a set-aside in the next Transportation or Farm Bill. 

 
National Freight Program and Revenue Source 

• Establish a national freight program that would include both formula shares and incentive grant 
programs to states designated to improve the efficiency and reliability of freight movement. 

 
Continued Funding for Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation 

• Provide a  stable, long term funding source dedicated to bridge maintenance and repair in future 
transportation bills that would include off-system bridges as well. 

 
Aviation Fuel Sales Tax – H.R. 4441 

• Support H.R. 4441 to re-establish Congressional intent and 29 years of federal interpretation that the tax 
collected on aviation fuel for airport purposes is applied to excise taxes on aviation fuel only, not to 
general sales that states and localities impose on all goods. 

 
Water Quality, Supply and Reliability 
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• Encourage bipartisan cooperation between Congress and the Administration to resolve the water crisis.  
• Encourage support for new storage capacity projects including Temperance Flat Dam and Sites 

Reservoir in California. 
 
Commonsense Legislative Exceptional Events Reform (CLEER) Act 

• Support the Commonsense Legislative Exceptional Events Reform (CLEER) Act, which would add 
events, like the drought conditions faced by California, to the Clean Air Act’s exceptional event 
provision, streamline EPA’s exceptional events approval process and would improve the appeals process 
when a regional does not agree with EPA’s findings. 

 
Map-21 Reauthorization Principles 

• In crafting legislation reauthorizing MAP-21, the SJV Policy Council recommends the following 
principles: 

(1) Financing: the SJV Policy Council supports a multi-year bill that would provide stability and 
certainty and allow for more deliberate economic investment.  Also, the Policy Council supports 
provisions for a national freight program and maintaining formula funding allocations to regions. 

(2) Performance-based measures: the SJV supports the performance-based decision making process 
to streamline and reform Federal surface transportation programs and project delivery. 

(3) Fix it first: Priority should be given to preservation and maintenance of the existing system of 
roadways, bridges, transit routes, railroads, ports and airports. 

 
Other Collaborative Planning Efforts 
 
For over the last fifteen years the Valley RTPAs have explored the mutual benefits and economies of scale in 
working together on voluntary planning efforts.  Oftentimes the funding for these projects is the result of a 
successful grant application that is submitted on behalf of all the Valley RTPAs.  Developing the themes and 
consensus for the grant application requires a high level of coordinated effort between the Executive Directors 
and the governing boards. 
 
Several impressive examples of this voluntary collaboration between the Valley RTPAs include the San Joaquin 
Valley Blueprint, the San Joaquin Valley Greenprint, the San Joaquin Valley Express Transit Study, and the 
San Joaquin Valley Tribal Transportation Environmental Justice Study.  Each of the above named studies 
represents countless hours of conference calls, face to face meetings, working with Valleywide and local 
stakeholders, and often times retaining a subject matter consultant(s) between the Valley RTPAs to develop a 
specific product. 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint is an outstanding example of this voluntary collaborative planning effort.  A 
commitment to work together and submit a grant application in 2006, has since grown into a seven year 
cooperative valleywide and regional planning effort to identify smart growth strategies for the Valley 
communities.  This planning effort involved all levels of government and the opportunity for local citizens in all 
eight counties to participate.  From this unprecedented level of outreach, several other planning efforts have 
emerged and continue to gain momentum.  As a counterpart to the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint, the San 
Joaquin Valley Greenprint continues to explore how to best preserve the vast productive acres of farmland and 
vital habitat in the region. 
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As part of the latter Blueprint effort, the Valley RTPAs worked with several other agencies to create the 
Blueprint Awards program.  This award program began in 2010 and is used to recognize the outstanding 
achievements, the greater aesthetics or progressive details as demonstrated in a sustainable development project.   
 
The Valley RTPAs in the recent years were successful in obtaining a grant for the purpose of assisting Valley 
jurisdictions with populations of 50,000 or less persons to implement smart growth principles into their local 
planning documents.  Jurisdictions in the eight counties were divided into northern, central, and southern 
counties and well respected local consultant firms were retained in the three regions to provide technical 
services.  This effort highlights a coordinated voluntary effort in which the Valley RTPAs came together on 
behalf of the smaller population member agencies. 
 
Aside from regional planning, the RTPAs have explored Valleywide transit and strategies to improve regional 
planning with our Tribal Governments.  The goal of the SJV Express Transit Study was to identify 
recommendations for inter-county commuter-express transportation services within the SJV region and non-
Valley urbanized population centers.  The Tribal Transportation Environmental Justice Collaborative Project 
invited 47 California Central Valley Tribes to participate with the Valley RTPAs and explore long-range 
planning issues and environmental justice priorities.   
 
The Valley RTPAs work on specific studies often times when key information is unavailable.  Recent examples 
include the San Joaquin Valley Demographic Forecast 2010 to 2050 Study and the Market Demand Analyses 
for Higher Density Housing in the San Joaquin Valley.  These two technical data driven projects included a 
high level of subject experts from the private real estate and larger economics field.  The Valley RTPAs made a 
coordinated effort to work with subject matter experts to ensure that the final end products were creditable with 
the high level of validity. 
 
The Valley RTPAs continue to work very closely with the San Joaquin Valley Partnership.  The San Joaquin 
Valley Partnership consists of members appointed by the Governor, California Cabinet Secretaries, and civic 
leaders that work with several work groups that explore economic development to water. 
 
In conclusion, the Valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies have a strong history of working together 
on other collaborative voluntary planning efforts and will continue to do so as resources allow. 
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Valley Success in Implementation      Figure 1 - 23 
 
Passenger Rail in the San Joaquin Valley    
        
Background 
 
Passenger rail service has been an area of extensive activity for the 
Central Valley with two existing services currently operating and the 
first segment of the California High-Speed Rail System under 
construction, which began in Fresno in 2015. The two existing 
passenger rail services include the Amtrak San Joaquins route that 
runs the length of the Central Valley and the Altamont Corridor 
Express (ACE) that connects the northern Central Valley with the 
San Francisco Bay Area. 
 
The Amtrak San Joaquins route provides service from the San 
Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento through the Central Valley to 
Bakersfield. The San Joaquins runs multiple times daily between the 
San Francisco Bay Area (or Sacramento) and Bakersfield, where 
Amtrak Thruway buses connect to Southern California destinations. 
Other stops along the way include Stockton, Modesto, Merced, Martinez, and Fresno. Thruway bus connections 
to San Francisco are made at Emeryville. The seventh daily round trip of the San Joaquins was added on June 
20, 2016, which was the first new round trip between Oakland and Bakersfield in 22 years. As part of the FY 
2017/18 and FY 2018/19 Operating Plan, two of these seven daily round-trips are being planned to start/end at 
the mid-corridor location of Fresno so that they can arrive in Sacramento and the Bay Area by around 8 am. 
SJJPA has branded this new service “Morning Express Service.”  
 
  Figure 1 - 24 

The Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) provides commuter rail 
service from the City of Stockton in San Joaquin County to the 
City of San Jose in Santa Clara County.  ACE runs four round 
trips daily with average weekday ridership over 4,000 passengers 
totaling a million passengers per year.  ACE trains depart 
Stockton in the morning with return departures from San Jose in 
the afternoon.  ACE service has ten stations through San Joaquin, 
Alameda, and Santa Clara County with bus connections to other 
transit including Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) in Pleasanton. 
 
After breaking ground in 2015, construction of the California 
High-Speed Rail is well underway in the Central Valley. The 

California High-Speed Rail System will be the first high-speed rail system in the nation. The California High-
Speed Rail Authority (“Authority”) is proposing an Initial Operating Section (IOS) to be completed by 2025 
that will connect San Jose to a temporary station 20 miles north of Bakersfield. The Merced to Fresno Project 
Section is part of the first phase of the high-speed rail system. This project section is approximately 65-miles 
and generally parallels the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks and State Route 99 between Merced and 
Fresno with stations in downtown Merced and Fresno. By 2029, the system will run from San Francisco to the 
Los Angeles basin in under three hours at speeds capable of over 200 miles per hour. The system will 

Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) 
 

AMTRAK San Joaquin Service 
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eventually extend to Sacramento and San Diego, totaling 800 miles with up to 24 stations. In addition, the 
Authority is working with regional partners to implement a statewide rail modernization plan that will invest 
billions of dollars in local and regional rail lines to meet the state’s 21st century transportation needs. 

 
Figure 1 - 25 California High Speed Rail 
Statewide Rail Modernization 

Coordination 
 
Central Valley Rail Policy Working Group 
 
Coordination of passenger rail service in the Central Valley has 
involved a significant number of stakeholders from the local, 
state, and federal agencies to the private railroads and public.  
The Central Valley Rail Policy Working Group consists of 20 
agencies and has been involved in coordinated planning for 
passenger rail service between Merced and Sacramento since 
2006.  Recent activities of the Central Valley Rail Policy 
Working Group have included support of the High Speed Rail 
Authority (HSRA) in the implementation of high-speed rail 
through the Central Valley.  These activities have involved:   
 

• Partnering with the HSRA throughout the project 
development process 

• Providing guidance on local issues, development plans, 
and policies 

• Assisting in developing and evaluating alternatives 
• Participation in public involvement activities and events 
• Serving as liaisons to local communities 

 
San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority 
 
With the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 1779 in August 2012, regional government agencies were enabled to 
form the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (SJJPA) to take over the administration and management of the 
existing Amtrak San Joaquins Rail Service from the state. The SJJPA was established in March 2013 and is 
comprised of ten member agencies including the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, Sacramento Regional 
Transit, Stanislaus Council of Governments, Merced County Association of Governments, Contra Costa 
Transportation Authority, Tulare County Association of Governments, Madera County Transportation 
Commission, Alameda County, Fresno Council of Governments, and Kings County Association of 
Governments. An Interagency Transfer Agreement between the SJJPA and the State was signed on June 29, 
2015. Under the provisions of AB 1779, the state will continue to provide the funding necessary for service 
operations, administration and marketing. Furthermore, Caltrans Division of Rail and Mass Transit will remain 
responsible for the development of the Statewide Rail Plan and the coordination and integration between the 
three state-supported intercity passenger rail services. 
 
 
 
 

---0 ............ 
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          Figure 1 - 26 
Looking Forward 
 
Senate Bill 132 was adopted in April 2017, assigning 
$400 million for the purpose of extending the 
Altamont Corridor Express into Ceres and Merced 
by the year 2027.  Senate Bill 132 aligns with the 
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) 
ACEforward planning effort, which supports both 
the enhancement of exiting ACE service between 
Stockton and San Jose as well as extend ACE service 
to Manteca, Modesto, Turlock and Merced.  The 
ACEforward effort has involved extensive 
coordination through the Central Valley Rail Policy 
Working Group with the hope to realize portions of 
the ACE service extension to Merced by as early as 2020.  The Central Valley transportation partners will also 
continue to work with the California HSRA to support the implementation of high-speed rail within the Central 
Valley as the initial operating phases are complete and services are initiated.  
 
Proposition 1B and State Route 99 Bond Program 
 
The $1 billion for State Route 99 included in Proposition 1B made a small dent in the nearly $6 billion in 
immediate needs identified in Caltrans’ 99 Business Plan. Far greater funding is needed, however, to bring the 
“Main Street” and the primary goods movement corridor of the Valley up to a full six lanes from Bakersfield to 
Sacramento. Widening to at least six lanes has been a long term goal of the Valley and is necessary to 
accommodate the forecasted growth and avoid major congestion problems along the SR 99 corridor in the 
future. As the Proposition 1B program nears its sunset date, the recent update of the SR 99 business plan paints 
a clear picture of the continuing needs for upgrading and improving the roadway and interchanges. 
 

ACEforward Proposed Service 
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State Route 99 Business Plan 
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In 2013, Ca lt rans and the 8 Va ll ey M POs 

completed the second update to the 9 9 

Business Plan. Here are the high lights : 

• $!Billion fu nded by Proposit ion 18 

• Construction/Complete - 20 Projects -

$1.3 Billion fu nded 

• Programed/Partiall y Funded - 24 Projects -

$1.4 Billion funded 

• Cand idates Rema ining - 19 Major Projects -

$3 .5 Billion unfunded 

• New Emphasis on operationa l 

improvements including: ca rpool fac ilit ies/ 

ramp metering, reduced truck congestion , 

511 Trave l Info System, Ca lVans public 

van pool service, privately su bsidized 

express bus service saving 1.4M VMT /yr, 

new park & ride lots. 
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2018 Regional Transportation Plan
Capital Improvement Program / Expenditure Plan by Sub Areas

Using Existing Funding Sources (Ready‐To‐Go Major Projects) 

Together With Potential New Funding Sources (Next‐In‐Line  Major Projects)

!II 
Kern Council 
of Governments 



Transportation Revenue Programs (existing + potential new)

Early Expenditures

Fix‐It‐First, 

Keep‐It‐Local / 

Cost‐Efficient

Advanced Tech, 

Safe, Clean 

Transportation

Ready‐To‐Go, 

Regional 

Projects

Early 

Expenditure 

Total

Total 

Expendatures 

All Programs

street/bridge 

maintenance; 

reconstruction / 

pavement tech; 

widenings; 

signalization; 

Transportation 

Control Measures 

(TCMs)

safer; healthy; 

efficient; air 

quality; pedestrian; 

bicycle; 

senior/disabled 

and advanced tech 

transit; 

transportation 

enhancements

first 1‐15 years of 

the plan ‐ 

Includes major 

roadway and 

other major 

projects funded 

in the 2014 RTP 

ready or nearing 

readiness

Fix‐It‐First, 

Advanced Tech, 

Ready‐To‐Go; all 

funding sources

reinvests 

anticipated cost 

savings as projects 

are 

environmentally 

cleared, designed 

and made ready; 

unfunded projects 

identified in the 

2014 RTP/CIP

all funded and 

unfunded 

projects

notes Annual Over 20 Year Period ($ estimates x 1,000)

LOCAL funds available from existing sources      1  $112,562 $7,055 $80,470 $200,087 $0 $200,087

STATE funds available from existing sources      1  $28,846 $30,150 $49,250 $108,246 $0 $108,246

FEDERAL funds available from existing sources      1  $13,600 $22,980 $31,504 $68,084 $0 $68,084

 TOTAL funds available from existing sources       1  $155,008 $60,185 $161,224 $376,417 $0 $376,417

 Potential new revenue       1  $42,500 $10,300 $33,128 $85,928 $0 $85,928
     1  49.5% 12.0% 38.6% 100.0%

 50% increase in leveraged new state and 

federal matching funds 
     2 

$0 $5,150 $16,564 $21,714 $0 $21,714
 13% cost savings from inflation (building 5 

years sooner) 
     3 

$0 $0 $26,334 $26,334 $0 $26,334

 New revenue leverages 50% more funds  $0 $5,150 $42,898 $48,048 $0 $48,048
Total existing and potential new 

revenue sources $197,508 $75,635 $237,250 $510,393 $0 $510,393
38.7% 14.8% 46.5% 100.0%

 Needed to improve road conditions and lower 

maintenance cost (80+ PCI in 20 years) 
     4 

‐$124,398 $0 $0 ‐$124,398 $0 ‐$124,398

 15% cost savings from pavement technology 

(higher up‐front cost/cheaper longterm) 
     4 

‐$1,393 $0 $0 ‐$1,393 $0 ‐$1,393

 Efficiency adjusted cost with new pavement 

technology savings (recycled, rubberized...) 
     4 

‐$125,791 $0 $0 ‐$125,791 $0 ‐$125,791

 Needed for wideings, signalization and other 

transportation control measures 
     1 

‐$71,717 $0 $0 ‐$71,717 $0 ‐$71,717

Year of Expenditure (YOE) Cost with potential 

new revenue (5 years sooner) ‐$197,508 ‐$64,523 ‐$157,414 ‐$419,444 ‐$494,354 ‐$913,799

Apply cost savings/match to Next‐In‐Line Projects $0 $0 $0 $0 $48,048 $48,048

Remaining unfunded projects $0 $0 $0 $0 ‐$446,307 ‐$865,751

 Leveraged cost savings + new revenue 

+ existing sources  $197,508 $75,635 $263,583 $536,726 $48,048 $558,440

 Total jobs generated by all transportation 

expenditures over 20 years (avg. 5 yrs./job) 
     5 

30,520               10,900                  30,040               71,460              7,420                    75,520             

 New jobs generated by new revenue 

expenditures over 20 years (avg. 5 yrs./job) 
     5 

6,600                  1,600                    5,100                  13,300              7,400                    17,400             

 New non transportation sector jobs from 

expend. over 20 years (Induced jobs=34%) 
     5 

10,500               3,800                    10,300               24,600              2,600                    26,000             

 Potential jobs saved (6%) from good road 

maintenance over 20 years 
     6 

21,150              

 Total state/federal funds leveraged (20 yrs.)       2  $960,952

 Road maint. cost increase avoided (20 yrs.)       4  $1,856,576

 Increased Annual County Production (GDP) 

created by induced jobs 
     5 

$6,314,620

 Annual new local government sales tax revenue for 

public safety, libraries, etc. (based on GDP) 
     7 

$50,517

 8% ‐ 22% annual savings in vehicle 

maintenance & fuel costs (x 1.88 veh./hhold) 
     8 

$517 to $1423
 Average annual cost of 1/2 cent retail 

sales tax per household 
     9 

$269

Ex
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Next‐In‐Line, 

Regional Projects
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DRAFT COUNTYWIDE EXPENDITURE PLAN ‐     

2019‐2042
Existing Tranportation Revenue + Potential New 

Revenue: California’s Public Utilities Code Section 

180206(a) states, "A county transportation 

expenditure plan shall be prepared for the 

expenditure of the revenues expected to be derived 

from the tax imposed pursuant to this chapter, 

together with other federal, state, and local funds 

expected to be available for transportation 

improvements..."

1 Kern COG 2014 Regional Transportation Plan/2016 Capital Improvement Program
2 Conservative estimate, other regions leveraged a 50% match with Self Help measure
3 Assumes a conserviative 3% per year inflation rate.  The construciton cost index has gone up 
6‐7% annually over the past 30 years
4 Funding needed to bring pavement condition index (PCI) back up to 80+ from the current 63 
PCI average for the County.  Does not include Rehabilitation to bring back up to 85PCI.  
Avoided costs based on funding roads at current levels for next 20 years.
5 Assumes 38,638 jobs per billion dollars spent on transportation projects ‐ FHWA Highways 
Administration.  Induced GDP=induced jobs x Kern median income ($48,574) 
http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/highway_ops/hiway_ops2.htm 
6 Based on a 2014 Oregon Study that forecasts a 6% loss in Gross Domestic Product if roads are
allowed to deteriorate further. Assumes similar affect on employment.
7 Sales tax revenue based on increased GDP from induced jobs * 8% sales tax.  Consevativly it 
does not account incaome and property tax receipts.
8 Transportation Research Bureu NCHRP 720, Estimating the Effects of Pavement Condition on 
Vehicle Operating Costs, http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/166904.aspx 
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KERN COUNTY SUBAREA SUMMARY

County Subarea

Year of 

Expenditure 

(YOE) with 

new revenue

Percent of 

expendi‐

tures 

county‐

wide1

 Leveraged 

cost savings 

from 

maintenance

/inflation2 

Over 20 Year Period ($ estimates x 1,000)

Countywide

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $3,950,162 47.1% $1,856,576

street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control Measures (TCMs)

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $1,290,452 15.4% $0

safer; healthy; efficient; air quality; pedestrian; bicycle; senior/disabled and advanced tech transit; transportation enhancements

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects $3,148,274 37.5% $526,673

first 1‐15 years of the plan ‐ Includes major roadway and other major projects funded in the 2014 RTP ready or nearing readiness

Early Expenditures Subtotal (fully funded) $8,388,887 100.0% $2,383,250

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects $9,887,089 $3,273,047

reinvests anticipated cost savings as projects are environmentally cleared, designed and made ready; unfunded projects identified in the 2014 RTP/CIP
1Total Expenditure Plan $18,275,976 $5,656,296

Subareas

Arvin‐Lamont

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $209,010 $98,235

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $69,082 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $240,826 $37,374

Early Expenditures Subtotal $518,918 6.2% $135,609

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $467,180 $150,924
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $986,098 5.4% $286,533

Share of County Population 4.5%

Frazier Park

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $66,290 $31,156

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $14,865 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $137,469 $63,892

Early Expenditures Subtotal $218,624 2.6% $95,048

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $167,692 $113,519
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $386,316 2.1% $208,567

Share of County Population 1.0%

Indian Wells Valley

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $156,280 $73,452

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $43,311 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $274,316 $52,684

Early Expenditures Subtotal $473,906 5.6% $126,136

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $585,900 $188,929
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $1,059,806 5.8% $315,065

Share of County Population 4.1%

Lake Isabella

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $203,330 $95,565

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $21,716 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $346,731 $70,969

Early Expenditures Subtotal $571,777 6.8% $166,534

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $568,200 $183,558
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $1,139,977 6.2% $350,092

Share of County Population 2.0%
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2018 RTP Expenditure Program Summary By Subarea 

Together with Forecast of Existing and Potential New 

Funding Sources
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KERN COUNTY SUBAREA SUMMARY

County Subarea

Year of 

Expenditure 

(YOE) with 

new revenue

Percent of 

expendi‐

tures 

county‐

wide1

 Leveraged 

cost savings 

from 

maintenance

/inflation2 

Over 20 Year Period ($ estimates x 1,000)

2018 RTP Expenditure Program Summary By Subarea 

Together with Forecast of Existing and Potential New 

Funding Sources

Metro Bakersfield

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $1,798,269 $845,187

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $857,052 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $2,583,921 $342,365

Early Expenditures Subtotal $5,239,243 62.5% $1,187,551

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $6,147,688 $2,007,085
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $11,386,931 62.3% $3,194,637

Share of County Population 61.5%

North Kern

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $759,550 $356,989

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $152,020 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $381,428 $109,556

Early Expenditures Subtotal $1,292,999 15.4% $466,545

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $2,168,193 $702,460
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $3,461,192 18.9% $1,169,004

Share of County Population 14.8%

Southeast Kern

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $340,383 $159,980

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $56,898 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $259,199 $47,801

Early Expenditures Subtotal $656,481 7.8% $207,781

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $893,656 $268,968
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $1,550,136 8.5% $476,749

Share of County Population 5.3%

Taft‐Maricopa

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $187,088 $87,931

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $29,805 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $229,616 $54,684

Early Expenditures Subtotal $446,509 5.3% $142,616

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $1,125,511 $373,006

 All Projects in Subarea $950,282 $305,361
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $1,572,020 8.6% $515,622

Share of County Population 2.6%

Tehachapi

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient $229,961 $108,082

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation $45,703 $0

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $220,971 $50,029

Early Expenditures Subtotal $496,636 5.9% $158,111

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Benefiting Subarea $1,478,246 $467,229
1All Projects Benefiting Subarea $1,974,881 10.8% $625,339

Share of County Population 4.3%

2
Leveraged cost savings subject to amount of new revenue sources that become available.
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1Projects Benefitting Subareas do not add to 100% because some projects benefit more than one subarea.
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ARVIN‐LAMONT SUBAREA

Subarea Includes the City of Arvin, unincorporated communities (county areas) of Lamont, Di Georgio and Weedpatch Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
Arvin ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tra 13,392$                           13,392$                      6,294$                                
Arvin ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Trans 38,275$                            38,275$                      17,989$                              
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tra 30,276$                           30,276$                      14,230$                              
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Trans 99,139$                            99,139$                      46,595$                              
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 27,929$                            27,929$                      13,127$                              
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficien Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 209,010$                         209,010$                    98,235$                              

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects
Route 184 Panama Rd to Rt 58 ‐ widen to four lanes 9,005$                              10,500$                      1,495$                                 

Route 184 2Morning Dr to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes 4,459$                              5,000$                        541$                                    

Route 184
2At Union Pacific Railroad ‐ construct grade separation 23,865$                            26,400$                      2,535$                                 

Route 184
2Rt 58 to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes 78,184$                            90,000$                      11,816$                              

Route 119
2
Cherry Ave to Elk Hills Rd (Phase 1, bypass) ‐ widen to four lanes 97,396$                            115,000$                    17,604$                              

Route 119
2
I‐5 to Buena Vista ‐ widen to four lanes 27,916$                            31,300$                      3,384$                                 

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects
2
Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 240,826$                         278,200$                    37,374$                              

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects

Route 223 1Rt 99 to Rt 184 ‐ widen to four lanes 52,160$                            69,011$                      16,851$                              

Wheeler Ridge Road
1I‐5 to Rt 223  ‐ widen to four lanes 97,801$                            129,395$                    31,595$                              

Route 223  East Arvin city limits to Rt 58 ‐ widen to four lanes 48,900$                            64,698$                      15,797$                              

Route 184 2Rt 184 / Morning Dr. @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                            69,000$                      16,848$                              

East Beltway
2Rt 58 to Morning Drive ‐ construct new expressway 151,166$                         200,000$                    48,834$                              

Interstate 5
2From Fort Tejon to Rt 99 ‐ widen to ten lanes 65,001$                            86,000$                      20,999$                              

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects
2Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 467,180$                         618,104$                    150,924$                            

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
Arvin ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 4,875$                              4,875$                        ‐$                                     
Arvin ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 19,128$                            19,128$                      ‐$                                     
  Arvin ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 4,720$                              4,720$                        ‐$                                     
  Arvin ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 11,289$                           11,289$                      ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Corridor Improvement     A St (Simpson St to Franklin St) .9 mi.  235$                                 235$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Complete Streets     Comanche Dr (Varsity Av to Franklin St) 1.5 mi.  863$                                 863$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Crossing Improvements     El Camino Real (S Comanche Rd to Tejon Hwy) 1. mi.  86$                                   86$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Franklin St ‐ Meyer St 11$                                   11$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Corridor Improvement     Franklin St (Walnut Dr to Tejon Hwy) .8 mi.  209$                                 209$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Crossing Improvements     Haven Dr (Comanche Dr to Varsity Av) 1. mi.  86$                                   86$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Hood St ‐ Butte Av 11$                                   11$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Hood St ‐ Meyer St 11$                                   11$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Meyer St ‐ Hanson Ln 3$                                     3$                                ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Crossing Improvements     Meyer St (Ellen Wy to El Camino Real) .2 mi.  19$                                   19$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Meyer St (Ellen Wy to Hwy 223) 1.3 mi.  240$                                 240$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Crossing Improvements     Meyer St (Varsity Av to Hwy 223) .5 mi.  42$                                   42$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Crossing Improvements     N Hill St (Varsity Av to Hwy 223) .5 mi.  42$                                   42$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Crossing Improvements     Sycamore Rd (Comanche Dr to Tejon Hwy) 1. mi.  87$                                   87$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Tejon Hwy (Hwy 223 to Sycamore Rd) 1. mi.  190$                                 190$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Varsity Av ‐ Shared‐use Path 3$                                     3$                                ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Corridor Improvement     Varsity Av (Comanche Dr to Carmel St) .7 mi.  191$                                 191$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Corridor Improvement     Walnut Dr (Bear Mountain Blvd to Olsen St) .8 mi.  226$                                 226$                            ‐$                                     
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    Caltrans ‐ Crossing Improvements     Bear Mountain Blvd (Comanche Dr to Derby St) 1. mi.  86$                                   86$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improve    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 8,648$                              8,648$                        ‐$                                     
  Arvin ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 3,119$                              3,119$                        ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class III Bike Route     5th Av (N Hill St to N A St) .1 mi.  1$                                     1$                                ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     A St (Olson Wy to 5th Av) 1.1 mi.  97$                                   97$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Complete Streets     Campus Dr (Grapevine Dr to Varsity Rd) .5 mi.  284$                                 284$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class III Bike Route     Campus Dr (Sunset Blvd to Richardson Rd) .5 mi.  5$                                     5$                                ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Comanche Dr (Mark St to Sycamore Rd) 1. mi.  90$                                   90$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Franklin St (Walnut Dr to S Derby St) .8 mi.  137$                                 137$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class III Bike Route     Grapevine Dr (Campus Dr to N Hill St) .1 mi.  1$                                     1$                                ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Haven Dr (Comanche Dr to Tejon Hwy) 1. mi.  91$                                   91$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mark St (Comanche Dr to Walnut Dr) .2 mi.  23$                                   23$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class III Bike Route     Meyer St (El Camino Real to Sycamore Rd) .5 mi.  5$                                     5$                                ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Meyer St (Hwy 223 to Sycamore Rd) 1. mi.  90$                                   90$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     N Comanche St (Bear Mountain Rd to Varsity Av) .5 mi.  44$                                   44$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class III Bike Route     N Hill St (Grapevine Dr to 5th Av) .1 mi.  1$                                     1$                                ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     North City Path  (Bear Mountain Blvd to Varsity Av) .5 mi.  445$                                 30$                              (415)$                                  
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Olsen St (A St to Meyer St) .5 mi.  46$                                   123$                            77$                                      
    Arvin ‐ Class III Bike Route     Sycamore Rd (Comanche Dr to Rancho Dr) .5 mi.  5$                                     5$                                ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Sycamore Rd (Comanche Dr to Tejon Hwy) 1. mi.  91$                                   91$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Sycamore Rd (Towerline Rd to Tejon Hwy) 1. mi.  92$                                   92$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Tejon Hwy (Hwy 223 to Burkett Blvd) 2.5 mi.  225$                                 225$                            ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Varsity Av (N Comanche Dr to Tejon Hwy) 1. mi.  91$                                   91$                              ‐$                                     
    Arvin ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Walnut Dr (W Sycamore Rd to Alderette Dr) 1.2 mi.  110$                                 110$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class IV Cycle Track     Bear Mtn Blvd SR 223 (Tejon Hwy to Comanche Dr) 1. mi.  303$                                 303$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E Bear Mtn Blvd SR 223 (Comanche Dr to Union St) 12.6 mi.  1,138$                              1,138$                        ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 223 (Malovich Rd to Tejon Hwy) .5 mi.  46$                                   46$                              ‐$                                     
County Areas ‐potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 4,350$                              4,350$                        ‐$                                     
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 40,729$                            40,729$                      ‐$                                     
  County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 9,871$                              9,871$                        ‐$                                     
  County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 7,445$                              7,445$                        ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     Weedpatch Hwy (Brundage Ln to E Bear Mountain Blvd) 10. mi.  2,763$                              2,763$                        ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Hall Rd (San Emidio St to Habecker Rd) .5 mi.  141$                                 141$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Myrtle Av (Panama Ln to Wharton Av) .9 mi.  259$                                 259$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Panama Rd (Wible Rd to Main St) 7. mi.  1,936$                              1,936$                        ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     San Diego St (Burgundy Av to Wharton Av) .7 mi.  190$                                 190$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswa     Wharton Av ‐ Main St 11$                                   11$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Imp. lights     Santa Ana St (Hall Rd to Wharton Av) .4 mi. 118$                                 118$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Imp. lights     Santa Barbara St (Hall Rd to Wharton Av) .4 mi. 119$                                 119$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Imp. lights     Santa Clara St (Hall Rd to Wharton Av) .4 mi. 122$                                 122$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk/Corridor Imp     Hope Ln (Tatum St to Habecker Rd) .1 mi. 19$                                   19$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk/Corridor Imp     Tatum St (Hope Ln to Hall Rd) .09 mi. 19$                                   19$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk/Corridor Imp     Wilson (Hope Ln to end of street) .04 mi. 21$                                   21$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk/Corridor Imp     Hall Rd (San Emidio to Habecker Rd) 1. mi. 141$                                 141$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Bonita Rd (Main St to Habecker Rd) .5 mi.  97$                                   97$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Buena Vista Blvd (May Street to Buena Vista Blvd Mobile Park) .7 mi.  140$                                 140$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Carnation Ave (Mc Kee Road to Panama Road) .5 mi.  95$                                   95$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Collision St (Main St to Carnation Av) .2 mi.  48$                                   48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Di Giorgio Rd (Fairfax Rd to Main St) 1. mi.  190$                                 190$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Di Giorgio Rd (Pierce Drive to Weedpatch Highway) .7 mi.  143$                                 143$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Dunnsmere St (San Diego Street to Weedpatch Highway) .2 mi.  46$                                   46$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Field St (Di Giorgio Rd to Tri Duncan Avenue) .5 mi.  96$                                   96$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Habecker Rd (Panama Rd to Segrue Rd) .7 mi.  142$                                 142$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Hall Rd (San Diego St to Main St) .3 mi.  48$                                   48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Man O War St (Whirlaway St to Main St) .3 mi.  59$                                   59$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    McKee Rd (Main St to Carnation Av) .3 mi.  49$                                   49$                              ‐$                                     
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    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Mtn View Rd (RR xing to Sherman Rd) .8 mi.  146$                                 146$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Panama Rd (Gilbert Street to Habecker Rd) .7 mi.  133$                                 133$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Panama Rd (Habecker Rd to Main St) .5 mi.  98$                                   98$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Reynolds St (Whirlaway St to Main St) .3 mi.  56$                                   56$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Segrue Rd (San Emidio St to Habecker Rd) 1. mi.  181$                                 181$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Montal St (CA‐184 to Carnation Ave) 0.3 mi. 49$                                   49$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Bertal St (CA‐184 to Carnation Ave) 0.3 mi. 46$                                   46$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Burger Way (San Diego St to San Fernando St) 0.1 mi. 27$                                   27$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Carnation Ave (Panama Rd to Collison St) 0.3 mi. 660$                                 660$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Collison St (CA‐184 to Carnation Ave) 0.3 mi. 48$                                   48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Emperor Ave (Howard to San Diego St) 0.1 mi. 23$                                   23$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Gilbert St (Emperor Ave to Panama Rd) 0.1 mi. 25$                                   25$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Howard St (Emperor Ave to Panama Rd) 0.1 mi. 25$                                   25$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Lana St (CA‐184 to Carnation Ave) 0.3 mi. 48$                                   48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Ribier Ave (San Emideo St to End of street) 0.1 mi. 27$                                   27$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    San Diego St (Delight Ave to Burgundy Ave) 0.2 mi. 190$                                 190$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    San Fernando St (Delight Ave to Mataro Ct) 0.2 mi. 33$                                   33$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    San Gorgonio (Panama Rd to Delight Ave) 203 ft. mi. 10$                                   10$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Delight Ave (San Emideo St to San Diego St) 0.2 mi. 40$                                   40$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    San Emidio St (Delight Ave to End of street) 0.2 mi. 54$                                   54$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Wharton Av (San Emidio St to Myrtle Av) .7 mi.  132$                                 132$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Im    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 1,149$                              1,149$                        ‐$                                     
  County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 23,413$                           23,413$                      ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Bikeway Study     SR 184 (Panama Rd to Di Giorgio Rd) 1. mi.  150$                                 150$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Weedpatch Hwy SR 184 (Brundage Ln to Mtn View Rd) 5.3 mi.  476$                                 476$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Weedpatch Hwy SR 184 (Mtn View Rd to Panama Rd) 1. mi.  907$                                 907$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path    Arvin Edison Canal (Green Garden Dr to Fairfax Rd) 8.8 mi.  7,922$                              7,922$                        ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Buena Vista Blvd (Comanche Dr to Union Av) 9.1 mi.  817$                                 817$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Comanche Dr (Muller Rd to Kern Canyon Rd) 5.9 mi.  534$                                 534$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Comanche Dr (Panama Ln to Muller Rd) 7.5 mi.  678$                                 678$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Cottonwood Rd (Casa Loma Dr to Panama Rd) 5. mi.  900$                                 900$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Di Giorgio Rd (Pierce Dr to S Vineland Rd) 1.8 mi.  320$                                 320$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Di Giorgio Rd (Union Av to Pierce Dr) 4.3 mi.  384$                                 384$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     DiGiorgio Rd (Vineland Rd to Comanche Dr) 3. mi.  273$                                 273$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Edison Rd (Edison Hwy to SR 223) 9.7 mi.  87$                                   87$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Fairfax Rd (Panama Rd to SR 223) 4. mi.  36$                                   36$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Fairfax Rd (Wilson Rd to Panama Rd) 6.6 mi.  1,185$                              1,185$                        ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Habecker Rd (Panama Rd to Di Giorgio Rd) 1. mi.  50$                                   50$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Hall Rd (Main St to Habecker Rd) .4 mi.  21$                                   21$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hall Rd (SR 184 to Habecker Rd) .5 mi.  46$                                   46$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hermosa Rd (Fairfax Rd to Comanche Dr) 5. mi.  453$                                 453$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Main St (DiGiorgio Rd to Bear Mountain Blvd) 3. mi.  271$                                 271$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mountain View Rd (Fairfax Rd to Comanche Dr) 5. mi.  454$                                 454$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Muller Rd (Comanche Dr to Oswell St) 6. mi.  544$                                 544$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Myrtle Av (Di Giorgio Rd to Panama Rd) 1. mi.  50$                                   50$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets     Palm Av (San Gorgonio St to Williams St) .6 mi.  360$                                 360$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Panama Ln (Comanche Dr to Cottonwood Rd) 8.1 mi.  1,450$                              1,450$                        ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Panama Rd (Habecker Rd to S Comanche Dr) 3.5 mi.  318$                                 318$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Panama Rd (Main St to Habecker Rd) .5 mi.  93$                                   93$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     San Diego St (Di Giorgio Rd to Panama Rd) 1.1 mi.  54$                                   54$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Segrue Rd (San Emidio St to Habecker Rd) .9 mi.  48$                                   48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Sunset Blvd (Weedpatch Hwy to Vineland Rd) 1. mi.  93$                                   93$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Taft Hwy (Enos Ln to Weedpatch Hwy) 19.1 mi.  3,446$                              3,446$                        ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Vineland Rd (Pioneer Dr to SR 223) 11. mi.  993$                                 993$                            ‐$                                     
Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transporta Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 69,082$                           69,082$                      ‐$                                     
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ARVIN‐LAMONT SUBAREA Total Projects Benefiting Subarea 986,098$                         1,174,396$                 286,533$                            

Notes:
A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year
B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75
C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.)
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FRAZIER PARK SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenu Maint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportatio 9,824$                                        9,824$                          4,617$                                     
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation  32,168$                                     32,168$                        15,119$                                  
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 24,297$                                     24,297$                        11,420$                                  
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 66,290$                                     66,290$                       31,156$                                  

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects
Frazier Park Park & Ride/snowpark facility near Frazier Mt Park Blvd‐Phase I 4,890$                                        6,470$                          1,580$                                     
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 137,469$                                   139,049$                     63,892$                                  
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects
Wheeler Ridge Road

1
I‐5 to Rt 223  ‐ widen to four lanes 97,801$                                     129,395$                     31,595$                                  

Frazier Park Park and Ride facility near Frazier Park Blvd ‐ Phase II 4,890$                                        6,470$                          1,580$                                     
Interstate 5 From Fort Tejon to Rt 99 ‐ widen to ten lanes 65,001$                                     86,000$                        20,999$                                  
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 167,692$                                   221,865$                     54,173$                                  

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
County Areas ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 2,089$                                        2,089$                          ‐$                                         
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 12,776$                                     12,776$                        ‐$                                         
County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 6,600$                                        6,600$                          ‐$                                         
County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 4,623$                                        4,623$                          ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Frazier Mountain Park Rd (Monterey Trail to Camelia Trail) .4 mi.  109$                                           109$                             ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Monterey Trail (Park Dr to Mount Pinos Wy) .2 mi.  36$                                             36$                               ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Mount Pinos Wy (Johnson Rd to Pomeroy Trail) .9 mi.  162$                                           162$                             ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improvem    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 4,316$                                        4,316$                          ‐$                                         
County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 1,553$                                        1,553$                          ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Falcon Wy (Peace Valley Rd to Frazier Mtn HS) 1. mi.  932$                                           932$                             ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Frazier Mtn Pk Rd (N Peace Vy Rd to Tecuya Mtn Rd) 6. mi.  537$                                           537$                             ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Peace Valley Rd (Frazier Mtn Park Rd to Falcon Wy) .6 mi.  54$                                             54$                               ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Frazier Mountain Park Rd (Ivins Dr to Tecuya Mtn Rd) 1. mi.  9$                                               9$                                 ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Monterey Trail (Mt Pinos Wy to Park Dr) .2 mi.  2$                                               2$                                 ‐$                                         
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Mt Pinos Wy (Frazier Mtn Pk Rd to Frazier Mtn Pk Rd) 2.1 mi.  19$                                             19$                               ‐$                                         
Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 14,865$                                     14,865$                        ‐$                                         

FRAZIER PARK SUBAREA Total Projects Benefiting Subarea 386,316$                                   442,069$                     149,221$                                

Notes:
A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year
B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75
C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.)

Subarea includes: unincorporated communities Frazier Park, Pine Mountain Club, Lebec and Lake of the Woods
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INDIAN WELLS VALLEY SUBAREA

Subarea includes: City of Ridgecrest and the unincorporated communities of Inyokern, Johannesburg, and Randsburg Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenue Maint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
Ridgecrest ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control  23,781$                         23,781$                         11,177$                                
Ridgecrest ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control Me 63,761$                         63,761$                         29,968$                                
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control  7,907$                           7,907$                           3,716$                                  
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control Me 25,891$                         25,891$                         12,169$                                
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 34,940$                         34,940$                         16,422$                                
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 156,280$                       156,280$                       73,452$                                

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects

Route 14 1Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes (Phase1) 42,000$                         42,000$                         ‐$                                       

Route 14 1Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes (Phase 2) 40,166$                         42,000$                         1,834$                                  

Route 14 1Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes (Phase 3) 25,533$                         32,000$                         6,467$                                  
US 395 Between Rt 178 and China Lake Blvd ‐ construct passing lanes 15,117$                         20,000$                         4,883$                                  

Passenger Rail 2Metrolink extension ‐ Palmdale/Lancaster to Rosamond w/bus connector to Ridgecrest 151,500$                       191,000$                       39,500$                                

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects 2Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 274,316$                       327,000$                       52,684$                                
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects

Richmond Rd 1E Ridgecrest Blvd ‐ widen to four lanes 4,890$                            6,470$                            1,580$                                  
Mahan St Inyokern to South China Lake Blvd ‐ widen to four lanes 24,450$                         32,349$                         7,899$                                  
Bowman Rd China Lake to San Bernardino Blvd ‐ reconstruct 3,260$                            4,313$                            1,053$                                  
S. China Lake Blvd Rt 395 to College Heights ‐ reconstruct 27,710$                         36,662$                         8,952$                                  
US 395 San Bdo County Line to Rt 14 ‐ widen to four lanes 184,422$                       244,000$                       59,578$                                

Passenger Rail 2Metrolink extension ‐ Phase II Rosamond to Mojave, Cal City w/bus connector to Ridgecrest 341,168$                       451,035$                       109,868$                              

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects 2Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 585,900$                       774,829$                       188,929$                              

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
Ridgecrest ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 6,521$                           6,521$                           ‐$                                       
Ridgecrest ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 25,942$                         25,942$                         ‐$                                       
  Ridgecrest ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 6,668$                           6,668$                           ‐$                                       
  Ridgecrest ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 9,023$                           9,023$                           ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Bicycle Signal     Inyokern Rd ‐ N China Lake Blvd 25$                                 25$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Corridor Improvement     Norma St (W Inyokern Rd to Sydnor Av) .8 mi.  207$                               207$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Crossing Improvements     N China Lake Blvd (E Inyokern Rd to Bowman Rd) 3. mi.  254$                               254$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Crossing Improvements     Norma St (Sydnor Av to Bowman Rd) 2.3 mi.  193$                               193$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Crossing Improvements     Ridgecrest Blvd (Downs St to S Gateway Blvd) 2. mi.  171$                               171$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Bowman Rd ‐ Sunland St 11$                                 11$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Drummond Av ‐ French Av 11$                                 11$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Inyokern Rd ‐ N China Lake Blvd 11$                                 11$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Las Flores Av ‐ Sierra View St 11$                                 11$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Bowman St (Downs St to S Mahan St) .5 mi.  93$                                 93$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     China Lake Blvd (Bowman Rd to Downs St) 1.3 mi.  255$                               255$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Downs St (Bowman Rd to W Springer Av) 1. mi.  188$                               188$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     S Mahan St (W Springer Av to Bowman St) 1. mi.  188$                               188$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Sandquist Rd (Inyokern Rd to E St) .4 mi.  72$                                 72$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     W Springer Av (Downs St to S Mahan St) .5 mi.  92$                                 92$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridecreast ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improvem    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 7,241$                            7,241$                            ‐$                                       
  Ridgecrest ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 10,252$                         10,252$                         ‐$                                       
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Ridgecrest Blvd SR 178 (Richmd Rd to San Bdno Blvd) .8 mi.  70$                                 70$                                 ‐$                                       
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     E Rcrest Blvd SR 178 (N Chna Lk Blvd to S Richmd Rd) 1.2 mi.  221$                               221$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bowman Path (Brady St to S Downs St) 1. mi.  889$                               889$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bowman Path (Richmond Rd to San Bernardino Blvd) 1.1 mi.  949$                               949$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     E Javis Av (S Gateway Blvd to College Heights Blvd) 1. mi.  902$                               902$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Jarvis Av (S Downs St to Lacey St) .5 mi.  447$                               447$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     W Kendall Av (S Downs St to S Del Rosa Dr) .8 mi.  735$                               735$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Bowman Rd (Gateway Blvd to San Bernardino Blvd) 1. mi.  92$                                 92$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Dolphin Av (S Mahan St to S China Lake Blvd) .9 mi.  84$                                 84$                                 ‐$                                       
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INDIAN WELLS VALLEY SUBAREA

Subarea includes: City of Ridgecrest and the unincorporated communities of Inyokern, Johannesburg, and Randsburg Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenue Maint./Inflation Savings

    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Drummond Av (N Mahan St to N Down St) .5 mi.  45$                                 45$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E Dolphin Av (S China Lake Blvd to S Gateway Blvd) 1.5 mi.  137$                               137$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E Las Flores Av (French Av to N China Lake Blvd) .3 mi.  26$                                 26$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Inyokern Rd (Hawk to Mahan St) 10.1 mi.  912$                               912$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Javis Av (College Heights Blvd to Lacey St) .5 mi.  45$                                 45$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Kendall Av (S Del Rosa Dr to S Gateway Blvd) 1.2 mi.  107$                               107$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mahan St (W Inyokern Rd to W Springer Av) 4. mi.  361$                               361$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Norma St (Bowman Rd to W Upjohn Av) .5 mi.  47$                                 47$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Richmond Rd (Inyokern Rd to Ridgrecrest Blvd) 2. mi.  183$                               183$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Ridgecrest Blvd (S Brady St to S Norma Streeet) 1.5 mi.  136$                               136$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     S Gateway Blvd (E Upjohn Av to Ridgecrest Blvd) .5 mi.  45$                                 45$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     S Gateway Blvd (Bowman Rd to E Kendall Av) 1.6 mi.  142$                               142$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Saratoga Av (Lauritsen Rd to Blue Ridge Rd) .9 mi.  82$                                 82$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Springer Av (Jack Ranch Rd to S Gateway Blvd) 4. mi.  357$                               357$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Sunland St (E Upjohn Av to E Kendall Av) 2. mi.  181$                               181$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Bike Ln     W Upjohn Av (Brady St to S Downs St) 1. mi.  91$                                 91$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Downs St (Inyokern Rd to Springer Av) 4. mi.  721$                               721$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Drummond Av (N China Lake Blvd to French Av) .6 mi.  112$                               112$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     French Av (Drummond Av to N China Lake Blvd) .8 mi.  140$                               140$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Norma St (W Upjohn Av to W Inyokern Rd) 2.5 mi.  453$                               453$                               ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Gold Canyon St (Ridgecrest Blvd to Richmond Rd) 1.3 mi.  64$                                 64$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Rowe St (Knox Rd to Richmond Rd) 1. mi.  51$                                 51$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class III Bike Route     N Brady St (China Lake Blvd to Inyokern Rd) 4.7 mi.  42$                                 42$                                 ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class III Bike Route     Norma St (Bowman Rd to S China Lake Blvd) .4 mi.  4$                                    4$                                    ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class III Bike Route     Pilot Plant Rd (Richmond Rd to East City Limits) .7 mi.  6$                                    6$                                    ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class III Bike Route     S Richmond Rd (E Ridgecrest Blvd to Upjohn Av) .6 mi.  6$                                    6$                                    ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class III Bike Route     W Las Flores Av (N Brady St to N Mahan St) .5 mi.  5$                                    5$                                    ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class III Bike Route     W Ridgecrest Blvd (N Norma St to N China Lake Blvd) .5 mi.  5$                                    5$                                    ‐$                                       
    Ridgecrest ‐ Class IV Cycle Track     S China Lake Blvd (W Springs Av to E Inyokern Rd) 4.5 mi.  1,360$                            1,360$                            ‐$                                       
County Areas ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 2,008$                           2,008$                           ‐$                                       
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 8,839$                            8,839$                            ‐$                                       
  County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 2,905$                           2,905$                           ‐$                                       
  County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 2,746$                           2,746$                           ‐$                                       
   Kern County ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improve     Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 112$                               112$                               ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improve    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 2,635$                            2,635$                            ‐$                                       
  County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 3,188$                           3,188$                           ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     S Downs St (S China Lake Blvd to Skylark Av) 1.1 mi.  1,019$                            1,019$                            ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     S Gateway Blvd (E Kendall Av to E Javis Av) .5 mi.  458$                               458$                               ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Bowman Rd (Jacks Ranch Rd to Brady St) 1. mi.  9$                                    9$                                    ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Drummond Av (Jacks Ranch Rd to Mahan St) 1.5 mi.  13$                                 13$                                 ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Jacks Ranch Rd (Ridgecrest Blvd to Springer Av) 2. mi.  18$                                 18$                                 ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Skylark Av (Kendall Av to Down St) 1.2 mi.  11$                                 11$                                 ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route       Brown Road from SR 14 to US 395 ‐ 20 miles ‐ Class III Signage Only 300$                               300$                               ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route       Brown Road from US 395 Northern Overpass to US 395 Southern Overpass ‐ 0.3 miles ‐ Class III Signage Only 4$                                    4$                                    ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route       Athel Avenue from Us 395 to Brown Road ‐ 2.6 miles ‐ Class III Signage Only 39$                                 39$                                 ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Inyokern ‐ Class II Bike Lane       Brown Road from US 395 to Ridgecrest Blvd. ‐ 8.2 miles ‐ Pave Shoulder 656$                               656$                               ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Inyokern ‐ Class II Bike Lane       Brown Road from Athel Avenue to US 395 ‐ 7.8 miles ‐ Pave Shoulder 624$                               624$                               ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Inyokern ‐ Class II Bike Lane       Brown Road from US 395 Northern Overpass to US 395 Southern Overpass ‐ 0.3 miles ‐ Pave Shoulder 20$                                 20$                                 ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Inyokern ‐ Class II Bike Lane       Broadway from Orchard Avenue to Plains Avenue ‐ 0.5 miles 16$                                 16$                                 ‐$                                       
    Kern County ‐ Inyokern ‐ Other       Inyokern Road from SR 178 Ridgecrest City Limits to SR 14 ‐ 9.2 miles ‐ Other ‐$                                ‐$                                ‐$                                       
Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 43,311$                         43,311$                         ‐$                                       

INDIAN WELLS VALLEY SUBAREA Total Projects Benefiting Subarea 1,059,806$                   1,301,419$                   315,065$                              

Notes:
A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year
B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75
C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
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INDIAN WELLS VALLEY SUBAREA

Subarea includes: City of Ridgecrest and the unincorporated communities of Inyokern, Johannesburg, and Randsburg Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenue Maint./Inflation Savings

D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.
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LAKE ISABELLA SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transpor 32,012$                     32,012$                       15,046$                             
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportat 104,825$                  104,825$                     49,268$                             
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 66,493$                     66,493$                       31,252$                             
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 203,330$                  203,330$                     95,565$                             

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects

Route 178
2
Miramonte to Rancheria ‐ widen existing highway 16,169$                     19,800$                       3,631$                                

Route 178
2
Vineland to Miramonte ‐ new interchange; widen existing freeway 97,178$                     119,000$                     21,822$                             

Route 178
2
Near Oswell St to Vineland Rd ‐ widen existing freeway 14,768$                     17,000$                       2,232$                                

Route 178
2
Existing west terminus to Oswell St ‐ widen to eight lanes (HOV) 112,107$                  140,500$                     28,393$                             

Route 184
2
Morning Dr to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes 4,459$                       5,000$                          541$                                   

Route 184
2
At Union Pacific Railroad ‐ construct grade separation 23,865$                     26,400$                       2,535$                                

Route 184
2Rt 58 to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes 78,184$                     90,000$                       11,816$                             

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 346,731$                  417,700$                     70,969$                            
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects

Sierra Way 1Lake Isabella at South Fork Bridge ‐ reconstruct bridge 39,120$                     51,758$                       12,638$                             

East Expressway Corridor
2Comanche Rd ‐ Rt 178 to Rt 58 ‐ construct new expressway 151,166$                  200,000$                     48,834$                             

Route 178  Vineland to China Garden ‐ new freeway 377,914$                  500,000$                     122,086$                          
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 568,200$                  751,758$                     183,558$                          

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
County Areas ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 4,020$                       4,020$                         ‐$                                    
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 17,696$                     17,696$                       ‐$                                    
County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 5,816$                       5,816$                         ‐$                                    
County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 7,259$                       7,259$                         ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Nugget Av (Suhre St to Golden Spur St) .3 mi.  84$                            84$                               ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Lake Isabella Blvd ‐ Crestview Av 11$                            11$                               ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Lake Isabella Blvd ‐ Elizabeth Norris Rd 11$                            11$                               ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Erskine Creek Rd (Lake Isabella Blvd to Hall Ct) 1.4 mi.  272$                          272$                             ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Lake Isabella Blvd (Erskine Creek Rd to Lakeland St) 1.7 mi.  318$                          318$                             ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Lake Isabella Blvd (Lakeland Street to Kilbreth Dr) 1.2 mi.  234$                          234$                             ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Webb Av (Lake Isabella Blvd to School) .9 mi.  167$                          167$                             ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Imp    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 6,161$                       6,161$                          ‐$                                    
County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 4,622$                       4,622$                         ‐$                                    
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 178 (North Community Limits to Lk Is Blvd) 2.3 mi.  205$                          205$                             ‐$                                    
    Caltrans ‐ Class III Bike Route     Wofford Hts Blvd SR 155 (Lk Is Blvd to Sawmill Rd) 4.6 mi.  41$                            41$                               ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Borel Canal Pth (Lk Is Blvd/Bfish Cyn Rd to Lk Is Blvd) 3.6 mi.  3,264$                       3,264$                          ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Kernville Path (Pasadena Ln to Borel Canal) .1 mi.  68$                            68$                               ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     N Lake Isabella Connector (Gldn Spur St to Borel Canal) .1 mi.  90$                            90$                               ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Bodfish Canyon Rd (Jordan Rd to Lake Isabella Blvd) 2.9 mi.  263$                          263$                             ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Erskine Creek Rd (Lake Isabella Blvd to Morella Rd) 1.6 mi.  149$                          149$                             ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Lake Isabella Blvd (Lakeland St to SR 178) .5 mi.  42$                            42$                               ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Nugget Av (Golden Spur St to Lake Isabella Blvd) .2 mi.  20$                            20$                               ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Lake Isabella Blvd (Lakeland St to Erskine Creek Rd) 1.7 mi.  302$                          302$                             ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Lake Isabella Blvd (Erskine Creek Rd to Edith Av) .9 mi.  161$                          161$                             ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Alta Sierra Av (Lake Isabella Blvd to Edna St) .6 mi.  6$                              6$                                  ‐$                                    

Subrea includes the unincoprated communities (county areas) of Lake Isabella, Kernville, Wofford Heights, Glennville, Woody, Alta Sierra, 

Bodfish, Havilah, South Lake, Mountian Mesa, Squirrel Mtn. Valley, Bella Vista, Weldon, Onyx, and Walker Basin
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LAKE ISABELLA SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes the unincoprated communities (county areas) of Lake Isabella, Kernville, Wofford Heights, Glennville, Woody, Alta Sierra, 

Bodfish, Havilah, South Lake, Mountian Mesa, Squirrel Mtn. Valley, Bella Vista, Weldon, Onyx, and Walker Basin

    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Edna St (Alta Sierra Av to Erskine Creek Rd) .2 mi.  2$                              2$                                  ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Pasadena Ln (Schick Rd to Erskine Creek Rd) .5 mi.  5$                              5$                                  ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Webb Av (Lake Isabella Rd to Borel Canal) .8 mi.  7$                              7$                                  ‐$                                    
Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportatio Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 21,716$                     21,716$                       ‐$                                    

LAKE ISABELLA SUBAREA Total Projects Benefiting Subarea 1,139,977$               1,394,504$                  350,092$                          

Notes:
A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year
B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75
C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.)
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
Bakersfield ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tran 299,205$                  299,205$                    140,626$                            
Bakersfield ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 814,172$                  814,172$                    382,661$                            
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tran 138,275$                  138,275$                    64,989$                               
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 452,786$                  452,786$                    212,809$                            
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 93,832$                     93,832$                      44,101$                               
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficien Sub‐total Projects in Subarea  1,798,269$               1,798,269$                845,187$                            

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects

Route 58 ‐ recently completed
1Rosedale Hwy ‐ Calloway Dr to Rt 99 ‐ widen existing highway 29,000$                     29,000$                      ‐$                                     

Route 178 ‐ recently completed
1Vineland Rd  to east of Miramonte Dr ‐ widen existing highway 54,000$                     54,000$                      ‐$                                     

Hageman Flyover
1Knudsen Dr to Rt 204 ‐ construct extension  68,900$                     68,900$                      ‐$                                     

24th St Improvements
1Rt 178 (24th/23rd St) from SR‐99 to M Street ‐ widen existing highway 55,000$                     55,000$                      ‐$                                     

Centennial Corridor
1I‐5 to Rt‐58/Cottonwood Rd ‐ element of the Bakersfield Beltway System  ‐ construct new 

freeway and/or operational improvements 698,000$                  698,000$                    ‐$                                     

Route 58 1Rosedale Hwy ‐ Rt 43 to Allen Rd ‐ widen existing highway 53,335$                     59,000$                      5,665$                                 

Route 58
1Rosedale Hwy @ Minkler Spur / Landco ‐ construct grade separation 24,408$                     27,000$                      2,592$                                 

Route 58
1Union Ave to Fairfax Rd ‐ widen to eight lanes 42,849$                     47,400$                      4,551$                                 

West Corridor
1Rosedale Hwy to 1/2 mile north of 7th Standard Rd ‐ construct new facility 98,068$                     115,793$                    17,725$                               

West Corridor
1Rosedale Hwy to Westside Parkway ‐ construct new facility 79,187$                     93,500$                      14,313$                               

Route 178 ‐ recently completed
1Near Oswell St to Vineland Rd ‐ widen existing freeway 14,768$                     17,000$                      2,232$                                 

Route 178
1Existing west terminus to Oswell St ‐ widen to eight lanes (HOV) 112,107$                  140,500$                    28,393$                               

Route 178 ‐ recently completed
1Vineland to Miramonte ‐ new interchange; widen existing freeway 97,178$                     119,000$                    21,822$                               

Route 178 ‐ recently completed
1Miramonte to Rancheria ‐ widen existing highway 16,169$                     19,800$                      3,631$                                 

West Corridor
1Pacheco Rd to Westside Parkway ‐ construct new facility 64,229$                     115,793$                    51,564$                               

West Corridor
1Taft Hwy to Pacheco Rd ‐ construct new facillity 68,025$                     90,000$                      21,975$                               

Route 99 Hosking Ave ‐ construct interchange 31,000$                     31,000$                      ‐$                                     
Route 99 Olive Drive  ‐ construct interchange upgrades 6,100$                       6,100$                         ‐$                                     
7th Standard Rd Rt 43 to Santa Fe Way ‐ widen existing roadway 11,857$                     14,000$                      2,143$                                 
Route 65 James Rd to Merle Haggard Dr ‐ widen to four lanes 2,869$                       3,000$                         131$                                    
Route 178 At Rt 204 ‐ construct interchange 23,233$                     25,700$                      2,467$                                 
Route 184 Panama Rd to Rt 58 ‐ widen to four lanes 9,005$                       10,500$                      1,495$                                 
Route 184 Morning Dr to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes 4,459$                       5,000$                         541$                                    
Route 184 At Union Pacific Railroad ‐ construct grade separation 23,865$                     26,400$                      2,535$                                 
Route 184 Rt 58 to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes 78,184$                     90,000$                      11,816$                               
Route 204  Airport Drive to Rt 178 ‐ widen existing highway 43,885$                     55,000$                      11,115$                               
Route 204  F St ‐ construct interchange 28,725$                     36,000$                      7,275$                                 
Route 58 At various locations ‐ ramp improvements ( HOV ‐ ramp metering) 26,622$                     32,600$                      5,978$                                 
Route 99 Beardsley Canal to 7th Standard Rd ‐ widen to eight lanes 74,150$                     90,800$                      16,650$                               
Route 99 At Olive Drive ‐ reconstruct interchange 88,196$                     108,000$                    19,804$                               
Route 99 At Snow Rd ‐ construct new interchange 112,858$                  138,200$                    25,342$                               
Route 99 At various locations ‐ ramp improvements (HOV ‐ ramp metering) 30,215$                     37,000$                      6,785$                                 
Route 178 At Rt 204 and 178 ‐ reconstruct freeway ramps (HOV ‐ ramp metering) 40,831$                     50,000$                      9,169$                                 
Route 178 At various locations ‐ ramp improvements (HOV ‐ ramp metering) 34,331$                     37,000$                      2,669$                                 

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

SR 58
2
Truck Climbing Lanes 65,001$                     86,000$                      20,999$                               

Route 119
2
Cherry Ave to Elk Hills Rd (Phase 1, bypass) ‐ widen to four lanes 97,396$                     115,000$                    17,604$                               

Route 119
2I‐5 to Buena Vista ‐ widen to four lanes 27,916$                     31,300$                      3,384$                                 

Metro HOV Ramps Install HOV Ramps and metering improvements at various locations 148,000$                  148,000$                    ‐$                                     

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects
2
Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 2,583,921$               2,926,286$                342,365$                            

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects

West Corridor‐South
1Taft Hwy to I‐5 ‐ extend freeway 75,583$                     100,000$                    24,417$                               

West Corridor‐North
17th Standard Rd to Rt 99 ‐extend freeway 75,583$                     100,000$                    24,417$                               

Route 58
1Future Rt 58 from I‐5 to Heath Rd at Stockdale Hwy ‐ construct new freeway 377,914$                  500,000$                    122,086$                            

Santa Fe Way
1Hageman to Los Angeles Ave ‐ widen to four lanes 96,171$                     127,239$                    31,068$                               

South Corridor
1I‐5 to Rt 58 ‐ new expressway 453,945$                  610,000$                    156,055$                            

Route 58
1Rosedale Highway ‐ I‐5 to Rt 43 ‐ widen to four lanes 23,431$                     31,000$                      7,569$                                 

East Corridor ‐ Comanche Road
2Rt 178 to Rt 58 ‐ construct new expressway 151,166$                  200,000$                    48,834$                               

Route 204 (Golden State Ave) Rt 99 to M St ‐ construct operational improvements 75,583$                     100,000$                    24,417$                               
Route 184 Rt 184 / Morning Dr. @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                     69,000$                      16,848$                               
Beale Road L St/Beale @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                     69,000$                      16,848$                               
Q Street Q St @ UPRR near Golden State Hwy ‐ construct grade separation 44,594$                     59,000$                      14,406$                               
Comanche Drive Comanche Dr. @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 44,594$                     59,000$                      14,406$                               
Olive Drive Olive Dr. @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                     69,000$                      16,848$                               
Renfro Road Renfro Rd @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 44,594$                     59,000$                      14,406$                               
Kratzmeyer Road Kratzmeyer Rd @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 44,594$                     59,000$                      14,406$                               
Airport Drive Airport Dr. @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                     69,000$                      16,848$                               
7th Standard Rd I‐5 to Santa Fe Way ‐ widen to four lanes 68,461$                     90,577$                      22,116$                               
Route 99 Rt 99 @ Minkler Spur ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                     69,000$                      16,848$                               
Bakersfield Phase 1 Metro Bakersfield Light/Commuter Rail System (2012 Long Range Transit Plan) 1,860,430$               2,500,000$                639,570$                            
Route 65 Merle Haggard Dr to County Line ‐ widen to four lanes 163,259$                  216,000$                    52,741$                               

Route 178  2Vineland to China Garden ‐ new freeway 377,914$                  500,000$                    122,086$                            

SR 58
2Truck Climbing Lanes 65,001$                     86,000$                      20,999$                               

Interstate 5
2From Fort Tejon to Rt 99 ‐ widen to ten lanes 65,001$                     86,000$                      20,999$                               

Interstate 5
27th Standard Rd Interchange ‐ reconstruct 40,815$                     54,000$                      13,185$                               

Route 43 
27th Standard Rd to Euclid Ave ‐ widen to four lanes 27,966$                     37,000$                      9,034$                                 

Route 58
2East of Tehachapi to General Beale Rd ‐ truck auxillary lanes / escape ramp 65,001$                     86,000$                      20,999$                               

Route 58
2Near General Beale Rd ‐ new truck weigh station 8,314$                       11,000$                      2,686$                                 

Route 58
2General Beale Rd ‐ construct new interchange 40,815$                     54,000$                      13,185$                               

Route 65
2Merle Haggard Dr to County Line ‐ widen to four lanes 163,259$                  216,000$                    52,741$                               

Route 119 
2Tupman Rd to I‐5 ‐ widen to four lanes 45,350$                     60,000$                      14,650$                               

Route 119 2Rt 33 to Cherry Ave ‐ widen to four lanes 40,815$                     54,000$                      13,185$                               

Route 223
2Rt 99 to Rt 184 ‐ widen to four lanes 52,160$                     69,011$                      16,851$                               

Route 223 
2East Arvin city limits to Rt 58 ‐ widen to four lanes 48,900$                     64,698$                      15,797$                               

Burbank Street
2Burbank St @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 44,594$                     59,000$                      14,406$                               

Lerdo Highway
2Lerdo Hwy / Beech Ave @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                     69,000$                      16,848$                               

North Corridor ‐ Shafter
2I‐5 to SR 65 ‐ Burbank Street Alignment ‐ construct new highway 372,086$                  500,000$                    127,914$                            

Santa Fe Way
2Hageman to Los Angeles Ave ‐ widen to four lanes 94,688$                     127,239$                    32,551$                               

Wheeler Ridge Road
2I‐5 to Rt 223  ‐ widen to four lanes 97,801$                     129,395$                    31,595$                               
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

Zachary Rd
2
7th Standard Rd to Lerdo Hwy ‐ widen to four lanes 26,080$                     34,505$                      8,425$                                 

Amtrak Stations ‐ NW Bksfld, Shafter
2
Up to 4 Amtrak San Joaquins stops on BNSF ‐ platform, track turnout, park&ride, ticket both 27,024$                     34,049$                      7,024$                                 

Intermodal rail hub ‐ Delano
2RailEx Expansion Phase 2 (Draft SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan IGM) 8,107$                       10,215$                      2,107$                                 

Intermodal rail hub ‐ Shafter
2
Shafter Inland Port Phases 2 & 3 (Draft SJV IGMP) 81,073$                     102,146$                    21,073$                               

BNSF/UP grade separations
2
SR 43 corridor in Wasco, Shafter 330,412$                  444,000$                    113,588$                            

Freight Rail 
2Double‐track sections from Bakersfield to Mojave 111,700$                  111,700$                    ‐$                                     

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit
2 6,147,688$               8,154,773$                2,007,085$                         

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
Bakersfield ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 88,095$                     88,095$                      ‐$                                     
Bakersfield ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 543,193$                  543,193$                    ‐$                                     
  Bakersfield ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 282,823$                  282,823$                    ‐$                                     
    Metro Bus Service     Full size advanded technology buses 232,500$                  232,500$                    ‐$                                     
    Metro/county Bus Service     2 Transit Maintenance Stations 10,000$                     10,000$                      ‐$                                     
    Metro Bus Service     3 transfer stations 15,000$                     15,000$                      ‐$                                     
    Metro Passenger Rail     Amtrak Station ‐ Phase II  13,000$                     13,000$                      ‐$                                     
  Passenger Rail High Speed Rail Station ‐ Bakersfield ‐ other funding source
  Bakersfield ‐ Incorporated     Various Feasibility Studies for Other Bike and Pedestrian Related Improvements 775$                           775$                            ‐$                                     
  Bakersfield ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 120,566$                  120,566$                    ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Brimhall Rd (Renfro Rd to Coffee Rd) 4. mi.  1,104$                       1,104$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Calloway Dr (Olive Dr to Harris Rd) 7.7 mi.  2,120$                       2,120$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Chester Av (Beardsley Av to 30th St) 1.4 mi.  390$                           390$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Clay Patrick Farr Wy (Hageman Rd to Rosedale Hwy) 1.1 mi.  290$                           290$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Columbus St (Chester Av to Panorama Dr) 4.7 mi.  1,287$                       1,287$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Fairfax Rd (Brundage Ln to Muller Rd) 1.9 mi.  514$                           514$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Flower St (Union Av to Mt Vernon St) 2.1 mi.  570$                           570$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Hosking Av (99 FreeWy to Cottonwood Rd) 2.3 mi.  643$                           643$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Jewetta Av (Olive Dr to Rosedale Hwy) 2.5 mi.  674$                           674$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Jewetta Av (Rosedale Hwy to Pecos River Dr) 1.4 mi.  378$                           378$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Kratzmeyer Rd (Enos Ln to Nord Av) 3. mi.  831$                           831$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Ming Av (Old River Rd to Gossford Rd) 1.2 mi.  339$                           339$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Morning Dr (College Av to Brundage Ln) 2. mi.  551$                           551$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Mr Vernon Av (Panorama Dr to Columbus St) 1. mi.  288$                           288$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Olive Dr (Renfro Rd to Sanford Dr) 6.5 mi.  1,776$                       1,776$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Oswell St (Edison Hwy to Brundage Ln) .9 mi.  247$                           247$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Panama Ln (Union Av to Cottonwood Rd) 1. mi.  274$                           274$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Panama Rd (Wible Rd to Main St) 7. mi.  1,936$                       1,936$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Panorama Dr (Columbus St to Morning Dr) 5.8 mi.  1,587$                       1,587$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Pensinger Rd (Buena Vista Rd to Wible Rd) 5.1 mi.  1,396$                       1,396$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Renfro Rd (Rosedale Hwy to Stockdale Hwy) 2. mi.  551$                           551$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Wall St Paseo (F St to 322' East of R St) .9 mi.  234$                           234$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Wible Rd (Rosedale Hwy to Taft Hwy/Panama Rd) 5.9 mi.  1,632$                       1,632$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Corridor Improvement     Wilson Rd (Wible Rd to H St) 1. mi.  278$                           278$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     18th St (F St to Mill Creek Park) .8 mi.  72$                             72$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     21st St (F St to M St) .5 mi.  40$                             40$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     28th St (F St to Golden State Av) .5 mi.  40$                             40$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Ashe Rd (McKee Rd to Taft Highway) .5 mi.  43$                             43$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Baker St (E California Av to Niles St) 1. mi.  83$                             83$                              ‐$                                     
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Chester Av (Golden State Av to Planz Rd) 4.4 mi.  375$                           375$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Chester Av (China Grade Loop to Planz Rd) 1.5 mi.  128$                           128$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Echo Av (Castro Ln to Benton St) .4 mi.  30$                             30$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     F St (30th St to Truxton Av) .9 mi.  79$                             79$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Gossford Rd (Stockdale Hwy to Panama Ln) 4. mi.  341$                           341$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     H St (Brundage Ln to Golden State Av) 2.4 mi.  200$                           200$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Hosking Av (Stine Rd to Golden State Hwy) 1.7 mi.  143$                           143$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     L St (Brundage Ln to Golden State Av) 2.2 mi.  184$                           184$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Monitor St (Merrimac Av to Berkshire Rd) 2.3 mi.  192$                           192$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Oak St (24th St to Rosa Parks Hwy) 1.9 mi.  166$                           166$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Oswell St (Edison Hwy to Columbus St) 2.3 mi.  197$                           197$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Pacheco Rd (Stine Rd to Monitor St) 2.5 mi.  216$                           216$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Panama Ln (Stine Rd to S Union Av) 3. mi.  257$                           257$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Planz Rd (Stine Rd to S H St) 2. mi.  171$                           171$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Truxtun Av (Oak St to Mt Vernon Av) 4.2 mi.  357$                           357$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     Union Av (21st St to California Av) .7 mi.  56$                             56$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Crossing Improvements     White Ln (Buena Vista Rd to S Union Av) 7.3 mi.  618$                           618$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Renfro Rd ‐ Johnson Rd 11$                             11$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Wharton Av ‐ Main St 11$                             11$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Belle Terrace (Dawn Street to Cottonwood Road) 1.3 mi.  255$                           255$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Coffee Rd Path (Truxtun Avenue to Kern River Parkway) .1 mi.  12$                             12$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Mt Vernon Av (California Ave to Brundage Lane) 1. mi.  190$                           190$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     N Chester Av (Universe Avenue to Kern River Bike Trail) 2.1 mi.  391$                           391$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Pacheco Rd (Gordon St to Sparks St) .6 mi.  123$                           123$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Potomac Av (Collins Way to Oswell St) 1.7 mi.  325$                           325$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     S Chester Av (Ming Av to Union Av) 1.7 mi.  323$                           323$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Santa Fe Way (Reina Rd to Hageman Rd) 1.3 mi.  247$                           247$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Stine Rd (Stockdale Hwy to Park Circle Dr) .8 mi.  150$                           150$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Verdugo Ln (Hageman Rd to Rosedale Hwy) 1. mi.  187$                           187$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Virginia Av (Oswell Street to Sterling Rd) .5 mi.  95$                             95$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Virginia St (Niles Street to Ridge Rd) .6 mi.  113$                           113$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     23rd St (24th St to Q St) 1. mi.  278$                           278$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     24th St (Oak St to Q St) 1.6 mi.  436$                           436$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     Golden State Av (Kern River Pkwy Bike Trail to 24th St) 1.5 mi.  419$                           419$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     Ming Av (Gosford Rd to S Union Av) 5.2 mi.  1,423$                       1,423$                         ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     Rosedale Hwy (Camino Del Rio Court to Oak St) .5 mi.  149$                           149$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     Weedpatch Hwy (Brundage Ln to E Bear Mountain Blvd) 10. mi.  2,763$                       2,763$                         ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Crossing Improvements     Rosedale Hwy (Camino Del Rio Court to Nord Av) 8.5 mi.  726$                           726$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Im     Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 88,063$                     88,063$                      ‐$                                     
Bakersfield ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 139,804$                  139,804$                    ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Bikeway Study     Chester Av (Norris Rd to California Av) 3.6 mi.  536$                           536$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Bikeway Study     F St (Golden State Av to 16th St) 1.1 mi.  168$                           168$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Bikeway Study     Ming Av (Gossford Rd to S Union Av) 5.2 mi.  779$                           779$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Almondale Park Path (Meadow Creek St to Verdugo Ln) .1 mi.  127$                           127$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Arvin Edison Canal (Green Garden Dr to Fairfax Rd) 8.8 mi.  7,922$                       7,922$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     B'Field Cmns Connection (Coffee Rd to NW Canal Path) .4 mi.  392$                           392$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bike/Ped Bridge (36th Street to Jeffrey Street) .2 mi.  201$                           201$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bike/Ped Bridge ‐ Yokuts Park Bridge 1 3,000$                       3,000$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bike/Ped Bridge ‐ Beach Park Bridge 1 3,000$                       3,000$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bike/Ped Bridge ‐ Beach Park Bridge 2 3,000$                       3,000$                         ‐$                                     
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bike/Ped Bridge ‐ Kern River Pkwy Park Bridge 1 3,000$                       3,000$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bike/Ped Bridge ‐ Kern River Pkwy Park Bridge 2 3,000$                       3,000$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Campus Park Court (White Ln to Hemmingway Pl) .1 mi.  90$                             90$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Columbus Path (Shared Use Path to Jewett Av) .4 mi.  332$                           332$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Friant Kern Canal (7th Std Rd to Kern R Pkwy Bike Trl) 7.9 mi.  7,080$                       7,080$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Gosford Rd Canal (Stockdale Hwy to Panama Ln) 4.5 mi.  4,084$                       4,084$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Kern Island Canal (Taft Hwy to California Av) 7.4 mi.  6,649$                       6,649$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Kern R Pkwy Bike Trl (Oildale Dr to Kern R Pkwy Bk Trl) .3 mi.  283$                           283$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Mill Creek Park (Golden St Av to Kern R, Pkwy Bike Trl) 1.6 mi.  1,465$                       1,465$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     N Rosedale Park Path (Campfire Dr to Jewetta Av) .2 mi.  162$                           162$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     NE Bakersfield Path (Paladino Dr to Morning Dr Path) 2.7 mi.  2,431$                       2,431$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     NW Canal Path (7th Std Rd to Kern R Pkwy Bike Trl) 6.2 mi.  5,596$                       5,596$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Old River Rd Canal (Taft Hwy to Stockdale Hwy) 7.8 mi.  6,983$                       6,983$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Panorama Connection (Panorama Dr to Carrier Canal) .1 mi.  54$                             54$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Polo Pk Shared Path (Old Farm Rd to Bay Meadows Ln) .4 mi.  333$                           333$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Q St Canal (California Av to Truxtun Av) .3 mi.  290$                           290$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Qualridge Path (NW Canal Path to Oak St) 3.3 mi.  3,010$                       3,010$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Rail ROW Path (7th Std Rd to 99/Friant Kern Canal) 2.2 mi.  2,004$                       2,004$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Access Rd (Union Av to Monte Vista Dr) .3 mi.  23$                             23$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Akers Rd (McKee Rd to Taft Hwy) .5 mi.  46$                             46$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Allen Rd (Pensinger Road to Highway 119) 4. mi.  360$                           360$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Ashe Rd (Phisto Pl to Taft Hwy) 1.5 mi.  135$                           135$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Ashe Rd (SR 119 to SR 223) 4. mi.  361$                           361$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Auburn St (Fairfax Rd to Morning Dr) .9 mi.  82$                             82$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Baker St (Bernard St to California Av) 1.6 mi.  141$                           141$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Beale Av (Grace Street to 21st Street) 1. mi.  90$                             90$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Bear Mountain Blvd (Coles Levee Rd to Unioin Av) 13. mi.  1,171$                       1,171$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Berkshire Rd (Colony St to Madison Av) 1.8 mi.  162$                           162$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Bernard St (Union Av to Haley St) 1.5 mi.  133$                           133$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Buena Vista Blvd (Comanche Dr to Union Av) 9.1 mi.  817$                           817$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Buena Vista Rd (Coulter Rd to SR 119) 1.5 mi.  135$                           135$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Campus Park Dr (Buena Vista Rd to White Ln) 1.6 mi.  144$                           144$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Clay Patrick Farr Wy (Hageman Rd to Rosedale Hwy) .8 mi.  74$                             74$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Coffee Rd (7th Std Rd to Norris Rd) 1.5 mi.  134$                           134$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     College Av (College Av to Kern Canyon Rd) 1.5 mi.  138$                           138$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Columbus St (Union Av to River Blvd) 1. mi.  90$                             90$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Comanche Dr (Muller Rd to Kern Canyon Rd) 5.9 mi.  534$                           534$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Di Giorgio Rd (Union Av to Pierce Dr) 4.3 mi.  384$                           384$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     District Blvd (Chaney Ln to Stine Rd) 2.6 mi.  238$                           238$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E Pacheco Rd (Gasoline Alley to Monitor Street) .3 mi.  28$                             28$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Ellington St (11th Av to Woollomes Av) 1.6 mi.  146$                           146$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     F St (Golden State Av to 16th St) 1.2 mi.  105$                           105$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Flower St (Mount Vernon Av to Alta Vista Dr) 1.7 mi.  149$                           149$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Gosford Rd (Panama Ln to McCutchen Rd) 1. mi.  90$                             90$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Gossford Rd (SR 119 to SR 223) 4. mi.  361$                           361$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Haley St (SR 178 to Niles St) .9 mi.  78$                             78$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Haley St (Panorama Dr to Columbus St) .9 mi.  78$                             78$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Harris Rd‐Gasoline Alley (Wible Rd to Pacheco Rd) .7 mi.  63$                             63$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hosking Av (Union Av to Cottonwood Rd) 1. mi.  88$                             88$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Jewetta Av (Palm Avenue to Brimhall Road) .5 mi.  45$                             45$                              ‐$                                     
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Kentucky St (Mt Vernon Avenue to Oswell Street) 2.8 mi.  254$                           254$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Kern Canyon Rd (Vineland Rd to Bedford Green Dr) .7 mi.  65$                             65$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Kratzmeyer Rd (Enos Ln to Allen Rd) 6. mi.  541$                           541$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Lake Ming Rd (Rudal Rd to Alfred Harrell Hwy) .3 mi.  31$                             31$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Laurelglen Blvd (Brookside Dr to Gosford Rd) .2 mi.  18$                             18$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     M St (17th St to 30th St) .8 mi.  76$                             76$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Main St (DiGiorgio Rd to Bear Mountain Blvd) 3. mi.  271$                           271$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Truxtun Av to SR 58) 1.4 mi.  130$                           130$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Masterson St (Comanche Dr to Kern Canyon Rd) 2.4 mi.  215$                           215$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     McCutchen Rd (Buena Vista Rd to Stine Rd) 4. mi.  364$                           364$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     McKee Rd (Ashe Rd to Ruggiano St) 2.8 mi.  249$                           249$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mohawk St (Hageman Rd to SR 58) 1.3 mi.  113$                           113$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Monitor St (Hosking Av to SR 119) 1. mi.  90$                             90$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mount Vernon Av (Panorama Dr to Columbus St) 1.5 mi.  139$                           139$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mountain Ridge Rd (Panama Ln to Taft Hwy) 2. mi.  179$                           179$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mtn Vista Dr (Sharktooth Peak Dr to Berkshire Rd) .8 mi.  71$                             71$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     N St (23rd St to California Av) .8 mi.  72$                             72$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Nord Av (7th Std Rd to Stockdale Hwy) 6. mi.  540$                           540$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Old Farm Rd (Snow Rd to Hageman Rd) 2. mi.  179$                           179$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Old River Rd (Pensinger Rd to Taft Hwy) 2.5 mi.  225$                           225$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Oswell St (Columbus St to Pico Av) .7 mi.  65$                             65$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Palm Av (Westdale Dr to Calloway Dr) 3. mi.  269$                           269$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Palm Av (Renfro Rd to Heath Rd) 1. mi.  90$                             90$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Panama Ln (SR 43 to Buena Vista Rd) 7. mi.  631$                           631$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Patton Wy (Snow Rd to Hageman Rd) 1.8 mi.  158$                           158$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Planz Rd (Madison St to Muller Rd) 2.5 mi.  226$                           226$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Potomac Av (S King Street to Monticello Avenue) 2.5 mi.  225$                           225$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Q St (Columbus St to 24th St) 1.2 mi.  106$                           106$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Redbank Rd (Fairfax Rd to Edison Rd) 3. mi.  272$                           272$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     River Run Blvd (Ming Avenue to Buena Vista Road) .9 mi.  83$                             83$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Rudd Av (Palm Av to Brimhall Rd) .5 mi.  45$                             45$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     S P St (Brundage Ln to Ming Av) 1.5 mi.  132$                           132$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Snow Rd (Calloway Dr to SR 99) 2.3 mi.  208$                           208$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Snow Rd (Allen Rd to Norris Rd) 1.4 mi.  122$                           122$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Stine Rd (SR 119 to SR 223) 4. mi.  361$                           361$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Stockdale Hwy (Claudia Autumn Dr to Enos Ln) 4.8 mi.  429$                           429$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Verdugo Ln (Olive Dr to Glenn St) 2.6 mi.  237$                           237$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Washington St (Edison Hwy to Casa Loma Dr) 2.3 mi.  207$                           207$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Wible Rd (SR 119 to SR 223) 4. mi.  362$                           362$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     34th St (Chester Av to Union Av) .9 mi.  161$                           161$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     34th St (Chester Av to Union Av) .9 mi.  161$                           161$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     4th St, Virginia Av (King St to Oswell St) 2.5 mi.  451$                           451$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Allen Rd (Snow Rd to White Ln) 7. mi.  1,260$                       1,260$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Camino Media (Old River Rd to Gosford Rd) 1.3 mi.  235$                           235$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Casa Loma Dr (Union Av to Fairfax Rd) 4. mi.  720$                           720$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Chester Av (California Av to Planz Rd) 3.1 mi.  564$                           564$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Coffee Rd (Snow Rd to Rosedale Hwy) 3. mi.  540$                           540$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Cottonwood Rd (Casa Loma Dr to Panama Rd) 5. mi.  900$                           900$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Fairfax Rd (Wilson Rd to Panama Rd) 6.6 mi.  1,185$                       1,185$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Fruitvale Av (Rosedale Hwy to Hageman St) 3. mi.  540$                           540$                            ‐$                                     
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Gosford Rd (Stockdale Hwy to Panama Ln) 4. mi.  717$                           717$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Hagerman Rd (Jenkins Rd to Jewetta Av) 1.5 mi.  274$                           274$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Harris Rd (Buena Vista Rd to Wible Rd) 5.1 mi.  914$                           914$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Hosking Av (Stine Rd to S Union Av) 3. mi.  545$                           545$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Manor St (N Chester Av to Columbus St) 3.4 mi.  621$                           621$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Ming Av (Old River Rd to Gosford Rd) 3. mi.  541$                           541$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Monterey St (Alta Vista Dr to Williams St) 1.3 mi.  226$                           226$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Mount Vernon (Brundage Ln to Muller Rd) 2. mi.  358$                           358$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Oswell St (Brundage Ln to Planz Rd) 2. mi.  361$                           361$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Panama Ln (Comanche Dr to Cottonwood Rd) 8.1 mi.  1,450$                       1,450$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Panama Rd (Main St to Habecker Rd) .5 mi.  93$                             93$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Renfro Rd (Santa Fe Wy to Culiacan Av) 4.1 mi.  734$                           734$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     River Blvd (Panorama Dr to Bernard St) 1.3 mi.  232$                           232$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     S H St (Berkshire Rd to Ming Av) 3.5 mi.  629$                           629$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Santa Fe Wy (7th Std Road to Hageman Road) 4.1 mi.  746$                           746$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Stine Rd (Hosking Av to Mohawk St) 5.5 mi.  999$                           999$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Taft Hwy (Enos Ln to Weedpatch Hwy) 19.1 mi.  3,446$                       3,446$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Union Av (SR 58 to SR 119) 5. mi.  899$                           899$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     White Ln (S Allen Rd to S Union Av) 8.3 mi.  1,487$                       1,487$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     17th St (A Street to Truxtun Avenue) 1.3 mi.  63$                             63$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     18th St (Oak St to Baker St) 2.5 mi.  127$                           127$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     18th St  (21st Street to 17th Street) .5 mi.  27$                             27$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     21st St (Kern River Pkwy Bike Trail to Oak St) .3 mi.  16$                             16$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     22nd St (F St to Q St) .7 mi.  36$                             36$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     30th St (Alder St to Chester Av) .3 mi.  17$                             17$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     36th St (Chester Avenue to San Dimas Path) .6 mi.  30$                             30$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     A St (California Av to Terrace Wy) 1.3 mi.  63$                             63$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Appletree/Hahn Route (Wilson Rd to Wible Rd) 1.8 mi.  90$                             90$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Baker St (California Avenue to S King Street) .4 mi.  18$                             18$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Bank St/2nd St (Oak Street to S. P Street) 1.6 mi.  80$                             80$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Belle Terrace (H St to Cottonwood Rd) 2. mi.  101$                           101$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Berkshire Rd (Ashe Rd to Santana Sun Dr) 2.4 mi.  119$                           119$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     BRd Oak Av (St Gobain St to Oak Grove St) .2 mi.  8$                               8$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Camino Grande (Alfred Harrell to NE Bakersfield Path) 1.3 mi.  65$                             65$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Chamber Blvd (Allen Rd to Grand Lakes Av) 3. mi.  152$                           152$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Charger Av (La Costa St to Auburn St) 1.2 mi.  59$                             59$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Chinon/Limoges Rte (McInnes Blvd to Hagn Oks Blvd) .4 mi.  18$                             18$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Chippewa/Yorkshire (Constitution Av to Verdugo Ln) .9 mi.  44$                             44$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Christmas Tree Ln (Mt Vernon Av to Panorama Dr) 1.7 mi.  83$                             83$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Coventry/Benton Route (Larson Ln to Ming Av) 1.4 mi.  70$                             70$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Edgemont Dr (Half Moon Dr to Wilson Rd) .3 mi.  15$                             15$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     El Capitan Bike Route (Noriega Rd to Old Farm Rd) .4 mi.  22$                             22$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     El Portal Dr (Laurelglen Blvd to Westwold Dr) .2 mi.  9$                               9$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Ewoldsen (Oak Grove Street to N Half Moon Drive) .6 mi.  31$                             31$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Exodus Ln (Kelvin grove to Iron Oak Wy) .2 mi.  12$                             12$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Greenwich/Balvanera (Verdugo Ln to Calloway Dr) .6 mi.  28$                             28$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Haggin Oaks Blvd (Ming Av to Limoges Wy) .5 mi.  26$                             26$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Half Moon Dr (Olympia Dr to Olympia Dr) 2.1 mi.  106$                           106$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Hawaii/Wailea (Allen Rd to Noriega Rd) .4 mi.  19$                             19$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Height St (178 Overcrossing to River Blvd) .7 mi.  37$                             37$                              ‐$                                     
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     High Oak Dr (Mountain Oak Dr to Scarlet Oak Dr) .2 mi.  10$                             10$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Iron Crk/Goose Crk CT (Allen Rd to Jasmine Pk Dr) 3.7 mi.  183$                           183$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Jeffrey St (River Blvd to Kern Island Canal) 1.1 mi.  55$                             55$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Jewett Av (Columbus St to 30th St) .8 mi.  40$                             40$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     K St (Garces Memorial Circle to 17th St) .9 mi.  43$                             43$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Kahala/Constitution Rou (Hawaii Ln to Sundance Wy) 1.3 mi.  67$                             67$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Kelvin Grove (Exodus Ln to Elizabeth Grove Court) .2 mi.  11$                             11$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     King St (California Av to SR 58) 1.1 mi.  54$                             54$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Knudsen Dr (Norris Rd to Hageman Rd) .9 mi.  44$                             44$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     La Costa St (Christmas Tree Ln to Auburn St) .7 mi.  34$                             34$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     La France Dr (Castro Lane to El Toro Drive) 1. mi.  51$                             51$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Laurel Pk/Wrangler (Bay Meadows Ln to Calloway Dr) 1.8 mi.  92$                             92$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Madison St (SR 58 to White Ln) 2.4 mi.  119$                           119$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Marella Wy (Garnsey Av to Montclair Street) .5 mi.  27$                             27$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Mc Innes Blvd (Scarlet Oak Blvd to St Gobain Blvd) .2 mi.  8$                               8$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     McCray St/Oildale Dr (Willow Dr to W China Grd Lp) 1.9 mi.  96$                             96$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     McInnes/Westwold Path (McInnes Blvd to Wwold Dr) .2 mi.  8$                               8$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Meacham Rd (Hageman Rd to Clay Patrick Farr Wy) 2.3 mi.  115$                           115$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Mezzadro/Alderbrk/Lavina (Allen Rd to Allen Rd) 3.6 mi.  182$                           182$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Mirador/Camino Real (178 OverXing Path to Rdige Rd) .6 mi.  28$                             28$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Mountain Oak Rd (White Oak Dr to High Oak Dr) .1 mi.  5$                               5$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Mountain Park Dr (Kern R Pkwy to River Run Blvd) .2 mi.  9$                               9$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Mtn Oak/McInnes (Pk Path to McInnes ‐ Wwold Path) .3 mi.  17$                             17$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     N St (Brundage Ln to California Av) 1. mi.  49$                             49$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Noble Av Route (River Blvd to Columbus St) 2.3 mi.  115$                           115$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Noriega Rd (Renfro Rd to Calloway Dr) 2.7 mi.  137$                           137$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Nutmeg Dr (Half Moon Dr to Wilson Rd) .2 mi.  10$                             10$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Oak Grove (Westwold Dr to BRd Oak Av) .1 mi.  4$                               4$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Old Town/Nantucket (Allen Rd to Jewetta Av) 3.3 mi.  166$                           166$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Olympia Dr (Laurelglen Blvd to Half Moon Dr) .5 mi.  24$                             24$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Outingdale Dr (El Portal Dr to Ashe Rd) .7 mi.  36$                             36$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Paul Av (Jewetta Avenue to Treasure Island Street) .9 mi.  45$                             45$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Pin Oak Blvd (Bear Creek Rd to District Blvd) 1.1 mi.  57$                             57$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Polo Dr (Dapple Wy to Meadow Creek St) .3 mi.  13$                             13$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Quailwood/Quailridge (Truxtun Av to Stockdale Hwy) 1. mi.  51$                             51$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Quantico Av (California Av to Brundage Ln) 1. mi.  50$                             50$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Reina Rd (Allen Rd to Verdugo Ln) 1.5 mi.  76$                             76$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Reliance Dr (Panama Ln to Reliance Dr) 2.2 mi.  108$                           108$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Ridge Oak Dr (Old River Rd to Mountain Oak Road) .3 mi.  14$                             14$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Riverlakes Dr (Elizabeth Grove to Coffee Rd) 1.7 mi.  87$                             87$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Sage Dr (Half Moon Bay Drive to Wilson Road) .2 mi.  10$                             10$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     San Dimas St (36th Street to 38th St) .2 mi.  10$                             10$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Scarlet Oak Blvd (High Oak Dr to Mc Innes Blvd) .2 mi.  11$                             11$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     St Gobain St (Mc Innes Blvd to BRd Oak Av) .2 mi.  8$                               8$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Stellar Av (Old Farm Road to Campfire Drive) .3 mi.  17$                             17$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Sundale Av (Ming Av to Stine Rd) 1.7 mi.  85$                             85$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Toluca Dr Route (Renfro Rd to Allen Rd) 1.5 mi.  74$                             74$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     University Av (Panorama Dr to Columbus St) .7 mi.  34$                             34$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Watts Dr (Union Av to Cottonwood Rd) .5 mi.  25$                             25$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Wenatchee Av (Panorama Drive to Columbus Street) 1. mi.  51$                             51$                              ‐$                                     

Metro Bakersfield ‐ DRAFT Kern 2018 RTP Detailed Project Listing v14 ‐ page 21 ‐ 42



METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Westwold Dr (Oak Grove St to El Portal Dr) .8 mi.  40$                             40$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     White Ln (Union Av to Cottonwood Rd) 1. mi.  49$                             49$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     White Oak Dr (Old River Rd to Mountain Oak Rd) .2 mi.  12$                             12$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Yarnell (Paul Avenue to Calloway Drive) .3 mi.  15$                             15$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Route     H St (Taft Hwy to Bear Mountain Blvd) 4.2 mi.  38$                             38$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Route     Paladino Dr (Morning Dr to Alfred Harrell Hwy) 2.4 mi.  22$                             22$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Route     Rancheria Rd (Equestrian Center to Kern Canyon Rd) .4 mi.  3$                               3$                                 ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class III Bike Route     Reina Rd (Nord Av to Allen Rd) 3. mi.  27$                             27$                              ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Class IV Cycle Track     21st St (Oak St to King St) 2.7 mi.  801$                           801$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Complete Streets     California Av (Mohawk St to Dr MLK Jr Blvd) 5.4 mi.  3,092$                       3,092$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Complete Streets     Golden State Av (21st St to 24th St) .3 mi.  185$                           185$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Complete Streets     Mt Vernon Av (E Brundage Ln to Columbus St) 3. mi.  1,733$                       1,733$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Complete Streets     Niles St (Union Av to Vineland Rd) 6.1 mi.  3,513$                       3,513$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Complete Streets     Palm St (Oak St to King St) 2.5 mi.  1,462$                       1,462$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Complete Streets     Stockdale/Brundage Ln (Old River Rd to S Fairfax Rd) 10.3 mi.  5,949$                       5,949$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield ‐ Complete Streets     Union Av (W Columbus St to Ming Av) 4. mi.  2,304$                       2,304$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield/Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Morning Dr (Paladino Dr to Edison Hwy) 4.9 mi.  445$                           445$                            ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield/Kern ‐ Class I Shared Use      Alfred Harrell Hwy Path (Morning Dr to Existing Class I) 2.1 mi.  1,853$                       1,853$                         ‐$                                     
    Bakersfield/Shftr ‐ Class I Shared Use      7th Standard Rd (Nord Av to Rail Row Path) 6.5 mi.  5,829$                       5,829$                         ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Bikeway Study     SR 184 (Panama Rd to Di Giorgio Rd) 1. mi.  150$                           150$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bike/Ped Bridge SR 178 (Height St to Mirador Dr) .1 mi.  92$                             92$                              ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Weedpatch Hwy SR 184 (Mtn View Rd to Panama Rd) 1. mi.  907$                           907$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E Bear Mtn Blvd SR 223 (Comanche Dr to Union St) 12.6 mi.  1,138$                       1,138$                         ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Kern Canyon Rd SR 178 (View St to Ranchiera Rd) 2.2 mi.  198$                           198$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Rosedale Hwy SR 58 (Enos Ln to Allen Rd) 6. mi.  542$                           542$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 43/Enos Ln (Lerdo Hwy to Panama Ln) 14.2 mi.  1,275$                       1,275$                         ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 58 (Calloway Dr to Landco Dr) 3.4 mi.  304$                           304$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 65 (James Rd to Merle Haggard Dr) 2.3 mi.  203$                           203$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     SR 58 (Allen Rd to Calloway Dr) 1.5 mi.  269$                           269$                            ‐$                                     
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Weedpatch Hwy SR 184 (Brundage Ln to Mtn View Rd) 5.3 mi.  476$                           476$                            ‐$                                     
County Areas ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 38,501$                     38,501$                      ‐$                                     
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 187,264$                  187,264$                    ‐$                                     
  County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 91,473$                     91,473$                      ‐$                                     
  County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 43,352$                     43,352$                      ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Brundage Ln (Fairfax Rd to VineLn Rd) 1.9 mi.  528$                           528$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Hall Rd (San Emidio St to Habecker Rd) .5 mi.  141$                           141$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     McCray St (Merle Haggard Dr to China Grade Loop) 1. mi.  267$                           267$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Merle Haggard Dr (Pegasus Rd to Chester Av) 3.1 mi.  844$                           844$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Myrtle Av (Panama Ln to Wharton Av) .9 mi.  259$                           259$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     Pioneer Dr (Oswell St to Morning Dr) .6 mi.  153$                           153$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     San Diego St (Burgundy Av to Wharton Av) .7 mi.  190$                           190$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Crossing Improvements    Airport Dr (Norris Rd to Roberts Ln) .7 mi.  63$                             63$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Crossing Improvements    Decatur St (N Chester Av to Sandord Dr) 1.3 mi.  107$                           107$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Crossing Improvements    E Fairview Rd (Hughes Ln to Farrel Dr) 2.2 mi.  185$                           185$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Crossing Improvements    Garber Wy (Bryant St to Malibar Av) .4 mi.  32$                             32$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Crossing Improvements    McCray St, Oildale Dr (W China Grade Loop to Roberts Ln) 1.3 mi.  108$                           108$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Crossing Improvements    Pioneer Dr (Oswell St to Normandy Dr) 1.5 mi.  124$                           124$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Crossing Improvements    Roberts Ln (Sanford Ln to Manor St) 1.8 mi.  150$                           150$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Crossing Improvements    W China Grade Loop (Airport Dr to N Chester Av) 1. mi.  86$                             86$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Alta Vista Dr (Bernard Street to Panorama Drive) 1.1 mi.  218$                           218$                            ‐$                                     
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Belle Terrace (Stine Road to H Street) 1.5 mi.  288$                           288$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Bonita Rd (Main St to Habecker Rd) .5 mi.  97$                             97$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Buena Vista Blvd (May Street to Buena Vista Blvd Mobile Park) .7 mi.  140$                           140$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Carnation Ave (Mc Kee Road to Panama Road) .5 mi.  95$                             95$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     China Grade Loop (Chester Avenue to Manor Street) .5 mi.  95$                             95$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     College Av (Mt. Vernon Ave to Oswell St) 1. mi.  190$                           190$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Collision St (Main St to Carnation Av) .2 mi.  48$                             48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Columbus St (Loma Linda Drive to Alta Vista Drive) .2 mi.  47$                             47$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Di Giorgio Rd (Pierce Drive to Weedpatch Highway) .7 mi.  143$                           143$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Di Giorgio Rd (Fairfax Rd to Main St) 1. mi.  190$                           190$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Dunnsmere St (San Diego Street to Weedpatch Highway) .2 mi.  46$                             46$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Field St (Di Giorgio Rd to Tri Duncan Avenue) .5 mi.  96$                             96$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Habecker Rd (Panama Rd to Segrue Rd) .7 mi.  142$                           142$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Hall Rd (San Diego St to Main St) .3 mi.  48$                             48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Madison St (Belle Terrace to Casa Loma Drive) .4 mi.  68$                             68$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Man O War St (Whirlaway St to Main St) .3 mi.  59$                             59$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     McKee Rd (H St to Shannon Dr) .5 mi.  100$                           100$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     McKee Rd (Main St to Carnation Av) .3 mi.  49$                             49$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Mtn View Rd (RR xing to Sherman Rd) .8 mi.  146$                           146$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Panama Rd (Habecker Rd to Main St) .5 mi.  98$                             98$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Panama Rd (Gilbert Street to Habecker Rd) .7 mi.  133$                           133$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Pioneer Dr (Normandy Drive to Morning Dr) 1.4 mi.  274$                           274$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Reynolds St (Whirlaway St to Main St) .3 mi.  56$                             56$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Sanford Dr (Castaic Av to McKinley Av) .3 mi.  54$                             54$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Segrue Rd (San Emidio St to Habecker Rd) 1. mi.  181$                           181$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Shannon Dr (Astor Av to McKee Rd) .3 mi.  48$                             48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Sterling Rd (Hillburn Rd to Niles St) .3 mi.  48$                             48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Union Av (McKee Rd to Taft Hwy) .5 mi.  96$                             96$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Wharton Av (San Emidio St to Myrtle Av) .7 mi.  132$                           132$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Im    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 36,693$                     36,693$                      ‐$                                     

County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 52,440$                     52,440$                      ‐$                                     
  Non‐motorized Bakersfield     Construct Class I, II or Class IIII Bike Path; striping; signage 34,972$                     34,972$                      ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Bikeway Study     Truxtun Av (Oak St to Washington St) 3.5 mi.  530$                           530$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Bike/Ped Bridge SR 99 (Wood Lane to Wood Lane) .1 mi.  51$                             51$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Norris Rd (Snow Rd to Manor St) 3.3 mi.  3,009$                       3,009$                         ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Beardsley Av (McCray Street to Chester Avenue) .5 mi.  46$                             46$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Braeburn Dr (Country Club Dr to College Av) .6 mi.  55$                             55$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Breckenridge Rd (Weedpatch Hwy to Comanche Dr) 4.3 mi.  386$                           386$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Brimhall Rd (Enos Ln to Rudd Av) 4.5 mi.  407$                           407$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Brundage Ln (Madison St to Edison Hwy) 1.9 mi.  170$                           170$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Calloway Dr (Rosedale Hwy to Brimhall Rd) 1. mi.  92$                             92$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     China Grade Loop (Carrere St to Manor St) .4 mi.  38$                             38$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Comanche Dr (Panama Ln to Muller Rd) 7.5 mi.  678$                           678$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Day Av (Manor St to N Chester Av) .5 mi.  45$                             45$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     DiGiorgio Rd (Vineland Rd to Comanche Dr) 3. mi.  273$                           273$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Douglas St (McCray St to Chester Av) .5 mi.  44$                             44$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Edison Hwy (Mt Vernon Av to Comanche Dr) 7.8 mi.  705$                           705$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Edison Rd (Breckenridge Road to Edison Highway) .8 mi.  75$                             75$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hageman Rd (Jenkins Rd to Nord Av) 2.5 mi.  226$                           226$                            ‐$                                     
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hall Rd (SR 184 to Habecker Rd) .5 mi.  46$                             46$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Heath Rd (Hageman Rd to Stockdale Hwy) 3. mi.  270$                           270$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hermosa Rd (Fairfax Rd to Comanche Dr) 5. mi.  453$                           453$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Houghton Rd (Old River Rd to Union Av) 6. mi.  543$                           543$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     James Rd (SR 65 to Chester Av) 3.5 mi.  314$                           314$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     McCray St (Merle Haggard Rd to Day Av) .4 mi.  36$                             36$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Meacham Rd (Nord Av to Allen Rd) 3. mi.  271$                           271$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Merle Haggard Rd (Chester Av to Airport Dr) 1. mi.  89$                             89$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mountain View Rd (Fairfax Rd to Comanche Dr) 5. mi.  454$                           454$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Muller Rd (Comanche Dr to Oswell St) 6. mi.  544$                           544$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     N Chester Av (McKelvey Av to Manor St) .3 mi.  23$                             23$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Old Farm Rd (Rosedale Hwy to Mia Virginia Court) .5 mi.  46$                             46$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Old River Rd (Taft Hwy to Shafter Rd) 4. mi.  362$                           362$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Panama Rd (Habecker Rd to S Comanche Dr) 3.5 mi.  318$                           318$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Pegasus Dr (Merle Haggard Dr to Norris Rd) 1.8 mi.  158$                           158$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Pioneer Dr (Vineland Rd to Oswell St) 3. mi.  270$                           270$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Roberts Ln (Norris Rd to Sequoia Dr) 1.7 mi.  157$                           157$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Roberts Ln (Chester Av to Manor St) .5 mi.  48$                             48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Sunset Blvd (Weedpatch Hwy to Vineland Rd) 1. mi.  93$                             93$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Superior Rd (SR 58 to Stockdale Hwy) 2. mi.  181$                           181$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Vineland Rd (Pioneer Dr to SR 223) 11. mi.  993$                           993$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Airport Dr (Roberts Ln to Merle Haggard Dr) 2.2 mi.  403$                           403$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    California Av (Mt Vernon Av to Edison Hwy) .6 mi.  101$                           101$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Chester Av (Merle Haggard Rd to Norris Rd) 1.4 mi.  253$                           253$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Di Giorgio Rd (Pierce Dr to S Vineland Rd) 1.8 mi.  320$                           320$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    Olive Dr (Coffee Rd to Victor St) 1.7 mi.  304$                           304$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln    S Union Av (Panama Rd to Bear Mountain Blvd) 4. mi.  723$                           723$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Baldwin Rd (Terrace Wy to Ming Av) .8 mi.  38$                             38$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Breckenridge Rd (End of Street to Comanche Drive) 4.5 mi.  224$                           224$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     C Club Dr/H Mann Av/Pentz St (College Av to Ctr St) .8 mi.  40$                             40$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Castro Ln (Wood Lane to La France Drive) .1 mi.  6$                               6$                                 ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Center St (Pentz St to Pesanta Rd) .8 mi.  38$                             38$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     China Grade Loop (City Limit to Alfred Harrell Highway) .9 mi.  47$                             47$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Culver St (Sterling Rd to Pasante Rd) .1 mi.  6$                               6$                                 ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Edwards Av (Mt Vernon Avenue to Oswell Street) 1.2 mi.  59$                             59$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Ferguson Av (Chester Av to Manor St) .5 mi.  24$                             24$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Floral Dr (Camino Real to Mt Vernon Avenue) .1 mi.  6$                               6$                                 ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Habecker Rd (Panama Rd to Di Giorgio Rd) 1. mi.  50$                             50$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Hall Rd (Main St to Habecker Rd) .4 mi.  21$                             21$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Iron Oak Wy (Norris Rd to Exodus Ln) .1 mi.  5$                               5$                                 ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Myrtle Av (Di Giorgio Rd to Panama Rd) 1. mi.  50$                             50$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Norris Rd (Coffee Rd to Knudsen Dr) 1.8 mi.  91$                             91$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Palm Av (Wagis Av to Heath Rd) .5 mi.  25$                             25$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Pesante Rd (Culver St to Center St) .1 mi.  3$                               3$                                 ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Round Mountain Rd (End of Street to China Grd Lp) 9.8 mi.  489$                           489$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     San Diego St (Di Giorgio Rd to Panama Rd) 1.1 mi.  54$                             54$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Segrue Rd (San Emidio St to Habecker Rd) .9 mi.  48$                             48$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Shafter Rd (Old River Rd to H St) 5. mi.  250$                           250$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Shalimar Dr (Pioneer Dr to Niles St) .5 mi.  25$                             25$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Sterling Rd (Brundage Ln to College Av) 2. mi.  100$                           100$                            ‐$                                     
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METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenueYOE w/o new revenuMaint./Inflation Savings

Subrea includes: City of Bakersfield and unincorporated communites (county areas) of East Bakersfield, Oildale, Greenfield, and 

Rosedale 

    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Terrace Wy (A St to Baldwin Rd) .1 mi.  3$                               3$                                 ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Valencia Dr (Pioneer Dr to College Av) 1. mi.  50$                             50$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Wood Ln (99 Overcrossing to Castro Lane) .3 mi.  13$                             13$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Wood Ln (Stine Road to 99 Overcrossing) .5 mi.  24$                             24$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Woodrow Av (Roberts Ln to N Chester Av) 1.8 mi.  92$                             92$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Airport Dr (Bksfld‐Glennville Rd to Merle Haggard Dr) 1.9 mi.  17$                             17$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Edison Rd (Edison Hwy to SR 223) 9.7 mi.  87$                             87$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Fairfax Rd (Panama Rd to SR 223) 4. mi.  36$                             36$                              ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Olive Dr (Sequoia Dr to N Chester Av) .7 mi.  7$                               7$                                 ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Class IV Cycle Track     Olive Dr (Victor St to Sequoia Dr) 1.6 mi.  478$                           478$                            ‐$                                     
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets     Palm Av (San Gorgonio St to Williams St) .6 mi.  360$                           360$                            ‐$                                     

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transporta Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 857,052$                  857,052.41$              ‐$                                     

METRO BAKERSFIELD SUBAREA Total Projects Benefiting Subarea 11,386,931$             13,736,381$              3,194,637$                         

8,761,590$               10,357,123$              2,440,720$                         

Notes:

A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year

B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75

C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.)

Total Projects in Sub Area
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NORTH KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
Delano ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Trans 36,283$                           36,283$                           17,053$                          
Delano ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 101,971$                         101,971$                         47,926$                          
McFarland ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Trans 10,404$                           10,404$                           4,890$                            
McFarland ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 28,977$                           28,977$                           13,619$                          
Shafter ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Trans 17,082$                           17,082$                           8,028$                            
Shafter ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 44,836$                           44,836$                           21,073$                          
Wasco ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Trans 18,642$                           18,642$                           8,762$                            
Wasco ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 52,037$                           52,037$                           24,458$                          
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Trans 68,106$                           68,106$                           32,010$                          
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 223,017$                         223,017$                         104,818$                        
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 158,195$                         158,195$                         74,352$                          
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficien Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 759,550$                        759,550$                        356,989$                       

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects
7th Standard Rd Rt 43 to Santa Fe Way ‐ widen existing roadway 11,857$                           14,000$                           2,143$                            

Route 46 
1
Brown Material Rd to I‐5 ‐ interchange upgrade at I‐5 ‐ Phase 4A 27,000$                           27,000$                           ‐$                                

Route 46 
1Brown Material Rd to I‐5 ‐ interchange upgrade at I‐5 ‐ Phase 4B 52,908$                           70,000$                           17,092$                          

Route 65 James Rd to Merle Haggard Dr ‐ widen to four lanes 2,869$                             3,000$                             131$                               
Route 99 Beardsley Canal to 7th Standard Rd ‐ widen to eight lanes 74,150$                           90,800$                           16,650$                          

Route 99 2Olive Drive  ‐ construct interchange upgrades 6,100$                             6,100$                             ‐$                                
Route 99 Kern Ave ‐ reconstruct pedestrian bridge (SHOPP) 5,391$                             5,391$                             ‐$                                

Hageman Flyover 1,2Knudsen Dr to Rt 204 ‐ construct extension  68,900$                           68,900$                           ‐$                                

West Beltway
1,2Pacheco Rd to Westside Parkway ‐ construct new facility 64,229$                           115,793$                         51,564$                          

West Beltway
1,2Taft Hwy to Pacheco Rd ‐ construct new facillity 68,025$                           90,000$                           21,975$                          

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 381,428$                        490,984$                        109,556$                       

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects

Route 46 1I‐5 to Jumper Ave ‐ widen to four lanes 89,188$                           118,000$                         28,812$                          

Route 46 1Jumper Ave (North) to Rt 43 ‐ widen to four lanes 98,258$                           130,000$                         31,742$                          

Route 46 1Rt 43 to Rt 99 ‐ widen to four lanes 52,908$                           70,000$                           17,092$                          

Woollomes Ave. 1Rt 99 ‐ widen bridge to four lanes; reconstruct ramps 101,281$                         134,000$                         32,719$                          

Santa Fe Way 1Hageman to Los Angeles Ave ‐ widen to four lanes 94,688$                           127,239$                         32,551$                          

Route 46 Rt 46 @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 29,855$                           39,500$                           9,645$                            

Route 46 Near Lost Hills at Interstate 5 ‐ upgrade and widen interchange 98,258$                           130,000$                         31,742$                          

Interstate 5 7th Standard Rd Interchange ‐ reconstruct 40,815$                           54,000$                           13,185$                          

Route 43  7th Standard Rd to Euclid Ave ‐ widen to four lanes 27,966$                           37,000$                           9,034$                            

Route 65 Merle Haggard Dr to County Line ‐ widen to four lanes 163,259$                         216,000$                         52,741$                          
Route 99 Gleenwood/High St ‐ construct new overpass 29,855$                           39,500$                           9,645$                            
Route 99 Pond Rd ‐ reconstruct grade separation / interchange 55,100$                           72,901$                           17,800$                          
Route 99 Perkins Ave ‐ reconstuct hook ramps 5,909$                             7,818$                             1,909$                            
Route 99 Sherwood Ave ‐ reconstruct hook ramps 5,909$                             7,818$                             1,909$                            
Route 99 Sherwood Ave ‐ pedestrian bridge/improvements 4,075$                             5,391$                             1,316$                            
Route 99 Hanawalt ‐ construct new grade separation / interchange 66,091$                           88,811$                           22,720$                          
Route 99 Whistler grade separation / interchange ‐ reconstruct 55,100$                           72,901$                           17,800$                          

Route 155  Rt 99 to Browning Rd ‐ four lanes;  reconstruct 24,186$                           32,000$                           7,814$                            

Subarea includes: Cities of Delano, McFarland, Shafter and Wasco and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county 

areas) of Buttonwillow, Lost Hills, Belridge and Pond.
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NORTH KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: Cities of Delano, McFarland, Shafter and Wasco and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county 

areas) of Buttonwillow, Lost Hills, Belridge and Pond.

Route 155  Rt 155 @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 29,855$                           39,500$                           9,645$                            

Garces Highway Interstate 5 to Rt 99 ‐ widen to four lanes 218,422$                         288,983$                         70,562$                          
Cecil Ave. Wasco Pond Rd to Albany St ‐ widen to four lanes 13,454$                           17,800$                           4,346$                            
Kimberlina Road Kimberlina Rd @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 44,594$                           59,000$                           14,406$                          
Elmo Highway Elmo Hwy @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                           69,000$                           16,848$                          
Lerdo Highway Lerdo Hwy / Beech Ave @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                           69,000$                           16,848$                          
Burbank Street Burbank St @ BNSF ‐ construct grade separation 44,594$                           59,000$                           14,406$                          
Zachary Rd 7th Standard Rd to Lerdo Hwy ‐ widen to four lanes 26,080$                           34,505$                           8,425$                            

7th Standard Rd 2
I‐5 to Santa Fe Way ‐ widen to four lanes 68,461$                           90,577$                           22,116$                          

7th Standard Rd
2
Rt 43 to Santa Fe Way ‐ widen existing roadway 11,857$                           14,000$                           2,143$                            

Route 204
2
(Golden State Ave) Rt 99 to M St ‐ construct operational improvements 75,583$                           100,000$                         24,417$                          

North Corridor ‐ Shafter I‐5 to SR 65 ‐ Burbank Street Alignment ‐ construct new highway 372,086$                         500,000$                         127,914$                        
Amtrak Stations ‐ NW Bksfld, Shafter Up to 4 Amtrak San Joaquins stops on BNSF ‐ platform, track turnout, park&ride, ticket both,  27,024$                           34,049$                           7,024$                            
Intermodal rail hub ‐ Delano RailEx Expansion Phase 2 (Draft SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan IGM) 8,107$                             10,215$                           2,107$                            
Intermodal rail hub ‐ Shafter Shafter Inland Port Phases 2 & 3 (Draft SJV IGMP) 81,073$                           102,146$                         21,073$                          
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 2,168,193$                     2,870,653$                     702,460$                       

Sub‐total Projects Subarea 1,993,188$                     2,638,837$                     645,649$                       

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
Delano ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 12,316$                           12,316$                           ‐$                                
Delano ‐ non‐potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 48,323$                           48,323$                           ‐$                                
  Delano ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 11,924$                           11,924$                           ‐$                                
  Delano ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 26,739$                           26,739$                           ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Bulbouts     10th Av ‐ Main St 60$                                  60$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Bulbouts     13th Av ‐ Main St 60$                                  60$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Bulbouts     Garces Hwy ‐ S Lexington St 60$                                  60$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Corridor Improvement     11th Av (Timmons Av to Randolph St) 2.3 mi.  623$                                623$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Corridor Improvement     Albany St (County Line Rd to Woollomes Av) 3. mi.  825$                                825$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Corridor Improvement     Ellington St (Cecil Av to Garces Hwy) 1. mi.  280$                                280$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Corridor Improvement     Jefferson St (Cecil Av to Garces Hwy) 1. mi.  280$                                280$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Corridor Improvement     Woollomes Av (Albany St to Ellington St) .8 mi.  218$                                218$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Cecil Av ‐ Clinton St 11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ RRFB     Norwalk St ‐ 17th Av 30$                                  30$                                  ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement    Mathews Av (Christina Street to Melcher Road) .3 mi.  1,500$                             1,500$                             ‐$                                
   Delano ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improv    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 22,790$                           22,790$                           ‐$                                
  Delano ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 9,661$                             9,661$                             ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     11th St (Randolph St to Albany St) 1.5 mi.  136$                                136$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     20th St (Girard St to Browning Rd) 1.5 mi.  135$                                135$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Albany St (Garces Hwy to Woollomes Av) 1. mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Cecil Av (Hiett Av to Albany St) 5. mi.  45$                                  45$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Garces Hwy (Hiett Av to Albany St) 5. mi.  45$                                  45$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Girard St (20th St to County Line Rd) .5 mi.  45$                                  45$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hiett Rd (Cecil Av to SR 155) 1. mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     High St (SR 155 to Woollomes Av) 1.1 mi.  95$                                  95$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Randolph St (Garces St to County Line Rd) 2. mi.  180$                                180$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     S Lexington St (Schuster Rd to Garces Hwy) 2.1 mi.  186$                                186$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Ellington St (11th Av to Woollomes Av) 1. mi.  146$                                146$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Dover Pkwy (Millenium Pkwy to Garzoli Av) .6 mi.  54$                                  54$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Schuster Rd (Lexington St to Browning Rd) .6 mi. 54$                                  54$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hiett Av (County Line Rd to Cecil Av) 1. mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
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NORTH KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: Cities of Delano, McFarland, Shafter and Wasco and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county 

areas) of Buttonwillow, Lost Hills, Belridge and Pond.

    Delano ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Garzoli Av (Woollomes Av to Pond Rd) 2. mi.  180$                                180$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Browning St (Garces Hwy to 9th Av) .5 mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Browning St (9th Av to County Line Rd) 1.5 mi.  271$                                271$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     High St (Garces Hwy to Girard St) 1.7 mi.  309$                                309$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Clinton St (Cecil Av to Garces Hwy) 1. mi.  51$                                  51$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Lexington St (Garces Hwy to Cecil Av) 1. mi.  50$                                  50$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Norwalk Av (Cecil Av to County Line Rd) 1. mi.  50$                                  50$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     11th Av (Albany St to Hiett Av) .5 mi.  5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     20th Av (Albany St to Belmont St) .1 mi.  1$                                     1$                                     ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     9th St (High St to Browning Rd) 1.3 mi.  12$                                  12$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     Belmont St (20th Av to Cecil Av) .5 mi.  5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     Browning Rd (SR 155 to Skyline Rd) 2. mi.  18$                                  18$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     County Line Rd (Hiett Av to Veneto St) 3. mi.  27$                                  27$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     Melcher Rd (County Line Rd to Cecile Wy) 1. mi.  9$                                     9$                                     ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     Veneto St (County Line Rd to 20th St) .5 mi. 5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Class III Bike Route     Garzoli Av (Pond Rd to Delano City Limit) .5 mi.  50$                                  50$                                  ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Complete Streets     Cecil Av (Browning Rd to Albany St) 2. mi.  1,146$                             1,146$                             ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Complete Streets     Garces Hwy (Albany St to Browning Rd) 2. mi.  1,140$                             1,140$                             ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Complete Streets     Lexington St (Garces Hwy to Cecil Av) 1. mi.  575$                                575$                                ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Complete Streets     Albany St (County Line Rd to Garces Hwy) 2. mi.  1,150$                             1,150$                             ‐$                                
    Delano ‐ Complete Streets     Woolomes Av (Albany St to Lexington St) 1. mi.  575$                                575$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Garzoli Av (Peterson Rd to Delano City Limit) .8 mi.  68$                                  68$                                  ‐$                                

    Lake Woollomes Loop from Lake Woollomes to Lake Woollomes ‐ 5.3 miles ‐ Class I 2,104$                             2,104$                             ‐$                                
    Stradley Avenue from SR 155 to Sherwood Avenue ‐ 6 miles ‐ Class II 179$                                179$                                ‐$                                
    Pond Road from Benner Avenue to Stradley Avenue ‐ 3 miles ‐ Class II 91$                                  91$                                  ‐$                                
    Mast Avenue from Garces Hwy to Airport Avenue ‐ 1 miles ‐ Class II 30$                                  30$                                  ‐$                                
    Airport Avenue from Mast Avenue to Proposed Woollomes ‐ 2.7 miles ‐ Class II 81$                                  81$                                  ‐$                                

McFarland ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 3,406$                             3,406$                             ‐$                                
McFarland ‐ non‐potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 13,336$                           13,336$                           ‐$                                
  McFarland ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 3,269$                             3,269$                             ‐$                                
  McFarland ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 4,087$                             4,087$                             ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Corridor Improvement     5th St (Perkins Av to Sherwood Av) .5 mi.  137$                                137$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Corridor Improvement     Browning Rd (Glenwood Av to Sherwood Av) .7 mi.  187$                                187$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Corridor Improvement     E Kern Av (McFarland Bridge to Wiley St) .5 mi.  135$                                135$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Corridor Improvement     Perkins Av Access Ramp (West Perkins Av to Christopher Court) .3 mi.  89$                                  89$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Corridor Improvement     Sherwood Av Access Ramp (West Sherwood Av to East Sherwood Av) .3 mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ High‐Visibility      2nd St ‐ Kern Av 11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ High‐Visibility      Mast Av ‐ Cliff Av 11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ High‐Visibility      Taylor Av ‐ Mast Av 11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     1st St (W Kern Av to W Sherwood Av) .2 mi.  47$                                  47$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     1st St (W Perkins Av to W Kern Av) .3 mi.  49$                                  49$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     W Kern Av (9th St to 1st St) .6 mi.  108$                                108$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     W Perkins Av (Garzoli Av to Frontage Rd) .7 mi.  130$                                130$                                ‐$                                
   McFarland ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Imp    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 3,082$                             3,082$                             ‐$                                
  McFarland ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 5,980$                             5,980$                             ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Union Pacific RR (Sherwood Av to Elmo Hwy) 1.1 mi.  1,004$                             1,004$                             ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Browning Rd (Elmo Hwy to W Taylor Av) 1.5 mi.  135$                                135$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Davis Av (Elmo Hwy to Perkins Av) .5 mi.  45$                                  45$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Elmo Hwy (Browning Rd to West City Limits) 3.5 mi.  315$                                315$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Frontage Rd (Sherwood Av to Taylor Av) .6 mi.  54$                                  54$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Frontage Rd (Hail Ln to Perkins Av) .3 mi.  27$                                  27$                                  ‐$                                
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NORTH KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: Cities of Delano, McFarland, Shafter and Wasco and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county 

areas) of Buttonwillow, Lost Hills, Belridge and Pond.

    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hail Ln (Garzoli Av to Frontage Rd) .7 mi.  59$                                  59$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Kendra St (Elmo Hwy to Perkins Av) .5 mi.  45$                                  45$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mast Av (Taylor Av to Whisler Rd) 1.5 mi.  135$                                135$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Perkins Av (Garzoli Av to Stradley Av) 1. mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Sherwood Access Ramps (SR 49/99 to Sherwood Av) .3 mi.  23$                                  23$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Sherwood Av (Wiley St to Driver Rd) .7 mi.  65$                                  65$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Taylor Av (Mast Av to Frontage Rd) .4 mi.  36$                                  36$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Taylor Av (SR 99 to Driver Rd) 1.1 mi.  100$                                100$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Bike Ln     W Kern Av (5th St to Garzoli Av) .4 mi.  35$                                  35$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     E Perkins Av (Industrial St to Bowman Rd) .7 mi.  128$                                128$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     E Sherwood Av (Industrial St to Wiley St) .4 mi.  76$                                  76$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Garzoli Av (Hanahwalt Av to Elmo Hwy) 2. mi.  359$                                359$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Perkins Av (Garzoli Av to Frontage Rd) .7 mi.  123$                                123$                                ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Perkins Av Access Ramp (W Prkns Av to E Prkns Av) .3 mi.  53$                                  53$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     3rd St (Perkins Av to Sherwood Av) .5 mi.  25$                                  25$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     5th St (Hail Ln to Ebell St) .9 mi.  44$                                  44$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     E Kern Av (McFarland Bridge to Wiley St) .5 mi.  24$                                  24$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Ebell St (5th St to Mast Av) .1 mi.  5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     W Kern Av (1st St to 5th St) .3 mi.  17$                                  17$                                  ‐$                                
    McFarland ‐ Complete Streets     W Sherwood Av (1st St to Garzoli Av) .8 mi.  440$                                440$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Bowman Rd (Peterson Rd to Whisler Rd) 4. mi.  360$                                360$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Driver Rd (Whisler Rd to Peterson Rd) 4. mi.  359$                                359$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Garzoli Av (Peterson Rd to Elmo Hwy) 1. mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Garzoli Av (Hanawalt Av to Whisler Rd) 1. mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hanawalt Av (SR 99 to Stradley Av) 2. mi.  181$                                181$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hanawalt Av (SR 99 to Driver Rd) 1. mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Nill Av (Garzoli Av to SR 99) 1.1 mi.  100$                                100$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Perkins Av (Bowman Rd to Driver Rd) .5 mi.  45$                                  45$                                  ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Peterson Rd (Stradley Av to Garzoli Av) 1. mi.  89$                                  89$                                  ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Peterson Rd (Driver Rd to Scheitlin Av) 1.5 mi.  139$                                139$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Scheitlin Av (Peterson Rd to Elmo Hwy) 1.1 mi.  101$                                101$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Sherwood Av (Stradley Av to Garzoli Av) 1. mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Stradley Av (Peterson Rd to Whisler Rd) 4. mi.  360$                                360$                                ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Taylor Av (Stradley Av to Garzoli Av) 1. mi.  91$                                  91$                                  ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Whisler Rd (Stradley Av to Driver Rd) 3.1 mi.  275$                                275$                                ‐$                                

    Sherwood Avenue from Stradley Avenue  to S Garzoli Avenue ‐ 1 miles ‐ Class II 30$                                  30$                                  ‐$                                
    Perkins Avenue from Stradley Avenue  to S Garzoli Avenue ‐ 1 miles ‐ Class II 30$                                  30$                                  ‐$                                

Shafter ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 4,194$                             4,194$                             ‐$                                
Shafter ‐ non‐potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 16,455$                           16,455$                           ‐$                                
  Shafter ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 4,060$                             4,060$                             ‐$                                
  Shafter ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 7,260$                             7,260$                             ‐$                                
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     Lerdo Hwy (Shafter Av to Hwy 43) .4 mi.  121$                                121$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Crossing Improvements     E Munzer St (E Lerdo Hwy to Shafter Av) .2 mi.  20$                                  20$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Crossing Improvements     James St (E Lerdo Hwy to Shafter Av) .4 mi.  36$                                  36$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Crossing Improvements     Shafter Av (W Munzer St to Poso Av) .2 mi.  18$                                  18$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Central Av ‐ Calloway St 11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Kern St ‐ Central Av 3$                                     3$                                     ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     N Shafter Av ‐ BNSF Railroad 11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improv    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 7,040$                             7,040$                             ‐$                                
  Shafter ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 5,135$                             5,135$                             ‐$                                
    Caltrans ‐ Complete Streets     Central Valley Hwy SR 43 (Mayer Ln to Beech Av) 2.5 mi.  1,430$                             1,430$                             ‐$                                
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NORTH KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: Cities of Delano, McFarland, Shafter and Wasco and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county 

areas) of Buttonwillow, Lost Hills, Belridge and Pond.

    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Kimberlina Rd (Central Av to Shafter Av) 4.6 mi.  41$                                  41$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Beech Av (SR 43 to 7th Std Rd) 4.8 mi.  435$                                435$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Fresno Av (Palm Av to Cherry Av) 6.1 mi.  545$                                545$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Poplar Av (Fresno Av to Riverside St) 2. mi.  181$                                181$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     E Lerdo Hwy (Cherry Av to Mannel Av) 1.5 mi.  275$                                275$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     E Tulare Av (Mannel Av to N Beech Av) .5 mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Lerdo Hwy (Poplar Av to SR 43) 1.4 mi.  258$                                258$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Los Angeles Av (Mettler Av to Thompson St) .7 mi.  134$                                134$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Mannel Av (E Tulare Av to E Lerdo Hwy) .5 mi.  90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Shafter Av (Redwood Dr to Lerdo Hwy) .7 mi.  135$                                135$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Shafter Av (Lerdo Hwy to Riverside St) 1. mi.  180$                                180$                                ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     E Tulare Av (Shafter Av to Mannel Av) .5 mi.  25$                                  25$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     James St (Shafter Av to E Lerdo Hwy) .4 mi.  21$                                  21$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Mark Av (Knight St to N Valley St) .4 mi.  20$                                  20$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     N Beech Av (E Tulare Av to E Lerdo Hwy) .5 mi.  25$                                  25$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     N Wall St (Richland Dr to W Tulare Av) .2 mi.  8$                                     8$                                     ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Poso Av (N Valley St to Shafter Av) .2 mi.  12$                                  12$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Schnaidt St (W Los Angeles St to Mark Av) .7 mi.  37$                                  37$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Valley St (Poso Av to Rodriguez Av) .7 mi.  34$                                  34$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Beech Av (Fresno Av to Tulare Av) .5 mi.  5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Burbank St (Drr Rd to Zachary Av) 1. mi.  9$                                     9$                                     ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Cherry Av (Fresno Av to Riverside St) 2. mi.  18$                                  18$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Drr Rd (Riverside St to Burbank St) 1. mi.  9$                                     9$                                     ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     E Los Angeles Av (Thompson St to SR 43) .8 mi.  7$                                     7$                                     ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Mannel Av (Redwood Dr to E Tulare Av) .2 mi.  2$                                     2$                                     ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Redwood Dr (Shafter Av to Mannel Av) .5 mi.  5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Riverside St (SR 99 to Drr Rd) 5.1 mi.  46$                                  46$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Shafter Av (Kimberlina Rd to Redwood Dr) 3.3 mi.  30$                                  30$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Class III Bike Route     Zachary Av (Burbank St to 7th Std Rd) 2. mi.  18$                                  18$                                  ‐$                                
    Shafter ‐ Complete Streets     Kern Av (Sunset Av to State Av) .3 mi.  170$                                170$                                ‐$                                

    Shafter Avenue from Sierra Avenue (Shafter) to Kimberlina Road ‐ 3.3 miles ‐ Class II 98$                                  98$                                  ‐$                                
    Riverside Street from Central Valley Hwy to Driver Road ‐ 2.6 miles ‐ Class II 78$                                  78$                                  ‐$                                
    Riverside Street from Poplar Avenue to Charry Avenue ‐ 2.5 miles ‐ Class II 75$                                  75$                                  ‐$                                
    Poplar Avenue from Fresno Avenue to Riverside Street ‐ 2 miles ‐ Class II 60$                                  60$                                  ‐$                                
    Palm Avenue from Kimberlina Road to Fresno Avenue ‐ 3 miles ‐ Class II 90$                                  90$                                  ‐$                                
    Palm Avenue from Lupine Court to Kimberlina Road ‐ 1.5 miles ‐ Class II 45$                                  45$                                  ‐$                                
    Magnolia Avenue from McCombs Road to Kimbelina Road ‐ 4 miles ‐ Class II 121$                                121$                                ‐$                                
    Kimberlina Road from Magnolia Avenue to Shafter Avenue ‐ 5.1 miles ‐ Class II 152$                                152$                                ‐$                                
    Fresno Avenue from Palm Avenue to Shafter Avenue ‐ 4.1 miles ‐ Class II 122$                                122$                                ‐$                                

  Shafter ‐ Freight Rail    Shafter Intermodal Rail Facility 30,000$                           30,000$                           ‐$                                
Wasco ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 6,151$                             6,151$                             ‐$                                
Wasco ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 24,113$                           24,113$                           ‐$                                
  Wasco ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 5,932$                             5,932$                             ‐$                                
  Wasco ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 2,271$                             2,271$                             ‐$                                
    Caltrans ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Paso Robles Hwy (46) (Central Av to F St) 1.4 mi.  261$                                261$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Corridor Improvement     1st St (Peters St to E St) .9 mi.  254$                                254$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Corridor Improvement     7th St (Magnolia Av to Griffith Av) 1.5 mi.  413$                                413$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Corridor Improvement     F St (Filburn Av to Poso Dr) .5 mi.  137$                                137$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Corridor Improvement     Palm Av (Gromer Av to Filburn St) 2. mi.  551$                                551$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Corridor Improvement     Poso Av (Central Av to G St) 1.5 mi.  408$                                408$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Crossing Improvements     7th St (Griffith Av to G St) .4 mi.  38$                                  38$                                  ‐$                                
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NORTH KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: Cities of Delano, McFarland, Shafter and Wasco and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county 

areas) of Buttonwillow, Lost Hills, Belridge and Pond.

    Wasco ‐ Crossing Improvements     8th St (D St to G St) .2 mi.  19$                                  19$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     F St, Hwy (43) (Paso Robles Hwy (46) to Poso Av) 1. mi.  190$                                190$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improv    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 0$                                     0$                                     ‐$                                
  Wasco ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 15,909$                           15,909$                           ‐$                                
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 46 (East City Limits to SR 43) .6 mi.  52$                                  52$                                  ‐$                                
    Caltrans ‐ Class IV Cycle Track     SR 46 (Central Av to F St) 1.4 mi.  411$                                411$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Filburn/Central Av Path (Palm Av to North Palm Av) 2.5 mi.  2,237$                             2,237$                             ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Filburn/McCombs Path (I‐5 N to SR 43) 22.6 mi. (partial funding) 7,210$                             7,210$                             ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Wasco Av & SR 46 (Filburn Av to Palm Av) 2.5 mi.  2,235$                             2,235$                             ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Bike Ln     6th St (Broadway St to D St) .1 mi.  9$                                     9$                                     ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Central Av (Flower St to Poso Av) .3 mi.  25$                                  25$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Central Av (Filburn St to Jackson St) .5 mi.  44$                                  44$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Bike Ln     D St (Filburn St to 4th St) 1.3 mi.  113$                                113$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E St (6th St to SR 46) .4 mi.  37$                                  37$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Filburn St (Central Av to G St) 1.4 mi.  130$                                130$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Jackson St (Central Av to Shared Use Path) 1.5 mi.  133$                                133$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     4th St (F St to G St) .1 mi.  13$                                  13$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     6th St (D St to Wasco Av) .5 mi.  83$                                  83$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     7th St (Central Av to Griffith Av) 1. mi.  180$                                180$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Central Av (Paso Robles Hwy SR 46 to Posos Av) 1. mi.  180$                                180$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Palm Av (Gromer Av to Jackson St) 2.5 mi.  451$                                451$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Poplar Av (Filburn St to Sunset St) .8 mi.  148$                                148$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     16th St (Shamrock Court to G St) .5 mi.  28$                                  28$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     1st St (Peters St to E St) .9 mi.  46$                                  46$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     5th St (Woodside Dr to G St) 1.4 mi.  71$                                  71$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     7th St (G St to Griffith Av) .5 mi.  23$                                  23$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     9th Pl (Beckes St to D St) 1. mi.  49$                                  49$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     9th St (G St to D St) .2 mi.  11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Beckes St (Camellia St to SR 46) 1.2 mi.  61$                                  61$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Krista St (Beckes St to Central Av) .3 mi.  13$                                  13$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Poplar Av (Sunset Av to SR 46) .7 mi.  33$                                  33$                                  ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Class IV Cycle Track     SR 43 (Paso Robles Hwy SR 46 to Filburn St) 1.5 mi.  448$                                448$                                ‐$                                
    Wasco ‐ Complete Streets     Griffith St (Gromer Av to Jackson St) 2.5 mi.  1,438$                             1,438$                             ‐$                                

    Central Avenue from Filburn Avenue to Kimberlina Road ‐ 1.5 miles ‐ Class II ‐ other (SHOPP ‐$                                 ‐$                                 ‐$                                
    Hwy 46 from Gun Club Road to Magnolia Ave ‐ 8 miles ‐ Caltrans Shoulder ‐ other (SHOPP) ‐$                                 ‐$                                 ‐$                                

County Areas ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 4,392$                             4,392$                             ‐$                                
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 19,335$                           19,335$                           ‐$                                
  County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 6,354$                             6,354$                             ‐$                                
  County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 7,992$                             7,992$                             ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswa    Buttonwillow Dr ‐ W 1st St 6$                                     6$                                     ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Corridor Improvemen     Tracy Av (Willow Dr to Hwy 58) .4 mi.  118$                                118$                                ‐$                                
    Lost Hills ‐ Bicycle and Ped Bridge      Lost Hills Rd (Lost Hill Park to Woodward Av) 1. mi.  5,000$                             5,000$                             ‐$                                
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Im    Other Future developments funded by a transportation impact fee and mitigation 2,869$                             2,869$                             ‐$                                
  County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 4,989$                             4,989$                             ‐$                                
    Caltrans ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     McKittrick Hwy SR 58 (Wasco Wy to Interstate 5) 3.7 mi.  3,335$                             3,335$                             ‐$                                
    Caltrans ‐ Complete Streets     SR 58 (Buttonwillow Dr to Meadow St) .9 mi.  518$                                518$                                ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class I Shared Use Pat     East Side Canal (Milo Av to McKittrick Hwy SR 58) .4 mi.  332$                                332$                                ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class I Shared Use Pat     Irrigation Ditch (Buttonwillow Dr to Cotton Av) .6 mi.  535$                                535$                                ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Main St (McKittrick Hwy SR 58 to Irrigation Ditch) .2 mi.  18$                                  18$                                  ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Tracy Av (Willow Dr to SR 58) .4 mi.  39$                                  39$                                  ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class II Buffered Bike L    1st St (Buttonwillow Dr to Miller Dr) .5 mi.  89$                                  89$                                  ‐$                                
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NORTH KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: Cities of Delano, McFarland, Shafter and Wasco and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county 

areas) of Buttonwillow, Lost Hills, Belridge and Pond.

    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Buttonwillow Dr (McKittrick Hwy SR 58 to 4th St) .5 mi.  27$                                  27$                                  ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Cotton Av (Miller Rd to Meadow St) .3 mi.  13$                                  13$                                  ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Meadow St (Milo Av to Cotton Av) .1 mi.  3$                                     3$                                     ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Route     Buttonwillow Dr (Irrigation Ditch to Sullivan Rd) .7 mi.  6$                                     6$                                     ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Route     Milo Av (Leslie St to Meadow St) .1 mi.  1$                                     1$                                     ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Route     Mirasol Av (2nd St to South Community Limits) .4 mi.  3$                                     3$                                     ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Route     Old Tracy Av (Sullivan Rd to SR 58) .7 mi.  6$                                     6$                                     ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Route     Sullivan Rd (Buttonwillow Dr to Old Tracy Av) 3.6 mi.  32$                                  32$                                  ‐$                                
    Buttonwillow ‐ Class III Bike Route     Wasco Wy (7th Std Rd to SR 58) 3.4 mi.  31$                                  31$                                  ‐$                                
    Tupman Tule Elk Reserve Path from Tupman Path to Tule Elk Reserve State Park ‐ 1.3 miles ‐ Other ‐$                                 ‐$                                 ‐$                                

Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 152,020$                        152,020$                        ‐$                                

NORTH KERN SUBAREA Total Projects Benefiting Subarea 3,461,192$                     4,273,208$                     1,169,004$                    

Notes:
A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year
B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75
C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.)

North Kern ‐ DRAFT Kern 2018 RTP Detailed Project Listing v14 ‐ page 32 ‐ 42



SOUTHEAST KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
California City ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tran 24,894$                          24,894$                          11,700$                         
California City ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 59,765$                          59,765$                          28,089$                         
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tran 43,879$                          43,879$                          20,623$                         
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 143,684$                        143,684$                        67,531$                         
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 68,161$                          68,161$                          32,036$                         
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 340,383$                        340,383$                        159,980$                       

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects
Passenger Rail ‐ Rosamond Metrolink extension ‐ Lancaster to Rosamond ‐ bus connector to Mojave/Cal City/Teh. 151,500$                        191,000$                        39,500$                         

Route 14
2
Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes (Phase1) 42,000$                          42,000$                          ‐$                                 

Route 14
2
Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes (Phase 2) 40,166$                          42,000$                          1,834$                            

Route 14
2
Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 ‐ widen to four lanes (Phase 3) 25,533$                          32,000$                          6,467$                            

Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 259,199$                        307,000$                        47,801$                         
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects

Twenty Mule Team Rd 1
California City Blvd to Rt 58 ‐ widen to four lanes 16,300$                          21,566$                          5,266$                            

North Gate Road
1California City Blvd to North Edwards ‐ construct new four lane road 45,640$                          60,385$                          14,744$                         

K Street
1Mojave ‐ extend K St to Rt 14 9,780$                             12,940$                          3,159$                            

Rosamond Blvd
1Rosamond Blvd @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                          69,000$                          16,848$                         

California City Blvd Rt 14 east six miles ‐ widen to four lanes 16,628$                          22,000$                          5,372$                            
K Street K St @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                          69,000$                          16,848$                         
Teh. Willow Springs Rd  Rt 58 to Rosamond Blvd ‐ widen to four lanes 114,101$                        150,961$                        36,861$                         
US 395 San Bdo County Line to Rt 14 ‐ widen to four lanes 184,422$                        244,000$                        59,578$                         
Passenger Rail ‐ Mojave, Cal City, Teh. Metrolink Service Extension ‐ Tehachapi Corridor (2012 Commuter Rail study) 312,536$                        393,773$                        81,236$                         

Route 58
2Dennison Rd ‐ construct interchange 24,942$                          33,000$                          8,058$                            

Route 58
2East of Tehachapi to General Beale Rd ‐ truck auxillary lanes / escape ramp 65,001$                          86,000$                          20,999$                         

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 893,656$                        1,162,624$                     268,968$                       

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
California City ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 3,251$                            3,251$                            ‐$                                 
California City ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 12,761$                          12,761$                          ‐$                                 
  California City ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 3,152$                            3,152$                            ‐$                                 
  California City ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 4,462$                            4,462$                            ‐$                                 
    Redwood Blvd / Neuralia Rd‐California      Corridor Improvement ‐ 2.9 mile ‐ Pedestrian Improvement Corridor 807$                                 807$                                 ‐$                                 
    N Loop Blvd / Hacienda Blvd‐Lake      Corridor Improvement ‐ 1.3 mile ‐ Pedestrian Improvement Corridor 351$                                 351$                                 ‐$                                 
    90th St / Fir Av‐‐     High‐Visibility Crosswalk ‐ 1. mile ‐ High‐visibility crosswalk 3$                                     3$                                     ‐$                                 
    Catalpa Av / 90th St‐‐     High‐Visibility Crosswalk ‐ 4. mile ‐ High‐visibility crosswalk 11$                                   11$                                   ‐$                                 
    Complete Streets/ITS Improvements     Other future developments funded by mitigation, fees, etc. 3,291$                             3,291$                             ‐$                                 
  California City ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 5,148$                            5,148$                            ‐$                                 
    California City Blvd / Hwy 14‐Yerba Blvd     Class III Bike Route ‐ 6.8 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 61$                                   61$                                   ‐$                                 
    Mendiburu Path / California City Blvd‐88    Class I Shared Use Path ‐ 1.6 mile ‐ Add new off‐St class I shared use path 1,445$                             1,445$                             ‐$                                 
    California City Blvd / Yerba Blvd‐Californ     Complete Streets ‐ 3.6 mile ‐ Narrow traffic lanes and add buffered bike lane to existing bik 2,047$                             2,047$                             ‐$                                 
    California City Blvd / Redwood Blvd‐Sand    Class III Bike Route ‐ .8 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 8$                                     8$                                     ‐$                                 
    Hacienda Blvd / North Loop Blvd‐Californ    Class II Bike Lane ‐ .6 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 51$                                   51$                                   ‐$                                 
    Neuralia Rd / Redwood Blvd‐Poppy Blvd     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 1.5 mile ‐ Add new class II bike lane 135$                                 135$                                 ‐$                                 
    S Loop Blvd / California City Blvd‐Haciend    Class II Bike Lane ‐ 1.2 mile ‐ Extend new class II bike lane 108$                                 108$                                 ‐$                                 
    North City Path  / 88th St‐Hacienda Blvd     Class I Shared Use Path ‐ .2 mile ‐ Add new off‐St class I shared use path 199$                                 199$                                 ‐$                                 
    Proctor Blvd / Randsburg Mojave Rd‐Col     Class II Bike Lane ‐ .5 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 43$                                   43$                                   ‐$                                 

Subarea includes: City of California City and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county areas) of Rosamond, Mojave, 

Boron, North Edwards, Fremont Valley, Cantil, and Johannesburg/Randsburg
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SOUTHEAST KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: City of California City and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county areas) of Rosamond, Mojave, 

Boron, North Edwards, Fremont Valley, Cantil, and Johannesburg/Randsburg

    Redwood Blvd / California City Blvd‐Haci     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 1.4 mile ‐ Maintain existing (covered in sand). Add bike lane on S side of 122$                                 122$                                 ‐$                                 
    California City Blvd / S College Blvd‐Proct    Class II Bike Lane ‐ .7 mile ‐ Fill gap in existing bikeWy 64$                                   64$                                   ‐$                                 
    Hacienda Blvd / Mendiburu Rd‐N Loop B     Class III Bike Route ‐ .6 mile ‐ Add new class III bike route 5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                 
    Hacienda Blvd / Redwood Blvd‐Sequoia B    Class II Bike Lane ‐ 1. mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 90$                                   90$                                   ‐$                                 
    Mendiburu Rd / Hacienda Blvd‐Randsbu     Class III Bike Route ‐ 2.1 mile ‐ Add new class III bike route 19$                                   19$                                   ‐$                                 
    Redwood Blvd / Airway Blvd‐Neuralia Rd    Class II Bike Lane ‐ .7 mile ‐ Extend new class II bike lane 67$                                   67$                                   ‐$                                 
    92nd St / Fir Av‐S Loop Blvd     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .2 mile ‐ Add new class III bike Blvd 11$                                   11$                                   ‐$                                 
    Conklin Blvd / Mendiburu Rd‐North Loop    Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .6 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 28$                                   28$                                   ‐$                                 
    Conklin Blvd, Heather Av / California City    Class II Bike Lane ‐ .5 mile ‐ Add class II bike lane to connect to central park lake 43$                                   43$                                   ‐$                                 
    Neuralia Rd / Redwood Blvd‐Sequoia Blv     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 1. mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 91$                                   91$                                   ‐$                                 
    Randsburg Mojave Rd / Mcintosh Wy‐Ho    Class II Bike Lane ‐ .7 mile ‐ Extend new class II bike lane 65$                                   65$                                   ‐$                                 
    Redwood Blvd / Proctor Blvd‐California C    Class II Bike Lane ‐ .7 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 64$                                   64$                                   ‐$                                 
    Yerba Blvd / Mendiburu Rd‐California Cit    Class III Bike Route ‐ 1. mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 9$                                     9$                                     ‐$                                 
    90th St / California City Blvd‐Catalpa Av     Class II Bike Lane ‐ .2 mile ‐ Add new class II bike lane 16$                                   16$                                   ‐$                                 
    Airway Blvd / Redwood Blvd‐Sequoia Blv    Class II Bike Lane ‐ 1. mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 91$                                   91$                                   ‐$                                 
    Forest Blvd / Neuralia Rd‐Desert Butte B     Class III Bike Route ‐ 2.6 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 23$                                   23$                                   ‐$                                 
    Mendiburu Rd / Baron Blvd‐Rusche Blvd     Class III Bike Route ‐ 2.5 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 23$                                   23$                                   ‐$                                 
    Rusche Blvd / Mendiburu Rd‐Bolden Dr     Class III Bike Route ‐ .3 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 2$                                     2$                                     ‐$                                 
    Catalpa Av / 92nd St‐90th St     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .2 mile ‐ Add new class III bike Blvd 12$                                   12$                                   ‐$                                 
    92nd St / Catalpa Av‐Fir Av     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .1 mile ‐ Add new class III bike Blvd 6$                                     6$                                     ‐$                                 
    Desert Butte Blvd / Forest Blvd‐Sequoia      Class III Bike Route ‐ .4 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 4$                                     4$                                     ‐$                                 
    Division Rd / Midway Rd‐Ironwood St     Class III Bike Route ‐ 1. mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 9$                                     9$                                     ‐$                                 
    Fir Av / 92nd St‐92nd St     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .1 mile ‐ Add new class III bike Blvd 5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                 
    Neuralia Rd / Mendiburu Rd‐Poppy Blvd     Class III Bike Route ‐ .5 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                 
    Sequoia Blvd / Neuralia Rd‐Desert Butte     Class III Bike Route ‐ 2.5 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 23$                                   23$                                   ‐$                                 
County Areas ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 7,568$                            7,568$                            ‐$                                 
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 33,317$                          33,317$                          ‐$                                 
  County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 10,950$                          10,950$                          ‐$                                 
  County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 10,439$                          10,439$                          ‐$                                 
   Mojave ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements
    O St / Cerro Gordo St‐Park St     Corridor Improvement ‐ .5 mile ‐ Pedestrian Improvement Corridor 129$                                 129$                                 ‐$                                 
    M St / Belshaw St‐Shasta St     Corridor Improvement ‐ .4 mile ‐  100$                                 100$                                 ‐$                                 
    Douglas Av / Koch St‐Mojave West Park     Corridor Improvement ‐ .3 mile ‐ Pedestrian Improvement Corridor 82$                                   82$                                   ‐$                                 
    Q St / Belshaw St‐‐     Fence Removing ‐ 1. mile ‐ Provide access 1$                                     1$                                     ‐$                                 
    Gregory Dr / Pat Av‐‐     High‐Visibility Crosswalk ‐ 4. mile ‐  11$                                   11$                                   ‐$                                 
    Hwy 14 / Cypress‐Silver Queen     Corridor Improvement ‐ 5.4 mile ‐ Pedestrian Improvement Corridor 2,500$                             2,500$                             ‐$                                 
    Hwy 58 / Sierra Hwy‐Nadene St     Corridor Improvement ‐ .7 mile ‐ Pedestrian Improvement Corridor 180$                                 180$                                 ‐$                                 
    Hwy 58 / Kern County Fire Department‐‐    High‐Visibility Crosswalk ‐ 4. mile ‐  11$                                   11$                                   ‐$                                 
  Rosamond ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements
    20th St W / Marie Av‐Rosamond Blvd     Sidewalk Improvement ‐ 1. mile ‐ Sidewalk Gap Closure 190$                                 190$                                 ‐$                                 
    35th St W / Holiday Av‐Felsite Av     Sidewalk Improvement ‐ 1.5 mile ‐ Sidewalk Gap Closure 283$                                 283$                                 ‐$                                 
    Rosamond Blvd / Mojave Tropico Rd‐10t     Sidewalk Improvement ‐ 4.5 mile ‐ Sidewalk Gap Closure 860$                                 860$                                 ‐$                                 
    Mojave Tropico Rd / Rosamond Blvd‐Cob    Sidewalk Improvement ‐ .3 mile ‐ Sidewalk Gap Closure 52$                                   52$                                   ‐$                                 
    Sierra Hwy / Hillcrest Av‐Orange St     Sidewalk Improvement ‐ 1. mile ‐ Sidewalk Gap Closure 195$                                 195$                                 ‐$                                 
    San Diego St / Burgundy Av‐Wharton Av     Corridor Improvement ‐ .5 mile ‐ Pedestrian Improvement Corridor 141$                                 141$                                 ‐$                                 
    Park Rd / Madre St‐Santa Maria Dr     Sidewalk Improvement ‐ .2 mile ‐ Close sidewalk gaps 38$                                   38$                                   ‐$                                 
  County Aeras Complete Streets/ITS Impro    Other future developments funded by mitigation, fees, etc. 5,666$                             5,666$                             ‐$                                 
  County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 11,929$                          11,929$                          ‐$                                 
   Mojave ‐ bike facilities
    Oak Creek Rd / Koch St‐West City Limits     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 3.1 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 282$                                 282$                                 ‐$                                 
    Sierra Hwy / Arroyo Av‐Silver Queen Rd     Class I Shared Use Path ‐ 5.3 mile ‐ Class I Multi‐Use Path (Previously Proposed) 4,736$                             4,736$                             ‐$                                 
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SOUTHEAST KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: City of California City and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county areas) of Rosamond, Mojave, 

Boron, North Edwards, Fremont Valley, Cantil, and Johannesburg/Randsburg

    Holt St / Arroyo Av‐Purdy Av     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 3. mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 274$                                 274$                                 ‐$                                 
    K St / Oak Creek‐Mojave Barstow Hwy     Class II Bike Lane ‐ .8 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane (Previously Proposed) 73$                                   73$                                   ‐$                                 
    Inyo St / Q St‐Sierra Hwy     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .5 mile ‐ Class III Bike Blvd 25$                                   25$                                   ‐$                                 
    Koch St / Arroyo Av‐Purdy Av     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 3.1 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 277$                                 277$                                 ‐$                                 
    O St / Park St‐Cerro Gordo St     Class II Bike Lane ‐ .5 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane (Previously Proposed) 42$                                   42$                                   ‐$                                 
    Shasta St / Sierra Hwy‐O St     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .3 mile ‐ Class III Bike Blvd 16$                                   16$                                   ‐$                                 
    M St / Belshaw St‐Park St     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .5 mile ‐ Class III Bike Blvd 27$                                   27$                                   ‐$                                 
    Purdy Av / DPW Easement‐East Commun    Class III Bike Route ‐ 3.8 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 34$                                   34$                                   ‐$                                 
    40th St / Arroyo Av‐Purdy Av     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 3.1 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 277$                                 277$                                 ‐$                                 
    Belshaw St / Q St‐Mojave Barstow Hwy     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .5 mile ‐ Class III Bike Blvd 27$                                   27$                                   ‐$                                 
    Douglas Av / Holt St‐Koch St     Class II Bike Lane ‐ .5 mile ‐  45$                                   45$                                   ‐$                                 
    United St / Purdy Av‐Silver Queen Rd     Class III Bike Route ‐ 2. mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 18$                                   18$                                   ‐$                                 
    Arroyo Av / 40th St‐Hwy 14     Class III Bike Route ‐ 1.4 mile ‐  13$                                   13$                                   ‐$                                 
    Camelot Blvd / Rutan Rd‐Hwy 14     Class III Bike Route ‐ 2. mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 18$                                   18$                                   ‐$                                 
    Silver Queen Rd / United St‐Backus Rd     Class III Bike Route ‐ 6.1 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 55$                                   55$                                   ‐$                                 
   Rosamond ‐ bike facilities
    Backus Rd / Lone Butte Rd‐Mojave‐Tropi    Class III Bike Route ‐ 3.6 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 32$                                   32$                                   ‐$                                 
    Rosamond Blvd / 60th St W‐county line     Class II Buffered Bike Lane ‐ 5.6 mile ‐ Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 999$                                 999$                                 ‐$                                 
    20th St W / Av A‐Rosamond Blvd     Class II Buffered Bike Lane ‐ 3. mile ‐ Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 542$                                 542$                                 ‐$                                 
    Sierra Hwy / W Av A‐Hook Rd     Class II Buffered Bike Lane ‐ 3.6 mile ‐ Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 656$                                 656$                                 ‐$                                 
    15th St W / Rosamond Blvd‐Hook Av     Class II Bike Lane ‐ .6 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 57$                                   57$                                   ‐$                                 
    35th St W / Felsite Av‐Holiday Av     Class II Buffered Bike Lane ‐ 1.5 mile ‐ Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 267$                                 267$                                 ‐$                                 
    Glendower St / Rosamond Blvd‐Hillcrest     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .5 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 25$                                   25$                                   ‐$                                 
    40th St / Rosamond Blvd‐Holiday Av     Class II Buffered Bike Lane ‐ 1.1 mile ‐ Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 201$                                 201$                                 ‐$                                 
    Frontage Rd / Felsite Av‐Rosamond Blvd     Class II Bike Lane ‐ .6 mile ‐ Class II  Bicycle Lane 55$                                   55$                                   ‐$                                 
    Rosamond Blvd / 90th St‐60th St     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 3. mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 271$                                 271$                                 ‐$                                 
    Sierra Hwy / Felsite Av‐Backus Rd     Class III Bike Route ‐ 5.6 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 51$                                   51$                                   ‐$                                 
    25th St / Rosamond Blvd‐Holiday Av     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 1.1 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 99$                                   99$                                   ‐$                                 
    30th St W / Patti Rose Av‐Felsite Av     Class II Buffered Bike Lane ‐ 1.4 mile ‐ Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 247$                                 247$                                 ‐$                                 
    Felsite Av / 35th St W‐Frontage Rd     Class II Buffered Bike Lane ‐ 1.2 mile ‐ Class II Buffered Bicycle Lane 222$                                 222$                                 ‐$                                 
    Hillcrest Av / HAvn St‐Sierra Hwy     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .4 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 18$                                   18$                                   ‐$                                 
    Holiday Av / 40th St‐35th St     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .2 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 12$                                   12$                                   ‐$                                 
    60th St / Rosamond Blvd‐Av A     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 3. mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 271$                                271$                                 ‐$                                 
    Desert Cloud Av / 35th St‐Howard St     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .2 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 13$                                   13$                                   ‐$                                 
    Mojave‐Tropico Rd / Backus Rd‐Rosamo     Class III Bike Route ‐ 6.3 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 57$                                   57$                                   ‐$                                 
    80th St / Rosamond Blvd‐Av A     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 3. mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 270$                                 270$                                 ‐$                                 
    90th St / Rosamond Blvd‐Av A     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 3. mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 270$                                 270$                                 ‐$                                 
    Av A / 90th St‐Sierra Hwy     Class II Bike Lane ‐ 7.6 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 688$                                 688$                                 ‐$                                 
    Hook Av / 15th St W‐United St     Class II Bike Lane ‐ .5 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 44$                                   44$                                   ‐$                                 
    Tehachapi‐Willow Springs Rd / Favorito A    Class II Bike Lane ‐ 2.6 mile ‐ Class II Bicycle Lane 230$                                 230$                                 ‐$                                 
    Elder Av / 80th St‐60th St     Class III Bike Route ‐ 2. mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 18$                                   18$                                   ‐$                                 
    Holiday Av / 80th St‐60th St     Class III Bike Route ‐ 2. mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Route 18$                                   18$                                   ‐$                                 
    Marie Av / Hwy 14‐Sierra Hwy     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .4 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 18$                                   18$                                   ‐$                                 
    Orange St / Granite St‐Sierra Hwy     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .3 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 14$                                   14$                                   ‐$                                 
    Buss St / Janine Av‐Summer Breeze Av     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .1 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 5$                                     5$                                     ‐$                                 
    Howard St / Summer Breeze Av‐Desert C    Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .1 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 7$                                     7$                                     ‐$                                 
    Janine Av / Buss St‐30th St     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .2 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 9$                                     9$                                     ‐$                                 
    Summer Breeze Av / Howard St‐Buss St     Class III Bike Boulevard ‐ .1 mile ‐ Class III Bicycle Blvd 4$                                     4$                                     ‐$                                 
Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportatio Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 56,898$                          56,898$                          ‐$                                 

SOUTHEAST KERN SUBAREA Total Projects Benefiting Subarea 1,550,136$                     1,866,905$                     476,749$                       
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SOUTHEAST KERN SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: City of California City and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county areas) of Rosamond, Mojave, 

Boron, North Edwards, Fremont Valley, Cantil, and Johannesburg/Randsburg

Notes:
A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year
B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75
C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.)
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TAFT‐MARICOPA SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
Taft ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tran 8,331$                            8,331$                            3,915$                           
Taft ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 22,138$                          22,138$                          10,405$                         
Maricopa ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tran 1,136$                            1,136$                            534$                               
Maricopa ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 2,952$                            2,952$                            1,387$                           
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Tran 24,324$                          24,324$                          11,432$                         
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transp 79,648$                          79,648$                          37,435$                         
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 48,561$                          48,561$                          22,823$                         
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficie Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 187,088$                       187,088$                       87,931$                         

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects
Route 119 Elk Hills ‐ County Rd to Tupman Ave ‐ widen to four lanes (Phase 2) 36,280$                          48,000$                          11,720$                         
Route 119 I‐5 to Buena Vista ‐ widen to four lanes 27,916$                          31,300$                          3,384$                           
Route 119 Cherry Ave to Elk Hills Rd (Phase 1, bypass) ‐ widen to four lanes 97,396$                          115,000$                       17,604$                         

West Corridor 2Taft Hwy to Pacheco Rd ‐ construct new facillity 68,025$                          90,000$                          21,975$                         
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 229,616$                       284,300$                       54,684$                         
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects

Route 119  1Tupman Rd to I‐5 ‐ widen to four lanes 45,350$                          60,000$                          14,650$                         

Route 58
2Future Rt 58 from I‐5 to Heath Rd at Stockdale Hwy ‐ construct new freeway 377,914$                       500,000$                       122,086$                      

Route 119 Rt 33 to Cherry Ave ‐ widen to four lanes 40,815$                          54,000$                          13,185$                         
Route 33  Welch St  to Midway Rd ‐ widen to four lanes 66,513$                          88,000$                          21,487$                         
Route 166  Basic School Rd ‐ reconstruct intersection grade 391$                                518$                                126$                               
Interstate 5 From Fort Tejon to Rt 99 ‐ widen to ten lanes 65,001$                          86,000$                          20,999$                         

South Corridor 2I‐5 to Rt 58 ‐ new expressway 453,945$                       610,000$                       156,055$                      

West Corridor‐South
2Taft Hwy to I‐5 ‐ extend freeway 75,583$                          100,000$                       24,417$                         

Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 1,125,511$                    1,498,518$                    373,006$                      

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
Taft ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 2,185$                            2,185$                            ‐$                               
Taft ‐ non‐potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 8,965$                            8,965$                            ‐$                               
  Taft ‐ Transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 2,506$                            2,506$                            ‐$                               
  Taft ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 4,015$                            4,015$                            ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     Kern Av (Cascade Pl to Taft Hwy) 1.2 mi.  337$                                337$                                ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     E Main St ‐ Highway 119 11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Kern St ‐ 6th St 11$                                  11$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Corridor Improvement     10th St (Ash St to Main St) .6 mi.  176$                                176$                                ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Corridor Improvement     6th St (Ash St to Main St) .8 mi.  219$                                219$                                ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Crossing Improvements     San Emidio St (N 10th St to 1st St) .8 mi.  68$                                  68$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Ash St (10th Street to 4th St) .7 mi.  136$                                136$                                ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Olive Av (Supply Row to South St) .5 mi.  92$                                  92$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Wood St (S 10th St to SR 33) 1.1 mi.  211$                                211$                                ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improvem    Other future developments funded by mitigation, fees, etc. 2,753$                            2,753$                            ‐$                               
  Taft ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 2,444$                            2,444$                            ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 119 (Midway Rd to South City Limits) 6.6 mi.  596$                                596$                                ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 33 (Kern St to SR 119) .5 mi.  41$                                  41$                                  ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 33 (West City Limits to Cascade Pl) 1.2 mi.  104$                                104$                                ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Kern St SR 33 (Cascade Pl to 1st St) 1.2 mi.  218$                                218$                                ‐$                               

Subarea includes: Cities of Taft and Maricopa and the unincorporated communities (county areas) of Ford City, South Taft, Taft 

Heights, Dustin Acres, Valley Acres, McKittrick, Tupman and Mettler
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TAFT‐MARICOPA SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: Cities of Taft and Maricopa and the unincorporated communities (county areas) of Ford City, South Taft, Taft 

Heights, Dustin Acres, Valley Acres, McKittrick, Tupman and Mettler

    Caltrans ‐ Class III Bike Route     SR 33 (Cadet Rd to California St) 2.3 mi.  20$                                  20$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class II Bike Ln     10th St (Center St to F St) .7 mi.  67$                                  67$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class II Bike Ln     A St (Terrace Dr to S 10th St) .9 mi.  80$                                  80$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Ash St (N 10th St to Airport Rd) 1.9 mi.  168$                                168$                                ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Wood St (S 10th St to SR 33) 1.1 mi.  99$                                  99$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     1st St (West Side Hwy SR 33 to Calvin St) .3 mi.  57$                                  57$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     2nd St (Calvin St to Williams Wy) .3 mi.  47$                                  47$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     6th St (Oak St to Ash St) 1.1 mi.  191$                                191$                                ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Cedar St (Division Rd to Airport Rd) 2.1 mi.  376$                                376$                                ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     2nd St (Calvin St to Supply Row) .6 mi.  28$                                  28$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Harding Av (A St to E St) .4 mi.  19$                                  19$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Oak St (Lierly Av to S 10th St) .2 mi.  8$                                    8$                                    ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Olive Av (Supply Rd to South St) .5 mi.  24$                                  24$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Phillippine St (Quail St to S 10th St) 1. mi.  50$                                  50$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Route     Airport Rd (Ash St to SR 119) 1.1 mi.  10$                                  10$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Route     Cadet Rd (SR 33 to Duval Rd) 2. mi.  18$                                  18$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Route     Church St (F St to Ranier Av) .9 mi.  8$                                    8$                                    ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Route     Gardner Field Rd (SR 33 to East City Limits) 4.2 mi.  38$                                  38$                                  ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class III Bike Route     Midoil Rd (Thomas St to Terrace Dr) .7 mi.  6$                                    6$                                    ‐$                               
    Taft ‐ Class IV Cycle Track     10th St (Center St to Ash St) .6 mi.  171$                                171$                                ‐$                               
Maricopa ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 265$                                265$                                ‐$                               
Maricopa ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 1,297$                            1,297$                            ‐$                               
  Maricopa ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 254$                                254$                                ‐$                               
  Maricopa ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 425$                                425$                                ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     California St (Main St to Poso St) .4 mi.  116$                                116$                                ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Corridor Improvement     Klipstein St (Fiester St to Stanislaus St) .4 mi.  115$                                115$                                ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Poso St (Stanislaus St to S Kern St) .2 mi.  34$                                  34$                                  ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Stanislaus St (School St to Klipstein St) .2 mi.  43$                                  43$                                  ‐$                               
    Mcopa. ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Impro    Other future developments funded by mitigation, fees, etc. 118$                                118$                                ‐$                               
  Maricopa ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 618$                                618$                                ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 33/166 (Clark St to South City Limits) 1. mi.  92$                                  92$                                  ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     California St SR 33 (Poso St to Kern St) .5 mi.  92$                                  92$                                  ‐$                               
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Maricopa Hwy SR 166/33 (Fresno St to Scott Dr) 1.1 mi.  197$                                197$                                ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Wagy St (Maricopa Hwy to Welch St) .1 mi.  119$                                119$                                ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Hazelton St (Main St to Poso St) .3 mi.  28$                                  28$                                  ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Main St (Hazelton St to California St) .1 mi.  9$                                    9$                                    ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Chico St (California St to Welch St) .1 mi.  4$                                    4$                                    ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Elkhorn St (SR 33 to Fresno St) .4 mi.  22$                                  22$                                  ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Fresno St (Poso St to Elkhorn St) .2 mi.  8$                                    8$                                    ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Green St (Hazelton St to California St) .1 mi.  7$                                    7$                                    ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Hazelton St (SR 166 to South City Limits) .3 mi.  14$                                  14$                                  ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Union St (Maricopa Hwy SR 33 to Ruth St) .4 mi.  18$                                  18$                                  ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Welch St (Chico St to Wagy St) .1 mi.  5$                                    5$                                    ‐$                               
    Maricopa ‐ Class III Bike Route     Stanislaus St (Klipstein St to School St) .2 mi.  2$                                    2$                                    ‐$                               
County Areas ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 2,881$                            2,881$                            ‐$                               
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 14,211$                          14,211$                          ‐$                               
  County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 5,957$                            5,957$                            ‐$                               
  County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 496$                                496$                                ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvemen     Cedar St (Lincoln Street to SR 119) 1. mi.  187$                                187$                                ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvemen     Date St (Division Rd to Monroe St) .7 mi.  137$                                137$                                ‐$                               
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TAFT‐MARICOPA SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenueMaint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: Cities of Taft and Maricopa and the unincorporated communities (county areas) of Ford City, South Taft, Taft 

Heights, Dustin Acres, Valley Acres, McKittrick, Tupman and Mettler

    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvemen     Elm St (Lincoln Street to Harrison St) .5 mi.  95$                                  95$                                  ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvemen     S 10th St (A Street to Buena Vista Place) .3 mi.  61$                                  61$                                  ‐$                               
    Kern ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Improve    Other future developments funded by mitigation, fees, etc. 17$                                  17$                                  ‐$                               
  County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 7,759$                            7,759$                            ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class I Bike Path     Taft Path from Lake Webb to Gardner Field Road ‐ 10.6 miles ‐ Other 7,000$                            7,000$                            ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class I Bike Path     Gardner Field Road from County to Aqueduct ‐ 1.5 miles ‐ Other 500$                                500$                                ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Division Rd (Ash St to Ironwood St) .9 mi.  79$                                  79$                                  ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Grevillea St (Division Rd to Harrison St) .5 mi.  45$                                  45$                                  ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Harrison St (Ash St to Grevillia St) .7 mi.  59$                                  59$                                  ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Lierly Av (South St to Oak St) .4 mi.  21$                                  21$                                  ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Taylor St (Grevillea St to Ash St) .8 mi.  39$                                  39$                                  ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Lincoln St (Midway Rd to Ironwood St) 1.1 mi.  10$                                  10$                                  ‐$                               
    Kern County ‐ Class III Bike Route     Midway Rd (Division Rd to Taft Hwy) .6 mi.  6$                                    6$                                    ‐$                               
Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transport Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 29,805$                          29,805$                          ‐$                               

Total Projects in Sub Area 950,282$                       1,167,711$                    305,361$                      

Notes:
A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year
B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75
C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.)
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TEHACHAPI SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenue Maint./Inflation Savings

Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficient
Tehachapi ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control 10,365$                          10,365$                                4,872$                                
Tehachapi ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control M 28,795$                           28,795$                                13,533$                              
County Areas ‐ potential new funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control 31,883$                          31,883$                                14,985$                              
County Areas ‐ existing funds street/bridge maintenance; reconstruction / pavement tech; widenings; signalization; Transportation Control M 104,403$                        104,403$                               49,069$                              
State Highways ‐ existing funds State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 54,515$                           54,515$                                25,622$                              
Fix‐It‐First, Keep‐It‐Local / Cost‐Efficien Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 229,961$                        229,961$                              108,082$                            

Regional Projects
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects

Route 58 2Union Ave to Fairfax Rd ‐ widen to eight lanes 42,849$                           47,400$                                4,551$                                

Route 58 2At various locations ‐ ramp improvements ( HOV ‐ ramp metering) 26,622$                           32,600$                                5,978$                                
Rosamond, Tehachapi Metrolink extension phase I ‐ Lancaster to Rosamond ‐ bus connector to Tehachapi 151,500$                        191,000$                               39,500$                              
Ready‐To‐Go, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 220,971$                        271,000$                              50,029$                              

Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 151,500$                        191,000$                              39,500$                              
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects

Route 58 1Dennison Rd ‐ construct interchange 24,942$                           33,000$                                8,058$                                

Route 202 1
Tucker to Woodford‐Tehachapi Rd ‐ widen to four lane 7,335$                             9,705$                                  2,370$                                

Valley Blvd 1Tucker Rd to Curry St ‐ widen to four lanes 17,930$                           23,723$                                5,792$                                
Rosamond, Mojave, Tehachapi, Cal City Metrolink service extension phase 2 ‐ Rosamond to Tehachapi & Cal City 312,536$                        393,773$                               81,236$                              
Route 58 East of Tehachapi to General Beale Rd ‐ truck auxillary lanes / escape ramp 65,001$                           86,000$                                20,999$                              
Route 58 Near General Beale Rd ‐ new truck weigh station 8,314$                             11,000$                                2,686$                                
Route 58 General Beale Rd ‐ construct new interchange 40,815$                           54,000$                                13,185$                              
Red Apple Rd Tucker Rd to Westwood Blvd ‐ widen to four lanes 3,260$                             4,313$                                  1,053$                                
Dennison Road Green St/ Dennison Rd @ UPRR ‐ construct grade separation 52,152$                           69,000$                                16,848$                              
Teh. Willow Springs Rd  Rt 58 to Rosamond Blvd ‐ widen to four lanes 114,101$                        150,961$                               36,861$                              

Route 58 2
Future Rt 58 from I‐5 to Heath Rd at Stockdale Hwy ‐ construct new freeway 377,914$                        500,000$                               122,086$                            

South Corridor 2I‐5 to Rt 58 ‐ new expressway 453,945$                        610,000$                               156,055$                            
Next‐In‐Line, Regional Projects Sub‐Total including zone of Benefit 1,478,246$                     1,945,475$                           467,229$                            

Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transportation
Tehachapi ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 2,839$                             2,839$                                  ‐$                                    
Tehachapi ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 11,120$                           11,120$                                ‐$                                    

  Tehachapi ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 2,730$                             2,730$                                  ‐$                                    

  Tehachapi ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 2,568$                             2,568$                                  ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     Curry St (E St to Pinon St) .9 mi.  251$                               251$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     D St (Mt View Av to Robinson St) .7 mi.  198$                               198$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     East E St (Mt View Av to Snyder Av) 1.2 mi.  329$                               329$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     Green St (J St to C St) .5 mi.  137$                               137$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     Hayes St (H St to Pepper Dr) .3 mi.  87$                                  87$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     I St (Curry St to Hayes St) .5 mi.  141$                               141$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     Mt View Av (Tehachapi Blvd to Valley Blvd) .5 mi.  143$                               143$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     Robinson St (E St to D St) .1 mi.  21$                                  21$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     Tehachapi Blvd (Tucker Rd to Pauley St) 1. mi.  277$                               277$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Corridor Improvement     Valley Blvd (Curry St to Dennison Rd) 1. mi.  277$                               277$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Dennison Rd ‐ Tehachapi Blvd 11$                                  11$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     Park Rd ‐ Elementary School Entrance 3$                                    3$                                          ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ High‐Visibility Crosswalk     S Hayes St ‐ E Tehachapi Blvd 3$                                    3$                                          ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Hwy 202 (Woodford‐Tehachapi Rd to Tucker Rd) 1.5 mi.  291$                               291$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Imp    Other future developments funded by mitigation, fees, etc. 400$                               400$                                      ‐$                                    
  Tehachapi ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 5,822$                             5,822$                                  ‐$                                    
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Tucker Rd SR 202 (Enterprise Wy to Tehachapi Blvd) .7 mi.  63$                                  63$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Class I (Orchard Path to Highline Rd) .3 mi.  283$                               283$                                      ‐$                                    

Subarea includes: City of Tehachapi and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county areas) of Golden Hills, Bear Valley Springs, Stallion 

Springs, Cummings Valley, Alpine Forest, Sand Canyon, Bright Valley, Keene, Cantil, Paris‐Loraine and Twin Oaks
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TEHACHAPI SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenue Maint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: City of Tehachapi and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county areas) of Golden Hills, Bear Valley Springs, Stallion 

Springs, Cummings Valley, Alpine Forest, Sand Canyon, Bright Valley, Keene, Cantil, Paris‐Loraine and Twin Oaks

    Tehachapi ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     East City Path (Tucker Rd to Mount View Av) .5 mi.  461$                               461$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Pinon St (Brandon Ln to Dennison Rd) .5 mi.  476$                               476$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Tehachapi Blvd (Steuber Rd to Snyder Av) 1.4 mi.  1,260$                             1,260$                                  ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Valley Blvd (S Snyder Av to Steuber Rd) 1.4 mi.  1,241$                             1,241$                                  ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Anita Dr (S Snyder Av to Dennison Rd) .4 mi.  33$                                  33$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Challenger Dr (Burnett Rd to Capital Hills Pkwy) 1.1 mi.  103$                               103$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Cherry Ln (Tucker Rd to Elm St) .7 mi.  63$                                  63$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Classico Dr (Pinon St to Alder Av) .1 mi.  5$                                    5$                                          ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Dennison Rd (SR 58 to Highline Rd) 2.1 mi.  192$                               192$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E C St (Pepper Dr to S Snyder Av) .2 mi.  14$                                  14$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E I St (N Curry St to N Mojave St) .4 mi.  33$                                  33$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E J St (N Curry St to N Hayes St) .4 mi.  39$                                  39$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E Orchard Pkwy (Classico Dr to S Curry St) .1 mi.  11$                                  11$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     E St (Mulberry St to S Mojave St) .7 mi.  65$                                  65$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Enterprise Wy (Mill St to Tucker Rd) 1.1 mi.  95$                                  95$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     H St (N Mill St to S Hayes St) .6 mi.  58$                                  58$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Industrial Pkwy (N Mill St to N Curry St) .2 mi.  18$                                  18$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mojavee St (J St to E H St) .1 mi.  14$                                  14$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Mount View Av (W D St to Maple St) .1 mi.  11$                                  11$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     N Curry St (E J St to W H St) .1 mi.  13$                                  13$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     N Curry St (Industrial Pkwy to W J St) .1 mi.  9$                                    9$                                          ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     N Mill St (Challenger Dr to W H St) .8 mi.  69$                                  69$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Pepper Dr (S Mojave St to E C St) .1 mi.  12$                                  12$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Pinon St (S Curry St to Brandon Ln) .5 mi.  43$                                  43$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Pinon St (Classico Dr to Applewood Dr) .1 mi.  5$                                    5$                                          ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     S Hayes St (Pepper Dr to E H St) .3 mi.  28$                                  28$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     S Snyder Av (E Tehachapi Blvd to Valley Blvd) .5 mi.  42$                                  42$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Steuber Rd (E Tehachapi Blvd to Highline Rd) 1.2 mi.  111$                               111$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Tehachapi Willow Springs Rd (E Teh Blvd to Highline Rd) 1.1 mi.  96$                                  96$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     E Tehachapi Blvd (Dennison Rd to Teh Willow Spr Rd) 1. mi.  183$                               183$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     Tucker Rd (Tehachapi Blvd to Highline Rd) 1.5 mi.  276$                               276$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     W Tehachapi Blvd (Mt View Av to S Snyder Av) 1.2 mi.  220$                               220$                                      ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class II Buffered Bike Ln     W Valley Blvd (McIntosh St to Las Colinas St) .3 mi.  50$                                  50$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Brentwood Dr (Clearview St to Cherry Ln) .9 mi.  43$                                  43$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Clearview St (Valley Blvd to White Oak Dr) .3 mi.  13$                                  13$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Elm St (Maple St to Cherry Ln) .5 mi.  24$                                  24$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     Maple St (Mt View Av to S Mill St) .3 mi.  15$                                  15$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     S Mojave St (E Tehachapi Blvd to Pepper Dr) .3 mi.  13$                                  13$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Blvd     White Oak Dr (S Curry St to Clearview St) .2 mi.  11$                                  11$                                        ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Route     Applewood Dr (Elm St to Pinon St) .2 mi.  2$                                    2$                                          ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Route     Elm St (Cherry Ln to Applewood Dr) .2 mi.  1$                                    1$                                          ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Route     Pinon St (Applewood Dr to S Curry St) .2 mi.  2$                                    2$                                          ‐$                                    
    Tehachapi ‐ Class III Bike Route     S Green St (H St to C St) .3 mi.  3$                                    3$                                          ‐$                                    
County Areas ‐ potential new funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 4,919$                             4,919$                                  ‐$                                    
County Areas ‐ existing funds Cost‐efficient, safe, clean transportion 26,825$                           26,825$                                ‐$                                    
  County Areas ‐ transit   Senior/disabled & advanced technology transit, vanpools, shared ride, aviation 8,816$                             8,816$                                  ‐$                                    
  County Areas ‐ active transportation   Safe complete streets, pedestrian enhancements 14,614$                          14,614$                                ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Corridor Improvement     San Diego St (Burgundy Av to Wharton Av) .5 mi.  141$                               141$                                      ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Sidewalk Improvement     Park Rd (Madre St to Santa Maria Dr) .2 mi.  38$                                  38$                                        ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Complete Streets/ITS Im    Other future developments funded by mitigation, fees, etc. 14,436$                           14,436$                                ‐$                                    
  County Areas ‐ bike facilities   Construct Class I (trails), II (lanes) or Class III (routes) Bike Paths; striping; signage 3,394$                             3,394$                                  ‐$                                    
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     W Valley Blvd SR 202 (Wford‐Teh Rd to McIntosh St) 1.4 mi.  126$                                    126$                                      ‐$                                    
    Caltrans ‐ Class II Bike Ln     SR 202 (Cummnigs Valley Rd to Highline Rd) 3.4 mi.  307$                               307$                                      ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Golden Hills Blvd  (Highline Rd to W Valley Blvd) 1.1 mi.  946$                                    946$                                      ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class I Shared Use Path     Woodford‐Tehachapi Rd (Highline Rd to W Valley Blvd) 1. mi.  923$                                    923$                                      ‐$                                    
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TEHACHAPI SUBAREA

Cost Estimate ($ x 1,000)

Project Scope YOE w/ new revenue YOE w/o new revenue Maint./Inflation Savings

Subarea includes: City of Tehachapi and the unincorporated communities (and surrounding county areas) of Golden Hills, Bear Valley Springs, Stallion 

Springs, Cummings Valley, Alpine Forest, Sand Canyon, Bright Valley, Keene, Cantil, Paris‐Loraine and Twin Oaks

    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Banducci Rd (W Valley Blvd to Highline Rd) .2 mi.  19$                                      19$                                        ‐$                                    
    Kern County ‐ Class II Bike Ln     Cummings Valley Rd (SR 202 to Banducci Rd) 4.4 mi.  398$                                    398$                                      ‐$                                    
    Bear Valley     Bear Valley Road from Cumberland Road to Hwy 202 ‐ 6.8 miles ‐ Other 71$                                  71$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Woodford Tehachapi Road    from Valley Blvd    to Highline Road ‐ 1 miles ‐ Class II 31$                                  31$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Valley Blvd from Tucker Road to Woodford Tehachapi Road ‐ 1.5 miles ‐ Class II 46$                                  46$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     SR 202 from Bear Valley Road to Woodford Tehachapi Road ‐ 5.7 miles ‐ Class II (see SHOPP funding)
    Golden Hills     Pellisier Road from Banducci Road to Giraudo Road ‐ 2 miles ‐ Class II 60$                                  60$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Old Town Road from Mariposa Road to Tehachapi Road ‐ 0.7 miles ‐ Class II 21$                                  21$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Highline Road from Tucker Road to Banducci Road ‐ 3.1 miles ‐ Class II 92$                                  92$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Golden Hills Blvd. from Santa Barbara Drive to Highline Road ‐ 1.1 miles ‐ Class II 33$                                  33$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Giraudo Road from Pellisier Road to Bailey Road ‐ 0.5 miles ‐ Class II 15$                                  15$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Cummings Valley Road from Bailey Road to Bear Valley Road ‐ 1 miles ‐ Class II 31$                                  31$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Cummings Valley Road from Bailey Road to SR 202 ‐ 0.4 miles ‐ Class II 12$                                  12$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Bear Valley Road from SR 202 to Proposed Road ‐ 1.5 miles ‐ Class II 44$                                  44$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Banducci Road from SR 202 to Highline Road ‐ 0.2 miles ‐ Class II 6$                                    6$                                          ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Banducci Road from Comanche Point Road to Pellisier Road ‐ 2.5 miles ‐ Class II 76$                                  76$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Bailey Road from Giraudo Road to Cummings Valley Road ‐ 1.5 miles ‐ Class II 45$                                  45$                                        ‐$                                    
    Golden Hills     Stallion Springs Road/Comanche Point Road from Banducci Road to Banducci Road ‐ 3.1 miles ‐ Other 92$                                  92$                                        ‐$                                    
Advanced Tech, Safe, Clean Transporta Sub‐total Projects in Subarea 45,703$                          45,703$                                ‐$                                    

TEHACHAPI SUBAREA Total Projects Benefiting Subarea 1,974,881$                     2,492,139$                           625,339$                            

Notes:
A. Inflation savings assumes a 3% inflation rate per year
B. Road maintenance  (local program reconstruction) savings assumes an average of 47% reduction in maintenace costs when pavement condition index is kept above 75
C. The projects in each phase or category are not necessarily listed by priority
D. The regional projects have been approved by Kern COG (cities/County) in the adopted 2014 RTP
1 Project was in the 2006 transportation measure expenditure plan
2 Project outside subarea that benefits the subarea
Abbreviations:  YOE = Year of Expenditure, RTP = Regional Transportation Plan, TCMs = Transportation Control Measures that help reduce air pollution (congestion relief, signal syncronizing, etc.)
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Attachment A
RTP Response to Comments  

(Please Note the Page Numbers Referenced in  
This Document are From the Draft 2018 RTP) 

RTP MASTER RESPONSES 

RTP-MR-1:  Revised Table 4-6 footnote to fix faulty URL reference. The footnote at the 
bottom of Table 4-6 explains that the 2018 RTP results use the VMIP2 model and are not 
directly comparable with prior RTP results.  For a detailed description of the modeling 
differences see the 12/30/16 letter to ARB on SB 375 Target Setting Recommendations from the 
San Joaquin Valley Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (corrected URL 
http://www.kerncog.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/ARB_Targets_SR_appendix_b_feb2018.pdf p. 10 of 156). 12/30/16 letter 
was provided to the RPAC and included in support of the recent ARB adoption of new SB 375 
Targets in April 2018 and scheduled to be made effect in October 2018.  Section 2 of this letter 
from the 8 San Joaquin Valley COGs includes an analysis of valleywide challenges for target 
setting.  Many of those challenges had to do with requested modeling changes from ARB staff.  
The resulting changes demonstrate that the new methodology for SB375 makes the targets 
incomparable with the 2014 RTP target setting demonstration for the following reasons: 

• Impact of model improvements from the San Joaquin Valley Model Improvement Plan
(VMIP), phase 2;

• Impact of updated emissions calculation tool (EMFAC2014);
• Impact of an increased rate of economic recovery on VMT;
• Challenges associated with interregional travel; and
• Impact of lower automobile operating costs on VMT.

Some of these changes affected the Valley COG models differently, further making 
comparability with the 2014 results challenging.  ARB provided the new methodology being 
used by all the COGs in the state and it was also used for the SB 375 target setting process by all 
the COGs. 

Your assessment is correct, the 2018 RTP does outperform the 2014 RTP in GHG reduction.2  

RTP SPECIFIC COMMENT RESPONSES 

Letter 1:  Leadership Counsel for Justice & Accountability, Adeyinka Glover, Esq., Attorney 

1-1 Model methodology documentation is referenced with a web link on p. D-8 and other
locations in the RTP.  A similar analysis to the one referenced in a prior RTP is provided on
p. D-9 and D-30.  The narrative providing an analysis of shortcomings can be found adjacent
to Tables D-9 and D-10.

2 Draft RTP/EIR, Table 5.0-12, p. 5.0-31 
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The Draft 2018 RTP performance measure analysis contains 40% more performance 
measures than prior RTP cycles and those results are provided in Tables D-4 through D-20.  
Performance measures on hours spent in congested traffic are provided on p. D-22, 23 in 
Table D-18.  The corresponding description of shortcomings from the 2011 RTP 2-24 is 
found on p. D-29.  The model methodology documentation Model Development Report3 
states that the transit mode choice functionality is the same as used in the prior RTP cycle 
and demonstrated that the model is sensitive to travel reducing strategies.4  Requests for 
custom runs is described in Chapter 8 of the Draft 2018 RTP/SCS p. 8-8 under Inter-
Governmental Review. 
 

1-2 Requested inclusion of the Transportation Modeling Committee’s Policies and Procedures 
which can be found in Chapter 8 of the Draft 2018 RTP p. 8-5 to 8-7. 
 

1-3 Deleted errant footnote 9 on p. D-16.  Rural transit performance measure results were already 
provided in Table D-9a contrary to what was stated in the footnote. 

 
1-4 Extensive reports on the travel model related to SB 375 target setting, also used in 

development of the 2018 RTP, were provided to the RPAC in December 2016 and 2017 as 
well as various components being presented at numerous other RPAC meetings over the past 
4 years.5  The comment from the May 2, 2018 RPAC meeting minutes was not about 
completing adjustments to the model validation and assumptions, but about the generation of 
extensive model output such as the numerous performance measures.  The urban simulation 
computer modeling or computer visualizations were presented in the 17 sponsored mini-grant 
workshops held throughout the county as required in the Kern COG Public Information 
Policies and Procedure, Article IX. Section 5 which only requires 3 workshops. 

 
Letter 2:  County of Kern, Planning and Development Department, Lorelei Oviatt, AICP, 
Director, June 21, 2018  
  
This letter contains comments on the EIR; see EIR Response to Comments 2-1 
 
2-1 Thank you for the numerous supportive comments including those on the comprehensive 
modeling and outreach process to the 2018 RTP, and the new focus on shared mobility as a 
solution for rural transit.  We look forward to the completion of the Kern County General Plan 
update. 
 
Letter 3:  Dennis Fox, June 21, 2018  
  
3-1 Additional funding for traffic signal coordination is included in this RTP and discussed on p. 
 5-43 as an air emissions reduction strategy. 
3-2 Comments supportive of Chapter 2 policies 15.2, 18.0, 21.6, and 33.6. 
 

                                                 
3 Fehr&Peers, Model Methodology Report, http://www.kerncog.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/VMIP-2-Model-
Development-Report-KernCOG.pdf , p. 43. 
4 Fehr&Peers, Revised Kern COG Model Dynamic Validation Memo, http://www.kerncog.org/wp-
content/uploads/2009/11/Kern_DynamicValidation_20130828.pdf , p. 6. 
5 Kern COG, Regional Planning Advisory Committee Agendas and Minutes, http://www.kerncog.org/rpac-
meetings/ . 
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Letter 4:  Michael Toland, California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources, July 2, 
2018  
  
4-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
Letter 5:  Ted James Consulting, July 9, 2018  
  
This letter contains comments on the EIR; see EIR Responses to Comments 5-2 through 5-4. 
 
5-1 Map updated to better reflect modeling. 
 
Letter 6:  Diana Gomez, California High Speed Rail Authority, July 10, 2018  
  
6-1 Comment noted. 
 
6-2 Comment noted. 
 
Letter 7:  Troy Hightower, TDH Associates International, July 12, 2018  
  
This letter contains comments on the EIR; see EIR Responses to Comments 7-6 
 
7-1 See response 1-4.  Comments received during the public review period will be responded to 
and addressed as appropriate in the Draft Final 2018 RTP/SCS to be considered at the August 
TTAC, RPAC and TPPC meetings. 
 
7-2 Multiple versions of the Policies in Chapter 2 were made available to the RPAC and the 
public via the Kern COG website during the development of the document.  All edits were 
incorporated into the draft document and were distributed for review by both the RPAC and the 
public as well.  A summary of public participation outreach results can be found in Appendix C 
of the Draft 2018 RTP/SCS.  The outreach process incorporated a presentation on new 
technologies such as shared mobility as well as an emphasis on the Active Transportation Plan.  
The plan includes funding for a shared mobility pilot project in the disadvantaged communities 
of Lamont, Arvin and Wasco. 
 
7-3 The methodology used to determine impact to EJ and Title VI areas evaluates how these 
areas perform compared to the county as a whole.  The method is the same as used in the 2014 
RTP.  Changing this method to compare the Plan with the No Build Alternative as proposed by 
the commenter was not recommended at any of the three RTP Environmental and Social Equity 
Roundtables where that methodology was vetted by stakeholders including representatives of 
disadvantaged communities, nor by the RPAC/TPPC in several public meetings during the past 
four years when the methodology was presented.  Based on the publicly vetted method, the 
measures indicate that in every instance, the No Build alternative EJ/Title VI areas perform 
better than the No Build countywide measures as a whole.  The commenter questions the 
measures dealing with just 2 of the 10 RTP goals – mobility and accessibility.  The measures 
look at average travel time (mobility) and average travel time to job centers (accessibility).  
Using the alternative comparison method suggested by the commenter, several of the measures 
for the No Build alternative EJ/Title VI areas do perform better than the Plan EJ/Title VI areas 



 
 

 
 

12 
 

for transit travel time.  However, in the No Build alternative, transit boardings are down 48%6 
and all federal criteria air pollutant emission are up7 compared to the Plan, demonstrating that 
this is a poor method of comparison for the travel time measures.  Some of the transit travel time 
performance gains are the result of a scaled back transit system with shorter routes.  Increased 
congestion also limits the ability to travel, further degrading overall mobility and accessibility. 
 
7-4 The EJ Screen tool used U.S. Census blockgroups in the top 80th percentile for 
predominantly minority areas to identify federal Title VI areas, and in the top 80th percentile for 
predominantly minority and/or low income areas for identifying Environmental Justice (EJ) 
areas.  Transportation Analysis Zone centroids that fell within these blockgroups were used in 
the respective analyses creating a direct correlation between the analysis areas and the EJ/Title 
VI areas.  The Metropolitan Bakersfield, urban area consists of the TAZs that approximately 
match the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan boundary.   
 
7-5 See response MR-1. 
 
 
Letter 8:  Leadership Counsel for Justice & Accountability, Adeyinka Glover, Esq., Attorney, 
July 12, 2018 
  
This letter contains comments on the EIR; see EIR Responses to Comments 8-11 through 8-14. 
 
8-1 The language is incorporated into the DRAFT 2018 Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy on page 2-1 that was submitted for public review on May 18, 
2018.   
 
8-2 Policy 7 includes the following language:  “in all communities and particularly in 
disadvantaged communities.”  Policy 8 the following language was added:  “including in 
disadvantaged communities.”  Policy 28.2 the following language was added:  “in all 
communities including disadvantaged communities.”  Policy 29.1 the following language was 
added:  “including in disadvantaged communities where appropriate.”  Policy 29.2 the following 
language was added:  “including in disadvantaged communities where appropriate.  Policy 29.3 
includes the following language:  “in all communities including disadvantaged communities.”  
 
Kern is aggressive in going after SB 1 planning funds.  Kern COG has recently applied for and 
awarded over $400k in SB 1 planning funds to look at transit technology solutions for 
outlying/disadvantaged communities such as micro-transit dispatch software (similar to what is 
used by Uber/Lyft) and electric vehicles, as well as develop solutions for seniors and the disabled 
countywide. 
  
8-3 Added a sentence to Policy 21.1 that states:  “Attention should be taken to not impact 
disadvantaged communities more than the county as a whole.”   Policy 23 added the following 
language:  “to include representatives from disadvantaged communities and air quality 
advocates. 
 

                                                 
6 Draft RTP/EIR, Table 4.11-5, p. 4.11-30 
7 Draft RTP/EIR, Table 4.3-4, p. 4.3-35 
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8-4 More than 6,000 did provide input into the 2018 RTP process in addition to the 6,000+ that
participated in the 2014 RTP process and does not include feedback gathered from the 2014
cycle.  There were actually Over 100 Public Outreach Opportunities in Past 4-Years:

• 1 Website, 600 Played an Interactive Survey Game Tool
• 4 Annual Phone/Text Surveys – over-sampled in outlying areas
• 25 Public Regional Planning Advisory Committee meetings
• 24 City Council and Board of Supervisor Presentations
• 23 Festivals, Fairs, Farmer’s Markets and Other Events
• 17 Stakeholder Hosted Mini-Grant Workshops
• 9 Active Transportation Workshop Walk Audits
• 5 Environment/Social Equity; Business/Ind. Roundtable Mtgs.
• 3 Publicly Advertised Hearings in Ridgecrest, Arvin, Bakersfield
• 1 Co-Presentation with the Tejon Tribe in Lamont

Even more attended these public input opportunities but did not provide input.  For example, at 
the festivals, fairs, farmer’s markets only the individuals who participated in the information 
gathering activity were counted.   

On p. 4-33 revised to clarify that the housing market studies were performed prior to the 
adoption of the RHNA in 2014 

8-5 See Master Response RTP-MR-1.

8-6 Added text revision to policy 24 to better reflect existing regulations requiring emission 
reduction technology solutions for goods movement facilities.  The RTP is a programmatic level 
document.  The local government General Plans and permitting process help ensure that local 
disadvantaged communities are not impacted environmentally.  However, the land use for this 
facility is included in the regional modeling and the regional air quality impacts have been fully 
analyzed in the RTP/EIR.  Note that the Shafter Intermodal Facility will take trucks off our 
highways and allow greater shipment by rail which is 10 time more energy efficient and 7 times 
less polluting than shipping by truck.  The emissions savings from this project is one of the 
greatest potential savings for a single project in the state of California.  In addition, goods 
movement facilities benefit rural disadvantage communities by providing indoor, air conditioned, 
well-paying jobs, as well as increased economic activity and a corresponding increase in local 
revenue that can be used to improve public services to disadvantaged communities.  It is also 
important to note that the Shafter Intermodal Rail Facility is 4 miles from the nearest major 
residential area with the exception of being ½ mile from a small 28 unit rural tract, well beyond 
the 500’ impact area for project level impact.

8-7 See Master Response MR-1.  Tables D-9 a-c show transit expenditures on a cost per mile 
basis.  A lower cost per mile in rural EJ/Title VI areas compared to the county as whole means 
the expenditures are more cost efficient per mile in rural areas primarily because of the long 
transit routes traveled per passenger.  Rural EJ/Title VI areas are more efficient than the county 
as a whole because they also benefit from higher passengers per bus in rural areas than the 
county as a whole.  For example, the Lamont to Bakersfield rural transit route operates at higher 
capacities per bus than the Ridgecrest to Mojave rural transit route.
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8-8 Revised text on p. D-4 and D-10 to clarify that the analysis only includes minority and low-
income, not seniors and disabled as had been done in previous cycles. 
 
8-9 Appendix C Outreach Results, provides a summary of the results of over three years of 
public outreach.  It states:  “The 2018 RTP/SCS outreach program garnered input from more 
than 2,600 participants in the last year of a 3-year public outreach process using stakeholder 
meetings, mini-grants for non-profit hosted public workshops, fair booths, phone surveys and an 
online “Play the Game” survey activity.  In addition, in the two years prior, 3,600 participants 
provided input in annual phone surveys, festivals, events and online for a total of more than 
6,000 participants providing input countywide.  Kern COG’s outreach activities are ongoing, and 
get input from over 2,000 persons per year via the annual phone surveys, online survey and 
booth activities at local fairs and festivals.”  Additionally, Kern COG hosted four (4) stakeholder 
roundtable meetings in December 2015, March 2016, June 2016 and August 2017.  The purpose 
of the stakeholder roundtable meetings was to discuss the project and outreach process, to 
provide an overview of recent studies and to engage participants on transportation issues.  For 
the environmental and social equity stakeholder group, additional goals were included:  discuss 
the RTP/SCS environmental justice methodology and system level performance measures and 
the new Federal safety performance measure requirement.  With funding from Kern COG 
through the Mini-Grant Program, Kern COG was hosted by the following organizations:  A 
Philip Randolph Community Development Corporation, Bike Bakersfield, California State 
University Bakersfield, the Delano Alliance, Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce, 
Greater Tehachapi Economic Development Council, Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce, 
Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, Shafter Rotary Club, the United Way of Kern 
County and the Bakersfield Downtown Business Association Third Thursday event.  A total of 
seventeen (17) meetings were held during the months of April, May and June 2017, in Greater 
Bakersfield, Lamont, Wasco, Tehachapi, Mojave, Delano, Shafter and Wofford Heights.  Three 
Hundred and Sixty-Nine (369) community members participated in the workshops.  Community 
members ranged in age from college age to 60+ and self-identified as Hispanic/Latino, 
White/Not Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, African American and more than one race.  At each 
outreach event, sign-in sheets and evaluation forms were provided.   
 
During fall of 2017, Kern COG staff addressed the eleven City Councils and the Board of 
Supervisors regarding development of the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, Key Land Use and Planning Assumptions and Public Outreach. 
 
During fall and winter of 2017/18, Kern COG staff addressed the eleven City Councils and the 
Board of Supervisors regarding the development of the Kern Region Active Transportation Plan.  
Staff provided each entity with copies of the January 2018 Report that was relevant to each 
individual community. 
 
Pursuant to GC Section 65080(b)(2)(F)(v), if the MPO consists of a single county at least two 
public hearings shall be held on the draft SCS in the regional transportation plan.  To the 
maximum extent feasible, the hearings shall be in different parts of the region to maximize the 
opportunity for participation by members of the public throughout the region.  Kern COG 
conducted three public hearings on June 6, 2018, in the City of Ridgecrest, June 19, 2018, in the 
City of Arvin and on June 21, 2018, in the City of Bakersfield.  Ads were published announcing 
the three public hearings as well as display ads in the Bakersfield Californian in English and in 
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El Popular in Spanish.  Samples of the ads have been attached to the end of Appendix C of 
the 2018 RTP/SCS.   
 
8-10 The City of Arvin provides interpretation services from a certified interpreter at all of its 
Council Meetings.  Additionally, Kern COG had Spanish speaking staff in attendance at the 
meeting in case there were questions from the public. 
 
Letter 9:  Kern Transportation Foundation, Ron Brummett, July 12, 2018 
 
9-1 See Master Response MR-1. 
 
9-2 Kern COG has instituted an advanced transportation technology planning work element that 
focuses on grant writing and development of a master plan for electric vehicle charging.  The 
new program is discussed on p. 5-42 to 5-47. 
 
Letter 10:  California Department of Transportation, Michael Navarro, July 12, 2018 
 
10-1 Chapter 7-1 p. 7-1 contains a more general discussion of the importance of corridor 
preservation which includes this project. 
 
10-2 Comments noted.  Added Policy Action No. 35 to Table 2.1 to include the Safety and 
Security policies found on p. 5-90 to 5-91. 
 
10-3 Comments noted. 
 
10-4 Comments noted.   
  
        RTP Checklist Comments: 
 

• #12 & 2 Checklist updated per comment. 
• #7 & 8 The first three bullets found on p. 6-3 define the assumptions for financial 

constraint of STIP funding components including assumptions about “RIP” and “IIP”, 
and discussion about the STIP county share and year-of-expenditure projects.  These 
three items together satisfy the STIP requirement for consistency between the RTP, ITIP 
and the STIP since they describe how projects of regional significance are financially 
constrained in Chapter 5.  Therefore, Kern COG is only able to deliver those projects in 
the STIP found in the constrained list of capital projects in the RTP. 

• #9 Kern COG has a robust program for CMAQ implemented in a call for projects cycle 
every two years.  The ranking process is rigorous and TCMs are highly ranked much of 
the time.  This is implied in the financial section of the RTP and reflected in Table 6-1 
found on p. 6-6.  Kern COG has developed TCM strategies by incorporating a project 
selection process provided in Chapter 5 of the Kern COG Project Delivery Policies and 
Procedures document.  

• #3 Comment noted.  
 

10-5 Comments noted.  Revised Table 4-5; Made revisions as appropriate. 
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Public Hearings 11:  City of Ridgecrest, June 6; City of Arvin, June 19; and Kern COG, June 
21, 2018.  
  
Comments were made at the public hearings regarding the EIR; see EIR Response to Comments 
 
11-1 Heidi Lonza – California High Speed Rail Authority – Comments noted.  The Bakersfield 
HSR Station Area Plan was included in the land use development pattern assumptions for the 
RTP and includes compact, pedestrian-oriented design, mixed use, and high-density 
development where appropriate.   
 
11-2 Lorelei Oviatt – Kern County Planning & Natural Resources Department – Comments 
noted.  Kern COG thanks Ms. Oviatt and county staff for their extensive input and oversight in 
the development of the 2018 RTP. 
 
11-3 Dennis Fox – Comments noted. 
 
11-4 Adeyinka Glover – Leadership Counsel for Justice & Accountability – Comments noted.  
Advertisement and publicly noticed/posted three public hearings is documented in Appendix H 
and was performed consistent with the adopted 2015 Kern COG Public Information Policies and 
Procedures.  Kern COG held 3 advertised public hearings throughout the county when only 2 
were required along with 17 public workshops throughout the county when only 3 were required, 
and a total of over 100 public meetings over the past four years on the Draft 2018 RTP garnering 
input from more than 1% of the adult population in Kern County.  The Policies in Chapter 2 
apply to all communities, including disadvantaged communities unless otherwise noted.  Many 
of the state and federal programs prioritize disadvantaged communities, and the Plan assumes 
additional funding based on the high proportion of disadvantaged communities compared to the 
rest of the state.  Kern COG thanks the Leadership Counsel for their extensive input and 
participation in the outreach process and making it one of the most successful in the state. 
 
11-5 Troy Hightower –  
 
This comment contains comments on the EIR; see EIR Response to Comment 11-6. 
 
Comments noted.  The multiple version of the Policies in Chapter 2 were made available to the 
RPAC and the public via the Kern COG website during the development of the document.  All 
edits were incorporated into the Draft document and was distributed for review by both the 
RPAC and the public as well.  The Metropolitan Bakersfield, urban area consist of the TAZs that 
make up the Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan boundary.  The EJ Screen tool used U.S. 
Census blockgroups in the top 80th percentile for predominantly minority areas to identify 
Federal Title VI areas, and in the top 80th percentile for predominantly minority and/or low 
income areas for identifying Environmental Justice (EJ) areas.  Transportation Analysis Zone 
centroids that fell within these blockgroups were used in the respective analyses creating a direct 
correlation between the analysis areas and the EJ/Title VI areas. 
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Draft EIR Response to Comments  
(Please Note the Page Numbers Referenced in  

This Document are From the Draft 2018 RTP/EIR) 
 
 

2.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

The Draft Program EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse Office of Planning and Research and 

circulated for a 45-day public review on May 25, 2018. The Draft 2018 RTP was circulated for an 

additional 10 days of public comments during the same period as the Draft Program EIR (55 days, from 

May 15, 2018 to July 12, 2018). Comments were received on both the 2018 RTP and the Program EIR 

(PEIR).  

Additional comments on both the 2018 RTP and Draft PEIR were provided at the two public hearings 

conducted on the 2014 RTP and PPEIR. A list of commenters on the PEIR is shown on the following page. 

Comments that address the 2018 RTP are addressed in Attachment A to the RPAC staff report dated 

August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final 2018 RTP.  

The original bracketed comment letters are provided followed by a numbered response to each bracketed 

comment. Individual comments within each letter are numbered and the response is given a matching 

number. Where responses result in a change to the Draft PEIR, the resulting change is identified in the 

response. 

In some cases, commenters on the 2018 RTP indicated in the subject line of their letter that they were 

providing comment on the Draft PEIR, but the substance of their letter included only comments on the 

2018 RTP. These letters are not addressed in this Final PEIR. This Final PEIR indicates where comments 

with a letter are responded to within the 2018 RTP Appendix I.  
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Table 2.0-1 

List of Commenters on the Draft EIR 
 

Letter 
Number  Organization Commenter Name 

Comment 
Date 

Response 
Page 

Number 
Letter 1  Leadership Counsel for Justice & 

Accountability 
Mr. Adeyink Glover June 1, 2018 3.0- 

Letter 2  Kern County Planning and 
Natural Resources Department 

Ms. Lorelei H. Oviatt, AICP June 21, 2018 3.0- 

Letter 3   Dennis Fox n/d 3.0- 

Letter 4  Department of Conservation, 
Division of Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Resources Inland 
District 

Michael Toland July 2, 2018 3.0- 

   Ted James, AICP, Consultant July 9, 2018  

Letter 5     3.0- 

Letter 6  California High Speed Rail 
Authority 

Diana Gomez July 10, 2018 3.0- 

Letter 7  TDH Associates International Troy D. Hightower July 12, 2018 3.0- 

Letter 8  Leadership Counsel for Justice & 
Accountability & Greenfield 
Walking Group 

Adeyinka Glover, ESQ. 
Gemma Perez 

July 12, 2018 3.0- 

Letter 9  Kern Transportation Foundation Ronald E. Brummett July 12, 2018 3.0- 

Letter 10  Department of Transportation, 
District 6 

Michael Navarro July 12, 2018 3.0- 

Letter 11  Public Hearing Comments Various Various 3.0- 
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3.0-1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT PROGRAM 
EIR 

The original bracketed comment letters are provided on the following pages, followed by a numbered 

response to each bracketed comment. Individual comments within each letter are numbered and the 

response is given a matching number. 
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Letter 1:  Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability 

Mr. Adeyinka Glover, Esq 
Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability 
764 P Street, Suite 012 
Fresno, CA 93721 
 

June 1, 2018 

 

Responses 1-1 through 1-4 

Comments 1-1 through 1-4 are related to the 2018 RTP only and are addressed in Attachment A to the 

RPAC staff report dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final 2018 RTP.  
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Letter 2: County of Kern Planning and Natural Resources Department 

Ms. Lorelei H.  Oviatt, AICP, Director 
County of Kern, Planning and Natural Resources Department 
2700 M Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
 
June 21, 2018 
 

Response 2-1 

Comment 2-1 is related to the 2018 RTP only and is addressed in Attachment A to the RPAC staff report 

dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final 2018 RTP.  
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Letter 3: Private Citizen 

Mr. Dennis Fox 
918 Blossom Street 
Bakersfield, CA 03306 
 
June 2018 
 
Response 3-1 

Additional funding for traffic signal coordination is included in the RTP and discussed on page 5-43 as an 

air emissions reduction strategy.  

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, the PEIR is a programmatic document that provides a region-

wide assessment of the potential impacts of implementing the programs, policies, and projects included 

in the 2018 RTP.  The PEIR is not intended to evaluate detailed impacts at the local/project level which 

would require specific information on location and design of transportation and development projects.  

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, potentially significant adverse impacts associated 

with these transportation and development projects including area planning projects, are required to be 

analyzed and mitigated prior to approval.  CEQA also requires that cumulative impacts be evaluated. 

Response 3-2 

Chapter 2 of the RTP includes policies 15.2, 18.0, 21.6 and 33.6 which relate to maintenance of local 

roadways. See also Response 3-1 above.  
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Letter 4: CA Department of Conservation – Division of Gas, and Geothermal Resources 

Mr. Michael Toland, Senior Oil and Gas Engineer 
CA Department of Conservation – Division of Gas and Geothermal Resources 
Facilities/Environmental, Idle Well and Construction Site Review Unit 
4800 Stockdale Highway, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93309 
 
July 2, 2018 

 

Response 4-1 

Commenter requests that all new transportation projects be forwarded to the Division of Gas, and 

Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) for review and comment.  It is anticipated that local agencies will 

comply with all applicable requirements to notify and consult with DOGGR where construction projects 

will be in proximity to oil and gas well operations, or upon the discovery of abandoned wells.  
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Letter 5:  Ted James, AICP, Consulting 

Mr. Ted James, AICP 
1626 19th Street, Suite 26 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
 

July 9, 2018 

Response 5-1 

Comment 5-1 is related to the 2018 RTP only and is addressed in Attachment A to the RPAC staff report 

dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final 2018 RTP.  

In response to this comment, Figure 4 of the RTP, which is Figure 3.0-4 of the PEIR is revised to show the 

Grapevine development of Tejon Ranch. 

Response 5-2 

Page 4.4-38 of the Draft PEIR is revised to add the following (new text is underlined): 

Tehachapi Uplands Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (TUMSHCP) 

The TUMSHCP is a private conservation planning program.  It is an approved Incidental Take Permit 

for 25 covered species including the California Condor. The conservation plan over 141,888 acres of 

Tejon Ranch property. The TUMSHCP incorporates a conservation strategy designed to minimize and 

mitigate species impacts that could occur as a result of the Ranch’s covered activities and uses.  

Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement (TRCLUA) 

The TRCLUA is an approved agreement between Tejon Ranch, Audubon California, the Endangered 

Habitats League, Natural Resources Defense Council, Planning and Conservation League and the 

Sierra Club. This agreement provides the potential to preserve up to 240,000 acres of the 270,000-acre 

Tejon Ranch and the establishment of a Tejon Ranch Conservancy to provide for the management and 

conservation of natural resource lands subject to a “Ranch Wide Management Plan” 

Response 5-3 

Page 4.4-38, first paragraph, of the Draft PEIR is revised as follows (new text is underlined, deleted text is 

in strikeout font): 
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CDFW Kern County Valley Floor Natural Communities Conservation Plan/ Habitat 
Conservation Plan 

In 2006, The proposed Kern County published the Valley Floor Natural Communities Conservation Plan/ 

Habitat-Conservation Plan (VFHCP).8 The VFHCP would provide for an incidental take permit for Oil 

and Gas Activities as well as development of the Tejon Ranch Grapevine Project.  Kern County, in 

conjunction with their permitting of these developments, would be the permit holder and as an NCCP 

it would allow the taking of multiple federal- and state-protected species as well as fully protected 

species under the CES while providing for landscape level ecological planning.   The project area 

would include the entire 2.3 million acres of the valley portion of Kern County. established the 

conditions under which Kern County, the California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 

(DOGGR), and other Program beneficiaries sought authorization to allow the taking of multiple 

federal- and state-protected species incidental to development and other land use activities within the 

historical range of federal-protected plant and animal species, state-protected plant and animal species 

and/or other species of concern. Species of concern, not currently protected by the federal or state 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) are also included. 

1 Kern County Valley Floor Habitat Conservation Plan, December 2006 

https://www.kerncounty.com/planning/pdfs/vfhcp_dec06.pdf 

Response 5-4 

Figure 4.4-2 of the Draft PEIR is revised to remove the “Valley Floor (HCP) Zones” including both the 

“High” and “Moderate” Zones  

The last item on the legend for Figure 4.4-2 of the Draft PEIR is revised as follows: SB 375 Spheres of 

Influence and City Limits” 

 

  

                                                 
8   
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Letter 6:  CA High Speed Rail Authority 

Ms. Diana Gomez, Central Valley Regional Director 
CA High Speed Rail Authority 
1111 H Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 
 
May 10, 2018 

Responses 6-1 and 6-2 

Comments 6-1 and 6-2 are related to the 2018 RTP only and are addressed in Attachment A to the RPAC 

staff report dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final 2018 RTP.  
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Letter 7:  TDH Associated International 

Mr. Troy D. Hightower 
Transportation Consultant 
P.O. Box 2493  
Bakersfield, CA 93303 
 
 
July 12, 2018 

Responses 7-1 through 7-5 

Comments 7-1 through 7-5 relate to the 2018 RTP only and are is addressed in Attachment A to the RPAC 

staff report dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final 2018 RTP.  

Response 7-6 

Descriptions of each alternative are provided on pages 5.0-6 through 5.0-9. Are sufficient to allow analysis 

at the programmatic level and comparison of impact to those of the project.  The Slow Growth 

Alternative is briefly discussed in the Draft PEIR, on page 5.0-6. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) 

provides: 

 “The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that 

could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or 

substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe 

the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify 

any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible 

during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's 

determination. Additional information explaining the choice of alternatives may be 

included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may be used to eliminate 

alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic 

project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental 

impacts.”  

As stated on page 5.0-6, ”[p]reliminary modeling shows that DOF slower growth would lower the ability 

to achieve the SB 375 2035 target by one to two percentage points meaning that Kern COG would still 

meet the CARB targets. Therefore, further analysis of this alternative is not necessary as analysis of the 

Plan is more conservative.” 
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Letter 8:  Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability & Greenfield Walking 
Group 

Mr. Adeyinka Glover, Esq 
Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability& Greenfield Walking Group 
764 P Street, Suite 012 
Fresno, CA 93721 
 

May 12, 2018 

Responses 8-1 through 8-10 

Comments 8-1 through 8-10 relate to the 2018 RTP only and are addressed in Attachment A to the RPAC 

staff report dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final 2018 RTP.  

Response 8-11 

Comments noted.  Commenter states that all feasible mitigation measure should be considered for 

impacts to population displacement.  The RTP evaluates impacts with respect to Environmental Justice 

issues (see Appendix D, Integrated Performance Measures Analysis). 

Since the 2018 RTP is a long-term, regional Plan, it is possible that some individual transportation projects 

may result in the displacement of population due to the location of the specific project.  As indicated on 

page 4.9-20, “because this document evaluates impacts at the programmatic level, all project 

circumstances are not foreseeable and therefore …. impacts are considered significant.”  It is not feasible 

to predict and measure the extent and/or location of population displacements from individual or groups 

of future projects at this time and therefore it is not possible to design mitigation measures appropriate 

for such impacts (see also response 8-12 below).  The PEIR therefore conservatively concludes that 

because circumstances are not foreseeable, impacts of the 2018 RTP as a whole are considered (rather than 

determined to be) significant because it is not possible to actually determine significance.   

The PEIR does not evaluate socio-economic impacts unless they also lead to physical environmental 

impacts.  Thus, if low-income communities were displaced such that populations had to relocate further 

from jobs and services leading to substantially increased VMT and air emissions, the PEIR would 

evaluate such an impact.  In preparing the PEIR no evidence of such physical impacts was identified. 

Response 8-12 

Comments noted.  Commenter states that mitigation measure MM-AIR-3 should include a timeline and 

better representation from disadvantaged communities. 

Without knowing the schedules of the various agencies as well as the specific designs of individual 

projects it is not possible to provide a specific timeline for how Measure MM AIR-3 will be implemented. 
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The RTP/SCS process is a four-year planning, policymaking and analytic process that begins afresh every 

four years.  Kern COG works with a variety of stakeholders on a variety of issues as part of that process. 

Anyone can participate in the policymaking process on whatever issues are of interest or concern to them.  

(The Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability has participated extensively over the years to 

ensure that disadvantaged stakeholder interests are represented in the RTP/SCS policymaking process 

each cycle.)  Environmental issues impacting disadvantaged communities related to transportation 

projects and the RTP/SCS in particular are discussed and addressed by the Environmental and Social 

Equity roundtable. 

CEQA requires that mitigation measures be appropriate to the level of detail specified by the project. At 

this time, project specific details are not available for most of the projects within the 2018 RTP. The RTP is 

a regional scale document, and the mitigation measures in the EIR are appropriate for this type of 

document. Under CEQA, individual lead agencies are responsible for determining whether an impact is 

significant, and if significant, what mitigation is appropriate to reduce the impact. For any given project, 

if impacts remain significant (as determined by the individual lead agency), then the individual lead 

agency is responsible for deciding whether to approve the project or not. If an individual agency chooses 

to approve a project with significant impacts they must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Kern COG has no authority over a jurisdiction’s process of determining significance, choosing 

appropriate mitigation and approving projects. Though the analyses for future individual transportation 

projects under the 2018 RTP may tier off the 2018 RTP EIR, mitigation measures will be developed to be 

project specific and within a schedule appropriate to each individual future transportation project. 

Though the analyses for future individual transportation (and development) projects under the 2018 

RTP/SCS may tier off the 2018 RTP PEIR, mitigation measures will be developed to be project specific and 

within a schedule appropriate to each individual future transportation (and development) project. 

Response 8-13 

The 2018 RTP includes numerous policies designed to reduce GHGs and meet SB 375 and CARB targets.  

As the commenter notes the PEIR includes mitigation that Kern COG shall work with local governments 

to adopt policies and practices to reduce GHG emissions.  Because each jurisdiction is different, and 

regional GHG targets are being met, including additional specific action policies in the 2018 RTP is not 

appropriate at this time. 

The commenter asserts that Kern COG has authority over land development in Kern County and that 

Kern COG should analyze and mitigate the impacts of development projects.  As noted by commenter, 

Kern COG has explained that it does not have actual land use authority over how land is developed in 

Kern County.  However, by developing the SCS to meet the GHG targets for the region, the 2018 RTP has 
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an indirect influence on land use developments in the County.  Kern COG also works with member 

agencies to prioritize transportation projects in compliance with Kern COGs adopted policies and 

procedures as well as the state RTP Guidelines.9  These policies and procedures prioritize projects/actions 

that, among other things, improve air quality, reduce GHG emissions and protect vulnerable populations.  

This is the limited extent of Kern COG’s authority.  While Kern COG has the authority to prioritize 

projects (in accordance with adopted policies and procedures), such authority does not include the ability 

to require project-level mitigation measures. 

Under CEQA, individual lead agencies are responsible for determining whether an impact is significant, 

and if significant, what mitigation is appropriate to reduce the impact. For any given project, if impacts 

remain significant (as determined by the individual lead agency), then the individual lead agency is 

responsible for deciding whether to approve the project or not. If an individual agency chooses to 

approve a project with significant impacts they must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Kern COG has no authority over a jurisdiction’s process of determining significance, choosing 

appropriate mitigation and approving projects. 

Response 8-14 

As stated in the Project Description, the RTP includes funding for bike lanes and other pedestrian 

improvements. The RTP PEIR is a programmatic document that does not analyze localized impacts of 

individual projects. Individual projects are analyzed by local agencies as design details that relate to 

safety become available prior to the decision as to whether approve each project.   

                                                 
9  See http://www.kerncog.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/project_selection_policy_20161117.pdf;   
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/docs/2017RTPGuidelinesforMPOs.pdf, accessed July 7, 2018.   
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Letter 9:  Kern Transportation Foundation 

Mr. Ronald Brummett 
Kern Transportation Foundation 
PO Box 417  
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
 

July 12, 2018 

 

Responses 9-1 and 9-2 

Comments 9-1 and 9-2 relate to the 2018 RTP only and are addressed in Attachment A to the RPAC staff 

report dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final RTP. 
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 Letter 10:  CA Department of Transportation 

Michael Navarro, Chief 
Transportation Planning North and South 
CA Department of Transportation, District 6 
1352 West Olive Avenue 
PO Box 12616 

Fresno, CA 93778-2616 

July 12, 2018 

Responses 10-1 through 10-5 

Comments 10-1 through 10-5 relate to the RTP and are addressed in Attachment A to the RPAC staff 

report dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final EIR. 
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Letter 11: Public Hearing Comments 

Responses 11-1 through 11-5 and 11-7 

Comments 11-1 through 11-5 and 11-7 relate to the 2018 RTP only and are addressed in Attachment A to 

the RPAC staff report dated August 1, 2018 and in Appendix I of the Final RTP (these comments 

generally repeat comments provided in letters 1, 2, 3, 7 and 8). 

Response 11-6 

See Responses to Letter 7. 



2019 Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
Summary of Comments and Responses 

 
 

 
As part of the development of the TIP, stakeholders, technical staff, and the general public were given the 
opportunity to comment. The public review period was held May 18, 2018 to July 12, 2018. 
 
State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
 
Office of Federal Transportation Management Program – email dated 6/27/18 
 
General Comments 
 
1. Maintenance and Operations Costs: Include in the financial plan an analysis of revenues dedicated for 
maintaining and operating the federal-aid system, including the basis for calculation. Address any anticipated 
shortfall in available revenues and describe plans to deal with the gap. 
Response: Maintenance and Operation costs are discussed in the text of the Draft 2019 FTIP on page 11 under 
“Financial Plan – Financial Constraint and Funding Assumptions” section. Costs are provided in a table. Shortfall 
is discussed in the third paragraph. No revision needed. 
 
2A. Appendix I: Expedited Project Selection Procedures: Include a statement similar to “Projects from the 2019 
FTIP have been selected using the approved project selection procedures”.  
Response 2A: The Expedited Project Selection Procedure statement requested is in the text of the Draft 2019 
FTIP on page 13 – “Projects from the first four years of the 2019 FTIP have been selected using the approved 
project selection procedures.” No revision needed. 
 
2B. Also add programs listed below to the list of programs managed by Caltrans Program Managers: 

• Safe Routes to School Program (SRTS) 
• State Minor Program 
• Highway Maintenance Program 
• SHOPP 
• Highway Safety Improvement Program 

Response 2B: The additional programs requested are all considered in the existing Expedited Project Selection 
Procedures under Title 23 (“Projects funded with title 23 funds”). No revision needed. 
 
Financial Summary 
 
1. Highway Maintenance Program (HM): Include funding per the approved funding posted at the link 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/federal/fedfiles/various_pgms/hwy_mtc/hwy_mtc_program.htm through 
Amendment No. 1. 
Response: The Highway Maintenance Program information was not available prior to the circulation of the Draft 
2019 FTIP. Kern COG will incorporate Highway Maintenance Program information as part of Amendment No. 1. 
 
2. CMAQ: Update funding per the approved funding posted at the link 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/federal/cmaq/cmaq_4yr_revised_52218.pdf 
Response: The updated CMAQ revenue estimate was not available prior to the circulation of the Draft 2019 
FTIP. Revision was incorporated into the final document. 
 
Project Listing 
 
1. Program Highway maintenance Program (HM) project through Amendment No. 1. See comment No. 1 under 
Financial Summary for information. 
Response: The Highway Maintenance Program information was not available prior to the circulation of the Draft 
2019 FTIP. Kern COG will incorporate Highway Maintenance Program information as part of Amendment No.1. 
 
 



Summary of Comments and Responses 
Continued 

 
 

 
2A. KER120108: Include cost for construction phase.  
Response 2A: Record KER120108 Construction funding is not programmed at this time. Construction costs 
estimate is shown on the right side panel of the Draft 2019 FTIP as future cost estimate (“Future Cost Est: 
$97,000,000”). CTIPS has the cost under the MPO comments section. No revision needed. 
 
2B. Confirm if STIP funds programmed FY 2020/21 provide match funds for HPP funds.  
Response 2B: STIP funds are not match funds for the HPP funds. No revision needed. 
 
3. KER180101: Local funding is not consistent with the funding included in the 2018 STIP. Please clarify. 
Response: Record KER180101 is for information only since it is outside of the four year FTIP. The latest 
information on the local funding was provided by the project implementing agency (or project lead) prior to the 
circulation of the Draft 2019 FTIP. No revision needed. 
a. In addition, future action may be required. Since the approval of the STIP, there has been multiple actions on 
the overarching Centennial Corridor project. On June 6, 2018, an announcement was made of the Secretary of 
Transportation Elaine Chao’s intention to award $50 million to the City of Bakersfield to complete the Centennial 
Corridor through the Infrastructure For Rebuilding America (INFRA) Program. On June 28, 2018, the California 
Transportation Commission approved an advance allocation of $25 million Trade Corridor Enhancement Program 
funds for the Centennial Corridor project. Currently, the TRIP partners (Kern COG, the City of Bakersfield, the 
County of Kern, Caltrans) have been working with the California Transportation Commission to advance the STIP 
funds in FY 19/20 of Record KER050104. Funding revisions for Record KER050104 were incorporated into the 
final document. 
 
4. KER080112: Include total project cost from the 2018 STIP in the project description.  
Response: Record KER180112 programming only shows the Kern RIP (STIP‐AC) for this partnership project 
located in Inyo County per guidance from the Office of Federal Transportation Management Program Rural 
Non‐MPO coordinator. No revision needed. 
 
5. Document includes several projects with no funding programmed in the 4-years of the 2019 FTIP. Please 
clarify why they are included in the draft document. 
Response: Discussion of projects with no funding programmed in the 4‐years of the Draft 2019 FTIP is in the text 
of the Draft 2019 FTIP on the first two paragraphs of page 13. No revision needed. 
 
6. KER180401: Please provide detailed information of the project scope. 
Response: Record KER180401 (In Kern County: Regional Traffic Count Program) provides regional traffic counts 
throughout Kern County to ensure up to date modeling. It has been programmed in the FTIP since FY 04/05. No 
revision needed. 
 
 
Technical revisions 
• The Highway Infrastructure Program revenue estimate was not available prior to the circulation of the Draft 

2019 FTIP. To facilitate programming new Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funding made 
available through the Highway Infrastructure Program, the following agencies requested corrections to their 
existing RSTP group listed projects as part of Record KER180403: Arvin, Bakersfield, California City, Delano, 
Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, Wasco and the County of Kern.  

 
• Appendix J Grouped Project Listing updated with above noted revisions. 
 
• Financial Tables updated with above noted revisions.  
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Draft Conformity Response to Comments  

(Please Note the Page Numbers Referenced in  
This Document are From the Draft 2018 RTP Conformity) 

 
 
No comments received. 
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Attachment   B 

Comments Received 



1 

June 1, 2018 

Sent via Electronic Mail 
Ahron Hakimi 
Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2018 RTP/SCS Transportation Model 

Dear Mr. Hakimi, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft 2018 Regional Transportation 
Plan (Draft RTP).1  Thank you also to Kern Council of Governments staff for meeting with my 
coworker, Patricia Leal and me on May 7, 2018 to give the Transportation Modeling 101 
presentation.  We appreciate your office taking the time to give the presentation and answer our 
questions.  Since the presentation was a general introduction to transportation modeling and not 
specific to the Kern Council of Governments’ transportation model created and run for the 2018 
RTP cycle, we have a few concerns about the model used in the document. This letter sets forth 
those concerns and provides recommendations with respect to how Kern COG can resolve them 
below. 

I. The Draft RTP Transportation Model Description is Vague and Lacks
Specificity Concerning its Methodology, Performance Measures, and Results

The Draft RTP describes its transportation model in several chapters and Appendix D.  While it 
highlights the model’s purpose and mentions the various strategies that make up the 
methodology, the methodology itself is not elaborated on.  Furthermore, the performance 
standards are defined, however are not analyzed in the document by applying the definitions to 
how it ran in the model.2  In previous RTP cycles, the model was more thoroughly described and 
included shortcomings, performance measures, and modeling results.  The model specificity of 
the earlier RTP documents reflect a level of transparency for the public in learning more about 
the specific modeling prepared for the Plan’s performance. 

1 Leadership Counsel previously submitted two comment letters on the 2018 RTP/SCS update prior to the release of 
the Draft RTP. We will submit further comments on the 2018 Draft RTP/SCS prior to the comment deadline. 
2 Leadership Counsel will comment on and analyze performance measures in a subsequent comment letter prior to 
the comment deadline.  

Letter 1

1-1

LEADERSHIP COUNSEL 



2 

For example, the 2011 RTP provided a much more detailed model process.  It described 
shortcomings such as a rise in the number of hours spent in congested traffic. 2011 RTP 2-24.  It 
also described the model as “sensitive to travel reducing strategies such as access transit, 
regional/central accessibility, and other balance land development techniques that capture more 
trips locally.” 2011 RTP 4-83.  Furthermore, it included a simple, yet clear statement that certain 
parties, like developers, could request custom runs of the Kern Regional Transportation Model.  
2011 RTP 4-83. 

The Draft 2018 RTP should include shortcomings of the model and the model’s sensitivities.  It 
should also include a clearly designated section to elaborate on modeling results. 

II. Kern COG Should Incorporate the Transportation Modeling Committee’s
Policies and Procedures for Maintaining the Model

As the entity responsible for oversight of the model, the Transportation Modeling Committee 
(TMC), in RTP cycles 2011 and 2007 had clear, enumerated policies regarding the transportation 
model located within the RTP.  The Draft 2018 RTP fails to include the current policies and 
procedures for the TMC.  This information is critical because it details specifically how the TMC 
intends to maintain the model.  Kern COG should revise the Draft 2018 RTP to include the 
TMC’s policies and procedures. 

III. The Transportation Model Must Include Data Available For Rural Areas or
Justify Why The Data Is Unavailable

As with Kern COG’s last four RTPs, the Draft 2018 RTP states that “Because Kern COG’s 
regional transportation model cannot estimate passenger miles traveled for rural transit services, 
estimates for daily investment per PMT countywide are unable to be calculated.”  2018 Draft 
RTP D-16.  The Draft does not elaborate further on why this figure can be calculated for urban 
but not rural areas or provide any description of steps that will be taken to resolve this issue.  

Without an accurate data set which adequately includes rural areas, the RTP cannot achieve an 
accurate transportation model which may be maintained to reflect current regional demand and 
needs over the planning period and cannot identify suitable goals, objectives, policies and 
programs to address those needs. The CalTrans RTP Guidelines emphasize the importance of 
fully considering rural communities in RTP development: 

“The consideration of rural communities within the region in the development of the RTP 
(including the SCS) is a key element in the process, to ensure that regional GHG 
reductions and associated co-benefits such as improved access to jobs and services are 
not achieved at the expense of small towns and rural communities where high frequency 
transit and/or high density development is not feasible.” (pg. 153) 

The failure to include data representing rural transit ridership in the transportation model 
undermines the Draft’s ability to serve as a “comprehensive performance-based multimodal 

1-2
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transportation” plan for an “integrated” m
etropolitan transportation system

 as required by the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 23 CFR §§ 450.300; 450.324(f). 

IV
.

The Transportation M
odel has not been run and show

n to the R
PA

C
 for

feedback.

Based on a review
 of the posted agendas and m

inutes over the last few
 m

onths, it does not 
appear that K

ern CO
G

 staff has m
ade the transportation m

odel for review
 by the Regional 

Planning A
dvisory Council (RPA

C).  A
t 2018 m

eetings dated January 3
rd and 31

st, staff reported 
that the m

odel w
as still being refined, and on A

pril 4
th staff relayed that m

odel docum
entation 

w
as available online but m

odeling w
as still being generated. (M

eeting notes from
 M

ay 2, 2018 
are not posted yet.)   

To date, the com
pleted m

odeling identified in the D
raft has not been provided to either RPA

C or 
the general public for review

.  Furtherm
ore, A

ppendix B of the D
raft 2018 RTP includes the 

follow
ing policy: 

“A
t least three regional public w

orkshops w
ill be held w

ith inform
ation and tools 

providing a clear understanding of policy choices and issues. To the extent practicable, 
each w

orkshop shall include urban sim
ulation com

puter m
odeling to create visual 

representations of the SCS and A
PS.” (A

rticle IX
, Section 5) 

It is unclear if the “urban sim
ulation com

puter m
odeling” includes a dem

onstration of the m
odel 

at the w
orkshops.  K

ern CO
G

 staff should m
ake the m

odeling available for review
. 

* 
*  

 * 
*  

 * 

The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan should thoroughly describe the m
odeling, the 

perform
ance strategies, and detail its results.  The descriptions should include m

odel variances 
and the policies and procedures the Transportation M

odeling Com
m

ittees uses in running and 
evaluating the m

odel.  The D
raft 2018 RTP lacks this specificity.  In the interest of transparency 

and functionality and satisfying the CO
G

’s requirem
ents to prepare a com

prehensive m
ulti-

m
odal transportation plan, the final draft of the 2018 RTP m

ust include these details. 

Thank you for your consideration of our com
m

ents.  Please feel free to contact m
e at (661) 843-

7677 or aglover@
leadershipcounsel.org if you have any questions or w

ould like to discuss our 
com

m
ents further. 

Sincerely, 

A
deyinka G

lover, Esq. 
A

ttorney 
Leadership Counsel for Justice and A

ccountability 
Cc:  

Rob Ball; Becky N
apier 
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Lore lei H. Oviatt, AICP, Director 
2700 " M" Street, Suite 100 
Bakorsflold, CA 93301-2323 
Phone: (881 ) 882-8800 
Fax: (661) 862-8601 rrv Ro1,y H00,735,2929 
Email: plannlng@komcounty.com 
Wob AddreB!I: http:llkernplannlng.oom/ 

Junc21,2018 

Kern Council of Governments 
140 l 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

PLANNING AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 

Planning 
Community 0ovolopment 

Admlnlstr11tlvo 0porations 

File: Kem Cog 2018 RTP 

RE: Draft 2018 Transport:dion/Sustain11ble Communities Strategy and Draft Em 
Rural Transit - Additional information 

Dear Board Members, 

Kern County Phmning and Natural Resources appreciates this opportunity to address the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee on the Draft 20 I 8 RTP/SCS and Draft EIR. The economic stability of Kern 
County depends on a comprehensive and realistic transportation plan. The challenges geographically for 
Kern County arc well documented. This county is larger than the Stale of Rhode Island at 8,200 square 
miles. Over 5 111illion 11crcs of land spread across valley, mountain and desert areas. Al l aroas of the county 
have disadvantaged communities and half the population lives in the unincorporated areas. 

The RPAC has worked to create a Sustainable Communities Strategy that acknowledges ihe challenges of 
our job centers not being urban focused but rather more appropriately sited in rural areas. Oil and Gas 
Fields and agricultural industries are not centered irl our cilic~ but rather in the rural areas in between. 
Designing a tnmspo1tation system that moves commercial tran~port us well as people and also reduces 
vehicle miles travel requires innovative thinking not merely mapping on suggestions that are generated 
from Southern or Northern densely populated regions. 

Kern County Planning and Natural Resources is in the second year of our three year plan for the Generul 
Plan 2040 project. This comprehensive update has completed a year of public outreach with topics every 
month at the Kern County Planning Commissiori . Our work plan can be found at our website. 
hup:;://kcrnpl1111nin11,com/genera1:Plan•update/. 

Transportation issues in our rural areas for job growth and health care is an important topic of discussio11, 
While we provide transit service, the fare ridership docs not cover the cost. Comments have been submitted 
to your Board that more modeling needs to be done and more investment. Based on our lnnd use planning 
outreach and review of the dntu provided in the DEIR, this is a request that does not reflect the reality of 
our planning efforts. 

Simply putting more money towards transit will not increase ridership in rurol areas. Thi~ is acknowledged 
in the California Transportation Plan 2025 - Rural Issues section, (attached) that notes that Oll:ploring 
alternatives to moving goods through rural areas is important as well as coordinating public transportation 
services with social services agencies. Yet that California plan also fails to include the new ~hared mobility 
aspects that the Drafl 2018 RTP/SCS embraces. 
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A better source of this new mobility world is the University of Chicago report " Promising Practices for 
lncreosing Access to Transportation in Rural Communities " (April 20 I 8· Attached), that provides new 
thinking on how to support rural economic growth and daily access for essential~ for life such as education. 
food and health care. Our new paradigm is delivery of our food and direct linkage to health care centers 
not simply more bus routes. This issue is so important that it will be a dedicated topic for the Kern County 
General Plan 2040 with the workgroup on Healthy Communities Element focused on identifying out health 
care and food access land use pattern and were we arc lucking and overlying shared mobility solutions. 

In summary, the Draft TRP/SCS goes beyond a modeling exercise and provides a blueprint for the future 
viability of all our communities in all parts of the county. The details of those elements of policy, practices 
and funding priorities should be the focus ofpublie review and comment as the Kem Cog staff begins public 
workshops to discuss with the public what they want and need for their communities. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments and participate in the creation of our future 
transportation and mobility plan. 

Sincerely, 
- - 7 

OVIATT, Al P, Director 
Kern County Planning and Natural Resources Department 

Cc: Public Works - Warren Maxwell 
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h ttp://wolsheon tcr,norc,org 

The Walsh Center ~ 
for Rural 1-Icalrh Analysis 

NOIIC Al THC UNIV0~; 11v OF CHICAGO 

Promising Practices for Increasing Access to 
Transportation in Rural Communities 

Access to safe, reliable, affordable, and convenient trnnsportation 
improves the livability of rum) communities and quality of life 
for rural residents.1 Transportation connects residents of rural 
communities to employment, education, health care, child care, 
recreation, and other activities of daily life. Transportation also 
supports rural economic growth in agriculture, tourism, and 
service industries.a 

The personal vehicle is centrnl to the transportation landscape 
in rural communities. Over 90% of passenger trips in rural 
ureas occur in automobiles, compared to 84% of trips In urban 
urea~. Public transit is limited in rural communities: 4% of 
rural households use public transit compared to 31% of urban 
households,> Public transit includes fixed-route servicGs, such 
as buses, which operate on a predetermined route and schedule; 
demand-response services, also known as dial,a-ride, which 
use automobiles, buses, und vuns that are dispatched on demand 
as well as peretrnn~it for people who cannot use fixed-route 
services (e.g., people with disabilities); and flex-route services, 
where drivers deviate from a fixed route upon request.' 

Transportation safety is also an issue in rural communities 
due to limited investments ir1 infrastructure and the increasing 
use of rural roads over time, An estimated 40% of roads in 
rural areas are currently inadequnte for travel, while nearly 
50% of bridges over 20 feet long arc currently considered 
structurally deficient.a The lower population density in rural 
communities further contributes to challenges constructing nnd 
mttintaining transportation systems due to a lack of funding for 
rural transit projects. 

Trunsportation is n significant challenge for many rural residents 
who c1mnot or do not wish to drive, or do not have access to public 
transit or other transportation modes that meets their needs. 
The Health Resources and Services Administration's (HRSA) 
Federal Office of Rural Health Policy (PORHP) funds rural 
communities as part of the Section 330A Outreach Authority 
gra11t program to address unique healt11 care challenges and 
increase access to health care services. The Section 330A grant 
progra111s are focused on outl'each and service delivery; network 

-----

planning and development; clinical training, ,·ecruitment, 
and retention; emergency services; community and health 
cam services outreach; and benefits counseling, among other 
services. Many grantees also address social determinants of 
health, including access to transportation, as a secondary focus 
area of their projects. 

One of the lessons learned from the experiences of the Section 
330A program is thnt there is a need to identify and compile 
promising practices and resources for rural communities to 
address cummu11ity-specific challenges and concerns. The 
experiences of Section 330A grnntees suggest promising 
strategies that can be adapted and applied in other rural 
communities. Grantees have successfully implemented a 

Key Findings 

• Transporta\1011 is a significant challenge for rural residents 
who cannot or do not wish to drive, or who do not have access 
to public transit or other modes of transportation that meet 
their needs. 

• Barriers io accessing trunsportntion services in rural 
communities include Ions travel distances, low populutim1 
density, and safety and infrastructure issues, 

• Rural communities are implelllenting programs that provide 
transportation to people on demand, fur ony rcnson. 

• Mobility on demand modols utilize technologies such 
es smertphones and mobile apps io increase access to 
transportation, 

• Rurul communities are implementing ride-sharing progroms 
using volunteer drivers. 

• When implcmonting rural trimsportation programs, it is 
important to collaborate with organlzaiions that are working 
on transportation issues in the community. 

• Rural transportation programs are exploring options to reduce 
social isolation for older adults and people with disabilities. 

'rhc Ruml Transportntion Toolkit is available at: 
hups ;//www. n1rnl hen! th i o Co12cg(tool kitsttrnnsportatjon 

1 
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range of transportation program models. E,u1mining and 
compiling promising prncticcs and resources for rmal 
transportation progrums can help guide program development, 
implement!ltion, and sustainability. 

Purpose of the Project 

The purpose of this issue brief is to summarize promising 
rural transportation program models and shute lessons learnud 
from rural communities. The project focused on conducting a 
literature review of rural transport11lion progra1t1s and studying 
the experiences of rural transportation programs to Identify 
promi~ing pr11cticcs, resources, and programs, This project 
culminated in the Rural Transportation Toolkit, a web-based 
toolkit ofrural transportation program models ahd resource.:,. The 
toolkit is hosted on the Rural Health Information Hub (RHihuh) 
website, available at: https·Hwww ryralhcalthinfo,orii/toolkit~. 
Rural communities that are intercstcid in implementing 
transportation programs may access the toolkit for Information 
on programs, considerations, and resources. 

Transportation Program Models 
In Rural Communities 

This project identified IS promising rural transportation program 
models. These models arc implemented in rural communities 
and arc designed to (I) increase access to transportation, 
(2) help populations overcome transportation burrien;, and 
(3) improve transportation safety or infra~tructure. Rural 
communities may implement a program that blends several 
models, depending on their target population, community needs 
and characteristics, and resources. 

Models to Improve Access to Transportation 

Models to improve the availability 
of and access to transportation in 
rural communities include: public 
tran~portation, volunteer models, 
voucher models, coordin11ted sel'vices 
models, mobility on demand, ridesharlng models, connector 
services, and mobility management. These models help 
rural residents travel to schools, businesses, worksites, 
child care, houses, recreational sites, and shopping, among 
other destinations. 

Public Trtmsportatlon Molle/. Public trnnsportation 
systems provide tronsh services to the public via bus, rail , or 
other mode on B regular 11nd continual basis. The most common 
mode of public transit in the U.S. is fixed-route bus systems, 
which operates on a predetermined route and schedule.' h1 ruriil 
communities, 32% of bus services provide fixed route services.6 

However, fixed-route bus services in rural con11nunities do not 
operate 24 hours a day, 7 d11ys a week, and residents who have 
mobility limitations or who do not live or work near bus stops 
mny be unable to access bus routes. Fixed-route bus systems 
are often supported by demand-response services- the second 

largest type of transportation In the U.S.- und the main trnnsit 
provider In rural areas nnd communities with low population 
density. 5 Flex-route transport11tion systems, also called deviated 
fixed-route systems, where buses leave their regular routes 
on request, ;ire provided by 43% of rural bus serviccs.6 Rural 
communities may lack sufficient resources to expand public 
transportation. 

Volu11teer Mot/el. Many rural transportation programs rely 
on volunteers to serve as drivers.7 Volunteer models provide 
demand-response trm1sportatio11, often for older adults or 
people who have disabilities. Some provide door.io-door 
assistance to their passengers, which Is particularly helpful to 
older adults and passengers with disabilities. Passengers request 
a ride from one location to another nt a specific time - often 
for medical appointments, shopping, and social 01· recreational 
activities, Passengers arc usually required to schedule a ride 
in advance. Volunteers often drive their own vehicles. Rural 
transportation progra111s implementing a volunteer model must 
coordinate driver recruitment, background checks, training, 
and scheduling. Programs may reimburse drivers for the cost of 
mileage and gas, or offer a voucher for transportation services, 

Voucher Model. In the voucher model, eligible riders 
exchange tickets or coupons for B ride from II participating 
transportation provider. These pro!irnms vary in structme
programs may offer free rides or reduced fares; eligibility may 
be ba~cd on age, disability, income, or geographic locotlon; and 
trnnsportation modes may include public transportation and 
ridesharing, Voucher programs allow riders to choose transit 
services that meet their unique needs und preferences. The 
success of voucher programs is dependent upon the availability 
of transportation progrnms in the community and coordination 
between thc.~c organiwtions. 

Coor<li11ated Services Mot/el. This moctcl involves 
coordinallng and sharing resources, knowledge, and funding to 
improve transportation services.• Coordinated services models 
can fill gaps in transportation services and use limited rC$Ourccs 
more efficiently, Key partners for coordinated services models 
include human service agencies, non-profits, worksites, transit 
providers, and local or regional economic development agencies, 

Mobility 011 Dema,rd. This model ls designed to improve 
the integration and connectivity of transportBtion systems, 
Mobility on demand utilizes technologies such as smartphones 
and mobile apps to increa!>e access to transportation options, 
Increase convenience, simplify payments, and lower costs. 
Mobility on demand models are designed to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of transportation services. 

Rltleslu1ri11g Mot/el. Ridesharing is a type of demand
response transportation model that involves sharing a vehicle 
between one or more organizations (vehicle shBring), combining 
passenger trips with a common destination (carpooling and 
vanpooling), or using technology to arrange shared rides on 
short notice or en-route (real-time ridesharing), Rideshuring 
progrnms may work with drivers who use their pGrsonal 



vehicles to provide rides. Many rural ridesharing programs 
use volunteer drivers and offor free or low-cost sel'vices. These 
programs help to fill gaps in transportation for people who 
cannot or do not wish to drive and who do not have access to 
other modes of transportation in the evenings, on weekends, 
and on holidays, 

Co1111ector Services Mot/el. Also called feeder services, 
connector services provide transportation to or from another 
transportation system (for e~amplc, to or from a bus stop), In 
rural ureas, tho connector services model is implemented lo 
help community members reach long-distance transportation 
(i.e., airports or inter-city buses), specific destinations (i.e., 
health centers or hospitals), or urban locations. An important 
consideration for ensuring the success of connector services is 
effective marketing and advertising, so that the public is aware 
of the routes available to them. 

Mobility Ma11ageme;,t Model. In the mobility management 
model, orgnnizations help people to connect to different 
transportation options in the community. Important goals of 
this model include improving efficiency, reducing costs, und 
maximizing use of resources. Mobility munagen1en1 progr11ms 
may utilize mobility coordinators who urc knowledgeable about 
the transportation services available in !I particular community 
or county. Mobility coordinators can remove the burden of 
navigating different transportation systems and help riders to 
understand the services they are eligible for In their area. 

Models to Overcome Transportation Barriers 

n Models such us mobile clinics, telehcalth, 
school a. nd workplace-based health programs, 
and home visiting programs are designed to 
help populations overco!rle trunsportation 

barriers in rural communities. These models focus on reducing 
the need to trove! and Increasing uccess to health care services 
and co1nmunlty supports. 

Mobile C/111ics. Mobile clinics are self-contained vans, 
recreational vehicles, or other vehicles that have been repurposed 
to provide cllnicai services in rural areas to populations that 
may lack access to specific he11 l!h care services. Examples of 
the service~ provided by l'Ural mobile clinics include dental 
services, diabetes screenings, immunizations, ond x-rays, 
among others. Mobile clinics regularly visit schools and other 

"[11'<:msportalion} is a 
lifeline ... [b11in>J able lo 
trm111l] back and forth 
to appoinlfn11nts and 
treatments is a matter 
of life or death - II 
Is dcfinltaly a matter 
ofq11a/l/yoflife." J 
- Rural /ranspol'/ation 
program leader 

community sites to deliver 
these services, and can help 
people who would otherwise 
have to travel long distances 
to see a provider. 

Telelteultlt . Telehealth 
is "the use of electronic 
information and 
telecommunication 
tech nologics to support 
and promote long-distance 

clinical health care, pulient and professional health-related 
education, public health, and health administration."9 Using 
tclchealth, providers deliver care to their patients from 11 

distance, thereby connecting people to health care services nnd 
reducing the need to travel for health care. It hus been used to 
provide services incll1ding menrnl health care, chronic disease 
management, and obstetric cure. Tclehealth can be used in a 
provider's office or in a patient's home through remote patient 
monitoring systems. Reimbursement and credentiuling arc 
two important considerations for teleheallh programs, B8 is the 
availability of reliable broadband infrastructure. 

School- and Workpluce-Bul·ed Heu/tit. Schools und 
workplaces provide accessible health care to rurnl populations 
who experience transportation challenges. School-based health 
centers are located In or near schools, and provido services to 
students of all ages.'0 The types of services vary depending on 
capacity and stato regulations, but may include primary cure, 
physical exams, 111ental health counseling, Immunizations, 
vision and dental screenings, and health education. Similarly, 
workplace-based clinics arc located in or near worksites and 
enable employees to access health care services. 

Home Visiti11g Programs. Home visiting is a strategy to 
reach people who are less likely to seek health cnre and social 
services. Populations targeted for home visiting programs 
include older adults, pregnant and postpartum mothers, families 
wiih infants or young children, and tribal populatlons.11,13 By 
bringing health care and other resoUl'ces directly to homes, 
these programs can support healthy child development and 
help older adults to live independently in their homes. Often, 
these models employ community health workers to conduct 
home visits. 

Models to Improve Transportation 
Safety or Infrastructure 

Rural program models designed to improve~ 
transportation safety or infrastructure include active 
transportation models, models that increase access to 
public transportation, and road safety models. 

Active Transportat/011 Models. Active transportation refers 
to any hurnan-powercd mode of transit, such as walking and 
biking, This model is 1111 inexpensive way for residents to exercise, 
explore their communities, and commute to work or school. In 
some rural communities, walking and biking for transportation 
is almost as common as in cities.13 lnfrastructul'e for biking 
and walking, including protected bike lanes 11nd crosswalks, ls 
Important for ensuring pedestrian and biker safety. 

Models that Increase Access to Public Tra11sportation. 
Only 11% of rural residents reported having public transit 
services available near their home, compared to 83% of1·esiden1.5 
of central cities in Metropolitan Statistical Al'eas (MSAs).6 
Strategies to increase access to public transport11tion may 
include: integrating bicycle lanes, pedestrian paths, and transit 
systems; Introducing features like wheelchair lifts that enable 
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people with disabilities to access lrunsportation; and installing 
signage, schedules, and other markers to increase awareness of 
public transportation. 

Road Safety Models. While there has been an overall decrease 
in motor vehicle-rclatud deaths between 2005 and 2015, rural 
areas continue to experience more motor vehicle truffle deaths 
than U!'ban areas.14 This disparity could be due to higher 
speeds on rnral roads, fewer road safety features, and longer 
response times for emergency vehicles. Rural communities can 
implement strotegics to lower traffic speeds and volumes to 
improve safety for driver'S, pedestrians, bicyclists, and others 
who share roadways. Policies and strategic design elements arc 
important for rural road safety models, 

l111plementatlon Considerations 

When irnplemcnting a n.1ral transportation program, careful 
planning is crucial. One of the most important considerations is 
funding. Financial resources are required to pay for stuff wages, 
insurance, technology, and vehicle maintenance and fuel, 
among other costs. Progrnm staff include mobility managers, 
human resources and hiring managers. customer service 
reprc~cntativos, data managers, dispatchers, and drivers. 

Collaboration with other transportation organizations in the 
con'lmunily and stakeholders that serve the target population 
is also important. Partnerships facilitate coordinatit)n of 
services, improving the reach and efficiency of the program. 
Partnerships are also important for promoting and marketing 
the transportation progrnrn, and an effective way to build 
ridership and community buy-in for the program. Information 
on progrnm eligibility, cost, coverage, and schedule should be 
widely disseminated so all potential riders are aware of and 
may utilize the service. Rural transportation program leaders 
also noted the importance of Identifying a champion for 
the program. 

Safety is also a key consideration for implementing and 
11111int11ining a rural ti-ansportation program. Policies and 
practices should be implemented to ensure the safety of program 
staff and riders. To promote safety, programs should require that 
drivers carry a valid driver's license-, comply with insurance 

"7hmspo1·tQf/on Is always 
someone else's probl<lm, 
not [yow] responsibility. 
There should be a change 
in attitude to make It 
everyone '.f responslbl/lty 
because If everyone 
chips In, II can be a 
lot more affordable. " 

- Rural transportation 
program leader 

policies, and complete a 
background chcck, Rural 
transportation progrums 
also offer trainings for 
drivers on topics ranging 
from cultural sensitlvily 
and home vlslti11g to 
identifying victims 
of ubusc and humun 
trufficking. One rural 
volunteer driver program 
provides training on 
"understanding the rider's 

point of view." ·rhis program emphasized the importance of 

building relationships bcl ween the driver and rider, which 
contributed lo riders' satisfaction with, 1md the overall success 
of, the volunteer driver program. 

Depending on the program's goals and resources, transportation 
services may only be offered for specific transportation needs, 
such as accessing health care services. It is crilieul to understand 
which services are covered by insurance, und the limitations of 
insur'MCe. Additionally, ~omc of thc~c programs only operate 
during business hours. This can leave a gap in services for 
people who need to travel for other reasons or during other 
times. Rural communities are implementing tronsportution 
programs that help to fill these gaps by offering transportation 
to anyone, at any time, for any reason. Some programs provide 
transportation to people on-demand, while others require rides 
to be scheduled duys or weeks in udvunce. 

Technology is important for supporting rural transportation 
programs. Mobile applications can holp coordinate 
transportation services. Geographic information systems (OJS) 
can facilitate the dcvclop111cnt of fixed routes, as:sess traffic 
patterns, or visualize usage areas. Other types of technology 
used to reduce transportation barriers include telehcalth, which 
connects people to health care from a distance, and drones, 
which are a novel method for bringing health caro supplies and 
pharmaceuticals to rural communitics.i' Dispatchers may also 
use technology, such as GIS or computer-aided dispatching 
and scheduling, to schedule rides and determine transportation 
routes,'6 For additional information on implementation, 
see Module 4: Implementation Considerations for Rural 
Transportation Progrums in the Rural Transportation Toolkit. 

Program Evaluation Strategies 

Evaluation is important for building the evidence base of 
"what works" in rural communities related to tronsportation. 
Evaluations may focus on process, outcomes, and impact. 
Process measures focus on measuring how services are 
provided, for example: number of passenger trips, mileage cost, 
opcrational cost per vehicle and per passenger, safely incidents, 
und punctuality." Outco111e measures focus on measuring 
program results or overall achievements, for example: access 
to health and social services, awareness of avai lable services, 
avoided health care costs, policies and legislation, and return 
on investment. 

Rurai transportation programs may have limited funds lo 
conduct rigorous evaluations. Rural tl'ansportation programs 
are collecting data using satisfaction surveys, offered on 
a reguhir busis or annually, Volunteer driver programs 
may collect information from both drivers and riders in an 
application; this data ls also useful for evaluation purposes. 
When conducting evaluations of rural transportation programs, 
It Is important to involve all stakeholders that are affected by 
the progrum, such as: drivers and passengers, health care and 
social service agencies, advocacy groups, government agencies. 

,t 
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transit service providrm, lrimsit interest groups, neighborhood 
organizations, elected officials, local businesses, environmental 
groups, and funders. 

In general, it can be challenging to quantify the value of 
different transportation options in rural communi1ies. Many 
impacts arc difficult to measure (e.g., reducing social isolation 
among older 11dults, and providing transportation to people who 
would otherwise not seek health care services). 

Sustainability Strategies 

Rural transportation programs may require financial support 
from a number of orgnnizations. Common funding sources 
include: federal, state, and local government agencies; 
associations; foundations; health care providers; faith-based 
organizations; and entrepreneurs. These fu nds may be used for 
different purposes. For example, federal transit grant programs 
help private, non-profit org11nizalions to meet the transportation 
needs of older adults and people with disabilities (Section 5310) 
and support transportation programs in rural and tribal areas 
that serve populations with less than 50,000 residents (Section 
5311). Other federal agencies have grant and loan programs 
that c11n be used for transportation infrastructure and ph:tMing 
in rural areas. Medicaid may cover non-emergency medical 
transportation. Foundations and philanthropic org11ni;:ations 
provide fundi ng to support administrative costs, research, and 
coalition building. To access information about these resources 

~ ' visit Module 6: Sust11inability of Rural Transportation Programs 
in the Rural Transportation Toolkit. 

To support sustainability 
of the program, some rural 
transportation programs 
charge tiderS a fee to use the 
service. The fee may be a flat 
fee or based on the number 
of miles traveled. Many 
programs offer services at 
no cost to the rider or wi II 
waive the foe if the rider is 
unable to pay. Other key 
Issues to consider include: 
sustaining partnerships, 
tracking program data, 

"We don't avar wanl 
to duplicate [the 
tran.,portation .l'Crvlcasj 
that are already there. 
We are only going to fill 
in the gaps and work 
with co11nties to help 
get the rransportatlon 
rhat Is needed in 
uach co11nly. ·• 

- Rural transportation 
program leader 

and monitoring community trends and changes in population 
demographics that may impact the program. 

Rural Implications 

Rural transportation program leaders emphasized the 
importance of building a strong network of transportation 
partners- and complementing other programs in the 
community rather than competing with them for existing 
resources. Rural transportation programs may refer people 
who need rides to other organiutions, if they cannot assist 

---

them, and may also share drivers. Coordination can increase 
rural residents' access to different destinations and increase the 
affordability of the service. 

Rural communities may lack transportation services that meet 
the needs of people who cannot or do not wish to drive; those 
who do not have access to a personal vehicle; 11nd populations 
such as older adults, veterans, tribal populntions, people 
with low incomes, and people with disabilities. In addition, 
transportation services are lacking for individuals who need to 
travel long distances to reach specialty health care Sl;!rvices. 

Rural communities have a higher percentage of adults aged 
65 ycarS and older compared to the nation as a whole.11 With 
a growing older adult pop\1l11tion in many rural communities, 
there is an increasing demand for transportation programs 
that provide door•to-door or door-through-door assistance. 
There is also n need to increase the number of vehicles in 
rural communities that are accessible (for example, able to 
11ccommoda1e walkers or wheel chairs). It will also be important 
to study the impact of emerging technologies and automated 
vehicles on transportation access in rural communities. 

Further, rural transportation programs are exploring how to 
expand services to reduce social isolation for older adults and 
people with disabilities living in rural communities. Research 
shows that nearly three ti111es llS many socially Isolated, high
need adults (those with chronic conditions or physical or 
cognitive limitations) delayed seeking health care due to a lack 
of transportation.10 

With transportation playing a key role in the health and 
wellbeing of rural populations, it is important to identify 
promising rural transportation models and practices. This 
project, and the resulting Rural Transportation Toolkit, provides 
information and resources that can support rural communities 
in implementing programs that increase access to, and safety 
of, trunsportation services. 

Methodology 

Researchers at the NORC Walsh Center for Rural Health 
Analysis implemented this project by (1) reviewing the 
literature on rural transportation programs; (2) conducting 
semi-structured telephone interviews with representatives 
from organizations that have implemented rural transportation 
programs; 11nd (3) developing a web-based toolkit containing 
resources and pro111ising practices. 

The literature review WllS conducted to provide Insight on 
strategies that have been effective in, or could be adapted for, 
increasing access to transportation in rural area.~. From this 
literarure review, we developed II semi-structured interview 
protocol. The protocol addressed program goals, activities, use 
of promising or evidence-based approaches, lessons learned, 
challenges, facilitators, evaluation activities, ~ustainability 
plans, and dissemination strategies. We conducted interviews 
with nine representatives from rural transportation programs, 
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including two Section 330A gnmtcos. Some programs shared 
resources (e.g., program brochures, flyers and other materials) 
for inclusion in the online toolkit. NORC completed the 
interviews between May and November 2017. 

In the second phase of this project, we analyzed the interviews 
and compiled resources from the literature to develop the toolkit. 
The toolkit is organized into seven topic areas or "modules." The 
modules arc: 1) introduction to rural transportation; 2) promising 
transportation program models; 3) rural transportation program 
clearinghouse; 4) implementation considerations; 5) evaluation 
considerations; 6) sustalnnbllity strategics; und 7) dissemination 
of approaches for rural transportation programs. 

T he product of this research is the Rural Trnnsportution 
Toolkit, a compilation of information, resources, and 
models for increasing access to transportation in rural 
areas. The literature on evidence-based rural transportation 
programs in rural communities is limited. Therefore, the 
Rural Transportation Toolkit represents promising practices, 
rather than evidence-based practices, and provides information 
and resources for rural communities interested in implementing 
a rural trnnsportation program. This issue brief presents the 
key themes that emerged from this project related to rural 
transportation prosrams. 

To access the Rural 1J·ansportation Toolkit, visit: 
https;l/www,rumJheallhinfo.org/toplklts/1rqnsoortatjon 
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THE VISION 
California has a safe, sustainable, world-class transportation system that provides 

for the mobility and accessibility of people, goods, services, and information through 
an integrated, multimodal network that is developed through collaboration and 

achieves a Prosperous Economy, a Quality Environment, and Social Equity. 

~ ==== ==== =t APRIL 2006 l=========:::!J 



R URAL ISSUES 
Rural issues, while as acute as those in urban areas. have very different characteristics. With 
only eight percent of California's population, rural areas comprise 94 p!:!rcent of the land 
area (see Figure 15) . Providing transportation services to a sparsely and widely distributed 
population presents special transportation challenges that must be considered when planning 
for a balanced, interconnected system. 

FIGURE 15 

California Rural and Urban Transportation Statist ics (2001) 

100 

90 

80 

70 

t GO 

8 so 
,f 40 

80 

ao 
10 

0 

--t-
t-

,-

t-

t-

,-

,-

af 

Popui1110n L11<1{1 Mi1U 

I ~. :::;:', ,::: 

:,'.; --
I---
I-

,_ 
-

I-

AMu,tVMT 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Statistics. 

Rural transportation issues may vary depending on th!:! area's economic base, topography, or proximity 
to urban areas and popular destinations. There are, however, many areas of common need. 

Integrity of the existing road system is a significant concern in rural arnas. With approximately 
46 percent of the road miles located in rural areas, the proportion of road miles to population 
creates a far larger responsibility without the economic means to address it. Weather issues 
exacerbate road condition problems, particularly where flooding, landslides, and snow removal 
can quickly jeopardize pavement integrity. Figure 16 indicates the condition of California's 
rural roads using data collected by FHWA. 

California's l:!conomy relies on t he efficient movement of interregional commercial 
trucking. While rural areas mig ht experience su bstantial goods movement traffic and 
associated air quality effects, t hey typically receive inadequate transportation resources 
to address the impacts. 
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For more than 50 consecutive years, California has been the number one food and agricultural 
producer in the nation. The State's agricultural output is nearly $25 billion per year. This makes 
truck access of particular importance in bringing food and timber to the world. These large 
trucks take a substantial toll on the local road systems that feed into the State highways, not 
only in traffic volumes, but also in impacts to pavement conditions. 

California's travel and tourism industry generated an estimated $82.5 billion, and supported 
over 893,000 jobs in 2004. Destinations in rural areas are major attractors for State, national, 
and international t ravelers. For example, Yosemite, Sequoia, Joshua Tree, Cabrillo, and Death 
Valley National Parks, Point Reyes National Seashorn, and Whiskeytown-Shasta-Trinlty National 
Recreation Area attracted nearly 11 million visitors in fiscal year 2000/2001. 30 Rural tourism, 
and consequently rural economies, are dependent on a well-maintained and reliable roadway 
syst!!m, y!!t th!! roadways are inadequate to serve the demand. 

Safety is another significant concern in rural areas. Nationally, over 58 percent of the total 
fatalities occur in rural areas. The rural fatality rate per 100 million vehicle miles traveled is 
more than twice that of urban areas. The higher fatality rate could be attributed to many factors 
including rugged terrain, shortened sightlines, unforgiving roadways, faster speeds, alcohol, 
longer respons!! time to accidents, and distance to medical treatment centers. 

For some rural rnsidents, transit service ls the only means of transportation. Rural entities 
are often challenged to provide transit and paratransit services to rural customers sparsely 
distributed over considerable distances. Regional and intmcity bus service can be difficult to 
provide due to low demand, fare box return requirements, and limited resources for operating 
and maintaining the system. 

FIGURE 16 

Rural Road Conditions in California (2000) 
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Intercity bus transportation is an important part of the California's overall surface transportation 
network and ho\ds particular importance to smaller communities and rural areas. It provides a 
critical service for smaller communities in which air or passenger rail is not readily available, 
and, even when these options are available, int!!rcity bus may be more affordable. Since 
the 1980s, national carriers have abandoned many of the rural intercity bus rout!!s, s@vernly 
reducing rural mobility. 

Rural area airports provide vital access for lifeline medical emergencies, fire fighting, and 
agricultural operations. These airports also provid!! links to larger urban airports for passenger 
and air cargo service. As commercial airports reach passenger and cargo capacity, demand will 
shift to regional and rural airports to provide general av iation services. Many rural airport 
runways need to be extended to accommodate larger aircraft. 

Rural areas do not have the communication infrastructure that urban areas enjoy. Lack of 
wireless communication directly affects safety and increases information and advanced 
transportation systems infrastructure d!!ployment costs. 

Transportation plays a crucial role in the sustainable development of rural areas and 
communities. Pedestrian-oriented main streets in the historical rural downtowns of California 
have served as examples for improving urban environments. These rural main streets should 
continue to reflect the community's valu!!s and character, while enhancing the rural economy 
by facilitating goods movement and access to goods, services, and jobs. 

While many of the strategies discussed in the previous sections are applicable to rural needs, 
the following strategies address sp!!cific rural issues. 

Partners: 

Agricultural sector 

Airport operators 
Business con1munity 

California Department of Transportation 
Educators 
Emergency response providers 

Environmental advocates 

Strategies: 

lfoalth and human services providers 

Regional Transportation Planning Agencies 
Rural advocacy groups 

Rural communities and counties 
Tourism sector 
Transit and pmtrnniit operators 
Transportation advocates 

■ Ensure rural areas hav!! adequate funds to provide for the operation, maintenance, and 
rehabilitation of the rural and interrngional transportation system. 
• Provide for roadway safety improvements and efficiencies. 

• Provide flexible funding for fund matching opportunities with oth!!r programs. 

• Consider interregional traffic, including goods movement and tourism, and weather 
impacts when allocating resources to rural entities. 

California Transportation Pinn 2025 I GR 



• Ensure critical transportation facilities, such as general aviation airports, are 
adequately funded to provide lifeline services. 

Upgrade communication, including emergency response entities in the early planning 
stages, to enable deployment of advanced transportation systems to improve safety, 
incident response, and traveler information. 

■ Advocate coordinated public transportation services with social service agencies to 
optimize resources and services. 
• Consult with Native American Tribal Governments to coordinate improved public 

transportation access to and through tribal lands. 

• Initiate effort with full participation of federal, State, regional, and local governments 
to explore funding options and opportunities and to address potential barriers. 

• Identify best practices including advanced public transportation technologies to 
improve and coordinate services. 

■ Consider the nmain street'' characteristics of transportation corridors and incorporate 
community values and context sensitive solutions. 

• Explore alternatives to moving goods through rural areas to mitigate impacts on 
infrastructure and air quality. 

■ Prot!!ct rural airports from Incompatible land use encroachment. 
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Lorelei Oviatt 

From: Bob Ncnth 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, June 19, 20181 1:37 AM 
Lorelei Oviatt 

Subject: RE: Transit Stats 

Annual ridership by route: 

Route 100 (Bakersfield - Lancaster) 68,974 
Route 110 (Bakersfield - Delano) 48,547 
Route 115 (Bakersfield - Lost Hills) 1,484 
Route 120 (Bakersfield -Taft) 21,585 
Route 130 (Bnkersfleld - Frazier Park) 5,255 
Route 140 (Bakersfield - Lamont N) 47,018 
Route 145 (Bakersfield - Lamont S) 11,329 
Route 150 (Bakersfield- Lake Isabella) 17,706 
Route 210 (Frazier Park - PMC) 308 
Route 220 (Lake Isabella - Kernvllle) 13,920 
Route 223 (Bodfish Loop) 10,787 
Route 225 (Lake Isabella - Onyx) 18,907 
Route 227 (Lake Isabella - Ridgecrest) 5,420 
Route 230 (Mojave - Ridgecrest ) 1,883 
Route 240 (Mojnve - Boron) 584 
Route 250 (Callfornln City- Lancaster) 59,621 
Dial-a-rides 61,357 

System total 

Bob Neath 
Mnnager 
Kern Regional Transit 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 400 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
Office (661)862-8859 
Mobile (661) 747-5246 
bobn@kerncounty.com 

From: Lorelei Oviatt 

394,685 

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 10:12 AM 
To: Bob Neath <BOBN@kerncounty.com> 
Subject: Transit Stats 

Hi Bob, 

1 



Letter 3

3-1

3-2

Kern Council of Government 

140119th Street 

Third floor 

Bakersfield, Ca 93301 

Subject: Long term Goals 

Honorable Chairperson, Council Members and Staff 

I would suggest the following items for inclusion on a list of desirable transportation goals: 

• Coordination of traffic signals in the greater urban Bakersfield area. This would facilitate traffic 

flow. Funding of this should come from the fines placed on vehicle licenses for not meeting air 

quality standards. The nexus occurs when vehicles go from a stop as watching a big rig exhaust 

will attest. It may be desirable to have this done by a private firm or a city, which is into this and is 

familiar with the concept, by contract. 

• It is nice to see that sound walls are being constructed in the area's highway routes. This will help 

muffle the sound of tailpipes and fenders being shook loose from vehicles. This is caused by the 

rough and pot holed surface on even new construction. It would appear that this area is not 

receiving much notice from the powers that be who control funding yet ignore this area. The 

problem is most noticeable on the right lane so to either get the problem noticed or to handle it 

locally a proposal to obtain a portable weight truck is in order. Being aware of even the harmonics 

of empty ( though speeding) trucks, the use (or consideration of use) by local enforcement 

utilizing a weight truck should bring the matter to its proper status. If it becomes necessary to 

actually obtain a weight truck, then fines left over from the enforcement operation should be 

dedicated to county road maintenance. 

Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions and I think you will agree that they are both 

doable and cost effective. 

Sincerely, ~ 

/)~0~ 
Dennis Fox 

918 Blossom ST. 

Bakersfield, CA 03306 

661366 4093 



Letter 4

4-1

State of California • Natural Resources Agency 
Department or Conservation 
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothennal Resoi.ces 
Inland District 
4800 Stockdale Hlg)lway • Suite 100 
Bakersfield, CA 93309 
(661) 322-4031 • FAX (661) 861-0279 

July 2, 2018 

Ms. Raquel Pacheco, Regional Planner 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19'" Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Edmurd G. BrownJr .. Gcvemor 

Subject: Draft 2019 Federal Transportation Improvement Program, Draft 2018 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, Corresponding Draft Conformity Analysis, 
and Draft Environmental Impact Report 
SCH# 2017041081 

Dear Ms. Pacheco: 

The Department of Conservation, Division of Oil , Gas. and Geothermal Resources (Division) 
regulates oil and gas production facilities in addition to supervising the drilling, maintenance, and 
plugging and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells in California. The Division has 
received and reviewed the above Draft Environmental Impact Report and submits the following 
evaluation. 

The Division routinely reviews construction projects in proximity to oil and gas well operations to 
facilitate local permitting agencies' exercise of local land use authority regarding use of land where 
oil and gas wells are situated. Individual transportation project proposals should be forwarded to 
the Division for review and comment. 

All oil and gas well operations are subject to the Division's well permitting process, and all oil and 
gas operations must abide by any pertinent Division statute or regulation. The developer/project 
owner is required to consult with the Division prior to the commencement of any work to uncover a 
known abandoned well. 

If during project operations. any unknown wells are encountered the project developer or property 
owner shall immediately notify the Division's Inland District office for consultation. Remedial 
plugging and abandonment operations may be required. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Should any questions arise, please 
contact me in the Bakersfield district office at (661 ) 334-3662. 

Michael Toland 
Senior Oil and Gas Engineer 
Facilities/Environmental, Idle Well and Construction Site Review Unit 
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July 9, 2018 

Ted James, AICP, Consulting 
1626 19thStreet, Suite 26, Bakersfield, CA. 93301 

(661) 321-9292 office (661) 332-3243 cell 
Tjames 751@hotmail.com 

Ms. Becky Napier, Deputy Director-Administration 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

KERN COUNCIL 
OF GO'JER\·iJMEMTS 

RE: Review of the Draft Kern Council of Governments 2018 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Dear Ms. Napier: 

On behalf of Tejon Ranch Company, this correspondence presents comments on the 
Draft 2018 RTP/SCS and PEIR that the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) is 
circulating for public comments. Tejon Ranch appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on the updated 2018 RTP which is intended to guide development of the 
Kern Region's planned multi-modal transportation system as well as provide funding for 
future transportation projects. An important aspect of the RTP is the inclusion of the 
Chapter 4 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that incorporates an action plan for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions in compliance with California's Sustainable 
Communities and Climate Protection Act (Senate Bill 375). Tejon Ranch planned 
communities and development projects are designed to promote sustainable 
development concepts that help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions consistent with 
the SCS. 

1. Draft May,2018 RTP/SCS Comment 
Chapter 4, SCS, Figure 4-10: Forecasted Development Pattern Map-Kern 
Region 2035 (page 4-28) 

Although it is understood that the Figure 4-10, Forecasted Development Pattern Map 
is conceptual in nature and is intended to generally depict planned land use for the 
Kern Region, it is requested that the Map be modified to include the Kern County 
adopted Grapevine Specific and Community Plan, especially those planned 
community areas east of Interstate 5 and south of the Tejon Ranch Commerce 
Center. 
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2. Draft May, 2018 RTP/SCS PEIR Comments 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources Habitat Conservation Plan (pages 4.4-37 and 
38) 

While the PEIR biological analysis makes reference to the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
Habitat Conservation Plan, the "Proposed" Kern County Valley Floor Habitat 
Conservation Plan and the West Mojave Habitat Conservation Plan, no reference is 
made regarding the Tehachapi Uplands Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(TUMSHCP) which is a significant private conservation planning program addressing 
the upper elevations of Tejon Ranch. 

The TUMSHCP is an approved Incidental Take Permit for 25 covered species 
including the California Condor. The conservation plan covers 141,888 acres of 
Tejon Ranch property. The TUMSHCP incorporates a conservation strategy 
designed to minimize and mitigate species impacts that could occur as a result of 
the Ranch's covered activities and uses. 

In addition, this Section of the PEIR analysis should acknowledge the existence of 
the Tejon Ranch Conservation and Land Use Agreement (TRCLUA) which was 
jointly agreed to by Tejon Ranch, Audubon California, the Endangered Habitats 
League, Natural Resources Defense Council, Planning and Conservation League 
and the Sierra Club. Significantly Tejon Ranch's Agreement provides the potential 
to preserve up to 240,000 acres of the 270,000 acre Tejon Ranch and the 
establishment of a Tejon Ranch Conservancy to provide for the management and 
conservation of natural resource lands subject to a "Ranch-Wide Management Plan ." 

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, CDFW Valley Floor Habitat Conservation 
Plan, (page 4.4-38) 

The description of the proposed Kern County Valley Floor Conservation Plan 
(VFHCP) needs to be clarified. The VFHCP is not an approved plan. It is a 
"proposed" program to develop a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) 
Program that is intended to be approved by both the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). It is 
inappropriate to describe the VFHCP as a "published" program. Therefore, the PEIR 
should delete reference to "CDFW" and reference the program as the "Proposed 
Kern County Valley Floor Habitat Conservation Plan." Kern COG and their 
consultant should consult with the Kern County Planning and Natural Resources 
Department in presenting an appropriate description of the proposed conservation 
planning program. 
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Section 4.4, Biological Resources, Preserves Refuges and Other Protected 
Areas, (pages 4.4-37 and 39) 

This Section makes reference to Figure 4.4-2, Resource Areas: Farmland, Habitat, 
Open Space and Government Lands Map as illustrating the location of protected 
lands in the plan area. 

The Figure 4.4-2 Legend and Map depict "Valley Floor (HCP) Zone" for lands that in 
many cases involve private property that is not subject to conservation restrictions. 
It appears premature to depict such "Valley Floor (HCP) Zones" as the proposed 
program is undergoing revision and has not been adopted. It is suggested that Kern 
COG consult with the Kern County Planning and Natural Resources Department on 
this matter of presenting specific habitat zones for a program that has yet to be 
adopted. 

In addition, it is unclear what the Figure 4.4-2 Map Legend category "SB 375 
Spheres of Influence and City Limits" is intended to depict. Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) Spheres of Influence and city incorporated limits are not 
directly affected by SB 375 requirements. Reference to "SB 375" should be deleted 
from the "Spheres of Influence and City Limits" category in the legend. 

Please contact me if you have any questions concerning the PEIR comments. Tejon 
Ranch appreciates the opportunity to provide comments regarding the RTP/SCS 
planning and environmental process. 

Sincerely, 

~~· 
Ted Jar(~ICP, Consultant 

cc: Derek Abbott, Vice President, Community Development & Resource Planning 
Tejon Ranch Company 

(Misc letters-Report: Becky Napier COG RTP-PEIR.ltr) 
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Central Valley Regional Office 

July JO, 2018 

Mr. Ahron Hakimi 
Execu1ive Director 
Kem Council of Govenunents 
140 I 19th Street, Third Floor 
Bakersfield, CA 9330 I 

Subject: 20 18 Drafi Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for Kem 
County 

Dear Mr. Hakimi: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2018 Draft Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS). 

The California High-Speed Rail Program will contribute 10 economic development and a cleaner 
environment, preserve agricultural and protected lands, promote efficient mobility, and increased 
livability in the Central Valley. These same principles are consistent with the Kem Council of 
Govenunent 's Draft 2018 RTP/SCS. 

The California High-Speed Rai l Authority (Authority) recognizes that Kem County will benefit 
from the arrival of High-Speed Rail given the extensive discussion in the RTP/SCS. Projects 
such as the proposed commuter rail network and the Meadows Field airport planning show the 
potential for the High-Speed Rail and regional transportation projects to complement each other. 

The Authority wishes to congratulate KERNCOG and the City of Bakersfield for supporting and 
adopting "Making Downtown Bakersfield," the High-Speed Rail Station Area Plan. lbis 
noteworthy plan provides a vision for the revitalization for Downtown Bakersfield and a 
blueprint for future decisions. This plan includes key core reinvestments in mass transit, 
bicycling and pedestrian improvements throughout the Downtown and the High-Speed Rail 
Station, making Downtown more livable and High-Speed Rail ready. 

The Authority's 2018 Business Plan presents a vision for implementing the nation's first high
speed rail system in the face of challenges that projects around the world of similar magnitude 
and complexity. 

The Draft RTP contains several references to High-Speed Rail. For consistency with the 
Authority's latest adopted plan, we request your consideration of the following comments for 
inclusion in the RTP/SCS: 

• Chapters 5 Strategic Investments and 7 Future Links sections should be updated to reflect 
the current 2018 Business Plan's implementation and delivery strategy, funding, costs, schedule, 
and ridership estimates. 

1111 H Street, Fresno CA 93721 • www.hsr.ca.gov 



6-2 • It should be noted the "Proposed High-Speed Rail Heavy Maintenance Facility" should be . 
removed as the final location has not yet been detennined. 

The Authority looks forward to ongoing collaboration with Kem Council of Governments on issues that 
will leverage your interests in multimodal transit infrastructure. 

,ana Gomez 
Central Valley Regional Director 
(559) 445-5172 
diana.gomez@hsr.ca.gov 

cc: Becky Napier, Deputy Director - Administration, Kem Council of Govemments 
Jacquelyn Kitchen, Planning Director, City of Bakersfield 
Cecelia Griego, Principal Planner, City of Bakersfield 
Caitlin Miller, Air Pollution Specialist, Air Resources Board 
Ken Zatarain, Access Planner, California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Ben Lichty, Supervising Transportation Planner, Cal ifomia High-Speed Rail Authority 
Stuart Mori , Senior Transportation Planner, Califomia High-Speed Rail Authority 
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July 12, 2018 

Becky Napier 
Deputy Director - Administration 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

RE: DRAFT 2018 Kern Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Community Strategy 
and Environmental Impact Report - Comments 

Dear Deputy Director Napier, 

I am a local independent transportation consultant with an office in downtown 
Bakersfield. My comments are solely my own based on my professional knowledge and 
experience with transportation planning and my concern for the community in general. I 
regularly walk, bike, use transit, and take the train for business and personal reasons.  

A key concern is that the Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) and the 
public have not had the opportunity to review the assumptions, inputs, or model 
outputs such as performance measures and GHG reductions for any scenarios, 
alternatives or plans prior to release of the Draft.  

Kern COG staff explained they decided to use the 2014 RTP/SCS plan (scenario #3) as 
the 2018 “Plan”, as they termed it. The only performance measures that were presented 
to the RPAC or at public meetings during the outreach efforts were from the 2014 
RTP/SCS model. At the last RPAC meeting June 6th staff and RPAC committee 
members confirmed that no changes or additions would be made to the Draft.  This 
means not only was there no opportunity for public input or review of the 2018 “Plan” 
and performance measures. That would mean any comments made during the public 
comment period may be irrelevant. 

The policies and strategies listed in Chapter 2 Table 2-1 have been expanded 
significantly with items that were not presented to the RPAC or the public. 

Chapter 4 on page 4-15 states “Directions to 2050” outreach process was used and 
there were 6,000 participants. Although this was a very good effort it was done for the 
2014 RTP/SCS. The Draft also states the “Directions to 2050” effort was extended to 
Feb 2018. However, there are both an Executive Summary and Final Report “Summary 
of Public Participation” dated December 2013 on the Kern COG website. Where is an 
updated summary report with information from the extension to 2018? 
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Information gathered during the process may still be relevant but it does not look at 
what has changed or what has become areas or interest since the 2014 RTP/SCS. For 
example new priorities for Active Transportation projects (bike, walk, transit), 
Disadvantaged Communities, and new alternative modes of transportation such as 
shared mobility and UBER/LYFT.  

The Environmental Justice (EJ) and Title VI (VI) analysis raise serious concerns. 
The Draft states in Chapter 2 page 2-15. “The results of the analysis indicate that 
with the implementation of the plan, Environmental Justice and Title VI 
communities will be better off than in most measures of performance than the 
region as a whole.”  

However, the tables in Appendix D illustrate to the contrary. Of the 12 tables that 
have EJ/VI analysis 8 of the EJ, and 6 of the Title VI tables have figures that 
indicate that the 2042 No Build is better than the 2042 Plan.  

The summary table D-3 of all performance measures illustrates that non-EJ or Title VI 
communities benefit in all measures even in the 5 categories that do not have EJ or 
Title VI information. This data not only illustrates that EJ and Title VI communities are 
negatively impacted they also do not benefit from the Plan. 

Also in Appendix D there is a statement that the EJ and Title VI geographic areas 
depicted on the maps D-1 and D-2 are based on the EJScreen maps. The methodology 
used to develop the maps in the Draft from the EJScreen maps is missing. Only the 
term “Predominately”, has been used as a qualifier to determine which areas are EJ or 
Title VI, and there are no legends on the maps. The EJScreen maps have a legend that 
depicts color-coded area based on 10% percentage ranges from 50% and above. What 
percentage ranges were used as a qualifiers for the Draft maps? This indicates that 
some derivatives of the EJScreen maps were used but not the actual maps. See the 
attached maps. 

Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) represent the geographic areas that the model uses 
to allocate projected land use patterns, traffic volumes, performance measures, 
VMT and other information. The Draft does not have TAZ maps for the EJ and VI 
areas used by the modeling or for analysis. Since there is no explanation of the 
methodology used to create the maps in the Draft it is impossible to confirm that 
the EJ and VI TAZ’s correlate with the EJScreen maps. TAZ maps that directly 
correlate to the EJScreen maps and used in the modeling should be included in 
Appendix D. 

Inconsistent GHG reduction information in Chapter 4 on page 4-51 states, “Based on 
the analysis of strategies included in the SCS, CO2 emissions are anticipated to be 
14.1% lower than 2005 levels by 2020 and 16.6% lower by 2035, exceeding the 
targets established by CARB in 2010 as illustrated by Table 4-6.” However, Table 4-
6 lists GHG emissions 12.5% lower by 2020 and 12.7% lower by 2035.  
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This appears to be a cut-and-paste error. The 14.1% and 16.6% figures represent the 
2014 SCS reductions. Based on Table 4-6 the 2018 SCS GHG reductions for 2035 are 
not as good as the 2014 SCS 2035 reductions at 12.7% vs 16.6% respectfully. That is a 
difference of 32%. Why does the new 2018 SCS perform worse than the old 2014 SCS? 

Staff has stated that the “Plan” for 2018 is the same as the 2014 plan referred to 
as scenario #3. If that is the cause what is the reason for a drastic reduction? Is 
this an indicator of a negative trend? In my opinion the real world development is 
performing better than this Draft may present.  

This leads to concern for the ability to develop a future SCS that will meet the proposed 
ARB 2035 target of 15% for Kern County. 

There is confusion as to what scenarios or alternatives were analyzed in the Plan 
and what was analyzed in the EIR. More details on the alternatives in the EIR (No 
Project, Old Plan, and Countywide Infill) should be provided.  

A Slow Growth alternative was mentioned but staff decided to not analysis it. The ARB 
letter (April 2018) states a Slow Growth alternative should be analyzed.  

The letter from ARB raised important issues that I have not been able to determine they 
were addressed. 

I submit these comments in the interest of assisting RPAC and staff to make 
improvements and corrections to the Draft RTP/SCS and the development process. 

I offer two recommendations. Seek assistance from those that have expertise with EJ 
and Title VI analysis and outreach efforts.  

Second, experience has shown that relying completely in a single model is not wise. I 
suggest as I did at a RPAC meeting earlier this year that a Plan B should be prepared 
whenever there are obviously serious issues with the modeling as there has been 
during this RTP/SCS cycle. 

Respectfully, 

Troy D. Hightower 
Transportation Consultant 

Attachments 

7-6
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Figure D-2: Federal EJ Areas (Minority and Low Income Areas) 
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Figure D-1 : Federal Title VI Areas (Predominantly Minority Areas Only) 
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July 12, 2018 

Sent via Electronic Mail 
Ahron Hakimi 
Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2018 RTP/SCS and Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Hakimi, 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide written comments on the Draft 2018 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy (“Draft”).  Leadership Counsel for Justice 
and Accountability (Leadership Counsel) works alongside residents of disadvantaged 
communities across the San Joaquin and East Coachella Valley, including throughout Kern 
County, to advocate for sound policy, eradicate injustice, and secure equal access to opportunity 
regardless of wealth, race, income or place.  Leadership Counsel and Greenfield Walking Group 
submit the following comments for consideration.  Through our comments, we seek to ensure 
that the Draft 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) creates sustainable, equitable, and 
effective transportation planning that benefits all Kern County residents, and that the Draft has 
thoroughly evaluated and mitigated the environmental and human impacts on Kern County’s 
disadvantaged communities and populations in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and state and federal laws. 

Kern Council of Governments (COG) must explicitly consider the input of residents, and the 
RTP/SCS should provide Kern residents with the transportation and housing choices they have 
consistently requested — especially residents of disadvantaged communities and populations 
which have been denied the benefits of transportation and housing-related investment and 
environmental protections. By expanding affordable housing options and access to commercial 
and retail services in existing communities, increasing access to public transit, and increasing 
opportunities for walking and biking throughout the County — priorities expressed during the 
public process, Kern COG can positively impact residents’ health and at the same time meet their 
targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Moreover, making these investments will help Kern 
COG ensure equitable investments as required by Title VI and affirmatively overcome practices 
that have denied access to necessary infrastructure, services and a healthy environment in low 
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income communities of color. While the Draft includes certain policies supportive of these 
priorities expressed by residents, it lacks specific action items and includes inconsistent funding 
allocations to ensure these goals are realized. 

I. Transportation Policies within the Draft should Prioritize Transportation
Objectives in Disadvantaged Communities and Advance Environmental Justice
Goals

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(a), the RTP shall include a “policy element that 
describes the transportation issues in the region, identifies and quantifies regional needs, and 
describes the desired short-range and long-range transportation goals, and pragmatic objective 
and policy statements . . .”  In a letter dated October 31, 2017, Leadership Counsel, The Center 
on Race, Poverty and the Environment, Central California Asthma Collaborative, and Greenfield 
Walking Group, provided comments on proposed policy changes and additions for Chapter 2 of 
the Draft to assist Kern COG in meeting these and other requirements for the RTP.  The letter 
highlighted the importance of achieving objectives that addressed the transportation needs of 
disadvantaged communities and including clear, direct policy language to address environmental 
justice issues impacting those communities.   

These proposed changes were discussed at RPAC meetings in late 2017. While some of our 
proposed edits have been incorporated into the Draft, the Draft fails to include certain edits 
which are necessary to ensure that the RTP adequately describes and addresses the transportation 
needs of the region, including disadvantaged unincorporated communities as required by 
Government Code Section 65080(a).  A copy of the October 2017 letter which sets forth and 
explains these proposed edits has been enclosed for reference. 

a. Policy Chapter Missing Key Statement Regarding Inclusion of
Unincorporated and Disadvantaged Communities

At the December 12, 2017 meeting with Kern COG staff, Rob Ball and Becky Napier, and Troy 
Hightower, staff agreed to include the following statement about DACs in the Draft 2018 RTP:   

“Transportation planning policies discuss multiple plans including but not limited 
to transit plans, active transportation plans.  The scope of goals, policies and 
actions within this document apply to all jurisdictions including unincorporated 
areas and disadvantaged communities.”    

Upon review of the Draft, this statement is missing.  At the RPAC meeting on January 3, 2018, 
the advisory council voted to adopt Chapter 2.  At that time, the above referenced statement was 
included in Chapter 2.  In no RPAC meeting since was there any mention that Chapter 2 was 
later revised post our December 12, 2018 meeting.  Nor has there been any explanation to 
Leadership Counsel or RPAC as to why it was removed.  Such a statement highlights the 
inclusion of all segments of Kern County in Planning with attention brought to unincorporated 
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and disadvantaged communities—areas often neglected in planning and investment.  Leadership 
Counsel would like to discuss this exclusion with staff and how COG intends to ensure that 
disadvantaged communities’ needs are planned for in the final RTP. 

b. Policy Recommendations Must Include a Clear and Robust Focus on
Improvements in Disadvantaged Communities

Given the historical transportation related underinvestment in environmental justice 
communities, Kern COG has a special responsibility to adhere to the federally established 
environmental justice principle “to prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the 
receipt of benefits by minority and low income populations” and to affirmatively address the 
effects of past discrimination. Federal Transportation Administration (“FTA”) Circular 4703.1; 
See CalTrans Guidelines, 78.  In addition, Government Code Section 65080 requires that the 
RTP “be action-oriented and pragmatic, considering both the short-term and long-term future, 
and shall present clear, concise policy guidance to local and state officials.”  

The Draft RTP lacks sufficient specific policies that will provide the clear guidance to local and 
state officials and effectively advance the interests of disadvantaged communities as required by 
Section 65080 and civil rights laws.  We recommend the following revisions to address these 
flaws in the Draft RTP. 

First, we recommend that the COG revise the following policies to prioritize disadvantaged 
communities in their implementation: 7, 8, 28.2, 29.1, 29.2, and 29.3.   

Second, Policy Action No. 27 should provide additional specificity about the source of funding 
that will be used to implement the policy.  The policy states: “As planning funds are available, 
continue the technical and planning assistance grant program to assist and allow local 
jurisdictions to receive funding for coordinated land use, air quality and transportation planning.” 
We recommend that Kern COG specify a commitment to use some Senate Bill 1 transportation 
funding for this purpose.  For example, since SB 1 funds can be used for planning activities, 
Fresno COG has a planning grant program that uses SB 1 planning funding.  An impressive 
feature of the Fresno COG’s program is that the scoring criteria is heavily weighted towards 
projects that benefit disadvantaged communities.  Kern COG can implement something similar. 

For Policy Action No. 33.5, COG should clarify this policy by adding another tool in the 
following way:  “Utilize tools like CalEnviroScreen and Assembly Bill 1550 designations to 
apply for funding for communities and invest in existing communities that demonstrate the  
highest level of need.” Draft 2018 RTP 2-12.  Since, the policy recommends the use of tools—
plural—it is important to provide jurisdictions with more than one readily available resource that 
can identify communities in need. 

Ultimately, the policies within Chapter 2 should focus on disadvantaged communities.  Such 
focus will allow for much needed investment that has been lacking in these communities.   This 
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focus and specificity will also aid jurisdictions in apply for competitive funding opportunities to 
meet the transportation related needs of disadvantaged communities. 

i. Freight Related Improvements Should Not Be Prioritized Over the
Needs of Overburdened Communities

Policy Action No. 21.1 reads: “Prioritize and program the freight related capital improvements 
for highways, regional roads, and interchanges for the RTP planning period, consistent with 
adopted goals and policies and the project eligibility requirements for each funding program.”  
This policy should be clarified.  It is not clear what types of actions this policy has priority over 
and how it intends to meet greenhouse gas reduction goals pursuant to SB 375. Residents of 
disadvantaged communities have articulated the negative environmental and public health 
impacts of such goods moving near their neighborhoods and their children’s schools.  Such 
goods movement next to and across neighborhoods contributes to poor air quality, noise 
pollution and road deterioration that undermine public health and safety.  Prioritization should 
focus on meeting the needs of disadvantaged communities, not serving business’ freight needs. 

Furthermore, the goods movement related policies must be revised to incorporate protections for 
human health and environmental impacts, especially for overburdened communities.  To reduce 
air quality and public health impacts, the policies should also include a clear and aggressive plan 
to pursue available funding for electrification and other pollution reducing approaches.  In fact, 
MPOs are encouraged to support transportation electrification.  2017 RTP Guidelines for MPOs, 
139. Furthermore, to ensure representation from potentially impacted communities and
vulnerable populations, the stakeholder group identified in Policy Action No. 23 should include
representatives from disadvantaged communities and air quality experts and advocates.

II. The Sustainable Communities Strategy Must be Developed from the Most
Recent Feedback and Data and be Internally Consistent

Each MPO in California is required to update its RTP every four years. Gov. Code § 65080(d).  
In developing the RTP, the MPO “shall prepare a sustainable communities strategy” which 
“utilize[s] the most recent planning assumptions considering local general plans and other 
factors.” Gov. Code 65080(b)(2)(B).  

The 2014 RTP Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and the Draft 2018 RTP SCS are 
remarkably similar in its figures and narrative.  Some of the figures in the 2018 Draft RTP are 
identical to figures included in the 2014 RTP.  These figures include information concerning the 
public outreach results which influence the growth scenarios and the greenhouse emission targets 
which must be updated to reflect public outreach results from the current RTP planning period.  
23 C.F.R. 450.316.  Kern COG must revise the Draft RTP to ensure that it reflects the most 
recent assumptions, data, and public input available to the COG. 

a. The 2018 RTP Must Reflect Current Data and Not Merely Copy Language
from the 2014 RTP
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The Draft states that, “In total over 6,000 people provided input into the RTP/SCS.” 4-16.  The 
2014 RTP states the same number of total people that provided input into that RTP update.  
There is a concern that this data was not updated for the 2018 Draft, and that this same data was 
used to inform the 2018 scenarios as opposed to COG reinitiating adequate outreach for the 2018 
cycle to acquire the most updated public input.  The latter is especially a concern since there 
were much less workshops in this current cycle then the 2014 cycle yet the number of people 
reached remained “[in] total over 6,000 . . .” 4-16.  Furthermore, the document should break 
down what incorporated and unincorporated communities make up 6,000 people, how many 
were from each community, and what percentage was from urban and rural areas.  If in fact the 
public outreach and feedback were acquired during the previous cycle that would mean that the 
development and the completion of the growth scenarios do not reflect the most recently 
available public input.  Also, as a result of the mini grants Kern COG provided Leadership 
Council to helped facilitate workshops in South Kern communities like Arvin, Lamont and 
Greenfield, it is not clear how that input was used to inform the SCS’s policies and investment 
practices.  The Draft should clarify when the public feedback was gathered for the SCS and how 
that input was used to shape the scenarios. 

The Draft states that “The five recent studies on housing market demand indicate a growing 
interest for higher-density housing and mixed-use development in certain areas.” 4-33.  The 2014 
RTP states, “The five recent studies on housing market demand (see Appendix G – Forecast and 
Modeling Assumptions) indicate a growing interest for higher-density housing and mixed-use 
development in certain areas.”  2014 RTP 4-32.  The paragraphs these quotes can be found in are 
extremely similar.  If the studies were conducted in 2014 or prior, and were recent at that time, 
they are no longer recent in the 2018 Draft.  The Draft language should clarify when studies were 
completed.  Furthermore, in Chapter 5 of the RTP, a 2017 Community Survey was conducted on 
housing type preference.  The results of the study show a preference for single family dwellings.  
RTP 5-104-105.  The above statement indicating a growing interest in higher density housing is 
inconsistent with the 2017 results.  The RTP must address this inconsistency. 

b. Kern COG Must Correct Inconsistent Reduction Target Information

The Government Code states, “The regional transportation plan shall be an internally consistent 
document…” Gov. Code § 65080(b). Within Chapter 4, under heading “Comparison to 
Reduction Targets” it states, “Based on the analysis of strategies included in the SCS, CO2 
emissions are anticipated to be 14.1% lower than 2005 levels by 2020 and 16.6% lower by 2035, 
exceeding the targets established by CARB in 2010 as illustrated by Table 4-6.” Page 4-51.  This 
statement is inconsistent with the data shown in Table 4-6 entitled, “Results of Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Vehicle Trip Reductions” which list 2020 reductions as -12.5 and 2035 reductions 
as-12.7.  The final RTP must address these inconsistencies. 

III. COG Must Ensure that Freight Related Development Identified in the RTP Does
Not Conflict with the Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the
Achievement of Environmental Justice Objectives

The Draft includes policies, programs and implementation measures that prioritize large 
investments to support the expansion of goods movement activities with almost no analysis of 

8-5

8-6



6 

these policies’ potential negative impacts on disadvantaged communities and without meaningful 
language to prioritize transportation and housing needs of disadvantaged communities and other 
vulnerable populations. “No person in the State of California shall . . . be unlawfully denied full 
and equal access to the benefits of . . . any program or activity that . . . receives any financial 
assistance from the state.”  Government Code § 11135.  Nor can Kern COG, “ . . . discriminate 
[against any protective class] through public or private land use practices, decisions, and 
authorizations . . . that make housing opportunities unavailable.” Gov. Code § 12955 (l). Further, 
the RTP must "[identify] and [address], as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effect of its . . . policies . . . on minority populations.” CalTrans 
Guidelines, 78. By proposing massive expansions of goods movement infrastructure without 
analysis of the impacts of nearby communities of color and immigrant communities in the most 
polluted region in the country, the Draft RTP is at odds with these civil rights and environmental 
justice provisions. 

The Draft includes freight related investments for the Shafter Rail Terminal, Wonderful 
Industrial Park, and the Delano UP Cold Connect intermodal facility.  The RTP section 
discussing goods movement must include, “[identification] of opportunities or innovations that 
reduce GHG emissions and criteria air pollutant emissions associated with freight.” California 
Transportation Commission (CTC) 2017 RTP, 129.  Within Chapter 4, the Draft lists the 
“Shafter Rail Terminal for Intermodal freight transfer activities” in Table 4-7 “Proposed 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Vehicle Trips Reductions Strategies.” 4-55.  It is listed a non SB 
375 goods movement. 4-55.  Such an inclusion, without robust mitigation measure for the clear 
air quality impacts that will result, is contrary to the guidelines set by the CTC and to the mission 
of the sustainable community strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

Furthermore, Policy Action No. 24.1, which supports this action, prioritizes goods movement 
over the interests of disadvantaged communities. 2-7.  While the language for the EJ related 
policy recommendations are less action oriented, the freight related policy recommendations 
appear clearer and focused on direct action. 2.7.  The RTP must include and prioritize actions to 
address the transportation and housing needs of disadvantaged communities over and above the 
improvements that will most directly address the transportation needs of companies and business 
activities associated with adverse environmental health impacts for nearby populations. See 
Section Ibi. above. 

While the RTP states its intent to increase “development and expansion of the Shafter Rail 
Terminal for intermodal freight transfer . . .” it conflicts with environmental justice objectives. 2-
7. For example, there are residential neighborhoods in close proximity to the Shafter terminal,
however there is no analysis within the document to mitigate impacts of such continued
development especially when such an expansion would increase toxic air contaminants,
greenhouse gas emissions, road deterioration, and noise for the area.

The RTP disregards the impacts of its proposed goods movement expansion investments on air 
quality, claiming without support that the Shafter Rail Terminal will improve air quality by 
improving efficiency. 5-17.  Expansion of freight services does not equate to efficiencies of 
freight usage.  “The activities associated with delivering, storing, and loading freight produces 
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diesel PM emissions.”1 Such expansion can increase usage of goods movement.  Especially since 
there has been no commitment to increase electrification, air quality is more likely to diminish 
given such investments.  The RTP must sufficiently analyze the impacts of these freight related 
investments. 

IV. COG Should Revise the RTP to Ensure that the RTP Results in and Maximizes
Benefits For Disadvantaged and Title VI Communities

Every RTP shall include a description of the performance measures and performance targets 
used in assessing the performance of the transportation system in accordance with Code of 
Federal Regulations Title 23, §450.306(d) which requires that the long-range planning process 
provide for the establishment and use of a performance-based approach to transportation 
decision-making to support national goals. 23 C.F.R. § 450.324(f)(3).  Furthermore agencies, 
like Kern COG are mandated to “identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effect of its programs, policies, and activities on 
minority populations.” § 1-101. (The basis for the Title VI Equity Analysis requirement, 
CalTrans Guidelines, 78).  “Programs, policies, and activities must not ‘have the effect of 
excluding persons (including populations) from participation in, denying persons (including 
populations) the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including populations) to 
discrimination...because of their race, color, or national origin.” § 2-1. 

An ultimate objective of the RTP is to improve transportation for communities while reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions.  In fact, Chapter 2, of the Draft states: 

“Appendix D containing the integrated performance measures analysis indicates that this 
RTP is benefitting Environmental Justice and Title VI areas compared to the county as 
whole while performing well in most health equity, system level and smart mobility place 
type performance measures.” Draft 2018 RTP 2-15.   

Appendix D also asserts that “ . . . serving rural EJ/Title VI areas is less cost efficient than the 
county as a whole, [the figures] demonstrate that a priority has been placed on investment in 
rural EJ/Title VI areas.” Appendix D-17.  However, tables D-9a-c demonstrate an 
underinvestment in EJ and Title VI rural communities.  The statement and results must be 
reconciled. 

However, these statements are not reflected in the actual tables located in Appendix D.  While 
some of the EJ and Title VI communities do fair better for some of the indicators (i.e. Table D-
7b, and D-7c), even more results show the EJ and Title VI communities fair better under a no 
build 2042 model.  Specifically:  

• Table D-4b EJ TAZ Average Travel Time, Urban and Countywide
• Table D-5b EJ TAZs Average Travel Time –Peak Transit Trips, Rural Areas and

Countywide
• Table D-5c: Title VI TAZs Average Travel Time – Peak Transit Trips, Rural

1 https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf 
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• Table D-6b: EJ TAZs Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers-Highway, Urban,
Rural, And Countywide

• Table D-6c:    Title VI TAZs Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers-Highway,
Urban, Rural, And Countywide

• Table D-7a: Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers -Transit--Countywide

These results make clear that, contrary to the statements referenced above and contained in 
Chapter 2 and Appendix D that EJ and Title VI communities benefit more from and are 
prioritized in the RTP than the county as a whole, disadvantaged communities actually fair worse 
under several performance metrics than the no build scenario.   

The inconsistency between the statements in Draft Chapter 2 and Appendix D indicating that 
disadvantaged communities benefit more and are prioritized in the RTP and the data reflected in 
the RTP tables is at odds with Government Code Section 65080(b), which provides that, “The 
regional transportation plan shall be an internally consistent document…” Gov. Code § 
65080(b).   Furthermore, the tables call into question the RTP’s compliance with Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964’s prohibition against discrimination, intentional or disparate impact, by 
Kern COG, as a recipient of federal funding, based on protected class status.  The Title VI 
communities identified for the performance measure results are significantly impacted by the 
Draft 2018 RTP especially since this community has better results in no build scenarios.  Kern 
COG must review and revise its plan to ensure that EJ communities fair better under each 
performance metric than the no build scenario and to maximize benefits for disadvantaged 
communities.  This will promote compliance with both internal consistency and equity 
requirements.  

a. Seniors and disabled who are not from minority or low income populations
should not be included in the performance measure analysis for the Federal
Environmental Justice definition.

Executive Order 12898, which applies to the development of RTPs, requires federal agencies and 
recipients of federal funding to analyze and address disproportionate adverse health and 
environmental effects of programs and policies on minority and low-income populations. The 
Draft RTP’s environmental justice performance measure analysis not only includes data on 
minority and low-income populations, but also data relating to impacts on seniors and the 
disabled population.  We are concerned that the conflation of these data sets undermines the 
RTP’s analysis of its specific impacts on low-income and minority populations required under 
Executive Order 12898 and therefore prevents the RTP from adequately responding to those 
impacts. It similarly may prevent an accurate assessment of the project’s impacts on senior and 
disabled populations, which have unique needs and thereby undermine Kern COG compliance 
with civil rights requirements applicable to these populations. 

We therefore recommend that Kern COG revise its performance analysis to include a separate 
analysis of impacts on low-income and minority populations, seniors, and disabled residents and 
tailor policy changes to address any population-specific impacts revealed by the analysis.  
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V. Kern COG Must Update and Follow their Public Involvement Procedures and
Policies Section of the RTP to Produce Better Public Participation at Public
Hearings

Kern COG has not conducted adequate public outreach to inform the development of the RTP.  
Leadership Counsel staff attended two of the three public hearings on the Draft 2018 RTP during 
the 55 day review period.  At the Bakersfield hearing, staff announced that it received no public 
comments at the June 6, 2018 hearing in Ridgecrest.  Only one comment was provided in Arvin, 
and it was by Leadership Counsel staff.  There were approximately five commenters at the 
Bakersfield hearing.   

Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations 450.326 states that, “The Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) shall develop and use a documented participation plan that defines a 
process for providing citizens . . . and other interested parties with reasonable opportunities to be 
involved in the metropolitan transportation planning process.”  Kern COG’s plan is found in 
Appendix B of the Draft and acknowledges that “[a] vigorous public information process not 
only serves Kern COG by meeting federal requirements, but also allows for a fruitful exchange 
of ideas while developing programs or projects that may be controversial.” Appendix B-3.  It 
also states that “Kern COG encourages public participation and acknowledges the value of this 
input.” Appendix B-7. 

The Draft is subject to Level III Public Involvement Requirements and include Levels I and II 
requirements as well.  Appendix B-10.  Outreach methods for the RTP include display ads to 
“announce . . . a final review period.  Appendix B-21.  Additionally, Level I elaborates that: 

“3. Display ads will be placed as deemed necessary and targeted specifically to 
affected communities to encourage involvement and address key decisionmaking 
points.” 

“4. Non-traditional approaches, such postal and electronic mailings to non-profit 
organizations, churches and chambers of commerce will be used to encourage 
involvement of the underserved and transit dependent in project development 
and public workshops. Spanish-language advertising will be included in these 
non-traditional approaches.” 

“8. A mailing list of individuals who have expressed interest shall be maintained.” 
Appendix B-8. 

The Draft RTP does not indicate whether these steps were followed for the Arvin and 
Bakersfield public hearings.  A revised draft RTP should include this information, including but 
not limited to dates of any ads and publications used and whether ads were translated into 
Spanish or any other locally-spoken languages and any steps taken to implement non-traditional 
approaches and efforts to target affected communities like underserved and transit dependent 
populations.    

8-9
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Level III outreach also requires that sign in sheets be made available and “will become part of 
Kern COGs official record. Make sure people write legibly, this information will become a part 
of the mailing list.” Appendix B 21.  The Draft fails to meet this requirement in two ways.  First, 
the draft should include who from previous RTP related workshops were contacted as a result of 
the workshop sign in sheets to inform them of the 55-day public review public hearings.  The 
final draft should include how many contacts were made.  Second, there was no sign in sheet 
provided at the Arvin public hearing.   

In Section 7 of the public participation plan entitled, “Media Resources,” Kern COG lists various 
media outlets to distribute public notices.  “Public Notices must be carefully placed depending 
on the project and affected communities.”  Appendix B-16.  Given that the RTP SCS is a 
document that impacts all of Kern County in its entirety, various mediums reaching a broad 
geography and diverse constituency should have been used to get the word out about 55- day 
public comment period.  A revised draft should identify the media resources utilized to distribute 
public notices. 

Furthermore, when the Department of Transportation reviews RTPs for Title VI compliance, part 
of their analysis includes, “What mechanisms are in place to ensure that issues and concerns 
raised by low-income and minority populations are appropriately considered in the decision-
making process? Is there evidence that these concerns have been appropriately considered?” 
Implementing Title VI Requirements in Metropolitan and Statewide Planning.  Not only must 
COG solicit adequate input from these populations to inform the plan, but also respond 
sufficiently to that input. 

Based on the information provided in the Draft RTP and the information available to Leadership 
Counsel staff based on their participation in the RTP’s development, it appears that Kern COG 
has not conducted sufficient outreach to inform the public of the comment period and to garner 
attendance and participation at the three public hearings.  Also, sufficient funds and resources 
should be dedicated to outreach to meet public participation goals as identified in the federally 
mandated public participation plan.  Furthermore, once adequate input from various populations 
have been gathered—in particular minority and low income populations—the public input must 
be adequately responded to and addressed in the RTP.  Ultimately, Kern COG should revise and 
adopt stronger public outreach methods for the Public Involvement Procedures and Policies 
section of the RTP. 

a. Insufficient Interpretation Services were Provided at the Arvin Public
Hearing

One of the “three federally established guiding EJ principles” is to “ensure the full and fair 
participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-making 
process.” CalTrans Guidelines 78.  The June 19, 2018 Arvin Public Hearing regarding the Draft 
was an agenda item within the Arvin City Council meeting.  The interpreter was contracted 
through the Arvin City Council and not Kern COG staff.  Leadership Counsel attended the 
hearing with two Spanish speaking Arvin residents who utilized headsets during the meeting for 
simultaneous interpretation from English to Spanish.  While originally intending to make a 
comment, one resident later expressed that the simultaneous interpretation provided by the 
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interpreter was incomplete and did not believe they grasped the content well enough to make a 
comment.   

If Kern COG wishes to count certain activities, such as the Arvin hearing, towards its public 
participation requirement, it must take responsibility to ensure that public participation is 
facilitated and promoted during those activities. The final draft of the RTP should articulate what 
methods Kern COG staff took to ensure that the hearing, for a predominately Spanish-speaking 
community like Arvin, had sufficient interpretation services and if technical terminology was to 
be used, how those terms were relayed to the interpreter in advance of the meeting to ensure 
comprehension by a potential non-English speaking audience.  In fact, COG should collect and 
maintain a list of interpreters that have been used and received positive reviews by residents in 
the past for use at future public engagement activities. 

VI. The EIR Must Sufficiently Analyze and Mitigate the RTP’s Significant Impacts
on the Environment and Humans

a. The EIR Must Mitigate the Potentially Significant Impacts that May Result
in Displacement of Lower Income Residents

“In accordance with Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(ii), increased housing densities 
in urban areas will help the region accommodate the projected housing needs at all income levels 
over the life of the proposed 2018 RTP.”  RTP EIR 4.9-15-16.  “Of the199,810 new housing 
units expected for 2042, 18.4 percent would be multi-family housing.”  RTP EIR 4.9-15.  
However, according to the EIR about 41% of the projected housing need is designated for low 
and very low income housing.  RTP EIR 3.0-29.  Since there is a direct correlation between high 
density housing and housing that is affordable to low income populations, such a low percentage 
of planned high density housing will not meet the projected housing needs for low income 
populations.   

Moreover, the EIR states that even with mitigation measures “displacement of lower-income 
income residents could occur if new development envisioned by the 2018 RTP brings higher 
income residents into a previously lower-income neighborhood.”  And those impacts will remain 
significant. RTP EIR 4.9-19.  Since the impacts are significant, all feasible mitigation must be 
taken.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a).  Feasible is defined as “capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines Section 
15364. 

The impacts may be mitigated by Kern COG developing a plan to work with jurisdictions to 
coordinate growth and preserve lower income housing.  Moreover, Kern COG should require 
jurisdictions to adopt antidisplacement measures as a condition to receiving funding.  Since, the 
EIR claims that there is “ . . . enough land to accommodate twice the current forecast growth” 
and that  . . . “the Kern region continues to have little difficulty in providing adequate acreage for 
low-income housing” there should be no reason why displacement should occur.  RTP EIR 4.9-
16.
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Furthermore, the impacts on Title VI and EJ communities should be evaluated and RTP should 
lay out a clear plan to retain and not displace low income Kern residents.  Preservation of 
housing stock for lower income populations should be a priority and funding incentives to keep 
this goal should be implemented. 

b. Air Quality EIR

Within the EIR’s Air Quality section there is a discussion of health impacts on residents who live 
in close proximity to freeways and other heavily travelled roadways.  One of the identified 
mitigation measures states:     

“MM AIR-3: Kern COG shall pursue the following activities in reducing the impact 
associated with health risk within 500 feet of freeways and high-traffic volume roadways: 

1. Participate in on-going statewide deliberations on health risks near freeways
and high-traffic volume roadways. This involvement includes inputting to the
statewide process by providing available data and information such as the
current and projected locations of sensitive receptors relative to transportation
infrastructure;

2. Work with air agencies including CARB and the air districts in the Kern COG
region to support their work in monitoring the progress on reducing exposure
to emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 for sensitive receptors, including schools
and residents within 500 feet of high-traffic volume roadways;

3. Work with stakeholders to identify planning and development practices that
are effective in reducing health impacts to sensitive receptors; and

4. Share information on all of GHG emissions” 4.3-49.

To be considered adequate, mitigation measures must be specific, feasible actions that will 
actually improve adverse environmental conditions. Mitigation measures should be measurable 
to allow monitoring of their implementation.  The implementing measures above mostly rely on 
supporting other agencies’ efforts and do not commit to implementing specific practices pursuant 
to a timeline that will mitigate impacts.  Furthermore, the stakeholder convening mentioned in 
the third task should include representatives from disadvantaged communities and community 
based organizations.  There should also be a timeline to achieve these goals and the practices 
should be adopted as a requirement, to the extent feasible, by Kern COG for funding 
applications.  Kern COG can take further steps to protect disadvantaged communities by going 
beyond a 500 feet perimeter and avoiding expansions that would encroach on those communities.  

c. Kern COG Should Adopt More Directive Policies Towards Jurisdictions to
Ensure Greenhouse Gas Reductions Countywide

RTP policies should be action oriented and have concise policy guidance to local and state 
officials.  Gov. Code § 65080.  The Greenhouse Gas section of the EIR lists Kern County and 
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Bakersfield’s General Plan and Taft’s Climate Action Plan policies towards GHG reductions.  
RTP EIR 4.6-28-35.  For a county made up of eleven incorporated cities, there should be the 
inclusion of more GHG related policies from the different jurisdictions.  Kern COG is a unifying 
agency that should promote jurisdictions in achieving GHG reductions.  The EIR has Mitigation 
Measure GHG-2, which states:  

“Kern COG shall, through its ongoing outreach and technical assistance programs, work 
with and encourage local governments to adopt policies and develop practices that lead to 
GHG emission reductions. These activities should include, but are not limited to, 
providing technical assistance and information sharing on developing local Climate 
Action Plans.” RTP EIR 4.6-42. 

The GHG section should include Kern COG’s plan to get more of the jurisdictions to include 
GHG goals and implementation measures towards reduction of GHG emissions.  This can be 
done by providing incentives beyond technical assistance and information sharing on 
development of climate action plans. 

The EIR also states that, 

“Although Kern COG develops the SCS in the 2018 RTP to meet the GHG targets for the 
region, Kern COG does not have any actual authority over whether or how land is 
developed in Kern County.  Consequently, the 2018 RTP only has an indirect influence 
on land use developments in the County, and GHG emissions resulting from development 
and not within Kern COG’s organizational control.” RTP EIR 4.6-40. 

Kern COG does have authority over land development in Kern County.  Examples of such are 
road widening and road improvement projects that are specifically intended to facilitate new land 
uses and land use expansions.  A specific example is the POM Wonderful Industrial Park.  RTP 
Kern COG must analyze and mitigate these impacts. 

d. The EIR Should Analyze Pedestrian and Bike Safety Impacts of Road
Improvements Intended to Support Goods Movements and Industrial Parks

Given the RTP’s focus on freight related capital improvements for highways, regional roads, and 
interchanges for the planning period, the EIR should analyze how such investment impacts 
pedestrian and bike safety. See Section Ibi. above.  Freight related capital improvements could increase 
truck and freight traffic near roads used by residents.  In instances where those roads lack sidewalks, 
designated bike lanes, and other pedestrian and bike safety measures, it is important to analyze and 
mitigation potential impacts.  Disadvantaged communities in particular often do not have such 
infrastructure in their communities.  Thus, the EIR should include an analysis and mitigate impacts in the 
final draft.   

*             *             *             *             *
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The 20 I 8 Regional Transportation Plan should use the most recent data avai I able and reflect a 
d istinct update from the 2014 RTP. In the interest of transparency and functionality and 
satisfying the COG's requirements to prepare a comprehensive multi-modal transportation plan, 
the final draft of the 20 I 8 RTP must include the above referenced recommendations. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Please feel free to contact me at (661) 843-
7677 or aglover@leadershipcounsel.org if you have any questions or would like to discuss our 

comments fu,ther. 

Sincerely, 

~~ _.dLC& 
A~nka G;over, Esq. 
Attorney 

Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability 

Gema Perez 

President 
Greenfield Walking Group 

Cc: Rob Ball 
Becky Napier 

Enclosure 
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KTF 
KERN TRANSPORTATION FOUNDATION 

July 12, 2018 

Arhon Hakimi, Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 191h Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Dear Mr. Hakimi: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 2108 Regional Transportation 
Plan. The Kem Transportation Foundation offers the following comments. 

Improvements to the transportation systems provide significant economic benefits and 
can contribute economic improvements to the region. Our transportation investment should 
focus on improving transportation routes that will enhance the growing logistics industry. 
Investments should concentrate on the following routes. 

Route 99 - support the completion of the widening to six lanes. 
Route 14 - complete the widening to four lanes. 
Route 46 - complete the widening west of 1-5 to four lanes. 
Route 46 - between 1-5 and Route 99. 
Route 58 - truck lanes from General Beale Road to Route 202. 
Future Route 58 - Westside Parkway to 1-5. 
7th Standard Road -Santa Fe Way to 1-5. 
Lerdo Highway - Shafter to 1-5. 

The state has set significant greenhouse gas goals that the Regional Transportation 
Plan must address. The goal identified in the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan sets a 12% 
goal. The goal in the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan was 15%. This change has not 
explained. 

The California Air Resources Board has announced that the state has met the 2020 
greenhouse gas target. However, there is another target that must be met for the year 2030. To 
address the 2030 greenhouse gas targets, alternative fuels can make a significant contribution. 
The state developed a freight efficiency action plan with a goal of deploying 100,000 zero 
emission freight vehicles and required support infrastructure. The Kem region as the crossroads 
of the State of California needs to be a leader in the installation of alternative fuel infrastructure. 
The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan needs to strongly support the deployment of alternative 
fuel infrastructure. 

Sincere! , 

al E. 
Chair 

An independent resource supporting excellence in transportation 
Post Office Box 417, Bakersfield, California 93301 



Letter 10
STATE OF CALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT6 
1352 WEST OLIVE A VENUE 
P.O. BOX 12616 
FRESNO, CA 93778-2616 
PHONE (559) 445-6035 
FAX (559) 445-5875 
TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov 

July 12, 2018 

Mr. Abron Hakimi 
Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, California 93301 

Dear Mr. Hakimi: 

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr. Governor 

Making Consenation a 
California way of life 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Kem Council of Governments (KCOG) Draft 2018-
2042 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Caltrans, at District 6 and various divisions within 
our Department have reviewed the Draft RTP and collectively offers the following conunents. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING-DISTRICT 6 

KCOG has demonstrated a strong conunitrnent to support their 20-year planning horizon with 
focus on the region's transportation options, sustainable growth, economy, improving air quality, 
promoting the conservation of natural resources and undeveloped land, building healthier 
conunuriities, and a safer quality of life for community members. 

KCOG addresses the four main required elements: Policy Element, Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS), Action Element and Financial Element which conforms to the RTP Guidelines 
adopted by the California Transportation Conunission (CTC) pursuant to Government Code 
65080( d). This plan assesses all forms of transportation available in the County of Kern as well 
as travel and goods movement needs through 2042. The plan strives lo reduce air emissions by 
better coordinating transportation expenditures with forecasted development patterns. 

We conunend KCOG for their efforts in adopting their proposed scenarios and outcomes for 
their SCS. Maintaining local transportation infrastructure is of great importance. With the 
decline in gas taxes and inflation. We conunend KCOG for promoting fully funding alternative 
transportation modes, while emphasizing transportation demand and system management 
approaches for new highway capacity. 

KCOG has encouraged public participation at every stage of the planning process. KCOG has an 
on-going partnership with federal, state, local partners, and stakeholders to consult and cooperate 
with the public to assist in understanding issues, options, and solutions. Conununity engagement 
and outreach are fundamental to the development of the 2018 RTP/SCS. KCOG has an · 
exemplary outreach plan as was recognized in the 2017 State RTP Guidelines. 

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California's economy and ltvability" 
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Mr. Abron Hakimi 
July 12, 2018 
Page 2 

The RTP is consistent in demonstrating programming and operations in the development of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems, identifying methods for measuring its transportation 
performance and listing constrained and unconstrained projects. Through the Financial element, 
funding of revenue sources is outlined for the regions planned transportations investments. 
Ongoing operations and maintenance through resources from MAP-21, FAST Act, CMAQ, 
Transportation Alternatives (TA) and the new Senate Bill I (SBl) (The Road Repair and 
Accountability Act of2017) have provided additional funding for transportation projects. 

KCOG is commended for their efforts in applying for SBl - Caltrans Sustainable Transportation 
Planning Grants and being successful in receiving an award for the Active Transportation· 
Connectivity Planning and Bike Sharing Sustainable Community. 

KCOG in partnership with their member agencies are commended for their extensive efforts to 
comply with state climate change goals. We commend KCOG for highlighting new strategies, 
enhanced strategies, and existing/continuing strategies which will benefit disadvantaged 
communities in Kern County. 

The RTP should include some discussion, of the proposed realignment of State Route (SR) 178 
east ofSR184. While the freeway agreement charting the realignment through the mountains to 
Lake Isabella is from the 1960s and the project is listed on Page 5-11 in the Unconstrained List 
of major highway improvements, the realignment has entered recent conversations related to the 
current operations of SR 178 and the development of surrounding land. Acknowledgement of 
how the proposed realignment continues to impact regional growth would be appreciated. 

OFFICE OF TRAFFIC OPERATIONS-DISTRICT 6 

Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies, under policy Table 2-1, Action 21.1, safety 
should be prioritized over freight. 

Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies, under policy Table 2°1, Implement the Goals 
and Policies, Safety/Security Action Element as identified in Chapter 5, Page 5-2 is "missing" 
from the table in Chapter 2. 

Chapter 8, "D6-Caltrans" is missing among tools for monitoring regional progress in advancing 
the 2018 RTP. 

It is highly recommended that KCOG coordinates with D6-Caltrans Planning for any long-term 
or short-term projects that are listed in Table 5.1 and 5.2 that involve State facilities. Some of 
the Constrained Capital Improvements Program projects on Table 5.1, such as (SR) 178, 
Vineland to Miramonte; new interchange, widen existing freeway, needs stakeholder's . 
coordination. It is recommended, using the California Department of Transportation Highway 
Design Manual, California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices, AASHTO Road Design 
Guide and TRB Access Management, to be mentioned on Chapter 2 under policies. In addition, 
it is recommended to add new Standards for pavement strips and markers which helps self
driving vehicles into the policies. 

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient trans[XJrtation system 
to enhance California's economy and livability'' 
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· OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING HEADQUARTERS 

. The Office of Regional Planning, Regional Coordination Branch has reviewed the KCOG's Draft 
2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Environmental Impact Document (BIR). We offer 
the following comments: 

KCOG is commended for: 
• Developing a 2018 RTP that is very clear, interesting to read, well supported with a 

documented public involvement process; 
• Preparing an extensive integrated Performance Measures Analysis; 
• Developing a great Executive Summary and highlighting the benefits of the 2018 RTP; 
• Identifying the existing freight and goods movement system, highlighting the importance in 

the region as well as pinpointing needs and issues; 
• Completing a robust public participation plan with many nodes of access for input 

throughout the development of the plan 

RTP Checklist Comments 

Consultation/Cooperation 

#12. The checklist should identify at least one-page number that contains the website address of 
the RTP for easy electronic viewing. · · 

Financial 

#2. Page number 6-7 should be referenced as the statement location ensuring that the first four 
years of the fund estimate is consistent with the 4-year STIP fund estimate. 

#7. Please further clarify where the RTP contains a statement regarding consistency between the 
projects in the RTP and the ITIP (2016 STIP Guidelines Section 33). 

#8. Please further clarify where the RTP contains a statement regarding consistency between the 
projects in the RTP and the RTIP (2016 STIP Guidelines Section 19). 

#9. Page 5-44 does not address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the identified 
TCMs from SIP can be implemented. Please ensure strategies are developed in the Final 
Adopted document. 

Environmental 

#3. Please ensure SIP conformity is discussed and the proper pages are identified. 

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California's economy and livability" 
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NATIVE AMERICAN BRANCH- HEAOUARTERS 

Chapter 1, Introduction, Page 1-2, third paragraph: Public participation and the Public 
Participation Plan are federal requirements of the transportation planning process. KCOG should 
consider wording that indicates it met this requirement in adopting a PPP in 2015 and is not 
merely encouraging participation. 

Chapter 1, Public Outreach, Page 1-5, fourth paragraph, seventh bullet: Caltrans recommends a 
chapter on Tribal consultation and coordination. This chapter could address in more detail the 
outcome of the draft government-to-government agreement between KCOG and the Tejon 
Indian Tribe. This chapter could also address coordination and public outreach to the other 
numerous tribal communities that exist in Kern County. 

Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies, Integrated Performance Measures and 
Environmental Justice/Title VI Analysis, Page 2-15: KCOG should consider addressing 
Disadvantaged Communities within this section of Chapter 2. Cal EnviroScreen is somewhat of 
a more detailed equivalent to the federal government's EJScreen. Chapter 2 could address all the 
social equity components of Environmental Justice, Title VI, and Disadvantaged Communities. 

Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, What is Communities Strategy?, Page 4-1, first 
paragraph: The first paragraph of Chapter 4 states that the SCS is a required component of the of 
the 2018 RTP. The sentence, "The SCS strives to reduce emissions from passenger vehicle and 
light duty truck travel by better coordinating transportation expenditures with forecasted 
development patterns and if feasible help meet California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
greenhouse gas emissions targets for the region." Using the wording "if feasible'' puts doubt on 
the intent of meeting the requirement of adopting a SCS as part of the Kem County RTP. KCOG 
should consider revising the wording that leaves no doubt about its commitment to-meet the 
requirement. The eighth bullet, also leaves doubt by stating that greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions reductions will be achieved" ... if there is a feasible way to do so." Revision can 
address conflicting statements related to the need to meet requirements. 

Chapter 4, Senate Bill 375 Requirements, Page 4-10: The concern related to Chapter 4 
Sustainable Communities Strategy, What is Communities Strategy?, comes up again in this 
section. 

Chapter 4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, Projections, Targets, Page 4-10: The year 
2022 for the third cycle RTP /SCS. could be added here. 

Chapter 4, Forecast Development Pattern, Page 4-23: KCOG should consider looking at 
Cal trans Smart Mobility Framework (SMF) completed in 2010 to discuss place types and the 
location efficiencies of place types. The importance of defining place types helps define 
transportation projects to best serve place types. 

Chapter 4, Bicycles and Pedestrians, Page 4-44: KCOG should consider the discussion of 
providing Class IV facilities in the Kem County region and in particular within the City of 

"ProYide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
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Bakersfield. This discussion can address the provision of a network that combines Class I and 
Class IV for capturing and encouraging the "Interested but Concerned" category of bicycle 
ridership that make up about 60% of the population. Caltrans also recommend a review of 
Caltrans' Towards An Active California (2017). 

Chapter 4, Table 4-5, Page 4-48: The three columns of this table should be labeled since it is not 
clear what each of the columns represent. 

Chapter 4, Bicycle and Pedestrian Measures, Page 4-48: Should include a "bullet" that address 
what specifically, has been invested in Disadvantaged Communities for the purpose of 
addressing social equity. 

Highway/Road Facilities and Complete Streets, Page 4-49: A bullet could be added to state 
when the KCOG Regional ATP will be updated. 

Table 4-7: Proposed Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Vehicle Trips Reduction Strategies, Page 4-
54- 4-55: should add the Kern County Regional Active Transportation Plan to the Notes 
column. The Pricing Strategy lo "Change in transit fares" should read "Reduce fares for 
seniors/ADNstudents" to the Notes column. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Page 5-3: Caltrans recommends each of these maps be 
placed on a single page to give the reader the ability to get more details of the constrained 
projects. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Page 5-14: Caltrans recommends coordination and 
consultation with the Tejon Indian Tribe for discussion on the tribe's economic development 
plans near SR 166 between SR 99 and I-5. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Existing Transit Services, Page 5-24: Kern COG should 
consider looking at the feasibility study Fresno COG is currently undertaking to consolidate local 
and regional transit services within Fresno County. Kern COG should consider a similar 
feasibility study. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Recent Transit Planning Activities, Page 5-31: Kern COG 
should consider addressing recent transportation efforts by the Tule River Indian Tribe and Tejon 
Indian Tribe. Both tribes provide services to tribal communities in Kern County. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, GET Long Range Plan, Page 5-32, last paragraph: Kem 
COG should provide an estimated date forimplementation of Bus Rapid Transit. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Active Transportation Action Element, Page 5-38: Kern 
COG should consider conducting a Segregated - Class IV Bicycle Network Feasibility Study for 
the Bakersfield Metropolitan Area. 

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
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Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Proposed Active Transportation Actions, Long Term 2021-
2042, Page 5-40: KCOG should consider stating when the ATP Plan and how often future ATP 
Plans will be updated in the long term. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Needs and Issues, Page 5-44: Kern COG should consider 
adding to this section the percentage of diabetes in the Kern County population and comparison 
to California averages. 

Chapter 5 Strategic Investments, Congestion Management Agency Role, Page 5-61, second 
Paragraph: Offers information about the establishment of traffic counts and regional traffic 
modeling. KCOG should offer a discussion about providing bike and pedestrian counts program 
in the Active Transportation Program section of the RTP/SCS. Ifno program exists, KCOG 
should consider establishing a program to serve the member agencies. The need for data is 
critical in developing ATP applications and pursing other types of funding sources. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Existing Transit Services, Page 5-67 - 5-68, 5-73 - 5-76: 
These and other maps in the document should be placed in landscape orientation and enlarged. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Existing Tools and Concepts, Complete Streets in 
Circulation Elements, Page 5-101: This section of the Kern COG RTP/SCS may highlight as a 
model the City of Ridgecrest ATP Program within the Kern County Regional Active 
Transportation Plan. The City of Ridgecrest proposed a network of between 11 and 12 miles of 
combined Class I and Class IV facilities for this small rural town. The Class I and Class IV 
network facilities will offer a low level of traffic stress that will encourage and increase bicycle 
ridership in the City of Ridgecrest. It is work that should be commended and showcased. 

General Comments: 

Executive Summary, Page ES-2, fifth paragraph: last sentence should be revised with a comma 
after the word "region" and "re-invest should be "reinvest". 

Chapter 1, Introduction, Page 1-5, last bullet we recommend the inclusion of a link to the 
website. 

Chapter 1, Introduction, Page 1-7; the map is difficult to use. Please consider enlarging or 
zoom in further on the target region. Also, many of the map legends colors appear to be too 
similar throughout the document (could be a printing issue if not please consider revising colors). 

Chapter 2, Transportation Planning Policies, Page 2-15, last paragraph: Delete the "3" in 
integrated. 

Chapter 3, Planning Assumptions, Page 3-3, second to last paragraph: "over-all should be 
"overall". 
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Chapter 3, Planning Assumptions, Page 3- 13, under section "Land Use Nexus": lnclude 
examples when mentioning infill incentives/policies in either the first or third paragraph. 

Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, Page 4-1 8, Figure 4-1 : "Pistacios" should be 
"Pistachios". 

Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, Page 4-26, Figure 4-8: Legend too small, pop
up "Refer To" window blocking parts of the map. 

Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, Page 4-50, under Pricing Measures, change 
sixth bullet to "black". 

Chapter 4, Sustainable Communities Strategy, Page 4-52, under State-Level Strategies, we 
recommend mentioning state-funded EV charging stations. 

Chapter 5, Strategic Investments, Page 5-25, Table 5-3, second Column: Delete the space in 
front of"Eastem Sierra". 

Chapter 6, Revenue Sources, Page 6-5, Title should be bolded. 

Chapter 7, Future Links, Page 7-5, Table 7-2, Title in "yellow" missing end parentheses. 

Chapter 9, Glossary & Acronyms, Page 9-14 "EJ" should be bolded. 

We recommend making the included maps more readable and well identified with labels. 

Chapter 4, Sustainable Communit ies St rategy, Section Bicycles and Pedestrians; first 
sentence misspelling "extablish" needs to be changed to "establish". 

Thank you for considering our comments for inclusion in the Final KCOG 20 18 Regional 
Transportation Plan. KCOG is commended for their continued partnership with Caltrans and for 
their public and stakeholder involvement by demonstrating their strategy in emission-reduction 
targets, analyzing projected growth, housing needs, and improving transportation in their region. 
If you have any questions, please contact Sandra Scherr of my staff at (559) 445-6035. 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL NAVAR.RO, Chief 
Transportation Planning North & South 

c: Michael Navarro, Shane Gunn, Pedro Ramirez, Kevin Lum, David Garza, Albert Lee, Marta 
Frausto, Alec Kimmel - Caltrans-D6, & Erin Thompson, Caleb Brock - HQ's 
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Public Hearing Comments 

DRAFT 2018 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY; DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT; DRAFT 2019 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM; AND CORRESPONDING DRAFT AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS 

CITY OF RIDGECREST 
City Council Meeting 

June 6, 2018, 6:00 P.M. 

No Comments Received.  

CITY OF ARVIN 
City Council Meeting 

June 19, 2018, 6:00 P.M. 

Adeyinka Glover, Attorney, Leadership Counsel for Justice & Accountability ‐ The commenter thanked Kern COG 
staff for their help and for meeting with the Leadership Counsel.  They requested documentation on how the 
hearings were publicized and other meetings were advertised and if they were in Spanish.  They also requested 
more public hearings to provide the public more opportunities to comment on the Plan.  

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee/COG Board 

June 21, 2018, 6:30 P.M. 

Heidi Lanza from the High-Speed Rail Authority (HSR) thanked the committee for the opportunity to provide a 
comment on draft Regional Transportation Plan Sustainable Community Strategy.  Ms. Lanza discussed the HSR 
station area plan and advised that it was approved by the City of Bakersfield in May 2018.  Ms. Lanza discussed 
the benefits from the arrival of the HSR.  She stated that in June of 2018, the Authority released its 2018 business 
plan.  The plan proposed to build infrastructure to provide mobility, economic and environmental benefits to 
Californians and to initiate HSR service as soon as possible. Ms. Lanza stated the the HSR Authority encourages 
Kern COG to work with the City of Bakersfield to encourage high-density development, a mixed land use, grid 
street patterns and compact pedestrian-oriented design, context-sensitive building design and limits on space 
dedicated to parking for new development. Ms. Lanza stated that in conclusion, they hoped that Kern COG and its 
partners are successful in securing funding to carry out the HSR station area plan as well as other regional and 
transportation projects.  

Lorelei Oviatt, the Kern County Director of Planning and Natural Resources and a representative on the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) provided a comment.  Ms. Oviatt stated that she had provided a written 
comment and wished to highlight what she had provided to staff. Ms. Oviatt advised that they had worked 
diligently and hard on the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) for a county that is bigger than Rhode Island. 
Half of the population lives in the unincorporated area and many of the cities have transportation and jobs balance 
to get people from where their jobs are, to where they live.  Ms. Oviatt advised that this is a very different SCS 
and we cannot create what we need for our future, by just looking at the kinds of suggestions that are brought 
from Nothern and Southern California.  Ms. Oviatt stated that she believed that the RPAC and the other 
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committees have worked hard with the city partners to make sure that this SCS complies with what the legislature 
wants while acknowledging that many of our industries need to be in rural areas and our cities are where people 
live. We cannot put chemical blending in an urban area and expect it to be safe.  Ms. Oviatt went on to say that 
we have a very unique job/housing balance that is challenging. She provided some information that is from the 
Kern County General Plan 2040.  They are in year two of a three-year project to comprehensively update the 
General Plan. They spent a year and each month addressed a particular topic.  One of the things they looked at 
was the current rural transit ideas that many people have. Many fares do not cover the routes.  Ms. Oviatt 
expressed that we need to look at shared mobility, be forward thinking so that our cities can thrive. Ms. Oviatt 
submitted the document, Promising Practices for Increasing Access to Transportation in Rural Communities.  It 
contains a rural access toolkit and includes new ways of shared mobility. Ms. Oviatt went on to say, while she 
appreciates comments that are made about modeling, it is only a snapshot of a scenario.  She expressed that the 
public comments useful are the ones that discuss what we are implementing, what are the policies, how are we 
moving forward.  

Dennis Fox stated that he had three issues that he wanted to address.  Mr. Fox stated that we wanted to address 
circulation of traffic and doing it correctly.  He stated that citizens get fined on their vehicle registration for having 
poor air and the money goes to the air district.  He would like to see the funds go towards coordinated traffic 
lights. He also addressed the need for sound walls. He stated that these could be funded by fines, such as by 
weigh trucks. He suggested using trains instead of trucks to move commodities.  

Adeyinka Glover from the Leader Council for Justice and Accountability thanked the committee for the opportunity 
to comment. Ms. Glover stated that as an organization that works with rural and also low-income communities, 
they recognize that under-investment happens in those communities.  They believe that more policy 
recommendation within chapter two should prioritize those communities.  Ms. Glover commented on the 
scednarios from the 2014 RTP that were used in the 2018 draft.   Ms. Glover stated that they do not believe that 
outreach was thoroughly done to garner a good public attendance from various segments of the communities at 
the Arvin public review period.  She advised that these are not Leadership Council’s complete comments and that 
they had submitted a comment letter on June 1st, they also made comments in Arvin and will be submitting a 
comment letter by July 12th.  She concluded by stating that they appreciate that Kern COG staff has met with their 
organization to address the needs of the committees.  

Troy Hightower, an Independent Transportation Consultant made a comment. Mr. Hightower stated that he had 
been very involved with the RPAC meetings and the committee activities. Mr. Hightower discussed concerns 
related to performance measures and projected GHG reductions.  Mr. Hightower referred to table two, which is a 
list of policies and strategies and indicated that they were considerably different from the draft document than 
what was presented or reviewed by the committee.  Mr. Hightower commented on the Environmental Justice 
analysis and what he perceived as potential problems.  He added that in addition, the map that is in the draft is a 
single color map of an area that represents both the EJ and the Title VI areas.  The document does state and as 
the committee has mentioned, the source for these maps is the EJ screen tool but in his opinion there is no 
correlation that can be determined between the source map and the map in the draft document.  Mr. Hightower 
stated that the analysis breaks it down even further to urban, rural areas countywide.  He pointed out that there is 
not a map demonstrating the metro/urban areas analyzed and these are the rural areas.   

Mr. Hightower stated in the EIR, under “Alternatives Analyzed”, they are not consistent with what is in the plan.  
He gave the example that the EIR compares analyses from an existing scenario and 2042, no project area.  He 
stated that he was not familiar with an existing scenario alternative, however later in the EIR, there are some 
additional alternatives mentioned as no project, old plan a countywide infill and a slow growth alternative. These 
are all alternatives that were not presented to the RPAC or in the public meetings.  He stated that whatever the 
indicators or growth patterns these other scenarios may have, the public and the RPAC did not have the benefit to 
analyze those and help provide more input into the actual plan.  Mr. Hightower stated that his interest is in having 
the SCS to be the best that it can be, his hope is that the SCS can be improved.   

Ms. Oviatt made an additional comment.  Ms. Oviatt stated that the previous speaker may be an expert on 
transportation, but that she is a CEQA expert and the relationship between alternatives in an EIR and alternatives 
in the SCS are not the same and they cannot be the same.  She stated as a member of the RPAC, she would find 
it a violation of CEQA processing to have staff bring forward any discussion of alternatives in a environmental 
impact report to let us determine what should be in there. She advised that those are standards under the 
California Environmental Quality Act and those are different from the alternatives that you put into an SCS.  She 
stated since there were presentations that seemed to imply that staff is somehow not bringing forward 
information, she wanted to put that into the record. She stated that she was sure that the staff will look at all of the 
comments and bring forward some resolution for the Board.  
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Federal Highway Administration    Federal Transit Administration 
California Division Office     Region IX Office 
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100     90 Seventh Street, Suite 15-300 
Sacramento, CA 95814-4708     San Francisco, CA 94103-6701 
(916) 498-5001      (415) 734-9490 

April 16, 2021 

ELECTRONIC CORRESPONDENCE ONLY 

Mr. Toks Omishakin, Director 
Office of the Director, M.S. 49 
California Department of Transportation 
1120 N Street 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

SUBJECT:  California 2021 FSTIP Approval 

Dear Mr. Omishakin: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
have completed our reviews of the 2021 Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
(FSTIP), which was submitted by your letter dated April 1, 2021.  As detailed in your letter 
enclosed, the 2021 FSTIP incorporates by reference the following metropolitan planning 
organizations' (MPO) Federal Transportation Improvement Programs (FTIP): 

 Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 
 Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG) 
 Fresno Council of Governments (FresnoCOG) 
 Kern Council of Governments (KCOG) 
 Kings County Association of Governments (KCAG) 
 Madera County Transportation Commission (Madera CTC) 
 Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) 
 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
 Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
 San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
 San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) 
 San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) 
 Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) 
 Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency (SCRTPA) 
 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
 Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) 
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 Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) 
Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG)

We find that the FSTIP and FTIPs, were developed through a continuing, cooperative, and 
comprehensive transportation planning process in accordance with the metropolitan planning 
provisions of 23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 as amended by Public Law 114-94, the 

 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has designated the following 
planning areas as Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas for Criteria Pollutants: 

 Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG) 
 Fresno Council of Governments (FresnoCOG) 
 Kern Council of Governments (KCOG) 
 Kings County Association of Governments (KCAG) 
 Madera County Transportation Commission (Madera CTC) 
 Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) 
 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
 Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
 San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
 San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) 
 San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) 
 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
 Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) 
 Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) 

As such, the above MPOs Policy Boards have made an initial conformity determination on the 
above FTIPs and associated Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) amendments, as applicable, 
before your letter dated April 1, 2021.  The FHWA and FTA have reviewed the conformity 
determinations and find that the FTIPs, the associated RTP amendments, and associated 
conformity determinations conform to the applicable state implementation plan (SIP) in 
accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93.  This finding has been coordinated 
with Region IX of the EPA pursuant to the Transportation Conformity Rule.  

Based on our review of the information provided and our ongoing oversight of the statewide and 
metropolitan transportation planning processes, the FHWA and FTA are approving the 2021 
FSTIP.  This approval is effective April 16, 2021.  This approval is given with the understanding 
that an eligibility determination of individual projects for funding must be met, and the applicant 
must ensure the satisfaction of all administrative and statutory requirements. 

Included with this approval is FHWA and FTA's Federal Planning Finding (FPF). FHWA and 
FTA are required under 23 CFR 450.220(b) to document and issue an FPF in conjunction with 
the approval of the FSTIP.  At a minimum, the FPF verifies that the development of the FSTIP is 
consistent with the provisions of both the Statewide and Metropolitan transportation planning 
requirements.  Furthermore, the FPF documents FHWA and FTA's recommendations for 
statewide and metropolitan transportation planning improvements. 

• 
• 

Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST) Act. 
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If you have questions or need additional information concerning our approval and the FPF, 
please contact Mr. Antonio Johnson of the FHWA California Division at (916) 498-5889, or by 
email at antonio.johnson@dot.gov, or Mr. Ted Matley of the FTA Region 9 Office at            
(415) 734-9468, or by email at ted.matley@dot.gov.  

Sincerely,       Sincerely, 

       
Vince Mammano       Ray Tellis 
Division Administrator      Regional Administrator 
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are 
required under 23 CFR 450.220(b) to document and issue a Federal Planning Finding in 
conjunction with the approval of the Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
(FSTIP). The Federal Planning Finding verifies, at a minimum, that the development of the 
FSTIP is consistent with the provisions of both the Statewide and Metropolitan transportation 
planning requirements of 23 U.S.C. 134, 135; 49 U.S.C. 5303-5305; 23 CFR parts 450 and 500, 
and 49 CFR part 613. This report substantiates the issuance of the FHWA/FTA Federal Planning 
Finding (FPF) to support FHWA/FTA approval of the FSTIP based on the review of FSTIP and 
FTIP documents, statewide and metropolitan planning self-certification statements (23 CFR 
450.220; 23 CFR 450.336), and related supporting documentation.   
 
The FPF is one part of the risk-based stewardship and oversight the FHWA and FTA conduct for 
Caltrans, the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), and planning partners. The FPF 
serves as a “tool” for FHWA and FTA to support improvements to the planning process and 
ensure that Caltrans, the MPOs, and planning partners comply with Federal laws and regulations. 
The FPF ties the statewide, metropolitan, and non-metropolitan planning processes together into 
one formal risk-based action. 
 
To determine if Caltrans transportation planning and programming processes substantially meet 
the Federal requirements, FHWA and FTA reviewed the following: 
 

• 2018 California FSTIP FPF; 
• 2019 and 2020 Transportation Management Area Certification Reviews Reports;  
• California Division Planning and Air Quality Program Analysis and Risk Assessments for 

Years 2019, 2020, and 2021; 
• And additional guidance received from the FHWA Office of Planning. 

 
Based on the above, FHWA and FTA find that California’s statewide and metropolitan planning 
process substantially meets the Federal requirements. FHWA and FTA also finds that some 
improvements are warranted to ensure continued compliance with the Federal requirements and 
therefore are issuing the following Corrective Actions and recommendations: 
 
Corrective Action - CMAQ and STBG programs administration and oversite 
 
During the calendar year 2020, FHWA and FTA conducted three TMA Certification Reviews 
(Reviews). Two of the three Reviews found that the MPOs were sub-allocating the urbanized 
areas apportionments of STBG based on population and/or mode. On April 4, 2016, FHWA 
published "Sub-allocation of Apportioned Funds Questions and Answers." Question five asks, 
"In developing an FTIP, can an MPO sub-allocate its STBG to individual jurisdictions or a 
specific transportation mode?" Answer five states, "As a general matter, no. Procedures or 
agreements that distribute sub-allocated STBG funds to individual jurisdictions or modes within 
the Metropolitan Planning Area by pre-determined percentages or formulas are inconsistent with 
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the legislative provisions that require the MPO, in cooperation with the State and the public 
transportation operator, to develop a prioritized and financially constrained TIP."  
 
The reviews also found that two MPOs had delegated CMAQ project selection authority to 
county transportation agencies. Per the Interim Program Guidance Section IX(A) Project 
Selection 
(https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/cmaq/policy_and_guidance/2013_guidance/
), only the State DOT and the MPO have project selection authority. Due to the county 
transportation agencies' CMAQ project selection processes, the Reviews found that projects were 
being selected before the required assessments of proposed projects' expected emission reduction 
benefits. Furthermore, a review of the proposed FTIPs found that another MPO was similarly 
sub-allocating STBG funds. 
 
Caltrans is the primary recipient of the STBG and CMAQ programs apportionments. As such, 
Caltrans is required to ensure that Caltrans's sub-recipients are administering CMAQ and STBG 
funds per the applicable federal-aid program requirements. Caltrans shall review the DOT's 
CMAQ and STBG administrative policies, update the policies and procedures if warranted, and 
ensure and/or develop a process for ensuring the sub-recipients are administering the programs in 
compliance with Federal program guidance and regulations. 
 
Recommendation - Periodic evaluation of facilities repeatedly requiring repair and 
reconstruction due to emergency events 
 
Per 23 CFR 667, Caltrans is required to conduct statewide evaluations to determine if there are 
reasonable alternatives to all roads, highways, and bridges that have required repair and 
reconstruction activities on two or more occasions due to emergency events. The evaluations 
shall be completed prior to any affected portion of a road, highway, or bridge project being 
included in the FSTIP. 
 
Several Divisions within Caltrans are responsible for documenting damages to the NHS caused 
by emergency events and the associated repairs and sustainability activities including conducting 
an evaluation. However, the evaluation and supporting documentation was not included in the 
2018 California FSTIP and associated FTIPs and was not included in the 2021 California FSTIP 
and associated FTIPs. Failure to include the evaluation in the 2023 California FSTIP is likely to 
result in the issuing of a Corrective Action and/or non-approval of the FSTIP. Caltrans and the 
MPOs are encouraged to include consideration of the evaluations during the development of 
transportation plans and programs, including the 2023 California FSTIP and FTIPs. 
 
Recommendation - Performance-Based Planning and Programming (PBPP) and 
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) Implementation 
 
Caltrans, in coordination with the MPOs, has implemented a performance-based planning and 
programming process as required by 23 CFR 450. Also, Caltrans, in coordination with the 
MPOs, have established performance targets, reported the established targets, and continues to 
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monitor and report on progress toward achieving the performance targets. Despite completing 
the requirements, challenges persist in the coordination of data. Caltrans and the MPOs have 
established agreements that reference PBPP and TPMs; however, the agreements do not define 
the type of data needed for the California asset management plan and the information needed to 
satisfy the TPM reporting requirements. 
 
FHWA and FTA recommend that Caltrans and the MPOs jointly agree upon and develop 
specific written provisions for cooperatively developing and sharing information related to 
transportation performance data, the selection of performance targets, the reporting of 
performance targets, the reporting of performance to be used in tracking progress toward 
attainment of critical outcomes for the region of the MPO (see §450.306(d)), and the collection 
of data for the State asset management plan for the NHS. This agreement shall be documented 
either as part of the metropolitan planning agreements, or documented in some other means 
outside of the metropolitan planning agreements as determined cooperatively by Caltrans and the 
MPOs. 
 
Recommendation – Regional Transportation Conformity 
 
FHWA/FTA makes conformity determinations. MPO policy boards make initial conformity 
determinations for the Regional Transportation Plan - Sustainable Communities Strategies (RTP-
SCSs) and FTIPs in areas that either does not meet or previously have not met national ambient 
air quality standards (NAAQS) for ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM10 
and PM2.5), or nitrogen dioxide (NO2). These areas are known as “nonattainment areas” and 
“maintenance areas,” respectively. The State DOT, through the Self-Certification, certifies that 
the statewide and metropolitan transportation planning process is being carried out in accordance 
with sections 174 and 176(c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7504, 7506(c) 
and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93. The Caltrans Air Quality, Environment, and Health Branch reviews 
the MPOs' transportation conformity analyses and supporting documentation and provided 
comments for improvements when necessary. Caltrans Office of Federal Programming and Data 
Management is responsible for developing and managing the FSTIP, including providing the 
Self-Certification to FHWA and FTA. 
 
Historically, the regional transportation conformity process for the FTIPs and FSTIP and the 
review and approval of the FTIPs and FSTIP have been conducted as two separate processes. 
Conducting two different reviews for each FTIP and FSTIP update and amendment has caused 
delays in approval, inefficient communication, and a lack of documentation to justify 
FSTIP/FTIP amendments' approval. FHWA and FTA recommend that Caltrans develop a 
process to integrate the Air Quality, Environment, and Health Branch into the FSTIP/FTIP 
review process before Caltrans requests FHWA/FTA FSTIP or associated amendments 
approvals. FHWA and FTA also recommend that the updated process includes Caltrans 
providing the conformity analysis and their concurrence as part of the request for approval. 
Failure to integrate the Air Quality, Environment, and Health Branch into the process may result 
in FHWA and FTA determination that Caltrans has not satisfied the Self-Certification 
requirements. 
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If you have questions or need additional information concerning the FPF, please contact Ted 
Matley of the FTA Region IX at (415) 734-9468, or Ted.Matley@dot.gov, or Antonio Johnson 
of the FHWA California Division office at (916) 498-5889 or Antonio.Johnson@dot.gov. 
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FHWA California Division Office 
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100  

Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 498-5001      
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS  
KERN COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

February 18, 2021 
 
 
The 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (2018 RTP), originally adopted on August 16, 2018 and 
federally approved on December 3, 2018, is Kern Council of Government’s (Kern COG) major policy 
document, representing the region’s transportation system’s vision through 2042.  The scope of the 
proposed 2018 RTP Amendment No. 1 will be targeted at incorporating a project update for the 
Metropolitan Bakersfield area.   
 
Proposed Revision for 2018 RTP Amendment No. 1 

The 2018 RTP Amendment No. 1 proposes the following revision to the start date for the project 
information provided in the current 2018 RTP as originally adopted:   
 
 Hageman Road Extension – revise start date from “2018” to “2023” (KER08RTP013). 

 
This amendment is being provided to ensure consistency between the 2018 RTP Table 5.1 as 
amended with the upcoming 2021 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (2021 FTIP). This 
revision is due to delays in local funding and in completing pre-construction phases.  
 
As a result of this amendment, there are no changes to the net funding during the period from 2018 
to 2042 in the 2018 RTP Amendment No. 1.  The total number of projects does not change from 
those previously approved. The proposed change does not impact the analysis years for the 
Sustainable Community Strategy, the Environmental Justice evaluation, or the Air Quality Conformity. 
 
Proposed Schedule 
 
Kern COG is opening a public comment period on the proposed 2018 RTP Amendment No. 1 on 
December 23, 2020.  At that time, Kern COG will commence its review of the draft air quality 
conformity determination analysis and the 2021 Federal Transportation Improvement Program.  
Public comment will close January 22, 2021.  
 
Legal notice of the proposed air quality conformity determination will also be provided by December 
23, 2020. On February 18, 2021, the Kern COG Board of Directors will formally consider the 2018 
RTP Amendment No. 1, 2021 FTIP and the air quality conformity determination.  
 
For purposes of this amendment, only the affected portion of the project category, “Major Highway 
Improvements” which is found in Table 5.1, will be provided in this amendment report. The revised 
project start-dates indicated will be highlighted in yellow for the benefit of the reader. 
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2018 through 2022 - Major Highway Improvements 

Project Location   YOE Cost Project ID Start 
Route 14   Inyokern Redrock / Inyokern Rd to Rt 178 - widen to four lanes (Phase1) 42,000,000  KER08RTP006 2019 
Route 46    Lost Hills Brown Material Rd to I-5 - interchange upgrade at I-5 - Phase 4A 27,000,000  KER14RTP001 2017 
Route 46    Lost Hills Brown Material Rd to I-5 - interchange upgrade at I-5 - Phase 4B $40,000,000  KER08RTP018 2019 
Route 65   Bakersfield James Rd to Merle Haggard Dr - widen to four lanes 3,000,000  KER08RTP094 2021 
Route 99   Bakersfield Olive Drive  - construct interchange upgrades 6,100,000  KER08RTP091 2016 

Route 178   Bakersfield Rt 178 (24th/23rd St) from SR-99 to M Street - widen existing highway 55,000,000  KER08RTP014 2016 

Route 184   Bakersfield At Union Pacific Railroad - construct grade separation                
26,400,000  KER08RTP108 2020 

Hageman Flyover   Bakersfield Knudsen Dr to Rt 204 - construct extension  68,900,000  KER08RTP013 2023 

Centennial Corridor   Bakersfield I-5 to Rt-58/Cottonwood Rd - element of the Bakersfield Beltway System - 
construct new freeway and/or operational improvements 698,000,000  KER08RTP020 2016 

  Sub-total $966,400,000     

 
 

-



2018 Regional Transportation Plan Amendment No. 1 
Summary of Comments and Responses 

 
 

 
As part of the development of the RTP, stakeholders, technical staff, and the general public were given the 
opportunity to comment. The public review period was held December 23, 2020 to January 22, 2021. 
 
 
Troy Hightower – email dated 1/22/21 
 
1. Has the modeling been run to determine if Amendment 1 will still meet the CARB GHG target for Kern? 
 
Response: Amendments such as these typically do not have an effect on GHG output, as they do not make 
significant changes to the RTP goals, revenue assumptions, or SCS implementation.  The contents of this 
amendment would make technical modifications to projects already included in the 2018 RTP/SCS.  Further, it 
should be noted that the only remaining future year to be targeted for SB 375 is 2035 and the amendment does 
not affect the modeling network in that year.  Analysis of SB 375 SCS Targets are made once every 4 years (at 
plan adoption) and are not required for RTP amendments.  
 
 
2. Will amendments to a RTP/SCS trigger the updated CARB target? 
 
Response: No – as noted, Amendments such as these typically do not have an effect on GHG output, as they do 
not make significant changes to the RTP goals, revenue assumptions, or SCS implementation.  Further, the new 
SCS guidelines apply to the 3rd cycle RTP/SCS.  Per the guidelines 
(https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/SB375_Final_Target_Staff_Report_%202018_Resolution_18-
12.pdf), new targets would apply to newly adopted plans after October 2018.  For Kern that is the 2022 
RTP/SCS.  
 
 
3. This item was not reviewed by the RPAC because the recent Jan 6th RPAC meeting was not held.  
 
Response: The Kern COG adopted Public Information Policies and Procedures only require a public meeting for 
the draft FTIP and Conformity.  An RTP amendment does not require a public workshop.  However, consistent 
with Kern COG’s open and inclusive public outreach process (recognized in the 2017 RTP guidelines as a best 
practice), we routinely go above and beyond the minimum requirements when it comes to public outreach.  To 
that end, a public workshop was also held on January 13th.  In addition, non-required public meetings where held 
at the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee and Transportation Planning Policy Committee meetings in 
January. 
 
 
4. The Kern COG webpage for RPAC Agendas lists the Jan 6th meeting as Dark. The link goes to a cancellation 
notice. However, the is an “Information Item” link. The link goes to what appears to be an agenda staff report for 
this amendment. I regularly participate in RPAC meetings. I have never seen a case where there was a link to an 
“Information Item” separate from the agenda. Normally, any/all information items are part of an agenda. Can you 
explain what this is all about? 
 
Response: The link to the amendment was provided to the RPAC and the public as a courtesy, consistent with 
our above-and-beyond, open and inclusive public outreach efforts. 
 



BEFORE THE KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF KERN 

RESOLUTION NO. 21-06 

In the Matter of: 

2021 Federal Transportation Improvement Program, 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Amendment 1, and 
Corresponding Conformity Analysis 

WHEREAS, the Kem Council of Governments (Kem COG) is a Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency and a Metropolitan Planning Organization, pursuant to State and Federal designation; and 

WHEREAS, federal planning regulations require Metropolitan Planning Organizations to prepare and 
adopt along- range 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for their region; and 

WHEREAS, a 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Amendment 1 (2018 RTP Amendment 1) has 
been prepared in full compliance with federal guidance; and 

WHEREAS, a 2018 RTP Amendment 1 has been prepared in accordance with state guidelines 
adopted by the California Transportation Commission and; 

WHEREAS, federal planning regulations require that Metropolitan Planning Organizations prepare 
and adopt a short range Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) for their region; and 

WHEREAS, the 2021 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (2021 FTIP) has been prepared 
to comply with Federal and State requirements for local projects and through a cooperative process between 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), the Federal Transit Administration (FT A), the State 
Department of Transportation (Cal trans), principal elected officials of general purpose local governments and 
their staffs, and public owner operators of mass transportation services acting through Kem COG forum and 
general public involvement; and 

WHEREAS, the 2021 FTIP program listing is consistent with: 1) the 2018 RTP Amendment 1; 2) 
the 2020 State Transportation Improvement Program; and 3) the corresponding Conformity Analysis; and 

WHEREAS, the 2021 FTIP contains the MPO's certification of the transportation planning process 
assuring that all federal requirements have been fulfilled; and 

WHEREAS, the 2021 FTIP and 2018 RTP Amendment 1 meet all applicable transportation 
planning requirements per 23 CFR Part 450; and 

WHEREAS, Kem COG has integrated into its metropolitan transportation planning process, 
directly or by reference, the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets described in other State 
transportation plans and transportation processes, as well as any plans developed under 49 U.S.C. Chapter 
53 by providers of public transportation, required as part of a performance-based program; and 

WHEREAS, projects submitted in the 2021 FTIP and 2018 RTP Amendment 1 must be financially 
constrained and the financial plan affirms that funding is available; and 

WHEREAS, the MPO must demonstrate conformity per 40 CFR Part 93 for the RTP and FTIP; and 



WHEREAS, the corresponding Confomtity Analysis supports a finding that the 2021 FTIP and 2018 
RTP Amendment 1 meet the air quality confomtity requirements for ozone and particulate matter; and 

WHEREAS, the 2021 FTIP and 2018 RTP Amendment 1 do not interfere with the timely 
implementation of the Transportation Control Measures; and 

WHEREAS, the 2021 FTIP and 2018 RTP Amendment 1 conform to the applicable SIPs; and 

WHEREAS, the documents have been widely circulated and reviewed by Kern COG's advisory 
committees representing the technical and management staffs of the member agencies; representatives of 
other governmental agencies, including State and Federal; representatives of special interest groups; 
representatives of the private business sector; and residents of Kem County consistent with public 
participation process adopted by Kem COG; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on January 21, 2021 to hear and consider comments on 
the 2021 FTIP, 2018 RTP Amendment 1, and corresponding Confomtity Analysis; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that Kem COG adopts the 2021 FTIP, 2018 RTP 
Amendment 1, and corresponding Confomtity Analysis. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Kem COG finds that the 2021 FTIP and 2018 RTP 
Amendment 1 are in confomtity with the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments and 
applicable State Implementation Plans for air quality. 

AUTHORIZED AND SIGNED THIS 18 th DAY OF FEBRUARY 2021. 
TRUJILLO, B.SMITH, LESSENEVITCH, CRUMP, BLADES, PROUT 

AYES: KRIER, P.SMITH, GARCIA, COUCH, SCRIVNER, PARRA,KERSEY 
NAVARRO 

NOES: NONE 

ABSTAIN: NONE 

ABSENTYASQUEZ' GONZALEZ 

Kem Council of Governments 
ATTEST: 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution of the Kem Council of Governments duly 
adopted at a regular meeting thereof held on the 18 th day of February 2021. 

Abron Hakimi, Executive Director 
Kem Council of Governments 

RESOLUTION NO. 21-06 
2021 FTIP/2018 RTP Amendment 1/Confomtity Analysis 
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