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Executive Summary

California’ s | an dneaateBil 379(3B3&directscMeteopoiitan Plarming, S
Organizations (MPO) to develop and incorporate a Sustainable Community Stratelgy (SCS

their Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The SCS must set forth a forecasted development

(housing and employmentgrowtip at t er n t hat , when integrated wit
transportation networks and other transportation measures and polices, will edueenhouse

gas emissions generated by automobiles and light trucks to achieve the greenhouse gas

emission reduction targets approved by the California Air Resources Board.

This Health Impact Assessment (HIA) focuses on potential impacts of SB 3TBanipteon in
four Kern County communitiesArvin, Lamont, Weedpatch and Greenfield. Arvin, Lamont and
Weedpatch are considered disadvantaged unincorporated communities while Greenfield is
considered as low income urban neighborhood as it is within thenbaties of the City of
Bakersfield. The project teadeveloped the scope of the HIA analysis in partnership with
community residents and partners. Through this process, we sought to identify potential
impacts based on the following two questions:

1. How doeghe SCS change the quality and accessibility of public transacasto
destinations in disadvantaged unincorporated communities and low income urban
neighborhoods?

2. Wi | | Kern’'s SCS increase the availability of
disadrantaged unincorporated communities and low income urban neighborhoods?

Major Findings

A person’s health and e c accessihilitethevease withwhicmg i s i nf |l
desired destinations can be reached within a particular landttasgsportation system.The

ease with which they can get from home to job, the time it takes to get from home to a health

clinic, or the reliability of trasportation from home to schopto suggest a few exampledur

prior work has shown that residents of disadt@aged unincorporated communities (DUCSs) in

Kern County typically enjoy far less accessibility than residents positioned closer to the urban

core communities of Bakersfiel@This is especially problematic for residents of D&swell as

underserved neigborhoods in citest hat don’t have access to aut omo

This HIA examingsbs and servicelwcated withineach study communitto assess bicycle and

pedestrian acces®e found that KernGG s 2040 al t ehmaveasimilanoetcomese nar i os
with respect to jobs and services in teeidycommunities, withalmostall scenarios showing a

worsening in jobs housing balan@xacerbating the current lack of jobs (relative to housing) in

three offour studycommunities(and not one scenarios effectively@@ssing the severe jobs /

housing imbalance iall of the communities)Relative to growth in dwelling unitsur

assessment showed that two studpmmunities showed very liglhousing growth, while two
showmoderategrowth.



The HIA also examinése location of transit stops in 2013 and in the 2040 Scenarios, finding

that transit increases in 2040 Scenarios over the present, but the Plan, Intensified, 33% Housing
Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios provide less density of transit stops but serve locatorzs o
largergeographiarea.

Finally, the HlAanalysis quantifies transit access and access to services from DUCs and low
income urban communities by measuring access to jobs by both automobileudtidtransit.

We foundthat transit access and transihd auto access to services is greatest in Bakersfield

and its immediate surroundings, often including Greenfield. Transit access to jobs and services is
greater for much of theegion (and the four study communitigi the Preferred, Intensified,

33% Hosing, and 100% Infill Scenarios, although variation in transit access to jobs and services
between those scenarios is limited. Auto access to services is cemeigakersfield in the

2040 Scenarios, and access to government services decreases acneggdhen 2040.

Variation in auto access to services between 2040 Scenarios is limited.

This HIA represents an improvement over existing research practices that, for the most part,
only consider changes in accessibility at large levels of geograghiyng down our analysido
individual DUCs and leimcome urban communities allows the data to show how conditions are
expected to change on the ground for small communities, given expected changes in
demographics, transportation infrastructure, and land sise

Major Recommendations

1. Kern COG shoul@sk and apply for fundinfjom sources beyon&ernCOGs regional
planning programs tinvest in bw income rural communities

2. Our analysis and public input provided to the COG indicate that DUCs and low income
urban neighborhoods have particularly elevated needs. Because none of the scenarios
include significant transit investments in the study communities that result in
substantially improved transit outcomes, our analysis did not show substantial
differences betwveen scenariosThis limits the ability of regional partners and
community members to understand the impacts of varying the transportation plans that
might be adopted, and it limits differences between scenario outcomes in those areas.
We recommend that futre SCS/RTP efforts include transitluding active
transportation,projects that target communities that have particularly elevated transit
needs.

3. Kern COG should improve the jobs housing balance to ensure adequate growth and
investments that will alw these communities to thrivé balance of housing and
employment and services in each community can lead to impraeedss to jobs and
services while simultaneously reduciwghicle travel. Efforts aimed at achieving a



greater degree of jobs housinglaace in the region (and in particular in areas with a
substanti al i mbal ance), have the potenti al

Finally, werecommend that Kern COG adopt the followseg of policies in their 2014
RTP that will address histonieed and improve land use and tranisitegration for
years to come.

a. Create a new classification of transit ready areas to prioritize and target
investments in communities with demonstrated needuch as those studied in
this analysis. Kern County residghave requested more housing options,
improved public transit and opportunities for active transportation and more
mixed use and compact development. Transit ready areas would be eligible to
receive planning and financial assistance which will improvencunities by
designing more compact, less car dependent projects.

b. Delay or eliminate the allocation of discretionary funding sources that promote
and/or support new town development. Kern COG must fund needs in existing
communities first, particularly ilow income neighborhoods and communities.

c. The RTP should front load pedestrian, biking, and transit projects to provide real
transportation options to Kern County residents.
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l. Introduction

In 2008, California passed the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protectioarnate B3l

3750r SB 37} to further the statewide effort to reduce greenhouse gas eroissi Thisiovel

policy will help California meet state climate goals by improving the integration of regional

transportation spending, housing allocatioasd land use planning. SB 375 will support
California’ s goals t o c oemrhausegaslemiseians® 199thleveisge by r
by 2020 as set out by Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The

transportation sector is the single largest contributorgieenhouse gases of any sector:

automobiles and light trucks contributénaost 30% aloné.SB 375 requires the California Air

Resources Board (CARB) to set greenhouse gas reductions targets for each federally designated
Metropolitan Planning Organizations.

In order to meet the statewide goal of reduced greenhouse gas emissiorsg other

requirements, SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations gME®clude a

Sustainable Community StratedyG¥$in their Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The SCS will
serve as a set of planning strategies that can be followeddet emissions reduction targets.
Before an SCS can be adopted, MPOs must develop a series of scenarios that detail land use and
transportation investments and that attempt to meet greenhouse gas targets set by the state; at
the conclusion of this procesthe local government will vote on their preferred scenario, which
will be used and analyzed in the development of the SCS. Though an adopted SCS is not itself
legally enforceable, a city or county may choose to adopt the SCS into a legally enforceable
format, such as a general plan. Thus, within the SCS exists the potential to promote community
equity through policy decisions throughout thegion

In each regiorthe SCS shall:

1. Identify the general location ddnduses, residential densities, and faliflg intensities
with the region;

2. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region,
including all ecoomic segments of the populatiasver the course of the planning
period of the RTRaking into accounhet migrationin the region, population growth,
household formation and employment growth;

3. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight year projection of the
regional housing nee@nd;

4. Identify a transportation network to service the transportationenis of the region.

This is the first time that MPOs in California will integrate land use and transportation planning,
making implementation of SB 375 critically important for health outcomes. A strong SCS that
prioritizes walking, biking, transit and ithtlevelopment could see significant reductions in
respiratory health impacts and costs related to traffic pollutifor example! SB 375 provides
decision makers with important opportunities to grow and invest in more strategic and healthier



ways.The mplicationsof SB 373mplementation onhealth will be discussed in further detalil
throughout this report.

This Health Impact Assessment (HIA), focused on SB 375 implementation in Kern County, will

analyze potential health impacts to low income commuuitié color based on Kern County

Council of Gover nment oflandpuusea@nd dranspdrtat®rop@&nnindim s c us si or
KernCounty arelyincorporate discussionsfi mpacts to resident s’ heal t h
outcomes despite the reago n ’ stanbimg migtory ohegative health outcomes. The HIA

partners hope to engage decision makers iregional discussioon the intersections of land

use, transportation and health. Without a holistic approach to land use and transportation

planning that icludes discussions of health, these communities run the risk of continued

neglect and disinvestment while wealthier communities reap the benefits of smart growth

planning.

.  SB 375 in the San Joaquin Valley

The San Joaquin Valley (SJV) is a region thajsbinito stark relief the many, often conflicting,

realities of California. It is a region of great wealth: it farms for our nation, it is rich in natural

resources, and it is one of the magtographically varied are@sthe state. Despite its

tremendousassets, the region faces enormous challenges. The region has been ldieeled

“Appal achia of the West” and is home to some of
The SJ¢ontainsour nation’s dirtiest air. hdEghusoat i on | eve
the state, and unemployment levels are significantly higher than the rest of California. The

region experiences extremely high rates of food
residents vary tremendously depending on race, etlyiéghcome, and where you live. Poor

planning practices, institutionalized racism, and entrenched agricultural, industrial and

development interests have led to growth patterns that put great strain on the natural

environment and have perpetuated histopatterns of disinvestment in low income

communities and communities of coldr.

SB 375 provides a upie opportunity for this regiomo direct future infrastructure investments
into the low income and communities of color that struggle each day to madie th
neighborhoods healthy, vibrant and sustainable places to lhvaso proviés MPOs with
opportunities toinvestin and revitalize communities that have been historically overlooked and
excluded from the benefits of short and long term planning. Haweifbusiness as usual
policies and practices predominate through implementatiors8f375, low income communities
of color—already the most negatively impacted by historic planning decisistad to be

harmed the most.

SB375 in Kern County

KernCounty is characterized by rapidly changing demograptspecifically, a fast growing
Latino population The total population is projected to grdwom 840,000 residents (in 2016)
1,540,000 residents by 2050n Kern County, the White neidispanic ppulation is expected to
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decline while the Hispanic population grows by 2.4% each year. See Figure below for
comparisons across race and ethnicity.

Figurel: Kern CountySummary of Race and Ethnicity Forecast, Z20%D.

White Hispanic | Black or | American | Asian Native Some other race or in
alone allraces | African Indian alone Hawaiian | combinationnon-
non- American | and non- and other | Hispanic
Hispanic alone non | Alaska Hispanic | Pacific
Hispanic | Native Islander
alone alone
non- non-
Hispanic Hispanic
2010 323,794 | 391,144 45,377 5,893 33,100 995 39,328
2050 227,955 | 1,027,764 | 81,180 4,578 98,741 2406 97,373
Increase | -95,823 | 636,620 35,803 -1,315 65,641 1411 58,045
Annual -0.9% 2.4% 1.5% -0.6% 2.8% 2.2% 2.3%
Rate

Source: The Planning @er/DC&E, San Joaquin Valley Demographic Forecasts;22600

The Kern Council of Governments (KCOG) is tasked with creatingthe regio f i r st

RTP. ROG will accommodate populatignowth 1,077,300and employment growttof 577,100
through the year 2040in its 2014 RTP.

As discussed in the introductiotihousandsof residents in low income commities stand to be
negativelyimpacted if KOG does not implement SB 375 in a way that equitably distributes the
benefits d smart growth planmg. Through a series of community education workshops
residents identified experiencing systematic neglecthitioric planning and investment policies
that haveresulted in inadequate access to public transit, lack of sidewalks and paved roads,
unsafe dinking water and dilapidatkseptic systems, anlittle to no access to basic services

and affordable housing by residents from low income communities.

SCS in

A growing body of research indicates that land use and transportation decisions can promote an
active Ifestyle and improve overall healt@ommunities that promote public transportation,
walking, and biking have been shown to improve air quality and increase access to: health care,
education, social services, healthy food, and places for recreation arsicphgctivities.

Together these factors are often "dibesondi bed as tt
Heal th Organization defines soci al determinants
born, grow, live, work and age, includingtheehet h £y st em. ”



In Kern Countglone the city of Bakersfield ranks as th@st polluted American city by deadly
particulats, 15.6% of all countgsidentshawe been diagnosed with asthmand41.4% ofall of
its childrenare obese The county also hasdthighest death rate due to heart diseasedan
secondhighestrates of death due to Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD) and
diabetes®

Investment in existing communities and high quality transportation systems howeveotd

benefit all communitie inthe same waykFor example, ther regions in Californiasuch as the
Southern California Asciation of Governments regidrave complied with SB 375

requirementsby developing land use scenarios that concentrate growth and resource allocation
in areasin which physical proximity of housing to jobs, schools, health care centers, stores or
high quality transportation systems already exist. This approach inevitably makes certain
neighborhoods and communities an attractive investment option for fulfiBBg375

requirements, while leaving others at a disadvantage. Low incconemunities especially

those in rural settingften lack the basic features of healthy, sustainable neighborheods
potable water,adequatesewer systems, quality and quantity of@flable housingptions,

adequate public transit, complete streets and essential services. Maximizing opportunities for all
communities, particularly those that are most vulnerable, and addressing existing inequities will
result in a helihier, more sustmable region. Investing in these communities reduces the need
to sprawlas revitalization efforts focus on infill development on vacant and/or underutilized

land within existing communities.

While MPOs are tasked with developing an SCS that forecagésiam land use growth, cities

and counties maintain sole land use decision making authority. Key to making projected growth
and investment a reality in existing low income communities will be the billions of
transportation and planning dollars that wilistributed via the RTP, the master planning
document that houses the SCS. K&aG estimates that a total of 1118llion dollars will be
available through the life of the 2014 R¥EXxisting law requires the various elements of the
RTP to maintain intern&onsistency. As such, if the SCS directs housing and employment
growth and transit investments (transit service and active transportation) to low income
communities then projected revenues in the financial element of the RTP must follow that
direction.Growth and transit networks in low income communities will help reverse decades of
disinvestment by directing monetary resources to support communities in becoming healthy
and sustainald.

lIl.  Overview of the Ker@ounty HIA Project

Leadership Counsel for Jiecgt and Accountability (Leadership Counsel), Central Valley Health

Policy Institute (CVHPI) and UC Davis Center for Regional Change (CRC) partnered to conduct an
HIA on SB 375 implementationKernCounty, with technical assistance frdfolicyLink. The

project is breaking new ground with respect to analyzing the impacts of SB 375 implementation

by assessing its impact on more rural communities. We have obsBB&T5 has an inherent
assumption that the most reduction of greenhouse gas emissions would etsut principally



by encouraging land use and transportation planning strategies in city neighborhoods and
communities in which infrastructure already existghere transit opportunities are already
robustand where diverse land usefready existn close proximity toone another But small,
spatially isolated, often rural communities also have a great deal at stake in this process, and,
this team decided to conduct an analysis that would inform decision makers of regional impacts
to the health of residets livingin lowincome communities of color from the relatively urban to

the rural.

Leadership Counsel managed this project, with finarstipport from CRLA. Tlpeoject team
developed educational materials and conducted community edanatvorkshopson SB 375

and HIAgo build and support engagement of community residents in the decision making
process. Théeamconvened the KerilIA steering committee, composed of local community
partners to develop the scope of the HIBue to resource constrainend limitatons,

Leadership Counsel consolidatstgéering committeaneetings with the meetings of the South

Kern Building Healthy Communities Environment Action Té2WiHPI and the UCD CRC served

as technical partners, conducting research and analgsiproviding technical assistance.
PolicyLink advised the project partners on HIA methods, provided additional data about some of
the communities, and reviewed and edited drafts of the reports.

The KerrHIA team launched this projectsu | |  p ar t mdanuary of B0dZeta beging

wor kplan activities, ass es sdeckienrnrakingtimelimeand of
identify community partners to form the initial steering committee. The project ended in March
of 2014 in time to utilize findings amdcommendations during the public review period of the
2014 Draft RTP/SCS Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This HIA includes the following components:

1 Backgrounddetailedinformation about the demographics and characteristics of target
communities.

1 Methodology: process used to implemethe HIA and description of data sources and
research methods.

1 SB 375 Aalysis: describes proposed implementation and potential challenges and
opportunities for target communities.

1 Assessment: existing conditions ofgat communities and potential impacts relative to
existing conditions.

1 Recommendations: describes a set of policy recommendations as a result of assessment
findings.

1 Monitoring Plan: identifies strategies to monitor impacts of implementation based on
priorities developed ¥ the Environment Action Team.

10
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V. Background and Screening

What is an HIA?

A Health I mpact Assessment is a “combination of
systematically judges thgotential, and sometimesanintended, effects of a pol plan,

program or project on the health of a population and the distribution of those effects within the

p o p ul &Thisallowsfor the thorough and thoughtful deliberation of potential impacts of

proposed policies or plans before final policies @nglare adopted. HIAs tend to focus on the

“soci al det er mi nant dth Qrdanizhatieredefinds théseashe Wor | d He a

The conditions in which people are bomgrow, live, work and ag&.hese circumstances

are shaped by the distribution of money, powand resources at global, national, and
local levels. The social determinants of health are responsible for a wide range of health
inequities—the unfair and avoidable differences in health status seen within and

bet ween dountries”.

Steps in a typicdfllA:

9 Screeningnvolves determining whether an HIA is feasible, timely and would add value
to the decision making process

1 Scoping involves creating a plan and timeline for conducting an HIA that defines priority
issues, research questions and methods padicipant roles.

1 Assessment involves creating an existing conditions repo# ¢@ographic area and/or
population in order to understand baseline conditions and to be able to predict changes
in health outcomes. This step also involves evaluating fiateimealth impacts.

1 Recommendations are developed to improve the project, plan or policy and/or to
mitigate any negative health impacts.

1 Reporting involves communicating the results with decision makers.

1 Monitoring involves tracking the impacts of theAn the decision making process and
the decision, the implementation of the decision, and the impacts of the decision on
health determinants?

Importance of Health in SB 375 Implementation

The stakes in SB 375 are very high for low income communitidgpanural communitiegven

more so. If housing and employment growth and transit investments are equitably allocated, SB
375 creates new opportunities for improving the health of low income neighborhoods and low
income rural communitieBut if investmats are not equitablallocated theconsequences for
these neighborhoods and communities could be disastrous, further exacerbating regional
inequities that lead to significant healthisparities. Thémerican Lung Association in California
notes in their eport Public Health Crossroads: SustaieaGrowth for Healthier Kern
Neighborhoodshat a future in which new growth in Kern County isf@rcent more walkable
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and interconnected with existing built neighborhoods could reduce trgifidution healthcosts

by $139million in 2035 aloneThe ALA report demonstrates that the following community
characteristics can significantly contribute to negative health outcomes: lack of access to basic
sewicessuch as grocery, medical, and employment; infrastructutigcéncies that impede
walkability and physical activity; and, little to no access to public transportation.

As previously notedsB 375 is novel in that Califormégional transportation planning agencies
must integrate land use and transportation plangifor the first time. This task can prove to be
difficult yet manageable and successful if decision makers engagéheitommunity in
meaningful discussions about the intersections of land use, transportation and health. Such
discussions can lead to @} developmerdgthat address the many challenges faceddoy
income communities of color, includitgnd use policiethat can improve the built environment
and improvehealth outcomes.

Land use mi%, street and pedestrian connectivify pedestrian andyclist infrastructuré® and

parks and open spacEsre neighborhood features that have all been found to be positively

associated with physical activity and walkabiliffhough walkability has had numerous

definitions in literature, it can generally bedre r st ood as a measure of an e
to promote and increase access to pedestrian oriented activity, such as walking or bicycling.

Because walkability has been positively associated with physical a&tivighly walkable

neighborhoods haviéhe potential to significantly improve health outcomes of neighborhood

residents. Physical activjtin turn,can help reduce the risks of several adverse health

conditions associated with physical inactivity, including heart disease, type 2 diabetes, col

cancer, breast cancer, and mortality The importance of physical activityeimphasizedy the

Worl d Health Organization’s (WHO) decree that pt
factors for the Global Burden of Disedse

Despite the signifant risks associated with physical inactivity, the majority of adults in the
Western world do not perform sufficient physiaativity for health benefitsBy increasing
neighborhood walkability, residents will have greater opportunities to engage intare ac
healthy lifestyleThus, increasing neighborhood walkability can be a valuable opportunity to
improve the health outcomes of the general population. However, because it is often the
poorest of neighborhoods that lack basic features of walkabilityiorgal planners should give
special consideration to these neighborhoods if the opportunity for improved health outcomes
is to be distributed equitably throughout the region.

Public transportatiorpolicies havehe potential to impact health outcon! by addressng
inequity in resource access across populatiang granting access teansportation for
populations without vehiclesAccess to public transportatiatonnects community members to
employment, economic, and social opportunities as wetbasssential services (such as
healthcare), which are all critically linked with positive health outcomes. While vehicle
ownership has been shown to be linked with improved health, public transportation has the
potential to serve as its functional equiealt?? and offer the benefits of vehicle ownership to

12



those unable to afford or access vehicléghe importancef ensuring transit opportunities
underscored by findings that inadequate accesgansporthas been linked to a higher risk for
social exalsion, particularly for the unemployed, elderly, sick, lwage workersand womer®.

In addition to providing access to opportunities and services, public transportation policies have
the potential to improve air quality. Because personal vehicles ggnify contribute to air
pollutants®, increasing public transportation and promoting ridership could reduce the number
of vehicles on the road, reducing the volume of harmful emis$tpasd improving the air

guality and health outcomes of the region.

Does the HIA Add Value in this Process?

To date, discussion on the impacts on community heialtine development of the Ker8CS ha
been driven by comunity partners Advocates recognized the need and importance of
conducting a health impact assessment gitieis new mandated policy that requires multiple
jurisdictions to think beyond thegeographicalimits and work towards creating a regional plan
that provides benefits to all. The KeBCS will seek to integrate land use and transportation
planning forthe first time.It isno easy feat to overgue given decades of urban sprawl,
concentrated poverty, bad air qualignd inadequate transit service in Kern County

V. Development of th&C Kern County

The KCOG directed by a Policy Boarfl Directorscomposed of elected representatives from

Kern’s eleven cities an@Thiswsaltimatelytheroypoboar d of suy
|l eaders responsible for adopting the 2014 RTP t}
Board is expected to forally approve the 2014 RTP in June of 2014. The RTP contains a number

of elements (Policy, Action and Financialaddition tothe SCS that guides transportation

planningand investment throughout Ker@ounty.

Efforts to implement SB 375 in the courttgganwith the establishment of the Kern Climate
Change Task Force in 2009 to help KCOG meet the goals and objectives ot’JRi8Task

force was folded into the KCOG Transportation Modeling Commiitt@810 to help create the
necessary parameters to fecast a pattern of development that would meet the GHG reduction
targets?® In 2012, the Regional Policy Advisory Courmcimposed of planners from member
agencies, one public member, and other interested stakehold®eggan to oversee the
development ofdraft SCS scenarios to be carried into the draft Environmental Impact Report for
further analysig®

Two cycles of public workshops were held acissr Countyo gather input from residents.
Public engagement efforts during the first cycle includedesmxtcommunity workshops and two
meetings with interested stakeholdeb&etweenMarchand June of 2012° Efforts to gather

public input in the second cycle took place from August 2012 through October of 2013. These
efforts includel community festivals, commity workshops, presentations to city councils and
county board of supervisors.
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Following the two cycles of publiatreach, the RPAC approvémr preliminaryscenarios
including a no project alternativéo be reviewed in the EIRII preliminary scen#s met the 5
and 10% GHG reduction targetavo additional scenarios were thelded during the writing of
the draft EIR. The six draft SCS scenarios are described below.

1 No Project Alternativelncludes only those transportation projects that are inéddn
the first of the previously conforming transportation plan or have completed
environmental review by January 2014. The growth scenario indlisdeased on local
general plans.

9 Old Plan Alternativdncludes thoserainsportation projects in the 201RTP. Land use
assumptions include any updated growth information and planning assumptions from
2011. This includes significantly less funding for maintenance, transit, and alternative
transportation projects.

91 Preferred Alternative: Transportation projecinclude many from the 2011 RTP in
addition to the new projects that close gaps and expand the transportation system.
Land use assumptions are more aggressive in terms of infill, multifamily housing, and
smaller lot single family homes.

1 Intensified Altermtive: Transportation projects are similar to the preferred scenario
except that transit, bike, and pedestrian projects are implemented sooner. Land use
assumptions are based on the preferred scenario except that the land use scenario is
more aggressive ithat urban development occurs sooner and large lot sifiighaily
housing is limited to 47% of new growth.

1 33 Percent Housing Mix Alternative: Transportation projects are the same as in the
Intensified Alternative. Land use assumptions are based on tbadified Alternative,
except that new housing in the metro area is 33% high density, 33% medium density,
and 33% low density.

9 100 Percent Infill Alternative: Transportation projects are the same as in the Intensified
Alternative. Land use assumptions amere aggressive thethe Intensified and 33
Percent Housing Mix Alternatives, as 100% of new growth is infill, and new countywide
housing would be about two thirds high or medium density.

Appendix Bncludes detailed information on the decision makingeline and process used to
createKerh' s first SCS.

VI. Goals andeterminingScope

Through a series of meetinghe steering committeédentified project goals to guide the
implementation of the HIA. The goals of this project were to:

1. Ensure consideratioaf community values (maintaining community history, culture, and
beliefs intact).

2. Ensure consideration of environmental justice issues, as they related to community
health, within the SCS process.
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3. Ensure that the final SCS adequately considers and addrédsseoncerns and
aspirations of disadvantagednincorporated communities.

4. Ensure disadvantaged unincorporated communities can meaningfully participate in the
SCS planning process.

Developing thé&teering Committee

The project team met in January 2012 to identify partners to help guide the development and
ultimate implementation of this HIA. Partners were identified based on their expertise on issues
impacting low income communities of color and level of engagement and organizing activities in
these communities.

The first steering committee méieag convened on February 222012 to introduce the HIA

project, review the steps in an HIA, build a shared understanding of SB 375 and implementation
timeline, and to discuss the role of the commide R@resentatives from eightommunity

based organizations and community groups participated in this initial meeting. Participation in
this process was voluntary throughout the implementation of the HIA.

During this first meeting the steering committedentified the following values to help guidbd
implementation of the KertdlA project:

Equity

Community Empowerment

Collaboration

Accountability

Scientific Integrity

Dignity and Respect towards community residents

= =4 =4 = -8 =9

Devdoping the Scope for the KerHA Prgect

The project partners facilitated series of visioning exercises to identify possible areas of focus
for this HIA. At the initial steering committeeeeting, the project partners engaged participants
in a discussion on the intemind goals of SB 3'#s somanembers were not familiar with this
new mandate. Upon building a shared unstanding of SB 375 mandates, steering committee
members were asked to share aspects of their advocacy efforts that had some relation to the
goals of his new policy. Finly, the steering committegvas asked to identify broad issue areas
that have health and equity implications related to SB 375. This rekintthe identification of

five broad issue areas and a number of sub categories that could potentially impadt healt
outcomes in low income communities:

Figure2: Steering Committee Priorities |

Broad Issue Arei Sub Categories

Transportation 1 Transit connectivity from home to employment
9 Access to transit for school, services, jobs
Land Us#nfrastructure | 1 Zoning
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Basic infrastructure such as drinking water,
wastewater, sidewalks, streetlights, gutters, drainac
Placement of housing, businesses and services
Food access centers

Employment opportunities

Placement of toxic uses

Diesl emissions

Siting of toxic and recycling centers

Improved employment opportunities

Improved wages

Proximity of jobs to rural communities

Access to healthy foods

Land use designation for grocery stores in
disadvantaged commmities

Air Quality

Economic Developmer

Health

= =4 -8 -4 _a_98_4a_°a_2°_-°_-2

Priority Areas for HIA Analysis and Advocacy

The steering committee reconvened on MarcH# 2012 to finalize the scoping proceShie
committee convened to a) identify the top two priority areas for the HIA, and b) prioritize two
objectiveswithin each priority area baskon initial visioning exercise$he project partners

then facilitated a priority setting discussion with the coalition. Participants were reminded to
use the following set of criterjsamong othersin their prioritizationa) relevance to SB75
implementation, b) impacts on health and equity, and c) whether, absent this gratipation,
the issue would be considered in the debate.

Through this exercise the committee agreed that the air quality and health topic meagied
in the initial scoping procesgould be outcomes of all that studied as part of this HIA he
committee then tentatively agreed to focus this HIA on the following priorities:

Priority #1: Land Use/Infrastructure
1 Obective 1: Access to basic iaftructure(drinking water and wastewater) and services
in disadvantaged unincorporated communities
1 Obijective 2: Polluting and toxic sources (industry, agriculture, pesticide application)

Priority #2: Transportation
1 Objective 1Access to improved publtransportation to access schools, jobs, and
services in disadvantaged unincorporated communities
1 Objective 2: Diesel Triangle: reduce highway pollution from goods movement which
creates hot spots for toxic pollution in Kern County

While the project panersaspired to analyze as many community objectives as possible,
resources, time and staff capacity pldemnstraints on the ability to analyze all objectives
identified by the steering committee. Project partners informed steering committee members
that the selected priorities for the HIA were tentative whilkéernal capacity was assessed
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Geographic Area of Focus

While SB 375 implementation will impact all of Kern County residents, the steering committee
decided to focus on those most vulnerabteimplementation. The committee identified target
communities based on existing relationships with community residents and engagement in
advocacy efforts by related to SB 375. The communities identified, predominantly &atno

low income have long bee neglected by elected officials, county and city staff and other
powerful interestsand as a resulacksome or many of théasic features of healthy,

sustainable neighborhoodspotable water, sewer systems, quality and quantity of affordable
housing, dequate public transit, complete streets and essential services.

The target disadvantaged unincorporated communities include Arvin, LaamahtVeedpatch-
all located m southeast Kern Count¥he HA will also focus on the Greenfield neighborhood
locatedin part in the City of Bakersfield.

Demographics for the study areas, Kern County, and the state of/@elifre summarized in

the table below, which is excerpted from Karner and London (in gfe§spm the table, the

share of linguistically isolatdibuseholds, households living in poverty and minority households
are much are greater in Arvin, Lamont, and Weedpatch than the casm#ywholewhile

Greenfield has lower poverty tas and a slightly higher minority and linguistically isolated
populationthan the county. The share of residents commuting using a mode other than a single
occupancy vehicle is much greater in Arvin and Lamont (the two study areas with available data)
than the county or the state, indicating a greater reliancaransit, carpoling, bikingor

walking.

Figure3: Key Demographics of Study Communities

. Non-SOV S
_ Poverty Per. capita People commute L.|ngw.st|c
Population? (%)° HH mconge of color mode |solatt:on
(20119%) (%) share (%)" (%)bc
Arvin city 19,304 34.9 9,241 94.8 37.0 47.6
Lamont CDP 15,120 28.8 10,332 95.4 40.6 46.4
Greenfield CDP 3,991 9.1 24,126 61.9 - 22.6
Weedpatch CDP 2,658 36.4 8,620 94.4 - 57.6
Kern county 839,631 21.4 20,167 61.4 24.4 17.9
Statewide 36,995,499 14.4 29,634 59.9 27.0 19.7
Missing data indicate a margin of error greater than or equal to 50% of the estimate.
aSource: Census 2010, Summary File 1.
®Source: American Community Survey, 26@D11 five year estimates.
Defined as those speaking English I ess than “very
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Figure4: Map of HIA Study Communities
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Source: Maps provideby the UC Davis Center for Regional Change.

Residents of DUCs and low income urban neighborhoods have limited means of transportation

to reach basic daily necgities including employment, healthy food providers, healthcare

services, etc. The Coalition’s priorities are [
disproportionate amount opeople of cdor, recent immigrants, and loimcome people live in

rural ard urban fringe unincorporated and/or severely under rested communities that lack
basicinfrastructure andessential serviceand demonstratavorse health outcomes than more

developed and better resourced urban and suburban communities in the regawinigl from

this perspective, the coalition’s vision, goal s,
of SCS elements that explicitly address and plan for transportation investments and land use
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choices that will improve health outcomes in tradrtally excluded and undeserved
communities.

VII. HIA Research Questions & Description of Health Pathways

Following the Marcl2012 steering committee meetinghe project team met to develop a
proposed research agenda based on priorities identified by tladitmmn. After discussing
availability of resources, organizational capacity, relevance to SB 375 and data availability, the
project team narrowed the priority areas and objectives to include:

Priority 1: Transportation
1 Obijective 1: Increased access tdpa transportation in disadvantaged unincorporated
communities and low income urban communities

Priority 2: Land Use
9 Obijective 1: Increased access to basic community resources in disadvantaged
unincorporated communities and low income urban communities

While the steering committee was particularly interested in analyzing changes in access to basic
infrastructure such as drinking water and wastewater, sitting of toxic and polluting land uses

and the reduction of highway pollution from goods movement, pineject partners felt that

these priorities would not be directly addressed by the implementation of SB 375. The SCS
would not directly address drinking water quality and access to wastewater, pollution from
goods movement, and would not look at sitingtaxic sites because of lack of land use

authority.

The progct partnersmet with the steering committeén May of 2012 to discuss and explain
modificaion to HIA priorities. The committee agretdcontinue to develop the scope of the
HIA based th@roject team recommendations.

SB 375 and Transit Access and Access to Resources

The RTP has long provided an opportunity to influence the transportation infrastructure in a
region, which leads directly to transit access and access to resources. The othefrtbiel

access equation is land use. Though the specifics of land use decisions are enforceable only
through other means, such as zoning ordinances or county general plans, the SCS still presents
an important opportunity for local governments to influenicgure planning decisions, as

decisions outlined in the SCS have the potential to serve as the foundation for or be directly
incorporated into a future enforceable format. Thus, it is of great importance for the SCS to
encompass land use decisions thabmote health in all communities in particular those who

have experienced historical disinvestment such as DUCs and low income urban neighborhoods.
It is important to note, however, that despite a shared history of historic disinvestment, DUCs
and low inome urban neighborhoods face a different set of land use issues in the
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implementation of SB 375. For this reason, DUCs and low income urban communities will be the
focus of this analysis.

Improved Access to Public Transportation

Accessibility- the easewith which an individual can reach opportunities, goods and services

affects a person’s health, economic wellbeing ar
can directly affect residents’ accleehislee i n partic
While the quality of the transit system is a primary determinant, changes in land use can also

affect the types of destinations that residents can access through public transport.

Transit accessibility and neighborhood design can also play@ortant role in facilitating

walking and bicycling. Many studies have found a correlation between walkability and walking
for transportatior??. These effects of the built environment are likely to persist even when
controlling for individual preferences drparticular types of neighborhood$Creating
neighborhoods that support the use of nomotorized modes can therefore work to facilitate
physical activity resulting health benefits.

To meet the priorities of the community advisory team, the HIA teamestgd exploring this
area of focus using the following research question:

1 Will the SCS increase access to public transit in DUCs and low income urban
neighborhoods? To what extent will transit access change under the SCS scenarios?

Objective 1: Increasektcess to Public Transit in rural DUCs and low income urban
communities

For this objective, we first characterized the existing public transit systems serving DUCs and low
income urban communities by examining survey data, the location of existing tsangites,

and the proximity of residents to transit stops. This descriptive analysis will illustrate the extent

to which transit currently meets (or does not meet) the needs or residents of these

communities.

We will then quantify transit access in termist@vel times to destinations for current

conditions and in 2040 under each SCS scenario. The analysis of existing conditions relies on
travel demand model outputs for 2013 conditions and for 2040 conditions under each SCS
Scenario. In order to provide averall estimate of destinations that are available by transit, we
use access to jobs (of all types) as a proxy for destinations. Jobs represent economic
opportunities as well as amenities, goods and services, and the greater the number of jobs
accessibldy transit, the greater the accessibility. Specifically, we estimate transit access as the
number of jobs that can be reached from particular communities within a 45 nithméasit

trip during the peak morning commute. The transit travel time estimatéuithes invehicle

travel time, walk access times (at origins and destinations and at transfers), and wait times (at
the origin and at transfers). Job locations and transit travel times are available at the
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transportation analysis zone (TAZ) level usin@geibvided by KCOG; these values are
combined in order to provide an estimate of accessible jobs at each travel time interval for each
origin TAZ.

The process of combining travel times and job locations is illustrated in the hypothetical figure
below. Forthe particular origin TAZ shown, three destination TAZs are available within a 45
minute transit trip. Summing over all of the available jobs in the three destination zones results
in 263 total jobs accessible in 45 minutes. This result gets associdtetheviorigin TAZ.

Ultimately, TAZs are aggregatetb the corresponding DUCs and low income urban
communities in order to obtain accessibility estimates for those areas.

Figure5: Process of Combining Travel Times and Job Losatio

w Destination 1: 125 jobs
. 35 minute trip
transportation Destination 2: 43 jobs
analysis zone .
Destination 3: 95 jobs

To more closely examine the localized access impacts of the SCS in each community, we also
examine the growth in jobs allocated to DUCs and low income urban communities in each KCOG
SCS scenario and compare it to existing conditions.

Origin

Existing Conitlons:

1 What is the overall quality and accessibility of existing public transit in DUCs, low income
urban communities, and the county as a whole?

91 Does public transit adequately connect people living in DUCs and low income urban
communities to destinatiors

Forecasting question:

1 How does each scenario change the quality and accessibility of public transit and access
to destinations in DUCs and low income urban communities?

Indicators

1. Location of transit stops serving target areas (existing and forecastimgjtions)

2. Number of jobs that can be accessed by transit trips of 45 minutes or less during the
peak morning commute period (existing conditions and forecasting)

3. Number of jobs that are located in each community (existing conditions and forecasting)
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Lard Use: Improved Access to Basic Resources

Land use decisions made at regional levels have the capacity to promote health in a number of
ways, including through allocating investment into development of basic resources, such as
employment, affordable housg, healthy foodand hedthcare facilities and service8ccess to

these resources have a strong influence on the health outcomes of communities. In other
regions, proximity and the ease of traveling to health care services has been found to influence
hedth care decisions, where high travel times and distances can be a hindrance to the effective
use of health service$.Similarly, rurality has been associated withreased tavel distances,
timesand decreased frequency of medical visits overall angbtialists relative to urban

areas®’ Furthermore, licensed drivers and those with access to rides through their families
made significantly more heakbervice related trip$é These studies of other regions illustrate

the importance of considering rurateess to health care during the transportation planning
process.

Because DUCs and low income urban communities often do not offer these resources, the SCS
can initiate and encourage the development of these communities into livable, sustainable
neighborhads by including policies that allocate appropriate development in DUCs and low
income urban communities that will include and support these resources.

At the same time, this development has the potential to reduce VMT and improve air quality;
residents @ these communities will have the option to decrease or eliminate vehicle trips into
neighboring communities to obtain these basic resources, if these resources are available in

their communities. Simultaneously residents will be exposed to fewer of flieetsfof vehicle

travel, including emissions and accidents. Thus, the SCS can potentially further the mission of SB
375 of reducing VMT, while at the same time promoting a vision of community equity,

improving the health of DUCs and low income urban conities; and the region as a whole.

Greater walkability and access to resources has been associated with decreased use of cars and
thus lower greenhouse gas emissions. Walkability and pedestrian mobility in DUCs and low
income urban neighborhoods is oftembiered by inadequate pedestrian infrastructure,
including unmaintained sidewalks and bike lanes (or an absence of either or both from the
community), singlaise housing, and lack of curb cuts. Without adequate pedestrian
infrastructure, residents may chae to decrease or eliminate pedestrian trips to access basic
community resources. Further, because several residents of these communities are unable to
afford a personal vehicle, adequate pedestrian infrastructure may be necessary for them to
access resowes that promote health. Also, inadequate pedestrian infrastructure may cause
decreased pedestrian activity within the community, which can then contribute to negative
health outcomes, such as cardiovascular disease and diabetes.

Though neighborhood wihbility and access to resources can be key promoters of community
health and an opportunity for community equity through investment in historically overlooked
neighborhoods, they also have the potential to further the mission of SB 375. Increasing
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walkallity promotes pedestrian mobility; when residents feel they do not have to use a vehicle
in their neighborhoods, they may choose not to, leading to a decrease in county wide VMT.
Thus, in this section we focus on analyzing the potential for increasedstz services and
walkability in low income urban neighborhoods.

To meet the priorities of the coalition, the HIA project team suggests exploring this area of focus
using the following research questions:

1 Will the SCS increase access to basic commuadgssities in DUCs and low income
urban communities? To what extent will the SCS change basic access to resources in
DUCs and low income urban communities?

Objective 1: Increased Access to Basic Community Resources in DUCs

For this objective, we first chacterized the availability of basic resources in DUCs and low
income urban communities. Basic resources are defined as including stores offering healthy,
fresh foods, healthcare facilities and services and early education child care centers. We profiled
the community in terms of basic resources available.

We then evaluated existing access to educational, governmental, and health care services by
using the methods similar to those used for transit access above. In other words, we used travel
demand model dta available foR005and in each scenario RB040to evaluate access to

services using access to jobs of three types: educational, medical, and government as a proxy for
access to specific facility locations (which are unavailable for future years)twh#tely, data

about stores offering healthy food were unavailable for this part of the evalu®tivve used

the same method described above to estimate jobs of each type accessible within a 45 minute
trip by transit during the peak morning commute perjakcept that we split the analysis by job

type rather than estimating access to all jobs. We also conducted the analysis for automobile
access for a 45 minute trip to provide a point of comparison and to glean accessibility for those
with accesstoacar but we note that residents without
auto access.

To more closely examine the localized impact of the SCS in each community, we also examined
the growth in educational, governmental, and health care jobs allocat&liGs and low
income urban communities in each KCOG SCS scenario and compared it to existing conditions.

Existing Conditions:

1 To what extent are basic community resources available in DUCs and low income urban
communities?

Forecasting Question:

T WillKe ns SCS increase the availability of
disadvantaged unincorporated communities and low income urban communities?
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Indicators

1. Number of places offering fresh food within DUCs and low income urban communities
(existing condions)

2. Number of government, health care, or educational jobs that can be accessed by transit
or auto trips of 45 minutes or less during the peak morning commute period (existing
conditions and forecasting)

3. Number of government, health care, or educatidijobs that are located in each
community (existing conditions and forecasting)

Geographic Bundaries, Data Sources and Limitations in Available Data

The forecasted analyses of active transportation and accessibility both rely directly on travel
demand malel outputs, so are limited by the precision and accuracy of those models. Travel
demand models are complex and data intensive, and it takes time to update them to reflect the
contemporary challenges addressed under SB375. Performing an independenatierifaf the
model precision and accuracy in different areas and for different types of trips is beyond the
scope of this work; howevewhere known or suspected issues arise we note it in our
discussion.

VIII. Assessment of Existing Conditions and SCS Outcomes

Priority 1 Objective JAccess to Public Transportation in Disadvantaged Unincorporated
Communities and Low Income Urban Neighborhoods

Indicator: Location of transit stops serving target areas (existing and forecasting conditions)

The table below shows éhshare of the population within ¥ and %2 mile of btggps within each
target area Additionally, the map below shows the location of transit stops in the target areas.
A substantial share of the population lives close to bus stops in Arvin, Lamont, aatib#itteh
while Greenfield has more moderate shar@hile the figure below indicates close proximity to
bus stops this doeimdicatefrequency, reliability and affordabilityResidents from these
neighbohoodshave identifiedthe need for more frequent transit service to better mabeir
needs.
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Figure6: Population within % and % mile of Bus Stop

%
population % population
Population within 1/4 Population within 1/4
Pop  within 1/4 miof ~ miof bus  within 1/2 mi mi of bus
(2010) bus stop stop of bus stop stop
Blocks from ppl/parc from ppl/parc
19,30
Arvin CDP 4 18,028 93.4% 19,270 99.8%
Greenfield CDP 3,991 948 23.8% 3,073 77.0%
15,12
Lamont CDP 0 9,085 60.1% 13,532 89.5%
Weedpatch CDP 2,658 2,029 76.3% 2,586 97.3%

Source: PolicyLink, 2013

Figure7 : Location of Transit Stops in Study Communities
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SourcePolicyLink, 2013.

The location of transit stops in the travel demand model under 2013 current conditions and in
2040 for each Scenaris shown in maps in Appendix A of tHealth Impact Assessment

Results: Accessibility under Kern COG SCS Scenarios (Accessibility Analysis, Appendix C). Maps
do not include the No Project Scenario for whikdmsit stop data was unailable at the time of
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writing. From those maps, the 2040 Old Plan Scenario adds a substantial number of transit
stops, in particular in and around Bakersfield (including Greenfield). In 2040 the Preferred Plan,
Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios all hexsathe transit stops, which

are more numerous than 2013 conditions. When compared to the Old Plan Scenario, the transit
stops in these four Scenarios are distributed over a larger area (and with less density) in the
Bakersfield area. Stop locations in LathdVeedpatchand Arvin appear unchanged from 2013

to any of the 2040 Scenarios.

Indicator: Number of jobs that can be accessed by transit trips of 45 minutes or less during the
peak morning commute period (existing conditions and forecasting)

Our evalation of transit accessibility, which uses the number of jobs accessible by transit within
15, 30, and 45 minutes, provides an indication of the effects of both changes in transit service

and changes in the location of destinations. The table below sh@msit access for each of the
analysis areas and for the region as a whole, for 2013, 2040 No Project Scenarios, and the Old
Plan, Plan, Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios in 2040. Transit access values
are represented as the number joibs accessible within 15, 30, and 45 minutes and are

estimated at the TAZ level. Because each area includes more than one TAZ, the median and
range (minimum to maximum values) are shown.

From the table, the median values in Arvin, Lamont, and Weedgathkero (indicating no

transit access to jobs) for trips of 15, 30, and 45 minutes. However, a subset of these areas do
have access to jobs (as indicated by the maximum values in the range.) The maximum is non
zero in Arvin in the 45 minute range (indicegt some areas with transit access to jobs) for the
Plan, Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios. Lamont and Weedpatch
experience nofzero maximums (some areas with transit access to jobs) within 30 and 45
minutes. Lamont experiences itgghest maximum values in the Plan, Intensified, 33% Housing
Mix, and 100% Infill, while Weedpatch experiences its highest maximum values in the Plan,
Intensified, and 33% Housing Mix Scenarios.

In contrast to Arvin, Lamont, and Weedpatch, the median nunabgubs accessible by transit in
Greenfield is nofzero for all Scenarios in the 30 and#tute timeframe. The Greenfield
medians are greatest in the Plan, Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios,
indicating that there is moderate transaccess to jobs in those Scenarios, in particular within a
45 minute timeframe.
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Figure8: Transit Access (jobs accessibility for 15, 30, and 45 minute trips)

Transit Access (jobs accessibly for 15, 30, and 45 minute trips, shown as median [range])*
Travel time | Location il 2040
Current Conditions No Project Old Plan Preferred Plan Intensified 33% Housing Mix 100% Infill

Arvin 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0]
Greenfield 0[0-0] 0[0-0) 0[0-0) 0(0-34] 0[0-34] 0[0-0] 0(0-0]
Lamont 0[0-0) 0[0-0] 0[0-0) 0[0-0] 0[0-0)] 0[0-0] 0[0-0]
Weedpatch 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0] 0[0-0]

15Smin  [Region 0[0-2,734) 0[0-8,745) 0[0-9,984] 0[0-34,226] 0[0-31,555] 0[0-33,928] 0[0-328,417]
Arvin 0[0-0) 0[0-0) 0[0-0) 0(0-0) 0[0-0) 0(0-0) 0[0-0)
Greenfield 919 (0-4,758) 636 [0-1,851] 2,236 (1,282 - 3,424] 12,677 (3,722 - 34,732) 12,677 [3,722 - 34,732] 12,045 (3,672 - 34,905] 14,328 (4,777 - 40,065]
Lamont 0[0-0] 0[0-1,213) 0[0-0) 0(0-1,760] 0(0-1,760) 0(0-1,697 0[0-1,635]
Weedpatch 0[0-0] 0[0-1,799] 0[0-0] 0[0-1,856] 0(0-1,856) 0[0-1,793] 0[0-1,731}

30min  |Region 0[0-35,529) 0[0-70,281] 0 [0-83,070] 00 - 144,863] 0 [0 - 143,640] 0[0- 149,657 0[0-172,591]
Arvin 0[0-0) 0[0-0] 0[0-0) 0[0-1,173] 0[0-1,173) 0[0-1,110] 0[0-1,048]
Greenfield 16,745 [0-22,112] 10,947 [0- 14,652] 8,528 (6,759 -12,600] (105,472 (70,916 - 132,577] |105,926 (64,194 - 134,087] (106,102 [72,154 - 132,783] |119,559 [72,617 - 145,105]
Lamont 0[0 - 646] 0[0-2,370] 0[0-0] 0[0-3,084] 0[0-3,084] 0[0-3008] 0[0-3,207)
Weedpatch 0[0-45) 0[0-2,267) 0[0-0) 0[0-12,751] 0[0-14,812] 0[0-11,904] 0[0-4,818]

45 min  [Region 0 [0 - 79,805] 0(0-129,667] 0[0-143,513] 0[0-217,403) 0[0-217,413] 0[0-220,263) 0 [0 - 236,447]

* Median and range (minimum to maximum) of all Travel Analysis Zones (TAZ, the unit of analysis modeled) are shown for each area.

Source: Estimated by the CRC using travel model data provided by 8€#€cessibility Analysis, AppendixXdt detail

Transit access estimates can also be visualized using maps of region. Appenti Bcoéssibility
Analysisncludes seven maps of transit accessibility (measured as jobs available within 45 nmimutes)

Kern County, including 2013 current conditions and the six 2040 Scenarios. From these maps we see
that under current conditions the greatest transit access occurs in Bakersfield, with some access in other
communities in the area (including Greenfieldmont, Weedpatch, Oildale, Taft, Tehaph McFarland,

and a few other patches.) Transit access increases in the 2040 No Project scenario, primarily in and
around Bakersfield. Under the Old Plan, transit access increases a bit more than the No Proga,Scen
encompassing a slightly greater range of Bakersfield, but reduced transit access in Lamont and
Weedpatch. Under the Preferred Plan, transit access increases in patches across Bakersfield and the
surrounding areas, leaving some gaps in the centebbahdening the expanse of transit access.

Greenfield fares much better than under the Old Plan, and Lamont, Weedpatch, and Arvin have a small
amount of transit access (a small improvement over the Old Plan). Transit access under the 33% Housing
Mix and the 100% Infill Scenarios is similar to the Preferred Plan, although in the 100% Infill Scenario,
central Bakersfield experiences higher levels of access. Note that the small differences observed in the
33% Housing Mix and 100% Infill Scenarios are be¢hase Scenarios do not vary from the Preferred

Plan in terms of the transit or job projections, but they likely increase the share of the population with
better transit access (which is not reflected in our measurement) due to the shift in location ahbous

Indicator: Number of jobs that are located in each community (existing conditions and forecasting)

In this section we look at the projected growth in Kern County under each SCS scenario. Greater job
growth within a community indicates more easy a&&s¢0 jobs and services in a community (e.g. some

of these jobs and services may be accessed by walking or biking). Greater population growth (which is
indicated by greater dwelling units) may indicate a future with a larger tax base (which brings a number
of opportunities for community enhancemeand economic developmepaind these may benefit a
community if growth is desired and if appropriate protections are in place to prevent displacement of
existing residents. Although not all jobs are availableltoesidents, the ratio of jobs per dwelling unit
provides an indication of the accessibility of work opportunities. Note that this analysis presents
jobs/housing ratios at the community level; interpretation is limited because this is a very small spatial
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scale, and it does not include jobs and housing in the area just outside of a community. However, for
isolated communities with poor transit service, a community level analysis still provides important
insights about job access of residents without asdesvehicles.

Currently, the countywide average value is 1.2 jobs per dwelling unit. This value provides an indication
of jobshousing balance for this region (although some residents may commute outside of the county for
work and some workers may commutem outside the county, so while this value provides a baseline
value, true balance may differ.) Lower values for jobs per dwelling unit in a community indicate that
residents are more likely to need to travel outside of the community to get to workreSaents

without vehicle access or access to high quality transit, it can be difficult to travel outside of the
community for work.

The table below summarizes the land use characteristics of each SCS semwhitlastrates how each

scenario perform, both in absolute and relative terms, with respecgtowth generally and with

respect to jobs housing balance. The green and red shading indicate deviations fra@#thBlo Project

(and Old Plan) land use values for eatthe other2040 scenario (gen indicates more dwelling units

or jobs than the No Project Scenario, while red indicates fewer dwelling units or jobs). The dwelling unit

and job projections provide an indication of growth directed to each area, and the jobs per dwelling unit

for eachstudy area provides an indication of the balance of jobs and housing in each studylaeea

jobs per dwelling unitratio el at es to residents’ access to jobs a
to get to work). In small areas such as the targetar¢he jobs within the area are an indication of jobs

(and goods, services, etc) that some residents may be able to access by walking or biking.

From thetable we see that for the four primary scenarie®lan, Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, 100%

Infill -Arvin experiences less growth in dwelling units and jobs than the No Project Scenario (and the Old

Pl an Scenario). Compared with current cona&stions,
only slightly in each of the four aforementionsdenariosCur r ent l 'y, Arvin’s jobs/ d
much lower than the County average, and will fall further under the Plan, Intensified, 33% Housing Mix,

and 100% Infill Scenarios, although it would rise under the No Project (and Old Plan) Stenario.

summary, Arvin’'s | ob s under eashiofthe fobr @arimam proposed coermamos. s

In contrast, Greenfield is slated for far more dwelling units and slightly more jobs under theriioary
Project Scenarios than the No Project (and Old Pleen&io. When compared with current conditions,

all 2040 Scenarios show substantial growth in dwelling units and only slight changes in job growth in
Greenfield. Greenfield currently experiences a low jobs/dwelling unit ratio, and that ratio falls further
under all 2040 ScenarioBhat is to say, in Greenfield, jobs housing balance worsens under any scenario.

In Lamont, changes in dwelling unitsthe alternative scenarios a@mpared with the No Project

Scenario are very slight, with slight decreasesaurall 2040 Project Scenarios except for 100% Infill

which shows slight increases. These changes are modest when compared with current conditions,
reflecting slight contractiom growthin the No Project/Old Plan, Plan, Intensified, and 33% Housing Mix
Senarios, and slighticreasedgrowth in the 100% Infill Scenario. Employmepportunitiesin Lamont

is much higher than current conditions in the No Project (and Old Plan) Scenario, but reflects only slight
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increasesrom current conditions in the Plamtensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios.
Similarly, the jobs/dwelling unit ratio is lower than the County average under current conditions and all
2040 Scenarios; the No Project/Old Plan Scenario reflects the grémagstvement in jobs hosing
balanceover current conditions while still falling short of the County average.

In all 2040 Scenarios, the number of dwelling units in Weedpatch is forecast to drop slightly (and nearly
evenly) when compared to current conditions, white number ofjobs raise slightly (and evenly) in all

2040 Scenarios except for 100% Infill which shows a slight drop from current conditions. The ratio of
jobs / dwelling units is slightly higher than current conditions in all 2040 Scenarios, but in each case fails
to reach levels near the County average.

Overall, while the county experiences dramatic growth in dwelling units and jobs, growth in Lamont and
Weedpatch is very slight in the 2040 Plan, Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios.
Greenfield expriences substantial growth in dwelling units, while Arvin experiences moderate growth

in dwelling units in thoserimary proposed Scenarios. All study communigiggerience only slight

changes in jobs in the 2040 Scenaridsis is problematic for isoletl communities with poor transit

access that currently experience a ratio of jobs to dwelling unit that is far lower than the rest of the
County, indicating that residents must travel elsewhere to get to widdte that the variation in

dwelling units angobs projected in the study communitie®es not vary muchmongthe 2040 Plan,
Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios Project Scenarios.

Figure9: Land Use Characteristics of Each SCS Scenario

2013 2040 Scenarios
Current No Project / 33 % Housing
Conditions Old Plan Plan Intensified Mix 100% Infill
Dwelling units
Arvin 4,624 5,831 5,784 5,784 5,785 7,792
Greenfield 1,697 2,921 4,418 4,490 4,228 3,771
Lamont 3,600 3,428 3,426 3,426 3,427 3,787
Weedpatch 654 626 624 625 624 624]
The rest of Kern County 262,925 443,096 442,475 442,157 440,765 438,122
Employment (all jobs)
Arvin 1,701 8,695 1,708 1,708 1,708 1,671
Greenfield 528 501 521 553 516 517
Lamont 1,884 3,057 1,991 1,881 1,876 1,840
Weedpatch 211 252 252 252 252 205]
The rest of Kern County 320,029 483,445 495,961 495,919 478,736 480,522
Jobs per dwelling unit
Arvin 0.37 1.49 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.21
Greenfield 0.31 0.17 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.14
Lamont 0.52 0.89 0.58 0.55 0.55 0.49
Weedpatch 0.32 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.33
The rest of Kern County 1.22 1.09 1.12 1.12 1.09 1.10

Higher than 2040 No Project
Lower than 2040 No Project
Highest of the 2040 Scenarios

Source: Calculated bip¢ CRC using scenario land use assumptions provided by KCO&&ce&sability
Analysis, AppendixfOr details.
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Priority 2 Objective 1:Atcess to Basic Resources in Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities and
Low Income Urban Neighborhoods

Indicator: Number of residents livinm close proximity to places offering fresh food within DUCs and
low income urban communities (existing conditions)

The table below shows the share of the population within % and %2 mile of grocery stores within each
target area. Anoderate share of the population lives close togery stores in the study communities

FigurelO: Population within ¥ and % mile of Grocery Stores

Population % population  Population % population
within /4 mi within 1/4 mi  within /2 mi  within 1/2 mi

Geograp Pop of grocery of grocery of grocery of grocery
hy (2010) store store store store
Arvin  CDP 19,304 2,767 14.3% 8,027 41.6%
Greenfield CDP 3,991 581 14.6% 1,493 37.4%
Lamont CDP 15,120 2,290 15.1% 5,424 35.9%
Weedpatch  CDP 2,658 216 8.1% 664 25.0%

Source: PolicyLink, 2013.

Indicator: Number of government, health care, or educational jobs that can be accessed by transit or
auto trips of 45 minutes or less during the peak morning commute period (existing conditions and

forecasting)

Medical services

Estimates of access to medical services can be visualized using maps of the region. Appendix C of
Accessibility Analysiscludes seven maps showing transit access to services in Kern County in the 2013
baseline and the 2040c8narios. Appendix Bf the Accessibility Analysshows seven maps of the

same, but using auto access to services (and using a slightly different scale).

Looking at transit access to medical services, the trends for medical jobs look the same asdfiéairen
all jobs Under current conditionghe greatest transit access occurs in Bakersfield, with some access in
surrounding communities in the area (including Greenfield, Lamont, and Weedpatch). Transit access
increases in the 2040 No Project scenariimgrily in and around Bakersfield. Under the Old Plan,
transit access increases a bit more than the No Project Scenario, encgingpasslightly greater range
within Bakersfield, but reduced transit access in Lamont and Weedpatch. Under the Preferred Plan
transit access increases in patches across Bakersfield and the surrounding areas, leaving some gaps in
the centerof Bakersfieldbut broadening the expanse of transit access. Greenfield fares much better
than under the Old Plan, and Lamont, Weedpateid Arvin have a small amouat increasedransit
access (a small improvement over the Old Plan). Transit access under the 33% Housing Mix and the
100% Infill Scenarios is similar to the Preferred Plan, although in the 100% Infill Scenario, central
Bakersield experiences higher levels of access.
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Looking at auto access to medical services, we see that access is currently centered on Bakersfield and
areas to the northeast and includes Greenfieldn all 2040 Scenarios, auto access to medical services
increases in and around Bakersfield;lirding for all four study communitiedlote that the scale shown

in the auto maps is greater than the scale shown in the transit maps, reflecting the greater access to
services by car.

Educational services

Estimates of accede educational services can be visualized using maps of the region. Appendix E of
Accessibility Analysiscludes seven maps showing transit access to services in Kern County in the 2013
baseline and the 2040 Scenarios. AppendixtReAccessibility Angsisshows seven maps of the same,
but using auto access to services.

Looking at transit access to educational services, the trends look the same as for all jobs and medical
services. Under current conditiojthie greatest transit access occurs in Bakeldf with some access in
surrounding communities in the area (including Greenfield, Lamont, and Weedpatch). Transit access
increases in the 2040 No Project scenario, primarily in and around Bakersfield. Under the Old Plan,
transit access increases a bibre than the No Project Scenario, encompassing a slightly greater range
of Bakersfield, but reduced transit access in Lamont and Weedpatch. Under the Preferred Plan, transit
access increases in patches across Bakersfield and the surrounding areas sle@@raps in the

center but broadening the expanse of transit access. Greenfield fares much better than under the Old
Plan, and Lamont, Weedpatch, and Arvin have a small amount of transit access (a small improvement
over the Old Plan). Transit access untthe 33% Housing Mix and the 100% Infill Scenarios is similar to
the Preferred Plan, although in the 100% Infill Scenario, central Bakersfield experiences higher levels of
access.

Looking at auto access to educational services, we see that acces®iglguwrentered on Bakersfield

and areas to the northeast and includes Greenfleldn all 2040 Scenarios, auto access to educational
services increases in and around Bakersfielduding for all four study communitiedlote that the

scale shown in the auto mpa is greater than the scale shown in the transit maps, reflecting the greater
access to services by car.

Government services

Estimates of access to government services can be visualized using maps of the region. Appendix G of
the Accessibility Analysiscludes seven maps showing transit access to services in Kern County in the
2013 baseline and the 2040 Scenarios. Appendikthle Accessibility Analyssiows seven maps of the
same, but using auto access to services.

Looking at transit access to goverent services, the trends look very similar as for all jobs and medical
services. Under current conditions the greatest transit access occurs in Bakersfield, with some access in
surrounding communities in the area (including Greenfield and Lamont but netligétch). Transit

access increases in the 2040 No Project scenario, primarily in and around Bakersfield. Under the Old
Plan, transit access increases a bit more than the No Project Scenario, encompassing a slightly greater
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range of Bakersfield, but reducédhnsit access in Lamont and Weedpatch. Under the Preferred Plan,
transit access increases in patches across Bakersfield and the surrounding areas, leaving some gaps in
the center but broadening the expanse of transit access. Greenfield fares muchthatteander the

Old Plan, and Lamont, Weedpatch, and Arvin have a small amount of transit access (a small
improvement over the Old Plan). Transit access under the 33% Housing Mix and the 100% Infill
Scenarios is similar to the Preferred Plan, althoughén1t00% Infill Scenario, central Bakersfield
experiences higher levels of access.

Looking at auto access to government services, we see that access is currently centered on Bakersfield
and areas to the northeadt In all 2040 Scenarios, auto access tooational services across the region
decreasesvhile areas of elevated access become more central (rather than oriented to the northeast)
and access improves in Lamont, Weedpatch, and Arvin. Note that the scale shown in the auto maps is
greater than the sale shown in the transit maps, reflecting the greater access to services by car.
Furthermore, the scale for auto access to government services is greater than for auto access to
educational and medical services, reflecting the greater access to goversemwites by car in 2013 (by
2040 values drop to the scale used for educational and medical services.)

Indicator: Number of government, health care, or educational jobs that are located in each community
(existing conditions and forecasting)

In the table béow we examine the projections of job classifications for job types that are related to

access to services: medical, educational, and government. These job estimates may be the best proxy

for access to amenities and servidssfoot or bike in the study communitiel terms of medical,

educational, and government sgces located in the study communitiese see from the table below

that government and medical jobs are expected to grow similarly (abdtantially) in the study
communitiesacross all 2040 Scenarios, witleth e x cept i on of Arvin’s No Proj
greater. Educational jobs are also projected to grow similarly across all 2040 Scenarios, with more

modest growth in Greenfield and Weedpatch than in the other study areas.

Overall, educational servicese expected to increase moderately in all study areas, while government

and medical services will ir@ase greatly in all study communitie$hese forecasts are uniform across

the Plan, Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100% Infill Scenarios. Greater l¢heteqgbbs in each

study communityw i | | |l i kely increase residents’ access to

Figurell: Job Classification for Job Types Related to Access to Service
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2013 2040 Scenarios
Current No Project / 33 % Housing
Conditions Old Plan Plan Intensified Mix 100% Infill
Government Jobs
Arvin 17 579 150 150 150 150]
Greenfield 10 31 31 31 31 31
Lamont 2| 127 127 127 127 127
Weedpatch - 10 10 10 10 10
The rest of Kern County 33,896 38,714 38,924 38,907 37,780 37,933
Medical Jobs
Arvin 114 1,438 149 149 149 149]
Greenfield 22| 58 58 58 58 58
Lamont 53 328 328 328 328 328
Weedpatch 1] 20 20 20 20 20|
The rest of Kern County 15,811 32,153 33,206 33,224 32,304 32,643,
Educational Jobs

Arvin 83 138 138 138 138 138
Greenfield 14 16 16 16 16 16
Lamont 4 24 24 24 24 24
Weedpatch 0 4 4 4 4 a4
The rest of Kern County 11109 38,495 38,301 38,270 37,142 37,197

Higher than 2040 No Project
Lower than 2040 No Project
Highest of the 2040 Scenarios

Source: Calculated by the CRC using scelaaribuse assumptions provided by KCOG. ABeessibility
Analysis, AppendixfOr details

Accessibilitsummary and Discussion

We conducted our analysis of transit access and access to services in several parts. Note that changes in
transit access to seices in 2040 (when compared to 2013) is a function of changes in transit service and
changes in land use (which may affect traffic and therefore transit travel times) and the locations of jobs
in 2040.

We first examined the location of transit stops iB23 and in the 2040 Scenarios, finding that transit
increases in 2040 Scenarios over the present, bu@dPlan, Intensified, 33% Housing Mix, and 100%
Infill Scenarios provide less density of transit stops but serve locations over a larger area.

We then evaluated transit access and transit and auto access to services using travel model outputs to
estimate the number of jobs within 45 minutes of residents. Overall, transit access and transit and auto
access to services is greatest in Bakersfield anohiteediate surroundings, often including Greenfield.
Transit access to jobs and services is greater for much of the region (and the four study areas) in the
Preferred, Intensified, 33% Housing, and 100% Infill Scenarios, although variation in transit@cces
jobs and services between those scenarios is limited. Auto access to services is centered around
Bakersfield in the 2040 Scenarios, and access to government services decreases across the region in
2040. Variation in auto access to services betweerdZbgenarios is limited. Note that the scale of

access to services for residents with a car is greater that transit access to services across the region,
especially in rural areas. However, for residents that do not have access to a car, transit acdess may
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the only option. Last, the 45 minute trip duration leads to a somewhat dramatic affap modeled
auto access to services; a gravity model would provide a more nuanced result, however no gravity
model is available for this region at this time.

Finally we looked at jobs and servieéocated within each study communfyhich provides an

indication of bike/pe@strianaccess to jobs and services), finding that the 2040 Project Scenarios have
similar outcomes, showing a lack of growth in dwelling units in lvamod Weedpatch, while

Greenfield and to some extent Arvin experience growth in dwelling units. At the same time, jobs do not
change substantially in theD20 Scenarios in the study communitiexacerbating the current lack of

jobs (relative to housing) in dbur study communities

IX. Recommendationand Next Steps

In this section, we first summarize general land use and transportation planning concepts as they relate
to the Kern County context as well as those drawn from the findings from this HIA. We then draw from
those principles and findings to present recommendations related to KCOG activities that might be used
to implement land use and planning principles in the regional planning context. Finally, we present two
lessons learned from the HIA of the 2014 SCSfRd¢ess, which might inform future SCS/RTP

processes in Kern County.

Land use and transportation planning concepts:

A number of resources provide land use and transportation planning principles, but few provide insights
applicable to rural areas in partiew. Kern COG and its member jurisdictions should consider and

incorporate these concepts in regional and local land use planning process to improve the overall health

and sustainability of small low income communitiesuch as those studied in this ansily/Livability

principles are discussed in the context of rural communities in the 2011 Partnership for Sustainable
Communities report, “SupportiTosygmnirze thaddisouasiph:e Rur al

- Provide nonauto oriented transportation chices and community desigrRroviding bike,
pedestrian, and transit facilities, and compact
guality of life, access to resources and opportunities, and economic growth. Town centers are good
locations for trangiservices that provide access to other cities and the rest of the region.

- Promote equitable, affordable housing in proximity to jobs, goods and servi€gsmmunities with
a variety of housing options (include single family and multifamily units at & rafgrice points) in
|l ocations that are proximate to jobs, busi nesse
phases and reduce residents’ housing and transp

- Foster economic opportunitiesCommunities need strong employmempportunities to thrive.
Rural communities have unique economic opportunities that may stem from agricultural, energy
production, recreational, or other resources. Community specific planning and investment can
enhance economic competitiveness of rurahimunities and small towns.
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- Enhance existing communitie€onserving working and natural lands and channeling development
in small towns should enhance communities without eroding the landscape, e.g. by investing in
existing main streets in rural commuigi$ or improving water and wastewater systems outside of
towns.

- Leverage Federal opportunitied-ederal investments and policies can help support comraisit’
efforts to achieve economic, community environmental, housing, and transportation goals.tBrojec
or plans that coordinate or address multiple objectives can bring better outcomes to communities.

- Value each communityRural communities and towns have unique characteristics, resources, and
histories. Thoughtful plans and projects that value thiaralter can strengthen communities while
helping to revitalize them.

In addition to the ruraplanning conceptgeviewed above, we draw from the results of this HIA to
highlight two planning principles that are particularly relevant to the SCS prockKssrirCounty:

- Climate, health, and equity objectives are interrelatethcreasing transit, walking, and biking mode
shares and increasing access to jobs and services in communities across the region can increase
active travel, reduce VMT and improve headitd quality of life. Investments in transit (more bus
service, vanpools®tc.) and bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements can increase those
mode shares. Similarly, balancing growth in affordable housing, employment, and services in
communities can improve access to economic opportunities and resources, impfoedidy and
quality of life. Lowncome urban communities and unincorporated communities often have a
greater need for these improvements but lack the resources needed to plan ortheitd

- Investin existing communitiesThis principle is also mentioned in the Partnership for Sustainable
Communities report summarized above, but we reiterate it because the HIA results indicate that it is
particularly important in the Kern County RTP&Sflanning context. Existing communities can be
strengthened with thoughtful channeling of transportation investments, planning efforts, and
bal anced growth in those communities. As descrilk
paperoutlininghA Land Use and | nvestmeBaTs5 P aeamFloasias | o€Ca
developing areas in proximity to urban centers and high frequency transit routes may make sense in
an urban context, but it largely leaves existing rural communities out of regipoath plans.

When paired withGreenfield development that planned for areas outside of existing communities,
there is seemingly little future for existing communities. Instead of focusing growth exclusively on
existing urban centers and new suburban oudsan areas, channeling growth into existing urban
and rural communities can improve environmental, health, and economic outcomes across the
region.

Recommendations: Implementation in tkern CO®egional Planning Context

In light of the principles higlghted by Partnership for Sustainable Communities and the HIA analysis
(described above), in this section we presepécific recommendations to be incorporated in Kern

County planning processé#’hile the RTP planning process centers on regional plaredhigyl the

MPO, in reality many funding streams may be determined by other agencies or in other venues that are
outside of the MPO's control. Similarly, the | and
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ultimately fall under the authority of city ancbunty. However, in many cases the MPO plays an
important role in analyzing the outcomes of potential projects and plans and informing the community
about those outcomes, potentially shifting the conversation about those projects and plans in relevant
venwesXV While we recognize that Kern COG does not have land use authority, it does have complete
control over an 11 billion dollar budget that can be used to incentivize land use planning that supports
investments in existing communities.

1. Support efforts ® fund investments and planning in rural communities:

While the lack of flexibility of funding streams may appear to be a potential challenge to channeling
funding to specific areas or projectsycal governments (cities, counties, or MPOs) with identified
planning needs or project proposal in rural areas may seek funding from state, federal, and NGO
sources. The following three reports provide comprehensive lists of programs that provide support for
sustainable and healthy community plans and projects:

-The 2011 report “Support i n'ydesBribest aumbenobdowcesotir al Cc
Federal programs and funds available to rural communities through USDA, HUD, DOT, and EPA.

- A 2012 report issued by US D& Pprovides a list of Federal programsdafunding sources

available to communities wishing to engage in healthy transportation planning (including those
provided by US DOT, US DOT partners, the US Department of Health and Human Services, the US
Department of the Interior, USDA, USEPA, and skuémars).

-The Local Gover nmeffalsolstsmamimbes of motential progemscandtfunds,
that can be used to implement healthy communities in the San Joaquin Valley, including Safe Routes
to Schools, FHWA funding sourc€sjtrandunds California Department of Public Health funds, and
foundation funds (e.g. from the California Endowment and the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation).

Emerging state funding programs, such as the Active Transportation Program and funding through the
cap-andtrade program also provide opportunities for increased investment in low income, rural
communities Kern COG and its member jurisdictions should actively pursue state level funding sources
to help close infrastructure and housing gaps in low income areas.

Finally, the Kern COG Board of Directors has approved the existence of a planning and technical

assistance program to support small cities and communities to engage in smart growth planning efforts

but has yet to identify and commit secured revenue to supgorch a program. While Kern COG

allocates funding from a number of constrained regional, state and federal sources, there are flexible

sources of funding that can be used to support this program. This would allow small cities and small low
income communites—such as those in this stugyto draw much needed funding to support healthy

growth. In addition, he capacity and resources of small cities, towns, and unincorporated communities

wi shing to apply for such f urknbwledgesmigbtbeagpowerfui mi t e d .
means to assist smaller communities in harnessing thases, either through this programmr through

technical assistance for community planners.
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2. Explore the impact of different transportation investments

The SCS/RTP pess provides a unique opportunity to coordinate land use and transportation plans
across the region. While the SCS component provides a new avenue to tie land use to transportation,
the RTP continues to provide a powerful opportunity to thoughtfully p&gianal transportation

investments. A crucial part of the SCS/RTP process is evaluating the outcomes of various land use and
transportation planning strategies in order to inform the selection of a preferred land use and
transportation scenario and thesli of transportation projects that will be funded.

The Kern SCS/RTP scenarios do vary in terms of the transportation projects included (and the timing of
those projects). However, the transit outcomes in the study areas do not appear to vary much by
scenario. This limits the ability of regional partners and community members to understand the impacts
of varying the transportation plans that might be adopted, and it limits differences between scenario
outcomes in those areas.

While it may be too late talter the transportation projects included in each scenario for the 2014 RTP,
we recommend that future SCS/RTP efforts include transit projects that target communities that have
particularly elevated transit needs. Thame is likely true of bicycle anddgestrianprojects; however

they werenot included in this analysis.

3. _Explore scenarios that balance jobs and housing:

In order to address the environmental and health impacts of land use and transportation plans in Kern
County, it is important to explora full range of land use scenarios. In the analysis of the health impacts
of accesibility under each KCOG S(¢&nario, we found little variatiomithe job growth in study
communitiesin each 2040 scenario, and the Project scenarios did not improve the cunismtatch in

jobs and housing in study communities

A balance of housing and employment and services in each community can lead to improved access to
jobs and services and reduced vehicle traved recommend that Kern CG{Ber the transportation

and land uselan included in each scario for the 2014 RTP iaclude a range of land use scenarios

with at least some aimed at achieving a greater degree of jobs housing balance in the region (and in
particular in areas with a substantial imbalance), which haptleet e nt i al t o greatl y
health. Evaluations of a wider range of scenarios will provide more information to decision makers and
community members working to achieve substantial quality of life improvements in the region.

4. Adopt asetof policies that prioritizeexisting communities first.

Kern County residents, those residing in study communities and in other neighborhoods, report
experiences of historic neglect and participated in the many public workshops held throughout this
process tchave their voices heard. Community residents have repeatedly asked for a range of
affordable housing choices, real transit and active transportation options, access to basic resources and
more compact development. We recommend that Kern COG incorporat®libe/ing policies in the

2014 Regional Transportation Plan to address historic need:
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1) Create a new classification of transit ready areas (TRA). As this study indicates the jobs/housing
balance growth in small communities such as Arvin, Lamont and Weddgetceases. SB 375
carries an inherent bias towards reducing greenhouse gas emissions by allocating housing and
employment growth in heavily urbanized areas. This creates a fundamental problem for small
low income communities that are in dire need of istrment. If these communities are left out
of projected housing and employment growth patterns, the possibility for future funding from
local, regional and state funding sources for such projects will be severely restricted pushing

these areasevenfurthdre hi nd. TRA’ s wi | | be eligible to
assistance which will improve communities by designing more compact, less car dependent
projects.

2) Incorporate a policy that RTP investments must first serve the needs of existing néigbtsr
and communities before any discretionary funding is used to support and/or serve new town
development. Funding should first be spent in neighborhoods and communities with the highest
demonstrated needs. To identify needs, Kern COG should cataloigtiagxonditions (transit
service, opportunities for walking and biking, housing quantity and quality, and key demographic
indicators) and develop an action plan to meet those needs. Kern COG should work with
community stakeholders to identify specifictian steps to implement this policy.

3) The RTP should front load walking, biking, and transit projects to provide real transportation
choices to Kern County residents. This will reduce vehicle miles traveled, vehicle pollution, and
improve health outcome#or all communities.

Adding these policies to the Draft RTP or to any of the alternatives included in the Draft EIR will ensure
that Kern COG meets is SB 375 targets, sets a foundation for improving existing communities in Kern
County, and provides Keffounty residents with the type of growth and development they have been
requesting for years.

X. Conclusion

We recognize and commend the tremendous amount of effort of Kern COG staff to develop the regions
first SCS. Thjmocess has proven to be a clesging, yet exciting, experience that we have all learned
from. We hope to partner with KCOG, its member jurisdictions, community residents, community
partners and decision makers to both implement this plan and prepare for its next iteration in 2018.

Ou hope is to work with KCOG staff and decision makers to further improve theRIF&fo ensure

that the needs of our most vulnerable communities are adequately met. We will continue to meet with
community residents and decision makers during this publitew period and leading up to the June

26, 2014 vote to adopt the final plan. Land use and transportation planning are inextricably tied to
community health outcomes and our goal is to help improve short and long term planning doatment
build a healhy and sustainable Kern region.
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