
 

                 
 
 
 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                        WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              January 2, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                         10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday October 31, 2012  
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

• Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of October 31, 
2012. 

• Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of December 
5,2012 

 
V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TDA PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF DELANO FOR $1,377,092  

(Snoddy) 
 

Comment: FY 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
Delano for $1,377,092. 
Claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash receipts.  
 
Action:  Review TDA Public Transit Claims for the City of Delano and recommend approval to 
the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
 

VI.  FISCAL YEAR  2012-13 TDA PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER FOR $137,245  
(Snoddy) 

 
Comment:  FY 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
Shafter for $137,245. 
Claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash receipts.  
 
Action:  Review TDA Public Transit Claims for the City of Shafter and recommend approval to 
the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
 
 
 



 

VII. FISCAL YEAR  2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – COUNTY OF KERN for $3,124,221 (Snoddy) 

 
Comment:. FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the County of 
Kern for $3,124,221. 
 
Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the County of Kern and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  

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

CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER $901,807 (Snoddy) 
  

Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit, Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of Shafter for $901,807 
Claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash receipts. 
 
Action: Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Shafter and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 

IX. FISCAL YEAR  2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF WASCO FOR $1,030,375 (Snoddy)  

 
 Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim, Streets and 

Roads claim for the City of Wasco for $1,030,375. 
 
 Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads claim for the City of Wasco and 

recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 
 
X. KERN COG DRAFT PROP. 1B TRANSIT SAFETY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR FISCAL 

YEARS 2013-2014 ($676,193)  (Snoddy)  
 

Comment: The Kern COG Board approved the TRANSPORTATAION SYSTEM SAFETY, 
SECURITY AND DEMAND RESPONSE ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) POLICY for Kern County. The 
policy was created to identify all TSSSDRA projects in Kern County (call for projects), and submit 
a recommendation from Kern COG’s Transportation Technical Advisory Committee for funding 
approval to Kern COG’s Transportation Planning Policy Committee. Staff estimates that $ 
676,193 per year of regional apportioned funding is available for the next three fiscal years 
($2,028,579).    
 

 Action:  Information 
 
 
XI. FY 2012/2013 CALTRAN’S CALL FOR PROJECTS FOR 5310, 5316, AND 5317 PROGRAMS - 

$13 MILLION, $1.88 MILLION AND $1.44 MILLION RESPECTIVELY (Snoddy) 
  

Comment: The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Mass 
Transportation is announcing a Call for Projects for Federal Fiscal Year 2012 using remaining 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: a Legacy for Users 
(SAFETY-LU) funds. 
 

 Action: Information and discussion  
 
XII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING TRANSPORTATION” –

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT   (Stramaglia)  
 

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

 Action:   Information. 
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XIII. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco) 
 

Comment: Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project 
implementation issues and to develop solutions. 

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

Comment: Federal transportation legislation added a new requirement to spend 25% of 
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funding on Particulate Matter 2.5 projects. 

       
 Action: Information 
 
XV.  CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY VERSION 2.0  (Napier) 
 

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

 
XVI. MEMBER ITEMS   
 
 Hold election for Vice-Chair to replace Brad Underwood.  
 
XVI. ADJOURNMENT  
 
The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be Wednesday February 6, 2013.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

                 
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                        WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              February 6, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                         10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday January 2, 2013  
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

 Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of January 2, 2013. 
 
V. KERN COG DRAFT PROP. 1B TRANSIT SAFETY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR FISCAL 

YEARS 2012-2013 ($676,193) (Snoddy)  
 

Comment:  The Kern COG Board approved the TRANSPORTATAION SYSTEM SAFETY, 
SECURITY AND DEMAND RESPONSE ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) POLICY for Kern County. The 
policy was created to identify all TSSSDRA projects in Kern County (call for projects), and submit 
a recommendation from Kern COG’s Transportation Technical Advisory Committee for funding 
approval to Kern COG’s Transportation Planning Policy Committee. Staff estimates that $ 
676,193 per year of regional apportioned funding is available for the next three fiscal years 
($2,028,579).    

 
Action:  Information   

 
VI.  PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco) 
 

Comment:  Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project 
implementation issues and to develop solutions. 

 
Action:  Information  
 
 

VII.  2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM – Draft Amendment No. 3 
 

Comment: Amendment No. 3 includes changes to the State Highway Operations and Protection 
Program, Safety Program, and Transportation Enhancement Program.  
  
Action: Hold public hearing for Draft Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program. 

 



 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH 
 

Comment: Kern COG staff planned and conducted outreach for the 2014 RTP commencing in 
the September of 2011 and concluding in January 2013. 

 
 Action:  Information  
 
IX. PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING 

TRANSPORTATION” (Stramaglia) 
  

Comment:   Chapter 6 of the Preliminary 2014 Regional Transportation Plan “Financing 
Transportation” (provided online at http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan) presents 
a series of financial assumptions for revenue streams over the life of the Plan.  This has been 
reviewed by the TPPC and RPAC. 
 
Action: Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approve Chapter 6 for 
consideration in development of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan to be brought back for 
final approval by the Kern COG Board.  
 

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

 
Comment: The Local Government Commission and the office of Planning and Research are 
partnering on a yearlong AmeriCorps Governor’s Initiative planning grant to assess climate 
change, transportation and energy needs through a series of regional stakeholder meetings 
across the state. Kern COG member agency input will be solicited via Survey Monkey and 
communicated to the LGC by Kern COG staff during an upcoming invitation-only meeting on 
March 4

th
 in Fresno, CA.  

 
 Action:  Information and discussion 
 
XI. MEMBER ITEMS   
 
 
XII. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be Wednesday, March 6, 2013 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

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

TH
 STREET, THIRD FLOOR              January 2, 2013 

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

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

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

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

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

OTHER:    Jeremy Bowman Helt Engineering  
 
          
       
           

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

VIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER $901,807  (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit, Streets 
and Roads claim for the City of Shafter for $901,807 
Mr. Snoddy explained that the claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash 
receipts. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Shafter and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. Ms. Ebel 
made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Bevin’s seconded the motion. 
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IX. FISCAL YEAR  2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF WASCO FOR $1,030,375   (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim, 
Streets and Roads claim for the City of Wasco for $1,030,375. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2011-12 TDA Streets and Roads claim for the City of Wasco 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Ms. Ebel made a 
motion to recommend approval to the TPPC.  Mr. Clausen seconded the motion.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.  

This item was for information only.  

 

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

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

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

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

He gave a brief update on the draft.   

This item was for information only. 

.  

XVI. MEMBER ITEMS  

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

Ms. Ebel nominated Arnold Ramming for vice-chair.   

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

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

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

 

XVII. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be February 6, 2013.  With no further business, the 
meeting adjourned at approximately 11:10 a.m.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19

TH
 STREET, THIRD FLOOR              January 2, 2013  

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

I. ROLL CALL 
 

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

 
STAFF:       
     Becky Napier  Kern COG 

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

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

      
          

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

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

 
Committee Member Bevins made a motion to approve the December 5, 2012 minutes, seconded 
by committee member McNamara, carried unanimously. 
 

Actions items VIII and IX were heard first, due to Ms. Poire’s 
availability to only attend part of the meeting.  

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

(Invina)  
 

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

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

 
Mr. Ball stated that this item was brought to the December RPAC/TMC meeting.   
 
Mr. Ball went over the preliminary modeling results for 2020 & 2035.  He emphasized that these 
are preliminary numbers and the model is still in development.  
 
Mr. Ball answered questions from the committee.  
 
The action requested on the staff report is to recommend to the Kern Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee concurrence with the following recommendation approved by the San Joaquin 
Valley Regional Planning Agencies’ Policy Council on December 17, 2012. 
 
Ms. Oviatt made a motion that her recommendation would be a statement that “Kern COG is 
engaged in additional work towards the development and adoption of sustainable committee 
strategies by each of the San Joaquin MPO’s”.    
 
Seven committee members voted yea on the motion, Patty Poire voted nay, she stated that she 
has concerns with the commitment with the other MPO’s.  Mike McCabe abstained from voting on 
this item.    
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Ms. Oviatt made a motion to resend her earlier motion.  Mr. Mobley seconded the motion.   The 
motion carried unanimously.   
 
Ms. Oviatt amended her motion.  The motion is that The RPAC Committee recommend that Kern 
COG give an alternative report, separate from the Valley Wide report on Kern COG’s progress to 
ARB and that Kern COG is working diligently to address our unique characteristics separate from 
the valley counties.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.   The motion passed unanimously. 
 

IV. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 

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

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

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

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

VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

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

IX. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

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

fill the open seat.   
 

Ms. Napier advised that at the next RPAC meeting, an election will be held for the Chairman and 
Vice-Chariman. 
 
Mr. Phips asked that the RPAC be advised that Caltrans will be awarding approximately nine 
million dollars in funding through six grant programs for fiscal year 2013-14.  Applications are due 
Tuesday, April 2

nd
 2013.  The planning grant programs are community based transportation 

planning, environmental justice, partnership planning, statewide or urban transist planning 
studies, rural or small urban transist planning studies and transist planning student internships.   
Kern COG has budgeted for that fiscal year, limited amounts to assist member agencies in 
applying for grants.  If interested contact Ahron Hakimi or Robert Phipps.  
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday February 6, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19

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

 
February 06, 2013 

 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
By:  Robert M. Snoddy, 
  Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT:  TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  V 

KERN COG DRAFT PROP. 1B TRANSIT SAFETY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2012-2013 ($676,193) 
 

DESCRIPTION: 
 
The Kern COG Board approved the TRANSPORTATAION SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND DEMAND RESPONSE 
ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) POLICY for Kern County. The policy was created to identify all TSSSDRA projects in Kern 
County (call for projects), and submit a recommendation from Kern COG’s Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
for funding approval to Kern COG’s Transportation Planning Policy Committee. Staff estimates that $ 676,193 per year of 
regional apportioned funding is available for the next three fiscal years ($2,028,579).    
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Eligible projects for TSSSDRA include:  
 
A. A capital project that provides increased protection against a security or safety threat including, but not limited to, the 
following 
 a. Construction or renovation projects that are designed to enhance structures or other transit facilities and 
equipment; 
 b. Explosive device mitigation and remediation equipment; 
 c. Chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear explosives search, rescue or response equipment; 
 d. Interoperable communications equipment; 
 e. Physical security enhancement equipment; 

f. The installation of fencing, barriers, gates or related security enhancements that are designed to improve the 
physical security of  transit stations, tunnels, guideways, elevated structures or other transit facilities and 
equipment; and 

 g. Other security and safety-related projects approved by Cal EMA. 
 
B. A capital project that increases the capacity of transit operators to prepare for disaster-response transportation systems 
that can move people, goods, emergency personnel and equipment in the aftermath of a disaster. 
 
C. Other allowable costs under California Government Code 16727 (a) include costs directly related to construction or 
acquisition including, but not limited to, planning, engineering, construction management, architectural, and other design 
work, environmental impact reports and assessments, required mitigation expenses, appraisals, legal expenses, site 
acquisitions, necessary easements, and warranties. 
 
NOTE: Management and Administration (M&A) costs are not allowable for Prop 1B funds.    
 
TSSSDRA projects are part of the Proposition 1B program; when bond sales occur, the California Department of Finance 
is able to administer revenues for these individual programs. Kern COG is requesting that the TTAC review and discuss 
the member agency draft TSSSDRA grant applications.  



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19

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

 
 
According to the Kern County PTMISEA Policy, a call for TSSSDRA projects was made by Kern COG staff in September 
of 2012.  To be considered within FY 2012/2013, projects were to be submitted to Kern COG staff no later than Friday, 
January 25, 2013. To date, six projects have been submitted to Kern COG staff (See attachment – Program of Projects). 
Kern COG staff will arrange for a special TTAC meeting to allow for additional projects to be selected and funded by 
regional surplus funds (currently estimated to be $92,049). 
 
ACTION: 
 
Information 
 
Attachment: FY 2012/2013 Draft Program of Projects 

 



FY 2012/2013

Agency Project Description 99313 99314 Total apportionment Project Amount

Arvin Street signs $14,320 $607 14,927$                      $14,927

California City Unknown $9,962 $203 10,165$                      $0

Delano Unknown $37,979 $518 38,497$                      $38,497

GET Unknown $346,794 $41,506 388,300$                    $388,300

KRT Fencing, gates, and lighting $135,107 $6,113 141,220$                    $141,220

McFarland Unknown $9,339 $114 9,453$                        $0

Ridgecrest Unknown $20,546 $1,019 21,565$                      $0

Shafter Unknown $11,830 $539 12,369$                      $0

Taft Corp. Yard cameras $7,471 $2,629 10,100$                      $10,100

Tehachacpi Gate security lighting $11,207 $61 11,268$                      $11,268

Wasco Emerency surveillance system $18,056 $273 18,329$                      $18,329

Regional Totals 622,611 $53,582 $676,193 $622,641

Regional Surplus

Draft Transit System Safety, Security, and 

Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA) 

Program of Projects

Regional Surplus Amt.

53,552$                                                     

Kern County
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February 6, 2013 

 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VI 

PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT  
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project implementation issues and to develop 
solutions. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the January 3, 2007 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), the TTAC agreed to meet for monthly 
project status meetings. This meeting brings to the forefront project delivery commitments in the current and future fiscal 
years of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).  The forum is ideal to discuss new requirements or 
announcements such as training opportunities or programming approvals.  Caltrans staff is invited to assist project 
managers and provide updates on specific requests.   
 
HIGHLIGHTS of January 15, 2013 meeting 

 
1. MAP-21 added a new mandate to use 25% of CMAQ funds to reduce Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5. Update: The 

California Air Resources Board is expected to update its emission factor tables and guidance to address the PM 
2.5 pollutant by the end of February 2013.  
 

2. For Transportation Enhancement projects it is important to make sure that applications have the California 
Conservation Corps signature if appropriate. 

 
3. The Project Delivery Policy revised submittal letters are due March 15, 2013. 

 
4. The Obligation Authority Plan spreadsheet is due March 20, 2013. 

 
5. January 15, 2013 Score Card – 2% of projects have approved funding authorization; 1% is awaiting funding 

authorization; 97% was not submitted for funding authorization.  

 
Enclosure:  January 15, 2013 Project Accountability Team meeting notes 

      January 15, 2013 Score Card for fiscal year 12/13 
      January 15, 2013 FY 12/13 project list 
      January 8, 2013 TDA Article 3 project list 
           

ACTION:  Information. 

 



 
Project Accountability Team Meeting 

 
Tuesday, January 15, 2013 

Meeting held at Kern Council of Governments  
 

Attendees: 
Navdip Grewal, Bakersfield 
John Ussery, Bakersfield 
Pedro Nunez, Delano 
Loren Culp, Ridgecrest 
Michael James, Shafter 

Clark Farr, Kern County 
Susanne Campbell, Kern COG 
Raquel Pacheco, Kern COG 
Peter Smith, Kern COG 

 
DRAFT Notes 

1. Introductions confirmed attendees. 
 
2. Review Notes – November 13th meeting notes were distributed and no changes requested. 

 
3. Inactive Projects – Ms. Pacheco provided the Inactive Projects Report ending 12/30/12. 

 
4. MAP-21 Transportation Legislation Update – a. NHS Design Standards – Moving Ahead for 

Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) took effect October 1, 2012 and with it all principal 
arterials had become part of the National Highway System (NHS). The Transportation Technical 
Advisory Committee (TTAC) had requested that Kern COG research any new requirements for 
these principal arterials. Ms. Pacheco notified the TTAC that agencies must follow the Caltrans 
Local Assistance Procedure Manual Chapter 11 Design Standards. If an agency wants to use a 
different design, the agency needs to ask for a design exception. 

 
b. CMAQ PM 2.5 – Ms. Pacheco provided the January 2, 2013 TTAC staff report regarding 
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program (CMAQ) and Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5. MAP-21 
added a new mandate requiring 25% of the CMAQ funds to be used to reduce PM 2.5 in areas 
classified as non-attainment/maintenance areas. Local agencies must now identify which projects 
reduce PM 2.5 as part of their request for authorization packages. Local agencies must provide 
Kern COG with a copy of the PM 2.5 emissions reductions as well. 
 
c. Buy America – Ms. Pacheco reported that MAP-21 now requires that all phases of a project 
with any federal funds must abide by Buy America requirements. Example: If the right of way 
phase has no federal funds and the construction phase does have federal funds, then the utility 
relocation must abide by Buy America requirements.  
 
d. Safe Routes to School (SRTS) – Ms. Pacheco reported that since MAP-21 did not set aside 
specific funding for the Safe Routes to School Program, Caltrans has decided not to hold a call 
for projects until further notice. 
 
e. Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) – Ms. Pacheco reported that MAP-21 did 
continue the Highway Safety Improvement Program and so Caltrans will be holding a call for 
projects this year. Agencies were reminded to follow the Safety project delivery requirements to 
remain eligible to apply for projects. 

 
5.  Roundtable presentations – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new 

information was available for 2012-2013 projects.  
             

a. TE application and Corp signature – Mr. Smith reminded participants to make sure that their 
Transportation Enhancement applications had California Conservation Corps signature if 
appropriate. 
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b. Cycle 5 HSIP – Ms. Pacheco announced that the Cycle 5 Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP) projects would be a part of an upcoming 2013 FTIP amendment. She reminded 
participants that the preliminary engineering request for authorization must be approved within six 
months of the projects being introduced into the FTIP. 
 
c. & d. Project Delivery Policy letters due March 15th and Obligational Authority (OA) Plan 
due March 20th  – The Kern COG Project Delivery Policy states that projects in the current fiscal 
year need to be submitted for funding authorization by March 31st. If they go beyond March 31st , 
lead agencies are asked to submit a letter with a revised submittal schedule to Kern COG and 
information for the Caltrans Local Assistance Obligation Authority Plan spreadsheet. Ms. 
Pacheco provided a sample letter. 

 
6.  TDA Article 3 – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new information was 

available for the project list. None. 
 
7.   Announcements – Reminder that the 2013 FTIP is the current federal document.  
 
8.  Conclude Meeting / Next meeting – February 19, 2013 at Kern COG 



 
 

January 15, 2013 
 

 
TO:  TTAC Members and Project Managers 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, Regional Planner III 
 
RE:  Monthly Project Delivery Score Card 
 
 

Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
 

             Federal/State $ in FY 12/13     

  FY 2012-13 
No. of 

Projects 
Preliminary 

Engineering Construction 
% of  

funding   
  RSTP 16 $19,441 $9,200,236 

 
  

  CMAQ 24 $109,944 $9,610,056 
 

  
  TE 2 $0 $470,326 

 
  

  Transit 0 $0 $0     
  Totals 42 $129,385 $19,280,618 100%   
              
  

     
  

  
1.  Not  
    Submitted 

No. of 
Projects 

Preliminary 
Engineering Construction 

% of  
funding   

  RSTP 15 $0 $9,200,236 
 

  
  CMAQ 20 $109,944 $9,199,024 

 
  

  TE 2 $0 $470,326 
 

  
  Transit 0 $0 $0 

 
  

  Total 37 $109,944 $18,869,586 97%   
  

     
  

  2.  Submitted 
No. of 

Projects 
Preliminary 

Engineering Construction 
% of  

funding   
  RSTP 0 $0 $0 

 
  

  CMAQ 2 $0 $84,100 
 

  
  TE 0 $0 $0 

 
  

  Transit 0 $0 $0 
 

  
  Total 2 $0 $84,100 1%   
  

     
  

  

3.  
State/Federal 
    Approvals 

No. of 
Projects 

Preliminary 
Engineering Construction 

% of  
funding   

  RSTP 1 $19,441 $0 
 

  
  CMAQ 2 $0 $326,932 

 
  

  TE 0 $0 $0 
 

  
  Transit 0 $0 $0 

 
  

  Total 3 $19,441 $326,932 2%   
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Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Arvin KER120401
IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Campus Dr]

$0 $58,872 $66,500
Jan 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120402

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Panama Ln, Beale 
Ave, Martin Luther King Jr Blvd]

$0 $3,965,056 $4,478,772
Feb 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120506
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [SR58 at Oswell, Stine Rd]

$0 $406,352 $459,000
Feb 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120507
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [Downtown Bakersfield, Hageman]

$0 $539,580 $609,500
Feb 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120508
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICES [Ming Ave]

$0 $401,926 $454,000
Feb 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120509
IN BAKERSFIELD: SOUTH H ST AT WHITE LN; SIGNAL 
MODIFICATION AND NEW LEFT TURN LANE

$6,197 $148,730 $175,000
Feb 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120512
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR BICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES [various]

$0 $84,100 $95,000
Jan 2013 2

Cal. City KER120403
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Hacienda Blvd]

$0 $35,277 $39,848
Nov 2012 1

Cal. City KER120513
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: CALIFORNIA CITY BLVD (SOUTH) AT YALE 
AVE; CONSTRUCT COLLEGE STATION PARK-AND-RIDE

$34,926 $0 $39,452
Nov 2012 1

Delano KER120514
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Albany St and Hiett Ave]

$0 $26,558 $30,000
Jan 2013 1

Delano KER120404
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Hiett Ave]

$0 $590,620 $667,144
Jan 2013

1

GET KER120503
PURCHASE TWO REPLACEMENT CNG OVER THE ROAD 
COACHES

$0 $1,018,095 $1,150,000
1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

KCOG KER120412 IN KERN COUNTY:  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM $0 $79,677 $90,000 Mar 2013 1
KCOG KER120501 IN KERN COUNTY:  RIDESHARE PROGRAM $0 $167,321 $189,000 Mar 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120405

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Elk Hills Rd, Norris 
Rd, Knudsen Dr]

$0 $3,251,000 $3,672,203
Feb 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120505 PURCHASE FOUR REPLACEMENT CNG BUSES $0 $1,432,171 $1,617,724 1

Kern Co. KER101009
IN TAFT: ON ASHER AVENUE FROM 4TH STREET TO TAFT RAILS 
TO TRAILS; SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $221,326 $250,000
1

Kern Co. KER120510 CML-5950(355)
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [ Harris Rd at Akers, Norris at Coffee]

$0 $526,500 $595,000
Feb 2013 3,1

Kern Co. KER120516
IN ROSAMOND: SWEETSER RD FROM 65TH ST WEST TO 60TH 
ST WEST; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
Feb 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120517
IN ROSAMOND: 60TH ST WEST FROM SWEETSER RD TO 
FAVORITO AVE; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
Feb 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120518 CML-5950(344)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Bear Valley Rd, Cummings Valley Rd, 
Highline Rd]

$0 $672,343 $833,569
Feb 2013 3,1

McFarland KER120406 STPL-5343(005)

IN MCFARLAND: W KERN AVE FROM WEST OF FRONTAGE RD 
TO EAST OF 2ND ST; PEDESTRIAN / LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS

$19,441 $0 $21,960
Oct 2012 3

Ridgecrest KER120407
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [S. China Lake Blvd]

$0 $55,991 $63,246
Mar 2013 1

Ridgecrest KER120519
IN RIDGECRST: SOUTH SUNLAND DR FROM UPJOHN AVE TO 
BOWMAN RD; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$68,821 $0 $77,738
Feb 2013 1

Shafter KER120408

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [West Los Angeles 
Ave]

$0 $187,000 $287,000
Feb 2013 1

Shafter KER120521 IN SHAFTER: INTERMODAL RAIL FACILITY EXPANSION $0 $3,286,380 $3,712,166 Feb 2013 1

Shafter KER120522
IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Lerdo Hwy]

$0 $500,000 $564,781
Feb 2013 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Taft KER101005
IN TAFT: ON HILLARD STREET FROM "A" STREET TO RAILS TO 
TRAILS; CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $249,000 $280,000
Mar 2013 1

Taft KER120409
IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Center St]

$0 $25,251 $28,523
Nov 2012 1

Tehachapi KER120410
IN TEHACHAPI: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Tehachapi Blvd]

$0 $312,000 $352,423
1

Wasco KER120411
IN WASCO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Poso Dr]

$0 $639,492 $722,345
Dec 2012 1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
Wasco]
Bakersfield: Benton St $0 $36,090 $40,100 2

HSIPL-5287(025) Wasco: 7th St $0 $193,838 $215,375 PE- done 3,2

Various KER100601 HSIPL-5287(029)
GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). Wasco: Palm Ave

$0 $166,404 $213,348
PE-done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
California City, Kern County, Ridgecrest, Shafter]

HSIPL-5109(185) Bakersfield: Various countdown heads $0 $113,400 $126,000 done 3
HSIPL-5399(017) California City: Redwood Blvd/Hacienda Blvd $0 $335,031 $370,170 PE - done 3, 1
HSIPL-5950(343) Kern County: Mount Vernon Ave $0 $191,000 $213,000 done 3
HSIPL-5385(042) Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave $0 $330,400 $361,980 PE - done 3,2
HSIPL-5281(014) Shafter: Lerdo Hwy $0 $900,000 $1,260,800 done 3

NOTES

Various KER060608

Various KER110601

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Lead PIN
Project No./
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Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [McFarland, Wasco]

SRTSL-5343(003) McFarland: Perkins Ave, Browning Ave $0 $272,750 $272,750 done 3,3
SRTSL-5287(027) Wasco: Filburn/Griffith Ave and Fifth/Broadway St $0 $234,533 $234,533 PE - done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [Delano, Kern 
County, Ridgecrest, Taft Wasco]
Delano: Various locations SRTS3-06-001 $0 $393,600 $393,600 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3-06-007 $0 $263,000 $263,000 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3-06-008 $0 $213,000 $213,000 1

SRTSL-5385(045) Ridgecrest: Various locations SRTS3-09-002 $0 $583,400 $583,400 PE - done 3,1
Taft: Various locations SRTS3-06-011 $0 $457,400 $457,400 1

SRTSL-5287(034) Wasco: SRTS Plan SRTS3-06-015 $0 $165,000 $165,000 done 3
SRTSL-5287(035) Wasco: 4th/Birch & 4th/Griffith SRTS3-06-016 $0 $359,100 $359,100 PE - done 3, 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER080602

Various KER110602



Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Arvin 9/20/2007 MO#07-03 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 1 $141,958 3 Completed Billing Paid
Arvin 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 2 $28,436 3 Completed Billing Paid

Bakersfield 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Bike Bakersfield Safety Program $42,000 2 On-going
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on White Lane from Union to South "H" Street $34,300 2 Billed $10,889 against bikelane projects on 7-19-2012 Billing in process
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Hughes Land from White Lane to Wilson $36,600 2 Billed $10,889 against bikelane projects on 7-19-2012 Billing in process
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Monitor from Hoskings to East Pacheco $67,100 2 Billed $10,889 against bikelane projects on 7-19-2012 Billing in process
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Columbus from River to Haley (I of II $26,892 1
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Brundage from Oleander to "H" (I of II) $20,733 1

California City 9/20/07 MO#07-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
California City 10/15/09 MO#09-01 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (I of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2012
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (II of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2012
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 2 $175,000 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2012

$307,082
Delano  (No Projects)

Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Calloway Drive Pedestrian Project $44,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Lake Isabella Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 1 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 1 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Lake Isabell Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 2 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 2 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 1 $130,000 3 Completed: Billed $130,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 1 $78,941 3 Completed:  Billed 78,941 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 2 $80,000 3 Completed:  Billed 80,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 2 $91,059 3 Completed:  Billed  $91,059 on June 4, 2010
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Woodford-Tehachapi Road Bikepath and Gold. Hills Stripe $140,000 2 Construction anticipated in Spring 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Eastside Route 184 Pedestrian Path $175,000 3 Completed, Billed $175,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (I of II) $135,000 2 In Design
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (I of III) $87,000 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Niles from Virgina to Oswell (I of III $51,862 1
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (II of II) $135,000 2
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (II of III) $87,000 2

Maricopa 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

McFarland 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (I of III) $14,825 3 Billed $134,296.38 against total project on July 20, 2012.  Billing in Process
McFarland 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (II of III) $100,311 3 Billed $134,296.38 against total project on July 20, 2012.  Billing in Process
McFarland 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (III of III) $100,311 3 Billed $134,296.38 against total project on July 20, 2012.  Billing in Process

Ridgecrest 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Drummond/Norma/Ward Ave Sidewalks $159,448 3 Completed
Ridgecrest 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bowman Road Bikepath Rest Area $140,481 2 In Design
Ridgecrest 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bowman Road Bikepath on Richmond (I of II) $106,275 1

Shafter 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (I of III) $25,617 1 Awaiting funding phasing
Shafter 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (II of III) $79,264 1 Awaiting funding phasing



Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Taft 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (I of III) $85,190 2 In Design Billed $41,493.63 on May 31, 2012
Taft 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (II of III) $139,716 2 In Design
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Rack at Oil Monument $1,000 3 Completed
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (III of III) $139,716 2 In Design

Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Bike Rack at Manzanita Park $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Davis Street Sidewalk $55,000 2 In Design
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Master Plan Implementation Phase I $160,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 1

Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks near T. Jefferson MS $40,579 3 Completed  Billed $40,579 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process 
Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks on 9th Place $30,752 3 Completed  Billed $30,752 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process
Wasco 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Pedestrian Improvements on 7th Street $14,631 1
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

Current as of January 8, 2013
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February 6, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Robert R. Ball, 
  Interim Executive Director 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VII 

2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM – Draft Amendment No. 3 
 
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 

Amendment No. 3 includes changes to the State Highway Operations and Protection Program, Safety Program, and 
Transportation Enhancement Program.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 

Amendment No. 3 includes changes to the State Highway Operations and Protection Program, Safety Program, and 
Transportation Enhancement Program. Amendment No. 3 is financially constrained, has been submitted through the 
interagency consultation process (Attachment), and includes: 
 
STATE HIGHWAY OPERATIONS AND PROTECTION PROGRAM OF PROJECTS (SHOPP) 
 
The State Department of Transportation requests to introduce new Collision Reduction and Emergency Response 
projects. Please see records KER120202 through KER120203 in Attachment for details. 
 
SAFETY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS 

 

 The State Department of Transportation requests to revise the Highway Bridge Program (HBP). Please see record 
KER060601 in Attachment for details. 
 

 The State Department of Transportation requests to introduce new Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
projects for the City of Bakersfield, the City of Ridgecrest, and the County of Kern. Please see KER110601 in 
Attachment for details. 

 
TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM OF PROJECTS (TE) 

 
The City of Shafter received a time extension from the California Transportation Commission for their Santa Fe Way 
beautification project. The programming has been moved from FY 11/12 to FY 12/13. Please see record KER101004 in 
Attachment for details. 
 
Review Process 
 
The public review period for this amendment began January 25, 2013 and concludes 5:00 p.m. February 7, 2013. As 
allowed per Kern COG’s Public Information Policies and Procedures and the FTIP Amendment Policy, no board action is 
required for this amendment. The Kern COG Executive Director is expected to sign the final amendment February 8, 
2013. State and federal approval is required. 
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Attachment: “Interagency Consultation Memo” dated January 25, 2013 
 
 

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING HEAR COMMENTS CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING 
 
     
ACTION: Hold public hearing for Draft Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program.  

 



 

January 25, 2013 

To:    Interagency Consultation Partners and Public 

From:   Raquel Pacheco, Regional Planner III 

Subject:   Availability of Draft Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 FTIP for Interagency 

Consultation and Public Review 

 

Kern COG is proposing a formal amendment (Type #3) to its regionally approved 2013 Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).  The 2013 FTIP is the programming document 
that identifies four years (FY 12/13, FY 13/14, FY 14/15, and FY 15/16) of federal, state and 
local funding sources for projects in Kern County.  Draft Amendment No. 3 revises the State 
Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP), Safety Program, and Non-motorized 
Program. Documentation associated with this amendment is provided as indicated below. 

• Project List: Attachment 1 includes a summary of programming changes that 
result from Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 FTIP. These project and/or project 
phases are consistent with the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which 
was adopted July 15, 2010. The attachment also includes the “CTIPS” printout for 
the proposed project changes. 
 

• Updated Financial Plan: Attachment 2 – The Financial Plan from the 2013 FTIP 
has been updated to include the project list as provided in Attachment 1. The 
appropriate grouped project list has been updated as well.   

 
• Conformity Requirements: The proposed project changes have been determined to 

be exempt from the requirement that a conformity determination and/or regional 
emissions analysis be performed per 40 CFR 93.126, 93.127, or 93.128. Because 
the projects and/or project phases are exempt, no further conformity determination 
is required. In addition, the projects and/or project phases contained in 
Amendment No. 3 do not interfere with the timely implementation of any 
approved Transportation Control Measures (TCMs). 

 
• Public Involvement:  Attachment 3 includes the Draft Public Notice. 

 
Kern COG published a notice of public hearing and opens the 14-day public comment period 
January 25, 2013.  The public hearing is scheduled for February 6, 2013. Comments may be 
submitted in writing by 5 P.M. February 7, 2013.  No Kern COG Board action is required. The 
Kern COG Executive Director will consider adoption of the proposed amendment 
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February 8, 2013.  Kern COG anticipates State and Federal approval by March 2013.  
Amendment No. 3 documentation is available at:  www.kerncog.org 

In conclusion, the 2013 FTIP meets all applicable transportation planning requirements per 23 
CFR Part 450, 40 CFR Part 93, and conforms to the applicable SIPs, and does not interfere with 
the timely implementation of approved TCMs.  If you have questions regarding this amendment, 
please contact Raquel Pacheco at (661) 861-2191 or rpacheco@kerncog.org  



ATTACHMENT 1 
 
 
 

Caltrans Summary of Changes 
 

“CTIPS” Printout  - Revised Records 



Caltrans Summary of Changes

Page 1

Formal
Amendment #: 3

Existing 
or New 
Project

MPO 
FTIP/RTP ID PROJECT TITLE

FFY of Current 
Programming

FFY to be 
Programmed Phase Fund Source

% Cost 
Increase/
Decrease DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE 

Existing KER120202
GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY 

IMPROVEMENTS - SHOPP 
COLLISION REDUCTION PROGRAM

FFY 13/14 FFY 13/14 CON SHOPP AC 30% Add $4,917,000; add 0P840 
project to group listing

Existing KER120203

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR 
EMERGENCY REPAIR - SHOPP 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
PROGRAM

FFY 12/13 FFY 12/13 CON SHOPP AC 57% Add $1,739,000; add 0N401 
project to group listing

FFY 11/12 FFY 12/13 CON HBP 0% Move $699,387
FFY 11/12 FFY 12/13 CON Local 0% Move $90,613
FFY 13/14 N/A CON HBP 72% Delete $5,134,740
FFY 13/14 N/A CON Local 1% Delete $68,820
FFY 13/14 N/A CON LSSRP 8% Delete $596,440
FFY 14/15 N/A CON HBP 2% Delete $132,795
FFY 14/15 N/A CON LSSRP 1% Delete $17,205

FFY 13/14 N/A CON HSIP 35% Delete $835,400; revise group 
listing

FFY 13/14 N/A CON Local 13% Delete $316,400

N/A FFY 14/15 CON HSIP 52% Add $1,254,600

N/A FFY 14/15 CON Local 6% Add $139,400

N/A FFY 15/16 CON HSIP 11% Add $263,700

N/A FFY 15/16 CON Local 1% Add $29,300

Amendment Type:

Existing KER060601

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR BRIDGE 
REHABILITATION AND 

RECONSTRUCTION - HIGHWAY 
BRIDGE PROGRAM (HBP).  NON-
CAPACITY PROJECTS ONLY. (40 

CFR TABLES 2&3) (INCLUDES 
SEISMIC RETROFIT)

Existing KER110601

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY 
IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 

SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
(HSIP). NON-CAPACITY 

INCREASING PROJECTS ONLY. (40 
CFR TABLES 2&3)



Caltrans Summary of Changes

Page 2

Existing 
or New 
Project

MPO 
FTIP/RTP ID PROJECT TITLE

FFY of Current 
Programming

FFY to be 
Programmed Phase Fund Source

% Cost 
Increase/
Decrease DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE 

FFY 11/12 FFY 12/13 CON TE 0% Move $140,000; change fund 
source to TE prior

FFY 11/12 FFY 12/13 CON Local 0% Move $20,000

Legend

HBP Highway Bridge Program
HSIP Highway Safety Improvement Program
LSSRP Local Seismic Safety Retrofit Program
SHOPP AC State Highway Operations and Protection Program advance construction
TE Transportation Enhancement

Existing KER101004

IN SHAFTER: ON SANTA FE WAY 
FROM LOS ANGELES AVENUE TO 

RIVERSIDE AVENUE; 
BEAUTIFICATION    



Funding Summary

Local State Federal

Four Year Element

Route
Postmile

Ste/Fed ID
Fund
AQ
Lead

PIN

Phase

Description

Total Escalated Cost
CTIPS ID

Program Schedule

(construction costs escalated  per Caltrans percentages)

Prior Years

ATTACHMENT A - REVISED RECORDS
Kern Council of Governments:  Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program

State Highway Operations and Protection ProgramPROGRAM:  

12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18

Prior

Current

$7,074,000 $10,625,000 $3,746,000

$7,074,000 $10,625,000 $3,746,000

Various
Various
KER120202

SHOPP-A
1.09
State

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY 
IMPROVEMENTS - SHOPP COLLISION 
REDUCTION PROGRAM

20400000695

PE
RW

Total
$21,445,000

$21,445,000

Con

2011 RTP, Page 5-3RTP Reference:
---Prior Yr Status:
---Future Cost Est:

Prior

Current

$2,306,000 $2,499,000

$2,306,000 $2,499,000

Various
Various
KER120203

SHOPP-A
1.12
State

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR 
EMERGENCY REPAIR - SHOPP 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PROGRAM

20400000696

PE
RW

Total
$4,805,000

$4,805,000

Con

2011 RTP, Page 5-3RTP Reference:
---Prior Yr Status:
---Future Cost Est:

Page   1  Dated January 25, 2013



Funding Summary

Local State Federal

Four Year Element

Route
Postmile

Ste/Fed ID
Fund
AQ
Lead

PIN

Phase

Description

Total Escalated Cost
CTIPS ID

Program Schedule

(construction costs escalated  per Caltrans percentages)

Prior Years

ATTACHMENT A - REVISED RECORDS
Kern Council of Governments:  Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program

Safety ProgramPROGRAM:  

12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18

$98,642

$16,058Prior

Current

$860,000

$860,000

KER060601

HBP
1.19
Various

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR BRIDGE 
REHABILITATION AND 
RECONSTRUCTION - HIGHWAY 
BRIDGE PROGRAM (HBP).  NON-
CAPACITY PROJECTS ONLY. (40 CFR 

20400000418

PE
RW

Total
$1,150,000

$290,000

$290,000 $761,358

$273,942

Con

2011 RTP, Page 5-3RTP Reference:
---Prior Yr Status:
---Future Cost Est:

$314,419

$14,881Prior

Current

$1,180,150 $1,394,000 $293,000

$1,180,150 $1,394,000 $293,000

KER110601

HSIP
1.06
Various

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY 
IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY SAFETY 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). 
NON-CAPACITY INCREASING 
PROJECTS ONLY. (40 CFR TABLES 

20400000637

PE
RW

Total
$2,948,500

$81,350

$81,350 $2,552,731

$66,469

Con

2011 RTP, Page 5-3RTP Reference:
Project Completion PendingPrior Yr Status:
---Future Cost Est:

Page 2    Dated January 25, 2013



Funding Summary

Local State Federal

Four Year Element

Route
Postmile

Ste/Fed ID
Fund
AQ
Lead

PIN

Phase

Description

Total Escalated Cost
CTIPS ID

Program Schedule

(construction costs escalated  per Caltrans percentages)

Prior Years

ATTACHMENT A - REVISED RECORDS
Kern Council of Governments:  Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program

Non-Motorized Program (Landscape/Pedestrian Projects)PROGRAM:  

12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18

$20,000

Prior

Current

$160,000

$160,000

KER101004

TE prior
4.12
Shafter

IN SHAFTER: ON SANTA FE WAY 
FROM LOS ANGELES AVENUE TO 
RIVERSIDE AVENUE; 
BEAUTIFICATION

20400000623

PE
RW

Total
$160,000

$140,000

Con

2011 RTP, Page 4-18RTP Reference:
Prior Yr Status:

---Future Cost Est:

Page  3   Dated January 25, 2013



ATTACHMENT 2 
 
 
 

Updated Financial Plan 
 

Updated Grouped Project Listing 
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TABLE 1: REVENUE
Kern Council of Governments

2012/13-2015/16 Federal Transportation Improvement Program
Amendment No. 3

($'s in 1,000)
4 YEARS (FSTIP Cycle)

2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16
Funding Source Amendment Amendment Amendment Amendment CURRENT

Prior Current Prior Current Prior Current Prior Current TOTAL
No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

       -- Gas Tax (Subventions to Cities) $15,982 $16,092 $8,395 $8,010 $297 $436 $293 $24,832
       -- Street Taxes and Developer Fees $47,140 $42,578 $53,436 $46,819 $334,119 $319,007 $408,404
Local Total $63,122 $58,671 $61,831 $54,829 $297 $436 $334,119 $319,300 $433,236
      SHOPP (Including Augmentation) $7,641 $9,380 $40,315 $48,807 $18,233 $18,233 $35,228 $37,611 $114,031
      STIP (Including Augmentation) $30,678 $30,678 $8,165 $8,165 $18,625 $18,625 $11,816 $11,816 $69,284
            Transportation Enhancement $1,806 $1,806 $3,058 $3,058 $1,962 $1,962 $234 $234 $7,060
      STIP Prior
           Transportation Enhancement $140 $140
      Proposition 1 B $54,060 $54,060 $54,060
      Highway Maintenance (HM) $14,460 $14,460 $14,460
State Total $108,646 $110,525 $51,538 $60,030 $38,820 $38,820 $47,278 $49,661 $259,035
      5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program $4,323 $4,323 $3,840 $3,840 $8,163
      5310 - Elderly & Persons with Disabilities Formula Program 
      5311 - Nonurbanized Area Formula Program  
      5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Program $703 $703 $703
      5317 - New Freedom 
Federal Transit Total $5,026 $5,026 $3,840 $3,840 $8,866
      Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality  (CMAQ) $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $38,881
      Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program  (SAFETEA-LU Sec. 1302) $297,145 $307,522 $10,064 $16,681 $33,729 $30,551 $354,754
      High Priority Projects (HPP) and Demo $7,850 $7,850 $16,750 $16,750 $24,600
      Highway Bridge Program (HBP) $62 $761 $5,731 $150 $761
      Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) $396 $396 $1,870 $1,034 $1,255 $264 $2,949
      Projects of National/Regional Significance (SAFETEA-LU Sec. 1301) $28,100 $23,000 $72,151 $90,441 $113,441
      Safe Routes to School (SRTS) (SAFETEA-LU) $507 $507 $1,851 $1,851 $583 $583 $2,942
      Surface Transportation Program (Regional) $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $36,881
      Transportation and Community and System Preservation Program $400 $400 $400
Federal Highway Total $353,401 $359,377 $36,606 $36,656 $20,942 $22,046 $142,154 $157,530 $575,609
Federal Total $358,427 $364,404 $40,446 $40,496 $20,942 $22,046 $142,154 $157,530 $584,475

$530,195 $533,599 $153,815 $155,355 $60,059 $61,303 $523,551 $526,491 $1,276,747

MPO Financial Summary Notes:
*Note: Financial tables reflect changes approved as part of administrative modifications
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TABLE 2: PROGRAMMED
Kern Council of Governments

2012/13-2015/16 Federal Transportation Improvement Program
Amendment No. 3

($'s in 1,000)
4 YEARS (FSTIP Cycle)

2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16
Funding Source Amendment Amendment Amendment Amendment CURRENT

Prior Current Prior Current Prior Current Prior Current TOTAL
No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Local Total $63,122 $58,671 $61,831 $54,829 $297 $436 $334,119 $319,300 $433,236

      SHOPP (Including Augmentation) $7,641 $9,380 $40,315 $48,807 $18,233 $18,233 $35,228 $37,611 $114,031
      STIP (Including Augmentation) $30,678 $30,678 $8,165 $8,165 $18,625 $18,625 $11,816 $11,816 $69,284
            Transportation Enhancement $1,806 $1,806 $3,058 $3,058 $1,962 $1,962 $234 $234 $7,060
      STIP Prior
           Transportation Enhancement $140 $140
      Proposition 1 B $54,060 $54,060 $54,060
      Highway Maintenance (HM) $14,460 $14,460 $14,460
State Total $108,646 $110,525 $51,538 $60,030 $38,820 $38,820 $47,278 $49,661 $259,035
      5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program $4,323 $4,323 $3,840 $3,840 $8,163
      5310 - Elderly & Persons with Disabilities Formula Program 
      5311 - Nonurbanized Area Formula Program  
      5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Program $703 $703 $703
      5317 - New Freedom 
Federal Transit Total $5,026 $5,026 $3,840 $3,840 $8,866
      Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality  (CMAQ) $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $19,440
      Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program  (SAFETEA-LU Sec. 1302) $297,145 $307,522 $10,064 $16,681 $33,729 $30,551 $354,754
      High Priority Projects (HPP) and Demo $7,850 $7,850 $16,750 $16,750 $24,600
      Highway Bridge Program (HBP) $62 $761 $5,731 $150 $761
      Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) $396 $396 $1,870 $1,034 $1,255 $264 $2,949
      Projects of National/Regional Significance (SAFETEA-LU Sec. 1301) $28,100 $23,000 $72,151 $90,441 $113,441
      Safe Routes to School (SRTS) (SAFETEA-LU) $507 $507 $1,851 $1,851 $583 $583 $2,942
      Surface Transportation Program (Regional) $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $18,439
      Transportation and Community and System Preservation Program $400 $400 $400
Federal Highway Total $353,400 $359,376 $36,605 $36,655 $2,001 $3,106 $123,213 $138,589 $537,726
Federal Total $358,426 $364,403 $40,445 $40,495 $2,001 $3,106 $123,213 $138,589 $546,593

$530,194 $533,598 $153,814 $155,354 $41,118 $42,362 $504,610 $507,550 $1,238,864

MPO Financial Summary Notes:
*Note: Financial tables reflect changes approved as part of administrative modifications
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TABLE 3: REVENUE-PROGRAMMED
Kern Council of Governments

2012/13-2015/16 Federal Transportation Improvement Program
Amendment No. 3

($'s in 1,000)
4 YEARS (FSTIP Cycle)

2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16
Funding Source Amendment Amendment Amendment Amendment CURRENT

Prior Current Prior Current Prior Current Prior Current TOTAL
No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Local Total

      SHOPP (Including Augmentation)
      STIP (Including Augmentation)
            Transportation Enhancement 
      STIP Prior
           Transportation Enhancement
      Proposition 1 B
      Highway Maintenance (HM)
State Total 
      5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program 
      5310 - Elderly & Persons with Disabilities Formula Program 
      5311 - Nonurbanized Area Formula Program  
      5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Program 
      5317 - New Freedom 
Federal Transit Total
      Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality  (CMAQ) $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $9,720 $19,441
      Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program  (SAFETEA-LU Sec. 1302)
      High Priority Projects (HPP) and Demo
      Highway Bridge Program (HBP)
      Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
      Projects of National/Regional Significance (SAFETEA-LU Sec. 1301)
      Safe Routes to School (SRTS) (SAFETEA-LU)
      Surface Transportation Program (Regional) $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $9,220 $18,441
      Transportation and Community and System Preservation Program
Federal Highway Total $1 $1 $1 $1 $18,940 $18,940 $18,940 $18,940 $37,882
Federal Total $1 $1 $1 $1 $18,940 $18,940 $18,940 $18,940 $37,882

$1 $1 $1 $1 $18,940 $18,940 $18,940 $18,940 $37,882REVENUE - PROGRAM TOTAL
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2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program

Grouped Project Listings
Kern Council of Governments

Includes:
State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) dated 1/9/13
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) dated 10/29/12
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

Note:  Listing is available on the Kern COG website at
   http://www.kerncog.org/federal-transportation-improvement-program



Kern Council of Governments  

SHOPP Lump Sum by Category and Fund Type 

Dollars x $1000 

2012

CONRWPEPRIORTOTAL 16/1715/1614/1513/1412/13

Kern County

SHOPP - Bridge Preservation

$62817 $19,485 $14,487 $28,845 $8,434 $671 $53,712Bridge - State (HBRR)

$62817 $19,485 $14,487 $28,845 $8,434 $671 $53,712TOTAL

SHOPP - Collision Reduction

$8111 $4,365 $3,746 $2,058 $430 $5,623National Hwy System

$13334 $10,625$2,709 $2,926 $275 $10,133Surface Transportation Program

$21445 $7,074 $10,625 $3,746 $4,984 $705 $15,756TOTAL

SHOPP - Emergency Response

$4805 $2,499$2,306 $701 $17 $4,087National Hwy System

$4805 $2,306 $2,499 $701 $17 $4,087TOTAL

SHOPP - Mandates

$18581 $16,198 $2,383 $2,938 $5,197 $10,446National Hwy System

$18581 $16,198 $2,383 $2,938 $5,197 $10,446TOTAL

SHOPP - Roadway Preservation

$6383 $6,383 $487 $34 $5,862National Hwy System

$6383 $6,383 $487 $34 $5,862TOTAL

 County TOTAL $114,031 $9,380 $48,807 $18,233 $37,611 $17,544 $6,624 $89,863

$89,863 $6,624 $17,544 $37,611 $18,233 $48,807 $9,380 $114,031  MPO TOTAL

1/9/2013  8:21:18AM



Kern Council of Governments   KER120201  

SHOPP Lump Sum by Category and Fund Type 

Dollars x $1000 

2012

SHOPP - Bridge Preservation

CONRWPEDESCRIPTIONRouteCTIPS ID Dist EAMPO_ID CO

06 0H180 10400000318 14 Near Ridgecrest at the Red Rock Canyon Bridge #50-0178.  Replace bridge 

(scour)

KER  2,170  279  17,036

06 0K460 10400000352 46 Near Wasco, at Route 99 Separation Bridge No. 50-0184E. Replace bridge.KER  3,145  312  15,249

06 0K810 10400000353 99 In Bakersfield, at Airport Drive Bridge No. 50-0266; also on Route 178 at 

Golden State Avenue Bridge No. 50-0326.  Bridge seismic restoration.

KER  1,594  65  8,480

06 0M260 10400000354 58 Near Tehachapi, at Sand Canyon Road Bridge No. 50-0345R.  Replace 

bridge.

KER  752  8  3,517

06 0N960 10400000360 204 In Bakersfield, on Route 204 at various bridges from north of Route 178 to 

south of Route 99.  Overlay deck, replace joint seals, and paint.

KER  773  7  9,430

 8,434  671  53,712County Total

 8,434 SHOPP - Bridge Preservation Total:  671  53,712MPO

1/9/2013  8:21:18AM



Kern Council of Governments  KER120202
SHOPP Lump Sum by Category and Fund Type 

Dollars x $1000 

2012

SHOPP - Collision Reduction

CONRWPEDESCRIPTIONRouteCTIPS ID Dist EAMPO_ID CO

06 0J930 10400000298 119 In Kern, Fresno, Tulare, and Madera counties on various routes at various 

locations.  Install guardrail and extend culverts.

KER  1,136  413  2,816

06 0P840 10400000363 223 Near Arvin, from Old River Road to west of Cuda Road. Install median 

rumble strips and widen outside shoulders.

KER  737  31  4,149

06 0P560 10400000364 58 Near Bakersfield, from east of Gaston Street to Route 43.  Install median 

rumble strips and widen outside shoulders.

KER  680  146  2,749

06 0P300 10400000357 99 Near McFarland, from south of Sherwood Avenue to south of Whisler Road.  

Widen shoulder and install rumble strip.

KER  427  14  1,692

06 0E330 10400000358 58 In Bakersfield, at various locations from east of Route 99 to east of 

Cottonwood Road.  Improve freeway maintenance worker access.

KER  405  12  1,270

06 0E340 10400000359 99 In Bakersfield at various locations, from Planz Road to north of California 

Avenue.  Improve freeway maintenance worker access.

KER  517  5  1,537

06 0L390 10400000320 99 In Bakersfield, at California Avenue.  Widen ramp and realign ramp 

entrance.

KER  1,082  84  1,543

 4,984  705  15,756County Total

 4,984 SHOPP - Collision Reduction Total:  705  15,756MPO

1/9/2013  8:21:18AM



Kern Council of Governments  KER120203
SHOPP Lump Sum by Category and Fund Type 

Dollars x $1000 

2012

SHOPP - Emergency Response

CONRWPEDESCRIPTIONRouteCTIPS ID Dist EAMPO_ID CO

06 0N360 10400000332 5 Near Grapevine and Wheeler Ridge, from north of Grapevine Undercrossing 

to north of Route 99.  Repair damaged roadway.

KER  332  3  2,164

06 0N401 10400000362 58 Near Edison, at Neumarkle Road Undercrossing (Bridge No. 0229L/R).  

Repair drainage channel.

KER  45  3  581

06 0N380 10400000331 178 Near Bakersfield at various locations from 0.6 mile east to Sidehill Viaduct to 

2 miles east of Sidehill Viaduct.  Construct concrete slab structures.

KER  324  11  1,342

 701  17  4,087County Total

 701 SHOPP - Emergency Response Total:  17  4,087MPO

1/9/2013  8:21:18AM



Kern Council of Governments  KER120204 

SHOPP Lump Sum by Category and Fund Type 

Dollars x $1000 

2012

SHOPP - Mandates

CONRWPEDESCRIPTIONRouteCTIPS ID Dist EAMPO_ID CO

06 0P270 10400000361 43 In the cities of Shafter and Wasco, at various intersections.  Construct 

pedestrian curb ramps.

KER  571  335  1,477

06 0H640 10400000319 99 Kern County, on Routes 99 and 178 at Kern Avenue and Sunny Lane 

pedestrian overcrossings.  Upgrade pedestrian facilities to provide 

Americans with Disabilities Act compliance.

KER  2,367  4,862  8,969

 2,938  5,197  10,446County Total

 2,938 SHOPP - Mandates Total:  5,197  10,446MPO

1/9/2013  8:21:18AM



Kern Council of Governments  KER120205
SHOPP Lump Sum by Category and Fund Type 

Dollars x $1000 

2012

SHOPP - Roadway Preservation

CONRWPEDESCRIPTIONRouteCTIPS ID Dist EAMPO_ID CO

06 0P140 10400000351 5 Near Lost Hills, between Lerdo Avenue and Route 46.  Repair and overlay 

pavement.

KER  487  34  5,862

 487  34  5,862County Total

 487 SHOPP - Roadway Preservation Total:  34  5,862MPO

1/9/2013  8:21:18AM



Prepared by Kern Council of Governments

Grouping Category:  Highway Bridge Program (HBP)

PIN Agency
District - EA

 (if-applicable) Fed ID Project Title Project Description

Program
Year
(FFY)

Federal
Funds

State/Local
Funds

Total 
Project 

Cost

prior year $53,118 $6,882 $60,000

12/13 $610,857 $79,143 $690,000

5109(175)

Bakersfield: BRIDGE NO. 50C0173, BEALE 
AVE, OVER UP RR, SUMNER ST, 
KENTUCKY, SOUTH MONTEREY ST.  
Rehabilitate two lane bridge. No added lane 
capacity. HBP-ID 953 12/13 $88,530 $11,470 $100,000

6248(012)

Department of Water Resources: BRIDGE 
NO. 50C0123, OLD RIVER RD, OVER OLD 
RIVER ROAD, 0.6 MI N OF S.H. 166. LSSRP 
Seismic Retrofit HBP-ID 2381    (toll credits) prior year $150,000 $0 $150,000

prior year $70,824 $9,176 $80,000

12/13 $61,971 $8,029 $70,000

5109(166)

Bakersfield:  BRIDGE NO. 50C0021 L & R, 
MANOR ST, OVER KERN RIVER, 0.2 MI S 
ROBERTS LANE. Rehabilitate existing two 
lane bridge. No added lane capacity. Including 
LSSRP Retrofit HBP-ID 1246

5950(333)

Grouped Projects for Bridge Rehabilitation and Reconstruction - Highway Bridge Program (HBP)

Kern County: BRIDGE NO. 50C0172, LAKE 
ISABELLA RD OVER BOREL CANAL, 0.75 MI 
N OF NUGGET AVE.Rehabilitate two lane 
Bridge. No added lane capacity. HBP-ID 3710

KER060601 Various

Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

and 
Reconstruction



Prepared by Kern Council of Governments

Grouping Category: Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

PIN Agency
District - EA

 (if-applicable) Fed ID Project Title Project Description

Program
Year
(FFY)

Federal
Funds

State/Local
Funds

Total 
Project 

Cost
Bakersfield:  Twenty (20) intersections within 
the city; install pedestrian countdown heads      
HSIP5-06-001 13/14 $116,000 $13,000 $129,000

prior year $34,969 $6,161 $41,130

13/14 $335,031 $35,139 $370,170

Kern County: Patton Way between Hageman 
Rd and Snow Road; modify traffic signals; 
install two-way left turn lane    HSIP5-06-014 13/14 $144,000 $36,000 $180,000

Kern County: Roberts Ln/Oildale Dr; construct 
left-turn lanes; modify traffic signals; install 
pedestrian countdown heads  HSIP5-06-015 13/14 $109,000 $30,000 $139,000

prior year $31,500 $8,720 $40,220

13/14 $330,400 $31,580 $361,980

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd; 
install traffic signals (interconnect); construct 
curb ramps, curb and gutter   HSIP5-09-001 14/15 $396,000 $44,000 $440,000
Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave between Downs 
St and Inyo St; Widen roadway; improve 
alignment      HSIP5-09-002 15/16 $263,700 $29,300 $293,000

Ridgecrest: Seven (7) intersection (Norma 
St/Ward Ave, Downs St/Drummond Ave, 
Norma St/Drummond Ave, Norma St/ Las 
Flores Ave, China Lake Blvd/California Ave, 
French Ave/Drummond Ave, China Lake 
Blvd/College Heights Blvd); upgrade traffic 
signals       HSIP5-09-003 14/15 $383,400 $42,600 $426,000

Ridgecrest: Twelve (12) intersection (on 
Norma St, Downs St, Richmond Rd); install 
signs and pavement markings  HSIP5-09-004 14/15 $475,200 $52,800 $528,000

KER110601

California City: Redwood Blvd/Hacienda Blvd; 
Reconfigure intersection; construct curb, 
gutter, and raised median islands; upgrade 
signs, striping, and pavement markings  
HSIP4-09-002

Safety 
Improvements

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave; 
china Lake Blvd between Rader Ave and 
Ridgecrest Blvd; install traffic signals and 
interconnect communications cable; construct 
curb ramps    HSIP4-09-001

Grouped Projects for Safety Improvements - Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

Various

5399(017)

5385(042)



 
 

ATTACHMENT 3 
 

Draft Kern Public Notice 
 
 
 



 
  

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Kern Council of Governments will hold a public hearing at 10:00 A.M. 
February 6, 2013 at Kern COG’s office, 1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, CA 93301 regarding Draft 
Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).  The hearing is being 
held to receive public comments. 
  

• The 2013 FTIP is a listing of capital improvement and operational expenditures utilizing federal and 
state monies for transportation projects in Kern County through 2016.   

• The State Department of Transportation provided new projects lists for state administered programs. 
• There are revisions to the Non-motorized Program. 
• The Draft Amendment No. 3 to the 2013 FTIP contains a project list, summary of changes, financial 

plan, and grouped project listing. 
  

Individuals with disabilities may call Kern COG at 661/861-2191 (or TTY: 661/832-7433, or TDD: 800/874-
9436) with 3-working-day advance notice to request auxiliary aids necessary to participate in the public 
hearing. Translation services are available (with 3-working-day advance notice) to participate speaking any 
language with available professional translation services. 
 
A 14-day public review and comment period will begin January 25, 2013 and conclude February 7, 2013.  The 
draft document is available for review at Kern COG’s office and on Kern COG’s website at www.kerncog.org . 
 
Public comments are welcomed at the hearing, or may be submitted in writing by 5 P.M. February 7, 2013 to 
Ahron Hakimi at the address below. 
 
After considering the comments, the documents will be considered for approval, by Kern COG Executive 
Director, February 8, 2013.  The documents will then be submitted to state and federal agencies for approval. 
 
Ahron Hakimi, Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
(661) 861-2191 
 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19
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February 6, 2013 
 

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

Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT:  TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VIII 
   2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff planned and conducted outreach for the 2014 RTP commencing in the September of 2011 and 
concluding in January 2013. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Community engagement and outreach is fundamental to development of the RTP. By nature, the plan 
represents the community’s vision for its future and is developed from a grassroots, bottom-up approach. 
Community engagement is a process that involves the public in problem-solving or decision-making and uses 
public input to reach consensus. Effective public participation acknowledges the desire of people to participate 
in decisions that affect them, facilitates understanding, and contributes to sustainable decision-making. 
 
The Regional Planning Advisory Committee, Business and Industry Stakeholders, and Environmental and 
Social Equity Stakeholders reviewed the activities used in the community outreach prior to meetings being 
conducted. 
 
To date over 5,600 citizens have been involved in the outreach either by attending stakeholder meetings, 
community outreach meetings, providing input at community fairs, or providing input through the Directions to 
2050 website,  This does not include the 1,200 person statistically valid community survey that contained 
questions related to the 2014 RTP.  
 
ACTION 
 
Information 
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February 6, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
  Regional Planning Advisory Committee      
 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Senior Planner 
 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  IX  
  PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING TRANSPORTATION” 

 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
  
Chapter 6 of the Preliminary 2014 Regional Transportation Plan “Financing Transportation” (provided online at 
http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan) presents a series of financial assumptions for revenue streams over 
the life of the Plan. This has been reviewed by the TPPC and RPAC. 
 
DISCUSSION:  
  
In anticipation of the next update to Kern COG’s 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (2014 RTP). Kern COG staff has 
prepared Chapter 6 of the Preliminary 2014 RTP called “Financing Transportation”. Incorporated into the chapter is Table 
6-1 that provides a summary overview of revenue streams deemed “reasonably available”. The entire chapter is provided 
online at http://www.kerncog.org/regional-transportation-plan. Table 6-1 “Revenue Forecast” is provided on Page 2 of this 
staff report. Kern COG staff circulated the document during January 2013 for information. Kern COG staff now requests 
support for the following action: “Approve Chapter 6 for consideration in development of the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Plan to be brought back for final approval by the Kern COG Board.” 
 
The main revision to this chapter from the 2011 RTP is the inclusion of an additional 12% in revenue streams from new 
funding assumptions. This is reflected in Table 6-1. The infusion of new revenue into the financial assumptions for the life 
of the Plan would help pay for several things: the addition of non-motorized and complete streets improvements, 
enhanced transit services, and the backlog of street maintenance. This is a conservative estimate; should these new 
assumptions occur, there would likely be a greater revenue stream. This item was reviewed by RPAC and the TPPC. 
 
There will be several other opportunities to comment on this and other elements of the Preliminary 2014 RTP beginning 
with the 55-day review period in July as well as public hearings in September and approval in October. 
 

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

 

 

 



Funding Source
Total 

Revenue

Overall 

Percent

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

Local Sources

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

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

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

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

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

                                                           Subtotal  $   5,077,000 44.41%

State Sources

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

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

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

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

                                                           Subtotal  $   2,338,000 20.45%

Federal Sources

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Subtotal  $   2,687,000 23.50%

Other Sources - Revenue Streams during life of RTP

May be derived from the following:

Cap and Trade Revenue

E-Commerce

Freight Fee / National Freight Program

Future State Bond Proceeds

Odometer-based user feeSelf-help sales tax

State Federal Excise Tax on Fuel

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

                                                           Subtotal  $ 1,331,000 11.64%

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

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

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

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

Roads & Highways
Transit,  HOV, Aviation 

& Other
Pedestrian & Bicycle

38% 57% 5%

Page 2  
February 6, 2013 
2014 RTP – Chapter 6 
TTAC / RPAC 
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 February 6, 2013 
 
 
TO:                        Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:                  Ahron Hakimi,                                                                                                                      
                              Executive Director 
 
BY:                        Linda Urata 
                              Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT:            TTAC AGENDA: X  

AMERICORPS GOVERNOR’S INITIATIVE PROJECT OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISION 
AND THE OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
       
The Local Government Commission and the office of Planning and Research are partnering on a yearlong AmeriCorps 
Governor’s Initiative planning grant to assess climate change, transportation and energy needs through a series of 
regional stakeholder meetings across the state. Kern COG member agency input will be solicited via Survey Monkey and 
communicated to the LGC by Kern COG staff during an upcoming invitation-only meeting on March 4

th
 in Fresno, CA.  

DISCUSSION: 

The Local Government Commission and the Office of Planning and Research are partnering on a yearlong AmeriCorps 

Governor’s Initiative planning grant to assess climate change, transportation and energy needs through a series of 

regional stakeholder meetings across the state.  The input gleaned at these meetings will be used to identify the most 

pressing needs of communities in California and the most effective leverage points to assist local governments in their 

efforts.  The results will shape the development of a 3-year statewide effort, utilizing approximately 85 AmeriCorps 

members per year to address the needs identified through this planning process.  Your input will help the LGC ensure that 

this program will be as useful as possible for local governments. 

AmeriCorps is a program of the Corporation for National and Community Service, an independent federal agency whose 
mission is to improve lives, strengthen communities, and foster civic engagement through service and volunteering.   
Each year AmeriCorps supports the engagement of nearly 75,000 Americans in service to meet critical needs in 
education, the environment, public safety, homeland security, and other areas. Since 1994, nearly 500,000 AmeriCorps 
members have served with thousands of nonprofit organizations, public agencies, and faith-based organizations 
nationwide-from small community groups to nationally known organizations such as Habitat for Humanity, the Red Cross, 
and Boys and Girls Clubs of America; AmeriCorps members receive an AmeriCorps Education Award that they can use to 
pay for college or to pay back qualified student loans.  AmeriCorps volunteers have recently served in California as a Safe 
Routes to Schools Coordinator, a Community Outreach Coordinator for a solar outreach program, and a Project 
Coordinator assisting an agency to host an energy symposium and training workshops for home energy contractors. 

Kern COG’s member agencies will be asked to list and to prioritize their current climate change, transportation and energy 

goals; to identify current barriers/gaps/needs to achieve these goals; to identify projects they would use AmeriCorps 

volunteers to accomplish; and a few other questions regarding the proposed program. 

ACTION: 
Information and discussion 

 



 

                 
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                        WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              MARCH 6, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                         10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday February 6, 2013  
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

• Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of February 6, 
2013. 

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

CLAIM – CITY OF WASCO FOR $1,030,375 (Snoddy)  
 

Comment:  FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
Wasco for $1,030,375.  This claim includes estimated unexpended prior years TDA cash receipts.  

 
Action:  Review FY 2011-12 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Wasco and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
  

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

 
Comment: The Proposition 1B Transit System Safety, Security & Disaster Response Account 
(TSSSDRA) Provides an annual call for projects and apportionment for $676,193 to Kern County 
eligible recipients.  

 
Action:  Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee authorize by resolution 
the draft fiscal year 2012/2013 TSSSDRA Program of Projects.   
 

VII. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP) (Pacheco) 

  
Comment: The RTP amendment updates the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. The FTIP 
amendment includes six project records. Draft documents are available at www.kerncog.org . 

 
Action:   Information   

 



 

VIII. INACTIVE PROJECTS POLICY CHANGE  (Pacheco)  
 

Comment:  The Federal Highway Administration has a new policy regarding inactive projects. 
 
 Action:  Information  
 
IX. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
XII. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be Wednesday, April 3, 2013 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

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

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
VI. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco)  
 

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

This item is for information only. 

 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

XII. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be March 6, 2013.  With no further business, the 
meeting adjourned at approximately 11:15 a.m.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

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

I. ROLL CALL 
 

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

 
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

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

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

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
There were no public comments. 
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday January2, 2013 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

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

IX. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH (Napier) 
 

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

 
X. PRELIMINARY 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHAPTER 6 “FINANCING 

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

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

XIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

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

XIV. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

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

XV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

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



 

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

 
March 6, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  V 

FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS CLAIM – 
CITY OF WASCO FOR $1,030,375 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of Wasco for $1,030,375 
This claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash receipts.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Wasco. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Wasco               $1,030,375   $0               $1,030,375 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2011-12 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Wasco and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee.  
 
 



 
 

March 6, 2013 
 
 

TO:   Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
   Executive Director 
 
BY:   Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM VI:  FY 2012/2013 TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY & DISASTER 

RESPONSE ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) PROGRAM OF PROJECTS $676,193 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The Proposition 1B Transit System Safety, Security & Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA)  
provides an annual call for projects and apportionment for $676,193 to Kern County eligible  
recipients.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
California Emergency Management Agency (Cal EMA) and Kern COG staff issued a call for projects  
for the TSSSDRA program in September, 20, 2012. The cities of Arvin, Delano, Taft, Tehachapi,  
Wasco, and Kern Regional Transit and Golden Empire Transit submitted projects to secure the  
apportioned amount and prevent any dollars from being apportioned to another county. Since no 
other eligible member agencies applied for the annual apportionment, a regional surplus became  
available for re-apportionment in the amount of $43,552.  
 
When a member agency’s GC 8879(a) (3) monies are not used by that agency and are used in 
another agency, the member agency must formally declare to Cal EMA that it authorizes the use of its 
GC 8879 (a) (3) monies to another agency. The declaration may take the form of a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) between each member agency involved or a resolution from the Kern COG 
Board that addresses each member agency declaration.  
 
Since the MOU method would require each member agency that did not apply for fiscal year 
2012/2013 TSSSDRA monies to prepare a separate MOU: one from each city to the recipient 
Authorizing the use of its PUC 99314 monies, multiple MOUs may be required to meet the guideline 
of the TSSSDRA program. Therefore, Kern COG staff recommends a county-wide resolution alternative.  
 
Included are the following attachments: Attachment “A” is the draft fiscal year 2012/2013 TSSSDRA program of 
projects; Attachment “B” is a draft resolution that accomplishes the re-apportionment of regional surplus funds to 
viable, agency projects. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee authorize by resolution the draft fiscal year 
2012/2013 TSSSDRA Program of Projects.   
 
Attachments: “A” Kern County Fiscal Year 2012/2013 Program of Projects 
                      “B” Draft TSSDRA Resolution  
 
 



 
 

“B” Draft Resolution No. XX-XX  
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment “B” 
 

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

 
Resolution No. XX-XX 
 
RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS TO EXECUTE THE KERN COUNTY 
TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2012/2013 
 
 WHEREAS, The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, approved by 
the voters as California State Proposition 1B on November 7, 2006; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Proposition 1B established the Transit System Safety, Security and Disaster Response Account 
(TSSSDRA) program; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the State Controller of California identified Kern Council of Governments as an eligible project 
sponsor/recipient agency; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the State Controller annually apportions TSSSDRA monies to Kern County eligible agencies in two 
accounts: GC 8879.58(a)(2) (apportioned to Kern COG member agencies by population ($622,611) and GC 
8879.58(a)(3) apportioned to each member agency by the State Controller’s Office ($53,582); and 
 
 WHEREAS, a call for projects was issued by California Emergency Management Agency (Cal EMA) on 
September 20, 2012 for $676,193 and invited Kern County TSSSDRA eligible projects; and 
 
 WHEREAS, as of February 22, 2013, only eight Kern County agencies, the cities of Arvin, California City, Delano, 
Taft, Tehachapi, Wasco and Golden Empire Transit District and Kern Regional Transit had eligible projects totaling 
$632,806 which were submitted to Cal EMA staff for approval; and 
 
 WHEREAS, had the cities of Arvin, Delano, Taft, Tehachapi, Wasco and Golden Empire Transit District and Kern 
Regional Transit not submitted eligible project, TSSSDRA monies may have been lost to another county; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Cal EMA requires a memorandum of understanding from each TSSSDRA eligible agency that 
transfers its GC 8879.58(a)(3) monies to another agency or a resolution from the Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency of Metropolitan Planning Organization when one or more TSSSDRA eligible agencies transfers its GC 
8879.58(a)(3)monies to another TSSSDRA eligible agency for any reason; and 
 
 WHERAS, the cities of McFarland, Ridgecrest, and Shafter approve the transfer of its GC 8879.58(a)(3) monies 
to the Kern Regional Transit (See attachment “A” for funding information). 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the cities of McFarland, Ridgecrest, and Shafter agree as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1. Transfer of Funds. Agrees to transfer fiscal year 2012/2013 GC 8879.58(a)(3) allocation in the amount of $43,387 
(collectively) to County of Kern - Kern Regional Transit. 
 

2. Integrated Agreement. This is an integrated agreement and contains all of the terms, considerations, 
understandings and promises of the parties. It shall be as a whole.     
 

 
ADOPTED, SIGNED AND APPROVED THIS 21ST DAY OF MARCH 2013 
 
AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
         ____________________ 
         Harold W. Hanson 
         Kern Council of Governments 
 
ATTEST: 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution of the Kern Council of Governments duly adopted at a 
regular scheduled meeting held on the 21st day of March 2013. 
 
 
 
___________________________  Date: ____________________ 
Ahron Hakimi, Executive Director 
Kern Council of Governments 
  

 
 



FY 2012/2013

Agency Project Description 99313 99314 Total apportionment Project Amount

Arvin Street signs $14,320 $607 14,927$                      $14,927

California City Not determined at this time $9,962 $203 10,165$                      $10,165

Delano Security cameras $37,979 $518 38,497$                      $38,497

GET Not determined at this time $346,794 $41,506 388,300$                    $388,300

KRT Fencing, gates, and lighting $135,107 $6,113 141,220$                    $141,220

McFarland No project $9,339 $114 9,453$                        $0

Ridgecrest No project $20,546 $1,019 21,565$                      $0

Shafter Not determined at this time $11,830 $539 12,369$                      $0

Taft Corp. Yard cameras $7,471 $2,629 10,100$                      $10,100

Tehachacpi Gate security lighting $11,207 $61 11,268$                      $11,268

Wasco Emerency surveillance system $18,056 $273 18,329$                      $18,329

Regional Totals 622,611 $53,582 $676,193 $632,806

Regional Surplus

Draft Transit System Safety, Security, and 

Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA) 

Program of Projects

Regional Surplus Amt.

43,387$                                                     

Kern County



 
 

March 6, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VII 

CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (FTIP) 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The RTP amendment updates the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. The FTIP 
amendment includes six project records. Draft documents are available at www.kerncog.org . 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Conformity Analysis allows for changes to project phases and/or projects in the 2011 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
(FTIP). The amendment documents are available for public review starting today March 6, 2013. 
Public comments received during the 45-day review period will be incorporated into the final 
document, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the May 16, 2013 Board meeting. 
 

• The Draft Conformity Analysis contains the documentation to support a finding that the 
2013 FTIP and 2011 RTP, as amended, meet the air quality conformity requirements for 
carbon monoxide, ozone and particulate matter. 
 

• The RTP is a long-term strategy to meet Kern County’s transportation needs out to the 
year 2035. The 2011 RTP Amendment #4 contains project information updates to the 
Thomas Roads Improvement Program. 
 

• An Addendum #4 to the RTP’s Subsequent Environmental Impact Report has been 
prepared. 
 

• The 2013 FTIP is a listing of capital improvement and operational expenditures using 
federal and state monies for transportation projects in Kern County during the next four 
years. Draft 2013 FTIP Amendment #4 contains project phases and/or projects not 
included in the 2013 FTIP. Draft Amendment #4 contains project information from 
Thomas Roads Improvement Program updates. 

 



 
 
Page 2 / Draft Amendments 
 
 
The next step in the process is to present the draft amendment documents to the Transportation 
Technical Advisory Committee as noted in the schedule below: 
 

Date   Event 
  
March 6, 2013  Start 45-day review period 
 
March 6, 2013  Draft presented to Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) 
 
March 21, 2013 Draft presented to Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) 

with public hearing 
 

April 19, 2013  End of 45-day public review period 
 

May 1, 2013 Comments and Responses presented to TTAC, with request for 
recommended approval of Final documents  

 
May 16, 2013 Request adoption of Final documents from TPPC 
 
May 24, 2013 Submit Final documents to state and federal agencies for approval 
 
July 2013 Anticipated federal approval of Conformity, near-term and long-term 

documents 
 
CDs of the amendment documents will be available at the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee March 6, 2013 meeting. Hard copies of the amendment documents will be made 
available upon request. The documents are available on the Kern COG website at 
www.kerncog.org  
 
 
ACTION:   
 
Information. 
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March 6, 2013 

 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VIII 

INACTIVE PROJECTS POLICY CHANGE 
 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration has a new policy regarding inactive projects. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Caltrans Office of Local Assistance informed Kern Council of Governments that the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) has a new policy regarding inactive projects. No formal notice is available but a summary of the changes and 
action required was provided via email by the Caltrans Office of Local Assistance. 
 
New rules include: 

• Tier 3: Unexpended funds below $50k; 36 months since last invoice or initial authorization. (no change)  
• Tier 2: Unexpended funds from $50k to $200k; 18 months since last invoice or initial authorization.  
• Tier 1: Unexpended funds greater than $200k; 12 months since last invoice or initial authorization.  
• Now includes projects becoming inactive within the quarter of the review (formerly these projects were listed as 3 

Month Look Ahead).  
• If projects cannot be invoiced, funds should be de-obligated until an invoice is ready to go and funds can be re-

requested. No justifications. 

The inactive project list is available online at - http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/Inactiveprojects.htm 
 
 
ACTION:   
 
Information 
 



 

                 
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                        WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              APRIL 3, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                         10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, March 6, 2013 
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

 Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of March 6, 2013. 
                 
V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 

CLAIM – CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY FOR $397,256 (Snoddy)  
 

Comment:  FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
California City for $397,256. 

 
Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of California City and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 
  

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TDA PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY FOR 
$186,050  (Snoddy) 

 
Comment:  FY 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
California City for $ $186,050. 
 
Action: Review TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of California City and recommend approval 
to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 

 
VII. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco)  

 

Comment: Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project 
implementation issues and to develop solutions. 

 
 Action:  Information   

 
  

 



 

 
 
VIII.  PROJECT DELIVERY LETTERS (Pacheco) 

 
Comment:  Presentation of project delivery revised schedule letters. 20 projects have not yet 
been submitted for funding authorization representing a total of $7.5 million in federal 
programming. 

 
 Action:  Information  
 
 
IX.  TOLL CREDITS (Pacheco) 
 

Comment:  Kern COG staff is providing toll credits information at the request of the Project 
Accountability Team. Kern COG addresses toll credit use on a project-by-project basis. 

 
 Action:   Information 
 
X. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) - DRAFT TIMELINE AND 

FUND ESTIMATE (Pacheco) 
 
Comment: Kern COG staff developed a draft timeline and fund estimate to facilitate                          
programming new Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) projects. 
  
Action:  Recommend approval of the RSTP Timeline and Fund Estimate to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
 

 
XI. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) PROGRAM – DRAFT TIMELINE 

AND FUNDING TARGETS (Pacheco)  
 

Comment:  Kern COG staff developed a draft timeline and funding targets to facilitate  
programming new Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) projects. 

 
Action:  Recommend approval of the CMAQ Timeline and Funding Targets to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee.   

 
 
XII. 2008 OZONE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERALTRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP)   (Pacheco)  

 
Comment:  The RTP amendment updates the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. The FTIP 
amendment includes six project records. Draft documents are available at www.kerncog.org . 

   
 Action:  Information 
 
XIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia) 

  

Comment:  The Kern Council of Governments anticipates formulating its 2014 Regional 

Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) this year to further advance projects of 

regional significance. KCOG staff expects to adopt the 2014 RTIP in November 2013 and then 

submit the program of projects to the California Transportation Commission by December 2013 

as required by state law.  

 
Action: Information  

 
 
 
 



 

XIV.   HOLD ELECTIONS TO APPOINT CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN TO FACILIATE TTAC 
MEETINGS FOR FISCAL YEAR MAY 2013 TO APRIL 2014.   

  
 
XV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
XVI. ADJOURNMENT  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

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

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

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

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

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

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

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

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

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

IV. MEETING NOTES 
 

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

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

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

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

  
 Mr. Snoddy answered questions from the committee.   
 

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

 
VII. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 

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

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

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

Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.  

This item was for information only.  
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IX. MEMBER ITEMS  

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

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

X. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be April 3, 2013.  With no further business, the 
meeting adjourned at approximately 10:55 a.m.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19

TH
 STREET, THIRD FLOOR              March 6, 2013  

BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevins called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

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

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

 
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

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

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

Steve Miller Southwest Solar Transmission 
Initiative (phone) 

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

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

 
There were no public comments. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

VII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

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

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

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

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



 

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

 
April 3, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  V 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS CLAIM – 
CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY FOR $397,256 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of California City for $397,256 
This claim includes estimated unexpended prior year TDA cash receipts.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of California City. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of California City            $397,256   $0               $397,256 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of California City and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 
 



 

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

 
 
 
 

April 3, 2013 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA NUMBER: VI 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TDA PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY FOR $186,050 
 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of California City for $ $186,050 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of California City. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of California City       $186,050  $0   $186,050 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. The Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of California City and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee. 

 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
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April 3, 2013 

 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VII 

PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT  
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project implementation issues and to develop 
solutions. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the January 3, 2007 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), the TTAC agreed to meet for monthly 
project status meetings. This meeting brings to the forefront project delivery commitments in the current and future fiscal 
years of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).  The forum is ideal to discuss new requirements or 
announcements such as training opportunities or programming approvals.  Caltrans staff is invited to assist project 
managers and provide updates on specific requests.   
 
HIGHLIGHTS of March 19, 2013 meeting 

 
1. MAP-21 added a new mandate to use 25% of CMAQ funds to reduce Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5. Update: The 

California Air Resources Board is expected to update its emission factor tables and guidance to address the PM 
2.5 pollutant by the end of March 2013.  
 

2. At the March 6 TTAC meeting, it was requested to report the old thresholds for the Inactive Projects Policy. Tier 2 
projects were $50K to $500K and 24 months from last invoice (now - $50K to $200K and 18 months). Tier 1 
projects were greater than $500K (now - greater than $200K). 
 

3. March 19, 2013 Score Card – 3% of projects have approved funding authorization; 59% is awaiting funding 
authorization; 38% was not submitted for funding authorization.  

 
Enclosure:  March 19, 2013 Project Accountability Team meeting notes 

      March 19, 2013 Score Card for fiscal year 12/13 
      March 19, 2013 FY 12/13 project list 
      March 19, 2013 TDA Article 3 project list 
           

ACTION:  Information. 
 



 
Project Accountability Team Meeting 

 
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 

Meeting held at Kern Council of Governments  
 

Attendees: 
Navdip Grewal, Bakersfield 
John Ussery, Bakersfield 
Pedro Nunez, Delano 
Bob Neath, Kern County 

Todd Wood, Kern County 
Jeremy Bowman, Kern COG 
Raquel Pacheco, Kern COG 

 
DRAFT Notes 

1. Introductions confirmed attendees. 
 
2. Review Notes – January 15th meeting notes were distributed and no changes requested. 

 
3. Inactive Projects – Ms. Pacheco provided the March 6, 2013 TTAC staff report regarding the 

Inactive Projects Policy Change. The old thresholds for Inactive project invoices were: Tier 2 
$50K to $500K and 24 months since last invoice [now - $50K to $200K and 18 months]; Tier 1 
greater than $500K [now – greater than $200K]. 

 
4. MAP-21 Transportation Legislation Update – a. CMAQ PM 2.5 – MAP-21 added a new 

mandate requiring 25% of the CMAQ funds to be used to reduce PM 2.5 in areas classified as 
non-attainment/maintenance areas. The California Air Resources Board is expected to update its 
emission factor tables and guidance to address the PM 2.5 pollutant by the end of March 2013. 
 
b. Buy America waivers – Ms. Pacheco reported that FHWA ‘s Buy America policies require a 
domestic manufacturing process for all steel or iron products that are permanently incorporated in 
a Federal-aid highway construction project. MAP-21 now requires that all phases of a project with 
any federal funds must abide by Buy America requirements. This has made project delivery of 
certain projects impossible and so agencies have been asking for Buy America waivers. Since 
some agencies have been waiting for waiver approval up to 14 months, Caltrans Local 
Assistance is no longer processing conditional request for authorizations because projects have 
become inactive.  
 

5.  Toll credits – Ms. Pacheco explained toll credits and provided a Chapter 3 Section 10 of the 
Caltrans Local Assistance Procedure Manual. Participants requested that this item be presented 
to the TTAC. 

 
6. Roundtable presentations – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new 

information was available for 2012-2013 projects.  
             

a. Cycle 5 HSIP – Ms. Pacheco announced that the Cycle 5 Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP) projects were federally approved as part of 2013 FTIP Amendment 3 on March 
11, 2013. She reminded participants that the preliminary engineering request for authorization 
must be approved within six months of the projects being introduced into the FTIP. 
 
b. Obligational Authority (OA) Plan due March 20th  – The Kern COG Project Delivery Policy 
states that projects in the current fiscal year need to be submitted for funding authorization by 
March 31st. Obligation Authority Plan spreadsheet was due March 20th.  
 
 
 
 
 



   

 
Page 2 / March notes 

 
7.  TDA Article 3 – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new information was 

available for the project list. 
 

Bakersfield Pedestrian improvements (Columbus and Brundage) 
Projects will be advertised in April and construction to start in June. 
 
California City Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 and 2 
Projects are under construction. 
 
Ridgecrest Bowman Rest Area 
Project is complete. 
 
Taft Sunset Railway Rails to Trails 
Projects are under construction. 

 
8.   Announcements – none. 
 
9.  Conclude Meeting / Next meeting – April 16, 2013 at Kern COG 



 
 

March 19, 2013 
 

 
TO:  TTAC Members and Project Managers 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, Regional Planner III 
 
RE:  Monthly Project Delivery Score Card 
 
 

Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
 

FY 2012-13
No. of

Projects
Preliminary

Engineering Construction
% of 

funding
RSTP 16 $19,441 $9,200,236
CMAQ 24 $109,944 $9,610,056
TE 2 $0 $470,326
Transit 0 $0 $0
Totals 42 $129,385 $19,280,618 100%

1.  Not 
    Submitted

No. of
Projects

Preliminary
Engineering Construction

% of 
funding

RSTP 6 $0 $4,188,897
CMAQ 13 $34,926 $2,739,975
TE 2 $0 $470,326
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 21 $34,926 $7,399,198 38%

2.  Submitted
No. of

Projects
Preliminary

Engineering Construction
% of 

funding
RSTP 7 $0 $4,872,790
CMAQ 9 $75,018 $6,543,149
TE 0 $0 $0
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 16 $75,018 $11,415,939 59%

3.  State/Federal
    Approvals

No. of
Projects

Preliminary
Engineering Construction

% of 
funding

RSTP 3 $19,441 $138,549
CMAQ 2 $0 $326,932
TE 0 $0 $0
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 5 $19,441 $465,481 3%

       Federal/State $ in FY 12/13
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Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Arvin KER120401 STPL-5370(029)
IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Campus Dr]

$0 $58,872 $66,500
Jan 2013 3

Bakersfield KER120402

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Panama Ln, Beale 
Ave, Martin Luther King Jr Blvd]

$0 $3,965,056 $4,478,772
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120506
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [SR58 at Oswell, Stine Rd]

$0 $406,352 $459,000
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120507
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [Downtown Bakersfield, Hageman]

$0 $539,580 $609,500
May 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120508
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICES [Ming Ave]

$0 $401,926 $454,000
May 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120509
IN BAKERSFIELD: SOUTH H ST AT WHITE LN; SIGNAL 
MODIFICATION AND NEW LEFT TURN LANE

$6,197 $148,730 $175,000
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120512
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR BICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES [various]

$0 $84,100 $95,000
Jan 2013 2

Cal. City KER120403
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Hacienda Blvd]

$0 $35,277 $39,848
April 2013 1

Cal. City KER120513
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: CALIFORNIA CITY BLVD (SOUTH) AT YALE 
AVE; CONSTRUCT COLLEGE STATION PARK-AND-RIDE

$34,926 $0 $39,452
June 2013 1

Delano KER120514
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Albany St and Hiett Ave]

$0 $26,558 $30,000
April 2013 1

Delano KER120404
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Albany Ave]

$0 $590,620 $667,144
April 2013

1

GET KER120503
PURCHASE TWO REPLACEMENT CNG OVER THE ROAD 
COACHES

$0 $1,018,095 $1,150,000
March 2013 2

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

KCOG KER120412 STPL-6087(041) IN KERN COUNTY:  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM $0 $79,677 $90,000 Mar 2013 3
KCOG KER120501 IN KERN COUNTY:  RIDESHARE PROGRAM $0 $167,321 $189,000 Mar 2013 2

Kern Co. KER120405

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Elk Hills Rd, Norris 
Rd, Knudsen Dr]

$0 $3,251,000 $3,672,203
April 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120505 PURCHASE FOUR REPLACEMENT CNG BUSES $0 $1,432,171 $1,617,724 March 2013 2

Kern Co. KER101009
IN TAFT: ON ASHER AVENUE FROM 4TH STREET TO TAFT RAILS 
TO TRAILS; SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $221,326 $250,000
April 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120510 CML-5950(355)
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [ Harris Rd at Akers, Norris at Coffee]

$0 $526,500 $595,000
May 2013 3,1

Kern Co. KER120516
IN ROSAMOND: SWEETSER RD FROM 65TH ST WEST TO 60TH 
ST WEST; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120517
IN ROSAMOND: 60TH ST WEST FROM SWEETSER RD TO 
FAVORITO AVE; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120518 CML-5950(344)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Bear Valley Rd, Cummings Valley Rd, 
Highline Rd]

$0 $672,343 $833,569
May 2013 3,1

McFarland KER120406 STPL-5343(005)

IN MCFARLAND: W KERN AVE FROM WEST OF FRONTAGE RD 
TO EAST OF 2ND ST; PEDESTRIAN / LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS

$19,441 $0 $21,960
Oct 2012 3

Ridgecrest KER120407
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [S. China Lake Blvd]

$0 $55,991 $63,246
Feb 2013 2

Ridgecrest KER120519
IN RIDGECRST: SOUTH SUNLAND DR FROM UPJOHN AVE TO 
BOWMAN RD; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$68,821 $0 $77,738
Jan 2013 2

Shafter KER120408

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [West Los Angeles 
Ave]

$0 $187,000 $287,000
Feb 2013 2

Shafter KER120521 IN SHAFTER: INTERMODAL RAIL FACILITY EXPANSION $0 $3,286,380 $3,712,166 Feb 2013 2

Shafter KER120522
IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Lerdo Hwy]

$0 $500,000 $564,781
April 2013 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Taft KER101005
IN TAFT: ON HILLARD STREET FROM "A" STREET TO RAILS TO 
TRAILS; CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $249,000 $280,000
Aug 2013 1

Taft KER120409
IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Center St]

$0 $25,251 $28,523
Feb 2013 2

Tehachapi KER120410
IN TEHACHAPI: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Tehachapi Blvd]

$0 $312,000 $352,423
June 2013 1

Wasco KER120411
IN WASCO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Poso Dr]

$0 $639,492 $722,345
Feb 2013 2

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
Wasco]

HSIPL-5109(147) Bakersfield: Benton St $0 $36,090 $40,100 3
HSIPL-5287(025) Wasco: 7th St $0 $193,838 $215,375 3,3

Various KER100601 HSIPL-5287(029)
GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). Wasco: Palm Ave

$0 $166,404 $213,348
PE-done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
California City, Kern County, Ridgecrest, Shafter]

HSIPL-5109(185) Bakersfield: Various countdown heads $0 $113,400 $126,000 done 3
HSIPL-5399(017) California City: Redwood Blvd/Hacienda Blvd $0 $335,031 $370,170 PE - done 3, 1
HSIPL-5950(343) Kern County: Mount Vernon Ave $0 $191,000 $213,000 done 3
HSIPL-5385(042) Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave $0 $330,400 $361,980 PE - done 3,2
HSIPL-5281(014) Shafter: Lerdo Hwy $0 $900,000 $1,260,800 done 3

Bakersfield: 20 pedestrian countdown heads $0 $116,000 $129,000 1
Kern County: Patton Way $0 $144,000 $180,000 1
Kern County: Roberts Ln/Oildale Dr $0 $109,000 $139,000 1

NOTES

Various KER060608

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER110601
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Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd $0 $396,000 $440,000 1
Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave $0 $263,700 $293,000 1
Ridgecrest: 7 intersections upgrade traffic signals $0 $383,400 $426,000 1
Ridgecrest: 12 intersections install signs $0 $475,200 $528,000 1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [McFarland, Wasco]

SRTSL-5343(003) McFarland: Perkins Ave, Browning Ave $0 $272,750 $272,750 done 3,3
SRTSL-5287(027) Wasco: Filburn/Griffith Ave and Fifth/Broadway St $0 $234,533 $234,533 PE - done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [Delano, Kern 
County, Ridgecrest, Taft Wasco]
Delano: Various locations SRTS3-06-001 $0 $393,600 $393,600 April 2013 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3-06-007 $0 $263,000 $263,000 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3-06-008 $0 $213,000 $213,000 1

SRTSL-5385(045) Ridgecrest: Various locations SRTS3-09-002 $0 $583,400 $583,400 PE - done 3,1
Taft: Various locations SRTS3-06-011 $0 $457,400 $457,400 1

SRTSL-5287(034) Wasco: SRTS Plan SRTS3-06-015 $0 $165,000 $165,000 done 3
SRTSL-5287(035) Wasco: 4th/Birch & 4th/Griffith SRTS3-06-016 $0 $359,100 $359,100 PE - done 3, 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER080602

Various KER110602

Various 
continued

KER110601 
continued



Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Arvin 9/20/2007 MO#07-03 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 1 $141,958 3 Completed Billing Paid
Arvin 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 2 $28,436 3 Completed Billing Paid

Bakersfield 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Bike Bakersfield Safety Program $42,000 2 On-going
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on White Lane from Union to South "H" Street $34,300 2 Billed $10,889 against bikelane projects on 7-19-2012 Billing in process
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Hughes Land from White Lane to Wilson $36,600 2 Billed $10,889 against bikelane projects on 7-19-2012 Billing in process
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Monitor from Hoskings to East Pacheco $67,100 2 Billed $10,889 against bikelane projects on 7-19-2012 Billing in process
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Columbus from River to Haley (I of II $26,892 1 Advertise April; start construction June
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Brundage from Oleander to "H" (I of II) $20,733 1 Advertise April; start construction June

California City 9/20/07 MO#07-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
California City 10/15/09 MO#09-01 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (I of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, under Construction
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (II of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, under Construction
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 2 $175,000 2 Design Completed, under Construction

Delano  (No Projects)

Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Calloway Drive Pedestrian Project $44,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Lake Isabella Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 1 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 1 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Lake Isabell Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 2 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 2 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 1 $130,000 3 Completed: Billed $130,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 1 $78,941 3 Completed:  Billed 78,941 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 2 $80,000 3 Completed:  Billed 80,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 2 $91,059 3 Completed:  Billed  $91,059 on June 4, 2010
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Woodford-Tehachapi Road Bikepath and Gold. Hills Stripe $140,000 2 Construction anticipated in Spring 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Eastside Route 184 Pedestrian Path $175,000 3 Completed, Billed $175,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (I of II) $135,000 2 In Design
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (I of III) $87,000 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Niles from Virgina to Oswell (I of III $51,862 1
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (II of II) $135,000 2
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (II of III) $87,000 2

Maricopa 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

McFarland 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (I of III) $14,825 3 Billed $134,296.38 against total project on July 20, 2012.  Billing in Process
McFarland 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (II of III) $100,311 3 Billed $134,296.38 against total project on July 20, 2012.  Billing in Process
McFarland 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (III of III) $100,311 3 Billed $134,296.38 against total project on July 20, 2012.  Billing in Process

Ridgecrest 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Drummond/Norma/Ward Ave Sidewalks $159,448 3 Completed
Ridgecrest 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bowman Road Bikepath Rest Area $140,481 3 Completed; Billing in process
Ridgecrest 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bowman Road Bikepath on Richmond (I of II) $106,275 1 Requested partial payment

Shafter 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (I of III) $25,617 1 Awaiting funding phasing
Shafter 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (II of III) $79,264 1 Awaiting funding phasing



Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Taft 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (I of III) $85,190 2 under construction
Taft 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (II of III) $139,716 2 under construction
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Rack at Oil Monument $1,000 3 Completed
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (III of III) $139,716 2 under construction

Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Bike Rack at Manzanita Park $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Davis Street Sidewalk $55,000 2 In Design
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Master Plan Implementation Phase I $160,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 1

Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks near T. Jefferson MS $40,579 3 Completed  Billed $40,579 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process 
Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks on 9th Place $30,752 3 Completed  Billed $30,752 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process
Wasco 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Pedestrian Improvements on 7th Street $14,631 1
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

Current as of March 19, 2013



 

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

   
April 3, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VIII 

PROJECT DELIVERY LETTERS  
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
Presentation of project delivery revised schedule letters. 20 projects have not yet been submitted for funding authorization 
representing a total of $7.5 million in federal programming. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Project delivery letters were discussed at both the January 15, 2013 Project Accountability Team meeting and February 6, 
2013 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee.  As part of the “Chapter 2 Implementation Procedures Table 2-A” of 
the Kern COG’s Project Delivery Policies and Procedures Manual, local agencies are to submit for funding authorization 
by the end of March.  If an agency does not, then they are required to send a revised submittal schedule to Kern COG.  
As shown in the summary below, 20 projects have not yet been submitted for funding authorization representing a total of 
almost $7.5 million in federal programming. 
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No. of projects 1 11 2 3 1 2 12 0 1 2 3 2 1 1 

Projects submitted  
or approved 1 8 0 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 2 1 0 1 
Letters received 0 3 2 3 0 0 9 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 
Letters needed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Enclosure:  Federal Transportation Improvement Program – Fiscal Year 2012/2013 project list 
       Project Delivery Letters 

       
ACTION:  Information. 
 



DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program - Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Prepared by Kern Council of Governments Page 1 3/19/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Arvin KER120401 STPL-5370(029)
IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Campus Dr]

$0 $58,872 $66,500
Jan 2013 3

Bakersfield KER120402

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Panama Ln, Beale 
Ave, Martin Luther King Jr Blvd]

$0 $3,965,056 $4,478,772
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120506
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [SR58 at Oswell, Stine Rd]

$0 $406,352 $459,000
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120507
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [Downtown Bakersfield, Hageman]

$0 $539,580 $609,500
May 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120508
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICES [Ming Ave]

$0 $401,926 $454,000
May 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120509
IN BAKERSFIELD: SOUTH H ST AT WHITE LN; SIGNAL 
MODIFICATION AND NEW LEFT TURN LANE

$6,197 $148,730 $175,000
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120512
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR BICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES [various]

$0 $84,100 $95,000
Jan 2013 2

Cal. City KER120403
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Hacienda Blvd]

$0 $35,277 $39,848
April 2013 1

Cal. City KER120513
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: CALIFORNIA CITY BLVD (SOUTH) AT YALE 
AVE; CONSTRUCT COLLEGE STATION PARK-AND-RIDE

$34,926 $0 $39,452
June 2013 1

Delano KER120514
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Albany St and Hiett Ave]

$0 $26,558 $30,000
April 2013 1

Delano KER120404
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Albany Ave]

$0 $590,620 $667,144
April 2013

1

GET KER120503
PURCHASE TWO REPLACEMENT CNG OVER THE ROAD 
COACHES

$0 $1,018,095 $1,150,000
March 2013 2

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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KCOG KER120412 STPL-6087(041) IN KERN COUNTY:  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM $0 $79,677 $90,000 Mar 2013 3
KCOG KER120501 IN KERN COUNTY:  RIDESHARE PROGRAM $0 $167,321 $189,000 Mar 2013 2

Kern Co. KER120405

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Elk Hills Rd, Norris 
Rd, Knudsen Dr]

$0 $3,251,000 $3,672,203
April 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120505 PURCHASE FOUR REPLACEMENT CNG BUSES $0 $1,432,171 $1,617,724 March 2013 2

Kern Co. KER101009
IN TAFT: ON ASHER AVENUE FROM 4TH STREET TO TAFT RAILS 
TO TRAILS; SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $221,326 $250,000
April 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120510 CML-5950(355)
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [ Harris Rd at Akers, Norris at Coffee]

$0 $526,500 $595,000
May 2013 3,1

Kern Co. KER120516
IN ROSAMOND: SWEETSER RD FROM 65TH ST WEST TO 60TH 
ST WEST; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120517
IN ROSAMOND: 60TH ST WEST FROM SWEETSER RD TO 
FAVORITO AVE; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120518 CML-5950(344)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Bear Valley Rd, Cummings Valley Rd, 
Highline Rd]

$0 $672,343 $833,569
May 2013 3,1

McFarland KER120406 STPL-5343(005)

IN MCFARLAND: W KERN AVE FROM WEST OF FRONTAGE RD 
TO EAST OF 2ND ST; PEDESTRIAN / LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS

$19,441 $0 $21,960
Oct 2012 3

Ridgecrest KER120407
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [S. China Lake Blvd]

$0 $55,991 $63,246
Feb 2013 2

Ridgecrest KER120519
IN RIDGECRST: SOUTH SUNLAND DR FROM UPJOHN AVE TO 
BOWMAN RD; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$68,821 $0 $77,738
Jan 2013 2

Shafter KER120408

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [West Los Angeles 
Ave]

$0 $187,000 $287,000
Feb 2013 2

Shafter KER120521 IN SHAFTER: INTERMODAL RAIL FACILITY EXPANSION $0 $3,286,380 $3,712,166 Feb 2013 2

Shafter KER120522
IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Lerdo Hwy]

$0 $500,000 $564,781
April 2013 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Taft KER101005
IN TAFT: ON HILLARD STREET FROM "A" STREET TO RAILS TO 
TRAILS; CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $249,000 $280,000
Aug 2013 1

Taft KER120409
IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Center St]

$0 $25,251 $28,523
Feb 2013 2

Tehachapi KER120410
IN TEHACHAPI: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Tehachapi Blvd]

$0 $312,000 $352,423
June 2013 1

Wasco KER120411
IN WASCO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Poso Dr]

$0 $639,492 $722,345
Feb 2013 2

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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       March 25, 2013 

To: Mr. Ahron Hakimi 

 Kern Council of Governments 

1401 19th Street, Suite 300 

Bakersfield, CA 93301 

 

Re: KER120404 Revised Submittal Schedule 

Kern Council of Governments’ Project Delivery Policy for local projects requires that agencies 
submit for funding authorization by the end of the month of March.  If an agency does not 
submit by March, then that agency sends a revised submittal schedule to Kern COG by March 
15th.  Since City of Delano does not plan to submit project KER120404 by the end of March for 
funding authorization, the following is provided as City of Delano response:   

Grouped Project for Pavement Resurfacing and/or Rehabilitation (Albany St.; 6th Ave; ist Ave; 

13th Ave.)  

• Funding program: Regional Surface Transportation Program  

• Total cost of project: $667,144.00 

• Federal share of project: $590,620.00 

• Reason for delay: Submit Environmental Documentation to Caltrans on 02/26/2013. 

Awaiting approval of PES from Caltrans and submit RFA for construction on 4/30/2013. 

• Revised submittal date: 04/ 30/ 2013 

 
Should you have any questions, contact Ed Galero at (661) 720-2221 or email at 
egalero@cityofdelano.org. 
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       March 25, 2013 

To: Mr. Ahron Hakimi 

 Kern Council of Governments 

1401 19th Street, Suite 300 

Bakersfield, CA 93301 

 

Re: KER120514 Revised Submittal Schedule 

Kern Council of Governments’ Project Delivery Policy for local projects requires that agencies 
submit for funding authorization by the end of the month of March.  If an agency does not 
submit by March, then that agency sends a revised submittal schedule to Kern COG by March 
15th.  Since City of Delano does not plan to submit project KER120514 by the end of March for 
funding authorization, the following is provided as City of Delano response:   

Shoulder Improvements for (Albany Street)  

• Funding program: Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program  

• Total cost of project: $15,000.00 

• Federal share of project: $13,279.00 

• Reason for delay: Submit Environmental Documentation to Caltrans on 02/26/2013. 

Awaiting approval from Catrans. 

• Revised submittal date: 04/ 30/ 2013 

 
Should you have any questions, contact Ed Galero at (661) 720-2221 or email at 
egalero@cityofdelano.org. 
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       March 25, 2013 

To: Mr. Ahron Hakimi 

 Kern Council of Governments 

1401 19th Street, Suite 300 

Bakersfield, CA 93301 

 

Re: KER120514 Revised Submittal Schedule 

Kern Council of Governments’ Project Delivery Policy for local projects requires that agencies 
submit for funding authorization by the end of the month of March.  If an agency does not 
submit by March, then that agency sends a revised submittal schedule to Kern COG by March 
15th.  Since City of Delano does not plan to submit project KER120514 by the end of March for 
funding authorization, the following is provided as City of Delano response:   

Shoulder Improvement for ( Hiett Ave.)  

• Funding program: Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program  

• Total cost of project: $15,000.00 

• Federal share of project: $13,234.00 

• Reason for delay: Submit Environmental Documentation to Caltrans and use PE in-house 

and submit design and RFA for construction on 5/312013. 

• Revised submittal date: 5/31/2013 

 
Should you have any questions, contact Ed Galero at (661) 720-2221 or email at 
egalero@cityofdelano.org. 
 

        

















 
 
 
 

03/14/13 
 

Mr. Ahron Hakimi 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
 
 
Re:  KER101005 Revised Submittal Schedule 
 
Kern Council of Governments’ Project Delivery Policy for local projects requires that 

agencies submit for funding authorization by the end of the month of March.  If an 

agency does not submit by March, then that agency sends a revised submittal schedule to 

Kern COG by March 15th.  Since City of Taft does not plan to submit project 

KER101005 by the end of March for funding authorization, the following is provided as 

City of Taft response:   

IN TAFT: ON HILLARD STREET FROM “A” STRET TO RAILS TO TRAILS; 

CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE IMPROVEMENTS 

 Funding program: TE  

 Total cost of project: $280,000 

 Federal share of project: $249,000 

 Reason for delay: There was a substantial delay in the processing of the E-76 for 

PE / Environmental, it was sent on 02/01/12 and not received until 11/28/12.  

Additionally the Rails to Trails Phase II project that this project ties directly to 

was delayed on construction for various reasons.  It is under construction now and 

is expected to be completed soon.  Final design is unable to be completed on the 

Hillard St. project until this Rails to Trails Phase II project is completed. A CTC 

extension request has been submitted to Caltrans as well.  The Hillard St. project 

is currently moving forward in the meantime. 

 Revised submittal date: 08/01/13 

 
Should you have any questions, contact Jeremy Bowman at 661-323-6045 or 
jbowman@heltengineering.com 
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April 3, 2013 

 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  IX 

TOLL CREDITS 
 
DESCRIPTION:    
 
Kern COG staff is providing toll credits information at the request of the Project Accountability Team. Kern COG 
addresses toll credit use on a project-by-project basis. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Toll credits are earned when the state, a toll authority, or a private entity funds a capital transportation investment with toll 
revenues earned on existing toll facilities. Toll credits are not federal funds and do not generate any additional federal 
funding. The federal statutory authority for the use of toll credit is from 23 United States Code (USC) Section 120(j). This 
provision allows the use of toll revenue expenditures as a credit toward the non-Federal matching share of a project. One 
of the conditions for Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) approval of toll credit use is that it does not reduce the 
state’s non-federal transportation capital expenditures. Project sponsors cannot redirect local funds intended for non-
federal match to other purposes not related to transportation. If project sponsors redirect local funds to non-transportation 
related purposes, the federal funds will be required to be repaid. 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) received conditional approval from FHWA to use toll credits. Per 
the statewide “Toll Credit Use Policy,” toll credits can be used on all federal-aid highway funding programs except for the 
Emergency Relief (ER) Program, Local Safety Programs, and Local On Federal-Aid System Highway Bridge Program 
(HBP) projects. Federal-aid highway funding programs typically require non-federal funds as match to the federal funds. 
For example, Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funded projects require a minimum of 11.47% non-
federal match funds. By using toll credits, the non-federal share match requirement is met by an increase in federal share 
to accommodate the reduction of non-federal funds. The amount of toll credit a state can use each year is limited by the 
amount of annual Federal Obligation Authority (OA). 
 
Kern COG staff is providing this information on toll credits at the request of the March 19, 2013 Project Accountability 
Team meeting participants. Kern COG Board’s policy has been to maximize all funding sources by leveraging other funds 
to be able to deliver as many projects as possible. Since toll credits allow projects to be funded without local participation, 
funding a project at 100% federal by using toll credits minimizes Kern COG’s programming flexibilities for other projects. 
Toll credit use would diminish the amount of federal funds available for current projects in the region. Kern COG staff has 
been and will continue to address requests for use of toll credits on a project-by-project basis. 
 
Enclosure: Chapter 3 Section 10 of Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual 

           
ACTION:  Information. 
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3.9 FLEXIBLE MATCH

Federal flexible match provisions allow a wide variety of public and private contributions to 
be credited toward the nonfederal match for federal-aid projects. Eligible contributions include 
donations of public and private cash, R/W (Acquisition) and in certain cases, public and 
private materials or services rendered.  

The use of flexible match also is subject to review and approval by both Caltrans (Office of 
Federal Resources) and the FHWA (California Division). The project sponsor must submit a 
written flexible match plan to the DLAE for review. The plan must specify the appraised value 
(fair market value) of donated property, materials, and/or services.  

Eligibility of flexible match for credit against nonfederal match is subject to the following:

Cash - Private, state, and local entity funds must be received during the period 
between project approval/authorization and submittal of the project final voucher.

Right of Way - Private, state, local agency property may be donated any time during 
the project development process. The property must be appraised to determine the fair 
market value and must be included in the total project cost. The donation of the 
property shall not influence the NEPA process.

Materials - Private and local entity donation of materials must be appraised to 
determine fair market value. Credit for state donated materials is not permitted.  

Services - State and local entity services may only be credited toward the nonfederal 
match for Transportation Enhancements (TE) projects. Private donation of services 
must be documented as to fair market value.

In addition to the referenced flexible match opportunities above, certain sources of federal 
grant funds may be eligible to match certain categories of highway projects. For more 
information refer to FHWA’s “Innovative Finance Primer” Chapter 2 “Innovative 
Management of Federal Funds,” located at: 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/innovativefinance/ifp/innoman.htm

3.10 TOLL CREDIT IN-LIEU OF NON-FEDERAL MATCH

Federal-aid highway projects typically require the project sponsors to provide a certain 
amount of non-federal funds as match to the federal funds.  For example, Surface 
Transportation Program (STP) funded projects require a minimum of 11.47% of non-federal 
matching funds.  Through the use of toll-credits, the non-federal share match requirement can 
be satisfied by applying an equal amount of toll credit and therefore allow a project to be 
funded with up to 100% federal funds for federally-participating costs.

The amount of credit a state can earn is determined by the amount of toll revenue used for 
capital expenditures to build or improve public highway facilities.  Once a credit amount is 
appropriately established, this credit will remain available until used by the state.  The state is 
required to track the use of toll credit on a project-by-project basis and report such use to 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on a regular basis.

The statutory authority for the use of toll credit was first established in Section 1044 of ISTEA 
that permitted the use of certain toll revenue expenditures as a credit toward the non-Federal 
matching share of all programs authorized by ISTEA and Title 23, thus the term “Toll Credit.”
Section 1111(c) of TEA-21 incorporated into 23 United States Code (USC) 120(j) toll credit 
provisions initially set forth in ISTEA.  While this provision allows the federal obligation to 
be increased up to 100 percent of project costs to the extent that credits are available, the 
Division of Local Assistance’s implementing policy for the use of toll credit on federally 
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funded Local Assistance projects is to apply sufficient toll credit to achieve a 100% 
reimbursement of federal-participating project costs.

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Budgets issued a 
statewide “Toll Credit Use Policy” as part of a demonstration program to apply $5.7 billion of 
toll credits which can be used on all federal-aid highway funding programs EXCEPT for the 
Emergency Relief (ER) Program, Local Safety Programs, and Local On Federal-Aid System 
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) projects.

The use of toll credits does not generate any additional federal funding, but rather its use is 
merely to comply with the non-federal match requirement of the federal participating cost.  As 
such, the use of toll credit in lieu of the non-federal share cash match is advantageous for 
those projects that would otherwise be delayed by the lack of matching funds.  The amount of 
toll credit a state can use each year is limited by the amount of annual Federal Obligation 
Authority (OA).  It is also important to point out that one of the conditions for FHWA’s 
approval of toll credit use is that it does not reduce the state’s non-federal transportation 
capital expenditures.  To meet this requirement, California must demonstrate continued efforts
to maintain its non-federal transportation expenditure.  Although this is done on a statewide 
basis, it is imperative that project sponsors do not redirect local transportation funds intended 
for non-federal match to other purposes not related to transportation.

Toll credits can be used in any phase of a federal-aid projects, Preliminary Engineering, Right 
of Way, or Construction, as long as that phase of work has not been authorized previously.  
FHWA policy does not allow the retroactive use of toll credit on a phase of work that has 
received federal authorization.  However, subsequent phases can be authorized to use toll 
credit.

In order to use toll credit, a project must meet the following requirements:

The project is funded with funds from one of the programs listed in Caltrans’ 
Statewide Toll Credit Use Policy.
Te project is properly programmed in the current Federal Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (FSTIP) as using toll credits;
Be fully funded at the maximum allowable federal reimbursement rate, excluding 
federally non-participating costs;
The intended use of toll credit is explicitly expressed in the Request for Authorization 
(RFA) to proceed by marking the appropriate toll credit use area;
Federal funds on the signed project finance letter must equal 100% of the total 
participating costs;
The use of toll credit is indicated in the “Remarks” of the signed project Finance 
Letter.

The following examples demonstrate how the use of toll credit is different than the normal 
federal-nonfederal match funding.

Scenario A – Traditional Project Funding with Match

For a project with a total cost of $120,000 including $20,000 of federally non-participating 
costs ($100,000 federally participating) using a federal reimbursement rate of 88.53%, the 
funding plan would normally be as indicated in the following Table 1. 

Table 1 – Normal Funding
Prog Total Participating Federal Non-Federal Toll
Code Cost Cost Funds Funds Credit

L240 $120,000.00 $100,000.00 $88,530.00 $31,470.00 $0.00
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The Federal Fund amount required in this scenario is 88.53% of the Participating Cost and 
the non-Federal Funding amount is equal to the Non-Participating amount plus the required 
11.47% Non-Federal match.

Scenario B – Toll Credit Funding

When toll credit is being applied to the project, it will be used as a credit toward the non-
federal share or $11,470.  Since toll credits are not federal funds, federal share must be 
increased to accommodate the reduction of Non-Federal funds resulting from the toll credit 
being used as indicated in the following Table 2.

Table 2 – Use Toll Credit
Prog Total Participating Federal Non-Federal Toll
Code Cost Cost Funds Funds Credit
L240 $120,000.00 $100,000.00 $100,000.00 $20,000.00 $11,470.00

The federal fund amount required is changed from $88,530 to $100,000, the total Participating 
Cost, and the non-federal funding amount is equal to the Non-Participating amount.

3.11 FTA TRANSFER

Under provisions of the ISTEA of 1991, continued by the Transportation Equity Act for the 
21st Century (TEA-21), and superseded by the 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act - A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), state, regional, and local 
agencies have greater opportunity to select transit-related projects to meet their transportation 
needs. These provisions include:

An expanded eligibility criteria under major funding programs (including STP and
CMAQ) to implement both highway and transit improvements,  
The ability to transfer federal funds from one funding program to another permitting 
the implementing agencies to capitalize on expanded eligibility (e.g., HBP to STP), 
and
The ability to transfer federal funds from the jurisdiction of the FHWA to that of the 
FTA and vice versa.  

Section 134(k) of Title 23 (Highways) of the United States Code (USC) requires that Title 23 
funds made available for public transit projects, typically administered by the FTA, be 
transferred from the FHWA to the FTA.  These transferred funds are administered in 
accordance with the requirements of Chapter 53 (Mass Transportation) of Title 49 
(Transportation), except that Title 23 (Highways) provisions related to the nonfederal share 
shall apply. Transit-related highway projects, typically administered by FHWA, should remain 
under the jurisdiction of FHWA. For transit projects that could be processed through either 
FHWA or FTA, the local agency and/or MPO may select the administering federal agency via 
placement of the project in the FTIP or FSTIP.  

All FHWA apportioned federal funds must be programmed in an FHWA/FTA approved 
FSTIP prior to transferring the funds to FTA. The transferred funds must be used for the 
original programmed intent and remain eligible under the funding program. In other words, 
using the transferred federal funds for a different purpose than originally programmed is not 
permitted. 

The FTA will only accept transfer applications from recognized transit operators. Most transit 
agencies are familiar with and often prefer to use FTA project implementation procedures. If a 
project is programmed to receive both FHWA and FTA apportioned funds, the transfer of 
funds facilitates the use of one set of project implementation procedures.  
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TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  X  

REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) - DRAFT TIMELINE AND 
FUND ESTIMATE 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff developed a draft timeline and fund estimate to facilitate programming new Regional Surface 
Transportation Program (RSTP) projects. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 

Background 
RSTP, established in the 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), remains in the 
federal transportation legislation for use at the local level.  RSTP funding may be used to maintain and improve 
the existing transportation system, expand the system to reduce congestion, and to establish programs and 
projects to assist the region in reducing mobile emissions and help meet federal air quality standards.  Eligible 
costs for funds under these programs include preliminary engineering, right-of-way acquisition, capital costs, 
and construction costs associated with an eligible activity.  Kern COG’s Chapter 4 RSTP Policy and Procedure, 
as adopted by Kern COG’s Board of Directors on November 15, 2012, will be used throughout this 
programming cycle.  The guidance is enclosed. 
 

Timeline 
After approval by the Transportation Planning Policy Committee on April 18, 2013, the draft timeline will be 
used for the upcoming RSTP call for projects cycle. Significant dates and tasks for the upcoming RSTP call for 
projects are shown in the following schedule: 
 

DRAFT RSTP Call for Projects Timeline 
 

Date Task 
April 2013 Approve Timeline and Fund Estimate 
Late April 2013 Advertise Call for Projects 
September 2013 Candidate Projects Due 
November 2013 Develop Program of Projects for submittal to TTAC and TPPC 
January 2014 Present Draft Program of Projects to TTAC and TPPC 
February 2014 Approve Final Program of Projects and introduction into FTIP 
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Fund Estimate 
Part of the development of the 2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) is project list review.  
While there are projects in federal fiscal year 12/13 and 13/14, Kern COG staff recommends moving forward 
with programming projects for federal fiscal year 14/15 and 15/16.  In the event that apportionment levels do 
not meet planning levels, projects could be moved to future years.  
 
 

ESTIMATED RSTP FUNDING LEVELS 
 

2014-15              2015-16              TOTAL  
          $9,140,000           $9,140,000         $18,280,000 

 
 
The proposed fair share programming by agency for the 2013 RSTP Call for Projects cycle is shown in the 
table below (in thousands): 
 

Table 1:  RSTP Fair Share Estimate 
 

        

Federal Fiscal Years 12/13 13/14
Available to Program $9,140 $9,140 
Agency Population % Total
Arvin 19,849 2.34% $214 $214 $428 
Bakersfield 354,480 41.70% $3,811 $3,811 $7,622 
California City 13,260 1.56% $143 $143 $286 
Delano 52,005 6.12% $559 $559 $1,118 
Maricopa 1,163 0.14% $13 $13 $26 
McFarland 12,333 1.45% $132 $132 $264 
Ridgecrest 28,089 3.30% $302 $302 $604 
Shafter 16,928 1.99% $182 $182 $364 
Taft 8,906 1.05% $96 $96 $192 
Tehachapi 13,872 1.63% $149 $149 $298 
Wasco 25,324 2.98% $272 $272 $544 
County of Kern 303,797 35.74% $3,267 $3,267 $6,534 
Totals 850,006 $18,280  

             
Source: Population figures from California State Department of Finance 1/1/12. 

 
 

Staff Recommendation 
Kern COG staff recommends approval of the timeline and fund estimate as shown in Table 1. 
 
Enclosure:  “Regional Surface Transportation Program Policy and Procedure” 
 
ACTION:  
 
Recommend approval of the RSTP Timeline and Fund Estimate to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee. 
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April 3, 2013 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 

Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XI  

CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) PROGRAM – DRAFT 
TIMELINE AND FUNDING TARGETS 

 
DESCRIPTION:   
 

Kern COG staff developed a draft timeline and funding targets to facilitate programming new 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) projects. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 

Background 
CMAQ, established in the 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), 
remains in the federal transportation legislation for use at the regional level.  CMAQ funding can 
be used to maintain and improve the existing transportation system, expand the system to 
reduce congestion, and to establish programs and projects that will assist the region in reducing 
mobile emissions and help meet federal air quality standards.  Eligible costs for funds under 
these programs include preliminary engineering, right-of-way acquisition, capital costs, and 
construction costs associated with an eligible activity.  Kern COG’s Chapter 5 CMAQ Policy and 
Procedure, as last updated and approved by Kern COG’s Board of Directors on November 15, 
2012, will be used throughout this programming cycle.  The guidance is enclosed. 

 
Timeline 

After approval by the Transportation Planning Policy Committee on April 18, 2013, the draft 
timeline will be used for the upcoming CMAQ call for projects cycle.  Significant dates and tasks 
for the upcoming CMAQ call for projects are shown in the following schedule: 
 
 

DRAFT CMAQ Call for Projects Timeline 
 

Date Task 
April 2013 Approve Timeline and Fund Estimate 

Late April 2013 Advertise Call for Projects 

September 2013 Candidate Projects Due 

November 2013 Develop Program of Projects 

December 2013 TTAC subcommittee (peer) review of applications and initial rankings 

February 2014 Update Program of Projects as needed 

March 2014 Present Draft Program of Projects to TTAC and TPPC 

April 2014 Approve Final Program of Projects and introduction into FTIP 
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Funding Targets 

Part of the development of the 2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) is 
project list review.  While there are projects in fiscal year 12/13 and 13/14, Kern COG staff 
recommends moving forward with programming projects for federal fiscal year 14/15 and 15/16.  
In the event that apportionment levels do not meet planning levels, projects could be moved to 
future years.  

 
ESTIMATED CMAQ FUNDING LEVELS 

 

2014-15              2015-16              TOTAL  
            $9,720,000           $9,720,000         $19,440,000 

 
These funding levels are considered estimates to be used for planning and programming 
purposes only. Actual Obligational Authority is determined year by year and the planning 
estimates do not carry over into the next year. In addition, the CMAQ Policy and Procedure is 
subject to change per MAP-21 FHWA Guidance that is in development. Table 1 reflects 
proposed category percentages for this CMAQ call for projects cycle.  These targets will dictate 
how the Program of Projects is developed and funded. Adjustments can be made, by Board 
action, should actual projects submittals not conform to these target values. The percentages 
are provided as a point of beginning for purposes of discussion and final action. Categories may 
be revised based on new information regarding commitments to the State Implementation Plan 
and other innovative projects that have not been considered in the past. 
 

Table 1 – Proposed Category Percentages and Funding Targets 
 

CMAQ Policy Categories % AMOUNT 
 

Category 1: Public Transit Projects 
Eligible projects shall include but are not limited to rolling stock, transit shelters and 
signs.  Projects shall be distributed by small urban areas; regional transit; and 
metropolitan transit. 

20% $3,888,000 

Category 2:  Alternative Fuels Vehicle Projects  (Partnership Program) 
The cost differential of eligible projects shall include but are not limited to rolling 

stock; utility fleet vehicles; other maintenance utility vehicles such as delivery 

trucks using alternative fuel technology.  An exception to this category is the 

replacement of diesel school buses 1988 or older with alternative fuel technology 

rolling stock; these projects shall be considered for up to 50% of the total cost. 

10% $1,944,000 

Category 3:  Fueling Stations  
Eligible projects shall include but are not limited to natural gas fueling stations or 
other alternative fueling facility.  There shall be an emphasis on multiple-agency 
and public access to these facilities. 

10% $1,944,000 

Category 4:  Transportation System Management Projects 
Eligible projects (Transportation System Management Projects) shall include traffic 
signal interconnect projects in the metropolitan Bakersfield area; and Traffic 
Operation Center projects. 

20% $3,888,000 

Category 5:  Discretionary Projects   

Eligible projects (Discretionary Projects) may include PM10 reduction; non-
motorized projects or safety / traffic flow projects, and freight/goods movement 
projects that can demonstrate an air quality benefit to the non-attainment area.   

40% $7,776,000 

TOTAL 100% $19,440,000 
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Staff Recommendation 
Kern COG staff recommends approval of the timeline and the proposal presented in Table 1.   
 
 
Enclosure:  “Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program Policy and Procedure” 
 
 
ACTION:   
 
Recommend approval of the CMAQ Timeline and Funding Targets to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee.   
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@$!,'+-*9$9!,'!2#$!>$9$&5-!"&5'36)&252,)'!N16&)0$1$'2!I&)4&51!V>"NIW!6&,)&!2)!&$,1@*&3$1$'2!

).!.$9$&5-!.*'9,'4=!!"#$!.$9$&5-S5,9!6&)+$33!2)!@*,-9!2&5'36)&252,)'!6&)`$+23!&$d*,&$3!3*@325'2,5-!

$..)&2! .&)1! 2#$! -$59! 54$'+7! 2)! 3*@1,2! 656$&8)&A! &$d*,&$9! 2)! 6&)+$33! 5! 6&)`$+2! )'+$! ,2q3!

,9$'2,.,$9!,'!2#$!>"NI=!"#$&$.)&$:!6&)`$+23!3#)*-9!@$!9$0$-)6$9!5'9!,'+)&6)&52$9!,'2)!2#$!>"NI!

,'!5!2,1$-7!15''$&!3)!53!2)!5--)8!3*..,+,$'2!2,1$!2)!@*,-9!2#$1=!!!

)2<295I=24>!(8=29842!

B.2$&! .*'9,'4! 5--)+52,)'3! .)&!(GBM!5&$!9$2$&1,'$9!@7!(5-2&5'3:! %(O/! 3#5--! ,',2,52$! 5! +5--! .)&!

6&)`$+23! 2)! 9$0$-)6! 6&)`$+23! .)&! ,'+-*3,)'! ,'2)! 2#$! >"NI:! $,2#$&! @7! 51$'91$'2! ,'2)! 5! +*&&$'2!

>"NI! )&! ,'+-*9$9! 53! 65&2! ).! 2#$! 9$0$-)61$'2! ).! 5! '$8! >"NI=! ! "#$! "&5'36)&252,)'! "$+#',+5-!

B90,3)&7! ()11,22$$! V""B(W! 1$$23! 1)'2#-7! 2)! &$0,$8! 2&5'36)&252,)'! ,2$13! 5'9! &$+)11$'9!

5+2,)'3!2)!2#$!"&5'36)&252,)'!I-5'','4!I)-,+7!()11,22$$!V"II(W=!!P$25,-$9!@$-)8!5'9!,'!>,4*&$!

[SB!)'!2#$!'$i2!654$!,3!5!-,32!).!$0$'23!-$59,'4!*6!2)!2#$!6&)4&511,'4!).!'$8!(GBM!6&)`$+23!,'!

2#$!>"NI=!"#$!3+#$9*-$!&$.-$+23!5!<US1)'2#!2,1$!365'!.&)1!2#$!+5--!.)&!6&)`$+23!2)!,'+-*3,)'!,'!

2#$!>"NI=!

!

• %(O/!3#5--! .,&32! ,33*$!5! f(5--! .)&!I&)`$+23h! 5'')*'+$1$'2! 2)! 2#$!1$1@$&!54$'+,$3! 52! 2#$!

"&5'36)&252,)'! "$+#',+5-! B90,3)&7! ()11,22$$! V""B(W! 1$$2,'4! 5'9! 2#$! "&5'36)&252,)'!

I-5'','4! I)-,+7! ()11,22$$! V"II(W! 1$$2,'4=! B'! 566-,+52,)'! .)&1! 5'9! ,'32&*+2,)'3! 4,0,'4!

36$+,.,+! ,'.)&152,)'! &$45&9,'4! 8#52! 276$! ).! 6&)`$+23! 5&$! $-,4,@-$! 5'9! 566-,+52,)'! 6&)+$33!

,'.)&152,)'! 5&$! 9,32&,@*2$9=! T-,4,@-$! 566-,+5'23! 5&$! )&45',e52,)'3! 2#52! #50$! 2#$! 5@,-,27! 2)!

5++$62! 5'9! 5++)*'2! .)&! .$9$&5-! .*'9,'4=! "#$&$! ,3! 5! 952$! $325@-,3#$9! 53! 2)! 8#$'! 2#$!

566-,+52,)'3!1*32!@$!&$2*&'$9!2)!%(O/=!!

• %(O/! 325..! 3#5--! .,&32! $05-*52$! 2#$! 566-,+52,)'3! 5'9! 6&)0,9$! 5'! ,',2,5-! &5'A,'4! ).! 6&)`$+23=!
%(O/! 3#5--! +&$52$! 5! 3*@+)11,22$$! ).! ""B(! 0)-*'2$$&3! 2)! &$0,$8! 5'9! +)11$'2! )'!

3*@1,22$9!566-,+52,)'3!5'9!,',2,5-!&5'A,'4!).!6&)`$+23=!"#$!3*@+)11,22$$!3#5--!@$!4,0$'!2#$!

)66)&2*',27! 2)! 53A! d*$32,)'3! ).! %(O/! 325..! 5'9! 6&)`$+2! 36)'3)&3! 9*&,'4! 2#$!1$$2,'4! .)&!

+-5&,.,+52,)'!5'9!2)!9,3+*33!2#$!1$&,23!).!$5+#!566-,+52,)'=!""B(!1$1@$&3!3#5--!@$!,'0,2$9!2)!

65&2,+,652$! ,'! 5! 6$$&! &$0,$8! 533$331$'2! 5.2$&! ,',2,5-! &$0,$8! 5'9! &5'A,'4! @7! %(O/! 325..! 2)!

$'3*&$!+)'3,32$'2!&$0,$8!5'9!&5'A,'4!).!3*@1,22$9!(GBM!566-,+52,)'3=!!

• %(O/! 325..! 3#5--! 6&$65&$! 5! 325..! &$6)&2! 9$25,-,'4! 2#$! .,'9,'43! ).! 2#$! 3*@+)11,22$$! 5'9!

3*44$32,'4!2#$!&$+)11$'9$9!+)*&3$!).!5+2,)'!2)!2#$!""B(=!Q6)'!&$+)11$'952,)'!).!2#$!

""B(:!2#$!6&)`$+23!6&)6)3$9!.)&!.*'9,'4!5&$!.)&85&9$9!2)!2#$!"II(=!Q6)'!2#$!566&)05-!).!
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2#$!"II(!2#$!1522$&!,3!2#$'!&$.$&&$9!2)!%(O/!.)&!566&)05-=!"#,3!5+2,)'!.,'5'+,5--7!+)'32&5,'3!

'$8! 6&)`$+23! 2)! 505,-5@-$! &$4,)'5-! .*'9,'4! -$0$-3:! 5'9! 5--)83! %(O/! 2)! 6&)4&51! 5! -,32! ).!

.,'5'+,5--7!+)'32&5,'$9!6&)`$+23!,'!2&5'36)&252,)'!,16&)0$1$'2!6&)4&51!9)+*1$'23=!!

• T-,4,@,-,27!).!6&)`$+23!,3!3*@`$+2!2)!3252$!5'9!.$9$&5-!&$0,$8=!!
• B.2$&! 2#$! .$9$&5-!5'9!3252$!566&)05-!).! 2#$!51$'9$9!>"NI:! 2#$! -$59!54$'+,$3!157!&$d*$32!

5*2#)&,e52,)'! 2)! 6&)+$$9! 8,2#! 9$3,4'! .)&! 2#$! 6&)`$+2! ,.! 566-,+5@-$! V9$3,4'! ,3! 5'! $-,4,@-$!

$i6$'3$W=!(5-2&5'3!1*32!&$0,$8!2#$!9&5.2!9$3,4'!).!2#$!6&)`$+2c!5'9!5!.,'5-!6-5'!,3!9$0$-)6$9!

,'+)&6)&52,'4!2#$!+)11$'23!5'9!3*44$32,)'3!&$3*-2,'4!.&)1!2#$!&$0,$8=!

• B.2$&! 2#$! .,'5-! 9$3,4'! 6-5'! ,3! 566&)0$9! @7! (5-2&5'3:! 2#$! -$59! 54$'+7! 157! 2#$'! &$d*$32!

5*2#)&,e52,)'! 2)!6&)+$$9! .)&!6&)`$+2! +)'32&*+2,)'=!B.2$&! 2#$!5*2#)&,e52,)'! ,3! &$+$,0$9:! 2#$!

-$59! 54$'+7! 157! 2#$'! 6&)+$$9! 8,2#! +)'32&*+2,)'=! N'! 1)32! +53$3:! 2#$! 6&)`$+2! ,3! f+)32!

&$,1@*&35@-$h:! 1$5','4! 2#52! 2#$! -$59! 54$'+7! 1*32! ,',2,5--7! .,'5'+$! 2#$! 6&)`$+2! V,=$=! @*7!

3*66-,$3:! 657! +)'2&5+2)&3W! 5'9! 2#$'! 3*@1,2! 2#$! $i6$'3$3! 2)! (5-2&5'3! .)&! &$,1@*&3$1$'2:!

*6)'!566&)05-!).!$i6$'9,2*&$3=!!

• K#$'!2#$!6&)`$+2!,3!+)16-$2$9:!5!D)2,+$!).!()16-$2,)'!,3!.,-$9!8,2#!(5-2&5'3=!"#$!6&)`$+2!,3!

.,$-9!+#$+A$9!@7!325..!5'9!,'32&*+2,)'3!2)!,33*$!.,'5-!6571$'2!5&$!,33*$9=!!

• "#$3$! 6)-,+,$3! 5'9! 6&)+$9*&$3! 157! @$! &$0,3$9:! *6952$9:! )&! )2#$&8,3$! 1)9,.,$9! 52! 2#$!

9,3+&$2,)'!).!2#$!%(O/!?)5&9!).!P,&$+2)&3!5'9!2#&)*4#!3252$!5'9!.$9$&5-!4*,95'+$=!!
!

?$+5*3$!(GBM!.*'93!5&$!.$9$&5-!.*'93:!6&)`$+2!36)'3)&3!1*32!.)--)8!.$9$&5-!.*'9,'4!4*,9$-,'$3!

5'9!$'0,&)'1$'25-!VDTIBW!6&)+$33$3=!!!

!

J8K632!T_F[!'HF`!H892?>542?!:53!"35\27>!.6X=8>>A9!/!FII35<A9!

'HF`!H892?>542?!

H54>L!Pb!-2A3!P!! (GBM!B--)+52,)'!$32,152$3!&$+$,0$9!.&)1!(5-2&5'3c!

H54>L!Qb!-2A3!P!! %(O/a!&$0$5-3!2#$!(GBM!566)&2,)'1$'2!51)*'2V3W!505,-5@-$!.)&!6&)4&511,'4!

'$8!6&)`$+23c!$325@-,3#$3!6$&+$'254$!.*'9,'4!25&4$23!.)&!2#$!(GBM!

6&)4&511,'4!+52$4)&,$3c!5'9!&$d*$323!566&)05-!).!2#$!+5--!.)&!6&)`$+23!2,1$-,'$!

2#&)*4#!2#$!&$4*-5&!+)11,22$$!6&)+$33=!

H54>L!Qb!-2A3!P!! N33*$!5!+5--!.)&!6&)`$+23!VY!1)'2#3Wc!

H54>L!Ub!-2A3!P! I&)`$+2!3*@1,225-!9$59-,'$c!

H54>L!lb!-2A3!Q!! T05-*52$!5'9!&5'A!566-,+5@-$!6&)`$+23c!P$0$-)6!9&5.2!6&)4&51!).!6&)`$+23!

H54>L!g!/!Pfb!-2A3!Q!! ""B(!H*@+)11,22$$!3#5--!&$0,$8!5'9!+)11$'2!)'!566-,+52,)'3!5'9!,',2,5-!

&5'A,'43c!

H54>L!PPb!-2A3!Q!! P&5.2!6&)4&51!).!6&)`$+23!,3!&$0,$8$9!@7!""B(c!

H54>L!PPb!-2A3!Q!! P&5.2!6&)4&51!).!6&)`$+23!,3!&$0,$8$9!@7!"II(c!

H54>L!PQb!-2A3!Q!! L$d*$32!&$+)11$'952,)'!).!566&)05-!@7!""B(!).!>,'5-!E,32!).!I&)`$+23c!

H54>L!PQb!-2A3!Q!! L$d*$32!"II(!566&)05-!)'!>,'5-!E,32!).!I&)`$+23=!

2'0#>!HDD*0*'%A+!)F)+#1!/AF!3#!*/C+#/#%0#D!A0!0E#!D*1)$#0*'%!',!"#$%!&<-!10A,,!0EA0!,'++'Q1!0E#!0*/#!,$A/#!

A1!D#,*%#D!A3'.#N!!&<24!C2A3!j!-2A3!Pa!$BB!C2A3!j!-2A3!Q!
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"35K3A==84K!;68BA472! !

"#$! .)--)8,'4! 4*,95'+$! 3#5--! 9,&$+2! 2#$! 6&)4&511,'4! ).! 505,-5@-$! (GBM! .*'9,'4! )0$&! 2#$!

+)*&3$!).!HB>T"TBSEQ!5'9!GBISU<=!"#$!.,0$!+52$4)&,$3!-,32$9!,'!>,4*&$![S?!6&)0,9$!4*,95'+$!)'!

6&)`$+2! +52$4)&,$3! 2#52!8,--! @$! ,9$'2,.,$9! .)&! .*'9,'4=! L$53)'5@-7! B05,-5@-$! ()'2&)-!G$53*&$3!

VLB(GW!5'9!?$32!B05,-5@-$!()'2&)-!G$53*&$3!V?B(GW!6&)`$+23!5&$!$-,4,@-$!*'9$&!5'7!+52$4)&7=!

(52$4)&7!U!8,--!@$!*3$9!2)! ,16-$1$'2!5!65&2'$&3#,6!6&)4&51!).!6&)`$+23!)*23,9$!2#$!1$1@$&!

54$'+7!+,&+-$=!I&)`$+23!8,--!+)16$2$!8,2#,'!$5+#!+52$4)&7!3$65&52$-7=!

!

J8K632!T_@[!'HF`!"35K3A==84K!'A>2K5382?!

'HF`!"35K3A==84K!'A>2K5382?!

'A>2K53C!P[!

I*@-,+!"&5'3,2!I&)`$+23!

T-,4,@-$!6&)`$+23!3#5--!,'+-*9$!@*2!5&$!')2!-,1,2$9!2)!&)--,'4!32)+A:!2&5'3,2!3#$-2$&3!

5'9!3,4'3=!I&)`$+23!3#5--!@$!9,32&,@*2$9!@7a!315--!*&@5'!5&$53c!&$4,)'5-!2&5'3,2c!

5'9!1$2&)6)-,25'!2&5'3,2=!

'A>2K53C!Q[!

B-2$&'52,0$!>*$-3!

J$#,+-$!I&)`$+23!

VI5&2'$&3#,6!I&)4&51W!

"#$!+)32!9,..$&$'2,5-!).!$-,4,@-$!6&)`$+23!3#5--!,'+-*9$!@*2!5&$!')2!-,1,2$9!2)!

&)--,'4!32)+Ac!*2,-,27!.-$$2!0$#,+-$3c!)2#$&!15,'2$'5'+$!*2,-,27!0$#,+-$3!3*+#!53!

9$-,0$&7!2&*+A3!*3,'4!5-2$&'52,0$!.*$-!2$+#')-)47=!!B'!$i+$62,)'!2)!2#,3!+52$4)&7!

,3!2#$!&$6-5+$1$'2!).!9,$3$-!3+#))-!@*3$3!<mkk!)&!)-9$&!8,2#!5-2$&'52,0$!.*$-!

2$+#')-)47!&)--,'4!32)+Ac!2#$3$!6&)`$+23!3#5--!@$!+)'3,9$&$9!.)&!*6!2)![_l!).!2#$!

2)25-!+)32=!

'A>2K53C!R[!

>*$-,'4!H252,)'3!

T-,4,@-$!6&)`$+23!3#5--!,'+-*9$!@*2!5&$!')2!-,1,2$9!2)!'52*&5-!453!.*$-,'4!3252,)'3!

)&!)2#$&!5-2$&'52,0$!.*$-,'4!.5+,-,27=!!"#$&$!3#5--!@$!5'!$16#53,3!)'!1*-2,6-$S

54$'+7!5'9!6*@-,+!5++$33!2)!2#$3$!.5+,-,2,$3=!B!&$4,)'5-!6&)`$+2!')1,'52$9!@7!5'!

54$'+7!)&!4&)*6!)*23,9$!2#$!%$&'!(O/!1$1@$&!54$'+,$3!1*32!9$1)'32&52$!

-)+5-!+)'3$'3*3!)&!3*66)&2!@7!3*@1,22,'4!5!-$22$&!).!3*66)&2!.&)1!566&)6&,52$!

1$1@$&!54$'+,$3=!

'A>2K53C!S[!

"&5'36)&252,)'!H732$1!

G5'54$1$'2!I&)`$+23!

T-,4,@-$!6&)`$+23!V"&5'36)&252,)'!H732$1!G5'54$1$'2!I&)`$+23W!3#5--!,'+-*9$!

2&5..,+!3,4'5-!,'2$&+)''$+2!6&)`$+23!,'!2#$!1$2&)6)-,25'!?5A$&3.,$-9!5&$5c!5'9!

"&5..,+!O6$&52,)'!($'2$&!6&)`$+23=!

'A>2K53C!T[!

P,3+&$2,)'5&7!I&)`$+23!

T-,4,@-$!6&)`$+23!VP,3+&$2,)'5&7!I&)`$+23W!157!,'+-*9$!IG<_!&$9*+2,)':!')'S

1)2)&,e$9!6&)`$+23!)&!35.$27!b!2&5..,+!.-)8!6&)`$+23:!5'9!.&$,4#2b4))93!

1)0$1$'2!6&)`$+23!2#52!+5'!9$1)'32&52$!5'!5,&!d*5-,27!@$'$.,2!2)!2#$!')'S

5225,'1$'2!5&$5=!

B--!-$59!54$'+,$3!1*32!9$1)'32&52$!2#$!5@,-,27!2)!6&)+$33!6&)`$+23!,'!5!2,1$-7!

15''$&:!3)!2#52!.*'9,'4!,3!')2!-)32!2)!2#$!%$&'!&$4,)'!9*$!2)!9$-573!)&!

1,315'54$1$'2=!

F99!'A>2K5382?! B,&!d*5-,27!@$'$.,23!).!5--!6&)`$+23!)&!5+2,0,2,$3!3#5--!@$!d*5'2,.,$9!5'9!

9)+*1$'2$9!@$.)&$!(GBM!.*'9,'4!,3!566&)0$9=!(5-2&5'3!3*@1,23!5'!5''*5-!

&$6)&2!2)!>CKB!+)0$&,'4!5--!(GBM!)@-,452,)'3!.)&!2#$!.,3+5-!7$5&!$'9,'4!2#$!

6&$0,)*3!H$62$1@$&!X_=!!"#,3!&$6)&2!9)+*1$'23!#)8!(GBM!.*'93!8$&$!36$'2!

5'9!8#52!2#$!5,&!d*5-,27!@$'$.,23!5&$!$i6$+2$9!2)!@$=!



'LAI>23!T[!'54K2?>854!H8>8KA>854!/!F83!`6A98>C!"35K3A=!Y'HF`Z!

!

ILOFT("!PTENJTLZ!IOEN(NTH!^!ILO(TPQLTH!>,'5-!J$&3,)'!]! [S[!
!"#$%!&'(%)*+!',!-'.#$%/#%01!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

!

.7322484K!'38>238A!

I&)6)3$9! (GBM! 6&)`$+23! 1*32! 1$$2! 5--! ).! 2#$! .)--)8,'4! 3+&$$','4! &$d*,&$1$'23:! 8#$&$!

566-,+5@-$=!!N.!5!6&)6)35-!1$$23!5--!).!2#$!566-,+5@-$!+&,2$&,5:!,2!,3!$-,4,@-$!.)&!6&,)&,2,e52,)'c!,.!')2:!

,2!+5'')2!@$!+)'3,9$&$9!.)&!.*'9,'4=!!

!

! I&)`$+2!1*32!@$!,'+-*9$9!,'!5!-)+5-!54$'+7S59)62$9!&$3)-*2,)'!3252,'4!.,'5'+,5-!3*66)&2!.)&!

2#$!6&)`$+2=!

! I&)`$+2! ,3! $-,4,@-$! .)&! (GBM! .*'9,'4! 53! 9$.,'$9! @7! 2#$! -52$32! .$9$&5-! 2&5'36)&252,)'!

5*2#)&,e52,)'!@,--!5'9!(GBM!/*,9$-,'$3=!!

! I&)`$+2!566-,+5'2!,3!$,2#$&!5!6*@-,+!54$'+7:!,=$=!+,27:!+)*'27:!36$+,5-!9,32&,+2:!(5-2&5'3:!2&5'3,2!

)6$&52)&:!2&5'3,2!5*2#)&,27:!)&!5!')'S6&).,2!54$'+7!)&!4&)*6!8,2#!2#$!36)'3)&3#,6!).!5!6*@-,+!

54$'+7=!!!

! H*++$33.*-! 6&)`$+2! 566-,+5'23! )&! 2#$,&! 36)'3)&3! 1*32! #50$! $i$+*2$9! 5!1532$&! 54&$$1$'2!

8,2#! (5-2&5'3! ,'! )&9$&! 2)! @$! 5*2#)&,e$9! 2)! $i6$'9! .*'93! .)&! &$,1@*&3$1$'2! *'9$&! 2#,3!

6&)4&51=! B4$'+,$3! 8,2#)*2! 5! 1532$&! 54&$$1$'2! 8,--! $,2#$&! '$$9! 2)! )@25,'! )'$! )&! 2#$!

36)'3)&3#,6!).!5'!54$'+7!2#52!9)$3!#50$!)'$=!!

! L)59! 6&)`$+23! 1*32! #50$! 5! .*'+2,)'5-! +-533,.,+52,)'! ).! *&@5'! +)--$+2)&:! )&! 15`)&! &*&5-!

+)--$+2)&3!)&!#,4#$&=!!

! (GBM!6&)`$+23!1*32!9$1)'32&52$!5!25'4,@-$!@$'$.,2!2)!5,&!d*5-,27=!(GBM!.*'9$9!6&)`$+23!

5&$!&$d*,&$9!2)!d*5'2,.7!)&!d*5-,.7!2#$,&!@$'$.,2!53!65&2!).!5''*5-!&$6)&2,'4!&$d*,&$1$'23=!!

! "#$!6&)`$+2!1*32!+)16-7!8,2#!2#$!B1$&,+5'3!K,2#!P,35@,-,2,$3!B+2!VBPBW!&$d*,&$1$'23=!!!

! "#$!6&)`$+2!1*32!@$!+)'3,32$'2!8,2#!2#$!+*&&$'2-7!566&)0$9!L$4,)'5-!"&5'36)&252,)'!I-5'=!!

! "#$! 566-,+5'2! )&! 2#$,&! 36)'3)&! 1*32! #50$! .,'5'+,5-! +565+,27! 2)! +)16-$2$:! )6$&52$! 5'9!

15,'25,'!2#$!6&)`$+2=!!

! >*'93!&$d*,&$9! .&)1!)2#$&!3)*&+$3!1*32! &$53)'5@-7!$i6$+2$9!2)!@$!505,-5@-$!)'!2#$!2,1$!

.&51$!'$$9$9!2)!+5&&7!)*2!2#$!6&)`$+2=!!!!
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!

"35\27>!&98K8X898>C!

"#$! 6*&6)3$! ).! 2#$! (GBM! 6&)4&51! ,3! 2)! .*'9! 2&5'36)&252,)'! 6&)`$+23! )&! 6&)4&513! 2#52! 8,--!

+)'2&,@*2$!2)!5225,'1$'2!).!'52,)'5-!51@,$'2!5,&!d*5-,27!325'95&93!8,2#!5!.)+*3!)'!)e)'$:!IG<_:!

5'9!2#$,&!6&$+*&3)&3:!5'9!6&$+*&3)&3!).!+5&@)'!9,)i,9$!V(OUWa!IGU=[c!0)-52,-$!)&45',+!+)16)*'93!

VJO(Wc!',2&)4$'!)i,9$3!VDOiWc!5'9!(5&@)'!G)')i,9$=!!"#$!(GBM!I&)4&51!T-,4,@,-,27!E,32,'4!#53!

@$$'! &$.,'$9! 2)! 6&)0,9$! -)+5-! 4)0$&'1$'23! 8,2#! 4&$52$&! .-$i,@,-,27! ,'! +#))3,'4! 2#$! 276$3! ).!

6&)`$+23!2#52!8,--!6&)0,9$!2#$!w4&$52$32!5,&!d*5-,27!@$'$.,23w! .)&!2#$,&!&$4,)'3! ,'!)&9$&!2)!1$$2!

'52,)'5-!4)5-3!5'9!325'95&9=!

!

B!3252$!)&!GIO!157!)@-,452$!(GBM!.*'93!566)&2,)'$9!2)!,2!)'-7!.)&!5!2&5'36)&252,)'!6&)`$+2!)&!

6&)4&51a!!

!

• N.!2#$!PO"!,'!+)'3*-252,)'!8,2#!2#$!TIB!9$2$&1,'$3!2#52!2#$!6&)`$+2!)&!6&)4&51!,3!-,A$-7!2)!

+)'2&,@*2$!2)!2#$!5225,'1$'2!).!5!'52,)'5-!51@,$'2!5,&!d*5-,27!325'95&9c!)&!

• N.! 2#$! 6&)`$+2! )&! 6&)4&51! ,3! ,'+-*9$9! ,'! 5! H252$! N16-$1$'252,)'! I-5'! VHNIW! 2#52! #53! @$$'!

566&)0$9!6*&3*5'2!2)!2#$!(-$5'!B,&!B+2!5'9!2#$!6&)`$+2!8,--!#50$!5,&!d*5-,27!@$'$.,23c!)&!!!

• "#$!6&)`$+2!)&!6&)4&51! ,3! -,A$-7! 2)!+)'2&,@*2$! 2)! 2#$!5225,'1$'2!).!5!'52,)'5-!51@,$'2!5,&!

d*5-,27! 325'95&9:!8#$2#$&! 2#&)*4#!&$9*+2,)'3! ,'!0$#,+-$!1,-$3! 2&50$-$9:! .*$-! +)'3*162,)':!

)&!2#&)*4#!)2#$&!.5+2)&3=!!

!

! M$9%18'$090*'%!C)0*.*0*#1!!
!

"&5'36)&252,)'! 5+2,0,2,$3! .&)1! 566&)0$9! 3252$! HNI3! .)&! 5,&! d*5-,27! 3#)*-9! @$! 4,0$'! #,4#$32!

6&,)&,27!.)&!(GBM!.*'9,'4=!"#$!6&,)&,27!).!(GBM!.*'9$9!6&)`$+23!,'!2#$!>"NI!8,--!@$!@53$9!

)'!2#$,&!5,&!d*5-,27!@$'$.,23=!!

!

! M$9%18'$090*'%!&'%0$'+!N#91($#1!!

"#$! .*'95@-$!"(G3!@$-)8!5&$! ,'+-*9$9! ,'!H$+2,)'!<_kV.WV<W!).! 2#$!(-$5'!B,&!B+2!5'9!1$$2!

2#$!2&5'36)&252,)'!+)'.)&1,27!&*-$q3!9$.,',2,)'!).!5!"(G!V,'+-*9$9!,'!566&)0$9!HNIWa!!

o I&)4&513!.)&!,16&)0$9!6*@-,+!2&5'3,2c!

o !L$32&,+2,)'!).!+$&25,'!&)593!)&!-5'$3!2):!)&!+)'32&*+2,)'!).!3*+#!&)593!)&!-5'$3!.)&!*3$!

@7!6533$'4$&!@*3$3!)&!#,4#!)++*65'+7!0$#,+-$3c!!

o T16-)7$&S@53$9!2&5'36)&252,)'!15'54$1$'2!6-5'3:!,'+-*9,'4!,'+$'2,0$3c!!

o "&,6S&$9*+2,)'!)&9,'5'+$3c!!

o "&5..,+!.-)8!,16&)0$1$'2!6&)4&513!2#52!5+#,$0$!$1,33,)'!&$9*+2,)'3c!!

o >&,'4$!5'9!2&5'36)&252,)'!+)&&,9)&!65&A,'4!.5+,-,2,$3!3$&0,'4!1*-2,6-$!)++*65'+7!0$#,+-$!

6&)4&513!)&!2&5'3,2!3$&0,+$c!

o I&)4&513!2)!-,1,2!)&!&$32&,+2!0$#,+-$!*3$!,'!9)8'2)8'!5&$53!)&!)2#$&!5&$53!).!$1,33,)'!

+)'+$'2&52,)'!65&2,+*-5&-7!9*&,'4!6$&,)93!).!6$5A!*3$c!
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o I&)4&513!.)&!2#$!6&)0,3,)'!).!5--!.)&13!).!#,4#S)++*65'+7:!3#5&$9S&,9$!3$&0,+$3c!!

o I&)4&513! 2)! -,1,2! 6)&2,)'3! ).! &)59! 3*&.5+$3! )&! +$&25,'! 3$+2,)'3! ).! 2#$!1$2&)6)-,25'!

5&$5! 2)! 2#$! *3$! ).! ')'S1)2)&,e$9! 0$#,+-$3! )&! 6$9$32&,5'! *3$:! @)2#! 53! 2)! 2,1$! 5'9!

6-5+$c!!

o I&)4&513! .)&! 3$+*&$! @,+7+-$! 32)&54$! .5+,-,2,$3! 5'9! )2#$&! .5+,-,2,$3:! ,'+-*9,'4! @,+7+-$!

-5'$3:! .)&! 2#$! +)'0$',$'+$! 5'9! 6&)2$+2,)'! ).! @,+7+-,323:! ,'! @)2#! 6*@-,+! 5'9! 6&,052$!

5&$53c!!

o I&)4&513!2)!+)'2&)-!$i2$'9$9!,9-,'4!).!0$#,+-$3c!

o !I&)4&513!2)!&$9*+$!1)2)&!0$#,+-$!$1,33,)'3:!+)'3,32$'2!8,2#!2,2-$!NN:!8#,+#!5&$!+5*3$9!

@7!$i2&$1$!+)-9!325&2!+)'9,2,)'3c!!

o T16-)7$&S36)'3)&$9!6&)4&513!2)!6$&1,2!.-$i,@-$!8)&A!3+#$9*-$3c!

o !I&)4&513!5'9!)&9,'5'+$3!2)!.5+,-,252$!')'S5*2)1)@,-$!2&50$-:!6&)0,3,)'!5'9!*2,-,e52,)'!

).!1533!2&5'3,2:!5'9!2)!4$'$&5--7!&$9*+$!2#$!'$$9!.)&!3,'4-$S)++*65'2!0$#,+-$!2&50$-:!53!

65&2! ).! 2&5'36)&252,)'! 6-5'','4! 5'9! 9$0$-)61$'2! $..)&23! ).! 5! -)+5-,27:! ,'+-*9,'4!

6&)4&513! 5'9! )&9,'5'+$3! 566-,+5@-$! 2)! '$8! 3#)66,'4! +$'2$&3:! 36$+,5-! $0$'23:! 5'9!

)2#$&!+$'2$&3!).!0$#,+-$!5+2,0,27c!!

o !I&)4&513! .)&! '$8! +)'32&*+2,)'! 5'9!15`)&! &$+)'32&*+2,)'3! ).! 652#3:! 2&5+A3! )&! 5&$53!

3)-$-7! .)&! 2#$! *3$! @7! 6$9$32&,5'! )&! )2#$&! ')'S1)2)&,e$9! 1$5'3! ).! 2&5'36)&252,)'!

8#$'!$+)')1,+5--7!.$53,@-$!5'9!,'!2#$!6*@-,+!,'2$&$32c!5'9!!

o I&)4&513!2)!$'+)*&54$!2#$!0)-*'25&7!&$1)05-!.&)1!*3$!5'9!2#$!15&A$26-5+$!).!6&$S

<mk_!1)9$-!7$5&!-,4#2!9*27!0$#,+-$3!5'9!6&$S<mk_!1)9$-!-,4#2!9*27!2&*+A3=!!

!

! 3*)D)+#!O!<#A#10$*9%!B9)*+*0*#1!O!<$'>$9/1!!

()'32&*+2,)'!).!@,+7+-$!5'9!6$9$32&,5'! .5+,-,2,$3:!')'S+)'32&*+2,)'!6&)`$+23! &$-52$9! 2)! 35.$!

@,+7+-$! *3$:! 5'9! H252$! @,+7+-$b6$9$32&,5'! +))&9,'52)&! 6)3,2,)'3! .)&! 6&)1)2,'4! 5'9!

.5+,-,252,'4! 2#$! ,'+&$53$9! *3$! ).! ')'S1)2)&,e$9! 1)9$3! ).! 2&5'36)&252,)'=! ! "#,3! ,'+-*9$3!

6*@-,+!$9*+52,)':!6&)1)2,)'5-:!5'9!35.$27!6&)4&513!.)&!*3,'4!3*+#!.5+,-,2,$3=!!

! N9%9>#/#%0!9%A!N'%*0'$*%>!2D10#/1!!

P$0$-)6,'4! 5'9! $325@-,3#,'4! 15'54$1$'2! 3732$13! .)&! 2&5..,+! +)'4$32,)':! 6*@-,+!

2&5'36)&252,)'! .5+,-,2,$3! 5'9! $d*,61$'2:! 5'9! ,'2$&1)95-! 2&5'36)&252,)'! .5+,-,2,$3! 5'9!

3732$13:!8#$&$!,2!+5'!@$!9$1)'32&52$9!2#52!2#$7!5&$!-,A$-7!2)!+)'2&,@*2$!2)!2#$!5225,'1$'2!

).!5!D52,)'5-!B1@,$'2!B,&!M*5-,27!H25'95&9=!!

! M$9,,*)!N9%9>#/#%0!?!&'%>#10*'%!@#+*#,!20$90#>*#1!!

(56,25-! 5'9!)6$&52,'4! +)323! .)&! 2&5..,+!1)',2)&,'4:!15'54$1$'2:! 5'9! +)'2&)-! .5+,-,2,$3! 5'9!

6&)4&513:!8#$&$!,2!+5'!@$!9$1)'32&52$9!2#52!2#$7!5&$!-,A$-7!2)!+)'2&,@*2$!2)!2#$!5225,'1$'2!

).! 5! D52,)'5-! B1@,$'2! B,&! M*5-,27! H25'95&9=! ! N'! 599,2,)'! 2)! 2&5..,+! 3,4'5-! 1)9$&',e52,)'!

6&)`$+23! 9$32,'$9! 2)! ,16&)0$! 2&5..,+! .-)8!8,2#,'! 5! +)&&,9)&! )&! 2#&)*4#)*2! 5'! 5&$5:! (GBM!

.*'9,'4!+5'!5-3)!@$!*2,-,e$9!2)!3*66)&2!N'2$--,4$'2!"&5'36)&252,)'!N'.&532&*+2*&$!VN"NW!"&5..,+!

G5'54$1$'2! 5'9! "&50$-$&! N'.)&152,)'! H732$13! 2#52! 157! ,'+-*9$a! L$4,)'5-! G*-2,! 1)95-!
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!

"&50$-$&! N'.)&152,)'! ($'2$&3c! "&5..,+! H,4'5-! ()'2&)-! H732$13c! >&$$857! G5'54$1$'2!

H732$13c!"&5..,+!G5'54$1$'2!H732$13c!N'+,9$'2!G5'54$1$'2!I&)4&513c!5'9!T-$+2&)',+!.5&$!

I571$'2b")--!+)--$+2,)'!H732$13=!!(GBM!6&)4&51!.*'93!157!')2!&$6-5+$!$i,32,'4!-)+5-!5'9!

H252$!>*'93!*3$9!.)&!)6$&52,'4!+)32:!@*2!5&$!,'2$'9$9!2)!5*41$'2!5'9!&$,'.)&+$!'$8!$..)&23=!!

O6$&52,'4!+)323!5&$!$-,4,@-$!)'-7!.)&!5!6$&,)9!).!U!7$5&3!.&)1!,'+$62,)'=!O6$&52,'4!+)323!.)&!

2#$3$!3$&0,+$3!5&$!$-,4,@-$!*'9$&!LH"I=!

! M$9%1*0!<$'=#)01!!

N16&)0$9! 6*@-,+! 2&5'3,2! ,3! 5'! $-,4,@-$! "(G=! "&5'3,2! ,16&)0$1$'23! .5--! *'9$&! 2#&$$! @&)59!

276$3!).!5+2,)'a!3732$1b3$&0,+$!$i65'3,)':!)6$&52,)'5-!,16&)0$1$'23:!5'9!9$15'9b15&A$2!

32&52$4,$3=! ! T1,33,)'! &$9*+2,)'3! 05&7!8,9$-7!9$6$'9,'4!)'!6&)`$+2! 36$+,.,+3! 53!8$--! 53! 2#$!

$i,32$'+$!).!6)-,+,$3!5'9!5+2,)'3! 2#52!6&)1)2$! 2&5'3,2!*3$:! 3*+#!53! 2&5'3,2S3*66)&2,0$! -5'9!

*3$!+)'2&)-3!5'9!3,'4-$S)++*65'2!5*2)!9,3,'+$'2,0$3=!!

o (3A4?8>! :A7898>82?! S! N'! 4$'$&5-:! +56,25-! +)323! ).! 3732$1b3$&0,+$! $i65'3,)'! 5&$! $-,4,@-$=!

Ti516-$3!,'+-*9$!'$8!&5,-!3732$13!5'9!$i2$'3,)'3:!'$8!&)598573!)&!&$3$&0$9!-5'$3!)'!

$i,32,'4!&)593!.)&!$i+-*3,0$!@*3bCOJ!*3$:!5'9!+56,25-!+)323!).!,',2,52,'4!+)11*2$&!&5,-!)&!

.$&&7!3$&0,+$=!T'#5'+$1$'23!3*+#!53!'$8!3252,)'3:!'$8!0$#,+-$3b$d*,61$'2:!2$&1,'5-3:!

2&5'3,2! 15--3:! N'2$&1)95-! 2&5'3.$&! .5+,-,2,$3:! 5'9! 2&5+A! 5'9! 3,4'5-,e52,)'! ,16&)0$1$'23!

5&$!5-3)!$-,4,@-$=!!N.!,2!,3!5!&$+)'32&*+2,)'!)&!&$#5@,-,252,)'!6&)`$+2!).!5'!$i,32,'4!.5+,-,27:!,2!

,3!')2!$-,4,@-$=!I5&A!5'9!&,9$!.5+,-,2,$3!&$-52$9!2)!2&5'3,2!3732$13!5&$!$-,4,@-$=!

!

o (3A4?8>!<2L8792?!A4B!2e68I=24>!S!O'$S.)&S)'$!0$#,+-$!&$6-5+$1$'23!).!2#$!$i,32,'4!@*3!

)&! &5,-! .-$$2! 5&$! $-,4,@-$! @$+5*3$! )2#$&! '$8! 0$#,+-$3! 5&$! 4$'$&5--7! 1)&$! &$-,5@-$:! -$33!

6)--*2,'4:!5'9!15A$!2&5'3,2!5!1)&$!522&5+2,0$!)62,)'=!D$8!@*3$3!5&$!3,4',.,+5'2-7!+-$5'$&!

2#5'! )-9!8,2#! &$36$+2! 2)! IG<_c! 2#*3! `*32,.,+52,)'! ,3! 32&)'4! .)&! *3,'4! (GBM! .*'93! .)&!

&$6-5+$1$'23!,'!IG<_!')'S5225,'1$'2!5&$53!-,A$!%$&'!()*'27=!!

!

o (3A4?8>!A??578A>2B!B2<295I=24>!S!"#,3!,'+-*9$3!05&,)*3!276$3!).!&$25,-!5'9!)2#$&!3$&0,+$3!

-)+52$9!,'!)&!0$&7!+-)3$!2)!2&5'3,2!.5+,-,2,$3=!!"#$7!)..$&!+)'0$',$'+$!.)&!2#$!2&5'3,2!652&)'!

@*2! 5&$! ')2! &$d*,&$9! .)&! 2#$! .*'+2,)','4! ).! 2#$! 3732$1=! N'! 4$'$&5-:! 2&5'3,2S533)+,52$9!

9$0$-)61$'2! ,3! ')2! $-,4,@-$! *'9$&! 2#$! (GBM! I&)4&51=! (#,-9S+5&$! +$'2$&3! -)+52$9!

59`5+$'2! 2)! 5!15`)&! 2&5'3,2! 32)6! #50$! @$$'! 6&)6)3$9! ,'! 2#$! 6532! 53! @$'$.,+,5-! 2)! 5,&!

d*5-,27=!"#$!276$!).!*3$!+)*-9!')8!@$!.*'9$9!53!5'!$i6$&,1$'25-!6,-)2!6&)`$+2=!H*+#!276$!

).!*3$3!+)*-9!6)33,@-7!#$-6!3*66)&2!15'952$9!fK$-.5&$!2)!K)&Ah!I&)4&513=!!

!

o (3A4?8>!$I23A>854?!S!N'!-,1,2$9!+53$3:!)6$&52,'4!+)323!.)&!'$8!2&5'3,2!3$&0,+$!5&$!$-,4,@-$=!

"#$!15,'! +&,2$&,)'! ,3! 2#52! ,2!1*32! @$! .)&! '$8! 3$&0,+$:!8#,+#! 3*66)&23! 5! 9,3+&$2$:! '$8!

6&)`$+2!)&!6&)4&51!#50,'4!9)+*1$'2$9!5,&!d*5-,27!@$'$.,23=!"#$!.*'93!+5'')2!@$!*3$9!2)!

&$6-5+$!$i,32,'4! .*'9,'4! 3)*&+$3!)&! 2)! .*&2#$&! 3*@3,9,e$! $i,32,'4!)6$&52,)'3=!O6$&52,'4!

+)323! 5&$! $-,4,@-$! )'-7! .)&! 5! XS7$5&! 325&2S*6! 6$&,)9=! Ti516-$3! ).! $-,4,@-$! +)323! ,'+-*9$!

3#*22-$!3$&0,+$!.$$9,'4!5!3252,)'c!+,&+*-52)&!3$&0,+$!8,2#,'!5'!5+2,0,27!+$'2$&c!.,i$9S&)*2$!
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3$&0,+$!-,'A,'4!5+2,0,27!+$'2$&!'$8!2&5'3,2!3$&0,+$!2)!5!15`)&!$16-)7$&! ,'!3*66)&2!).!5'!

$16-)7$&!2&,6!&$9*+2,)'!6&)4&51c!'$8!@*3!3$&0,+$!,'!5!+)11*',27!2#52!6&$3$'2-7!-5+A3!

59$d*52$! 2&5'3,2! 3$&0,+$c! )&! '$8! 2&5'3,2! 3$&0,+$! ,',2,52$9! )'! 5! COJ! .5+,-,27=! H$&0,+$!

9$1)'32&52,)'3!8,--!*3*5--7!,'0)-0$!@*3$3!)&!05'3!3,'+$!2#$!3$&0,+$!3#)*-9!@$!&$-52,0$-7!

-)8S+)32! 5'9! $53,-7! 2$&1,'52$9! ,.! 3*..,+,$'2! &,9$&3#,6! ,3! ')2! 5+#,$0$9=! N'! 599,2,)'! 2)!

)6$&52,'4! 533,325'+$! .)&! '$8! 2&5'3,2! 3$&0,+$:! 2#$! (GBM! /*,95'+$! 5-3)! 5--)83! 65&2,5-!

3#)&2S2$&1!3*@3,9,$3!).!2&5'3,2b65&52&5'3,2!.5&$3!53!5!1$5'3!).!$'+)*&54,'4!2&5'3,2!*3$=!!

I&)6)35-3!3*+#!53!&$9*+$9!.5&$!6&)4&513!9*&,'4!6$&,)93!).!$-$052$9!)e)'$!-$0$-3!V3*+#!

53! 5! 365&$! 2#$! 5,&! 957W! 5'9! 9,3+)*'2$9! 2&5'3,2! 6533$3! 25&4$2$9! 52! 36$+,.,+! 4&)*63! )&!

-)+52,)'3!157!')8!@$!$-,4,@-$!,.!2#$3$!+)'9,2,)'3!5&$!1$2=!!

!

! <+9%%*%>!9%A!<$'=#)0!K#.#+'8/#%0!C)0*.*0*#1!!

I&)`$+2! 6-5'','4! )&! )2#$&! 9$0$-)61$'2! 5+2,0,2,$3! 2#52! -$59! 9,&$+2-7! 2)! +)'32&*+2,)'! ).!

.5+,-,2,$3! )&! '$8! 3$&0,+$3! 5'9! 6&)4&513! 8,2#! 5,&! d*5-,27! @$'$.,23=! ! H*+#! 53! 6&$-,1,'5&7!

$'4,'$$&,'4!)&!15`)&!,'0$321$'2!32*9,$3!.)&!2&5'36)&252,)'!b5,&!d*5-,27!6&)`$+23:!5&$!$-,4,@-$=!!

"#,3!,'+-*9$3!32*9,$3!.)&!2#$!6&$65&52,)'!).!$'0,&)'1$'25-!)&!DTIB!9)+*1$'23!5'9!&$-52$9!

2&5'36)&252,)'b5,&! d*5-,27! 6&)`$+2! 9$0$-)61$'2! 5+2,0,2,$3=! I&)`$+2! 9$0$-)61$'2! 32*9,$3!

,'+-*9$! 6-5'','4! 9,&$+2-7! &$-52$9! 2)! 5! $0$'2! 2#52! 5,&! d*5-,27! 1)',2)&,'4! ,3! '$+$335&7! 2)!

9$2$&1,'$!2#$!5,&!d*5-,27!,165+23!).!5!6&)6)3$9!6&)`$+2:!8#,+#!,3!$-,4,@-$!.)&!(GBM!.*'9,'4:!

2#$!+)323!).!2#52!1)',2)&,'4!5&$!5-3)!$-,4,@-$=!!/$'$&5-!6-5'','4!5+2,0,2,$3:!3*+#!53!$+)')1,+!

)&!9$1)4&56#,+!32*9,$3:!2#52!9)!')2!9,&$+2-7!6&)6)3$!)&!3*66)&2!5!2&5'36)&252,)'b5,&!d*5-,27!

6&)`$+2!5&$!2))!.5&!&$1)0$9!.&)1!6&)`$+2!9$0$-)61$'2!2)!$'3*&$!5'7!$1,33,)'!&$9*+2,)'3!

5'9!5&$!')2!$-,4,@-$!.)&!.*'9,'4=!L$4,)'5-!)&!5&$5S8,9$!5,&!d*5-,27!1)',2)&,'4!,3!')2!$-,4,@-$!

@$+5*3$!3*+#!6&)`$+23!9)!')2! 2#$13$-0$3!7,$-9!5,&!d*5-,27! ,16&)0$1$'23!')&!9)!2#$7! -$59!

9,&$+2-7!2)!6&)`$+23!2#52!8)*-9!7,$-9!5,&!d*5-,27!@$'$.,23=!!

! C+0#$%90*.#!B(#+1!
!

N'!4$'$&5-:!2#$!+)'0$&3,)'!).!,'9,0,9*5-:!+)'0$'2,)'5--7!6)8$&$9!0$#,+-$3!2)!5-2$&'52,0$!.*$-3!

,3! ')2! $-,4,@-$! *'9$&! (GBM=! C)8$0$&:! 2#$! +)'0$&3,)'! ).! &$6-5+$1$'2! ).! +$'2&5--7! .*$-$9!

.-$$23!2)!5-2$&52,0$!.*$-3!,3!$-,4,@-$=!"#$!$325@-,3#1$'2!).!)'S3,2$!.*$-,'4!.5+,-,2,$3!5'9!)2#$&!

,'.&532&*+2*&$!'$$9$9!2)!.,--!5-2$&'52,0$!.*$-$9!0$#,+-$3!5&$!5-3)!$-,4,@-$!$i6$'3$3=!!B-2#)*4#:!

,.! 6&,052$! .,-,'4! 3252,)'3! 5&$! &$53)'5@-7! 5++$33,@-$! 5'9! +)'0$',$'2:! 2#$'!(GBM! .*'93!157!

')2!@$!*3$9=! N'2$&.$&$'+$!8,2#!6&,052$!$'2$&6&,3$! ,3!2)!@$!50),9$9!5'9!3$&0,+$3!3#)*-9!')2!

@$!'$$9-$33-7!9*6-,+52$9=!!

!

! M#+#)'//(0*%>!!
!

"#$! (GBM! I&)4&51! 5--)83! .)&! 2#$! $325@-,3#1$'2! ).! 2$-$+)11*2,'4! 6&)4&513=! I-5'','4:!

2$+#',+5-!5'9!.$53,@,-,27!32*9,$3:!2&5,','4:!+))&9,'52,)':!5'9!6&)1)2,)'!5&$!$-,4,@-$!5+2,0,2,$3!

*'9$&! (GBM=! I#73,+5-! $325@-,3#1$'2! ).! 2$-$+)11*2,'4! +$'2$&3:! +)16*2$&! 5'9! )..,+$!

$d*,61$'2!6*&+#53$3!5'9!&$-52$9!5+2,0,2,$3!5&$!')2!$-,4,@-$=!H*+#!5+2,0,2,$3!5&$!')2!276,+5--7!

2&5'36)&252,)'!6&)`$+23!5'9!.*'9,'4!2#$1!8)*-9!')2!1$$2!+*&&$'2!.$9$&5-!&$d*,&$1$'23=!!!!
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!

ILOFT("!PTENJTLZ!IOEN(NTH!^!ILO(TPQLTH!>,'5-!J$&3,)'!]! [S<_!
"#$%!&'(%)*+!',!-'.#$%/#%01!!!!!!!!!!

!

!

! M$9.#+!K#/9%A!N9%9>#/#%0!!
!

"&50$-! 9$15'9! 15'54$1$'2! $'+)16533$3! 5! 9,0$&3$! 3$2! ).! 5+2,0,2,$3! &5'4,'4! .&)1!

2&59,2,)'5-! +5&! 6))-! 5'9! 05'6))-! 6&)4&513! 2)!1)&$! ,'')052,0$! 65&A,'4!15'54$1$'2! 5'9!

&)59!6&,+,'4!1$53*&$3=!T-,4,@-$!5+2,0,2,$3!,'+-*9$a!15&A$2!&$3$5&+#!5'9!6-5'','4!,'!3*66)&2!).!

"PG! ,16-$1$'252,)'c! +56,25-! $i6$'3$3! &$d*,&$9! 2)! ,16-$1$'2! "PG!1$53*&$3c! )6$&52,'4!

533,325'+$!2)!591,',32$&!5'9!15'54$!"PG!6&)4&513!.)&!*6!2)!X!7$5&3c!53!8$--!53!15&A$2,'4!

5'9!6*@-,+!$9*+52,)'!$..)&23!2)!3*66)&2!5'9!@)-32$&!"PG!1$53*&$3=!!

!

! 7%0#$/'A9+!B$#*>P0!!
!

(GBM! .*'93! 157! @$! *3$9! .)&! ,16&)0$9! ,'2$&1)95-! .&$,4#2! .5+,-,2,$3! 8#$&$! 5,&! d*5-,27!

@$'$.,23!+5'!@$!3#)8'=!(56,25-! ,16&)0$1$'23!53!8$--!53!)6$&52,'4!533,325'+$!1$$2,'4!2#$!

+)'9,2,)'3!).! 2#,3!4*,95'+$!5&$!$-,4,@-$=! N'! 2#52!15'7! ,'2$&1)95-! .&$,4#2! .5+,-,2,$3! ,'+-*9$9!

6&,052$!3$+2)&!@*3,'$33$3:!3$0$&5-!).!2#$!6&)6)35-3!2#52!#50$!@$$'!.*'9$9!'52,)'S8,9$!#50$!

@$$'!*'9$&!6*@-,+S6&,052$!65&2'$&3#,63=!!

!

! <(F+*)?<$*.90#!7%*0*90*.#1!!
!

HB>T"TBSEQ! 6&)0,9$3! 4&$52$&! 5++$33! 2)! (GBM! .*'93! .)&! 6&)`$+23! 2#52! +))6$&52,0$-7!

,16-$1$'2$9!@7!6*@-,+b6&,052$!65&2'$&3#,63!5'9b)&!')'S6&).,2!$'2,2,$3=! !I&)6)3$9!6&)`$+23!

')!-)'4$&!#50$!2)!@$!*'9$&!2#$!6&,15&7!+)'2&)-!).!2#$!+))6$&52,'4!6*@-,+!54$'+7!53!*'9$&!

NH"TBc!5-2#)*4#:!,2!,3!32,--!2#$!&$36)'3,@,-,27!).!2#$!6*@-,+!54$'+7!2)!)0$&3$$!5'9!6&)2$+2!2#$!

,'0$321$'2! ).! 2#$! >$9$&5-! .*'93! *3$9! @7! 2#$! 65&2'$&3#,6=! T-,4,@-$! 5+2,0,2,$3! ,'+-*9$! 2#$!

.)--)8,'4a! )8'$&3#,6! )&! )6$&52,)'! ).! -5'9:! .5+,-,2,$3! )&! )2#$&! 6#73,+5-! 15'54$1$'2! )&!

)6$&52,)'5-!9*2,$3!533)+,52$9!8,2#!5!6&)`$+2c!5'9!5'7!)2#$&!.)&1!).!6&,052$-7!)8'$9!0$#,+-$3!

5'9! .-$$23! *3,'4! 5-2$&'52,0$! .*$-3! 2)! 2#$! ,'+&$1$'25-! 0$#,+-$! +)32! )0$&! 5! +)'0$'2,)'5--7S

.*$-$9!0$#,+-$=!B+2,0,2,$3! 2#52! 5&$! 2#$!15'952$9! &$36)'3,@,-,27!).! 2#$!6&,052$! 3$+2)&!*'9$&!

2#$!(-$5'!B,&!B+2:!3*+#!53!056)&!&$+)0$&7!3732$13!52!453!3252,)'3:!5&$!')2!$-,4,@-$!.)&!(GBM!

.*'9,'4=! N16-$1$'252,)'! ).! $16-)7$&! 2&,6! &$9*+2,)'! 6&)4&513! ,3! 5-3)! 5! 6&,052$!

&$36)'3,@,-,27:!@*2!4$'$&5-!6&)4&51!533,325'+$!2)!$16-)7$&3!2)!#$-6!2#$1!6-5'!5'9!6&)1)2$!

2#$3$!6&)4&513!,3!$-,4,@-$=!!

!

! <NIQR!C)0*.*0*#1!!
!

I&)`$+23! 5'9! 6&)4&513! 2#52! &$9*+$! 2&5'36)&252,)'! 4$'$&52$9! IG<_! $1,33,)'3! 5&$! $-,4,@-$!

.)&!(GBM!.*'9,'4=!H6$+,.,+5--7!6&)`$+23!d*5-,.7,'4!53!f+)'2&)-!32&52$4,$3h!,9$'2,.,$9!,'!2#$!B,&!

P,32&,+2q3! IG<_! B225,'1$'2! I-5'! ,'+-*9,'4! 2#$! .)--)8,'4a! 650,'4! 3#)*-9$&3:! 3#)*-9$&!

325@,-,e52,)':!650,'4!)&!325@,-,e,'4!*'650$9!&)593:!5'9!+*&@,'4=!!

!

!

!

!
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!

ILOFT("!PTENJTLZ!IOEN(NTH!^!ILO(TPQLTH!>,'5-!J$&3,)'!]! [S<<!
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!

! J(0$#9)P!C)0*.*0*#1!!

!

O*2&$5+#!5+2,0,2,$3:!3*+#!53!6*@-,+!$9*+52,)'!)'!2&5'36)&252,)'!5'9!5,&!d*5-,27:!590$&2,3,'4!

).! 2&5'36)&252,)'! 5-2$&'52,0$3! 2)! H,'4-$! O++*65'+7! J$#,+-$! VHOJW! 2&50$-:! 5'9! 2$+#',+5-!

533,325'+$! 2)! $16-)7$&3! )&! )2#$&! )*2&$5+#! 5+2,0,2,$3! .)&! T16-)7$$! ()11*2$! O62,)'!

6&)4&51!,16-$1$'252,)'!5&$!$-,4,@-$!.)&!(GBM!.*'9,'4=!!"#$!6&$0,)*3!6)-,+7!-,1,2,'4!(GBM!

.*'9,'4!.)&!)'-7!5!28)S7$5&!6$&,)9!#53!@$$'!$-,1,'52$9=! !D)8:!)*2&$5+#!5+2,0,2,$3!157!@$!

.*'9$9! *'9$&! 2#$! (GBM! 6&)4&51! .)&! 5'! ,'9$.,',2$! 6$&,)9=! O*2&$5+#! 5+2,0,2,$3! 157! @$!

$16-)7$9! .)&! 5!8,9$! 05&,$27!).! 2&5'36)&252,)'! 3$&0,+$3=! "#$7!157!$d*5--7! 5..$+2! '$8!5'9!

$i,32,'4! 2&5'3,2:! 3#5&$9! &,9$:! 2&5..,+!15'54$1$'2! 5'9! +)'2&)-:! @,+7+-$! 5'9!6$9$32&,5':! 5'9!

)2#$&!2&5'36)&252,)'!3$&0,+$3=!!

!

! @*A#1P9$#!<$'>$9/1!
!

L,9$3#5&$! 3$&0,+$3! +)'3,32! ).! +5&6))-! 5'9! 05'6))-! 6&)4&513c! ,16)&25'2! 5+2,0,2,$3! 157!

,'+-*9$! +)16*2$&! 152+#,'4! ).! ,'9,0,9*5-3! 3$$A,'4! 2)! 05'6))-! 5'9! $16-)7$&! )*2&$5+#! 2)!

$325@-,3#!&,9$3#5&$!6&)4&513=!D$8!)&!$i65'9$9!&,9$3#5&$!6&)4&513:!3*+#!53!'$8!-)+52,)'3!

.)&! 152+#,'4! 3$&0,+$3:! *64&59$3! .)&! +)16*2$&! 152+#,'4! 3).285&$:! $2+=! +)'2,'*$! 2)! @$!

$-,4,@-$!5'9!157!@$!.*'9$9!.)&!5'!,'9$.,',2$!6$&,)9!).!2,1$=!!J5'6))-!6&)4&513!5&$!9,..$&$'2!

.&)1! +5&6))-,'4! 6&)4&513=! N16-$1$'252,)'! ).! 5! 05'6))-! )6$&52,)'! $'25,-3! 6*&+#53,'4!

0$#,+-$3!5'9!6&)0,9,'4!5!2&5'36)&252,)'!3$&0,+$=!I&)6)35-3!.)&!05'6))-!5+2,0,2,$3!1*32!@$!.)&!

'$8!)&!$i65'9$9!3$&0,+$:!3*@`$+2!2)!2#$!XS7$5&!-,1,252,)'!)'!)6$&52,)'!+)323=!!

!

! E109F+*1P*%>?&'%0$9)0*%>!S*0P!MNCT1!
!

"&5'36)&252,)'!G5'54$1$'2! B33)+,52,)'3! V"GBq3W! 5&$! +)16&,3$9! ).! 6&,052$! ,'9,0,9*5-3! )&!

.,&13!8#)! )&45',e$! 2)! 599&$33! 2#$! 2&5'36)&252,)'! ,33*$3! ,'! 2#$,&! ,11$9,52$! -)+5-$=! ! H*+#!

B33)+,52,)'3!5&$!+*&&$'2-7!$-,4,@-$!.)&!(GBM!.*'9,'4=!!T-,4,@-$!$i6$'3$3!.)&!&$,1@*&3$1$'2!

5&$! 533)+,52$9! 325&2S*6! +)323! .)&! *6! 2)! X! 7$5&3=! ! (GBM! &$d*,&$3! 2#52! 2#$! "GBq3!1*32! @$!

36)'3)&$9! @7! 5! 6*@-,+! 54$'+7:! 5'9! 2#$! H252$! ,3! &$36)'3,@-$! .)&! ,'3*&,'4! 2#52! .*'93! 5&$!

566&)6&,52$-7! *3$9! 2)!1$$2,'4! (GBM! 6&)4&51! )@`$+2,0$3=! "#$! "GBq3!157! 6-57! 5! &)-$! ,'!

@&)A$&,'4! 2&5'36)&252,)'! 3$&0,+$3! 2)! 6&,052$! $16-)7$&3SS3*+#! 53a! +))&9,'52,'4! &,9$3#5&$!

6&)4&513:! 6&)0,9$9! 3#*22-$! 3$&0,+$3:! 5'9! 9$0$-)6,'4! 65&A,'4!15'54$1$'2! 6&)4&513:! $2+=!!

B66-,+52,)'3!).!2#$3$!6&)4&513!1*32!36$+,.7!6&)4&51!4)5-3!5'9!9$-,0$&5@-$3=!!

!

! 7%18#)0*'%?N9*%0#%9%)#!C)0*.*0*#1!
!

T1,33,)'! N'36$+2,)'bG5,'2$'5'+$! VNbGW! 6&)4&513! 5&$! $-,4,@-$! 5+2,0,2,$3! *'9$&! (GBM=! NbG!

6&)4&51! .*'93! +5'! @$! 6&)0,9$9! .)&! 6*@-,+-7! )8'$&! NbG! .5+,-,2,$3S)&! 52! 6&,052$-7! )8'$9!

3252,)'3!8#$&$!5!f6*@-,+S6&,052$!65&2'$&3#,6h!,3!+&$52$9=!!H25&2S*6!+)323!5'9!2#&$$!7$5&3!).!

)6$&52,'4! $i6$'3$3! 5&$! $-,4,@-$! .)&! (GBM! .*'93=! "#$! $325@-,3#1$'2! ).! f6)&25@-$h! NbG!

6&)4&513!,3!5-3)!$-,4,@-$!*'9$&!2#$!(GBM!6&)4&51:!6&)0,9$9!2#52!2#$7!5&$!6*@-,+!3$&0,+$3:!

+)'2&,@*2$!2)!$1,33,)'!&$9*+2,)'3!5'9!9)!')2!+)'.-,+2!8,2#!3252*2)&7!NbG!&$d*,&$1$'23=!!

!
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!

! &EI238=24>A9!"895>!"35\27>?D+445<A>8<2!J84A4784K!!
!

H252$3!5'9!-)+5-!5&$53!#50$!-)'4!$i6$&,1$'2$9!8,2#!05&,)*3!276$3!).!2&5'36)&252,)'!3$&0,+$3:!

5'9!9,..$&$'2!1$5'3!).!$16-)7,'4!2#$1!,'!5'!$..)&2!2)!@$22$&!1$$2!2#$!2&50$-!'$$93!).!2#$,&!

+)'32,2*$'23=!!"#$3$!f$i6$&,1$'25-h!6&)`$+23!157!')2!1$$2!2#$!6&$+,3$!$-,4,@,-,27!+&,2$&,5!.)&!

>$9$&5-!5'9!H252$!.*'9,'4!6&)4&513:!@*2!2#$7!157!3#)8!6&)1,3$!,'!1$$2,'4!2#$!,'2$'9$9!

6*@-,+! 6*&6)3$! ).! 2#)3$! 6&)4&513! ,'! 5'! ,'')052,0$!857=! "#$! (GBM!6&)0,3,)'3! ).! "TBSU<!

5--)8!$i6$&,1$'252,)'!6&)0,9$9!2#52!2#$!6&)`$+2!)&!6&)4&51!+5'!&$53)'5@-7!@$!9$.,'$9!53!5!

f2&5'36)&252,)'h!6&)`$+2!5'9!2#52!$1,33,)'!&$9*+2,)'3!+5'!&$53)'5@-7!@$!$i6$+2$9!f2#)*4#!

&$9*+2,)'3!,'!0$#,+-$!1,-$3!2&50$-$9:!.*$-!+)'3*162,)':!)&!2#&)*4#!)2#$&!.5+2)&3=h!!

!

! B9$#?B##!2(F1*AD!<$'>$9/!!
!

"#$! (GBM! I&)4&51! 5--)83! .*'9,'4! .)&! 65&2,5-! *3$&! .5&$! )&! .$$! 3*@3,9,$3! ,'! )&9$&! 2)!
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)&! &$9*+,'4! +)'4$32,)'! )'! $i,32,'4! 1)95-! 533$23c! VXW! K,--! ,16&)0$! 2&50$-! @$28$$'! &$3,9$'2,5-! 5&$53! 5'9!

+)11$&+,5-! +$'2$&3! 5'9! `)@3c! VYW! K,--! ,16&)0$! 5++$33,@,-,27! 5'9! 2&5'36)&252,)'! 3$&0,+$3! .)&! $+)')1,+5--7!

9,35905'254$9! 6)6*-52,)'3:! ')'S9&,0$&3:! 3$',)&! +,2,e$'3:! 5'9! 6$&3)'3! 8,2#! 9,35@,-,2,$3:! )&! 15A$! 4))93:!

+)11)9,2,$3:!5'9!3$&0,+$3!1)&$!&$59,-7!505,-5@-$!2)!2#$3$!4&)*63=!!

!

L5'A,'4!(&,2$&,5! I),'23!

I&)`$+2!6&)0,9$3!5--!.)*&!).!2#$!-,32$9!@$'$.,23!

I&)`$+2!6&)0,9$3!2#&$$!).!2#$!-,32$9!@$'$.,23!

I&)`$+2!6&)0,9$3!28)!).!2#$!-,32$9!@$'$.,23!

I&)`$+2!6&)0,9$3!)'$!).!2#$!-,32$9!@$'$.,23!

<_!

]!

Y!

<!
!

!

'54K2?>854!#2982:!
I&)0,9$!6$5A!6$&,)9!E$0$-!).!H$&0,+$!VEOHW!.)&!,'2$&3$+2,)'V3W!5'9b)&!&)59!3$41$'23!8,2#,'!2#$!6&)`$+2!-,1,23!

.)&!$i,32,'4!+)'9,2,)'3! V?$.)&$!EOHW!5'9!$32,152$9!EOH!5.2$&!6&)`$+2! +)16-$2,)'! VB.2$&! EOHW=! N.! 566-,+5@-$:!

6&)0,9$!?,A$857!5'9b)&!I$9$32&,5'!EOH=!N.!EOH!05&,$3!8,2#,'!2#$!6&)`$+2!-,1,23:!6&)0,9$!5!8$,4#2$9!50$&54$=!

EOH! 3#)*-9! @$! +5-+*-52$9! *3,'4! 1$2#)93! +)'3,32$'2! 8,2#! 2#$! C,4#857! (565+,27! G5'*5-! 505,-5@-$! 52!

#226abb888=2&@=)&4bG5,'b?-*&@3b<\Y]<k=536i=!L5'A,'4!+&,2$&,5!,3!3*115&,e$9!,'!2#$!25@-$3!@$-)8=!

!

O8KL^AC?!

V8#$&$!@,+7+-$3!5'9!6$9$32&,5'3!5&$!6&)#,@,2$9W!
!

I),'23!5&$!585&9$9!2)!6&)`$+23!@53$9!)'!2#$!+#5'4$! ,'!EOH!@$.)&$!5'9!5.2$&!6&)`$+2!+)16-$2,)'!*3,'4!2#$!

25@-$!@$-)8=!
!

! F:>23!*$.!O^C!

! F! @! '! )! &! J!

F! _! _! _! _! _! _!

@! T! _! _! _! _! _!

'! Pf! T! _! _! _! _!

)! PT! Pf! T! _! _! _!

&! Qf! PT! Pf! T! _! _!@
2
:5
32
!*
$
.
!

O
^
C
!

J! QT! Qf! PT! Pf! T! _!
!

HAE!"584>?!j!QT!

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk!
!

$#!
VD$i2!654$W!
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ILOFT("!PTENJTLZ!IOEN(NTH!^!ILO(TPQLTH!>,'5-!J$&3,)'!]! [S<k!
"#$%!&'(%)*+!',!-'.#$%/#%01!!!!!!!!!!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

O8KL^AC?!/!@87C792!*A42?!

V8#$'!@,+7+-$3!5&$!5--)8$9!)'!2#$!#,4#857!@*2!6$9$32&,5'3!5&$!6&)#,@,2$9W!
!

I),'23!5&$!585&9$9!2)!6&)`$+23!@53$9!)'!2#$!+#5'4$! ,'!EOH!@$.)&$!5'9!5.2$&!6&)`$+2!+)16-$2,)'!*3,'4!2#$!

28)!25@-$3!@$-)8!.)&!#,4#857!5'9!@,A$857!.5+,-,2,$3=!

!
!

! F:>23!*$.!O^C!

! F! @! '! )! &! J!

F! _! _! _! _! _! _!

@! S! _! _! _! _! _!

'! l! S! _! _! _! _!

)! PQ! l! S! _! _! _!

&! PN! PQ! l! S! _! _!@
2
:5
32
!*
$
.
!

O
^
C
!

J! Qf! PN! PQ! l! S! _!
!

!

I-*3!?,A$857!EOHa!
!

! F:>23!*$.!@8G2^AC!

! F! @! '! )! &! J!

F! _! _! _! _! _! _!

@! P! _! _! _! _! _!

'! Q! P! _! _! _! _!

)! R! Q! P! _! _! _!

&! S! R! Q! P! _! _!@
2
:5
32
!*
$
.
!

@
8G
2
^
A
C
!

J! T! S! R! Q! P! _!

!

!

HAE!"584>?!O8KL^AC!*$.!YQf!"584>?Z!i!@8G2^AC!*$.!YT!"584>?Z!j!QT!

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk!
!

$#!
!

!

VD$i2!654$W!
!

!

!

!

!

!
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ILOFT("!PTENJTLZ!IOEN(NTH!^!ILO(TPQLTH!>,'5-!J$&3,)'!]! [S<m!
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!

!

!

!

O8KL^AC?b!@87C792!*A42?!A4B!"2B2?>38A4!JA7898>82?!

V8#$'!@,+7+-$3!5'9!6$9$32&,5'3!5&$!5--)8$9!)'!2#$!#,4#857W!
!

I),'23!5&$!585&9$9!2)!6&)`$+23!@53$9!)'!2#$!+#5'4$!,'!EOH!@$.)&$!5'9!5.2$&!6&)`$+2!+)16-$2,)'!*3,'4!2#$!

2#&$$!25@-$3!@$-)8!.)&!#,4#857:!@,A$857!5'9!6$9$32&,5'!.5+,-,2,$3!&$36$+2,0$-7=!
!

! F:>23!*$.!O^C!

! F! @! '! )! &! J!

F! _! _! _! _! _! _!

@! R! _! _! _! _! _!

'! N! R! _! _! _! _!

)! g! N! R! _! _! _!

&! PQ! g! N! R! _! _!@
2
:5
32
!*
$
.
!

O
^
C
!

J! PT! PQ! g! N! R! _!
!

I-*3!?,A$857!EOHa!
!
!

! F:>23!*$.!@8G2^AC!

! F! @! '! )! &! J!

F! _! _! _! _! _! _!

@! P! _! _! _! _! _!

'! Q! P! _! _! _! _!

)! R! Q! P! _! _! _!

&! S! R! Q! P! _! _!@
2
:5
32
!*
$
.
!

@
8G
2
^
A
C
!

J! T! S! R! Q! P! _!

!

I-*3!I$9$32&,5'!EOHa!

!

! F:>23!*$.!"2B2?>38A4!

! F! @! '! )! &! J!

F! _! _! _! _! _! _!

@! P! _! _! _! _! _!

'! Q! P! _! _! _! _!

)! R! Q! P! _! _! _!

&! S! R! Q! P! _! _!@
2
:5
32
!*
$
.
!

"
2
B
2
?>
38
A
4
!

J! T! S! R! Q! P! _!

!

!

HAE!"584>?!O8KL^AC!*$.!YPT!"584>?Z!i!@8G2^AC!*$.!YT!"584>?Z!i!"2B2?>38A4!*$.!YT!"584>?Z!j!QT!

!

!

!
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!

!

!

!
!

.A:2>C!!
I&)0,9$a! V<W! B.2$&! 6&)`$+2! 5++,9$'2! ^! .525-,27! &52$3! V5++,9$'23b1,--,)'3! ).! 0$#,+-$! 1,-$3! VGJGWc!

.525-,2,$3bGJGW! .)&! 2#$!&)59!3$41$'2!8,2#,'! 2#$!6&)`$+2! -,1,23!*3,'4! 2#&$$!7$5&3!).!5++,9$'2!9525:!5'9! VUW!

2#$! 3252$8,9$! 50$&54$! 5++,9$'2! &52$! .)&! 5! 3,1,-5&! .5+,-,27! V.&)1! (5-2&5'3! "BHBH! 9525@53$! )&! -)+5-! 54$'+7!

5++,9$'2!9525@53$W=!N'32&*+2,)'3!.)&!)@25,','4!6&)`$+2!5++,9$'2!5'9!.525-,27!&52$3!5&$!505,-5@-$!)'!654$3!?SU<!

5'9!?SUU!).!B66$'9,i!?=!!

!

!
!

.A:2>C!#A4G84K!'38>238A! "584>?!

N3!2#$!$i,32,'4!B++,9$'2!L52$!#,4#$&!2#5'!2#$!50$&54$!&52$!.)&!5!3,1,-5&!.5+,-,27:!

5'9!9)$3!2#$!6&)`$+2!&$9*+$!2#$!B++,9$'2!L52$!2)!2#$!50$&54$!&52$!)&!-)8$&g!

N.!Z$3!

N.!D)!

!

!

!

]!

_!

N3!2#$!$i,32,'4!>525-,27!L52$!#,4#$&!2#5'!2#$!50$&54$!&52$!.)&!5!3,1,-5&!.5+,-,27:!5'9!

9)$3!2#$!6&)`$+2!&$9*+$!2#$!>525-,27!L52$!2)!2#$!50$&54$!&52$!)&!-)8$&g!

N.!Z$3!

N.!D)!

!

!

!

k!

_!

HAE!"584>?!j!PT!

!

'5?>_&::27>8<242??!
(5-+*-52$!+)32S$..$+2,0$'$33!*3,'4!2#$!6&)4&51!2,2-$9!fG$2#)93!2)!>,'9!2#$!()32!T..$+2,0$'$33!).!>*'9,'4!B,&!

M*5-,27!I&)`$+23h:!/$'$&5-!G$2#)93!I&)4&51!VG,+&)3).2!B++$33W:!.&)1!2#$!(5-,.)&',5!B,&!L$3)*&+$3!?)5&9!,'!

())6$&52,)'!8,2#!(5-2&5'3!5'9!(BI(OB:!505,-5@-$!52!#226abb888=5&@=+5=4)0b6-5'','4b235db$05-b$05-=#21:!)&!

2#$!*6952$9!0$&3,)'=!!

!

L5'A,'4!(&,2$&,5! I),'23!

I&)`$+2!9)$3!')2!$i+$$9!2#$!()32ST..$+2,0$'$33!"#&$3#)-9!

I&)`$+2!$i+$$93!2#$!()32ST..$+2,0$'$33!"#&$3#)-9!@7!')2!1)&$!2#5'![_l!

I&)`$+2!$i+$$93!2#$!()32ST..$+2,0$'$33!"#&$3#)-9!@7!')2!1)&$!2#5'!<__l!

<[!

<_!

[!
!

#F'HD@F'H!
N3!2#$!6&)`$+2!,9$'2,.,$9!53!5!LB(Gb?B(Gg!

L5'A,'4!(&,2$&,5! I),'23!

Z$3!

D)!

[!

_!

!

!
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!

ILOFT("!PTENJTLZ!IOEN(NTH!^!ILO(TPQLTH!>,'5-!J$&3,)'!]! [SU<!
!"#$%!&'(%)*+!',!-'.#$%/#%01!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

!

'HF`[!*$'F*!'$.(_!&JJ&'(+,&V&..!"$*+'-!

"#$!.)--)8,'4!2#&$$!654$3!6&$3$'2!2#$! -)+5-!+)32S$..$+2,0$'$33!6)-,+7!59)62$9!@7!%$&'!(O/! ,'!

H$62$1@$&!U__]=!

.6==A3C!

"#$!()'4$32,)'!G,2,452,)'!5'9!B,&!M*5-,27!V(GBMW!6&)4&51!6&)0,9$3!.*'9,'4!.)&!2&5'36)&252,)'!

6&)`$+23!)&!6&)4&513!2#52!8,--!+)'2&,@*2$!2)!5225,'1$'2!)&!15,'2$'5'+$!).!2#$!'52,)'5-!51@,$'2!

5,&!d*5-,27!325'95&93=!"#$!(GBM!6&)4&51!3*66)&23!28)!,16)&25'2!4)5-3!).!2#$!P$65&21$'2!).!

"&5'36)&252,)'a! ,16&)0,'4!5,&!d*5-,27!5'9! &$-,$0,'4!+)'4$32,)'=!HB>T"TBSEQ!32&$'42#$'3! 2#$3$!

4)5-3!@7!$325@-,3#,'4!6&,)&,27!+)'3,9$&52,)'!.)&!+)32S$..$+2,0$!$1,33,)'!&$9*+2,)'!5'9!+)'4$32,)'!

1,2,452,)'!5+2,0,2,$3=!!Ti#,@,2!B!6&)0,9$3!5!3*115&7!).!2#$!6)-,+7!.)&!9,32&,@*2,'4!52!-$532!U_l!).!

2#$! (GBM! .*'93! 2)! 6&)`$+23! 2#52!1$$2! 5!1,',1*1! +)32S$..$+2,0$'$33! 2#&$3#)-9! .)&! $1,33,)'!

&$9*+2,)'! @$4,'','4! ,'! >Z! U_<<=! "#,3! 6)-,+7! 8,--! .)+*3! )'! 5+#,$0,'4! 2#$! 1)32! +)32S$..$+2,0$!

$1,33,)'!&$9*+2,)'3:!8#,-$!15,'25,','4!.-$i,@,-,27!2)!1$$2!-)+5-!'$$93=!!

&?>8=A>2?!5:!F<A89AX92!J64B?!

(5-2&5'3!I&)4&511,'4!6&)0,9$3!566)&2,)'1$'2!$32,152$3!2)!5--!&$4,)'3!).!2#$!3252$=!!"#$!>"NI!,3!

+*&&$'2-7! 9$0$-)6$9! .)&! 5! .)*&S7$5&! 6&)4&511,'4! +7+-$c!8,2#! $5+#!'$8! >"NI! 9)+*1$'2:! %$&'!

(O/!8,--! *3$! 2#$! (5-2&5'3! $32,152$! 2)! 9$0$-)6! 2#$! 505,-5@-$! (GBM! .*'93! )0$&! 2#$! .)*&S7$5&!

6$&,)9=!%$&'!(O/!+)11,23!2)!9$9,+52$!52!-$532!U_l!V)&!,'3$&2!-5&4$&!6$&+$'254$:!,.!566&)6&,52$W!

).!2#$!2)25-!.*'9,'4!.)&!2#$!.)*&S7$5&!6$&,)9!).!$5+#!>"NI!53!65&2!).!2#$!-)+5-!+)32S$..$+2,0$'$33!

(GBM!6)-,+7=!!>)&!$i516-$:!,.!5'!54$'+7!8$&$!$32,152$9!2)!&$+$,0$!sU_!1,--,)'!)0$&!5!.)*&S7$5&!

6$&,)9:! ,2! 8)*-9! 5--)+52$! U_l:! )&! sY!1,--,)':! ).! 2#$! (GBM! 6&)4&51! 2)! 6&)`$+23! 2#52!1$$2! 5!

1,',1*1!+)32S$..$+2,0$'$33=!!

!

"#$! (GBM! 5--)+52,)'! .)&1*-5! ,3! +*&&$'2-7! @53$9! )'! 6)6*-52,)':! )e)'$! 3252*3:! 5'9! +5&@)'!

1)')i,9$! 3252*3=! !L$0,3,)'3! 2)! 2#$! .)&1*-5!)&!*6952$3! 2)!$32,152$3!157! &$3*-2! ,'! +#5'4$3! 2)!

505,-5@-$! .*'93! .)&! 2#$! %$&'! (O/! (GBM! 6&)4&51c! 3*+#! *6952$3! 8,--! 5-3)! 5..$+2! 2#$! .*'93!

505,-5@-$! .)&! 2#$! -)+5-!+)32S$..$+2,0$'$33!6)-,+7=! !(GBM!$32,152$3!157!@$!&$0,3$9!52!5'7!2,1$!

9*$!2)!+#5'4$3!.&)1!(5-2&5'3:!>$9$&5-!-$4,3-52,)':!)&!+-533,.,+52,)'!).!2#$!5,&!d*5-,27!325'95&93!,'!

2#$!H5'!F)5d*,'!J5--$7=!

(8=2:3A=2!

"#$!-)+5-!+)32S$..$+2,0$'$33!(GBM!6)-,+7! ,3!3+#$9*-$9!2)!@$! ,16-$1$'2$9!,'!>Z!U_<<!@$+5*3$!

2#$! +*&&$'2! .$9$&5--7! 566&)0$9! U__]! >$9$&5-! "&5'36)&252,)'! N16&)0$1$'23! I&)4&513! V>"NI3W!

#50$! +)11,22$9! (GBM! .*'93! 2#&)*4#! >Z! U__m! 5'9! ,'! 3)1$! +53$3:! &$4,)'5-! +)11,21$'23!

2#&)*4#! >Z! U_<_=! N'! 599,2,)':! 2#$! +*&&$'2! (GBM! 6&)4&511,'4! 533,323! ,'! ,16-$1$'2,'4!

566&)0$9!-)+5-!LB(G!VB1$'9$9!U__X!IGS<_!I-5'W!2#52!5&$!+)11,22$9!2#&)*4#!U_<_=!

!
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ILOFT("!PTENJTLZ!IOEN(NTH!^!ILO(TPQLTH!>,'5-!J$&3,)'!]! [SUU!
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!

"#$!H5'!F)5d*,'!J5--$7!B,&!?53,'!,3!+*&&$'2-7!+-533,.,$9!53!5!3$&,)*3!)e)'$!')'S5225,'1$'2!5&$5!

8,2#! 5'! 5225,'1$'2! 9$59-,'$! ).! U_<X=! B3! 65&2! ).! 2#$! U__]! Oe)'$! 6-5':! 2#$! B,&! P,32&,+2! ,3!

&$d*$32,'4!5'!f$i2&$1$h!+-533,.,+52,)':!8#,+#!8)*-9!9$-57!2#$!5225,'1$'2!9$59-,'$!*'2,-!U_UX=!!

N.!566&)0$9!5'9!533*1,'4!')!+#5'4$!2)!2#$!+*&&$'2!.*'9,'4!.)&1*-5:!2#$!GIO3!157!+)'2,'*$!2)!

&$+$,0$!(GBM!.*'9,'4!2#&)*4#!2#52!2,1$!VU_UXW=!!"#$!-)+5-!+)32S$..$+2,0$'$33!(GBM!6)-,+7!157!

&$15,'! ,'! $..$+2! 2#&)*4#! U_UXc! #)8$0$&:! +)'2,'*52,)'! ).! 2#$! 6)-,+7! 8,--! @$! &$0,$8$9! )'! 5!

&$4*-5&!@53,3!6$&!2#$!I)-,+7!L$0,$8!3$+2,)'!@$-)8=!!

*57A9!F9957A>854!5:!J64B?!

"#$!>$9$&5-!C,4#857!B91,',32&52,)'!V>CKBW!&$-$53$9!'$8!(GBM!4*,95'+$!@53$9!)'!HB>T"TBS

EQ!)'!O+2)@$&!X<:!U__\=!!"#$!'$8!-$4,3-52,)'!5'9!4*,95'+$!+-5&,.,$3!6&)`$+2!$-,4,@,-,27:!,'+-*9,'4!

5905'+$9! 2&*+A! 32)6!$-$+2&,.,+52,)'! 3732$13!5'9! 2#$!6*&+#53$!).!9,$3$-! &$2&).,23=! ! HB>T"TBSEQ!

9,&$+23!H252$3!5'9!GIO3!2)!4,0$!6&,)&,27!2)!9,$3$-!&$2&).,23!5'9!2)!*3$!+)32S$..$+2,0$!+)'4$32,)'!

1,2,452,)'! 5+2,0,2,$3! 2#52! 6&)0,9$! 5,&! d*5-,27! @$'$.,23=! "#)*4#! HB>T"TBSEQ! $325@-,3#$3! 2#$3$!
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April 3, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA:  XII 

2008 OZONE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP) 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The RTP amendment updates the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. The FTIP amendment includes six 
project records. Draft documents are available at www.kerncog.org . 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Conformity Analysis allows for changes to project phases and/or projects in the 2011 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) or 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). The amendment 
documents are available for public review starting today March 25, 2013. Public comments received during the 
30-day review period will be incorporated into the final document, scheduled for consideration and adoption at 
the May 16, 2013 Board meeting. 
 

• The Draft 2008 Ozone Conformity Analysis contains the documentation to support a finding that the 
2013 FTIP and 2011 RTP, as amended, meet the air quality conformity requirements for carbon 
monoxide, ozone and particulate matter. 
 

• The RTP is a long-term strategy to meet Kern County’s transportation needs out to the year 2035. The 
2011 RTP Amendment #4 includes updates to the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. Revisions do 
not require an EIR addendum because they do not impact conformity analysis years. 

 
• The 2013 FTIP is a listing of capital improvement and operational expenditures using federal and state 

monies for transportation projects in Kern County during the next four years. Draft 2013 FTIP 
Amendment #4 contains project phases and/or projects not included in the 2013 FTIP. Draft 
Amendment #4 includes updates to the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. 
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The next step in the process is to present the draft amendment documents to the Transportation Technical 
Advisory Committee as noted in the schedule below: 
 

Date   Event 
  
March 25, 2013  Start 30-day review period 
 
April 3, 2013  Draft presented to Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) 
 
April 18, 2013 Draft presented to Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) with public hearing 

 
April 23, 2013  End of 30-day public review period 

 
May 1, 2013 Comments and Responses presented to TTAC, with request for recommended approval 

of Final documents  
 
May 16, 2013 Request adoption of Final documents from TPPC 
 
May 24, 2013 Submit Final documents to state and federal agencies for approval 
 
July 2013 Anticipated federal approval of Conformity, near-term and long-term documents 

 
CDs of the amendment documents have been mailed to Transportation Technical Advisory Committee. Hard 
copies of the amendment documents will be made available upon request. The documents are available on the 
Kern COG website at www.kerncog.org  
 
 
ACTION:   
 
Information 
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  April 3, 2013 
 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XIII 

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 
DESCRIPTION: The Kern Council of Governments anticipates formulating its 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (2014 RTIP) this year to further advance projects of regional significance. KCOG staff expects to adopt the 2014 
RTIP in November 2013 and then submit the program of projects to the California Transportation Commission by 
December 2013 as required by state law. 
 
DISCUSSION:  The California Transportation Commission (CTC) has started the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program process to develop a statewide 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program for projects of 
regional significance. The general order of this process is 1) develop a fund estimate based on the proposed state/federal 
budgets; 2) update process guidelines; 3) develop 5-Year County Share estimates; 4) receive project program proposals; 
and 5) consolidate regional submissions and then approve one statewide program of projects. The state’s proposed time-
line is provided below: 
 

1. May 2013 – CTC to adopt Fund Estimate Assumptions 
2. June 2013 – CTC to receive Draft Fund Estimate 
3. August 2013 – Adoption of statewide Fund Estimate 
4. October 2013 - Adopt 2014 STIP Guidelines 
5. December 2013 - Regional Project Programs are submitted to the CTC 
6. February 2014 - Conduct Southern/Northern California Public Hearing 
7. March 2014 - CTC to develop staff recommendation for 2014 STIP 
8. April 2014 - CTC approves final 2014 STIP 

 
Kern COG staff will provide an integrated time line in the months ahead once the draft fund estimate is circulated to the 
public. Current projects in the 2012 State Transportation Improvement Program include widening’s on State Route 14, 46, 
58, 119 and two local projects in Ridgecrest and Tehachapi. Current project information will be provided with the May 
reports to TTAC and the Board. The normal process for the region is to 1) identify new programming capacity defined by 
the state’s fund estimate; 2) assess current regional project needs including cost estimate updates; and 3) develop a 
proposed program of projects to advance projects of regional significance. 
 
Action:  Information   
 



 

                 
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                        WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              MAY 1, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                         10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, April 3, 2013 
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

• Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of April 3, 2013  
                 
V. FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 

CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $153,446 (Snoddy)  
 

Comment: FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
McFarland for $153,446 
 
Action:  Review FY 2011-12 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of McFarland and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
  

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF ARVIN FOR $497,671 (Snoddy) 

 
Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Arvin 
for $497,671. 
  
Action: Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Arvin and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
 

VII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $86,318 (Snoddy)  

  
Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
McFarland for $86,318. 
 
Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of McFarland and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 

 
 

  



 

 
 
 
VIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 

CLAIM –  GOLDEN EMPIRE TRANSIT DISTRICT FOR $21,002,369 (Snoddy) 
 
Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for Golden Empire 
Transit District for $21,002,369. 
 
Action:   Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the Golden Empire Transit and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 

 
IX. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 

CLAIM – CITY OF RIDGECREST FOR $374,772  (Snoddy) 
 

Comment:  FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
Ridgecrest for $374,772.  
 
Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Ridgecrest and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 

 
X. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 

CLAIM – CITY OF BAKERSFIELD FOR $247,037 (Snoddy) 
 

Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
Bakersfield for $247,037.  
 
Action: Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Bakersfield and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
  

XI. FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $946,802  (Snoddy) 
 
Comment: FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
McFarland for $946,802. 
 
Action:  Review FY 2011-12 TDA Streets and Roads claim for the City of McFarland and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  

 
XII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 

ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF ARVIN FOR $415,035 (Snoddy)  
 

Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
Arvin for $415,035 
 
Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads claim for the City of Arvin and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 

XIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $785,901 (Snoddy)  

 
Comment:  FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
McFarland for $785,901 
 
Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of McFarland and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  

 
 
 
 



 

XIV. CALL FOR PROJECTS:  TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ARTICLE 3 PROGRAM 
(Smith) 

  
Comment:  The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity of the state-designated 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency, administers funding for the Transportation 
Development Act Article 3 Program (Article 3).  Article 3 funds are used to pay for bicycle and 
pedestrian safety programs, bicycle parking facilities, bicycles travel facilities and pedestrian 
facilities.  Approximately $707,704 is available for distribution during this cycle. 
 
Action: Information  

 
 
XV.   2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia) 
 

Comment: The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 6-year 
Program for Projects of Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC).  Kern Council of Governments is expected to submit its 
regionally approved project requests to the CTC by December 2013 as required by law. 
 
Action:  Information 

 
XVI.  PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco) 
 

Comment: Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project 
implementation issues and to develop solutions. 
 
Action:  Information 

 
XVII. INACTIVE PROJECTS POLICY UPDATE (Pacheco) 
 

Comment: The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has a new policy regarding 
inactive projects. 

 
 Action:  Information 
 
XVIII. 2008 OZONE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 

TRANSPORTATION  PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP)  (Pacheco) 

 
Comment:  The public review period for this amendment ended on April 23, 2013. A summary of 
comments and responses has been prepared. Draft documents are available at 
www.kerncog.org. 
 
Action: Recommend approval of the Conformity Analysis, 2011 Regional Transportation Plan 
Amendment # 4, and 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment # 4 to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 

  
 
XIX. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
XX. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday June 5, 2013.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              April 3, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairmen Woods called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Ed Galero  City of Delano 
Bob Wren  City of Wasco 
Steve Woods  GET 
Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin 
Craig Jones  City of Taft 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter  
  
 

STAFF:     Peter Smith  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia   Kern COG 

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

OTHER:    Tony Lusich  DCI 
Marvin William  City of Delano 

      
       
 
No Chairman or Vice Chairman was in attendance at the TTAC meeting.  Mr. Smith opened 
up the meeting for nominations for Chairman Pro Tem for the meeting of April 3, 2013.  Mr. 
Wren nominated Mr. Woods.  Mr. Speer seconded the nomination.  
           

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

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
Tony Lusich, whom was representing the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), briefly 
detailed the ASCE Infrastructure National Report Card.   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of March 6, 2013, there was a motion by 
Mr. Fidler to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. McNamara seconded the 
motion.  
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IV. MEETING NOTES 
 

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

V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY FOR $397,256  (Snoddy)   
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of California City for $397,256. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
California City and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Wren made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TDA PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY FOR 
$186,050   (Snoddy) 

 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of California City for $ $186,050. 

  
The action requested is to Review TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of California City and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.   

 
VII. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco)  

 
Ms. Pacheco, at the request of the TTAC, provided the old thresholds for the Inactive Projects 
Policy. 
 
Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.  
 
This item was for information only.   
 

VIII. PROJECT DELIVERY LETTERS (Pacheco)  
 
Ms. Pacheco gave a brief presentation of project delivery revised schedule letters.  She went on 
to advise that 20 projects have not yet been submitted for funding authorization, representing a 
total of $7.5 million in federal programming. 

 
 This item was for information only.  
 
IX. TOLL CREDITS (Pacheco) 

 
Ms. Pacheco stated that Kern COG staff is providing toll credits information at the request of the 
Project Accountability Team.  Ms. Pacheco informed the committee that toll credits are not federal 
funds and do not generate additional federal funds.  She explained that Kern COG addresses toll 
credit use on a project-by-project basis. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

X. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) - DRAFT TIMELINE AND 
FUND ESTIMATE (Pacheco)  

Ms. Pacheco stated that Kern COG staff developed a draft timeline and fund estimate to facilitate 
programing of new Regional Surface Transportation Program projects. Ms. Pacheco advised that 
after approval by the Transportation Planning Policy Committee on April 18, the draft timeline will 
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be used for upcoming Regional Surface Transportation Program call for projects cycle.   

The action requested is to recommend approval of the RSTP Timeline and Fund Estimate to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   Mr. Fidler made a motion to recommend approval of 
the RSTP Timeline and Fund Estimate to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.     Mr. 
McNamara seconded the motion.  

 

XI. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) PROGRAM – DRAFT TIMELINE 
AND FUNDING TARGETS (Pacheco) 

Ms. Pacheco stated that Kern COG staff developed a draft timeline and funding targets to 
facilitate programming new Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) projects.  Ms. Pacheco 
advised that after approval by the Transportation Planning Policy Committee on April 18th, the 
draft timeline will be used for the upcoming Congestion Mitigation and Airy Quality project cycle.  

Ms. Pacheco answered questions from the committee.  

The action requested is to recommend approval of the CMAQ Timeline and Funding Targets to 
the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s made a motion to recommend 
approval of the CMAQ Timeline and Funding Targets to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee. Mr. McNamara seconded the motion.  

 

XII. 2008 OZONE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERALTRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP)   (Pacheco) 

Ms. Pacheco stated that the RTP amendment updates the Thomas Roads Improvement 
Program. The FTIP amendment includes six project records.  She advised that draft documents 
are available for review at www.kerncog.org . 

This item was for information only.  

 
XIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia) 

 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that the Kern Council of Governments anticipates formulating its 2014 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) this year to further advance projects 
of regional significance.  Mr. Stramaglia advised the committee that KCOG staff expects to adopt 
the 2014 RTIP in November 2013 and then submit the program of projects to the California 
Transportation Commission by December 2013 as required by state law. 
 
Mr. Stramaglia answered questions from the committee.  
 
This item was for information only. 
 

XIV. HOLD ELECTIONS TO APPOINT CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN TO FACILIATE TTAC 
MEETINGS FOR FISCAL YEAR MAY 2013 TO APRIL 2014.   

Chairman Woods opened the meeting for nominations for Chairman and Vice Chairman for Fiscal 
Year May 2013 to April 2014.   

Mr. Clausen nominated Mr. Woods for Chairman of the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion. 

Mr. Clausen nominated Bob Neath for Vice Chairman of the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

XV. MEMBER ITEMS  

XVI. ADJOURNMENT  

The next meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be May 1, 2013.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              April 3, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevins called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

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

      Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Karen King  GET 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG  
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Pete Smith  Kern COG   
   

OTHER     Ted James  Consultant 
     Gordon Nipp  Sierra Club 
     Heather Dumais American Lung Association 
     Terry Watt  Planner 
     Donna Carpenter Kern HBA 
     Kelly Ryan  Sequoia Riverlands Trust 
     Daniel O’Connell American Farmland Trust 
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     Amanda Eaken  NRDC 
     Veronica Garibay CRLA 
     Derek Abbott  Tejon Ranch 

Gustavo Aguirre CRLA 
Roberta Marshall DMB Pacific Ventures 
Karen Northcutt Northcutt & Assoc. 

 
 

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

 
There were no public comments. 
 

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

Committee Member Clausen made a motion to approve the minutes of March 6, 2013, seconded 
by Committee Member McNamara, motion carried unanimously. 
 

IV. DRAFT 2013 KERN REGIONAL HOUSING DATA REPORT – HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE 
STREAMLINING (Invina) 
 
Ms. Invina explained that to assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing element update, 
Kern COG has prepared a Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report, and the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) provided a Housing Element 
Updated Guidance to streamline the update and HCD review of fifth cycle housing elements.  Ms. 
Invina requested that the Committee provide comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional housing 
Data Report and survey by April 15, 2013.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. DRAFT REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) METHODOLOGY (Invina) 
 
Ms. Invina explained that Kern COG, acting in the capacity as the state-designated Regional 
Planning Agency, prepares the state mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).  A 
Draft RHNA Methodology has been prepared for review and comment as required by state law.  
Ms. Invina introduced Consultant Jennifer Gastelum of PMC to present the methodology.  Ms. 
Gastelum answered questions from the Committee.  Ms. Invina requested that comments on the 
Draft RHNA Methodology be submitted by April 15, 2013. 
 
This was an information item. 
 
 

VI. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 
Ms. Urata and Jeff Caton of ESA gave a brief update of the status of the Regional Energy Action 
Plans and future activities that are underway.  
 
This was an information item 

 
VII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 

  
Upon a request from staff, this item was continued to the May RPAC meeting.  
 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN OUTREACH (Napier) 
 

Ms. Napier explained that at the request of the Committee, Kern COG is planning to meet with 
the Board of Supervisors and each of the City Council in Kern County to present the draft 
sustainable communities strategy and solicit and consider their input and recommendations.  Ms. 
Napier indicated that the meetings are currently being scheduled and are planned for May and 
June 2013.  Mr. Ball presented a draft PowerPoint presentation to be used for the meetings.  Mr. 
Ball took suggestions from the Committee on the presentation. 
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IX. DIRECTIONS TO 2050 SUMMARY REPORTS (Napier) 
 

Ms. Napier announced that the Cycle 1 and 2 Summary Reports and the Cycle 1 Executive 
Summary can be found on the Directions to 2050 website by using the following link: 
http://www.directionsto2050.com/meetings-and-events/past-meeting-and-event-results. 
 

X. SCENARIO PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND INDICATORS (Hightower) 
 
Mr. Hightower reported on the performance measures and indicators that may be used to analyze 
modeling results for the scenarios under development for the Sustainable Communities Strategy.  
Mr. Hightower indicated that the California Air Resources Board is requesting Kern COG 
complete a form provided by CARB titled “ARB SB 375 Evaluation Data Table” by Friday, April 5, 
2013.  It was pointed out by Chairman Bevins that the table was not supplied to Kern COG until 
March 12, 2013, and that the Committee would like to have input on this submittal. 
 
This item was continued to the meeting of May 1, 2013. 
 

XI. PRESENTATION BY ELIZABETH JONASSON OF COALITION FOR CLEAN AIR 
 
Ms. Jonasson presented material on the topic “Seizing the opportunity:  Using the San Joaquin 
Valley Sustainable Communities Strategies to advance health, sustainability, and shared 
prosperity”.  Following the presentation Committee members made comments and presented 
information about the uniqueness of Kern County. 
 

XII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES: 
 

The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, meeting of March 6, 2013 
were provided to the committee.  
 

XIII. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

Ms. Napier announced an opportunity for one jurisdiction to participate in a free IMPACS Training 
which is a fiscal impact analysis tool created by Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG).  There will be a pre-training webinar, a one-day hands on training and two follow-up 
webinars. The training will be provided by SACOG staff.  Committee members were asked to 
advise Ms. Napier if anyone was interested in taking the training. 
 

XIV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

XV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business to be conducted, the meeting was adjourned at 3:24 p.m.  
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday May 1, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   
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May 1, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: V 

FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $153,446 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of McFarland for $153,446 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of McFarland. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of McFarland               $153,446  $0   $153,446 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. The Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee recommends approval.  Staff recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2011-12 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of McFarland and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
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May 1, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VI 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
CITY OF ARVIN FOR $497,671 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Arvin for $497,671. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Arvin. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Arvin               $497,671  $0   $497,671 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. Staff recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Arvin and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
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May 1, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VII 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $86,318  

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of McFarland for $86,318. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of McFarland. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of McFarland   $86,318  $0   $86,318 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. Staff recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of McFarland and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
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May 1, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VIII 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT DISTRICT 
CLAIM –  GOLDEN EMPIRE TRANSIT FOR $21,002,369 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for Golden Empire Transit District for $21,002,369. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for Golden Empire Transit District.  
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
Golden Empire Transit   $21,002,369  $0   $21,002,369 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. The Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee recommends approval.   Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the Golden Empire Transit and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
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May 1, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: IX  

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
CITY OF RIDGECREST FOR $374,772 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Ridgecrest for $374,772.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Ridgecrest for $374,772.  
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Ridgecrest   $374,772  $0   $374,772 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. Staff recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Ridgecrest and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
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May 1, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA NUMBER: X  

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
CITY OF BAKERSFIELD FOR $247,037 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Bakersfield for $247,037.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Bakersfield for $247,037.  
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Bakersfield   $247,037  $0   $247,037 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. The Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee recommends approval.   Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Bakersfield and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
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May 1, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XI 

FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $946,802 

     
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of McFarland for $946,802 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of McFarland. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of McFarland               $946,802  $0               $946,802 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) the maximum funding level does not exceed 
claimants’ deferred revenues, plus current year apportionments, less required public transit financing; 2) claimants have 
conducted a public hearing within its jurisdiction to receive testimony regarding unmet transit needs and have made an 
appropriate finding by resolution of its governing body; 3) project proposed for funding are in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and 4) claimants have not requested or received funds in excess of its current year expenditure.  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2011-12 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of McFarland and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
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May 1, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XII 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF ARVIN FOR $415,035 

     
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of Arvin for $415,035 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Arvin. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Arvin              $415,035  $0               $415,035 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) the maximum funding level does not exceed 
claimants’ deferred revenues, plus current year apportionments, less required public transit financing; 2) claimants have 
conducted a public hearing within its jurisdiction to receive testimony regarding unmet transit needs and have made an 
appropriate finding by resolution of its governing body; 3) project proposed for funding are in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and 4) claimants have not requested or received funds in excess of its current year expenditure.  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Arvin and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee.  
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TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XIII 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $785,901 

     
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of McFarland for $785,901 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of McFarland. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of McFarland             $785,901  $0               $785,901 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) the maximum funding level does not exceed 
claimants’ deferred revenues, plus current year apportionments, less required public transit financing; 2) claimants have 
conducted a public hearing within its jurisdiction to receive testimony regarding unmet transit needs and have made an 
appropriate finding by resolution of its governing body; 3) project proposed for funding are in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and 4) claimants have not requested or received funds in excess of its current year expenditure.  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of McFarland and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
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TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director  
 
  By:   Peter Smith  
   Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XIV 

CALL FOR PROJECTS:  TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ARTICLE 3 
PROGRAM 

 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity of the state-designated Regional Transportation 
Planning Agency, administers funding for the Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program (Article 
3).  Article 3 funds are used to pay for bicycle and pedestrian safety programs, bicycle parking facilities, 
bicycles travel facilities and pedestrian facilities.  Approximately $707,704 is available for distribution 
during this cycle. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
Eligible claimants of Article 3 funding are the eleven incorporated cities within Kern County and the 
County Kern.  Each project proposal must be submitted on forms provided by the Kern Council of 
Governments.  Proposal deadline is 5:00 PM Monday July 15, 2013.  Applications are included with this 
staff report and are available at www.kerncog.org   
 
ACTION:  Information 
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 Kern Council of Governments 
 
 Transportation Development Act-Article 3 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Claim  
 
I.  General Information 
 
A. Eligible Claimants: The County of Kern and the incorporated cities of Arvin,  
 Bakersfield, California City, Delano, Maricopa, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, 
 Tehachapi and Wasco. 
 
B.  Filing Deadline: Article 3 claims must be filed on or before Monday July 15 2013.  

Claims will not be considered filed until all forms, documents and supporting information 
have been received at the offices of the Kern Council of Governments. 

 
C. Claim Guidelines: Claims shall be filed in accordance with California Public Utilities 
 Code Section 99234, associated California Department of Transportation administrative 
 regulations and Kern Council of Governments Transportation Development Act Rules 
 and Regulations. 

 
D.   Claim Format: Claims shall be filed on the forms prescribed by the Kern Council of 
 Governments. 
 
E. Funding Priorities: 
   

First Priority:  Bicycle Parking Facilities and Bicycle Safety Programs.  
 

Second Priority:  After all claims for First Priority projects have been satisfied the 
 remaining funding shall be divided seventy (70%) percent to bicycle travel  
 facilities projects and thirty (30%) to pedestrian projects.  Projects proposed for  
 funding will be evaluated either as a bicycle travel facility project, or as a   
 pedestrian project, according to identification of the project by the submitting  
 agency. 
 
F. Claimant Funding Limitation: Not more than forty (40) percent of the available annual 
 apportionment shall be approve for allocation to any single claimant, unless all other 
 claims filed for the same period have been satisfied.  Projects must be completed within 
 three (3) years of funding allocation.  If the project is not completed within the three (3) 
 year time period  the funding allocation will lapse, and any funding disbursed for the 
 project will be refunded to the Kern Council of Governments and added to the  
 unallocated funding pool.  The funding will be reallocated in the next program funding 
 cycle. 
G. Claiming Allocations:   The Kern Council of Governments must be notified, in writing,  
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not more than thirty (30) days prior to project initiation requesting transfer of funds to the 
 claimant.  Supporting documentation (such as an executed construction contract, sales 
 receipt, etc.) substantiating the claim must be provided at that time. 
 
II.  Part 1-Claimant Information 
 

Provide agency identification and contact location.  Identify a single representative to act 
 as the liaison with the Kern Council of Governments on ALL matters related to this 
 claim. 
 

Part 2-Financial Assurances 
 

Have the individual authorized by the claimant’s governing body to approve the  
 execution and filing of the claim and the individual responsible for the financial  
 information sign and date the claim form. 

 
III. Facilities/Project Description 
 
IV. Project Evaluation Worksheet 
 

A. Bicycle Parking Facility and Bicycle Safety Program Criteria 
 

B. Bicycle Travel Facility Criteria 
 

C. Pedestrian Facility Criteria 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
 3 

 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Claim 
 II. Part I 
 Claimant Information 
 (include this sheet with each application) 
 
 
A.  Claimant 
 
Agency:______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Mailing Address:________________________________________________________________ 
 
Office Address:_________________________________________________________________ 
 
City/State/Zipcode:______________________________________________________________ 
 
Telephone: ______________________FAX:__________________E-mail:_________________ 
 
 
B.  Contact Person 
 
Name:________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title:_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Department:____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Office Address:_________________________________________________________________ 
 
City/State/Zipcode:______________________________________________________________ 
 
Telephone:_____________________FAX:_____________________E-mail:________________ 
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 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Claim 
 II. Part 2 
 Financial Assurances 
 (include this sheet with each application) 
 
Claimant:_________________________   Fiscal Year _____________ 
 
A. Claim:  Claimant hereby claims, subject to the approval of the Kern Council of 
Governments, Local Transportation Funds apportioned pursuant to California Public Utilities 
Code Section 99233.3 in the amount of $______________. 
 
B. Compliance Assurances: Claimant hereby certifies that as a condition of receiving funds 
pursuant to California Public Utilities Code Section 99234 it will ensure that: 

 
1. All funds will be expended in compliance with the requirements of Public Utilities Code 
 Section 99234, applicable California administrative regulations and the Kern Council of 
 Government’s Transportation Development Act Rules and Regulations. 
 
2. All funds will be expended in accordance with project description(s) and budget(s) 
 describe in this claim, attached hereto and made a part hereof, by this reference. 
 
These assurances are given in consideration and for the purpose of obtaining funds apportioned 
for bicycle and pedestrian uses pursuant to Public Utilities Code, Division 10, Part 11, Chapter 4 
of the State of California. 
 
The person whose signature appears below has been authorized to provide the assurances cited 
above and prepare, submit and execute this claim on behalf of the claimant. 
 
By:_____________________________   Date:__________________ 

Signature 
 
Title:____________________________ 
 
 
C: Financial Assurances: I hereby attest to the reasonableness and accuracy of the financial 
information presented in this claim on behalf of the claimant and assure that the funds will be 
expended in accordance with the proposed budget. 
 
By:________________________________    Date:________________ 

Signature 
 
Title:_______________________________ 
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 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Claim 
 Part III 
 Facilities/Project Description 
 (Include this sheet with each project proposal) 
 
A. Project Title:_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
B: Project Description:_______________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
C: Location:________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
D: When will this project be completed?__________________________________________ 
 
E: What agency is responsible for maintenance of this project?________________________ 
  

 
F. Budget: 
 

Design and Engineering       $________________ 
 

Construction        $________________ 
 

Equipment and Installation      $_________________ 
 

Other (Specify)________________________   $_________________ 
 

TOTAL COST $_________________ 
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 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Claim 
 Part V.  Project Evaluation 
 Bicycle Parking Facility Criteria 
 
 
A.  Location where the bicycle rack or bicycle locker will be installed:_____________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
B.  Currently Available Parking Spaces at the Project Location:  

 
Automobile_____________ 

 
Bicycle_________________ 

 
C.  Maximum Funding: 
 

1.  Bicycle Locker-$2,400 
 

2.  Bicycle Rack-$1,000 
 
D.  Each eligible claimant may be awarded one (1) bicycle locker or one (1) bicycle rack. 
 
 
 
 Part V.  Project Evaluation 
 Bicycle Safety Program 
 
A.  Proposed activities for this bicycle safety program:__________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
B.  Maximum funding will be $1,000 
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 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Claim 
 Part V.  Project Evaluation 
 Bicycle Travel Facilities Criteria 
 
A.  PLANNING AND DESIGN 
 
1.  The proposed facility must conform to the Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1000, 
 Bikeway Planning and Design Criteria. 
 
B.  SAFETY 
 
1.  There have been _______ accidents involving bicycles in the corridor to be served by  the 
proposed facility during the last three (3) years. 
 
1a.  Source of information concerning accidents:_______________________________________ 
 
Facility Class    Accident Range    Points 
 
II &III      0-2     5 
 
II & III      3-5     10 
 
II & III      6 or more    15 
 
I      Not Applicable   15 
 
2.  The most recent count of average daily traffic on the corridor proposed for the bicycle travel 
facility is _________ ADT. 
 
2a.  Source of information on Average Daily Traffic:___________________________________. 
 
Facility Class    Average Daily Traffic   Points 
 
II &III           Less than 2,000   5 
 
II & III                       2,001 to 8,000    10 
 
II & III                       8,001 to 15,000   15 
 
II & III            More than 15,000   20 
 
 I                   Not Applicable   20 
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3.  Existing facilities standards 
 
Existing facility complies with all Caltrans design and operational standards 0 points 
 
Existing facility has some Caltrans design and operational deficiencies  2 points 
(i.e. narrow shoulder, high traffic volumes, etc.) 
 
Existing facility is unsafe according Caltrans design standards   5 points 
(i.e. no shoulder, bicycles and pedestrians in travel way, etc.) 
 

B: SAFETY TOTAL ____________ 
       
C: NEED 
 
1.  The proposed project is within 1/4 mile (1,320 feet) of the following attractions: 
 
Number  Attraction Type  Points   Number X Points 
 
_____   School    6   ______ 
 
_____   Commercial Center  5   ______ 
 
_____   Office/Industrial Sites  5   _______ 
 
Note: The number of schools and other attractions within the 1/4 mile (1,320 foot) corridor shall 
be allocated points on the following basis: 
 
Schools:  6 points each (no limit) 
 
Commercial Centers: 5 points per 10,000 square feet of store area. (Maximum 20 points) 
 
Office/Industrial Sites: 5 points per 20 employees per each site. (Maximum 20 points) 
 

C: NEED TOTAL ____________ 
 
D: SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT AND CONTINUITY 
 
1.  Does the proposed project eliminate gaps in the bikeway system or serves as a link between 
communities or other systems? 
 
Yes   10 points 
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No  0 points 
2.  Does the proposed project upgrade the bicycle travel facility system in any of the following 
manners? 
 
Description     Facility Class    Points 
 
Eliminates on-street parking    III    10 
 
Provide a physical barrier for bicycles  II    10 
 
Separates bicycles from automobile traffic  I    10 
 

D: SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT AND CONTINUITY TOTAL  ___________ 
 
 
E.  LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS 
 
1.  Percentage of total cost: 
 
Percentage of Total Cost    Points 
 
No match      0 points 
 
Greater than 0% but less than 5%   5 points 
 
5% but less than 10%     10 points 
 
10% but less than 15%    15 points 
 
Greater than 15%     20 points 
 
2.  Source of matching funds:_____________________________________________________ 
 

E: LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS TOTAL  ___________ 
 
 
F: TOTAL POINTS (B + C + D + E) = _________________ 
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 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Claim 
 Part V.  Project Evaluation Criteria 
 Pedestrian Facilities Criteria 
 
A. PROJECT ELIGIBILITY 
 
1.  Does the proposed project represent only new sidewalks or pedestrian bridges on or across 
 arterial or collector streets, freeways, expressways or railroads?    YES  NO 
 
2.  If the proposed facility is planned to occupy a right-of-way other than that of the local 
 jurisdiction, have proper permits or other written permission been obtained?  YES  NO 
 
B.  SAFETY 
 
1.  There have been ______traffic accidents involving pedestrians in the proposed project 
corridor during the last three (3) years. 
 
1a.  Source of information concerning accidents_______________________________________ 
 
No. of Accidents   Points 
 
0      0 
 
1 or 2     5  
 
3 to 5     10 
 
More than 6    15 
 
2.  The most recent count of average daily traffic on the corridor proposed for the pedestrian 
facility is _________ ADT. 
 
2a.  Source of information on Average Daily Traffic___________________________________. 
 
Average Daily Traffic   Points 
Less than 2,000    5 
 
2,001 to 8,000     10 
 
8,001 to 15,000    15 
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More than 15,000    20 
3.  Existing facilities standards 
 
Existing facility complies with all Caltrans design and operational standards 0 points 
 
Existing facility has some Caltrans design and operational deficiencies  2 points 
(i.e. narrow shoulder, high traffic volumes, etc.) 
 
Existing facility is unsafe according Caltrans design standards   5 points 
(i.e. no shoulder, bicycles and pedestrians in travel way, etc.) 
 

B: SAFETY TOTAL  _________ 
 
C: NEED 
 
1.  The proposed project is within 1/4 mile (1,320 feet) of the following attractions: 
 
Number  Attraction Type  Points   Number X Points 
 
_____   School    6   ______ 
 
_____   Commercial Center  5   ______ 
 
_____   Office/Industrial Sites  5   _______ 
 
Note: The number of schools and other attractions within the 1/4 mile (1,320 foot) corridor shall 
be allocated points on the following basis: 
 
Schools:  6 points each (no limit) 
 
Commercial Centers: 5 points per 10,000 square feet of store area. (Maximum 20 points) 
 
Office/Industrial Sites: 5 points per 20 employees per each site. (Maximum 20 points) 
 

C: NEED TOTAL  _________ 
 
D: SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT AND CONTINUITY 
 
1.  Does the proposed project eliminate gaps in the pedestrian system or serves as a link between 
communities or other systems? 
 
Yes   10 points 
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No  0 points 
2.  Does the proposed project upgrade the pedestrian facility system in any of the following 
manners? 
 
Upgrade Description       Points 
 
Provide a physical barrier for pedestrians     10 
 
Separates pedestrians from automobile traffic    10 
 

D: SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT AND CONTINUITY TOTAL _____________ 
 
 
E.  LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS 
 
1.  Percentage of total cost 
 
Percentage of Total Cost    Points 
 
No match      0 points 
 
Greater than 0% but less than 5%   5 points 
 
5% but less than 10%     10 points 
 
10% but less than 15%    15 points 
 
Greater than 15%     20 points 
 
2.  Source of matching funds:______________________________________________________ 
 
 

E: MATCHING FUNDS TOTAL   ____________ 
 
 
F: TOTAL POINTS (B + C + D + E) = _________________ 
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May 1, 2013 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XV  

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 6-year Program for Projects of 
Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the California Transportation Commission 
(CTC).  Kern Council of Governments is expected to submit its regionally approved project requests to the 
CTC by December 2013 as required by law. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
The purpose of this report is to present a development overview and information baseline for the 2014 
RTIP process. The CTC has begun the process to develop a statewide 2014 State Transportation 
Improvement Program (2014 STIP) for Projects of Regional Significance. Each regions submittal to the 
CTC is considered an “RTIP”. Once the submittals are aggregated and approved by the CTC, it becomes 
a “STIP”. Currently, Kern projects in the 2012 STIP include street and highway improvements on State 
Routes 14, 46, 58, 119 and two local streets in Ridgecrest and Tehachapi. More detailed information 
about each project is provided in Attachment A of this report. The indicated projects are listed below: 
 

STATUS OF PROJECTS OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE IN 2012 STIP 
 
 
 
 

RANK PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROGRAM PHASE FY STATUS  
 

Board / 13 West Ridgecrest Blvd. Recon. & Widen Construction 13-14 Ready  
Board / 61 Challenger Drive  Extension Construction 13-14 Ready  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 1 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 2 
Pre-Construction 15-17 In Progress  
Construction - - - Not Programmed  

Board / 60 SR 46 – Segment 4A Widening 
Pre-Construction 12-13 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Yet Started  

5 / Board SR 119 – Cherry Ave Passing Lanes 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Started  

Board SR 58 Centennial Corridor 
Pre-construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  
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2014 RTIP TIMELINE 
 
For the month of May, KCOG staff will circulate a request to project managers to begin cost estimate 
updates for currently programmed projects. A “Save the Dates” memo will be circulated this month to 
prepare for key workshop dates as the process unfolds. The expanded time-line below includes both 
KCOG and California Transportation Commission benchmark actions.  
 
May 2013  

 KCOG staff to provide a process overview and STIP project status update 

 KCOG staff to solicit cost estimate updates for programmed projects 

 CTC scheduled to adopt Fund Estimate Assumptions 

June 2013 
 KCOG staff to discuss additional revenue needs of programmed projects 

 KCOG staff to develop Draft Fund Estimate information once available 

 CTC to receive Draft Fund Estimate 

July 2013 

 KCOG staff to conduct first RTIP Workshop to discuss Fund Estimate and project needs 

 KCOG staff to begin development of the 2014 RTIP Program of Projects 

August 2013  

 KCOG staff to circulate the CTC Staff Recommendation for final Fund Estimate information 

 KCOG staff to conduct a second RTIP Workshop to review Preliminary Program of Projects 

 CTC to adopt statewide Fund Estimate 

September 2013 
 KCOG staff to conduct a third RTIP Workshop to discuss CTC approved Fund Estimate and Draft 

Program of Projects and draft STIP Guidelines 
October 2013 

 CTC to Adopt 2014 STIP Guidelines 

 KCOG staff circulates Draft 2014 RTIP Program of Projects for public comments 

November 2013 

 KCOG staff requests approval of Final 2014 RTIP Program of Projects 

December 2013 KCOG submits 2014 RTIP Program of Projects to the CTC 

February 2014 CTC conducts Southern/Northern California Public Hearings for Draft 2014 STIP 

March 2014 CTC presents staff recommendation for 2014 STIP 

April 2014 CTC approves final 2014 STIP 
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Regional Adoption of 2012 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
 
On November 17, 2011, the KCOG Board of Directors approved its 2012 RTIP Program of Projects. The 
Board action included an action to reserve future county-shares for the State Route 58 Centennial 
Corridor Connector project.  The 2012 RTIP included a request to advance an additional $49 million for 
the construction phase of the Centennial Corridor. At that time, CTC staff indicated that KCOG’s request 
for additional programming capacity from a future RTIP cycle was reasonable because it did not exceed 
the estimated 5-year County Share estimate. In light of Commission staff’s support, KCOG staff’s 
recommendation as approved by the Board on November 17, 2011, included 1) the programming of non-
metropolitan Bakersfield project phases that were ready to be advanced and 2) a future programming 
commitment from the 2014 RTIP cycle to advance the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor project. The 
$49 million advance was not part of the Commission’s final approval. However, the KCOG Board of 
Directors action to direct future funding to the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor Connector 
project remains intact. Attachment B reflects the approved 2012 STIP portion for Kern. 
 
Update of the KCOG Project Selection Policy 
 
In 1998, KCOG circulated a call for projects to the Cities and County of Kern and ranked 66 Projects of 
Regional Significance. This action was in response to the enactment of SB 45 which shifted 75% of 
formula highway revenue to regional control and 25% to state control. The KCOG RTIP Policy focused on 
regional equity inside and outside of the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and project readiness. The equity 
policy designates that 60% of State Transportation Improvement Program funds be available for projects 
inside the 2010 Metropolitan Bakersfield Boundary (as modified by the policy). The remaining 40% of the 
State Transportation Improvement Program funding was for projects outside the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
boundary. The policy notes that funds can be flexible (moved inside and outside the designated boundary 
from year to year) as long as the “60/40” balance is maintained over the long-term.  
 
Since then, KCOG recently approved a comprehensive update to the project selection process for 
revenue programs in which KCOG has jurisdiction for both project selection or the dissemination of 
revenue or both. Chapter 3 is specific to the RTIP and references the State Transportation Improvement 
Program Guidelines as adopted by the CTC every two years. These two policy sources inform KCOG 
staff and the Board of Directors on options and considerations to advance these Projects of Regional 
Significance. Go to http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/STIP/2012_STIP/2012_STIP_Guidelines_final.pdf 
and http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/policies/Project_Selection_Process_2012.pdf for the current 
version of the CTC 2012 STIP Guidelines and the KCOG “Project Delivery Policies and Procedures”.  The 
KCOG document includes several key policy elements in Chapter 3 including 1) the geographic equity 
60/40 policy; 2) the commitment of revenue to the SR 46 widening projects between the San Luis Obispo 
County Line and Interstate 5; 3) the leveraging of other revenue streams; and 4) policy elements that 
focus on project readiness. All of these policy considerations are taken into account by KCOG staff when 
a Program of Projects is developed for each RTIP cycle. Project readiness and leveraging elements are 
listed below and on the next page. 
 

 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program, it is KCOG’s policy to continue advancing the project that has 
completed one phase to the next phase when funding is available; 
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 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 
Transportation Improvement Plan, it is KCOG’s policy to keep a project or phase of a project whole, 
when possible; 
 

 KCOG leverages outside project dollars through partnerships with Caltrans (IIP), other Regions, Local 
contributions, regional commitments from other Counties, demonstration funds, or state bond funds; 
 

 KCOG supports the equitable distribution of funding through the management of the Metro/Rural 
60/40 programming split of State Transportation Improvement Program funding; and  
 

 KCOG uses a ranked list of candidate Regional Transportation Improvement Program projects 
approved by the KCOG Board of Director’s in addition to other Board Actions to manage overall 
project priorities. 

 
Revenue Partnerships – As a way to leverage the states allotment of formula highway funding for 
improvements on interregional focus routes including State Routes 14, 46 and 58, the KCOG Board has 
partnered with Caltrans and other Counties since 1998 and then again in 2003. The KCOG Board of 
Directors entered into Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with Caltrans and the Counties of Inyo 
and Mono in order to combine Kern’s regional choice funding with State choice dollars to deliver projects 
along the State Route 14 / US 395 Corridor up into the Counties of Inyo and Mono. The 1998 MOU 
committed the KCOG Board to assist with an Inyo County project, the Olancha Cartago widening project. 
As part of the 1998 MOU, Caltrans delivered the State Route 14 Mojave Widening project in Kern. Also 
under the MOU, the next KCOG project that benefits from this collaboration is the State Route 14 
Freeman Gulch Widening project. State Route 46 Widening project from the San Luis Obispo County Line 
to Interstate 5 is another project that successfully leveraged several funding sources.  
 
Conclusion - it should be noted that since the enactment of SB 45, the state has fallen short in expected 
formula revenue streams. Several projects in the Kern region were advanced to the environmental review 
phase in 1998 to create a new shelf of projects, but some of these projects were subsequently shelved 
because of revenue shortfall of over $300 million in subsequent cycles. These projects include: 
 

 State Route 184 Weedpatch Highway Widening – shelved 
 State Route 58 Dennison Road Interchange – shelved 
 State Route 46 Widening through Wasco – shelved 
 US 395 Widening through Ridgecrest - shelved 

 
 
Action:  Information 
 
 
Attachment A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
Attachment B – 2012 STIP as approved by California Transportation Commission 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 

State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 1 
 

Project Description and Location: This MOU project is programmed with Inyo 10% RIP, Mono 10% 
RIP, Kern 40% RIP and Caltrans 40% IIP. This project was divided into 3 segments. Segment 1 is ready for 
construction. The first segment is from 1 mile south of State Route 178 East to 1.7 miles north of State 
Route 178 East for a total of 2.7 miles. The project will widen the highway from 2 to 4 lanes. 

Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the first of three segments 
that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 395.  Route 
14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: Project design is currently in progress with some preliminary rights-of-way work as well. 
 
Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered to be fully funded. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2008 RTIP Engineering 12-13 $1,000 $1,000 $500 $2,500 
2008 RTIP Rights-of-Way 14-15 $4,520 $4,520 $2,260 $11,300 
2012 RTIP Construction 16-17 $12,435 $12,435 $6,218 $31,088 

 Total  $17,955 $17,955 $8,978 $44,888 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 

State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 2 
 

 
 
 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is the second of the three segments. The project is 
located from 4.8 miles south of Route 178 west to 0.5 mile north of Route 178 west to convert from a 2-lane 
conventional highway to a 4-lane expressway. 
 
 
 
Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the second of three 
segments that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 
395.  Route 14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: This project is in the design phase. Construction is not yet programmed. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: Segment 2 was programmed for PS&E and RW using RIP from Inyo and 
Mono Counties only with proposed ITIP revenue. This is considered a “loan” and Kern COG will need to 
restore its 40% share from a future county share cycle. Future Cost Estimate: $42 M. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2012 RTIP Engineering 15-16  $1,300 $1,950 $3,250 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 16-17  $3,044 $4,566 $7,610 

 Construction      
 Total   $4,344 $6,516 $10,860 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 

State Route 58 – Centennial Corridor Connector 

Project Location and Description: This new alignment of State Route (SR) 58 begins at Interstate 5 
(PM T31.7) and ends east of Cottonwood Road (PM R55.4) in and near the City of Bakersfield. This work 
consists of three segments. Segment 3, consists of a route adoption of Stockdale highway as the new SR 
58 with operational improvements. Segment 2, consists of a route transfer of Westside Parkway as the new 
SR 58. Segment 1, consists of a new freeway alignment from the east terminus of Westside Parkway to SR 
99 and operational improvements on the existing SR 58 from SR 99 to east of Cottonwood Road. 
 
 Purpose and Need: This project is to construct and ultimately adopt an alignment for SR 58 that will 
provide interregional and regional conductivity for east-west traffic traveling within metropolitan Bakersfield 
and Kern County, provide continuity for SR 58 in Kern County, promote economic growth and 
international/interregional trade by improving linkage between existing segments of the interstate system, 
reduce commercial and regional commute time through a major freight corridor, improve local east-west 
circulation and reduce congestion. 

Project Status: This project currently is completing the environmental review phase. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: The construction phase  
 
 Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

- - - Environmental    $25,000 $25,000 
2012 RTIP Engineering 12-13   $39,000 $39,000 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 12-13   $195,000 $195,000 

 Construction 13-16 $4,001  $444,000 $435,000 
 Total  $4,001  $689,999 $694,000 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 

State Route 119 Passing Lanes 
 

Project Location and Description: Near Taft, from Cherry Avenue to Tupman Road.  Construct 4-lane 
bypass and eastbound and westbound passing lanes. 
 
 Purpose and Need: Segments of Route 119 within the project limits are currently operating at a Level of 
Service (LOS) D and E. Segment 1, from post-mile 5.5 to R9.1, and segment 2, from post-mile R9. 1 to 
R11.6 are currently operating at LOS E. If no improvements are made, segment 2 would deteriorate to LOS 
E and segment 1 to LOS F. By widening the existing two-lane highway to a four-lane expressway the LOS 
would be improved to B or better, which would exceed the Route Concept LOS of C.  

Project Status: Project Report in revision to modify project scope from bypass to passing lanes. Design 
and construction to follow. Rights-of-way to be amended to separate into construction. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: Initial estimates considered sufficient. However, additional revenue may be 
needed for environmental mitigation. A portion of the ROW programmed is expected to finance 
construction. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering 12-13 $400   $400 
 Rights-of-Way 14-15 $5,205   $5,205 
 Construction      
 Total  $5,605   $5,605 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 

In Ridgecrest – West Ridgecrest Blvd Reconstruction and Widening 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is located  in the City of Ridgecrest on West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard; the project limits are between Mahan Street and China Lake Boulevard (SR 178) 
along West Ridgecrest Boulevard, which is a distance of 1.5 Miles. 
 
 Purpose and Need: This project will provide improved access to State Route 178 / U.S. 395 in the 
western part of the City of Ridgecrest. The proposed construction includes converting portions of West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard, from two-lane to four-lane traffic, construction of center medians for control of left 
turns, reconstruction and signalization of two intersections.  
 
Project Status: This project is ready for construction. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 
 
 Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      
 Construction 13-14 $6,200   $6,200 
 Total  $6,200   $6,200 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 

In Tehachapi – Challenger Drive Extension 
 

Project Location and Description: In Tehachapi, from eastern terminus of Challenger Drive to 
Dennison Road on a new alignment. Construct a new 2-lane roadway.  

Purpose and Need: This project was selected to replace a proposed interchange on State Route 58 at 
Dennison Road.  Two residential subdivisions lie north of the UPRR train route cutting through the City of 
Tehachapi.  The train track is a major east-west freight route and receives almost 80 trains a day.  The at-
grade crossing isolates these two residential developments. The extension of Challenger drive on the north 
side of Hwy 58, will serve as an alternate route to these residential neighborhoods.  

Project Status: This project is ready for construction and should be delivered in the upcoming fiscal year. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      

2012 RTIP Construction 13-14 $1,500   $1,500 
 Total  $1,500   $1,500 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 

 



 
 
 
 

 
 

May 1, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XVI 

PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT  
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project implementation issues and to 
develop solutions. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the January 3, 2007 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), the TTAC agreed to meet 
for monthly project status meetings. This meeting brings to the forefront project delivery commitments in 
the current and future fiscal years of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).  The forum 
is ideal to discuss new requirements or announcements such as training opportunities or programming 
approvals.  Caltrans staff is invited to assist project managers and provide updates on specific requests.   
 
HIGHLIGHTS of April 16, 2013 meeting 

 
1. The Regional Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program call 

for projects timelines were discussed. Update: Timelines were approved by the Kern COG Board 
of Directors April 18, 2013. Applications are due by 4:00 pm on September 4, 2013.  
 

2. A presentation was given regarding the redesigned CommuteKern website available at 
www.CommuteKern.org  
 

3. April 16, 2013 Score Card – 3% of projects have approved funding authorization; 82% is awaiting 
funding authorization; 15% was not submitted for funding authorization.  

 
Enclosure:  April 16, 2013 Project Accountability Team meeting notes 

      April 16, 2013 Score Card for fiscal year 12/13 
      April 16, 2013 FY 12/13 project list 
      April 16, 2013 TDA Article 3 project list 
           

ACTION:  Information 



 
Project Accountability Team Meeting 

 
Tuesday, April 16, 2013 

Meeting held at Kern Council of Governments  
 

Attendees: 
Navdip Grewal, Bakersfield 
Pedro Nunez, Delano 
Bob Neath, Kern County 
Todd Wood, Kern County 
Dennis McNamara, McFarland 
Michael James, Shafter 

Jay Schlosser, Tehachapi 
Jeremy Bowman, Helt Engineering 
Raquel Pacheco, Kern COG 
Susanne Campbell, Kern COG 
Peter Smith, Kern COG 

 
DRAFT Notes 

1. Introductions confirmed attendees. 
 
2. Review Notes – March 19th meeting notes were distributed and correction was requested for 

Jeremy Bowman’s agency name in attendee list. 
 

3. Inactive Projects – Ms. Pacheco provided the new Caltrans Inactive Project Management Policy 
that supersedes the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Inactive Projects Policy distributed 
at the March 6, 2013 TTAC meeting. If Caltrans does not receive an invoice for more than six 
months, the project will be “inactive.” If Caltrans does not receive an invoice in the next 6 months, 
the unexpended balance on the project will be deobligated. Please review the inactive listing that 
is updated weekly at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/Inactiveprojects.htm 

 
4. RSTP and CMAQ call for projects – Ms. Pacheco provided the April 3, 2013 TTAC reports for 

the Regional Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
timelines. After approval at the April 18, 2013 Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC)., 
an application packet will be developed and posted on the Kern COG website www.kerncg.org. 
The funding will be available for fiscal years 14/15 and 15/16.  
 

5. Roundtable presentations – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new 
information was available for 2012-2013 projects.  

             
a. Project Implementation – Ms. Pacheco asked the participants for any issues. Participants 
requested Ms. Pacheco ask Caltrans Local Assistance if there were guidelines on response time 
for Preliminary Environmental Study (PES) Form and Request for Authorization (RFA) submittals.   
 
b. 2013 FY 13/14 project advancement – The statewide pool of funding will open on May 1, 
2013. Kern COG staff encourages member agencies to advance fiscal year 13/14 projects to 
avoid any loss of this year’s funding and to gain funding from other agencies statewide.   
 
California City KER120403 (Hacienda Blvd road work) 
The preliminary engineering request for authorization was submitted. 
 
Delano KER1205014 and KER120404 (road work and shoulder work) 
The request for authorizations will be submitted by the end of April. 
 
KCOG KER120501 (Rideshare Program) 
The request for authorization was approved. 
 
Kern County KER101009 (in Taft: Asher Ave sidewalk) 
The allocation vote request was submitted for the June California Transportation Commission 
meeting. 
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Kern County KER120405 (road work) 
The request for authorization will be submitted by the end of April. 
 
Shafter KER120522 (Lerdo Hwy shoulder) 
The construction request for authorization was submitted. 
 
Taft KER101005 (Hillard St pedestrian and bike) 
The allocation extension request was delayed to the June California Transportation Commission 
meeting. 
 

6.  TDA Article 3 – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new information was 
available for the project list. 

 
Bakersfield Pedestrian improvements (Columbus and Brundage) 
Project advertisement delayed to May and construction to start in summer 2013. 
 
California City Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 and 2 
Projects are under construction and anticipated completion summer 2013. 

 
McFarland sidewalks 
Projects have been fully paid. 
 

7.  TDA Article 3 call for projects – Mr. Smith will be presenting a staff report at the May 1, 2013 
TTAC meeting regarding the TDA Article 3 call for projects.  

 
8.   Announcements – Ms. Campbell gave a presentation on the redesigned CommuteKern website 

available at www.CommuteKern.org  
 
9.  Conclude Meeting / Next meeting – May 21, 2013 at Kern COG 



 
 

April 16, 2013 
 

 
TO:  TTAC Members and Project Managers 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, Regional Planner III 
 
RE:  Monthly Project Delivery Score Card 
 
 

Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
 

FY 2012-13
No. of

Projects
Preliminary

Engineering Construction
% of 

funding
RSTP 16 $19,441 $9,200,236
CMAQ 24 $109,944 $9,610,056
TE 2 $0 $470,326
Transit 0 $0 $0
Totals 42 $129,385 $19,280,618 100%

1.  Not 
    Submitted

No. of
Projects

Preliminary
Engineering Construction

% of 
funding

RSTP 1 $0 $312,000
CMAQ 9 $34,926 $2,213,417
TE 1 $0 $249,000
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 11 $34,926 $2,774,417 15%

2.  Submitted
No. of

Projects
Preliminary

Engineering Construction
% of 

funding
RSTP 12 $0 $8,749,687
CMAQ 12 $75,018 $6,902,386
TE 1 $0 $221,326
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 25 $75,018 $15,873,399 82%

3.  State/Federal
    Approvals

No. of
Projects

Preliminary
Engineering Construction

% of 
funding

RSTP 3 $19,441 $138,549
CMAQ 3 $0 $494,253
TE 0 $0 $0
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 6 $19,441 $632,802 3%

       Federal/State $ in FY 12/13

 
 



DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Arvin KER120401 STPL‐5370(029)
IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Campus Dr]

$0 $58,872 $66,500
Jan 2013 3

Bakersfield KER120402

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Panama Ln, Beale 
Ave, Martin Luther King Jr Blvd]

$0 $3,965,056 $4,478,772
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120506
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [SR58 at Oswell, Stine Rd]

$0 $406,352 $459,000
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120507
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [Downtown Bakersfield, Hageman]

$0 $539,580 $609,500
May 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120508
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICES [Ming Ave]

$0 $401,926 $454,000
May 2013 1

Bakersfield KER120509
IN BAKERSFIELD: SOUTH H ST AT WHITE LN; SIGNAL 
MODIFICATION AND NEW LEFT TURN LANE

$6,197 $148,730 $175,000
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120512
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR BICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES [various]

$0 $84,100 $95,000
Jan 2013 2

Cal. City KER120403
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Hacienda Blvd]

$0 $35,277 $39,848
March 2013 2

Cal. City KER120513
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: CALIFORNIA CITY BLVD (SOUTH) AT YALE 
AVE; CONSTRUCT COLLEGE STATION PARK‐AND‐RIDE

$34,926 $0 $39,452
June 2013 A

Delano KER120514
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Albany St and Hiett Ave]

$0 $26,558 $30,000
April 2013 2

Delano KER120404
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Albany Ave]

$0 $590,620 $667,144
April 2013

2

GET KER120503
PURCHASE TWO REPLACEMENT CNG OVER THE ROAD 
COACHES

$0 $1,018,095 $1,150,000
March 2013 2

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

KCOG KER120412 STPL‐6087(041) IN KERN COUNTY:  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM $0 $79,677 $90,000 Mar 2013 3
KCOG KER120501 IN KERN COUNTY:  RIDESHARE PROGRAM $0 $167,321 $189,000 Mar 2013 3

Kern Co. KER120405

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Elk Hills Rd, Norris 
Rd, Knudsen Dr]

$0 $3,251,000 $3,672,203
April 2013 2

Kern Co. KER120505 PURCHASE FOUR REPLACEMENT CNG BUSES $0 $1,432,171 $1,617,724 March 2013 2

Kern Co. KER101009
IN TAFT: ON ASHER AVENUE FROM 4TH STREET TO TAFT 
RAILS TO TRAILS; SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $221,326 $250,000
April 2013 2A

Kern Co. KER120510 CML‐5950(355)
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [ Harris Rd at Akers, Norris at Coffee]

$0 $526,500 $595,000
May 2013 3,1

Kern Co. KER120516
IN ROSAMOND: SWEETSER RD FROM 65TH ST WEST TO 60TH 
ST WEST; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120517
IN ROSAMOND: 60TH ST WEST FROM SWEETSER RD TO 
FAVORITO AVE; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 1

Kern Co. KER120518 CML‐5950(344)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Bear Valley Rd, Cummings Valley Rd, 
Highline Rd]

$0 $672,343 $833,569
May 2013 3,1

McFarland KER120406 STPL‐5343(005)

IN MCFARLAND: W KERN AVE FROM WEST OF FRONTAGE RD 
TO EAST OF 2ND ST; PEDESTRIAN / LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS

$19,441 $0 $21,960
Oct 2012 3

Ridgecrest KER120407
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [S. China Lake Blvd]

$0 $55,991 $63,246
Feb 2013 2

Ridgecrest KER120519
IN RIDGECRST: SOUTH SUNLAND DR FROM UPJOHN AVE TO 
BOWMAN RD; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$68,821 $0 $77,738
Jan 2013 2

Shafter KER120408

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [West Los Angeles 
Ave]

$0 $187,000 $287,000
Feb 2013 2

Shafter KER120521 IN SHAFTER: INTERMODAL RAIL FACILITY EXPANSION $0 $3,286,380 $3,712,166 Feb 2013 2

Shafter KER120522
IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Lerdo Hwy]

$0 $500,000 $564,781
April 2013 2

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Taft KER101005
IN TAFT: ON HILLARD STREET FROM "A" STREET TO RAILS TO 
TRAILS; CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $249,000 $280,000
Aug 2013 1

Taft KER120409
IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Center St]

$0 $25,251 $28,523
Feb 2013 2

Tehachapi KER120410
IN TEHACHAPI: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Tehachapi Blvd]

$0 $312,000 $352,423
June 2013 1

Wasco KER120411
IN WASCO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Poso Dr]

$0 $639,492 $722,345
Feb 2013 2

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
Wasco]

HSIPL‐5109(147) Bakersfield: Benton St $0 $36,090 $40,100 3
HSIPL‐5287(025) Wasco: 7th St $0 $193,838 $215,375 3,3

Various KER100601 HSIPL‐5287(029)
GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). Wasco: Palm Ave

$0 $166,404 $213,348
PE‐done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
California City, Kern County, Ridgecrest, Shafter]

HSIPL‐5109(185) Bakersfield: Various countdown heads $0 $113,400 $126,000 done 3
HSIPL‐5399(017) California City: Redwood Blvd/Hacienda Blvd $0 $335,031 $370,170 PE ‐ done 3, 1
HSIPL‐5950(343) Kern County: Mount Vernon Ave $0 $191,000 $213,000 done 3
HSIPL‐5385(042) Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave $0 $330,400 $361,980 PE ‐ done 3,2
HSIPL‐5281(014) Shafter: Lerdo Hwy $0 $900,000 $1,260,800 done 3

Bakersfield: 20 pedestrian countdown heads $0 $116,000 $129,000 1
Kern County: Patton Way $0 $144,000 $180,000 1
Kern County: Roberts Ln/Oildale Dr $0 $109,000 $139,000 1

NOTES

Various KER060608

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER110601
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DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd $0 $396,000 $440,000 1
Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave $0 $263,700 $293,000 1
Ridgecrest: 7 intersections upgrade traffic signals $0 $383,400 $426,000 1
Ridgecrest: 12 intersections install signs $0 $475,200 $528,000 1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [McFarland, Wasco]

SRTSL‐5343(003) McFarland: Perkins Ave, Browning Ave $0 $272,750 $272,750 done 3,3
SRTSL‐5287(027) Wasco: Filburn/Griffith Ave and Fifth/Broadway St $0 $234,533 $234,533 PE ‐ done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [Delano, Kern 
County, Ridgecrest, Taft Wasco]
Delano: Various locations SRTS3‐06‐001 $0 $393,600 $393,600 April 2013 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3‐06‐007 $0 $263,000 $263,000 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3‐06‐008 $0 $213,000 $213,000 1

SRTSL‐5385(045) Ridgecrest: Various locations SRTS3‐09‐002 $0 $583,400 $583,400 PE ‐ done 3,1
Taft: Various locations SRTS3‐06‐011 $0 $457,400 $457,400 1

SRTSL‐5287(034) Wasco: SRTS Plan SRTS3‐06‐015 $0 $165,000 $165,000 done 3
SRTSL‐5287(035) Wasco: 4th/Birch & 4th/Griffith SRTS3‐06‐016 $0 $359,100 $359,100 PE ‐ done 3, 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER080602

Various KER110602

Various 
continued

KER110601 
continued
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Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Arvin 9/20/2007 MO#07-03 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 1 $141,958 3 Completed Billing Paid
Arvin 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 2 $28,436 3 Completed Billing Paid

Bakersfield 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Bike Bakersfield Safety Program $42,000 2 On-going
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on White Lane from Union to South "H" Street $34,300 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Hughes Land from White Lane to Wilson $36,600 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Monitor from Hoskings to East Pacheco $67,100 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Columbus from River to Haley (I of II $26,892 1 Advertise May 2013, start construction Summer 2013
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Brundage from Oleander to "H" (I of II) $20,733 1 Advertise May 2013, start construction Summer 2013

California City 9/20/07 MO#07-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
California City 10/15/09 MO#09-01 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (I of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (II of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 2 $175,000 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013

Delano  (No Projects)

Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Calloway Drive Pedestrian Project $44,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Lake Isabella Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 1 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 1 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Lake Isabell Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 2 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 2 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 1 $130,000 3 Completed: Billed $130,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 1 $78,941 3 Completed:  Billed 78,941 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 2 $80,000 3 Completed:  Billed 80,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 2 $91,059 3 Completed:  Billed  $91,059 on June 4, 2010
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Woodford-Tehachapi Road Bikepath and Gold. Hills Stripe $140,000 2 Construction anticipated in Spring 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Eastside Route 184 Pedestrian Path $175,000 3 Completed, Billed $175,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (I of II) $135,000 2 In Design
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (I of III) $87,000 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Niles from Virgina to Oswell (I of III $51,862 1
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (II of II) $135,000 2
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (II of III) $87,000 2

Maricopa 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

McFarland 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (I of III) $14,825 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11
McFarland 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (II of III) $100,311 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11
McFarland 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (III of III) $100,311 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11

De-obligation from Various Sidwalks ($35.507.05)

Ridgecrest 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Drummond/Norma/Ward Ave Sidewalks $159,448 3 Completed
Ridgecrest 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bowman Road Bikepath Rest Area $140,481 3 Completed  Billing will be forecoming
Ridgecrest 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bowman Road Bikepath on Richmond (I of II) $106,275 1 Verifying project status



Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Shafter 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (I of III) $25,617 1 Awaiting funding phasing
Shafter 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (II of III) $79,264 1 Awaiting funding phasing

Taft 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (I of III) $85,190 2 In Design Billed $41,493.63 on May 31, 2012
Taft 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (II of III) $139,716 2 In Design
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Rack at Oil Monument $1,000 3 Completed
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (III of III) $139,716 2 In Design

Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Bike Rack at Manzanita Park $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Davis Street Sidewalk $55,000 2 In Design
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Master Plan Implementation Phase I $160,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 1

Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks near T. Jefferson MS $40,579 3 Completed  Billed $40,579 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process 
Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks on 9th Place $30,752 3 Completed  Billed $30,752 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process
Wasco 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Pedestrian Improvements on 7th Street $14,631 1
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

Current as of April 16, 2013



 

 
 

May 1, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XVII 

INACTIVE PROJECTS POLICY UPDATE 
 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has a new policy regarding inactive 
projects. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
As reported at the March 6, 2013 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, the Caltrans 
Office of Local Assistance informed Kern Council of Governments that the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) has a new policy regarding inactive projects. In response, Caltrans 
Office of Local Assistance has developed a new process to manage inactive obligations. 
 
New rules include: 

1. If the Department does not receive an invoice for more than six months, the project 
will be deemed “inactive” and posted on the Department’s website. Local Agencies 
will be notified the first time projects are posted.  

2. If the Department does not receive an invoice in the next six months (12 months 
without invoicing), the Department will deobligate the unexpended balances.  

3. It is the Local Agencies responsibility to work in collaboration with their respective 
District Local Assistance Engineers to ensure their projects are removed from the list 
to avoid deobligation.  

4. Inactive project listing will be updated weekly. 

The inactive project list is available online at - 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/Inactiveprojects.htm 
 
Enclosure: Inactive Projects Management Policy 
 
ACTION:  Information 
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From: Denix D Anbiah <denix.d.anbiah@dot.ca.gov>
To: <CalRTPA@yahoogroups.com>, <kbuss@counties.org>, <jwhiting@cacities.org>
Date: 4/4/2013 6:02 PM
Subject: [CalRTPA] Inactive Projects Management
Attachments: Letter to Local agencies re-Inactive Obligations 2013-04-04.pdf

Hello Transportation Partners,

As you may already know, keeping "inactive obligations" low has been one of
the top priorities for FHWA. In spite of that, recent audits found
"material weakness" in the way FHWA has been managing the inactive
obligations. As a result FHWA has changed the requirements couple of times
already and has verbally told us to expect more changes in the future. Each
time the rules changed, we had very minimal or no transition time. This has
been causing inefficiency and confusion among local agencies and Caltrans.

We have discussed this issue at the recent City County State Federal
Cooperative Committee and we decided to change the way we manage the
inactive obligations in California. The new process is more proactive and
should eliminate the need to do "fire drills" like we did in the past. The
attached letter explains the change. Please note the first deobligation in
accordance with this policy will not happen until July 1, 2013. So you have
about 3 months of transition time.

(See attached file: Letter to Local agencies re-Inactive Obligations
2013-04-04.pdf)

Denix Anbiah, Chief
Division of Local Assistance
Department of Transportation
916-653-1776 (phone)
916-799-3092 (cell)
Assistant: Wendy Hughey 916-653-8210







 
 
 

May 1, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XIII 

2008 OZONE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (FTIP) 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The public review period for this amendment ended on April 23, 2013. A summary of comments 
and responses has been prepared. Draft documents are available at www.kerncog.org . 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The amendment documents were available for public review March 25, 2013 to April 23, 2013 
and included a public hearing on April 18, 2013. Comments were received during the public 
hearing. Please see attachment for details. Public comments received do not require changes to 
the documentation, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the May 16, 2013 Board 
meeting. 
 

• The Draft 2008 Ozone Conformity Analysis contains the documentation to support a 
finding that the 2013 FTIP and 2011 RTP, as amended, meet the air quality conformity 
requirements for carbon monoxide, ozone and particulate matter. 
 

• The RTP is a long-term strategy to meet Kern County’s transportation needs out to the 
year 2035. The 2011 RTP Amendment #4 includes updates to the Thomas Roads 
Improvement Program. Revisions do not require an EIR addendum because they do not 
impact conformity analysis years. 

 
• The 2013 FTIP is a listing of capital improvement and operational expenditures using 

federal and state monies for transportation projects in Kern County during the next four 
years. Draft 2013 FTIP Amendment #4 contains project phases and/or projects not 
included in the 2013 FTIP. Draft Amendment #4 includes updates to the Thomas Roads 
Improvement Program. 

 



 
 
 
 
Page 2 / Final Amendments 
 
 
The next step in the process is to request approval by the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee as noted in the schedule below: 
 

Date  Event 
  
March 25, 2013 Start 30-day review period 
 
April 3, 2013 Draft presented to Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) 
 
April 18, 2013 Draft presented to Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) with public 

hearing 
 

April 23, 2013 End of 30-day public review period 
 

May 1, 2013 Comments and Responses presented to TTAC, with request for recommended 
approval of Final documents  

 
May 16, 2013 Request adoption of Final documents from TPPC 
 
May 24, 2013 Submit Final documents to state and federal agencies for approval 
 
July 2013 Anticipated federal approval of Conformity, near-term and long-term documents 
 

 
CDs of the amendment documents were mailed to Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee in March. Hard copies of the amendment documents will be made available upon 
request. The documents are available on the Kern COG website at www.kerncog.org  
 
The final draft amendment documents are scheduled for consideration and adoption at the May 
16, 2013 Kern COG Board meeting. Kern Council of Governments staff recommends approval 
of this amendment.   
 
 
Enclosure:  “Summary of Comments and Responses” 
   
 
ACTION:   
 
Recommend approval of the Conformity Analysis, 2011 Regional Transportation Plan 
Amendment # 4, and 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment # 4 to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 



Summary of Comments and Responses 
 

 
 
As part of the development of the TIP, stakeholders, technical staff, and the general public were given the 
opportunity to comment. The public review period was held March 25, 2013 to April 23, 2013. 
 
 
2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment No. 4 
 
Dennis Fox – 4/18/13 public hearing 
Mr. Fox asked about traffic signal light coordination in the City of Bakersfield.   
 
Response:  
1. Kern COG continues to partner with the City of Bakersfield’s signal coordination projects as part of 
the Congestion Mitigation Air Quality program. 
   
 
Conformity Analysis 
 
Marvin Dean – 4/18/13 public hearing 
Mr. Dean spoke in support of the Conformity Analysis.  
 
Response:  
1. Thank you for your comment. 



 

 
                 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                        WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              JUNE 5, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                         10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, May 1, 2013 
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

• Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of May 1, 2013  
                 
V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 

CLAIM – CITY OF WASCO FOR $176,706 (Snoddy)  
 

Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
Wasco for $176,706 
 
Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Wasco and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – (NOR) NORTH OF THE RIVER RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT FOR $930,404 
(Snoddy) 

 
Comment: FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the North of the 
River Recreation and Park District for $930,404. 
  
Action: FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the North of the River Recreation and Park 
District and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
 

VII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY RIDGECREST for $575,000 (Snoddy)  

  
Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
Ridgecrest for $575,000 
 
Action:  Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Ridgecrest and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 



 

 
 

  
 
 
 
VIII. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT (Pacheco) 

 
Comment: Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project 
implementation issues and to develop solutions. 
 
Action:   Information 

 
IX. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
X. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday July 3, 2013 (possibly dark).  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              May 1, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairman Woods called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

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

STAFF:     Peter Smith  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Jeremy Bowman Helt Engineering  
     Noemi Zamudio  City of Delano 
     Marvin Williams  City of Delano  
          
    
         

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

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

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of April 3, 2013, there was a motion by Mr. 
Bevin’s to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. McNamara seconded the 
motion.  
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IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of April 3, 2013 was 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $153,446 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented fiscal year 2011-12 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Public Transit 
claim for the City of McFarland for $153,446.   
 
The action requested is to review FY 2011-12 TDA claim for the City of McFarland and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF ARVIN FOR $497,671   
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Arvin for $497,671. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Arvin and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  

  
VII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 

CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $86,318 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the 
City of McFarland for $86,318. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of McFarland 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
  

VIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM –  GOLDEN EMPIRE TRANSIT DISTRICT FOR $21,002,369    
 
Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
Golden Empire Transit District for $21,002,369 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for Golden Empire Transit 
District and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
McNamara seconded the motion.  

IX. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF RIDGECREST FOR $374,772   

Mr. Snoddy presented review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Ridgecrest and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Ridgecrest 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
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seconded the motion.  

X. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF BAKERSFIELD FOR $247,037  

Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the 
City of Bakersfield for $247,037. 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Bakersfield 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Neath 
seconded the motion.  

XI. FISCAL YEAR 2011-12 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $946,802   

Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2011-12 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for 
the City of McFarland for $946,802. 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
McFarland and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Clausen made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.  

XII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF ARVIN FOR $415,035 

Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for 
the City of Arvin for $415,035. 

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Road claim for the city of Arvin 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

XIII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF MCFARLAND FOR $785,901 

Mr. Snoddy presented FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for 
the City of McFarland for $785,901.  

The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Road claim for the City of 
McFarland and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Clausen made a motion to recommend approval.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

XIV. CALL FOR PROJECTS:  TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ARTICLE 3 PROGRAM 

Mr. Smith stated that The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity of the state-
designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency, administers funding for the Transportation 
Development Act Article 3 Program (Article 3).   

Mr. Smith advised that there is approximately $707,704 available for distribution during this cycle.  
He went on to note that applications are due by July 1, 2013.    

XV. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

Mr. Stramaglia stated that the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) 
is a 6-year Program for Projects of Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC).  Kern Council of Governments is expected to 
submit its regionally approved project requests to the CTC by December 2013 as required by law. 
He requested that TTAC members review the current STIP Guidelines as well as Chapter 3 of the 
currently updated Project Selection Process updates. Mr. Stramaglia pointed out the various 
elements of the state report including the overview of the current process timeline, history of 
projects that have advanced and those that have been delayed. He also explained how specific 
elements of Kern’s policy were conducive to leveraging revenue and staying on track to deliver 
projects that often require many years to complete. Mr. Stramaglia answered several questions 
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from Committee members.  

This item was for information. 

 

XVI. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT 

Ms. Pacheco stated that the highlights for the April 16th meeting include: 

1. The Regional Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program call 
for projects timelines were discussed. Update: Timelines were approved by the Kern COG Board 
of Directors April 18, 2013. Programming is available for fiscal years14/15 and 15/16. Workshops 
will be held May 14 and June 11 from 10am to noon. Applications are due by 4:00 pm on 
September 4, 2013. 
 

2. A presentation was given regarding the redesigned CommuteKern website available at 
www.CommuteKern.org  
 

3. April 16, 2013 Score Card – 3% of projects have approved funding authorization; 82% is awaiting 
funding authorization; 15% was not submitted for funding authorization.  
 

4. Caltrans has announced the Highway Safety Improvement Program call for projects. Applications 
are due July 26, 2013 to Caltrans. 

 
This item is for information only. 
 

XVII. INACTIVE PROJECTS POLICY UPDATE 

Ms. Pacheco reported at the March 6, 2013 TTAC meeting that the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) has a new policy regarding inactive projects.  In response, Caltrans Office 
of Local Assistance has developed a new process to manage inactive obligations. 

This item is for information only 

XVIII. 2008 OZONE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION  PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 

Ms. Pacheco stated that the amendment documents were available for public review March 25, 
2013 to April 23, 2013 and included a public hearing on April 18, 2013. Comments were received 
during the public hearing. Public comments received do not require changes to the 
documentation, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the May 16, 2013 Board meeting. 

The action requested is that the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee recommend 
approval of the Conformity Analysis, 2011 Regional Transportation Plan Amendment # 4, and 
2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment # 4 to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
 
Mr. McNamara made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.  
 

XIX. PROGRAM (FTIP)   

 
XX. MEMBER ITEMS  

 
XXI. ADJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled meeting of the TTAC will be June 5, 2013.  With no further business, the 
meeting adjourned at approximately 11:05 a.m.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

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

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Richelle Carino  City of Delano (arrived 1:50) 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mike Waiczis  City of Taft (arrived 1:40) 

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

 
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ted James  Consultant 
     Dave Dmohowski Quad Knopf 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks 
     Heather Dumais American Lung Association 
     Leslie Kimura Szeto Air Resources Board 
     Nesamani Kalemdigar Air Resources Board 
     Jonathan Taylor  Air Resources Board 
     Cal Rossi  Southern California Edison 
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     David Bergram  (phone) 
 
 

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

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

Committee Member Poire made a motion to approve the April 3, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee Member Clausen, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Project Team) 
 

Ms. Urata gave an update on the progress of the Energy Action Plan adoption schedule.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. REGIONAL TRANSORTATION PLAN DRAFT CHAPTER 4 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 
STRATEGY (Napier) 

 
Ms. Napier informed the Committee that Consultant, Ted James, sent a letter on March 20 
requesting a change in the Core Values language of the SB 375 Frameworks used in the 
Preliminary RTP/SCS Chapter.  The SB 375 Framework Core Value in question states:  “Kern 
County shall continue to discuss cooperation and coordination with the seven (7) other counties 
located in the Central San Joaquin Valley to develop a regional sustainable community Strategy 
that recognizes the both shared and unique characteristics of each of the eight j(8) counties”. 
 
After discussion, Committee Member Clausen made a motion to bring this item back to the June 
meeting with information on what the status is of the eight COGs to the north, the intent of this 
language, and the suggested language of Mr. James; seconded by Committee Member Poire, 
carried unanimously. 
 

VI. REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) PROJECT TIMELINE (Invina)  
 
Ms. Invina informed the Committee that to assist local jurisdictions in their fifth cycle housing 
element update, Kern COG prepared a Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report.  The 
report is a compilation of housing and demographic information that local jurisdictions can use for 
their housing element update.  Staff requested that comments on the Draft 2013 Regional 
Housing Data Report be submitted to Ms. Invina by June 5, 2013.   

 
VII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball)  

 
Mr. Ball explained to the Committee that the federally required Environmental Justice analysis is 
being updated based on input from the 2014 Regional transportation Plan outreach process.  The 
Environmental and Social Equity Stakeholder Group was presented with two methodologies.  The 
first methodology was virtually identical to the original method approve in 2002.  The second 
methodology was created by a group at the University of California Davis.  The Environmental 
and Social Equity Group requested that the UC Davis methodology be used.    
 
After discussion, Committee Member Clausen made a motion to bring this item back at the next 
meeting with an analysis of what the changes would be if the UC Davis methodology is used 
versus the methodology Kern COG used in the past; seconded by Committee Member Poire, 
carried unanimously. 

 
VIII. PRELIMINARY 2013 TRANSPORTATION MODEL IMPROVEMENTS (Ball)   

Mr. Ball informed the Committee that transportation model accuracy can be measured by how 
well a model replicates observed traffic counts based on a host of model algorithms and input 
data including demographics, land use, surveyed household travel characteristics, etc.  The new 
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Model Improvement Program (MIP) delivered in September 2012 is designed to more accurately 
measure alternative modes of travel such as transit, bike and walk.  DKS Consulting has been 
retained to improve the MIP validation with the latest available observed data for trip distribution, 
gateway inputs, trip generation, mode share, auto ownership, and truck model inputs.  Mr. Ball 
explained that model adjustments still underway are showing measureable improvements in 
accuracy. 
 
This was an information item. 

 
IX. LETTER REQUESTING THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION NOT REQUIRE 

THE TEHACHAPI RENEWABLE TRANSMISSION PROJECT TO BE ROUTED 
UNDERGROUND IN THE CHINO HILLS AREA (Napier)  

 
Ms. Napier explained that Southern California Edison requested that Kern Council of 
Governments send a letter to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requesting that 
the CPUC not require the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project (TRTP) to be routed 
underground in the Chino Hills area. 
 
Mr. Rossi of Southern California Edison provided the Committee background information.  
Committee Member Rowe made a motion to recommend to the kern COG Board that they 
approve sending a letter in opposition to the request of the City of Chino Hills to underground the 
TRTP in the Chino Hills area; seconded by Committee Member Poire, carried unanimously. 
 

X. PRESENTATION BY HEATHER DUMAIS OF THE AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION 
 
Ms. Dumais made a presentation to the Committee. 
 

XI. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
The minutes of the April 3, 2013 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee were provided to 
the Committee. 
 

XII. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

There were none.   
 

XIII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
There were none.   
 

XIV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Committee Member Clausen made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Committee Member 
Mobley, with all in favor.  The meeting adjourned at 3:03 p.m. 
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June 5, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: V 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
CITY OF WASCO FOR $176,706 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Wasco for $176,706 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Wasco 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Wasco                $30,638  $146,068  $176,706 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. The Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee recommends approval.  Staff recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Wasco and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
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June 5, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VI 

FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
(NOR) NORTH OF THE RIVER RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT FOR $930,404 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the North of the River Recreation and Park District 
for $930,404. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the North of the River Recreation and Park District 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
NOR                 $930,404   - 0-   $930,404 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. The Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee recommends approval.  Staff recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the North of the River Recreation and Park District and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
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June 5, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VII 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY RIDGECREST for $575,000 

     
 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of Ridgecrest for $575,000 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Ridgecrest. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Ridgecrest               $575,00   $0               $575,000 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) the maximum funding level does not exceed 
claimants’ deferred revenues, plus current year apportionments, less required public transit financing; 2) claimants have 
conducted a public hearing within its jurisdiction to receive testimony regarding unmet transit needs and have made an 
appropriate finding by resolution of its governing body; 3) project proposed for funding are in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and 4) claimants have not requested or received funds in excess of its current year expenditure.  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Ridgecrest and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
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June 5, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VIII 

PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT  
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project implementation issues and to develop 
solutions. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the January 3, 2007 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), the TTAC agreed to meet for monthly 
project status meetings. This meeting brings to the forefront project delivery commitments in the current and future fiscal 
years of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).  The forum is ideal to discuss new requirements or 
announcements such as training opportunities or programming approvals.  Caltrans staff is invited to assist project 
managers and provide updates on specific requests.   
 
HIGHLIGHTS of May 21, 2013 meeting 

 
1. Agencies are reminded that in order to receive timely responses from Caltrans staff on project submittals, first 

agencies must submit adequate and complete packages. Agencies should call their respective Caltrans Local 
Assistance Engineer for status updates or to discuss issues. 
 

2. The TDA Article 3 call for projects applications are due July 15, 2013.  
 

3. The next Regional Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program call for 
projects workshop is June 11, from 10 AM to noon. Applications are due by 4:00 PM on September 4, 2013.  
 

4. May 21, 2013 Score Card – 4% of projects have approved funding authorization; 93% is awaiting funding 
authorization; 3% was not submitted for funding authorization.  

 
Enclosure:  May 21, 2013 Project Accountability Team meeting notes 

      May 21, 2013 Score Card for fiscal year 12/13 
      May 21, 2013 FY 12/13 project list  
      May 21, 2013 TDA Article 3 project list 
           

ACTION:  Information. 
 



 
Project Accountability Team Meeting 

 
Tuesday, May 21, 2013 

Meeting held at Kern Council of Governments  
 

Attendees: 
Navdip Grewal, Bakersfield 
John Ussery, Bakersfield 
Todd Wood, Kern County 
Dennis McNamara, McFarland 
Michael James, Shafter 

Ryan Montgomery, Tehachapi 
Bob Wren, Wasco 
Raquel Pacheco, Kern COG 
Susanne Campbell, Kern COG 
Peter Smith, Kern COG 

 
DRAFT Notes 

 
1. Introductions confirmed attendees. 
 
2. Review Notes – April 16th meeting notes were distributed and no changes requested. 

 
3. Caltrans Response Times – Ms. Pacheco provided the feedback from Caltrans Office of Local 

Assistance (District 6 and 9) regarding A. Preliminary Environmental Study (PES Form); B. 
Request for Authorization (RFA); and C. Invoices. The Caltrans Local Assistance Engineers 
encouraged agencies that had concerns to please call them directly to discuss specific project 
issues or status updates. 

 
A. The Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual suggests that projects can get 
Categorical Exclusion (CE) approvals processed in one month. In reality, projects have been 
taking several months to years to get processed. The reason: PES Form is submitted 
inadequately and requires several iterations to be complete. In addition, even a simple CE still 
requires a memo to file from Caltrans specialists indicating that there is no impact and no further 
technical studies are required. A copy of the “PES Form and CE Process Flowchart” was 
provided. Lastly, agencies need to be more involved with consultant oversight. 
 
B. RFAs are submitted incomplete and inadequately. Examples include: documents are 
missing, programming in the FTIP is incorrect, no environmental document. District 9 says 
complete RFAs are sent in about a week to Caltrans headquarters.  

 
C. With the new Caltrans Inactive Project Management Policy, it has become more important to 
get invoices paid as soon as possible. Caltrans provided a link to the California Prompt Payment 
Act http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/pd/smallbus/PromptPaymentAct.pdf that includes 
frequently asked questions about invoice payments. Caltrans feedback was that agencies need 
to contact their Local Assistance Engineer if they see incorrect information on the inactive listing 
report as soon as possible to avoid losing funding. Please review the inactive listing that is 
updated weekly at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/Inactiveprojects.htm 

 
D. A new request was made to suggest to Caltrans the need for review of Caltrans Local 
Assistance Procedure Manual forms. The forms are outdated and difficult to edit. 

 
4. Roundtable presentations – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new 

information was available for 2012-2013 projects.  
             

a. May 1st Statewide Obligational Authority Pool – Caltrans has opened the pool of funding 
statewide. The Kern regions’ obligational authority is now available to other regions that are ready 
to deliver projects. Agencies are encouraged to check on the status of their respective projects to 
avoid loss of funding. 



   

Page 2 / May notes 
 
 
Bakersfield KER120507 and KER120508 (signalization and traffic cameras) 
The construction request for authorization was submitted. 
 
Bakersfield KER120509 (signal modification/left turn lane) 
The construction request for authorization was approved. 
 
California City KER120403 (Hacienda Blvd road work) 
The preliminary engineering request for authorization was approved. 
 
California City KER110601 (Hacienda Blvd intersection improvements) 
The construction request for authorization was approved. 
 
Kern County KER120510 (intersection signalization) 
The construction request for authorization was submitted. 

 
Kern County KER120516, KER120517, KER120518 (street and shoulder paving) 
The request for authorization will be submitted by the end of May. 
 
Tehachapi KER120410 (Center St road work) 
The preliminary engineering request for authorization was approved. 
 

5.  TDA Article 3 – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new information was 
available for the project list. 

 
Wasco pedestrian improvements 
Project is under construction. 

 
6.   Announcements –  

a. TDA Article 3 call for projects – due July 15th 
b. HSIP call for projects – due July 26th to Caltrans   
c. RSTP and CMAQ call for projects – Next Workshop is June 11th from 10 AM to noon; 

applications due by 4 PM on September 4th 
 
7.  Conclude Meeting / Next meeting – June 18, 2013 at Kern COG 



 
 

May 21, 2013 
 

 
TO:  TTAC Members and Project Managers 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, Regional Planner III 
 
RE:  Monthly Project Delivery Score Card 
 
 

Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
 

FY 2012-13
No. of

Projects
Preliminary

Engineering Construction
% of 

funding
RSTP 16 $19,441 $9,200,236
CMAQ 24 $109,944 $9,610,056
TE 2 $0 $470,326
Transit 0 $0 $0
Totals 42 $129,385 $19,280,618 100%

1.  Not 
    Submitted

No. of
Projects

Preliminary
Engineering Construction

% of 
funding

RSTP 0.5 $0 $297,064
CMAQ 1 $34,926 $0
TE 1 $0 $249,000
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 2.5 $34,926 $546,064 3%

2.  Submitted
No. of

Projects
Preliminary

Engineering Construction
% of 

funding
RSTP 11 $0 $8,714,410
CMAQ 19 $68,821 $8,967,073
TE 1 $0 $221,326
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 31 $68,821 $17,902,809 93%

3.  State/Federal
    Approvals

No. of
Projects

Preliminary
Engineering Construction

% of 
funding

RSTP 4.5 $19,441 $188,762
CMAQ 4 $6,197 $642,983
TE 0 $0 $0
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 8.5 $25,638 $831,745 4%

       Federal/State $ in FY 12/13
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Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Arvin KER120401 STPL-5370(029)
IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Campus Dr]

$0 $58,872 $66,500
Jan 2013 3

Bakersfield KER120402

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Panama Ln, Beale 
Ave, Martin Luther King Jr Blvd]

$0 $3,965,056 $4,478,772
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120506
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [SR58 at Oswell, Stine Rd]

$0 $406,352 $459,000
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120507
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [Downtown Bakersfield, Hageman]

$0 $539,580 $609,500
May 2013 2, A

Bakersfield KER120508
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICES [Ming Ave]

$0 $401,926 $454,000
May 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120509
IN BAKERSFIELD: SOUTH H ST AT WHITE LN; SIGNAL 
MODIFICATION AND NEW LEFT TURN LANE

$6,197 $148,730 $175,000
March 2013 3, A

Bakersfield KER120512
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR BICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES [various]

$0 $84,100 $95,000
Jan 2013 2

Cal. City KER120403
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Hacienda Blvd]

$0 $35,277 $39,848
March 2013 3

Cal. City KER120513
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: CALIFORNIA CITY BLVD (SOUTH) AT YALE 
AVE; CONSTRUCT COLLEGE STATION PARK-AND-RIDE

$34,926 $0 $39,452
June 2013 A

Delano KER120514
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Albany St and Hiett Ave]

$0 $26,558 $30,000
April 2013 2

Delano KER120404
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Albany Ave]

$0 $590,620 $667,144
April 2013

2

GET KER120503
PURCHASE TWO REPLACEMENT CNG OVER THE ROAD 
COACHES

$0 $1,018,095 $1,150,000
March 2013 2

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

KCOG KER120412 STPL-6087(041) IN KERN COUNTY:  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM $0 $79,677 $90,000 Mar 2013 3
KCOG KER120501 IN KERN COUNTY:  RIDESHARE PROGRAM $0 $167,321 $189,000 Mar 2013 3

Kern Co. KER120405

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Elk Hills Rd, Norris 
Rd, Knudsen Dr]

$0 $3,251,000 $3,672,203
April 2013 2

Kern Co. KER120505 PURCHASE FOUR REPLACEMENT CNG BUSES $0 $1,432,171 $1,617,724 March 2013 2

Kern Co. KER101009
IN TAFT: ON ASHER AVENUE FROM 4TH STREET TO TAFT RAILS 
TO TRAILS; SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $221,326 $250,000
April 2013 2A

Kern Co. KER120510 CML-5950(355)
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [ Harris Rd at Akers, Norris at Coffee]

$0 $526,500 $595,000
May 2013 3,2

Kern Co. KER120516
IN ROSAMOND: SWEETSER RD FROM 65TH ST WEST TO 60TH 
ST WEST; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 2

Kern Co. KER120517
IN ROSAMOND: 60TH ST WEST FROM SWEETSER RD TO 
FAVORITO AVE; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 2

Kern Co. KER120518 CML-5950(344)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Bear Valley Rd, Cummings Valley Rd, 
Highline Rd]

$0 $672,343 $833,569
May 2013 3,2

McFarland KER120406 STPL-5343(005)

IN MCFARLAND: W KERN AVE FROM WEST OF FRONTAGE RD 
TO EAST OF 2ND ST; PEDESTRIAN / LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS

$19,441 $0 $21,960
Oct 2012 3

Ridgecrest KER120407
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [S. China Lake Blvd]

$0 $55,991 $63,246
Feb 2013 2

Ridgecrest KER120519
IN RIDGECRST: SOUTH SUNLAND DR FROM UPJOHN AVE TO 
BOWMAN RD; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$68,821 $0 $77,738
Jan 2013 2

Shafter KER120408

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [West Los Angeles 
Ave]

$0 $187,000 $287,000
Feb 2013 2

Shafter KER120521 IN SHAFTER: INTERMODAL RAIL FACILITY EXPANSION $0 $3,286,380 $3,712,166 Feb 2013 2

Shafter KER120522
IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Lerdo Hwy]

$0 $500,000 $564,781
April 2013 2

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Taft KER101005
IN TAFT: ON HILLARD STREET FROM "A" STREET TO RAILS TO 
TRAILS; CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $249,000 $280,000
Aug 2013 1

Taft KER120409
IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Center St]

$0 $25,251 $28,523
Feb 2013 2

Tehachapi KER120410
IN TEHACHAPI: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Tehachapi Blvd]

$0 $312,000 $352,423
June 2013 3,1

Wasco KER120411
IN WASCO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Poso Dr]

$0 $639,492 $722,345
Feb 2013 2

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
Wasco]

HSIPL-5109(147) Bakersfield: Benton St $0 $36,090 $40,100 3
HSIPL-5287(025) Wasco: 7th St $0 $193,838 $215,375 3,3

Various KER100601 HSIPL-5287(029)
GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). Wasco: Palm Ave

$0 $166,404 $213,348
PE-done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
California City, Kern County, Ridgecrest, Shafter]

HSIPL-5109(185) Bakersfield: Various countdown heads $0 $113,400 $126,000 done 3
HSIPL-5399(017) California City: Redwood Blvd/Hacienda Blvd $0 $335,031 $370,170 done 3, 3
HSIPL-5950(343) Kern County: Mount Vernon Ave $0 $191,000 $213,000 done 3
HSIPL-5385(042) Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave $0 $330,400 $361,980 PE - done 3,2
HSIPL-5281(014) Shafter: Lerdo Hwy $0 $900,000 $1,260,800 done 3

Bakersfield: 20 pedestrian countdown heads $0 $116,000 $129,000 1
Kern County: Patton Way $0 $144,000 $180,000 1
Kern County: Roberts Ln/Oildale Dr $0 $109,000 $139,000 1

NOTES

Various KER060608

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER110601
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FY 12/13
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Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd $0 $396,000 $440,000 1
Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave $0 $263,700 $293,000 1
Ridgecrest: 7 intersections upgrade traffic signals $0 $383,400 $426,000 1
Ridgecrest: 12 intersections install signs $0 $475,200 $528,000 1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [McFarland, Wasco]

SRTSL-5343(003) McFarland: Perkins Ave, Browning Ave $0 $272,750 $272,750 done 3,3
SRTSL-5287(027) Wasco: Filburn/Griffith Ave and Fifth/Broadway St $0 $234,533 $234,533 PE - done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS -SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [Delano, Kern 
County, Ridgecrest, Taft Wasco]
Delano: Various locations SRTS3-06-001 $0 $393,600 $393,600 April 2013 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3-06-007 $0 $263,000 $263,000 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3-06-008 $0 $213,000 $213,000 1

SRTSL-5385(045) Ridgecrest: Various locations SRTS3-09-002 $0 $583,400 $583,400 PE - done 3,1
Taft: Various locations SRTS3-06-011 $0 $457,400 $457,400 1

SRTSL-5287(034) Wasco: SRTS Plan SRTS3-06-015 $0 $165,000 $165,000 done 3
SRTSL-5287(035) Wasco: 4th/Birch & 4th/Griffith SRTS3-06-016 $0 $359,100 $359,100 PE - done 3, 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER080602

Various KER110602

Various 
continued

KER110601 
continued



Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Arvin 9/20/2007 MO#07-03 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 1 $141,958 3 Completed Billing Paid
Arvin 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 2 $28,436 3 Completed Billing Paid

Bakersfield 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Bike Bakersfield Safety Program $42,000 2 On-going
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on White Lane from Union to South "H" Street $34,300 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Hughes Land from White Lane to Wilson $36,600 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Monitor from Hoskings to East Pacheco $67,100 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Columbus from River to Haley (I of II $26,892 1 Advertise May 2013, start construction Summer 2013
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Brundage from Oleander to "H" (I of II) $20,733 1 Advertise May 2013, start construction Summer 2013

California City 9/20/07 MO#07-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
California City 10/15/09 MO#09-01 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (I of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (II of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 2 $175,000 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013

Delano  (No Projects)

Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Calloway Drive Pedestrian Project $44,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Lake Isabella Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 1 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 1 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Lake Isabell Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 2 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 2 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 1 $130,000 3 Completed: Billed $130,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 1 $78,941 3 Completed:  Billed 78,941 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 2 $80,000 3 Completed:  Billed 80,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 2 $91,059 3 Completed:  Billed  $91,059 on June 4, 2010
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Woodford-Tehachapi Road Bikepath and Gold. Hills Stripe $140,000 2 Construction anticipated in Spring 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Eastside Route 184 Pedestrian Path $175,000 3 Completed, Billed $175,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (I of II) $135,000 2 In Design
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (I of III) $87,000 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Niles from Virgina to Oswell (I of III $51,862 1
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (II of II) $135,000 2
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (II of III) $87,000 2

Maricopa 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

McFarland 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (I of III) $14,825 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11, 2013 Total Price $179,939.95
McFarland 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (II of III) $100,311 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11, 2013 Total Price $179,939.95
McFarland 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (III of III) $100,311 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11, 2013 Total Price $179,939.95

De-obligation from Various Sidwalks ($35.507.05)

Ridgecrest 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Drummond/Norma/Ward Ave Sidewalks $159,448 3 Completed
Ridgecrest 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bowman Road Bikepath Rest Area $140,481 3 Completed  Billing of $125,531.50 in process
Ridgecrest 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bowman Road Bikepath on Richmond (I of II) $106,275 2 Project going to design

Shafter 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (I of III) $25,617 1 Awaiting funding phasing
Shafter 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (II of III) $79,264 1 Awaiting funding phasing



Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Taft 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (I of III) $85,190 2 In Design Billed $41,493.63 on May 31, 2012
Taft 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (II of III) $139,716 2 In Design
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Rack at Oil Monument $1,000 3 Completed
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (III of III) $139,716 2 In Design

Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Bike Rack at Manzanita Park $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Davis Street Sidewalk $55,000 2 In Design
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Master Plan Implementation Phase I $160,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 1

Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks near T. Jefferson MS $40,579 3 Completed  Billed $40,579 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process 
Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks on 9th Place $30,752 3 Completed  Billed $30,752 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process
Wasco 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Pedestrian Improvements on 7th Street $29,262 2 under construction
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

Current as of May 21, 2013



 

 
                 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                        WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              JULY 3, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                         10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

   
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, June 5, 2013 
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

 Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of June 5, 2013  
                 
V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 

CLAIM – CITY OF MARICOPA FOR $41,650 (Snoddy)  
 

Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
Maricopa for $41,650 
 
Action: Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Maricopa and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY MARICOPA for $25,035 (Snoddy) 

 
Comment: FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
Maricopa for $25,035 
 
Action: Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Maricopa and 

recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 

VII. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) AND CONGESTION 
MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) PROGRAM CALL FOR PROJECTS UPDATE (Pacheco)  

  
Comment: A “Question and Answer Report” has been prepared to assist in the preparation of 
RSTP and CMAQ applications that are due to Kern COG by 4:00 PM on September 4, 2013. 
 
Action:  Information  
  
 

 



 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia) 
 
Comment: The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 6-year 
Program for Projects of Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC).  The maximum County Share estimate of new programming 
indicated for Kern is $39.433 million for programming years 17-18 through 19-20. This Draft 2014 
Fund Estimate is subject to revision.  
 
Action:   Information 

 
IX. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 

ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE (Ball) 
 
 Comment:  The adoption date for the 2014 RTP and RHNA is scheduled for March 2014.  
 
 Action:  Information  
 
X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
XI. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday July 31, 2013 (possibly dark).  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              June 5, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Vice Chairman Neath called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was 
provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Loren Culp  City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield   
Bob Wren   City of Wasco  
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

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

OTHER:    Will Winn  KTF 
     Paul Pineda  Caltrans  
      
          
    
         

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

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
A Public Comment was made by Will Winn.  Mr. Winn introduced himself as the Director of the 
Kern Transportation Foundation.   Mr. Winn stated that he wanted to bring to the attention of the 
committee a project application for a signal that installed at Meadow Vista Court and Panorama  
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Drive under CMAQ funding.   Mr. Winn expressed that this project was intended to mitigate 
congestion and air quality, however; he believed that it is adding to the congestion and poor air 
quality.   
Mr. Winn expressed that he would like the COG to be more through in its review of projects that 
come before the committee.   
 

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of May 1, 2013, there was a motion by Mr. 
Clausen to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  
 

IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of May 1, 2013 was 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF WASCO FOR $176,706 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented fiscal year 2012-13 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Public Transit 
claim for the City of Wasco for $176,706.   Mr. Snoddy noted that in the claim, the city of Wasco 
asked for $30,638 of LTF funds and $146,068 of STF funds.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA claim for the City of Wasco and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a motion to 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Neath seconded the 
motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – (NOR) NORTH OF THE RIVER RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT FOR $930,404 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the North of the River Recreation and park District for $930,404.    Mr. Snoddy noted that NOR is 
only eligible for Public Transit claims.  This is the annual claim for NOR.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the North of the River 
Recreation and Park District and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Wren made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen seconded the motion.  

  
VII. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 

ROADS CLAIM – CITY RIDGECREST for $575,000 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for 
the City of Ridgecrest for $575,000.   
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit claim for the City of Ridgecrest 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Clausen made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
  

VIII. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT  
Ms. Pacheco stated that agencies are reminded that in order to receive timely responses from 
Caltrans staff on project submittals, first agencies must submit adequate and complete packages. 
Agencies should call their respective Caltrans Local Assistance Engineer for status updates or to 
discuss issues. As a region, there is 93% of project funding awaiting approval. 

This item is for information only. 
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IX. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

Mr. Snoddy stated that there are remaining funds in the 99313 account from the 2007-2011.  The 
funds were created by project changes to individual projects throughout Kern County.   The total 
amount in the account is $334,994.  Mr. Snoddy stated that the money needs to be reprogramed 
into the PTMIESA projects.   
Mr. Snoddy advised that the PTMIESA applications need to be submitted to Mr. Snoddy and 
Caltrans no later than June 21, 2013.    
 
Vice Chairman Neath stated that Mr. Stramaglia had sent an email to the committee that stated 
Caltrans is requesting comments on State Route 46 Transportation Concept Report.  Vice 
Chairman Neath advised that if any committee member did not receive it, to please contact Mr.  
Stramaglia for copy of the email.  

 
X. ADJOURNMENT  

 
With no further business, the TTAC meeting was adjourned at 10:18 a.m.  The next scheduled 
meeting will be Wednesday, July 3, 2013.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1 
 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              June 5, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Clausen called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Michael Bevin's  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano (phone) 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Jeff Sorensen  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Karen King  GET 
     Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 

 
STAFF:       
     Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ella Wise  (phone) 
     Amanda Eaken  NRDC (phone) 
     Carrie Turner  Sierra Business Council (phone) 
     David Berggren  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks  
     Martha Contreras California Walks 
     Heather Dumais American Lung Association 
     William Gollnick  Tejon Indian Tribe 

       
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments. 
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday May 1, 2013. 
 
Committee Member Clausen made a motion to approve the May 1, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee King, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS PROGRAM MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING AMENDMENT (Urata) 

 
Ms. Urata discussed contract with Southern California Edison (SCE) to conduct a local 
government operations protocol inventory for the years 2005 and 2010.  A projection of energy 
use in the year 2020 was made for each city serviced by SCE.  The cities prioritized selection 
criteria and used a strategy selection tool to develop a customized Energy Action Plan.  This 
contract was set to expire November 30, 2012, but the California Public Utilities Commission 
granted an extension to the funding agreements to December 31, 2014; therefore, an amendment 
to the agreement with each of the participating cities will be completed. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. REVISED SCHEDULE – 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (Napier) 
  
Ms. Napier advised the Committee that the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency 
Directors Committee met with Janill Richards, Supervising Deputy Attorney General for the 
Environmental Section of the California Department of Justice to discuss the adoption timeline for 
the 2014 RTPs.  Ms. Richards advised the Directors Committee that the Attorney General’s Office 
would rather have quality RTPs from the eight COGs than to rush adoption because of an 
arbitrarily set date of October 2013.  The Attorney General’s Office agreed to an extension for 
adoption of the 2014 RTPs to March 2014. 
 
This was an information item.  
 

VI. REVISED SCHEDULE – 2014 REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) (Invina) 
 
Ms. Invina advised the Committee that due to the extension of time for the 2014 RTP, the RHNA 
schedule has been updated to be coordinated with the revised 2014 RTP adoption date from 
October 2013 to March 2014.  
 
This was an information item.  

 
VII. SCENARIO PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND INDICATORS UPDATE (Hightower) 

 
Mr. Hightower presented information to the Committee on the development of RTP scenario 
performance measures and indicators.  There was discussion of Health based indicators which 
are outputs from the model.  The Committee requested that the health indicators be marked as 
outputs so that there is no confusion. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATE  
 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting of May 1, 2013 
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IX. INFORMATION/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

Ms. Napier advised the Committee that Kern COG is in the process of updating its General Plan 
information. 
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Ms. Poire brought up two items that were requested to be brought back to the Committee at this 
meeting.  Ms. Napier explained to the Committee that Ms. Poire had been party to an email 
discussion between Mr. James and Ms. Napier on one of the items and that Mr. James agreed 
that bringing the item back in July was appropriate, and that Ms. Poire was already aware of this.  
The second item was Mr. Ball’s item and he is on vacation this week; therefore, the item was 
postponed to July when Mr. Ball can be in attendance. 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 2:21 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday July 3, 2013, at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
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July 3, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III      
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: V 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
CITY OF MARICOPA FOR $41,650 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Maricopa for $41,650 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Maricopa 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Maricopa                -0-               $41,650  $41,650 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria.  Staff recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Maricopa and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
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July 3, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VI 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY MARICOPA for $25,035 

     
 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of Maricopa for $25,035 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Maricopa. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Maricopa            $25,035   $0               $25,035 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) the maximum funding level does not exceed 
claimants’ deferred revenues, plus current year apportionments, less required public transit financing; 2) claimants have 
conducted a public hearing within its jurisdiction to receive testimony regarding unmet transit needs and have made an 
appropriate finding by resolution of its governing body; 3) project proposed for funding are in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and 4) claimants have not requested or received funds in excess of its current year expenditure.  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Maricopa and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 
 



 
 
 

 
 

July 3, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VII 

REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) AND CONGESTION 
MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) PROGRAM CALL FOR PROJECTS UPDATE 

 
DESCRIPTION:    
 
A “Question and Answer Report” has been prepared to assist in the preparation of RSTP and CMAQ 
applications that are due to Kern COG by 4:00 PM on September 4, 2013. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On April 18, 2013, the Kern Council of Governments’ (Kern COG) Board of Directors approved a 
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) and a Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) 
Program call for projects for programming years 14/15 and 15/16. Application packages were made 
available April 29, 2013 and two workshops were held on May 14, 2013 and June 11, 2013. At the 
workshops, attendees requested that Kern COG staff prepare a “Question and Answer Report” to be 
made available to member agency staff as they prepare applications. 
 
 
Enclosure: CMAQ and RSTP Call for Projects Questions & Answers Report 

     
       

ACTION:  Information 
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CMAQ and RSTP Call for Projects 

Questions & Answers Report 
6/21/13 

Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) and Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 

 

Q1.  What revenues are you referring too? Is it monies set up by the Federal Government?  

A. The California Department of Transportation provides revenue estimates for CMAQ and RSTP.    

Kern COG uses past and current year’s estimates to define the fund estimate for this call for 

projects.  

Q2. What are the “expenditures” as shown in the Federal Transportation Improvement Program 

(FTIP)? 

A. Actual project programming in the FTIP constitutes “expenditures.” 

Q3.   Is Map 21 new funding or new regulations? 

A. MAP-21 is the federal surface transportation legislation bill named Moving Ahead for Progress in 

the 21st Century Act which authorizes transportation programs and associated funding. 

Q4. Can a meeting with Kern COG staff be set up to review draft application? What should we be 

submitting on the draft form?  How complete of an application is needed for Kern COG to 

review to the feasibility of a project? 

A. Yes, meetings with Kern COG staff are available but please allow for sufficient review time. The 

more information that is supplied, the better.  

Q5.  Are there preapproval expenses allowed? 

A. No.  You cannot bill for any expenses prior to federal authorization.  

Q6. Does each application have to have a separate individual resolution? 

A. If you would prefer to lump all your CMAQ projects into one resolution and lump all your RSTP 

projects into another resolution, that is fine.  

Q7. Can letters of support be included? 

A. Yes. 

Q8. What funding years are available? 

A. The programming is available for fiscal years 14/15 and 15/16. 
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Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) 

 

Q9. Is the link for the ARB site working? Are there other formulas that can be used? How do I 

calculate questions 8-14, do I guess or simply put N/A? 

A. The Air Resources Board (ARB) developed the cost effectiveness database tool that is being used 

as a standard for this cycle.   The only formulas accepted are on the ARB website.  The link for 

the ARB website has been updated to http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/eval/eval.html    

Projects are required to have an emissions reduction calculation.  If your project cannot be 

quantified, you need to provide a qualitative assessment. Do not guess; instead, provide support 

documentation of how your project will provide emissions reductions. You will not be eligible to 

receive points for the criteria listed in questions 8-14 without a calculation. Remember this is a 

Congestion and Air Quality funding program. 

Q10. Is the PM2.5 calculation on the website?  

A. While, ARB has not yet updated the labeling, ARB has updated the database tool. It is available 

at http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/eval/eval.html Instead of calculating PM 10 in the 

database, it is actually calculating PM 2.5.  At this time, when the report is printed from the 

database tool you manually write in that the results are for PM 2.5 and not PM 10. Since the 

database tool no longer has a value for PM 10, Kern COG staff is working with ARB staff to 

explain how to manually calculate for PM 10.  For PM 2.5, please use the updated rate tables 

that are separate from the tool and labeled on the ARB website as “Emission Factor Tables 

Updated May 2013” for use in the database tool.  As per ARB staff, do not use emission factor 

tables in the database tool which will eventually be deleted from the database tool. 

Q11. Is it a requirement to complete the evaluation for PM10 and PM2.5? 

A. It is not a requirement to have both a PM 10 and a PM 2.5 emissions reduction.  You will not be 

eligible to receive points for PM 10 or PM 2.5 without a calculation. 

Q12. For questions 16-25 if not applicable, is it ok to put N/A? 

A. N/A is acceptable.  However, you will not be eligible to receive points for the criteria listed with 

a N/A response.  

Q13. Is there a limit to the number of CMAQ projects that can be submitted? 

A. There is no limit.  

Q14. What about the “gray area” regions?  

A.  If you are reducing emissions in a region that is in close proximity, then you might be eligible.  It 

would be decided on a case by case basis.  
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Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) continued 

 

Q15. What is RACM/BACM?  How are RACM/BACM determined?  

A. RACM and BACM are Reasonably Available Control Measures and Best Available Control 

Measures. These were regional commitments to State Implementation Plans in response to 

Clean Air Act requirements. These were commitments made by Kern COG member agencies in 

2002 for RACM and in 2003 for BACM. Timely Implementation Tables, which report the status of 

these commitments, are available in the Kern COG Conformity Analysis. 

 Q16. What are the category target amounts? 

A. Category 1 is 20% ($3,888,000). Category 2 is 10% ($1,944,000). Category 3 is 10% ($1,944,000). 

Category 4 is 20% ($3,888,000). Category 5 is 40% ($7,776,000). Adjustments can be made, by 

Board action, should actual project submittals not conform to these targets values.  

Q17. Is 11.47% local match a requirement? 

A. 11.47 is the normal minimum local match required for member agencies. However, for projects 

considered under Category 2 (Partnership Program), it varies.  An example for cost differential 

of eligible projects: diesel utility vehicle costs $100,000 and CNG utility vehicle costs $150,000 so 

the agency would apply for purchase of CNG and CMAQ funding would be available up to 

$50,000. An example of bus purchase for 1988 or older bus: replacement bus for a bus that is 

from 1987. The agency can apply for purchase of CNG bus and CMAQ funding would be 

available up to 50% of cost. Category 3 (fueling stations) may be subject to increased local 

match requirements in order to allow for more projects.  

  



Page 4 of 4 
 

Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 

 

Q18.  Is it a set pot of money that is divided up among the agencies?    

A. This is not a subvention program and so Kern COG only uses fair-share “target” estimates. On 

April 18, 2013, the Kern COG Board approved the fund estimate for RSTP. However, actual 

programming amounts vary depending on applications submitted.  Example:  A city is listed with 

a target amount of $10,000 in FY 2014-15 and $10,000 in 2015-16.  If they want to combine the 

two years into one year, Kern COG would try to rearrange the programming so that that city 

receives all of the programming in one fiscal year.   



 
July 3, 2013 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VIII 

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 6-year Program for Projects of 
Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the California Transportation Commission 
(CTC).  The maximum County Share estimate of new programming indicated for Kern is $39.433 million 
for programming years 17-18 through 19-20. This Draft 2014 Fund Estimate is subject to revision.  
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
2014 Fund Estimate  
 
At the June 11, 2013 CTC meeting, the Draft 2014 Fund Estimate was presented to the Commissioners. 
The Commission staff report is attached for background information and includes a Kern region estimate 
that is subject to revision as budget assumptions could be modified prior to the Fund Estimate adoption in 
August. The Commission is also scheduled to adopt the 2014 STIP Guidelines at the August meeting. 
 
Upcoming Workshop  
 
Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) is scheduled to adopt a 2014 Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) by November 2013 based on the current CTC schedule. The first 
Kern COG 2014 RTIP Workshop is scheduled for Wednesday, July 24, 2013 at 9:30 AM in the Kern 
COG Board Room. The following discussion topics at the workshop will include: 
 

• The Draft 2014 Fund Estimate information;  
• The Draft 2014 STIP Guidelines update;  
• Kern COG project needs;  
• MOU partnerships in Eastern Kern; and  
• The Status of Kern COG’s 60/40 equity policy.   

 
Kern COG staff will begin the development of 2014 RTIP programming options for discussion and review 
at the August, and September Workshops. A final set of recommendations will be presented in October 
with approval by November 2013. 
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Background 
 
The information below presents a development overview and information baseline for the 2014 RTIP 
process. The CTC has begun the process to develop a statewide 2014 State Transportation Improvement 
Program (2014 STIP) for Projects of Regional Significance. Each regions submittal to the CTC is 
considered an “RTIP”. Once the submittals are aggregated and approved by the CTC, it becomes a 
“STIP”. Currently, Kern projects in the 2012 STIP include street and highway improvements on State 
Routes 14, 46, 58, 119 and two local streets in Ridgecrest and Tehachapi. More detailed information 
about each project is provided in Attachment A of this report. Project status is indicated below: 
 

STATUS OF PROJECTS OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE IN 2012 STIP 
 
 
 
 

RANK PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROGRAM PHASE FY STATUS  
 

Board / 13 West Ridgecrest Blvd. Recon. & Widen Construction 13-14 Ready  
Board / 61 Challenger Drive  Extension Construction 13-14 Ready  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 1 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 2 
Pre-Construction 15-17 In Progress  
Construction - - - Not Programmed  

Board / 60 SR 46 – Segment 4A Widening 
Pre-Construction 12-13 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Yet Started  

5 / Board SR 119 – Cherry Ave Passing Lanes 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Started  

Board SR 58 Centennial Corridor 
Pre-construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  

 
 
2014 RTIP TIMELINE 
 
For the month of May, KCOG staff will circulate a request to project managers to begin cost estimate 
updates for currently programmed projects. A “Save the Dates” memo will be circulated this month to 
prepare for key workshop dates as the process unfolds. The expanded time-line below includes both 
KCOG and California Transportation Commission benchmark actions.  
 
June 2013 

 KCOG staff to discuss additional revenue needs of programmed projects 

 KCOG staff to develop Draft Fund Estimate information once available 

 CTC to receive Draft Fund Estimate 

 
July 2013 

 KCOG staff to conduct first RTIP Workshop to discuss Fund Estimate and project needs 

 KCOG staff to begin development of the 2014 RTIP Program of Projects 
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2014 RTIP TIMELINE - Continued 
 
August 2013  

 KCOG staff to circulate the CTC Staff Recommendation for final Fund Estimate information 

 KCOG staff to conduct a second RTIP Workshop to review Preliminary Program of Projects 

 CTC to adopt statewide Fund Estimate 

September 2013 
 KCOG staff to conduct a third RTIP Workshop to discuss CTC approved Fund Estimate and Draft 

Program of Projects and draft STIP Guidelines 
October 2013 

 CTC to Adopt 2014 STIP Guidelines 

 KCOG staff circulates Draft 2014 RTIP Program of Projects for public comments 

November 2013 

 KCOG staff requests approval of Final 2014 RTIP Program of Projects 

December 2013 KCOG submits 2014 RTIP Project Programs to the CTC 

February 2014 CTC conducts Southern/Northern California Public Hearings for Draft 2014 STIP 

March 2014 CTC presents staff recommendation for 2014 STIP 

April 2014 CTC approves final 2014 STIP 

 
 
Regional Adoption of 2012 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
 
On November 17, 2011, the KCOG Board of Directors approved its 2012 RTIP Program of Projects. The 
Board action included an action to reserve future county-shares for the State Route 58 Centennial 
Corridor Connector project.  The 2012 RTIP included a request to advance an additional $49 million for 
the construction phase of the Centennial Corridor. At that time, CTC staff indicated that KCOG’s request 
for additional programming capacity from a future RTIP cycle was reasonable because it did not exceed 
the estimated 5-year County Share estimate. In light of Commission staff’s support, KCOG staff’s 
recommendation as approved by the Board on November 17, 2011, included 1) the programming of non-
metropolitan Bakersfield project phases that were ready to be advanced and 2) a future programming 
commitment from the 2014 RTIP cycle to advance the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor project. The 
$49 million advance was not part of the Commission’s final approval. However, the KCOG Board of 
Directors action to direct future funding to the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor Connector 
project remains intact. Attachment B reflects the approved 2012 STIP portion for Kern. 
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Update of the KCOG Project Selection Policy 
 
In 1998, KCOG circulated a call for projects to the Cities and County of Kern and ranked 66 Projects of 
Regional Significance. This action was in response to the enactment of SB 45 which shifted 75% of 
formula highway revenue to regional control and 25% to state control. The KCOG RTIP Policy focused on 
regional equity inside and outside of the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and project readiness. The equity 
policy designates that 60% of State Transportation Improvement Program funds be available for projects 
inside the 2010 Metropolitan Bakersfield Boundary (as modified by the policy). The remaining 40% of the 
State Transportation Improvement Program funding was for projects outside the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
boundary. The policy notes that funds can be flexible (moved inside and outside the designated boundary 
from year to year) as long as the “60/40” balance is maintained over the long-term.  
 
Since then, KCOG recently approved a comprehensive update to the project selection process for 
revenue programs in which KCOG has jurisdiction for both project selection or the dissemination of 
revenue or both. Chapter 3 is specific to the RTIP and references the State Transportation Improvement 
Program Guidelines as adopted by the CTC every two years. These two policy sources inform KCOG 
staff and the Board of Directors on options and considerations to advance these Projects of Regional 
Significance. Go to http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/STIP/2012_STIP/2012_STIP_Guidelines_final.pdf 
and http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/policies/Project_Selection_Process_2012.pdf for the current 
version of the CTC 2012 STIP Guidelines and the KCOG “Project Delivery Policies and Procedures”.  The 
KCOG document includes several key policy elements in Chapter 3 including 1) the geographic equity 
60/40 policy; 2) the commitment of revenue to the SR 46 widening projects between the San Luis Obispo 
County Line and Interstate 5; 3) the leveraging of other revenue streams; and 4) policy elements that 
focus on project readiness. All of these policy considerations are taken into account by KCOG staff when 
a Program of Projects is developed for each RTIP cycle. Project readiness and leveraging elements are 
listed below and on the next page. 
 

 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program, it is KCOG’s policy to continue advancing the project that has 
completed one phase to the next phase when funding is available; 

 
 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 

Transportation Improvement Plan, it is KCOG’s policy to keep a project or phase of a project whole, 
when possible; 
 

 KCOG leverages outside project dollars through partnerships with Caltrans (IIP), other Regions, Local 
contributions, regional commitments from other Counties, demonstration funds, or state bond funds; 
 

 KCOG supports the equitable distribution of funding through the management of the Metro/Rural 
60/40 programming split of State Transportation Improvement Program funding; and  
 

 KCOG uses a ranked list of candidate Regional Transportation Improvement Program projects 
approved by the KCOG Board of Director’s in addition to other Board Actions to manage overall 
project priorities. 
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Revenue Partnerships – As a way to leverage the states allotment of formula highway funding for 
improvements on interregional focus routes including State Routes 14, 46 and 58, the KCOG Board has 
partnered with Caltrans and other Counties since 1998 and then again in 2003. The KCOG Board of 
Directors entered into Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with Caltrans and the Counties of Inyo 
and Mono in order to combine Kern’s regional choice funding with State choice dollars to deliver projects 
along the State Route 14 / US 395 Corridor up into the Counties of Inyo and Mono. The 1998 MOU 
committed the KCOG Board to assist with an Inyo County project, the Olancha Cartago widening project. 
As part of the 1998 MOU, Caltrans delivered the State Route 14 Mojave Widening project in Kern. Also 
under the MOU, the next KCOG project that benefits from this collaboration is the State Route 14 
Freeman Gulch Widening project. State Route 46 Widening project from the San Luis Obispo County Line 
to Interstate 5 is another project that successfully leveraged several funding sources.  
 
Since the enactment of SB 45, the State has fallen short in expected formula revenue streams. Several 
projects in the Kern region were advanced to the environmental review phase in 1998 to create a new 
shelf of projects, but some of these projects were subsequently shelved because of revenue shortfall of 
over $300 million in subsequent cycles. These projects include: 
 

 State Route 184 Weedpatch Highway Widening – Delayed 
 State Route 58 Dennison Road Interchange – Delayed 
 State Route 46 Widening through Wasco – Delayed 
 US 395 Widening through Ridgecrest – Delayed 

 
Attachments C, D, and E were included for discussion purposes only.  
 
Action:  Information. 
 
Attachment A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
Attachment B – 2012 STIP as approved by California Transportation Commission 
Attachment C –Other Significant Transportation Investments in Kern County 
Attachment D – Doing More with Less – A Graphic Chart 
Attachment E – Projects Delivered Over the Last 10 Years 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 1 
 

Project Description and Location: This MOU project is programmed with Inyo 10% RIP, Mono 10% 
RIP, Kern 40% RIP and Caltrans 40% IIP. This project was divided into 3 segments. Segment 1 is ready for 
construction. The first segment is from 1 mile south of State Route 178 East to 1.7 miles north of State 
Route 178 East for a total of 2.7 miles. The project will widen the highway from 2 to 4 lanes. 

Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the first of three segments 
that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 395.  Route 
14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: Project design is currently in progress with some preliminary rights-of-way work as well. 
 
Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered to be fully funded. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2008 RTIP Engineering 12-13 $1,000 $1,000 $500 $2,500 
2008 RTIP Rights-of-Way 14-15 $4,520 $4,520 $2,260 $11,300 
2012 RTIP Construction 16-17 $12,435 $12,435 $6,218 $31,088 

 Total  $17,955 $17,955 $8,978 $44,888 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 2 
 

 
 
 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is the second of the three segments. The project is 
located from 4.8 miles south of Route 178 west to 0.5 mile north of Route 178 west to convert from a 2-lane 
conventional highway to a 4-lane expressway. 
 
 
 
Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the second of three 
segments that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 
395.  Route 14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: This project is in the design phase. Construction is not yet programmed. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: Segment 2 was programmed for PS&E and RW using RIP from Inyo and 
Mono Counties only with proposed ITIP revenue. This is considered a “loan” and Kern COG will need to 
restore its 40% share from a future county share cycle. Future Cost Estimate: $42 M. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2012 RTIP Engineering 15-16  $1,300 $1,950 $3,250 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 16-17  $3,044 $4,566 $7,610 

 Construction      
 Total   $4,344 $6,516 $10,860 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 58 – Centennial Corridor Connector 

Project Location and Description: This new alignment of State Route (SR) 58 begins at Interstate 5 
(PM T31.7) and ends east of Cottonwood Road (PM R55.4) in and near the City of Bakersfield. This work 
consists of three segments. Segment 3, consists of a route adoption of Stockdale highway as the new SR 
58 with operational improvements. Segment 2, consists of a route transfer of Westside Parkway as the new 
SR 58. Segment 1, consists of a new freeway alignment from the east terminus of Westside Parkway to SR 
99 and operational improvements on the existing SR 58 from SR 99 to east of Cottonwood Road. 
 
 Purpose and Need: This project is to construct and ultimately adopt an alignment for SR 58 that will 
provide interregional and regional conductivity for east-west traffic traveling within metropolitan Bakersfield 
and Kern County, provide continuity for SR 58 in Kern County, promote economic growth and 
international/interregional trade by improving linkage between existing segments of the interstate system, 
reduce commercial and regional commute time through a major freight corridor, improve local east-west 
circulation and reduce congestion. 

Project Status: This project currently is completing the environmental review phase. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: The construction phase  
 
 Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

- - - Environmental    $25,000 $25,000 
2012 RTIP Engineering 12-13   $39,000 $39,000 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 12-13   $195,000 $195,000 

 Construction 13-16 $4,001  $444,000 $435,000 
 Total  $4,001  $689,999 $694,000 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 119 Passing Lanes 
 

Project Location and Description: Near Taft, from Cherry Avenue to Tupman Road.  Construct 4-lane 
bypass and eastbound and westbound passing lanes. 
 
 Purpose and Need: Segments of Route 119 within the project limits are currently operating at a Level of 
Service (LOS) D and E. Segment 1, from post-mile 5.5 to R9.1, and segment 2, from post-mile R9. 1 to 
R11.6 are currently operating at LOS E. If no improvements are made, segment 2 would deteriorate to LOS 
E and segment 1 to LOS F. By widening the existing two-lane highway to a four-lane expressway the LOS 
would be improved to B or better, which would exceed the Route Concept LOS of C.  

Project Status: Project Report in revision to modify project scope from bypass to passing lanes. Design 
and construction to follow. Rights-of-way to be amended to separate into construction. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: Initial estimates considered sufficient. However, additional revenue may be 
needed for environmental mitigation. A portion of the ROW programmed is expected to finance 
construction. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering 12-13 $400   $400 
 Rights-of-Way 14-15 $5,205   $5,205 
 Construction      
 Total  $5,605   $5,605 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

In Ridgecrest – West Ridgecrest Blvd Reconstruction and Widening 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is located  in the City of Ridgecrest on West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard; the project limits are between Mahan Street and China Lake Boulevard (SR 178) 
along West Ridgecrest Boulevard, which is a distance of 1.5 Miles. 
 
 Purpose and Need: This project will provide improved access to State Route 178 / U.S. 395 in the 
western part of the City of Ridgecrest. The proposed construction includes converting portions of West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard, from two-lane to four-lane traffic, construction of center medians for control of left 
turns, reconstruction and signalization of two intersections.  
 
Project Status: This project is ready for construction. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 
 
 Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      
 Construction 13-14 $6,200   $6,200 
 Total  $6,200   $6,200 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

In Tehachapi – Challenger Drive Extension 
 

Project Location and Description: In Tehachapi, from eastern terminus of Challenger Drive to 
Dennison Road on a new alignment. Construct a new 2-lane roadway.  

Purpose and Need: This project was selected to replace a proposed interchange on State Route 58 at 
Dennison Road.  Two residential subdivisions lie north of the UPRR train route cutting through the City of 
Tehachapi.  The train track is a major east-west freight route and receives almost 80 trains a day.  The at-
grade crossing isolates these two residential developments. The extension of Challenger drive on the north 
side of Hwy 58, will serve as an alternate route to these residential neighborhoods.  

Project Status: This project is ready for construction and should be delivered in the upcoming fiscal year. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      

2012 RTIP Construction 13-14 $1,500   $1,500 
 Total  $1,500   $1,500 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 
Construction 
Investment 

Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of Arvin 

On Route 223 in Kern County near Arvin 
between Old River Road and Vineland Road 
- Widen shoulders & install Rumble strips - 
PM 4.8 / R17.2 

SHOPP 2013-14 $3,652,000 Design and ROW 
work in progress 
– construction to 
start by 2014  

In Kern County on Route 223 within 
The City of Arvin from A Street to 
Derby Street – Construct curb, gutter and 
sidewalk - Aesthetic treatments – PM 19.8 / 
22.2 

TE 2011-12 $1,084,000 Construction 
contract 
awarded  
Nov. 2012 

 
Agency:  City of California City 

On Route 14 Widen to 4 lanes and 
construct interchange at California City 
Blvd. 

STIP 2005-06 $62,000,000 Inyo/Mono/KCOG 
partnership – 
constructed in 
2008 

Redwood Blvd./Hacienda Blvd; reconfigure 
intersection; curb, gutter, raised medians, 
upgrade signs, striping and pavement 
markings 

HSIP 2013-14 $411,300 Construction 
programmed in 
2014 

 
Agency:  City of Delano 

On Route 155 near Delano at Browning 
Road -Intersection Improvements –  PM 1.5 

SHOPP Future $1,000,000 Not yet 
programmed 

Delano: Cecil Ave./Albany St.; Albany 
St./15th Ave.; Albany St./14th Ave.; Albany 
St./13th Ave.; SR 155 (Garces Hwy.)/Austin 
St.; SR 155/Belmont St.; SR 155/Dover St.; 
Construct raised crosswalk, bulb-outs, curb 
ramps; install signs and striping 

SRTS 2014-15 $393,600 Construction 
programmed in 
2014-15. 

 
Agency:  City of Maricopa 

On Route 166 From State Route 33 To 3.5 
Miles West Of San Emigdio Creek Bridge 
(Br# 50-31) AC Overlay – PM 0.0 / 9.0 

SHOPP 
Candidate 

Future $5,228,000 Project not yet 
programmed. 

On Route 166 Near Maricopa From 
5.6 Km West Of San Emigdio Creek Bridge 
To Route 166/99 Separation Asphalt 
Concrete Overlay –  PM 9.0 / 24.6 

SHOPP 2009-10 $15,900,000 Project was 
completed in 
2012. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 
Construction 
Investment 

Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of McFarland 

On Route 99 And 178 In Kern County At 
Kern Avenue Pedestrian OC On Route 99, 
Pm 49.6 & Sunny Lane Pedestrian Over-
crossing On Route 178, PM R4.4 - ADA 
Compliance Upgrades 

SHOPP 2013-14 $12,100,000 Programmed for 
construction in 
2014 

On Route 99 from Beardsley Canal Bridge 
To Route 46/99 Separation - Replace 
Existing Pavement 

SHOPP 2010-11 $88,000,000 In Construction 

On Route 99 Near Famoso And South Of 
McFarland From 0.6 Mile South Of 
Sherwood Avenue Overcrossing To 0.4 Mile 
South Of Whisler Road Overcrossing – 
Construct Rumble Strip PM R46.9 / 48.6 

SHOPP 2013-14 $1,444,000 Construction not 
yet started. 

On Perkins Avenue, Browning Avenue, Kern 
Avenue, construct sidewalk and curb ramps 
– SRTS 

SRTS 2012-13 $286,750 Construct should 
be started. 

 
Agency:  City of Ridgecrest 

In Kern County On Route 178, From China 
Lake Blvd To Gemstone Street In The City 
Of Ridgecrest Reconstruct Center Median 
With Raised Center Median – PM 100.6 / 
102.7 

SHOPP Future $1,420,000 Candidate 

Near Ridgecrest at the Red Rock Canyon 
Bridge #50-0178. Replace bridge (scour) – 
PM 39.3 / 40.3 

SHOPP 2013-14 $14,450,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2013. 
In Kern Co in and near Ridgecrest from 
Route 178/395 Sep to Richmond Rd. 
Maintenance Asphalt Overlay - PM 93.2 
103.8 

SHOPP 2012-13 $3,265,000 This should be in 
construction. 

In Kern Co. in and near Ridgecrest from 
route 178/395 Separation to China Lake 
Blvd. Maintenance Asphalt Overlay – PM 
93.2 100.6 

SHOPP 2012-13 $3,752,000 This should be in 
construction. 

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave; 
China Lake Blvd between Rader Ave and 
Ridgecrest Blvd; install traffic signals and 
interconnect communications cable; 
construct curb ramps HSIP4-09-001 

HSIP 2013-14 $361,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2014. 

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd; 
install traffic signals (interconnect); 
construct curb ramps, curb and gutter 
HSIP5-09-001 

HSIP 2014-15 $440,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2015. 

Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave between 
Downs St and Inyo St; Widen roadway; 
improve alignment HSIP5-09-002 

HSIP 2015-16 $293,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2015 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 
Construction 
Investment 

Status 

 

 

Ridgecrest: Seven (7) intersections); 
upgrade traffic signals HSIP5-09-003 

HSIP 2014-15 $426,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2015 
Ridgecrest: Twelve (12) intersection (on 
Norma St, Downs St, Richmond Rd); install 
signs and pavement markings HSIP5-09-
004 

HSIP 2014-15 $528,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2015 

Ridgecrest: at various locations; Construct 
sidewalks, curb ramps, and a 
bus turnout; install crosswalks, speed 
feedback signs, and bike lane signs and 
pavement markings SRTS3-09-002 

SRTS 2015-16 $583,400 Construction 
scheduled for 

2016 

 
Agency:  City of Shafter 
On Route 43 in the cities of Shafter and 
Wasco, at various intersections. Construct 
pedestrian curb ramps. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $1,206,000 Construction 
programmed in 

2016 
On Route 43 from 0.3 Mile North Of Los 
Angeles St To Route 46 - Place Rubberized 
Hot Mix Asphalt 

SHOPP 2010-11 $13,145,000 Construction 
Completed 

 
Agency:  City of Taft 
Construction On Route 119 Between 0.2 
Miles East Of Weed Creek (PM 4.7) And 0.3 
Miles West Of Lakeview Wash Bridge (PM 
8.5) Widen Shoulders And HMA Overlay 

SHOPP 2011-12 $3,564,000 Construction 
may be in 
progress 

Taft: Various locations throughout the city; 
Construct curb ramps; install speed 
feedback signs, in-pavement crosswalk 
lights, striping and pavement markings 
SRTS3-06-011 

SRTS 2014-15 $457,400 Construction 
programmed in 

2015 

On Route 119 in and near Taft from the 
119/33 Jct to the 119/5 Sep. Br. 
Maintenance Asphalt Overlay  

SHOPP 2012-13 $1,460,000 Construction 
may be in 
progress 

 
Agency:  City of Tehachapi 
Near Tehachapi, at Sand Canyon Road 
Bridge No. 50-0345R. Replace 
bridge 

SHOPP 2014-15 $3,114,000 Construction 
programmed in 

2015 
On Route 58 Near Tehachapi At Summit 
Overhead Replace Bridge Rails 

SHOPP Future $1,001,000 Candidate 

On Route 58 in Tehachapi At 
Tehachapi Summit Interchange 
Widen Intersection 

SHOPP Future $674,000 Candidate 

 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 
Construction 
Investment 

Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of Wasco 
On Route 46 Near Wasco, at Route 99 
Separation Bridge No. 50-0184E. Replace 
bridge. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $12,977,000 Construction 
programmed in 

2016 
On Route 43 in the cities of Shafter and 
Wasco, at various intersections. Construct 
pedestrian curb ramps. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $1,206,000 Construction 
programmed in 

2016 
In Kern County In Shafter And Wasco From 
0.3 Mile North Of Los Angeles Street To 
Route 46 - Place Rubberized Hot Mix 
Asphalt Type G On Existing Surface – PM 
16.1 to 25.1 

SHOPP 2010-11 $13,145,000 Construction 
Completed 

 
Glossary of Terms: 
 
HSIP “Highway Safety Improvement Program”  
SRTS “Safe Routes to School” Program  
SHOPP “State Highway Operations and Protection Program“ (State Highway System Maintenance Program)   
TE “Transportation Enhancement” Program 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT D – Doing More with Less 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT E – Projects Delivered Over the Last 10 Years 
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June 5, 2013 
 
 
TO: Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert Ball, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: IX 
 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION 

(RHNA) SCHEDULE 
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
The adoption date for the 2014 RTP and RHNA is scheduled for March 2014.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Federal law requires that an RTP be updated every four years in air quality non-attainment areas.  The last RTP was 
adopted in July 2010.   In addition, the 8 COGs that contain portions of the San Joaquin Valley planning area need to be 
able demonstrate federal air quality conformity with the air district’s plans.  In May 2013 the 8 COG directors voted to 
synchronize their adoption in the month of March 2014.  Two additional workshops are being planned in coordination with 
the Bakersfield Planning Department and the County of Kern to look at refining scenarios in the Metro Bakersfield area in 
August 2013. 
 
In addition, state legislative changes have linked the RTP and the RHNA.  Production of the RHNA is being coordinated 
with the RTP schedule. The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has developed a 
template to help determine the sequence of events related to the RHNA.  The following is an integrated RTP/RHNA 
schedule:  
 
Date   Event 
 
Mid-July 2013   HCD issues RHNA determination to Kern COG 
   Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2)  
August 17, 2013(tent.) Metro Bakersfield scenarios evening workshop 1 
August 24, 2013(tent.) Metro Bakersfield scenarios evening workshop 2 
October 2, 2013  RPAC recommends scenarios for inclusion in the RTP EIR 
October 17, 2013 (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG considers RPAC recommendation on RTP EIR scenarios 
November 2013 COG issues draft RHNA, draft RTP and EIR for 55 day public review 
February 2014   (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts RHNA methodology  
February 2014   (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Public Hearing on the RTP Adoption  
March 2014  (TPPC/Board Meeting) – Kern COG adopts Final RHNA, RTP and EIR 
September 30, 2015  Cities and County Adopt Housing Elements - 5th cycle Housing Element Planning Period (8 years) 
 
Attachments:  Timeline, Schedule  
 
ACTION:   
 
Information 
 



 
 
 
 

(dashed arrows indicate approximate extension period) 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                     WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR          SEPTEMBER 4, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                      10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

   
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, July 3, 2013 
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

 Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of July 3, 2013  
 Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of July 31, 2013 

                 
V. DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR KERN COUNTY 

(UPDATE) (Snoddy)  
 

Comment: In February 2013, Kern COG contracted with AMMA Transit Consulting to prepare an 
updated Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan for $30,000. 
 
Action: Review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by Wednesday, October 2, 
2013. 
 

VI. FY 2013/2014 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 
 STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE REVISED APPORTIONMENT ESTIMATE  

(Snoddy) 
 

Comment: The total State Transit Assistance Fund (STAF) revised apportionment estimate for 
fiscal year 2013/2014 is $4,935,107. 
 
Action: Information  
 

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

  
Comment: The California State Controller has scheduled $676,193 of Transit System Safety, 
Security, and Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA) funds for FY 2013/14 to the Kern Region.     
 
 
Action:  Information 



 

 
  

VIII. TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVITIES PROJECTS (Smith) 
 
Comment: In the MAP-21 Legislation the Transportation Enhancement Activities Program (TEA) 
was eliminated.   A new program, entitled the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), 
provides funding for similar TEA-like activities.  At this time, the California Transportation 
Commission has indicated that it will not include Transportation Enhancement projects in the 
upcoming 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) because of MAP-21. This will 
be done as part of the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program process. 
 
Action:   Information  

 
IX. TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ARTICLE 3 PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR 

FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014 (Smith) 
 

Comment:   The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity as the state-designated 
Regional Transportation Planning Authority, administers funding for the Transportation 
Development Act Article 3 program (Article 3).  Article 3 funds are used to pay for bicycle and 
pedestrian safety programs and bicycle and pedestrian travel facilities.  Eligible Article 3 
claimants are the eleven incorporated cities within Kern County and the County of Kern. 
 
Action:  Recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee for the Fiscal 
Year 2013-2014 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program of Projects 

 
X. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia)  
 

Comment:  The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 6-year 
Program for Projects of Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC).  The maximum 2014 RTIP County Share estimate of new 
programming capacity indicated for Kern is $46.137 million for programming years 17-18 through 
19-20.  

 
 Action: Information  
 
XI. 3-COUNTY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (Stramaglia) 

 
Comments:  The attached MOU updates a 12-year plus, planning and programming State 
Transportation Improvement Program agreement with the Counties of Inyo and Mono along with 
Caltrans to invest in improvements along the State Route 14 and U.S. 395 corridor between 
these three Counties. 
 
Action:  Information  
 

XII. 4-COUNTY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (Stramaglia) 
 

Comments:  The attached MOU updates a 12-year plus, planning and programming State 
Transportation Improvement Program agreement with the Counties of Inyo, Mono and San 
Bernardino along with Caltrans, to support improvements along the State Route 58 and U.S. 395 
corridor between these three Counties. 

 
 Action:   Information  
 
 
 
 



 

 
XIII. KERN’S TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIPS (Stramaglia) 
 

Comments:  Kern COG staff will make a presentation regarding Transportation Partnerships. 
 
Action:  Information 

 
XIV. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP) 

 
Comments: The RTP amendment updates the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. The FTIP 
amendment includes thirteen project records. Draft documents are available at www.kerncog.org 
. 

  Action:  Information  
 
XV. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT  
 

Comments: Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project 
implementation issues and to develop solutions for CMAQ, RSTP, TE, Transit, and TDA Article 3 
projects. 
 
Action:  Information  

 
XVI. INTERREGIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN UPDATE  
 
 Comments:  The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan (SJV IGM) final draft.   
 
 Action: Receive and File  
 
XVII. KERN HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE/BUS RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (HOV/BRT 

STUDY) 
 

Comments:  One of a series of studies developed in preparation of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan, the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit (HOV/BRT) 
Final Draft Study is now complete.  
 
Action: Recommend the Transportation Planning Policy receive and file the Final Study 

 
XVIII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
XIX. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday October 2, 2013.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              July 3, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Vice Chairman Neath called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was 
provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield   
Paul Marquez  Caltrans 
Teresa Binkley  City of Taft 
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG  
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia  Kern COG  

Tami Popek  Kern COG 
             
  
  

OTHER:    Jeremy Bowman Helt Engineering 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks 
     Ella Wise  NRDC 
            
          
    
         

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

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

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of June 5, 2013, there was a motion by Mr. 
Clausen to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  
 
 
 
 



2 
 

IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of June 5, 2013 was 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF MARICOPA FOR $41,650 (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the Fiscal year 2012-2013 Transportation Development Act Public Transit 
claim for $41,650.   Mr. Snoddy explained that due to the size of Maricopa, they do not have a 
transit operation.   Under California State law and the TDA Act, they have received some STAF 
funds.  The City of Taft provided public transportation in Maricopa on a temporary basis.   They 
were not able to meet the unmet fare box needs and the service was terminated.   Maricopa 
accumulated invoices due to Taft for the time the service was provided.  Maricopa is requesting 
the STAF funds to repay the City of Taft for the expenses incurred.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Maricopa 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Fidler made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s 
seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY OF MARICOPA for $25,035 (Snoddy) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2012-13 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of Maricopa for $25,035.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2012-13 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Maricopa and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Clausen made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning policy 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

  
VII. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) AND CONGESTION 

MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) PROGRAM CALL FOR PROJECTS UPDATE (Pacheco)  
 
Ms. Pacheco stated that a “Question and Answer Report” has been prepared to assist in the 
preparation of RSTP and CMAQ applications that are due to Kern COG by 4:00 PM on September 
4, 2013.  

Ms. Pacheco surveyed the committee to ask for interest in a potential Air Resources Board staff 
presentation on the “Methods to Find the Cost-Effectiveness of Funding Air Quality Projects” 
tool that is the standard for calculating emissions reductions.  The date for the presentation 
favored by attendees was July 31 from 10am-noon.   A follow-up survey will be emailed to those 
that were not in attendance. 

Item was for information only. 

 
VIII.   2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia)  

 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that Kern COG brought 2014 RTIP background information from the May 
staff report forward to keep the committee informed of the recent RTIP history and its current 
significance. He explained that the report is intended to provide an understanding of this process 
for new Committee members and KCOG Directors.  Mr. Stramaglia stated the importance of 
clarity regarding the history of the last cycle from two years ago and where Kern COG is today 
and how they relate to each other.  
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Mr. Stramaglia advised that the California Transportation Commission (CTC) is currently revising 
its fund estimate. The current maximum estimate for Kern is $39.433 million while the minimum 
estimate is 21 million.  Mr. Stramaglia noted that metro areas with a population under 1 million 
can ask for up to double their fund estimate but are not guaranteed to receive the new 
programming.  Kern COG staff will consider this state policy in development of a staff 
recommendation when options and a staff recommendation are crafted. Mr. Stramaglia specified 
that Kern COG is not in a position to introduce new projects because there are several projects in 
progress that require more funding for new phases. He also clarified that it is regional policy to 
advance projects that are ready to advance.    

Mr. Stramaglia announced the first 2014 RTIP Workshop to be held on July 24th at 9:30 AM at 
Kern COG.  The workshop will cover the 60/40 split, the fund estimate, STIP guidelines and 
disclose what the project needs are for some of the projects that have construction in the outer 
years.  

Mr. Stramaglia stated that Kern COG will work diligently to develop options by August that will be 
shared with TTAC Committee staff and KERN COG Board members in September. By October a 
Draft Staff Recommendation will be submitted to the Committee and the Board with a final 
request in November. After that, Kern COG staff will submit its 2014 RTIP information to the 
Commission by December as required.  

This item was for information only.  

 
IX. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 

ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE (Ball) 
 
Mr. Smith presented the item for Mr. Ball.  Mr. Smith stated the adoption date for the 2014 RTP 
and RHNA is scheduled for March 2014.  
 

 This item was for information only.  
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business, the TTAC meeting was adjourned at 10:18 a.m.  Mr. Smith announced 
that the meeting of Wednesday, July 31, 2013 will be dark.  The next scheduled meeting of the 
TTAC will be September 4, 2013.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              July 3, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevin’s called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Michael Bevin's  City of California City 
     Mike McCabe  City of Delano  
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi (phone) 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans District 6  
     Richard Rowe  Community Member 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 

Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
     Ryan McHenry  Kern COG 
      

OTHER     Ella Wise  NRDC 
     Wendy Alfsen  California Walks  
     Jeff Caton  ESA (phone) 
     Ted James 
     Alec Kimmel    Caltrans District 6  
     Dave Dmohowsky Quad Knopf  
     Adam Livingston Sequoia Riverland Trust 
     Daniel O’Conner American Farmland Trust  

       
          

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 
Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments. 
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday June 5, 2013. 
 
Committee Member Hellman made a motion to approve the June 5, 2013 minutes, seconded by 
Committee Member McNamara, carried unanimously. 
 

IV. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS PROGRAM MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING AMENDMENT (Urata) 

 
Ms. Urata discussed the Draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU’s) for cities serviced by 
Southern California Edison. This contract was set to expire November 30, 2012, but the California 
Public Utilities Commission granted an extension to the funding agreements to December 31, 
2014.  The amended MOU was sent to the cities on July 1st, and are expected to be adopted by 
August 31, 2013.  
 
Ms. Urata presented an update on the adoption status of the Energy Action Plans.    
The city of Ridgecrest adopted their plan on June 19th.   
Ridgecrest also submitted the paperwork for Southern California Edison Energy Leader 
Partnership Tier Level.   
The County of Kern is taking their Energy Action Plan to the Board of Supervisors on August 6th.  
 
Ms. Urata announced that an Energy Action Plan conference will be held the last week in October 
or the first week in November.    
 
A Request for Proposals will be sent out the end of July for a consultant who will develop 
strategies for natural gas use in local government operations.    
 
Ms. Urata announced that there will be funding available through the Kern Energy Watch program 
to assist the cities with automated benchmarking services.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. SB 375 FRAMEWORK CORE VALUES (Napier) 
 
Ms. Napier advised the Committee that the current version provided of the SB 375 Framework 
Core Values had been updated with suggested revisions from Ted James.  
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee adopt 
the revised SB 375 Framework. Committee Member Clausen made a motion to recommend 
approval, seconded by Committee Member McNamara, carried unanimously. 

 
VI. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 

 
Mr. Ball advised that this item was intended as a placeholder.   He advised that the item will be 
placed on the July 31st agenda.  
 
This was an information item.  

 
VII. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT  (Ball)   

 
Mr. Ball presented information to the Committee on the development of the RTP scenario 
performance measures and indicators.   He advised the Committee on some updates in the three 
Scenarios that were approved by the Kern COG Board in February.  
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Mr. Ball announced that Kern COG will hold two workshops in August.  The workshops will cover 
the scenarios that will effect changes to the metropolitan Bakersfield portion of the model.  
 
There was a discussion among the Committee regarding the Scenario Development.  
 
This item was for discussion only.  
 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 
ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE (Ball)  
 
Mr. Ball stated that the schedule combines the RHNA and RTP schedules to keep the Committee 
advised of upcoming dates.   
 
Mr. Ball announced that Kern COG will issue the Draft RTP EIR in November with the 
alternatives.    
 
Ella Wise from the NRDC thanked Kern COG Staff and the RPAC.  Ms. Wise expressed that as a 
member of the public it is helpful to see the specific timeline and work that is being done in the 
new scenario.  
 

IX. PRESENTATION FROM ADAM LIVINGSTON OF SEQUOIA RIVERLAND TRUST  
 
Mr. Livingston shared that Sequoia Riverland is a Regional Land Trust.  Sequoia Riverland Trust 
works in Fresno, Tulare, Kern and Kings County.  Sequoia works with willing land owners to 
protect habitat in the foothills and farmland on the valley floor.   
 
Mr. Livingston went on to give a presentation on land use policy and long term economic 
resilience. 
 

X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting of June 5, 
2013 were distributed for review.  
 

XI. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Mr. Ball introduced Ryan McHenry, the new planning intern for Kern COG.  
 
Ms. Poire commented on the importance of having the Modeling Committee at the RPAC 
meeting.  Mr. Clausen suggested placing the Modeling Committee items first on the agenda.  
 
Mr. James announced that the City of Tehachapi won first place in the State of California for their 
General Plan.  
 

XII. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:07 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday July 31, 2013, at 1:30 p.m.   
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              July 31, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Acting Chairman Eggert called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   Jim Eggert  City of Bakersfield   
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft 
     Emery Rendes  GET 
     Alec Kimmel  Caltrans District 6  
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 

Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
 

OTHER  Ella Wise  NRDC (phone)  Lena McKinley  CARA 
  Wendy Alfsen  California Walks Beatrice Basuzro CA Walks 
  Ted James  Consultant  Tony Oang  CA Walks 
  Jennifer Gray  CARB (phone)  Gema Perez  GWG 
  Avtar N. Sidhu  Environmental Health  Sara Palominos  GWG 
  Pedro Ramirez  Caltrans District 6 Kimberly Alvarez GWG  
  Gordon Nipp  Sierra Club  Solymar Blanco  GWG  
  Heather Dumais American Lung Assoc. Mary Rodriguez  CARA 
  Mariel Mehdipour KCPHD   Mariana Avila  Youth 
  Jason Cater  Bike Bakersfield  Jason Alvarez  Youth 
  Paul Hellman  City of Bakersfield Kimberly Alvarez Youth 
  Steve Frisch  Sierra Bus. Council Isaras Ramos  Youth 
  Aaron Collins  Sequoia Rvrlnds. Trst. Pablo Morales  Youth 
  Veronica Garibay Leadership Council Isaiah Avila  Youth 
  Keith Woodcock Consultant  Richard Blanco  Youth  
  Zach Griffin  Kern Active Trans. Penny Sherwood CARA 
  Bernice Bonillas  CARA   Maria Diaz  CA Walks 
  Jane Prewett  CARA   Chris Chavez  CA Walks 
  Harriet Morris  CARA    
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II. PUBLIC COMMENTS:   This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the 

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

 
III. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE (Urata)  

 
Ms. Urata presented updates on the Kern Regional Energy Action Plans.    
Ms. Urata stated that the County of Kern, California City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest and 
Tehachapi should be working on MOU renewals, the expiration date has been extended to 
December 31, 2014.   Ms. Urata noted that the target date to have all the extensions complete is 
August 30, 2013.  
 
Ms. Urata stated the next goal will be greenhouse gases.  She explained that 1 year after the 
plans have been adopted they will determine if the implementations are reflected in their energy 
use analyses.  They will begin with McFarland in November.  
 
Kern COG will be hosting an Energy Action Plan Summit.  Ms. Urata provided the committee and 
draft agenda.   The Summit will be held at Hodels on October 30, 2013.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

IV. TRANSPORTATION COMMUNITY VIDEO PRESENTATION BY YOUTH LEADERS 
 
Item XI was moved up to this portion of the agenda.  Wendy Alfsen of California Walks introduced 
youth leaders from the Greenfield area that presented two videos regarding safety at bus stops 
and while walking.  They discussed their daily transportation challenges.  The youth answered 
questions from the audience. 
 

 
V. 2013 TRANSPORTATION MODEL IMPROVEMENTS DOCUMENTATION (Ball) 

 
Mr. Ball informed the Committee that the new base year travel model validation documentation to 
the San Joaquin Model Improvement Program for Kern is now available online at 
www.kerncog.org/transportation-modeling.  Mr. Ball also stated that the model is still under 
evaluation by staff for use in the 2014 RTP.  Mr. Ball answered questions from Committee 
members. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

VI. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT (Ball) 
 
Mr. Ball informed the Committee that Kern COG staff is updating the assumptions and indicators 
that may be used to analyze modeling results for the alternative for the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan environmental document. 
 
This was an information item. 
  

VII. METROPOLITAN BAKERSFIELD RTP WORKSHOPS – SCENARIOS (Ball) 
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Mr. Ball informed the Committee that two Regional Transportation Plan workshops are scheduled 
for august 21 and 27 to gather additional public input on development of strategies and scenarios 
affecting Metropolitan Bakersfield.  Mr. Ball outlined some of the topics to be discussed during the 
meetings.  Mr. Ball answered questions and gathered input from Committee members and the 
audience. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE (Ball) 
 
Due to the lack of a quorum, this item was postponed to the next meeting.    

 
IX. DRAFT 2013 KERN REGIONAL HOUSING DATA REPORT (VERSION 2) (Invina)  

 
Ms. Invina informed the Committee that Kern COG prepared the draft 2013 Kern Regional 
Housing Data Report Version 2 and is requesting additional comments by September 6, 2013.   
 

X. PRESENTATION BY KEITH WOODCOCK OF WOODCOCK PLANNING AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES:  THE CO-BENEFITS OF A SCS, BUILDING HEALTHY 
COMMUNITIES 

 
Mr. Woodcock delivered a PowerPoint Presentation and answered questions from the audience. 
 

XI. JOINT COMMENT LETTERS ON THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY (Ball) 
 
Mr. Ball stated that Kern COG received a comment letter from a coalition of stakeholder groups 
dated July 2 with a follow-up letter dated July 24, 2013 on the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
 
This was an information item. 
 

XII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 
The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting of July 3, 
2013 were distributed for review.  
 

XIII. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCMENTS 
 

None 
 

XIV. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Ms. Parra announced that Bike Bakersfield selected Jason Cater as the new Executive Director 
of Bike Bakersfield.   
 

XV. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:16 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday September 4, 2013, at 1:30 p.m.   
 



 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 

Executive Director 
 
  By: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: V  

DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR 
KERN COUNTY (UPDATE) 

 
DESCRITPION: 
 
In February 2013, Kern COG contracted with AMMA Transit Consulting to prepare an updated 
Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan for $30,000. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP 21) requires that a Coordinated Human 
Services Transportation Plan (CHSTP) must be developed through a process that includes 
representatives of the public, private, and nonprofit transportation services providers, as well as 
participation from the public. 
 
The plan should be a unified, comprehensive strategy for public transportation service delivery for 
individuals with disabilities, older adults, and persons of limited income. The plan will identify 
strategies for meeting these needs and offer recommendations on service priority. 
 
The CHSTP certifies that projects for funding from the Federal Transit Administration Section 
5310/Elderly and Persons with Disabilities result from a “locally developed coordinated human 
services transportation plan.” The Federal Transit Administration also recommends that the CHSTP 
be updated at least every five-years to reflect current regional needs. The CHSTP update was 
identified under work element 609.2 in the Fiscal Year 2013-14 Overall Work Program. 
 
Since the Draft CHSTP update is a regional document, Kern COG staff invites comments from its 
member agencies and social services agencies within the region. You may access the Draft 
CHSTP at the following address:  
http://www.kerncog.org/attachments/article/256/Draft_Coordinated_Human_Services_Plan.pdf  
 
Comments should be directed to Bob Snoddy at (661) 861-2191 or at: bsnoddy@kerncog.org . Mr. 
Snoddy will be taking comments until Wednesday, October 2, 2013. 
 
Action: 
 
Review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by Wednesday, October 2, 2013. 



 
 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 
 
 

TO:   Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
   Executive Director 
 
   BY: Robert M. Snoddy 
    Regional Planner  
 
SUBJECT:  TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VI 
   FY 2013/2014 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 
   STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE REVISED APPORTIONMENT ESTIMATE  
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The total State Transit Assistance Fund (STAF) revised apportionment estimate for fiscal year 
2013/2014 is $4,935,107. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Based upon funding estimates prepared by the Controller of the State of California for the State 
Transit Assistance Fund (STAF) #24076, Kern COG anticipates STAF funding for 2013/2014 to be as 
follows: 

   
       FY 2012/13      FY2013/14           Percent  
Fund                   Amount        Amount                     Inc. (Decr.) 

 
State Transit Assistance $5,127,811  $4,935,107   (3.90%) 
Fund #24076  __________  ___________ 
 
TOTAL   $5,127,811  $4,935,107   -3.9% 
 
Attached are specific estimates by area apportionment. Prospective claimants are reminded that the 
amounts cited represent estimates and that available funding will vary with actual tax receipts. In 
addition, these estimates will be revised in response to new local population estimates provided by 
the California Department of Finance in May 2013. This information has been forwarded to staff 
representatives of each prospective claimant.  
 
ACTION: Information  
Attachments: SCO STAF Fiscal Year 2013/2014 Summary 
Kern County STAF Fund estimate and apportionment schedule 



 
 
Kern Council of Governments 
 
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUNDS 
 
Revised Estimate for FY 2013-2014 
 
Revised August 1, 2013 
 

Prospective 
Claimant 

Population 
Basis at 
01/01/12 

Population 
Ratio 

Sec.  
99313 

Sec. 
99314 

Adjust. 
To 2013-
14 Alloc. 

Total 
Estimated 
Apportionment  

Arvin 19,849 .024 106,764 4,451 178 111,393 
California 
City 

13,260 .016 71,176 2,171 87 73,434 

Delano 52,005 .062 275,807 5,292 211 281,310 
Golden 
Empire 
Transit Dist. 

466,353 .554 2,464,468 362,765 14,491 2,841,724 

McFarland 12,333 .015 66,727 0 0 66,727 
Ridgecrest 28,089 .033 146,800 12,932 517 160,249 
Shafter 16,928 .020 88,970 2,415 96 91,481 
Taft 8,906 .010 44,486 21,358 853 66,697 
Tehachapi 13,872 .016 71,176 277 11 71,464 
Wasco 25,324 .030 133,455 1,623 65 135,143 
Kern 
Regional 
Transit 

184,929 .220 978,670 54,633 2,182 1,035,485 

Regional 
Total 

841,848 100% $4,448,499 $467,917 $18,691 $4,935,107 
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TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
By:  Robert M. Snoddy, 
  Regional Planner  
 
SUBJECT:  TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VII 

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

DESCRIPTION: 
 
The California State Controller has scheduled $676,193 of Transit System Safety, Security, and Disaster Response Account 
(TSSSDRA) funds for FY 2013/14 to the Kern Region.     
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Eligible projects for TSSSDRA include:  
 
A. A capital project that provides increased protection against a security or safety threat including, but not limited to, the following 
 a. Construction or renovation projects that are designed to enhance structures or other transit facilities and equipment; 
 b. Explosive device mitigation and remediation equipment; 
 c. Chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear explosives search, rescue or response equipment; 
 d. Interoperable communications equipment; 
 e. Physical security enhancement equipment; 

f. The installation of fencing, barriers, gates or related security enhancements that are designed to improve the 
physical security of  transit stations, tunnels, guideways, elevated structures or other transit facilities and equipment; 
and 

 g. Other security and safety-related projects approved by Cal EMA. 
 
B. A capital project that increases the capacity of transit operators to prepare for disaster-response transportation systems that 
can move people, goods, emergency personnel and equipment in the aftermath of a disaster. 
 
C. Other allowable costs under California Government Code 16727 (a) include costs directly related to construction or acquisition 
including, but not limited to, planning, engineering, construction management, architectural, and other design work, 
environmental impact reports and assessments, required mitigation expenses, appraisals, legal expenses, site acquisitions, 
necessary easements, and warranties. 
 
NOTE: Management and Administration (M&A) costs are not allowable for Prop 1B funds.    
 
TSSSDRA projects are part of the Proposition 1B program; when bond sales occur, the California Department of 
Finance is able to administer revenues for these individual programs. If a member agency is unable to identify a TSSSDRA 





















fund eligible project, please contact Kern COG staff at your earliest convenience. Kern COG staff will alert other eligible member 
agencies and re-apportion the unused apportionment to another eligible member agency project to ensure all regional funds 
remain within the Kern region.  
 
According to the Kern County PTMISEA Policy, a call for TSSSDRA projects was made by Kern COG staff on September 4th of 
2013.  To be considered within FY 2013/2014, projects must be submitted to Kern COG staff no later than Friday, October 25, 
2013. Projects may be submitted to Bob Snoddy at: bsnoddy@kerncog.org  
 
 
ACTION: 
 
Information 
 
Attachment: FY 2013/2014 California State Controller TSSSDRA Schedule for the Kern region 

   FY 2013/2014 TSSSDRA Apportionment Target  



 
 
 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 
 
TO:   Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Peter Smith 
  Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VIII 

TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVITIES PROJECTS 
 
DESCRIPTION:   In the MAP-21 Legislation the Transportation Enhancement Activities 
Program (TEA) was eliminated.   A new program, entitled the Transportation Alternatives 
Program (TAP), provides funding for similar TEA-like activities.  At this time, the California 
Transportation Commission has indicated that it will not include Transportation Enhancement 
projects in the upcoming 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) because of 
MAP-21. This will be done as part of the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
process. 
 
 
DISCUSSION:  The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity as the federally-
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization, issued two “call for projects” for TEA projects in 
2009 and 2011.  Ten (10) projects that were approved for funding have not yet been completed.  
Staff has reviewed the approved, but unconstructed, TEA projects for eligibility under the TAP 
and found them to be eligible.  Kern COG staff will work to ensure that the projects remain in the 
Federal Transportation Improvement Program.    
 
However, funding levels for the TAP have not been established.  It is the policy of the Kern 
Council of Governments to move adopted projects forward and in this case when the level of 
TAP funding is established the agency intends to convert the funding source for the approved 
TEA projects to the TAP funding.  When the level of funding will be known has not been 
determined. 
 
ACTION: Information 
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TO:    Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
   
  By:   Peter Smith, 
   Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT:   TTAC AGENDA ITEM: IX 

TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ARTICLE 3 PROGRAM OF 
PROJECTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014 
 

 
DESCRIPTION:  The Kern Council of Governments, acting in the capacity as the state-
designated Regional Transportation Planning Authority, administers funding for the 
Transportation Development Act Article 3 program (Article 3).  Article 3 funds are used to pay 
for bicycle and pedestrian safety programs and bicycle and pedestrian travel facilities.  Eligible 
Article 3 claimants are the eleven incorporated cities within Kern County and the County of 
Kern. 
 
DISCUSSION:  A call for projects was issued for the Article 3 program on May 1 2013, with a 
submittal deadline of July 15, 2013.  The total amount of funding available for Fiscal Year 2013-
2014 is estimated to be $707,704. Seven (7) eligible jurisdictions submitted a total of twenty 
three (23) project proposals requesting $2,375,280. 
 
The project proposals are submitted using standardized ranking criteria.  Submitted project 
proposals are reviewed and field checked by KernCOG staff.  Bicycle parking and bicycle and 
pedestrian safety programs have the highest priority.  After all bicycle parking and bicycle and 
safety program requests have been satisfied, seventy percent (70%) of the remaining funding 
pool is available for bicycle travel facilities, with the remaining thirty percent (30%) available for 
pedestrian travel facilities.  No single jurisdiction may claim more than forty percent (40%) of the 
fiscal year’s available funding.   KernCOG staff has reviewed and evaluated the Article 3 project 
proposals for Fiscal Year 2012-2013 and recommends the following allocations: 
 
 
 
 



Bicycle Parking and Safety Programs (1st Priority) 
 
Jurisdiction     Project     Cost 
 
Arvin    Bike Rack     $1,000 
Taft    Bike Rack     $1,000 
Tehachapi   Bike Locker at Airport    $2,400 
 
First Priority Total:        $4,400 
 
 
Prior Commitments: 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Jurisdiction    Project     Cost 
 
Kern County  West side SR184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison $87,000 
   (Close Out   Phase III of III) 
 
Shafter   SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare   $79,264 
   (Close Out   Phase III of III) 
 
Kern County  Niles Street Sidewalks from Virginia to Oswell $141,569 
   (Phase II of III $141,569 owing) 
 
Wasco   Ped Improve on 7th Street      $9,876 
   (Close Out   Phase III of III) 
 
  
Prior Commitments Total:       $317,659 
 
 
 
 
Bicycle Travel Facilities: 
 
Jurisdiction    Project     Cost 
 
Bakersfield  Bikelane on Akers btwn McKee and Wilson Rd. $223,200 
 
Bakersfield      Bikelane on Haggin Oaks btwn Ming and 
                        Camino.Media      $11,250 
 
Bakersfield     Bikelane on Stockdale Highway from Renfro to 
             Allen Road      $22,550 
 
Bakersfield     Bikelane on Panama Lane btwn Buena Vista and 
                        Mountain Vista Drive     $11,250 
 
 
Bicycle Travel Facilities Total:      $267,950 
 



 
 
 
Pedestrian Facilities: 
 
Jurisdiction    Project     Cost 
 
Kern County   Pedestrian Path on Niles btwn Lynwood Street   
                        and Morning Drive      $115,000 
 
Pedestrian Facilities Total:       $115,000 
 
 
 
Grand Total, Fiscal Year 2011-2012 TDA-3 Program               $705,009 
 
 
ACTION:  Recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee for the Fiscal 
Year 2013-2014 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program of Projects 
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TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Project Delivery Manager 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: X  

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 6-year Program for Projects of 
Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the California Transportation Commission 
(CTC).  The maximum 2014 RTIP County Share estimate of new programming capacity indicated for 
Kern is $46.137 million for programming years 17-18 through 19-20.  
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
2014 Fund Estimate and 2014 STIP Guidelines  
 
At the August 6, 2013 CTC meeting, the Final 2014 Fund Estimate and 2014 STIP Guidelines were 
approved by the California Transportation Commission. A copy of the adopted 2014 Fund Estimate and 
2014 STIP Guidelines are included with this report. Both adopted documents will inform the Kern Region 
as to how the program of projects is to be submitted for the Commission’s final approval early next spring. 
According to the newly adopted guidelines a region the size of Kern can request new programming up to 
twice its maximum programming estimate. However, it should be noted that the final approval of RTIP 
submittals throughout California relies on statewide financial constraint as indicated in the adopted Fund 
Estimate. The concept of “over-programming” is mentioned because of the development of Option A as 
discussed below. 
 
“Option A” – Program of Projects 
 
Kern COG staff has prepared a Draft Program of Projects table with the label “Option A” and is 
incorporated into this staff report as Attachment F. The table was circulated for information at the August 
21, 2013 Workshop and discussed in some detail. Option A provides a point of beginning for regional 
discussion and reflects a precursor to the development of a staff recommendation due in October. “Option 
A” positions the State Route 58 Connector project as the regions highest priority and indicates $49 million 
toward construction. This “expends” the full maximum fund estimate of $46 million. In the next grouping of 
projects that are considered partnership or “MOU” projects, Option A positions the Inyo County project 
“Olancha Cartago” as the next priority because of the value of this partnership and because its ready for 
construction. Other projects with identified needs include State Route 46 and State Route 119. In each 
case, there may be opportunities to safely defer programming of additional phases or cost overruns. 
“Option A” is consistent with the regions commitment to the State Route 58 Connector project from the 
2012 RTIP cycle and restores the 60/40 commitment to the region. 
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2014 RTIP Workshops  
 
Kern COG staff has begun the development of 2014 RTIP programming information for discussion and 
review at the August, and upcoming September Workshop. A draft staff recommendation will be 
presented in October with a request for approval by November 2013. 
 
Workshop of September 25, 2013 – This Workshop is the last scheduled Workshop for the development 
process of the 2014 RTIP Program of Projects. This Workshop will provide the opportunity for participants 
to inform Kern COG staff regarding any final programmatic considerations, leading up to the development 
of a staff recommendation for circulation in the month of October. 
 
Workshop of August 21, 2013 – Kern COG staff conducted a Workshop on Wednesday, August 21, 
2013 at 9:30 AM in the Kern COG Board Room. Staff updated attendees on the adoption of both the 2014 
STIP Guidelines and 2014 Fund Estimate. Also introduced and discussed at the Workshop was the 
Program of Projects Summary Table or “Option A” 
 
Workshop of July 24, 2013 - Kern COG staff conducted a Workshop on Wednesday, July 24, 2013 at 
9:30 AM in the Kern COG Board Room. The following topics were discussed: 1) The Draft 2014 Fund 
Estimate information; 2) The Draft 2014 STIP Guidelines update; 3) Kern COG project needs; 4) MOU 
partnerships in Eastern Kern; and 5) The Status of Kern COG’s 60/40 equity policy.   
 
Background 
 
The information below presents a development overview and information baseline for the 2014 RTIP 
process. Project status is indicated below: 
 

STATUS OF PROJECTS OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE IN 2012 STIP 
 
 
 
 

RANK PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROGRAM PHASE FY STATUS  
 

Board / 13 West Ridgecrest Blvd. Recon. & Widen Construction 13-14 Ready  
Board / 61 Challenger Drive  Extension Construction 13-14 Ready  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 1 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 2 
Pre-Construction 15-17 In Progress  
Construction - - - Not Programmed  

Board / 60 SR 46 – Segment 4A Widening 
Pre-Construction 12-13 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Yet Started  

5 / Board SR 119 – Cherry Ave Passing Lanes 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Started  

Board SR 58 Centennial Corridor 
Pre-construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  
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The CTC has begun the process to develop a statewide 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program 
(2014 STIP) for Projects of Regional Significance. Each regions submittal to the CTC is considered an 
“RTIP”. Once the submittals are aggregated and approved by the CTC, it becomes a “STIP”. Currently, 
Kern projects in the 2012 STIP include street and highway improvements on State Routes 14, 46, 58, 119 
and two local streets in Ridgecrest and Tehachapi. More detailed information about each project is 
provided in Attachment A of this report. 
 
2014 RTIP TIMELINE 
 
For the month of July and August, KCOG staff conducted two Workshops and the California 
Transportation Commission adopted the 2014 Fund Estimate and STIP Guidelines.  
 
 September 2013 - KCOG staff to conduct Workshop to discuss the Draft Program of Projects. 

 October 2013 - KCOG staff circulates Draft 2014 RTIP Program of Projects for public comments 

 November 2013 - KCOG staff requests approval of Final 2014 RTIP Program of Projects 

 December 2013 - KCOG submits 2014 RTIP Project Programs to the CTC 

 February 2014 - CTC conducts Southern/Northern California Public Hearings for Draft 2014 STIP 

 March 2014 - CTC presents staff recommendation for 2014 STIP 

 April 2014 - CTC approves final 2014 STIP 

 
Regional Adoption of 2012 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
 
On November 17, 2011, the KCOG Board of Directors approved its 2012 RTIP Program of Projects. The 
Board action included an action to reserve future county-shares for the State Route 58 Centennial 
Corridor Connector project.  The 2012 RTIP included a request to advance an additional $49 million for 
the construction phase of the Centennial Corridor. At that time, CTC staff indicated that KCOG’s request 
for additional programming capacity from a future RTIP cycle was reasonable because it did not exceed 
the estimated 5-year County Share estimate. In light of Commission staff’s support, KCOG staff’s 
recommendation as approved by the Board on November 17, 2011, included 1) the programming of non-
metropolitan Bakersfield project phases that were ready to be advanced and 2) a future programming 
commitment from the 2014 RTIP cycle to advance the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor project. The 
$49 million advance was not part of the Commission’s final approval. However, the KCOG Board of 
Directors action to direct future funding to the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor Connector 
project remains intact. Attachment B reflects the approved 2012 STIP portion for Kern. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



September 4, 2013 
TTAC Report 
2014 RTIP 
Page 4 
 
 
Update of the KCOG Project Selection Policy 
 
In 1998, KCOG circulated a call for projects to the Cities and County of Kern and ranked 66 Projects of 
Regional Significance. This action was in response to the enactment of SB 45 which shifted 75% of 
formula highway revenue to regional control and 25% to state control. The KCOG RTIP Policy focused on 
regional equity inside and outside of the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and project readiness. The equity 
policy designates that 60% of State Transportation Improvement Program funds be available for projects 
inside the 2010 Metropolitan Bakersfield Boundary (as modified by the policy). The remaining 40% of the 
State Transportation Improvement Program funding was for projects outside the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
boundary. The policy notes that funds can be flexible (moved inside and outside the designated boundary 
from year to year) as long as the “60/40” balance is maintained over the long-term.  
 
Since then, KCOG recently approved a comprehensive update to the project selection process for 
revenue programs in which KCOG has jurisdiction for both project selection or the dissemination of 
revenue or both. Chapter 3 is specific to the RTIP and references the State Transportation Improvement 
Program Guidelines as adopted by the CTC every two years. These two policy sources inform KCOG 
staff and the Board of Directors on options and considerations to advance these Projects of Regional 
Significance. Go to http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/STIP/2012_STIP/2012_STIP_Guidelines_final.pdf 
and http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/policies/Project_Selection_Process_2012.pdf for the current 
version of the CTC 2012 STIP Guidelines and the KCOG “Project Delivery Policies and Procedures”.  The 
KCOG document includes several key policy elements in Chapter 3 including 1) the geographic equity 
60/40 policy; 2) the commitment of revenue to the SR 46 widening projects between the San Luis Obispo 
County Line and Interstate 5; 3) the leveraging of other revenue streams; and 4) policy elements that 
focus on project readiness. All of these policy considerations are taken into account by KCOG staff when 
a Program of Projects is developed for each RTIP cycle. Project readiness and leveraging elements are 
listed below and on the next page. 
 

 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program, it is KCOG’s policy to continue advancing the project that has 
completed one phase to the next phase when funding is available; 

 
 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 

Transportation Improvement Plan, it is KCOG’s policy to keep a project or phase of a project whole, 
when possible; 
 

 KCOG leverages outside project dollars through partnerships with Caltrans (IIP), other Regions, Local 
contributions, regional commitments from other Counties, demonstration funds, or state bond funds; 
 

 KCOG supports the equitable distribution of funding through the management of the Metro/Rural 
60/40 programming split of State Transportation Improvement Program funding; and  
 

 KCOG uses a ranked list of candidate Regional Transportation Improvement Program projects 
approved by the KCOG Board of Director’s in addition to other Board Actions to manage overall 
project priorities. 
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Revenue Partnerships – As a way to leverage the states allotment of formula highway funding for 
improvements on interregional focus routes including State Routes 14, 46 and 58, the KCOG Board has 
partnered with Caltrans and other Counties since 1998 and then again in 2003. The KCOG Board of 
Directors entered into Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with Caltrans and the Counties of Inyo 
and Mono in order to combine Kern’s regional choice funding with State choice dollars to deliver projects 
along the State Route 14 / US 395 Corridor up into the Counties of Inyo and Mono. The 1998 MOU 
committed the KCOG Board to assist with an Inyo County project, the Olancha Cartago widening project. 
As part of the 1998 MOU, Caltrans delivered the State Route 14 Mojave Widening project in Kern. Also 
under the MOU, the next KCOG project that benefits from this collaboration is the State Route 14 
Freeman Gulch Widening project. State Route 46 Widening project from the San Luis Obispo County Line 
to Interstate 5 is another project that successfully leveraged several funding sources.  
 
Since the enactment of SB 45, the State has fallen short in expected formula revenue streams. Several 
projects in the Kern region were advanced to the environmental review phase in 1998 to create a new 
shelf of projects, but some of these projects were subsequently shelved because of revenue shortfall of 
over $300 million in subsequent cycles. These projects include: 
 

 State Route 184 Weedpatch Highway Widening – Delayed 
 State Route 58 Dennison Road Interchange – Delayed 
 State Route 46 Widening through Wasco – Delayed 
 US 395 Widening through Ridgecrest – Delayed 

 
Attachments C, D, and E were included for discussion purposes only.  
 
Action:  Information 
 
Attachment A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
Attachment B – 2012 STIP as approved by California Transportation Commission 
Attachment C –Other Significant Transportation Investments in Kern County 
Attachment D – Doing More with Less – A Graphic Chart 
Attachment E – Projects Delivered Over the Last 10 Years 
Attachment F – “Option A” Program of Projects Summary 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 1 
 

Project Description and Location: This MOU project is programmed with Inyo 10% RIP, Mono 10% 
RIP, Kern 40% RIP and Caltrans 40% IIP. This project was divided into 3 segments. Segment 1 is ready for 
construction. The first segment is from 1 mile south of State Route 178 East to 1.7 miles north of State 
Route 178 East for a total of 2.7 miles. The project will widen the highway from 2 to 4 lanes. 

Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the first of three segments 
that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 395.  Route 
14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: Project design is currently in progress with some preliminary rights-of-way work as well. 
 
Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered to be fully funded. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2008 RTIP Engineering 12-13 $1,000 $1,000 $500 $2,500 
2008 RTIP Rights-of-Way 14-15 $4,520 $4,520 $2,260 $11,300 
2012 RTIP Construction 16-17 $12,435 $12,435 $6,218 $31,088 

 Total  $17,955 $17,955 $8,978 $44,888 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 2 
 

 
 
 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is the second of the three segments. The project is 
located from 4.8 miles south of Route 178 west to 0.5 mile north of Route 178 west to convert from a 2-lane 
conventional highway to a 4-lane expressway. 
 
 
 
Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the second of three 
segments that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 
395.  Route 14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: This project is in the design phase. Construction is not yet programmed. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: Segment 2 was programmed for PS&E and RW using RIP from Inyo and 
Mono Counties only with proposed ITIP revenue. This is considered a “loan” and Kern COG will need to 
restore its 40% share from a future county share cycle. Future Cost Estimate: $42 M. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2012 RTIP Engineering 15-16  $1,300 $1,950 $3,250 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 16-17  $3,044 $4,566 $7,610 

 Construction      
 Total   $4,344 $6,516 $10,860 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 58 – Centennial Corridor Connector 

Project Location and Description: This new alignment of State Route (SR) 58 begins at Interstate 5 
(PM T31.7) and ends east of Cottonwood Road (PM R55.4) in and near the City of Bakersfield. This work 
consists of three segments. Segment 3, consists of a route adoption of Stockdale highway as the new SR 
58 with operational improvements. Segment 2, consists of a route transfer of Westside Parkway as the new 
SR 58. Segment 1, consists of a new freeway alignment from the east terminus of Westside Parkway to SR 
99 and operational improvements on the existing SR 58 from SR 99 to east of Cottonwood Road. 
 
 Purpose and Need: This project is to construct and ultimately adopt an alignment for SR 58 that will 
provide interregional and regional conductivity for east-west traffic traveling within metropolitan Bakersfield 
and Kern County, provide continuity for SR 58 in Kern County, promote economic growth and 
international/interregional trade by improving linkage between existing segments of the interstate system, 
reduce commercial and regional commute time through a major freight corridor, improve local east-west 
circulation and reduce congestion. 

Project Status: This project currently is completing the environmental review phase. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: The construction phase  
 
 Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

- - - Environmental    $25,000 $25,000 
2012 RTIP Engineering 12-13   $39,000 $39,000 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 12-13   $195,000 $195,000 

 Construction 13-16 $4,001  $444,000 $435,000 
 Total  $4,001  $689,999 $694,000 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 119 Passing Lanes 
 

Project Location and Description: Near Taft, from Cherry Avenue to Tupman Road.  Construct 4-lane 
bypass and eastbound and westbound passing lanes. 
 
 Purpose and Need: Segments of Route 119 within the project limits are currently operating at a Level of 
Service (LOS) D and E. Segment 1, from post-mile 5.5 to R9.1, and segment 2, from post-mile R9. 1 to 
R11.6 are currently operating at LOS E. If no improvements are made, segment 2 would deteriorate to LOS 
E and segment 1 to LOS F. By widening the existing two-lane highway to a four-lane expressway the LOS 
would be improved to B or better, which would exceed the Route Concept LOS of C.  

Project Status: Project Report in revision to modify project scope from bypass to passing lanes. Design 
and construction to follow. Rights-of-way to be amended to separate into construction. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: Initial estimates considered sufficient. However, additional revenue may be 
needed for environmental mitigation. A portion of the ROW programmed is expected to finance 
construction. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering 12-13 $400   $400 
 Rights-of-Way 14-15 $5,205   $5,205 
 Construction      
 Total  $5,605   $5,605 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

In Ridgecrest – West Ridgecrest Blvd Reconstruction and Widening 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is located  in the City of Ridgecrest on West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard; the project limits are between Mahan Street and China Lake Boulevard (SR 178) 
along West Ridgecrest Boulevard, which is a distance of 1.5 Miles. 
 
 Purpose and Need: This project will provide improved access to State Route 178 / U.S. 395 in the 
western part of the City of Ridgecrest. The proposed construction includes converting portions of West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard, from two-lane to four-lane traffic, construction of center medians for control of left 
turns, reconstruction and signalization of two intersections.  
 
Project Status: This project is ready for construction. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 
 
 Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      
 Construction 13-14 $6,200   $6,200 
 Total  $6,200   $6,200 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

In Tehachapi – Challenger Drive Extension 
 

Project Location and Description: In Tehachapi, from eastern terminus of Challenger Drive to 
Dennison Road on a new alignment. Construct a new 2-lane roadway.  

Purpose and Need: This project was selected to replace a proposed interchange on State Route 58 at 
Dennison Road.  Two residential subdivisions lie north of the UPRR train route cutting through the City of 
Tehachapi.  The train track is a major east-west freight route and receives almost 80 trains a day.  The at-
grade crossing isolates these two residential developments. The extension of Challenger drive on the north 
side of Hwy 58, will serve as an alternate route to these residential neighborhoods.  

Project Status: This project is ready for construction and should be delivered in the upcoming fiscal year. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      

2012 RTIP Construction 13-14 $1,500   $1,500 
 Total  $1,500   $1,500 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 

Construction 

Investment 
Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of Arvin 

On Route 223 in Kern County near Arvin 

between Old River Road and Vineland Road 

- Widen shoulders & install Rumble strips - 

PM 4.8 / R17.2 

SHOPP 2013-14 $3,652,000 Design and ROW 

work in progress 

– construction to 

start by 2014  

In Kern County on Route 223 within 

The City of Arvin from A Street to 

Derby Street – Construct curb, gutter and 

sidewalk - Aesthetic treatments – PM 19.8 / 

22.2 

TE 2011-12 $1,084,000 Construction 

contract 

awarded  

Nov. 2012 

 

Agency:  City of California City 

On Route 14 Widen to 4 lanes and 

construct interchange at California City 

Blvd. 

STIP 2005-06 $62,000,000 Inyo/Mono/KCOG 

partnership – 

constructed in 

2008 

Redwood Blvd./Hacienda Blvd; reconfigure 

intersection; curb, gutter, raised medians, 

upgrade signs, striping and pavement 

markings 

HSIP 2013-14 $411,300 Construction 

programmed in 

2014 

 

Agency:  City of Delano 

On Route 155 near Delano at Browning 

Road -Intersection Improvements –  PM 1.5 

SHOPP Future $1,000,000 Not yet 

programmed 

Delano: Cecil Ave./Albany St.; Albany 

St./15th Ave.; Albany St./14th Ave.; Albany 

St./13th Ave.; SR 155 (Garces Hwy.)/Austin 

St.; SR 155/Belmont St.; SR 155/Dover St.; 

Construct raised crosswalk, bulb-outs, curb 

ramps; install signs and striping 

SRTS 2014-15 $393,600 Construction 

programmed in 

2014-15. 

 

Agency:  City of Maricopa 

On Route 166 From State Route 33 To 3.5 

Miles West Of San Emigdio Creek Bridge 

(Br# 50-31) AC Overlay – PM 0.0 / 9.0 

SHOPP 

Candidate 

Future $5,228,000 Project not yet 

programmed. 

On Route 166 Near Maricopa From 

5.6 Km West Of San Emigdio Creek Bridge 

To Route 166/99 Separation Asphalt 

Concrete Overlay –  PM 9.0 / 24.6 

SHOPP 2009-10 $15,900,000 Project was 

completed in 

2012. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 

Construction 

Investment 
Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of McFarland 

On Route 99 And 178 In Kern County At 

Kern Avenue Pedestrian OC On Route 99, 

Pm 49.6 & Sunny Lane Pedestrian Over-

crossing On Route 178, PM R4.4 - ADA 

Compliance Upgrades 

SHOPP 2013-14 $12,100,000 Programmed for 

construction in 

2014 

On Route 99 from Beardsley Canal Bridge 

To Route 46/99 Separation - Replace 

Existing Pavement 

SHOPP 2010-11 $88,000,000 In Construction 

On Route 99 Near Famoso And South Of 

McFarland From 0.6 Mile South Of 

Sherwood Avenue Overcrossing To 0.4 Mile 

South Of Whisler Road Overcrossing – 

Construct Rumble Strip PM R46.9 / 48.6 

SHOPP 2013-14 $1,444,000 Construction not 

yet started. 

On Perkins Avenue, Browning Avenue, Kern 

Avenue, construct sidewalk and curb ramps 

– SRTS 

SRTS 2012-13 $286,750 Construct should 

be started. 

 

Agency:  City of Ridgecrest 

In Kern County On Route 178, From China 

Lake Blvd To Gemstone Street In The City 

Of Ridgecrest Reconstruct Center Median 

With Raised Center Median – PM 100.6 / 

102.7 

SHOPP Future $1,420,000 Candidate 

Near Ridgecrest at the Red Rock Canyon 

Bridge #50-0178. Replace bridge (scour) – 

PM 39.3 / 40.3 

SHOPP 2013-14 $14,450,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2013. 

In Kern Co in and near Ridgecrest from 

Route 178/395 Sep to Richmond Rd. 

Maintenance Asphalt Overlay - PM 93.2 

103.8 

SHOPP 2012-13 $3,265,000 This should be in 

construction. 

In Kern Co. in and near Ridgecrest from 

route 178/395 Separation to China Lake 

Blvd. Maintenance Asphalt Overlay – PM 

93.2 100.6 

SHOPP 2012-13 $3,752,000 This should be in 

construction. 

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave; 

China Lake Blvd between Rader Ave and 

Ridgecrest Blvd; install traffic signals and 

interconnect communications cable; 

construct curb ramps HSIP4-09-001 

HSIP 2013-14 $361,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2014. 

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd; 

install traffic signals (interconnect); 

construct curb ramps, curb and gutter 

HSIP5-09-001 

HSIP 2014-15 $440,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2015. 

Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave between 

Downs St and Inyo St; Widen roadway; 

improve alignment HSIP5-09-002 

HSIP 2015-16 $293,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2015 

 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 

Construction 

Investment 
Status 

 

 

Ridgecrest: Seven (7) intersections); 

upgrade traffic signals HSIP5-09-003 

HSIP 2014-15 $426,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2015 

Ridgecrest: Twelve (12) intersection (on 

Norma St, Downs St, Richmond Rd); install 

signs and pavement markings HSIP5-09-

004 

HSIP 2014-15 $528,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2015 

Ridgecrest: at various locations; Construct 

sidewalks, curb ramps, and a 

bus turnout; install crosswalks, speed 

feedback signs, and bike lane signs and 

pavement markings SRTS3-09-002 

SRTS 2015-16 $583,400 Construction 

scheduled for 

2016 

 

Agency:  City of Shafter 

On Route 43 in the cities of Shafter and 

Wasco, at various intersections. Construct 

pedestrian curb ramps. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $1,206,000 Construction 

programmed in 

2016 

On Route 43 from 0.3 Mile North Of Los 

Angeles St To Route 46 - Place Rubberized 

Hot Mix Asphalt 

SHOPP 2010-11 $13,145,000 Construction 

Completed 

 

Agency:  City of Taft 

Construction On Route 119 Between 0.2 

Miles East Of Weed Creek (PM 4.7) And 0.3 

Miles West Of Lakeview Wash Bridge (PM 

8.5) Widen Shoulders And HMA Overlay 

SHOPP 2011-12 $3,564,000 Construction 

may be in 

progress 

Taft: Various locations throughout the city; 

Construct curb ramps; install speed 

feedback signs, in-pavement crosswalk 

lights, striping and pavement markings 

SRTS3-06-011 

SRTS 2014-15 $457,400 Construction 

programmed in 

2015 

On Route 119 in and near Taft from the 

119/33 Jct to the 119/5 Sep. Br. 

Maintenance Asphalt Overlay  

SHOPP 2012-13 $1,460,000 Construction 

may be in 

progress 

 

Agency:  City of Tehachapi 

Near Tehachapi, at Sand Canyon Road 

Bridge No. 50-0345R. Replace 

bridge 

SHOPP 2014-15 $3,114,000 Construction 

programmed in 

2015 

On Route 58 Near Tehachapi At Summit 

Overhead Replace Bridge Rails 

SHOPP Future $1,001,000 Candidate 

On Route 58 in Tehachapi At 

Tehachapi Summit Interchange 

Widen Intersection 

SHOPP Future $674,000 Candidate 

 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 

Construction 

Investment 
Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of Wasco 

On Route 46 Near Wasco, at Route 99 

Separation Bridge No. 50-0184E. Replace 

bridge. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $12,977,000 Construction 

programmed in 

2016 

On Route 43 in the cities of Shafter and 

Wasco, at various intersections. Construct 

pedestrian curb ramps. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $1,206,000 Construction 

programmed in 

2016 

In Kern County In Shafter And Wasco From 

0.3 Mile North Of Los Angeles Street To 

Route 46 - Place Rubberized Hot Mix 

Asphalt Type G On Existing Surface – PM 

16.1 to 25.1 

SHOPP 2010-11 $13,145,000 Construction 

Completed 

 
Glossary of Terms: 
 
HSIP “Highway Safety Improvement Program”  
SRTS “Safe Routes to School” Program  
SHOPP “State Highway Operations and Protection Program“ (State Highway System Maintenance Program)   
TE “Transportation Enhancement” Program 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT D – Doing More with Less 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT E – Projects Delivered Over the Last 10 Years 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT F – Option A - Program of Projects 
 

 

 

EN
V

D
ES

R
O
W

C
O
N 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22

Available Revenue / programmed & new 
1

 $    28,350  $    17,787  $    46,137 

Planning, Programming & Monitoring 2  $     1,395  $     1,395  $     1,395  $     1,395  $         465  $         299  $         299  $         299  $         299  $         199  $            -    $            -    $            -   

SR 58 – Centennial Corridor 3 1 l l l l  $ 687,400  $   53,001  $           -    $   53,001  $ 634,399  $ 687,400  $      4,001  $            -    $    49,000  $            -    $            -    $            -   

US 395 Olancha Cartago MOU 4 B l l l l  $   18,950  $     2,855  $     2,855  $   18,950  $    12,055 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 1 4 B l l l l  $   44,888  $   44,888  $      2,500  $    11,300  $    31,088 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 2 4 B l l l l  $   10,860  $   29,935  $            -    $      3,250  $      7,610  $    19,075 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 3 4 B l l l  $      2,300 

SR 46 Segment 4A 5 B l l l l  $   30,880  $     6,280  $     6,280  $   24,800  $   30,880  $    10,030  $    20,850 

SR 46 Segment 4B 5 B l

SR 119 Truck Climbing Lanes 6 B l l l  $     9,017  $     5,205  $     5,205  $     9,017  $     9,017  $      3,812  $      5,205 

West Ridgecrest Blvd Reconstruction 7 B l l l l  $     6,200  $     6,200  $     6,200  $      6,200 

Challenger Drive Extension 7 B l l l l  $     1,500  $     1,500  $     1,500  $      1,500 

$811,090  $   76,436 $0 $68,736 $668,216 $830,165  $    24,507  $    16,804  $    28,400  $    38,997 

Notes:

STIP Cycle Metro Rural
54% 46%
61% 39%60/40 policy in 2014 RTIP per Option A Draft

LEGEND:                2014 RTIP Carry-over                New RIP 2014 RTIP               Future 2016 RTIP

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT 

TOTALS

Total 
KCOG
 RIP

Other Leveraged Funds 2014 RTIP Capital Improvement Program - RIP ONLY
“FUTURE” 2016 RTIP

IIP RIP Other Total
Carry-over Programming into 2014 RTIP “NEW” 2014 RTIP

Pr
io

rit
y

Projects below this line would be considered for further advancement of 2016 RTIP funding.

6 - This project was revised from a bypass to a truck climbing lane project. Programming for construction was shown in the design phase; environmental mitigation may increase cost by $2 million.
7 - Both projects are scheduled for delivery this fiscal year. They will both be on the CTC agenda this October to request a construction vote.

Projects below this line w ill not be considered for further advancement due to lack of funding.

Current and 
Proposed Phases

Projects below this line are considered for new 2014 RTIP funding.

Projects below this line are scheduled for delivery and considered fully funded.

Grand total for 2014 RTIP Submittal

Prior Year

1 - Revenue indicated as per adopted August 6, 2013 California Transportation Commission 2014 Fund Estimate
2 - Planning, Programming and Monitoring does not add new programming from 2014 RTIP cycle; existing 2012 STIP programming is respread out to the 2018-19 fiscal year.
3 - SR 58 Centennial Corridor requires 2 construction phases; RIP or ITIP (STIP) revenue will be used to offset and combine with local revenue streams after earmark revenue is used.
4 - MOU projects are subject to further delay unless advanced with future revenue. Caltrans may consider using additional ITIP to cover KCOG's commitment to Olancha Cartago project.
5 - SR 46 Segment 4A is considered fully funded at this time; Caltrans may choose to advance Segment 4 B through the ITIP program.

Metro Rural
$152,146,000 $129,719,000
$201,146,000 $129,719,000

60/40 policy in 2014 RTIP per Option A Draft

Current status of 60/40 policy

$ $ $

Request Advance

Request Advance

“Option A” - 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program – Program of Projects ($ X 1,000) 
 
 

 



                  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
                  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

  
 “Caltrans improves mobility across California” 

 

M e m o r a n d u m  
 
To:     CHAIR AND COMMISSION 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

CTC Meeting: August 6, 2013 

 Reference No.:  4.7 
   Action Item 

 

From:  STEVEN KECK 
 Acting Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Ron Sheppard 
 Acting Division Chief 

Budgets 
  

Subject: ADOPTION OF THE 2014 STIP AND AERONAUTICS ACCOUNT FUND ESTIMATES: 
RESOLUTION G-13-08 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) to approve Resolution G-13-08 to adopt the  
Proposed 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fund Estimate and approve the 
Proposed 2014 Aeronautics Account Fund Estimate. 
 
ISSUE: 
 
Section 14525(a) of the Government Code (GC) requires the Commission to adopt the Fund 
Estimate in each odd year by August 15.  Resolution G-13-08 and the Proposed 2014 Aeronautics 
Account Fund Estimate have been updated based on Commission and Commission staff 
recommendations, and include the state and federal funding available for programming over the 
respective fund estimate periods. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Sections 14524 and 14525 of the GC require the Department to present a STIP Fund Estimate to the 
Commission by July 15, and the Commission to adopt a Fund Estimate by August 15 of each  
odd-numbered year, respectively.  The purpose of the Fund Estimate is to forecast all federal and 
state funds reasonably expected to be available for programming in the subsequent STIP.  Each  
even-numbered year, the Commission is required to adopt a STIP based on the funding identified in 
the adopted Fund Estimate.   
 
Attachments:  

Resolution G-13-08 
Summary of the Proposed 2014 STIP Fund Estimate 
 



 

 
 

RESOLUTION G-13-08 
 

APPENDIX G – RESOLUTION TO ADOPT  
THE 2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE  

 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

 
ADOPTION OF THE 2014 FUND ESTIMATE 

 
 

1.1. WHEREAS, Sections 14524 and 14525 of the Government Code require the Department 
of Transportation (Department) to present, and the California Transportation Commission 
(Commission) to adopt, a biennial fund estimate to include and estimate all State and 
federal Funds reasonably expected to be available for the biennial State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP), including the amount that may be programmed in each 
county for regional improvement programs; and 
 

1.2. WHEREAS, on January 8, 2013, the Department presented an overview of the fund 
estimate process and schedule; and 
 

1.3 WHEREAS, on May 7, 2013, the Department presented, and the Commission approved 
the 2014 Fund Estimate assumptions; and  

 
1.4 WHEREAS, on June 11, 2013, the Department presented to the Commission the Draft 

2014 Fund Estimate; and 
 
1.5 WHEREAS, on July 18, 2013, the Commission held a workshop on the  

Proposed 2014 Fund Estimate to consider public comment, and indicated that the 
adoption of the 2014 Fund Estimate would be scheduled for August 6, 2013; and 

 
1.6 WHEREAS, on August 6, 2013, the Department will present to the Commission an 

updated, proposed 2014 Fund Estimate; and 
 
1.7 WHEREAS, the proposed 2014 Fund Estimate identifies new program capacity of 

approximately $1.2 billion in new highway STIP capacity, and over-programming of 
approximately $379 million in the Public Transportation Account for the six-year period 
covering 2013-14 through 2018-19; and 

 
1.8 WHEREAS, the Proposed 2014 Fund Estimate includes annual programming targets, 

adjusted for STIP amendments and allocations through June 2013. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

2.1 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the California Transportation Commission 
does hereby adopt the 2014 STIP Fund Estimate, as presented by the Department on 
August 6, 2013, with programming in the 2014 STIP to be based on the statutory funding 
identified; and  

 
2.2 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission requests that the Department, in 

cooperation with Commission staff, distribute copies of the 2014 Fund Estimate to each 
regional agency and county transportation commission. 
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The 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program Fund Estimate Book is available online at 
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Proposed 2014 STIP Fund Estimate Summary - 1 -



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On August 6, 2013, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) adopted the 2014 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fund Estimate (FE).  The STIP FE is a 
biennial estimate of all resources available for the state’s transportation infrastructure over the 
next five-year period, and establishes the program funding levels for the STIP and the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  The 2014 STIP FE period covers state 
fiscal years 2014-15 through 2018-19.  
 
STIP Capacity 
 
STIP projects add capacity to the state’s transportation infrastructure.  The 2014 STIP FE 
includes a total estimate of $3.4 billion in program capacity over the five-year FE period.  
Program capacity represents the total value of projects that can be funded each year, and includes 
construction, right-of-way (R/W), and support.  Support consists of preliminary engineering, 
planning, design, and construction engineering.  The 2014 STIP FE displays a new, estimated 
STIP program capacity of almost $1.2 billion over the FE period.  For comparison, the 2012 
STIP FE displayed a forecast of $1.5 billion in new STIP program capacity over the same five-
year period.  As a result of the new STIP program capacity forecasted in the 2014 STIP FE, some 
projects currently programmed in the STIP may need to be delayed (reprogrammed into a later 
year). 

 STIP capacity does not include federal commitments for Transportation Enhancements 
(TE) because Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) eliminated 
dedicated funding for TE. 
 

 STIP capacity in the future will continue to depend primarily on retail prices and 
consumption of gasoline and diesel.  Both of these sources are difficult to forecast with 
any certainty due to the current economic climate. 

 
SHOPP Capacity 
 
SHOPP projects consist of major rehabilitation work on the State Highway System.  The 2014 
STIP FE forecasts SHOPP program capacity of $11.4 billion over the five-year FE period.  
Similar to the STIP, SHOPP program capacity represents the total value of projects that can be 
funded each year, and includes construction, R/W, and support.  New SHOPP capacity of over 
$7.3 billion is estimated over the FE period.  In comparison, the 2012 STIP FE displayed a 
forecast of $6.0 billion in new SHOPP program capacity. 
 

 The State Highway Account (SHA), which is the primary funding source of the SHOPP, 
has a fund balance that is highly volatile in nature.  The cash balance in this account 
fluctuates daily.  
  

 The SHOPP is constrained over the entire FE period.  While the 2014 STIP FE forecasts 
an average of $2.3 billion of SHOPP program capacity each year over the FE period, the 
annual SHOPP goal-constrained need is roughly $8.2 billion as identified in the 2013 
Ten-Year SHOPP Plan.  As a result of the approximately $5.9 billion annual shortfall, 
potential impacts may include delays of needed projects, an inability to fix new and/or 
ongoing deterioration of the highways, and cost increases over the FE period. 
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ESTIMATED CAPACITY BY PROGRAM 
Fund Estimate Five-Year Period 

 
 

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
5-Year 
Total 6-Year Total

2014 STIP FE SHOPP Target Capacity $2,000 $2,200 $2,300 $2,300 $2,300 $2,300 $11,400 $13,400
2012 SHOPP Program 2,325     2,032 2,063 0 0 0 4,095     6,420            
New SHOPP Program Capacity ($325) $168 $237 $2,300 $2,300 $2,300 $7,305 $6,980
Cumulative Difference ($325) ($157) $80 $2,380 $4,680 $6,980
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
5-Year 
Total 6-Year Total

2014 STIP FE Target Capacity $739 $690 $680 $675 $675 $670 $3,390 $4,129
2012 STIP Program $739 $732 $741 $720 0 0 2,193     2,932            
New STIP Program Capacity $0 ($42) ($61) ($45) $675 $670 $1,197 $1,197
Cumulative Difference $0 ($42) ($103) ($148) $527 $1,197
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
5-Year 
Total 6-Year Total

2014 STIP FE PTA Target Capacity $25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25
2012 PTA STIP Program 79          127        101         97 0 0 325        404               
New PTA STIP Capacity ($54) ($127) ($101) ($97) $0 $0 ($325) ($379)
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.
*Included in the overall STIP Program Capacity above.

($ in millions)

2014 STIP FE
PTA STIP Program Capacity*

($ in millions)

2014 STIP FE
STIP Program Capacity

($ in millions)

2014 STIP FE
SHOPP Program Capacity
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2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
5-Year
Total

6-Year
Total

Beginning Balance $445 $445

Fuel Excise Taxes (Base) $1,777 $1,781 $1,784 $1,785 $1,783 $1,783 $8,916 $10,693
Fuel Excise Taxes (Price-Based) 2,045       1,952       1,933       1,967       1,998       2,007       9,858 11,903
Net Weight Fees 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc. Revenues 80            79            78            79            80            78            393          472            
Loan Repayments from General Fund 50            135 100 0 0 0 235          285            
Transportation Loans 250          (135) (100) 0 0 0 (235)         15              
Net Transfers - Others (174) (163)         (163)         (165)         (166)         (165)         (820)         (994)          
Expenditures - Other Agencies (97)          (94)           (101)         (103)         (102)         (105)         (504)         (602)          
Subtotal - State Resources $4,375 $3,555 $3,532 $3,564 $3,593 $3,598 $17,842 $22,217
Toll Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program ($300) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($300)

Total State Resources $4,075 $3,555 $3,532 $3,564 $3,593 $3,598 $17,842 $21,917
Obligation Authority (OA) $3,157 $3,157 $3,157 $3,157 $3,157 $3,157 $15,785 $18,942
August Redistribution 118 118 118 118 118 118 592 710
Other Federal Resources (186) (186) (186) (186) (186) (186) (930) (1,116)

Total Federal Resources $3,089 $3,089 $3,089 $3,089 $3,089 $3,089 $15,446 $18,536
TOTAL STATE & FED RESOURCES $7,165 $6,644 $6,621 $6,653 $6,682 $6,687 $33,288 $40,453

STATE OPERATIONS ($917) ($942) ($967) ($993) ($1,020) ($1,047) ($4,969) ($5,886)
MAINTENANCE ($1,269) ($1,297) ($1,325) ($1,354) ($1,384) ($1,415) ($6,775) ($8,043)

LOCAL ASSISTANCE (LA)
Oversight (Partnership) ($122) ($127) ($123) ($120) ($118) ($115) ($603) ($725)
State & Federal LA (1,258) (1,249) (1,246) (1,247) (1,245) (1,244) (6,233)      (7,490)       
TOTAL LA ($1,380) ($1,377) ($1,370) ($1,367) ($1,363) ($1,359) ($6,836) ($8,216)

SHOPP CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT (COS)
SHOPP Major ($568) ($439) ($245) ($125) ($74) ($29) ($911) ($1,480)
SHOPP Minor (38)          (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (201)         (240)          
Stormwater (46)          (46) (46) (46) (46) (46) (230)         (276)          
TOTAL SHOPP COS ($653) ($525) ($331) ($211) ($160) ($115) ($1,342) ($1,995)

SHOPP CAPITAL OUTLAY
Major capital ($1,538) ($151) ($58) ($15) ($6) $0 ($229) ($1,767)
Minor capital (63)          (63)           (69)           (67)           (67)           (67)           (333)         (396)          
R/W Project Delivery (37) (30) (30) (7) (7) (7) (81) (118)
Unprogrammed R/W (18)          (18)           (18)           (18)           (18)           (18)           (90)           (108)          
GARVEE Debt Service (11)          (11)           (11)           (11)           (11)           (11)           (57)           (68)            
TOTAL SHOPP CAPITAL OUTLAY (1,668)     (273)       (186)       (118)       (109)       (103)        (789)         (2,457)     

TOTAL SHOPP COMMITMENTS ($5,886) ($4,413) ($4,180) ($4,044) ($4,036) ($4,039) ($20,711) ($26,597)

STIP LA
STIP Off-System ($45) ($48) ($24) ($15) ($12) ($6) ($105) ($149)
Oversight (Partnership) (36) (37) (36) (35) (34) (33) (176) (211)
TOTAL STIP LA ($80) ($86) ($60) ($49) ($46) ($39) ($280) ($361)

STIP COS ($126) ($97) ($99) ($72) ($39) ($17) ($324) ($451)

STIP CAPITAL OUTLAY
STIP On-System ($414) ($333) ($166) ($69) ($18) $0 ($585) ($999)
R/W Project Delivery (129) (111) (57) (34) (8) (8) (218) (347)
Unprogrammed R/W (11) (11) (11) (13) (12) (12) (59) (70)
GARVEE Debt Service (73) (73) 0 0 0 0 (73) (146)
TOTAL STIP CAPITAL OUTLAY ($626) ($528) ($234) ($116) ($38) ($20) ($935) ($1,561)

TOTAL STIP COMMITMENTS ($833) ($710) ($393) ($237) ($123) ($76) ($1,539) ($2,372)

TOTAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE $445 $1,521 $2,049 $2,372 $2,524 $2,573 $11,037 $11,483
SHOPP TARGET CAPACITY $2,000 $2,200 $2,300 $2,300 2,300       2,300       $11,400 $13,400
STIP TARGET CAPACITY $714 $690 $680 $675 $675 $670 $3,390 $4,104
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.

STATE HIGHWAY AND FEDERAL TRUST FUND ACCOUNTS
2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE

($ millions)

RESOURCES

COMMITMENTS
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5-Year 6-Year
2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total Total

Beginning Balance $391,169 $391,169
Sales Tax on Diesel 610,777 601,344 601,753 602,162 602,572 602,982 3,010,813 3,621,590
SMIF Interest Earned 230 191 275 275 275 275 1,291 1,521
Transfer from Aeronautics Account 30 30 30 30 30 30 150 180
Loan Repayment from SHA 0 135,000 0 0 0 0 135,000 135,000
Loan Repayment from TDIF 2,054 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,054
Loan to High-Speed Rail (HSR) (26,199) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (26,199)
Transfer from SHA (S&HC 194) 26,304 26,872 27,451 28,044 28,649 29,268 140,284 166,589

TOTAL RESOURCES $1,004,366 $763,437 $629,509 $630,511 $631,526 $632,555 $3,287,538 $4,291,904

State Transit Assistance (391,972) (379,779) (380,040) (380,298) (380,557) (380,816) (1,901,491) (2,293,463)

SUBTOTAL AVAILABLE RESOURCES $612,394 $383,658 $249,469 $250,213 $250,969 $251,739 $1,386,047 $1,998,441

STATE OPERATIONS
Rail and Mass Transportation Support ($28,511) ($29,138) ($29,779) ($30,434) ($31,104) ($31,788) ($152,244) ($180,755)
Planning Staff and Support (21,858) (22,339) (22,830) (23,333) (23,846) (24,371) (116,718) (138,576)
California Transportation Commission (1,403) (1,434) (1,465) (1,498) (1,531) (1,564) (7,492) (8,895)
Institute of Transportation Studies (980) (980) (980) (980) (980) (980) (4,900) (5,880)
Public Utilities Commission (5,434) (5,554) (5,676) (5,801) (5,928) (6,059) (29,017) (34,451)
State Controller's Office (19) (19) (20) (20) (21) (21) (101) (120)

TOTAL STATE OPERATIONS ($58,205) ($59,464) ($60,751) ($62,066) ($63,409) ($64,783) ($310,472) ($368,677)

INTERCITY RAIL
Intercity Rail and Bus Operations ($90,347) ($93,057) ($95,849) ($98,725) ($101,686) ($104,737) ($494,055) ($584,402)
Amtrak Funding Adjustment ($18,600) (31,000) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) ($130,200) ($148,800)
San Joaquin Service Improvements (HSR Integration) 0 0 0 0 (27,210) (28,026) (55,236) (55,236)
Coast Daylight - New Train Service 0 0 (5,000) (5,150) (5,305) (5,464) (20,918) (20,918)
Capital Corridor - Service Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pacific Surfliner - Service Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy Equipment Overhaul (16,800) (16,800) (16,800) (16,800) (17,800) (17,800) (86,000) (102,800)

TOTAL INTERCITY RAIL ($125,747) ($140,857) ($142,449) ($145,475) ($176,801) ($180,827) ($786,409) ($912,156)

LOCAL ASSISTANCE
Bay Area Ferry Operations/Waterborne ($3,148) ($3,179) ($3,211) ($3,243) ($3,276) ($3,309) ($16,219) ($19,367)

TOTAL LOCAL ASSISTANCE ($3,148) ($3,179) ($3,211) ($3,243) ($3,276) ($3,309) ($16,219) ($19,367)

CAPITAL OUTLAY
STIP - Mass Transportation ($18,734) ($31,241) ($39,208) ($51,159) ($25,501) ($5,471) ($152,580) ($171,314)
STIP - Rail (13,346) (28,934) (24,078) (21,732) (13,888) (2,490) (91,121) (104,467)

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY ($32,081) ($60,175) ($63,286) ($72,891) ($39,389) ($7,961) ($243,701) ($275,781)

CASH AVAILABLE FOR PROGRAMMING $393,213 $119,982 ($20,227) ($33,462) ($31,906) ($5,140) $29,247 $422,460

PTA STIP TARGET CAPACITY $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,000
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.

COMMITMENTS

2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACCOUNT

($ in thousands)

RESOURCES
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AERONAUTICS ACCOUNT
($ in thousands)

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
3-Year    
Total

RESOURCES
Beginning Balance $7,370 $1,268 $984 $707

Adjustment for Prior Commitments1 (5,822)
ADJUSTED BEGINNING BALANCE $1,548 $1,268 $984 $707 $2,959

Aviation Gas Excise Tax2 2,836 2,744 2,654 2,568 7,966
Jet Fuel Excise Tax2 2,618 2,771 2,933 3,105 8,809
Interest (SMIF) 22 22 21 20 62
Federal Trust Funds 436 446 455 465 1,366
Sale of Documents 1 1 1 1 4
Transfer to PTA Account (30) (30) (30) (30) (90)

TOTAL RESOURCES $7,432 $7,221 $7,019 $6,836 $21,076

STATE OPERATIONS
State Operations ($3,663) ($3,736) ($3,811) ($3,887) ($11,434)
State Controller (0840) (8) (8) (8) (9) (25)
Financial Information System for California (8880) (3) (3) (3) (3) (9)

TOTAL STATE OPERATIONS ($3,674) ($3,748) ($3,822) ($3,899) ($11,469)

LOCAL ASSISTANCE
Grants to Local Agencies (Annual Credit Program) ($1,490) ($1,490) ($1,490) ($1,490) ($4,470)
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Match (1,000) (1,000) (1,000) (1,000) (3,000)
Acquisition & Development (A&D) 0 0 ** ** 0

TOTAL LOCAL ASSISTANCE ($2,490) ($2,490) ($2,490) ($2,490) ($7,470)

CASH AVAILABLE DURING FE PERIOD $1,268 $984 $707 $447

1 Includes outstanding encumbrances.

Note:  Numbers may not add due to rounding.

** A&D for 2015-16 and 2016-17 will be determined when federal budget funding has been approved.  Past action by the 
Commission dictates that AIP Match receives priority for available funds.

2 Excise tax revenues are based on the 2013-14 projection from the 2013-14 Governor's Budget and escalated each year from
2013-14 through 2016-17 per assumption Aero 2.    

2014 FUND ESTIMATE
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COUNTY AND INTERREGIONAL SHARE ESTIMATES 

The STIP consists of two broad programs, the regional program funded from 75 percent of new 
STIP funding and the interregional program funded from 25 percent of new STIP funding.  The 
75 percent regional program is further subdivided by formula into County Shares.  County 
Shares are available solely for projects nominated by regions in their Regional Transportation 
Improvement Programs (RTIP).  A detailed explanation of this methodology is included in the 
County Share portion of this document. 

The 2014 STIP Fund Estimate (FE) indicates that there are negative program capacities for the 
Public Transportation Account (PTA) and the federal Transportation Enhancement Program 
(TE); therefore, programming targets for the PTA and TE are not needed for the 2014 STIP 
cycle.  PTA funds in the STIP are severely limited and will remain so in the future, and the TE 
program has been eliminated in the new federal transportation act (MAP-21, Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act) signed by the President on July 6, 2012.  This means that many 
of the transit and TE projects currently programmed in the STIP will either have to be delivered 
with other funds (if the projects are eligible for other STIP fund types) or be unprogrammed.  In 
particular, TE reserve amounts must be unprogrammed. 
 
The following tables display STIP county and interregional shares and targets for the 2014 STIP. 
 

Table 1.  Reconciliation to County and Interregional Shares 
 

This table lists the net changes to program capacity from the 2014 STIP FE to the capacity used 
in the County and Interregional Shares.  This table also separates the program capacity by PTA, 
non-PTA (the State Highway Account, Federal Trust Fund, and the Transportation Facilities 
Account), and Transportation Enhancements (TE) capacity. The table is based on Commission 
actions through June 30, 2013. 
 

Table 2.  Summary of Targets and Shares 
 

This table takes into account all county and interregional share balances through the June 2013 
Commission meeting, as well as new statewide STIP capacity.  For each county and the 
interregional share, the table identifies the following target amounts: 
 
 Total Target:  This target is determined by calculating the STIP formula share of all new 

capacity through 2018-19.  The calculation of this target is shown in Table 3.  
 
 Maximum:  This target is determined by estimating the STIP formula share of all available 

new capacity through the end of the county share period in 2019-20.  This represents the 
maximum amount that the Commission may program in a county, other than advancing 
future shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a county with a 
population of under 1 million.  The calculation of this target is shown in Table 4. 

 
Table 3.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares - Total Target 

This table displays factors in the calculation of the Total Target. 
 

Proposed 2014 STIP Fund Estimate Summary - 7 -



 Net Carryover:  These columns display the current share status, including STIP allocations 
and amendments through the June 23, 2013 Commission meeting.  Positive numbers indicate 
unprogrammed shares, and negative numbers indicate shares that were advanced. 

 2014 STIP Target Through 2018-19:  This section calculates the total target.  The total target 
is the formula distribution of new capacity available through 2018-19 adjusted for carryover 
balances and lapses. 

o Formula Distribution:  This is the 2014 STIP share through 2018-19.  It is the formula 
distribution of program capacity available through 2018-19. The amount distributed is 
the new capacity less the unprogrammed shares, lapses, and the decrease in advances. 

o Add Back Lapses 11-12/12-13:  This identifies the amount of projects lapsed in 
2011-12 and 2012-13.  These amounts are credited back in the 2014 STIP Fund 
Estimate to county and interregional shares for the four-year share period beginning 
2016-17. 

o Net Share (Total Target):  This is the 2014 STIP target through 2018-19.  The Net 
Share (Total Target) is calculated by adding to the Formula Distribution the lapses 
and the Unprogrammed Balance or Balance Advanced.  In cases where the 
distribution of new capacity is insufficient to cover prior advances (i.e., the Net Share 
would be less than zero), a zero appears in the Net Share column. 

o Net Advance:  Numbers in this column represent advances against future capacity. 
This occurs when the distribution of new shares (through 2018-19) is insufficient to 
cover prior advances. 

 
Table 4.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares – Maximum 

This table calculates the maximum amount that the Commission may program in a county, other 
than advancing future shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a 
county with a population of under 1 million. 

 Net Carryover:  These columns display the current share status, including STIP allocations 
and amendments through the June 23, 2013 Commission meeting.  Positive numbers indicate 
unprogrammed shares, and negative numbers indicate shares that were advanced. 

 
 2014 STIP Share Through 2019-20:  This section estimates the maximum target.  This is the 

formula distribution of estimated new capacity available through 2019-20 adjusted for 
carryover balances and lapses. 

o Formula Distribution:  This column estimates the STIP share of the estimated new 
capacity through the county share period ending in 2019-20. It is the formula 
distribution of estimated program capacity available through the county share period 
ending in 2019-20. The amount distributed is the new capacity less the 
unprogrammed shares, lapses, and the decrease in advances. 

o Add Back Lapses 11-12/12-13:  This identifies the amount of projects lapsed in 
2011-12 and 2012-13.  These amounts are credited back in the 2014 STIP Fund 
Estimate to county and interregional shares for the four-year share period beginning 
2016-17. 

o Net Share (Maximum):  This target is the STIP share of all available new capacity 
through the end of the county share period in 2019-20.  This represents the maximum 

Proposed 2014 STIP Fund Estimate Summary - 8 -



amount that the Commission may program  in a county, other than advancing future 
shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a county with a 
population of under 1 million.  The Net Share (Maximum) is calculated by adding to 
the Formula Distribution the lapses and the Unprogrammed Balance or Balance 
Advanced.  In cases where the distribution of new capacity is insufficient to cover 
prior advances (i.e., the Net Share would be less than zero), a zero appears in the Net 
Share column. 

o Net Advance:  Numbers in this column represent advances against future capacity.  
This occurs when the distribution of new shares (through 2019-20) is insufficient to 
cover prior advances. 

Table 5.  Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM) Limitations 

State law provides that up to 5% of a county share may be expended for planning, programming, 
and monitoring (PPM).  This limitation is applied separately to each four-year county share 
period. 

 Total:  This section identifies the shares for the 2016-17 through 2018-19 share period, based 
upon the 2012, and 2014 Fund Estimates.  These are the amounts against which the 5% is 
applied.   

 5% PPM Limitation:  These are the PPM limitations for the 2016-17 through 2018-19 share 
period.  The PPM limitations for the 2012-13 through 2015-16 are not shown here.  They 
have not changed since the 2012 STIP. 
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5-Year 6-Year
Public Transportation Account (PTA) 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total Total

2014 FE PTA Target Capacity $25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25
Total 2014 STIP FE PTA Target Capacity $25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25

2012 STIP Program 1 $68 $84 $101 $97 $0 $0 $282 $350
Extensions $11 $43 $0 $0 $0 $0 $43 $54
Delivered But Not Allocated $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Advances $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net PTA STIP Program $79 $127 $101 $97 $0 $0 $325 $404
PTA Capacity for County Shares ($54) ($127) ($101) ($97) $0 $0 ($325) ($379)

Cumulative ($54) ($181) ($282) ($379) ($379) ($379)

5-Year 6-Year
SHA 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total Total

2014 FE Non-PTA Target Capacity $798 $774 $691 $686 $686 $681 $3,518 $4,316
2014 FE Non-PTA GARVEE Debt Service ($84) ($84) ($11) ($11) ($11) ($11) ($128) ($212)
TE State Match (Estimated program totals) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total 2014 STIP FE Non-PTA Capacity $714 $690 $680 $675 $675 $670 $3,390 $4,104

2012 STIP Program 1 $462 $516 $569 $531 $0 $0 $1,616 $2,078
Extensions $120 $2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2 $122
Delivered But Not Allocated $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Advances $0 ($5) $0 $0 $0 $0 ($5) ($5)

Net Non-PTA STIP Program $581 $512 $569 $531 $0 $0 $1,613 $2,194
Non-PTA Capacity for County Shares $133 $178 $111 $144 $675 $670 $1,777 $1,910

Cumulative $133 $310 $421 $565 $1,240 $1,910

5-Year 6-Year
Transportation Enhancements (TE) 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total Total

2014 STIP FE TE Capacity (Federal) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TE State Match (Estimated program totals) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total 2014 STIP FE TE Capacity $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

2012 STIP Program 1 $81 $95 $72 $94 $0 $0 $260 $341
Extensions $4 $1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1 $5
Advances ($6) ($3) ($1) ($1) $0 $0 ($6) ($12)

Net TE $79 $92 $70 $92 $0 $0 $255 $334
TE Capacity for County Shares ($79) ($92) ($70) ($92) $0 $0 ($255) ($334)

Cumulative ($79) ($171) ($241) ($334) ($334) ($334)

Total Capacity $0 ($42) ($61) ($45) $675 $670 $1,197 $1,197

Notes:
General note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.

1 2013 Orange Book

2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE
Table 1 - Reconciliation to County and Interregional Shares

($ millions)
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 2014 STIP Fund Estimate
County and Interregional Shares

Table 2. Summary of Targets and Shares
(,000)

Total Target Maximum TE Target
Target Estimated Share Target

County through 2018-19 through 2019-20 through 2018-19

Alameda 32,031 49,551 0
Alpine 2,147 2,668 0
Amador 2,377 3,559 0
Butte 18,480 21,976 0
Calaveras 2,415 3,823 0
Colusa 2,407 3,343 0
Contra Costa 25,552 37,542 0
Del Norte 0 0 0
El Dorado LTC 0 0 0
Fresno 15,872 29,067 0
Glenn 3,483 4,463 0
Humboldt 423 3,946 0
Imperial 17,405 23,626 0
Inyo 18,461 23,303 0
Kern 28,350 46,137 0
Kings 0 0 0
Lake 7,520 9,050 0
Lassen 5,391 7,631 0
Los Angeles 167,168 273,126 0
Madera 0 0 0
Marin 0 0 0
Mariposa 3,111 4,027 0
Mendocino 6,720 10,009 0
Merced 19,080 23,412 0
Modoc 3,653 4,849 0
Mono 14,770 18,367 0
Monterey 14,102 20,338 0
Napa 6,606 8,763 0
Nevada 0 916 0
Orange 62,339 95,004 0
Placer TPA 0 0 0
Plumas 5,214 6,550 0
Riverside 66,804 95,687 0
Sacramento 46,577 63,174 0
San Benito 0 0 0
San Bernardino 51,066 84,274 0
San Diego 34,490 71,613 0
San Francisco 12,414 21,306 0
San Joaquin 23,713 32,708 0
San Luis Obispo 7,372 13,995 0
San Mateo 20,239 29,287 0
Santa Barbara 1,927 9,386 0
Santa Clara 17,074 37,888 0
Santa Cruz 5,534 9,118 0
Shasta 14,204 18,041 0
Sierra 2,251 2,885 0
Siskiyou 7,286 9,916 0
Solano 10,564 15,995 0
Sonoma 0 0 0
Stanislaus 14,697 21,351 0
Sutter 3,955 5,489 0
Tahoe RPA 2,981 3,795 0
Tehama 6,244 8,194 0
Trinity 3,016 4,399 0
Tulare 8,316 16,535 0
Tuolumne 11,245 12,774 0
Ventura 29,858 40,956 0
Yolo 13,148 16,353 0
Yuba 5,116 6,290 0

Statewide Regional 905,168 1,386,455 0

Interregional 292,229 460,942 0

TOTAL 1,197,397 1,847,397 0

New Capacity
Statewide Flexible Capacity 1,909,730
Statewide PTA Capacity (378,695)
Statewide TE Capacity (333,638)
     Total STIP Capacity 1,197,397

2014 STIP Programming
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2014 Fund Estimate
County and Interregional Shares

Table 3.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares - Total
($1,000's)

Unprogrammed Balance Formula Add Back Net Share Net
County Balance Advanced Distribution Lapses 11-12/12/13 (Total Target) Advance

Alameda 2,000 0 30,031 0 32,031 0
Alpine 1,255 0 892 0 2,147 0
Amador 350 0 2,027 0 2,377 0
Butte 12,488 0 5,992 0 18,480 0
Calaveras 0 0 2,415 0 2,415 0
Colusa 673 0 1,604 130 2,407 0
Contra Costa 5,000 0 20,552 0 25,552 0
Del Norte 0 (11,560) 1,497 0 0 (10,063)
El Dorado LTC 0 (9,478) 4,203 0 0 (5,275)
Fresno 0 (8,176) 22,618 1,430 15,872 0
Glenn 1,802 0 1,680 1 3,483 0
Humboldt 0 (5,655) 6,038 40 423 0
Imperial 6,741 0 10,664 0 17,405 0
Inyo 9,824 0 8,299 338 18,461 0
Kern 0 (2,711) 30,488 573 28,350 0
Kings 0 (17,941) 4,474 0 0 (13,467)
Lake 4,665 0 2,623 232 7,520 0
Lassen 652 0 3,839 900 5,391 0
Los Angeles 0 (17,809) 181,619 3,358 167,168 0
Madera 0 (14,078) 4,162 0 0 (9,916)
Marin 0 (39,820) 5,617 245 0 (33,958)
Mariposa 1,541 0 1,570 0 3,111 0
Mendocino 1,081 0 5,639 0 6,720 0
Merced 11,655 0 7,425 0 19,080 0
Modoc 1,373 0 2,048 232 3,653 0
Mono 8,439 0 6,166 165 14,770 0
Monterey 0 (6,844) 10,690 10,256 14,102 0
Napa 2,678 0 3,698 230 6,606 0
Nevada 0 (4,118) 3,179 0 0 (939)
Orange 0 (1,653) 55,992 8,000 62,339 0
Placer TPA 0 (45,878) 7,625 0 0 (38,253)
Plumas 2,925 0 2,289 0 5,214 0
Riverside 15,380 0 49,508 1,916 66,804 0
Sacramento 17,630 0 28,447 500 46,577 0
San Benito 0 (6,819) 1,969 0 0 (4,850)
San Bernardino 0 (5,969) 56,920 115 51,066 0
San Diego 0 (29,142) 63,632 0 34,490 0
San Francisco 0 (2,827) 15,241 0 12,414 0
San Joaquin 7,957 0 15,418 338 23,713 0
San Luis Obispo 0 (4,624) 11,354 642 7,372 0
San Mateo 3,728 0 15,511 1,000 20,239 0
Santa Barbara 0 (12,288) 12,785 1,430 1,927 0
Santa Clara 0 (19,262) 35,676 660 17,074 0
Santa Cruz 0 (611) 6,145 0 5,534 0
Shasta 7,628 0 6,576 0 14,204 0
Sierra 1,043 0 1,087 121 2,251 0
Siskiyou 2,470 0 4,509 307 7,286 0
Solano 1,256 0 9,308 0 10,564 0
Sonoma 0 (21,840) 11,444 1,204 0 (9,192)
Stanislaus 3,292 0 11,405 0 14,697 0
Sutter 1,327 0 2,628 0 3,955 0
Tahoe RPA 1,585 0 1,396 0 2,981 0
Tehama 2,422 0 3,343 479 6,244 0
Trinity 586 0 2,370 60 3,016 0
Tulare 0 (6,022) 14,088 250 8,316 0
Tuolumne 8,626 0 2,619 0 11,245 0
Ventura 9,335 0 19,023 1,500 29,858 0
Yolo 6,739 0 5,494 915 13,148 0
Yuba 3,004 0 2,012 100 5,116 0

Statewide Regional 169,150 (295,125) 867,563 37,667 905,168 (125,913)

Interregional 0 (13,246) 289,188 16,287 292,229 0

TOTAL 169,150 (308,371) 1,156,751 53,954 1,197,397 (125,913)

Statewide Flexible Capacity 1,909,730
Statewide PTA Capacity (378,695)
Statewide TE Capacity (333,638)
     Total 1,197,397

2014 STIP 
Share through 2018-19Net Carryover

Proposed 2014 STIP Fund Estimate Summary - 12 -



2014 Fund Estimate
County and Interregional Shares

Table 4.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares - Maximum
($1,000's)

Unprogrammed Balance Formula Add Back Net Share Net
County Balance Advanced Distribution Lapses 11-12/12-13 (Maximum) Advance

Alameda 2,000 0 47,551 0 49,551 0
Alpine 1,255 0 1,413 0 2,668 0
Amador 350 0 3,209 0 3,559 0
Butte 12,488 0 9,488 0 21,976 0
Calaveras 0 0 3,823 0 3,823 0
Colusa 673 0 2,540 130 3,343 0
Contra Costa 5,000 0 32,542 0 37,542 0
Del Norte 0 (11,560) 2,371 0 0 (9,189)
El Dorado LTC 0 (9,478) 6,655 0 0 (2,823)
Fresno 0 (8,176) 35,813 1,430 29,067 0
Glenn 1,802 0 2,660 1 4,463 0
Humboldt 0 (5,655) 9,561 40 3,946 0
Imperial 6,741 0 16,885 0 23,626 0
Inyo 9,824 0 13,141 338 23,303 0
Kern 0 (2,711) 48,275 573 46,137 0
Kings 0 (17,941) 7,084 0 0 (10,857)
Lake 4,665 0 4,153 232 9,050 0
Lassen 652 0 6,079 900 7,631 0
Los Angeles 0 (17,809) 287,577 3,358 273,126 0
Madera 0 (14,078) 6,590 0 0 (7,488)
Marin 0 (39,820) 8,894 245 0 (30,681)
Mariposa 1,541 0 2,486 0 4,027 0
Mendocino 1,081 0 8,928 0 10,009 0
Merced 11,655 0 11,757 0 23,412 0
Modoc 1,373 0 3,244 232 4,849 0
Mono 8,439 0 9,763 165 18,367 0
Monterey 0 (6,844) 16,926 10,256 20,338 0
Napa 2,678 0 5,855 230 8,763 0
Nevada 0 (4,118) 5,034 0 916 0
Orange 0 (1,653) 88,657 8,000 95,004 0
Placer TPA 0 (45,878) 12,073 0 0 (33,805)
Plumas 2,925 0 3,625 0 6,550 0
Riverside 15,380 0 78,391 1,916 95,687 0
Sacramento 17,630 0 45,044 500 63,174 0
San Benito 0 (6,819) 3,117 0 0 (3,702)
San Bernardino 0 (5,969) 90,128 115 84,274 0
San Diego 0 (29,142) 100,755 0 71,613 0
San Francisco 0 (2,827) 24,133 0 21,306 0
San Joaquin 7,957 0 24,413 338 32,708 0
San Luis Obispo 0 (4,624) 17,977 642 13,995 0
San Mateo 3,728 0 24,559 1,000 29,287 0
Santa Barbara 0 (12,288) 20,244 1,430 9,386 0
Santa Clara 0 (19,262) 56,490 660 37,888 0
Santa Cruz 0 (611) 9,729 0 9,118 0
Shasta 7,628 0 10,413 0 18,041 0
Sierra 1,043 0 1,721 121 2,885 0
Siskiyou 2,470 0 7,139 307 9,916 0
Solano 1,256 0 14,739 0 15,995 0
Sonoma 0 (21,840) 18,121 1,204 0 (2,515)
Stanislaus 3,292 0 18,059 0 21,351 0
Sutter 1,327 0 4,162 0 5,489 0
Tahoe RPA 1,585 0 2,210 0 3,795 0
Tehama 2,422 0 5,293 479 8,194 0
Trinity 586 0 3,753 60 4,399 0
Tulare 0 (6,022) 22,307 250 16,535 0
Tuolumne 8,626 0 4,148 0 12,774 0
Ventura 9,335 0 30,121 1,500 40,956 0
Yolo 6,739 0 8,699 915 16,353 0
Yuba 3,004 0 3,186 100 6,290 0

Statewide Regional 169,150 (295,125) 1,373,703 37,667 1,386,455 (101,060)

Interregional 0 (13,246) 457,901 16,287 460,942 0

TOTAL 169,150 (308,371) 1,831,604 53,954 1,847,397 (101,060)

Statewide Flexible Capacity 2,559,730
Statewide PTA Capacity (378,695)
Statewide TE Capacity (333,638)
     Total 1,847,397

2014 STIP 
Share through 2019-20Net Carryover
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  2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE
County and Interregional Shares

Table 5 - Planning, Programming  and Monitoring (PPM) Limitations
($1,000's)

2012 STIP 2014 STIP Total
County FY 2016/17 16/17-18/19 16/17-18/19 FY 2016/17-2018-19

Alameda 20,348 30,031 50,379 2,519
Alpine 602 892 1,494 75
Amador 1,383 2,027 3,410 171
Butte 4,031 5,992 10,023 501
Calaveras 1,623 2,415 4,038 202
Colusa 1,081 1,604 2,685 134
Contra Costa 13,881 20,552 34,433 1,722
Del Norte 1,011 1,497 2,508 125
El Dorado LTC 2,806 4,203 7,009 350
Fresno 15,366 22,618 37,984 1,899
Glenn 1,132 1,680 2,812 141
Humboldt 4,066 6,038 10,104 505
Imperial 7,218 10,664 17,882 894
Inyo 5,617 8,299 13,916 696
Kern 20,698 30,488 51,186 2,559
Kings 3,035 4,474 7,509 375
Lake 1,769 2,623 4,392 220
Lassen 2,585 3,839 6,424 321
Los Angeles 122,728 181,619 304,347 15,217
Madera 2,810 4,162 6,972 349
Marin 3,792 5,617 9,409 470
Mariposa 1,058 1,570 2,628 131
Mendocino 3,799 5,639 9,438 472
Merced 5,004 7,425 12,429 621
Modoc 1,379 2,048 3,427 171
Mono 4,180 6,166 10,346 517
Monterey 7,227 10,690 17,917 896
Napa 2,497 3,698 6,195 310
Nevada 2,146 3,179 5,325 266
Orange 37,971 55,992 93,963 4,698
Placer TPA 5,140 7,625 12,765 638
Plumas 1,542 2,289 3,831 192
Riverside 33,370 49,508 82,878 4,144
Sacramento 19,227 28,447 47,674 2,384
San Benito 1,328 1,969 3,297 165
San Bernardino 38,336 56,920 95,256 4,763
San Diego 43,126 63,632 106,758 5,338
San Francisco 10,283 15,241 25,524 1,276
San Joaquin 10,407 15,418 25,825 1,291
San Luis Obispo 7,729 11,354 19,083 954
San Mateo 10,617 15,511 26,128 1,306
Santa Barbara 8,644 12,785 21,429 1,071
Santa Clara 24,115 35,676 59,791 2,990
Santa Cruz 4,164 6,145 10,309 515
Shasta 4,436 6,576 11,012 551
Sierra 732 1,087 1,819 91
Siskiyou 3,036 4,509 7,545 377
Solano 6,277 9,308 15,585 779
Sonoma 7,819 11,444 19,263 963
Stanislaus 7,718 11,405 19,123 956
Sutter 1,775 2,628 4,403 220
Tahoe RPA 942 1,396 2,338 117
Tehama 2,269 3,343 5,612 281
Trinity 1,595 2,370 3,965 198
Tulare 9,531 14,088 23,619 1,181
Tuolumne 1,780 2,619 4,399 220
Ventura 12,867 19,023 31,890 1,595
Yolo 3,691 5,494 9,185 459
Yuba 1,357 2,012 3,369 168

Statewide 586,696 867,563 1,454,259 72,713

Note:  Limitation amounts include amounts already programmed.

5% PPM LimitationTotal
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GUIDELINES 
 

ISSUE 
The Commission is required to adopt guidelines for the development of the STIP. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Commission staff recommends that the Commission adopt the 2014 STIP Guidelines presented at 
the 2014 STIP Guidelines Hearing (reference number 4.5).  These guidelines include both guidelines 
specific to the 2014 STIP cycle and amendments to the permanent guidelines   

 
BACKGROUND 
Statute (Senate Bill 45, 1997) calls for the Commission to adopt STIP guidelines to serve as “the 
complete and full statement of the policy, standards, and criteria that the commission intends to use 
in selecting projects to be included in the state transportation improvement program.” 
 
The statutes further authorize the Commission to amend the adopted guidelines after conducting at 
least one public hearing. The STIP guidelines were most recently amended on June 27, 2012. The 
statutes call for the Commission to make a reasonable effort to adopt guideline amendments prior to 
the adoption of the fund estimate. In no event may the Commission change its guidelines during the 
period between 30 days after the fund estimate adoption and the STIP adoption. 
 
The Draft 2014 STIP Guidelines were presented at the June 11, 2013 Commission meeting.  
Commission staff participated in a July 16, 2013 conference call to discuss the draft guidelines, and 
the Commission held hearings on the draft guidelines on July 18, 2013 and on August 6, 2013. 
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August 6, 2013 
 
 

 
 
 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
Amendment of STIP Guidelines 

RESOLUTION G-13-07 
Amending Resolution G-12-10 

1.1 WHEREAS Government Code Section 14530.1 requires the California Transportation 
Commission to adopt guidelines for the development of the state transportation 
improvement program (STIP) and permits the Commission to amend the guidelines after 
conducting a public hearing, and 

1.2 WHEREAS the Commission last amended the STIP guidelines on June 27, 2012 
(Resolution G-12-10), and 

1.3 WHEREAS Section 14530.1 requires the Commission to make a reasonable effort to adopt 
the amended guidelines prior to its adoption of the fund estimate pursuant to Section 14525 
and, in no event, to amend the guidelines during the period commencing 30 days after the 
fund estimate and before the adoption of the STIP, and 

1.4 WHEREAS the Commission intends to adopt the 2014 STIP fund estimate on August 6, 
2013, and 

1.5 WHEREAS the draft Guidelines were presented at the June 11, 2013 Commission meeting 
and the Commission held hearings on the draft guidelines on July 18, 2013 and August 6, 
2013,  

2.1 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission adopts the amendments to 
the STIP guidelines, as presented by Commission staff on August 6, 2013, and 

2.2 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission adopts the attached amendments to 
the policies and procedures specific to the 2014 STIP, and 

2.3 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission requests that the Department, in 
cooperation with Commission staff, distribute copies of the STIP guidelines, as amended, 
together with the policies and procedures specific to the 2014 STIP, to regional agencies, 
county transportation commissions, and representatives of local agencies and transit 
agencies. 

 
 



California Transportation Commission    
Policies and Procedures, 2014 STIP  August 6, 2013 

 2

Attachment to Resolution G-13-07 

STIP Guidelines 
Policies and Procedures Specific to the 2014 STIP 

The following specific policies and procedures address the particular circumstances of the 
2014 STIP: 

 Schedule.  The following schedule lists the major milestones for the development and 
adoption of the 2014 STIP: 

Caltrans presents draft Fund Estimate June 11, 2013 
STIP Guidelines & Fund Estimate Workshop  July 18, 2013 
CTC adopts Fund Estimate & Guidelines August 6, 2013 
Caltrans identifies State highway needs September 13, 2013 
Regions submit RTIPs December 15, 2013 
Caltrans submits ITIP December 15, 2013 
CTC STIP hearing, North January 30, 2014 
CTC STIP hearing, South  February 4, 2014 
CTC publishes staff recommendations February 28, 2014 
CTC adopts STIP March 20, 2014 

 Statewide fund estimate.  The statewide capacity for the 2014 STIP fund estimate 
identifies net new capacity only in the two years added to the STIP, 2017-18 and 
2018-19, with decreases in capacity in earlier years. The decreases in capacity are due 
mainly to the elimination of the Transportation Enhancement program. The estimate 
incorporates the 2013-14 Budget Act and other 2013 legislation enacted prior to the 
fund estimate adoption. Programming in the 2014 STIP will be constrained by fiscal 
year, with most new programming in the two years added to the STIP, 2017-18 and 
2018-19. 

 County shares and targets.  The 2014 Fund Estimate indicates that the STIP is over-
programmed (or more accurately under-funded) by approximately 8% in the 
early years of the 2014 STIP due primarily to the loss of TE funding. Some of this 
over-programming will likely be resolved through the schedule updates which 
occur each STIP cycle, and through the deletion of TE projects by regions or 
Caltrans (see discussion of TE projects below). However, some projects currently 
programmed in the STIP may need to be delayed (reprogrammed into a later 
year). 

The Fund Estimate tables of county shares and targets take into account all county and 
interregional share balances on June 30, 2013. For each county and the interregional 
share, the table identifies the following amounts: 

o Total Target.  This target is determined by calculating the STIP formula share of 
all new capacity through 2018-19.  The Total Target is not a minimum, 
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guarantee, or limit on project nominations or on project selection in any county or 
region for the 2014 STIP. 

o Maximum.  This target is determined by estimating the STIP formula share of all 
available new capacity through the end of the county share period in 2019-20.  
This represents the maximum amount that the Commission may program in a 
county, other than advancing future shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways 
Code Section 188.8(j), to a county with a population of under 1 million.   

 Transit and Rail Projects.  While PTA program capacity has been eliminated, a region 
may still nominate transit and rail projects in its RTIP within State Highway Account 
and Federal funding constraints. 

 Transportation Enhancement projects.  With the passage of MAP-21 (Moving Ahead 
for Progress in the 21st Century Act; P.L. 112-141), Congress eliminated the 
Transportation Enhancement program, and in its place established the Transportation 
Alternatives Program. The Transportation Alternatives Program is a competitive 
program and is not included in the STIP.  Existing Transportation Enhancement 
projects may remain in the STIP so long as they are eligible for State Highway 
Account or Federal funds.  
MAP-21 eliminated the definition of transportation enhancement activities and inserted 
in its place a definition of transportation alternatives, which does not include eligibility 
for certain activities that were previously eligible as transportation enhancements: 

A. Safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicycles. 

o Some of these activities may be eligible under HSIP.  

o Nonconstruction projects for bicycle safety remain broadly eligible for 
STP funds.  

o Activities targeting children in Kindergarten through 8th grade are 
eligible under Safe Routes to Schools. 

B. Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites.  

C. Scenic or historic highway programs (including visitor and welcome centers).  

o A few specific activities under this category (construction of turnouts, 
overlooks, and viewing areas) remain eligible. 

D. Historic preservation as an independent activity unrelated to historic 
transportation facilities.  

o Historic preservation and rehabilitation of historic transportation 
facilities are permitted as one type of community improvement activity. 

E. Operation of historic transportation facilities. 

F. Archaeological planning and research undertaken for proactive planning. This 
category now must be used only as mitigation for highway projects. 

G. Transportation museums. 
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Transportation Enhancement projects that are not eligible for State Highway 
Account or Federal funds should be deleted from the STIP.  

 Transportation Enhancement reserves.  TE reserves will no longer be programmed 
in the STIP. Existing TE reserves should be deleted. The amount deleted may be 
used to reduce a region’s over-programming or increase its programming target.  

 Limitations on planning, programming, and monitoring (PPM).  The fund estimate 
includes a table of PPM limitations that identifies the 5% limit for county shares for 
2016-17 through 2018-19, based upon the 2012, and 2014 Fund Estimates.  These are 
the amounts against which the 5% is applied. The PPM Limitation is a limit to the 
amount that can be programmed in any region and is not in addition to amounts already 
programmed. 

 Advance Project Development Element (APDE).  There is no APDE identified for the 
2014 STIP. 

 GARVEE bonding and AB 3090 commitments.  The Commission will not consider 
proposals for either GARVEE bonding or new AB 3090 commitments as part of the 
2014 STIP.  The Commission will consider AB 3090 or GARVEE bonding proposals 
as amendments to the STIP after the initial adoption. Commission staff will maintain 
an “AB 3090 Plan” which will include projects for which regions intend to request an 
AB 3090 reimbursement in order to advance the project into 2013-14, 2014-15, or 
2015-16. The inclusion of a project on the list is not a commitment by the regional 
agency to request an AB 3090 reimbursement, an endorsement or recommendation by 
Commission staff, or an approval by the Commission. 

 Caltrans Benefit/Cost Model. The 2014 STIP guidelines expand the requirement 
project-level evaluations including use of Caltrans’ Benefit/Cost Model. The 
Commission requests that Caltrans expand the model to include bicycle and pedestrian 
projects in order to improve information available to decision makers at the regional 
and state level. 

 Commission expectations and priorities.  The 2014 Fund Estimate indicates that the 
2012 STIP is over-programmed in the early years (including the two years of the share 
period ending in 2015-16).  Some of this over-programming will likely be resolved 
through the schedule updates which occur each STIP cycle, and through the deletion of 
TE projects by regions or Caltrans (see discussion of TE projects above). However, 
some projects currently programmed in the STIP may need to be delayed 
(reprogrammed into a later year). 

For the 2014 STIP, the Commission expects to give first priority to the reprogramming 
of projects from the 2012 STIP, as amended, and to new projects for counties that did 
not program up to their Base Target (Minimum) in the 2012 STIP. 

The selection of projects for additional programming will be consistent with the 
standards and criteria in section 61 of the STIP guidelines.  In particular, the 
Commission intends to focus on RTIP proposals that meet State highway improvement 
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and intercity rail needs as described in section 20 of the guidelines. The Department 
should provide a  list of the identified state h i g h w a y  a n d  intercity rail needs t o  
r e g i o n a l  a g e n c i e s  a n d  t o  t h e  Commission by September 13, 2013. Should 
the Department fail to provide a region and the Commission with this information, the 
Commission intends to assume there are no unmet state highway or intercity rail needs 
in that region. 
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I. Introduction: 

1. Purpose and Authority.  These guidelines describe the policy, standards, criteria and 
procedures for the development, adoption and management of the state transportation 
improvement program (STIP).  They were developed and adopted in cooperation with 
Caltrans, regional transportation planning agencies, county transportation commissions and 
local agencies in accordance with Government Code Section 14530.1.  The guidelines were 
developed and adopted with the following basic objectives: 

 Develop and manage the STIP as a resource management document. 
 Facilitate transportation decision making by those who are closest to the 

transportation problems. 
 Recognize that although Caltrans is owner-operator of the State highway system, 

the regional agencies have the lead responsibility for resolving urban congestion 
problems, including those on state highways. 

 Provide incentives for regional accountability for the timely use of funds. 
 Facilitate the California Transportation Commission, and Caltrans role as guardian 

of State capital dollars, with responsibility for determining how best to manage 
those dollars in a wise and cost-effective manner. 

 Facilitate cooperative programming and funding ventures between regions and 
between Caltrans and regions. 

The Commission intends to carry out these objectives through its guidelines, stressing 
accountability, flexibility, and simplicity. 

2. Biennial Fund Estimate.  By July 15 of each odd numbered year Caltrans shall submit to 
the Commission a proposed fund estimate for the following five-year STIP period.  The 
Commission shall adopt the fund estimate by August 15 of that same year.  The 
assumptions on which the fund estimate is based shall be determined by the Commission in 
consultation with Caltrans, regional agencies and county transportation commissions. 

3. STIP Adoption.  Not later than April 1 of each even numbered year the Commission shall 
adopt a five-year STIP and submit it to the legislature and to the Governor.  The STIP shall 
be a statement of the Commission’s intent for allocation and expenditure of funds for the 
following five years as well as a resource management document to assist in the planning 
and utilization of transportation resources in a cost-effective manner.  The STIP shall be 
developed consistent with the fund estimate and the total amount programmed in each 
fiscal year of the STIP shall not exceed the amount specified in the fund estimate.  The 
adopted STIP shall remain in effect until a new STIP is adopted for the next two year STIP 
cycle. 

4. Amendments to STIP Guidelines.  The Commission may amend the adopted STIP 
guidelines after first giving notice of the proposed amendment and conducting at least one 
public hearing.  The guidelines may not be amended or modified during the period between 
thirty days following the adoption of the fund estimate and the adoption of the STIP. 
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5. Federal TIPs and Federal STIP.  These guidelines apply only to the transportation 
programming requirements specified in state statutes.  They do not apply to transportation 
programming requirements specified in federal statutes.  Generally, all projects receiving 
federal transportation funds must be programmed in a federal TIP (for projects in urbanized 
regions) and also in a federal STIP.  Metropolitan Planning Organizations are responsible 
for developing and adopting federal TIPs and Caltrans is responsible for preparing the 
federal STIP.  The requirements for federal TIPs and the federal STIP are specified in 
federal statutes (Title 23 USC) and federal regulations (23 CFR part 450). 

II. STIP Contents: 

6. General.  The STIP is a biennial document adopted no later than April 1 of each even 
numbered year.  Each STIP will cover a five year period and add two new years of 
programming capacity. Each new STIP will include projects carried forward from the 
previous STIP plus new projects and reserves from among those proposed by regional 
agencies in their regional transportation improvement programs (RTIPs) and by Caltrans in 
its interregional transportation improvement program (ITIP).  State highway project costs 
in the STIP will include all Caltrans project support costs and all project listings will 
specify costs for each of the following four components:  (1) completion of all permits and 
environmental studies; (2) preparation of plans, specifications, and estimates; (3) right-of-
way acquisition; and (4) construction and construction management and engineering, 
including surveys and inspection.  (See Sections 47 and 50 of these guidelines for guidance 
on the display of project components and their costs.) 

 County and Interregional Shares.  The STIP consists of two broad programs, the regional 
program funded from 75% of new STIP funding and the interregional program funded from 
25% of new STIP funding.  The 75% regional program is further subdivided by formula 
into county shares.  County shares are available solely for projects nominated by regions in 
their RTIPs.  The Caltrans ITIP will nominate only projects for the interregional program.  
Under restricted circumstances, an RTIP may also recommend a project for funding from 
the interregional share (see Section 32 of these guidelines). 

The 1998 STIP period constituted a single county share period ending 2003-04; later 
county share periods are discrete 4-year periods, ending 2007-08, 2011-12, 2015-16, etc.  
Both surpluses and deficits of county shares and interregional shares carry forward from 
one period to the next.  The Commission will program each new project, including Caltrans 
support costs, either from a county share or from the interregional share.  (See Sections 53-
59 of these guidelines for the method of counting cost changes after initial programming.) 

8. Joint Funding from Regional and Interregional Shares.  If Caltrans and a regional agency 
agree, they may recommend that a new project or a project cost increase be jointly funded 
from county and interregional shares.  In that case, the region will nominate the county 
share in the RTIP and Caltrans will nominate the interregional share in the ITIP. 

9. Prior Year Projects.  The STIP shall include projects from the prior STIP that are expected 
to be advertised prior to July 1 of the year of adoption, but for which the Commission has 
not yet allocated funds. 
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10. 1996 STIP Projects.  All 1996 STIP project costs will be funded off the top prior to the 
division of new funds between the regional and interregional programs.  This grandfathered 
funding will include Caltrans support costs, and the project cost display for 1996 STIP 
projects will conform to the same standards used for new STIP projects.  Any cost changes 
to construction or right-of-way capital costs for 1996 STIP projects will be drawn from or 
credited to county and interregional shares the same as if they were cost changes to new 
STIP projects.  Caltrans support costs for 1996 STIP projects will be drawn from county 
and interregional shares only to the extent that they are attributable to a change in project 
scope since the 1996 STIP.  Except where there is a proposal for jointly funding a cost 
increase from county and interregional shares, cost changes that Caltrans requests for 
projects originally programmed under the former intercity rail, interregional road system, 
or retrofit soundwall programs or for NAFTA projects programmed in the 1996 STIP will 
be drawn from or credited to the new interregional share.  All other cost changes will be 
drawn from or credited to the appropriate regional share. Caltrans, in the ITIP, shall report 
on the budgets for all ongoing grandfathered 1996 STIP projects. This reporting shall 
include a comparison of actual expenditures compared to project budgets as reported in the 
2010 ITIP.  

11. Transportation Management System Improvements.  The Commission supports 
implementation and application of transportation management systems (TMS) 
improvements to address highway congestion and to manage transportation systems.  
Under current statutes Caltrans is owner operator of the state highway system and is 
responsible for overall management of the state highway system.  The regional 
transportation agencies are responsible for planning and programming transportation 
strategies, facilities and improvements which address regional transportation issues and 
system wide congestion.  The Commission encourages the regions and Caltrans to work 
cooperatively together to plan, program, implement, operate and manage transportation 
facilities as an integrated system with the objective of maximizing available transportation 
resources and overall transportation system performance. 

Considering this objective and the respective responsibilities of Caltrans and the regional 
agencies, it is the Commission’s policy that TMS improvements for state highways may be 
programmed in the State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) by 
Caltrans in consultation with regional agencies if such improvements are part of a region’s 
adopted strategy for addressing system wide congestion.  The regions are encouraged to 
program TMS improvements in their RTIP for STIP programming if timely programming 
through the SHOPP is not possible because of funding limitations in the SHOPP.  TMS 
improvements include the following types of projects: 
 Transportation Management Centers (TMCs) including necessary computer software 

and hardware. 
 TMC interconnect projects which allow a TMC to substitute for another TMC during 

an emergency. 
 TMC field elements such as, but not limited to, traffic sensors, message signs, cameras 

and ramp meters, which upgrade the existing facilities and are necessary to facilitate the 
operation of the TMC. 
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The application of TMS improvements should be coordinated with other operational 
improvements such as freeway ramp/local street access modifications and auxiliary lanes in 
order to maximize the TMS benefits.  Prior to programming a new highway facility for 
construction, reconstruction or rehabilitation in the STIP or in the SHOPP, regions and 
Caltrans should fully consider transportation systems management plans and needs and 
include any necessary TMC field elements to support operation of existing or planned 
TMCs. 

12. Capacity Increasing Highway Operational Improvements.  State highway operational 
improvements which expand the design capacity of the system such as those listed below 
are not eligible for the SHOPP.  To the extent such projects address regional issues, the 
regional agency is responsible for nominating them for STIP programming through the 
RTIP process.  To the extent such projects address interregional issues, Caltrans is 
responsible for nominating them for STIP programming through the ITIP process. 
1. High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes and HOV interchanges. 
2. Interchange design modifications and upgrades to accommodate traffic volumes that 

are significantly larger than the existing facility was designed for. 
3. Truck or slow vehicle lanes on freeways of six or more mixed flow lanes. 

13. Non-Capacity Increasing Highway Operational Improvements.  State highway operational 
improvements which do not expand the design capacity of the system and which are 
intended to address spot congestion and are not directly related to TMCs or TMC field 
elements are eligible for the SHOPP.  Regions may nominate these types of projects for 
STIP programming through the RTIP process if timely implementation through the SHOPP 
is not possible.  Examples of such projects include: 
1. Auxiliary lanes for merging or weaving between adjacent interchanges. 
2. Intersection modifications including traffic signals. 
3. Slow vehicle lanes on conventional highways and four lane freeways. 
4. Curve and vertical alignment corrections. 
5. Two-way left turn lanes. 
6. Channelization. 
7. Turnouts. 
8. Chain control and truck brake inspection sites. 
9. Shoulder widening. 

III. STIP Requirements for All Projects: 

14. Project Study Reports.  A new project may not be included in either an RTIP or the ITIP 
without a complete project study report (PSR) or, for a project that is not on a State 
highway, a PSR equivalent.  This requirement applies to the programming of project 
development components as well as to right-of-way and construction.  This requirement 
does not apply to the programming of project planning, programming, and monitoring 
funds.  A PSR is a report that meets the standards of the Commission’s PSR guidelines. For 
a Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) project, a TCRP project application is a PSR 
for the phases of work included in the application.  For a transit project, the Commission’s 
Uniform Transit Application is a PSR equivalent.  A project study report equivalent will, at 
a minimum, be adequate to define and justify the project scope, cost and schedule to the 
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satisfaction of the regional agency.  Though a PSR or equivalent may focus on the project 
components proposed for programming, it must provide at least a preliminary estimate of 
costs for all components.  The PSR, or PSR equivalent, need not be submitted with the 
RTIP or ITIP.  However, the Commission or its staff may request copies of a project’s 
report to document the project’s cost or deliverability. 

15. Programming Project Components Sequentially.  Project components may be programmed 
sequentially.  That is, a project may be programmed for environmental work only without 
being programmed for plans, specifications, and estimates (design).  A project may be 
programmed for design without being programmed for right-of-way or construction.  A 
project may be programmed for right-of-way without being programmed for construction.  
The Commission recognizes a particular benefit in programming projects for environmental 
work only, since project costs and particularly project scheduling often cannot be 
determined with meaningful accuracy until environmental studies have been completed.  
The premature programming of post-environmental components can needlessly tie up STIP 
programming resources while other transportation needs go unmet. 

The Commission will program a project component only if it finds that the component 
itself is fully funded, either from STIP funds or from other committed funds.  The 
Commission will regard non-STIP funds as committed when the agency with discretionary 
authority over the funds has made its commitment to the project by ordinance or resolution.  
For Federal formula funds, including RSTP, CMAQ, and Federal formula transit funds, the 
commitment may be by Federal TIP adoption.  For Federal discretionary funds, the 
commitment may be by Federal approval of a full funding grant agreement or by grant 
approval. 

When proposing to program only preconstruction components for a project, Caltrans or the 
regional agency should demonstrate the means by which it intends to fund the construction 
of a useable segment, consistent with the regional transportation plan or the Caltrans 
interregional transportation strategic plan. 

All regional agencies with rail transit projects shall submit full funding plans describing 
each overall project and/or useable project segment.  Each plan shall list Federal, State, and 
local funding categories by fiscal year over the time-frame that funding is sought, including 
funding for initial operating costs.  Moreover, should the project schedule exceed the 
funding horizon, then the amount needed beyond what is currently requested shall be 
indicated.  This information may be incorporated in the project fact sheets (see Section 45 
of these guidelines). 

16. Completion of Environmental Process.  The Commission may program funding for project 
right-of-way or construction only if it finds that the sponsoring agency will complete the 
environmental process and can proceed with right-of-way acquisition or construction 
within the five-year period of the STIP.  In compliance with Section 21150 of the Public 
Resources Code, the Commission may not allocate funds to local agencies for design, right-
of-way, or construction prior to documentation of environmental clearance under the 
California Environmental Quality Act. As a matter of policy, the Commission will not 
allocate funds for design, right-of-way, or construction of a federally funded project prior 
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to documentation of environmental clearance under the National Environmental Policy Act. 
Exceptions to this policy may be made in instances where federal law allows for the 
acquisition of right-of-way prior to completion of National Environmental Policy Act 
review. 

17. Caltrans/Regional Consultations.  Caltrans and regional agencies shall consult with each 
other in the development of the ITIP and the RTIPs.  As a part of this consultation, Caltrans 
will advise regional agencies, as far in advance as is practicable, of projects that may be or 
are likely to be included in the ITIP, including the potential for joint funding from county 
and interregional shares, and will seek the advice of the regional agencies regarding these 
projects.  The consultation should allow regional agencies to consider and to advise 
Caltrans regarding the potential impact of the ITIP on the programming of projects in the 
RTIP.  The Commission encourages Caltrans to assist the regional agencies that are 
responsible for preparing a Federal TIP by identifying projects that may be included in the 
ITIP, recognizing that Federal regulations generally require that a project in a county with 
an urbanized area be included in the Federal TIP in order to qualify for Federal funding. 

 As part of this consultation, each regional agency should seek and consider the advice of 
Caltrans regarding potential regional program funding for State highway and intercity rail 
projects and should advise Caltrans, as far in advance as is practicable, of staff 
recommendations or other indications of projects that may be or are likely to be included in 
the RTIP.  The consultation should allow Caltrans to consider and advise the regional 
agency regarding the potential impact of the RTIP on the programming of projects in the 
ITIP.  Where the regional agency prepares a Federal TIP, the consultation should provide 
for the timely inclusion of State highway projects in the Federal TIP. 

 Nothing in this section is meant to require that Caltrans or a regional agency make final 
commitments regarding the inclusion of particular projects in the ITIP or RTIP in advance 
of the December 15 deadline for submission. 

18. Minor Projects.  There is no minimum size for a STIP project.  The minor reserve in the 
Caltrans State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) is for SHOPP projects 
only.  The Commission will not allocate funds from the SHOPP minor program for 
capacity-increasing projects, including bicycle and pedestrian facilities, soundwalls, and 
enhancements and mitigation for STIP projects. 

19. Criteria for Measuring Performance and Cost-Effectiveness.  In order to maximize the 
state’s investments in transportation infrastructure, it is the Commission’s policy that each 
RTIP and the ITIP will be evaluated, as they are developed, for performance and cost-
effectiveness at the system and project level where appropriate.   

A project level evaluation shall be submitted for projects for which construction is 
proposed if:  

 the proposed STIP programming exceeds 50% of a county’s target for new 
programming (as identified in the fund estimate), or  
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 the total amount of existing and proposed STIP for the project is $15 million or 
greater, or 

 the total project cost is $50 million or greater.  

The project level evaluation shall include a Caltrans generated benefit/cost estimate and 
identify the estimated impact the project will have on the annual cost of operating and 
maintaining the state’s transportation system. The evaluation should be conducted by each 
region and by Caltrans before the RTIPs and the ITIP are submitted to the Commission for 
incorporation into the STIP.  Each RTIP and the ITIP submitted to the Commission will be 
accompanied by a report on its performance and cost-effectiveness.  A project level 
evaluation shall also be conducted for existing STIP projects with a total project cost of $50 
million or greater or a total STIP programmed amount of $15 million or greater if 
construction is programmed in the STIP and CEQA was completed for the project after a 
region adopted its 2012 RTIP or, for Caltrans, after submittal of the 2012 ITIP. 

Regional agencies and Caltrans will, as part of the transportation planning and 
programming process, monitor transportation systems and projects for performance and 
provide performance forecasts for use in evaluation of RTIPs and the ITIP.  As 
performance measurement concepts and techniques continue to mature, updated guidance 
may be provided in future STIP guidelines. 

The Commission will consider the evaluations submitted by regions when making 
decisions on RTIPs as described in Section 60 of these guidelines.  The Commission will 
consider the evaluation submitted by Caltrans when making decisions on the ITIP as 
described in Section 62 of these guidelines. 

The evaluation report should clearly demonstrate how effective the RTIP or the ITIP is in 
addressing or achieving the goals, objectives and standards which are established as part of 
the respective regional transportation plan (RTP) or Caltrans’ Interregional Transportation 
Strategic Plan (ITSP).  The purpose of the evaluation report is to assess the performance 
and cost effectiveness of each RTIP and the ITIP based on its own merits, not to attempt a 
comparative assessment between individual RTIPs or RTIPs and the ITIP.  RTIP 
evaluations should also address how the RTIP relates to the ITSP at key points of 
interregional system connectivity.  Caltrans’ evaluation of the ITIP should address ITIP 
consistency with the RTPs.  Each region is responsible for establishing transportation 
goals, and the objectives of its RTP that are reflected in its RTIP.  However, each region 
should consider improvements to mobility, accessibility, reliability, safety, and productivity 
(throughput) as part of the fundamental performance goals of its long-range transportation 
plan and its RTIP submittal.  

Each region with an adopted sustainable communities strategy shall include a discussion of 
how the RTIP relates to its sustainable communities strategy. This may include a 
quantitative or qualitative assessment of how the RTIP will facilitate implementation of the 
policies and projects in the sustainable communities strategy and should identify any 
challenges the region is facing in implementing its sustainable communities strategy. In a 
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region served by a multi-county transportation planning organization, the report shall 
address the portion of the sustainable communities strategy relevant to that region. 

Regions and Caltrans are responsible for developing goals, objectives and priorities that 
include consideration of system performance.  The Commission recognizes that many 
measures of performance and benefit are difficult to evaluate and may be more subjective 
rather than measurable in quantifiable units.  In order to facilitate statewide consistency, 
regions and Caltrans should also consider using (when appropriate) values of performance 
and benefits and evaluation methodologies that are commonly accepted and that represent 
accepted or standard practice.  The Commission encourages regions to consider using 
(when appropriate) values of time, safety, vehicle operation costs and discount rates that 
are developed by Caltrans for benefit cost analysis of transportation projects. 

The Commission expects that evaluations of performance and cost-effectiveness will be for 
a 20-year period or on a life cycle basis.  Reports to the Commission on evaluations of 
performance and cost effectiveness should be presented in a format that is disaggregated to 
the level of the benefits and measures used. 

The inclusion of specific performance measures in the STIP is to provide regional agencies 
and Caltrans the opportunity to demonstrate how the goals and objectives contained in each 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or the Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan 
(ITSP) are linked to the program of projects contained in each RTIP and the ITIP.  With 
this in mind, each agency and Caltrans shall provide a quantitative and/or qualitative 
evaluation of its RTIP or the ITIP, commenting on each of the performance indicators and 
performance measures outlined in Table A.  Appendix B was developed to assist agencies 
with this task.  Appendix B will be considered the evaluation report for the STIP cycle and 
will fulfill the requirement outlined this section of the STIP Guidelines. 

The overarching goal for using performance measures in the STIP is to continue a 
systematic and reliable process that all agencies can use to guide transportation investment 
decisions and to demonstrate the benefits of proposed transportation system investments.  
The information gathered in this STIP cycle will not only provide information on how 
performance measures are currently applied and reported across the state, but will also 
provide insight into improving performance measures, data collection and performance 
reporting procedures and integrating the results to enhance decision making.  The 
information collected in Appendix B may also guide future revisions to the STIP, Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Project Study Report (PSR) guidelines with the objective of 
strengthening the continuity and consistency from goal and objective setting to project 
selection and performance reporting. 

In establishing the following criteria the Commission recognizes that it is difficult to 
develop and utilize criteria that are relevant in both urban and non-urban regions or 
relevant at both a statewide and regional level.  Different criteria may apply depending on 
the complexity of the region or the functionality of an interregional route.  To this end, the 
regions and Caltrans should use the criteria provided below, and are encouraged to 
highlight other criteria that are essential for the purposes of program development and 
project selection. Where applicable, the performance measures listed in Table A should be 
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used to quantitatively evaluate the criteria below.  Results of this analysis will not only be 
used to forecast the impact on the transportation system of projects contained in the RTIPs 
and the ITIP, but also to indicate current system performance, thereby establishing a 
baseline from which future performance trends may be observed. 

Regions and Caltrans should use the following criteria for measuring performance of 
RTIPs and the ITIP: 

1. Change in traveler, freight and goods travel time or delay. 
2. Change in accidents and fatalities. 
3. Change in vehicle and system operating costs. 
4. Change in access to jobs, markets and commerce. 
5. Change in frequency and reliability of rail/transit service. 
6. Change in air pollution emissions including greenhouse gas emissions,  
7. Change in passenger, freight and goods miles carried. 
8. Change in vehicle miles traveled. 

Regions and Caltrans should consider the following criteria for measuring cost-
effectiveness of RTIPs and the ITIP: 

1. Decrease in travel, freight and goods time per thousand dollar invested. 
2. Decrease in accidents and fatalities per thousand dollar invested. 
3. Decrease in vehicle and system operating cost per thousand dollar invested. 
4. Improved access to jobs, markets and commerce per thousand dollar invested. 
5. Increased frequency reliability of rail/transit service per thousand dollar invested. 
6. Decrease in air pollution emissions per thousand dollar invested. 
7. Increase in annual passenger, freight and goods miles carried per thousand dollar 

invested. 
8. Decrease in vehicle miles traveled per thousand dollar invested. 

IV. Regional Improvement Program: 

20. Submittal of RTIPs.  After consulting with Caltrans, each regional agency shall adopt and 
submit its RTIP to the Commission and to Caltrans no later than December 15 of each odd-
numbered year.  The RTIP will include and separately identify: 

(a) Programming proposals from the county share(s), consistent with the STIP fund 
estimate and Section 23 of these guidelines.  These proposals may include new 
projects and changes to prior STIP projects. 

(b) Programming proposals from the county Advance Project Development Element 
(APDE) share, which is treated as an advance of future share (see Sections 37-42). 

(c) Any request to advance a future county share for a larger project (permitted only in 
regions under 1 million population). 

(d) Any project recommendations for the interregional share. 

Each RTIP should be based on the regional transportation plan that has been developed and 
updated pursuant to Government Code Section 65080, and a regionwide assessment of 
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transportation needs and deficiencies.  Programming in the RTIP should not be based on a 
formula distribution of county share among agencies or geographic areas. 

Caltrans may nominate or recommend State highway improvement projects for inclusion in 
the RTIP for programming from the county share.  Caltrans should also identify any 
additional State highway and intercity rail improvement needs within the region that could 
reasonably expect to be programmed within the 3 years beyond the end of the current STIP 
period using revenue assumptions similar to those adopted for the fund estimate.  These 
programming recommendations and this identification of State highway and intercity rail 
improvement needs should be provided to the regional agency at least 90 days prior to the 
due date for submittal of the RTIP or, if a later due date for project nominations is set by 
the regional agency, prior to that date.  The regional agency has sole authority for deciding 
whether to accept Caltrans’ STIP recommendations for programming in the RTIP.  Caltrans 
shall provide a copy or list of its RTIP recommendations and identification of additional 
State highway and intercity rail needs for each region to the Commission. Each region 
shall, in its RTIP, include a comparison of the projects in its RTIP and the State highway 
and intercity rail improvement needs identified by Caltrans, including a discussion of 
significant differences. 

When Caltrans makes its RTIP recommendation and identification of State highway and 
intercity rail improvement needs, it should also share with the regional agency its plans for 
SHOPP projects that may be relevant to the region’s consideration of RTIP projects.  This 
is apart from the statutory requirement to make a draft of the SHOPP available for review 
and comment. 

21. Project Planning, Programming, and Monitoring.  The RTIP may propose to program up to 
5 percent of the county share for project planning, programming and monitoring (PPM) by 
the transportation planning agency or, within the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) area, by a county transportation commission.  If the RTIP proposes 
programming funds for both SCAG and a county transportation commission, the total will 
not exceed 5 percent of the county share.  

 Funds programmed for this purpose should be spread across the years of the STIP.  When 
allocated by the Commission, the funds will be available to cover costs of: 

 Regional transportation planning, including the development and preparation of the 
regional transportation plan. 

 Project planning, including the development of project study reports or major 
investment studies, conducted by regional agencies or by local agencies in 
cooperation with regional agencies. 

 Program development, including the preparation of RTIPs and studies supporting 
them. 

 Monitoring the implementation of STIP projects, including project delivery, timely 
use of funds, and compliance with State law and the Commission’s guidelines. 
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Caltrans expenses for these purposes are included in the Department’s annual budget and 
will not be funded through the STIP except when Caltrans is reimbursed for project study 
reports by a region using funds allocated to that region for PPM. 

22. Transportation Enhancement (TE) Projects in the RTIP.  MAP-21, the Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act (P.L. 112-141), was signed into law by President Obama 
on July 6, 2012. MAP-21, the first long-term highway authorization enacted since 2005, 
eliminated the TE program and in its place created the Transportation Alternatives 
Program. The Transportation Alternatives Program is a competitive program and is not 
included in the STIP.  Existing Transportation Enhancement projects may remain in the 
STIP so long as they are eligible for State Highway Account or Federal funds.  

New bicycle and pedestrian projects may be programmed by a region in its RTIP as these 
projects may be funded with State Highway Account or Federal funds. 

23. County Shares, Advances, and Reserves.  The fund estimate will identify, for each county, 
(1) the county share for the share period that ends during the current STIP period, (2) the 
county’s proportionate share for the portion of the new four-year period that falls within the 
current STIP period, and (3) the balance of the estimated share for the four-year period that 
extends beyond the current STIP period.  For the 2014 STIP fund estimate, for example, 
this means (1) the available share for the period ending 2015-16, (2) the county’s 
proportionate share for the period ending 2018-19, and (3) an estimated proportionate share 
for the period ending in 2019-20. 

Any region may, in its RTIP, propose projects or project components during the STIP 
period from all of these shares, including the share for the period that extends beyond the 
STIP period.  Unless the Commission rejects an RTIP, as described in Section 60, the 
Commission will include in the STIP, at a minimum, all RTIP projects carried forward 
from the prior STIP and all new RTIP programming proposed within the level of the 
county share for the share period that ends during the current STIP (i.e., for the 2014 
STIPs, the share for the period ending 2015-16).  Beyond that, as described in Section 61, 
the Commission may include in the STIP either more or less than each region’s 
proportionate share for the new share period.  Overall, the Commission may not program 
more than the available statewide capacity for the STIP period.   The RTIP should identify 
those projects or project components that it proposes to program within the STIP period 
from the share for each four-year share period. 

As authorized by Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), a region for a county with a 
population of less than 1 million may also, in its RTIP, ask the Commission to advance an 
amount beyond its county share for a larger project.  The requested advance may not 
exceed 200 percent of the county share for the four-year share period that extends beyond 
the current STIP period, as identified in the Fund Estimate.  The RTIP will separately 
identify the project or project components it proposes to program with the advance, 
following the same display format used for other RTIP projects.  

 Any region may, in its RTIP, ask to leave all or part of its county share unprogrammed, 
thus reserving that amount to build up a larger share for a higher cost project or otherwise 
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to program projects in the county at a later time.  The Commission may use funds freed up 
by these reserves to advance county shares in other counties.  The Commission, with the 
consent of Caltrans, may also consider advancing county shares by reserving a portion of 
the interregional share until the next county share period. 

24. Federal Match.   

A region may, in its RTIP, propose to program State funds to match federal funds 
committed to a project. Such projects must meet the eligibility restrictions of the 
available state funds. For example, a transit project may not use State Highway Account 
funds as a match to federal funds unless the project is eligible under Article XIX of the 
California Constitution. The match for rail rolling stock and buses purchases can only be 
programmed in the STIP if PTA capacity is available or if the project is eligible for Toll 
Credits.  

24A. Transportation Enhancement (TE) Reserve. TE reserves will no longer be programmed in 
the STIP. Existing TE reserves should be deleted. 

25. Regional Improvement Program Project Eligibility.  Except for project planning, 
programming, and monitoring, all STIP projects will be capital projects (including project 
development costs) needed to improve transportation in the region.  These projects 
generally may include, but are not limited to, improving State highways, local roads, public 
transit (including buses), intercity rail, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, grade separations, 
transportation system management, transportation demand management, soundwalls, 
intermodal facilities, and safety.  Non-capital costs for transportation system management 
or transportation demand management may be included where the regional agency finds 
the project to be a cost-effective substitute for capital expenditures.  Other non-capital 
projects (e.g. road and transit maintenance) are not eligible. 

In addition to meeting general program standards, all STIP projects must meet eligibility 
requirements specific to the STIP’s funding sources, the State Highway Account (SHA), 
which includes both State revenues and Federal revenues, and the Public Transportation 
Account (PTA).  Unless the fund estimate specifies otherwise, a region may propose, in its 
RTIP, projects to be funded from any of these funding sources, or a combination of them.  
The Commission will provide and calculate STIP county shares without regard to the 
individual STIP funding sources. 

Except for project planning, programming and monitoring, regional program RTIP 
nominations will be consistent with the following statutory sequence of priorities for 
programming from the State Highway Account: 

 Safety improvements on transportation facilities other than State highways where 
physical changes, other than adding new capacity, would reduce fatalities and the 
number and severity of injuries. (Safety projects on State highways are programmed 
in the SHOPP.)  

 Transportation capital improvements that expand capacity or reduce congestion, or 
do both. These improvements may include the reconstruction of local roads and 
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transit facilities and non-capital expenditures for transportation systems 
management and transportation demand management projects that are a cost 
effective substitute for capital expenditures. 

 Environmental enhancement and mitigation, including soundwall projects.  

Article XIX of the California Constitution permits the use of State revenues in the SHA 
only for State highways, local roads, and fixed guideway facilities.  

Article XIX of the California Constitution restricts transit and rail projects that can be 
funded with nearly all SHA revenues to the “research, planning, construction, and 
improvement of exclusive public mass transit guideways (and their related fixed 
facilities), including the mitigation of their environmental effects, the payment for 
property taken or damaged for such purposes, the administrative costs necessarily 
incurred in the foregoing purposes, and the maintenance of the structures and the 
immediate right-of-way for the public mass transit guideways, but excluding the 
maintenance and operating costs for mass transit power systems and mass transit 
passenger facilities, vehicles, equipment, and services.”  

Additionally, SHA revenues may not be expended for these purposes “unless such use is 
approved by a majority of the votes cast on the proposition authorizing such use of such 
revenues in an election held throughout the county or counties, or a specified area of a 
county or counties, within which the revenues are to be expended.” 

This means, for example, that rail rolling stock and buses may be funded only from the 
Federal revenues in the STIP. For such projects, the non-Federal match (generally a 
minimum of 11½%) can only be programmed in the STIP if PTA capacity is available. If 
no PTA capacity is available, the match will have to be provided from a non-STIP 
source.  

It is the continuing intent of the Commission that rehabilitation projects, excluding 
maintenance, on the local streets and roads system remain eligible for funding in the STIP. 
Proposed projects on local highways functionally classified as local or as rural minor 
collector (non federal-aid eligible) are also eligible for STIP funding. However, 
programming of projects on non federal-aid eligible routes shall be limited to availability of 
state only funding as determined by the Commission. 

26. Federalizing Transit Projects. In accordance with Federal statutes and regulations, federal 
highway funds programmed for transit projects must be transferred from the Federal 
Highway Administration to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for administration 
when the project or project component is ready to be implemented. In order to facilitate the 
transfer and timely use of funds, the Commission encourages the implementing agency or 
fund applicant to submit grant applications to FTA requesting a grant number and tentative 
approval of project eligibility prior to requesting Commission allocation of funds.  

Transit related projects such as parking structures and multi-modal stations should also be 
transferred to FTA for administration. However, on an exception basis, FHWA will 
administer the funds and a grant application and fund transfer will not be necessary. 
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Proposed exceptions should be discussed and agreed to with Caltrans and FHWA prior to 
programming the project in the STIP and documented in the PSR equivalent and project 
fact sheet. 

27. Increased STIP Funding Participation.  An RTIP may propose, from the county share, to 
increase a project’s STIP funding to replace local funding already committed, provided that 
the local funding has not been and will not be expended or encumbered under contract prior 
to the Commission’s allocation of STIP funds.  The proposal will include the revised basis 
for cost sharing, as specified in Section 49 of these guidelines. 

In those instances when any regional agency seeks additional STIP funding for a previously 
programmed project and the projected funding increase exceeds any increase in the 
estimated cost of that project, the board of such regional agency, by resolution of a majority 
of board members, shall declare in writing that the increase in the STIP funding is not for 
the purpose of “back-filling” other non-STIP funds previously committed to the capital 
project which have already been, or in the future will be, redirected to non-capital activities 
and purposes. 

28. Pooling of County Shares.  Two or more regional agencies may agree to consolidate their 
county shares for two consecutive county share periods into a single county share for both 
periods.  A pooling agreement will become effective for a county share period if each 
regional agency adopts a resolution incorporating the agreement and submits it to the 
Commission with its RTIP.  Similarly, SACOG may pool the shares of any counties in its 
region by adopting a resolution and submitting it with its RTIP. 

As an alternative to pooling, two regional agencies may agree to accomplish the same 
purpose by agreeing to a loan of a specified dollar amount from one region’s county share 
to the other during a STIP period, with the loaned amount to be returned in the following 
county share period.  A regional agency, in its RTIP, may also propose to contribute all or a 
portion of its current county share for the programming of a project located in another 
county. 

 The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) may pool its county shares for a 
STIP period by adopting a resolution and submitting it with its RTIP, provided that the 
amount of any county share advanced or reserved is not more than 15 percent of the county 
share identified in the Fund Estimate. 

29. Consistency with Land Use Plans and Congestion Management Programs.  Projects 
included in the regional program shall be consistent with the adopted regional 
transportation plan, which state law requires to be consistent with federal planning and 
programming requirements.  The federal requirements (23 U.S.C. 134) include factors to be 
considered in developing transportation plans and programs, including the likely effect of 
transportation policy decisions on land use and development and the consistency of 
transportation plans and programs with the provisions of all applicable short- and long-term 
land use and development plans. 
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Congestion Management Programs (CMPs) prepared by counties not electing to be 
exempted from CMP requirements pursuant to Section 65088.3 of the Government Code 
shall be incorporated into the appropriate RTIP prior to its adoption and submittal to the 
Commission.  Projects included in the adopted RTIP shall be consistent with the capital 
improvement program of the CMP.  Projects not in the approved CMP shall not be included 
in the RTIP unless listed separately. 

V. Interregional Improvement Program: 

30. General.  The interregional improvement program consists of STIP projects funded from 
the interregional program share, which is 25% of new STIP funding.  Caltrans will 
nominate a program of projects for the interregional share in its interregional transportation 
improvement program (ITIP).  The interregional program has two parts: 

(a) The first, funded from up to 10% of new STIP funding, is nominated solely by 
Caltrans in the ITIP.  It is subject to the north/south 40%/60% split and otherwise 
may include projects anywhere in the State.  The projects may include State 
highway, intercity passenger rail, mass transit guideway, or grade separation 
projects.  Non-capital costs for transportation system management or transportation 
demand management may be included where Caltrans finds the project to be a cost-
effective substitute for capital expenditures. 

(b) The second part, funded from at least 15% of new STIP funding, is not subject to 
the north/south split.  It is limited to intercity rail projects (including interregional 
commuter rail and grade separation projects) and to improvements outside 
urbanized areas on interregional road system routes (which are specified in statute).  
At least 15% of the 15% (or at least 2.25% of new STIP funding) must be 
programmed for intercity rail projects, including interregional commuter rail and 
grade separation projects. 

Under restricted circumstances, an RTIP may also recommend a project for funding from 
the second part, described in paragraph (b).  See Section 32 of these guidelines. 

31. Submittal of Caltrans ITIP.  After consulting with regional agencies and other local 
transportation authorities, Caltrans shall submit its ITIP to the Commission no later than 
December 15 of each odd numbered year.  At the same time, Caltrans will transmit a copy 
of the ITIP to each regional agency.  The ITIP will include programming proposals from 
the interregional share for the five-year STIP period.  These proposals may include new 
projects, program reserves, changes to prior STIP interregional program projects, and the 
interregional share of proposals for jointly funding new projects or cost increases from 
county and interregional shares. 

The ITIP should include, for each proposed project, information (including assumptions 
and calculations) to support an objective analysis of interregional program priorities.  That 
information, which should be based on the project study report, should include: 

 an estimate of total project costs, including mitigation costs and support costs; 
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 an estimate of the time of completion of project construction; 
 an estimate of annual project benefits (at project opening) due to vehicle time 

savings and vehicle operating costs; 
 for road projects, an estimate of annual project benefits (at project opening) due to 

reductions in fatalities and injuries; 
 for rail projects, an estimate of the project’s impact on ridership and the need for 

operating subsidies; and 
 a description of how the project would implement the interregional strategic plan, 

including a description of its impact on California’s economic growth, the 
interregional distribution of goods, and the environment. 

32. Regional Recommendations for the Interregional Program.  A regional agency may, in its 
RTIP, recommend improvements outside urbanized areas on interregional road system 
routes for funding from the interregional share.  Interregional road system routes are 
defined in statute at Streets and Highways Code Sections 164.10 to 164.20, inclusive.  By 
statute, the Commission may program a regional recommendation for the interregional 
program only if the Commission “makes a finding, based on an objective analysis, that the 
recommended project is more cost-effective than a project submitted by [Caltrans].”  The 
Commission cautions regions, especially those with priority needs in both urbanized and 
nonurbanized areas, that nonurbanized area projects of highest regional priority should be 
proposed in the RTIP from the county share.  The interregional program is not a 
nonurbanized area program, and the Commission does not intend to use the interregional 
program to meet most State highway needs in nonurbanized areas.  The Commission 
anticipates programming regional recommendations for funding from the interregional 
program only when a recommended project constitutes a cost-effective means of 
implementing the interregional transportation strategic plan (see Section 34 of these 
guidelines). 

Any regional recommendation for the interregional program shall be made in the RTIP and 
shall be separate and distinct from the RTIP proposal for programming from the county 
share(s).  Each project nominated in this way must constitute a useable segment of 
highway.  The nomination must be to fund the project fully through the interregional 
program.  The nomination may not be part of a proposal for joint funding between the 
regional and interregional programs.  Joint funding proposals may be made only in concert 
with Caltrans, with the region proposing the county share in its RTIP and Caltrans 
proposing the interregional share in the ITIP. 

 An RTIP proposal for interregional funding should be accompanied by information 
(including assumptions and calculations) to support the objective analysis that the 
Commission must make before it can program the project.  That information, which should 
be based on the project study report, should include: 

 an estimate of total project costs, including mitigation costs and support costs; 
 an estimate of the time of completion of project construction; 
 an estimate of annual project benefits (at project opening) due to vehicle time 

savings and vehicle operating costs; 
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 an estimate of annual project benefits (at project opening) due to reductions in 
fatalities and injuries; and 

 a description of how the project would implement the interregional strategic plan, 
including a description of its impact on California’s economic growth, the 
interregional distribution of goods, and the environment. 

33. Regional Transportation Plan.  Projects included in the interregional program shall be 
consistent with the relevant adopted regional transportation plan(s).  

34. Interregional Program Objectives.  The Commission envisions an interregional 
improvement program that works toward achievement of the following six objectives: 

 Completing a trunk system of higher standard State highways (usually expressways 
and freeways). 

 Connecting all urbanized areas, major metropolitan centers, and gateways to the 
freeway and expressway system to ensure a complete statewide system for the 
highest volume and most critical trip movements. 

 Ensuring a dependable level of service for movement into and through major 
gateways of statewide significance and ensuring connectivity to key intermodal 
transfer facilities, seaports, air cargo terminals, and freight distribution facilities. 

 Connecting urbanizing centers and high growth areas to the trunk system to ensure 
future connectivity, mobility, and access for the State’s expanding population. 

 Linking rural and smaller urban centers to the trunk system. 

 Implementing an intercity passenger rail program (including interregional 
commuter rail) that complies with Federal and State laws, improves service 
reliability, decreases running times, reduces the per-passenger operating subsidy, 
and that compliments the State’s planned high-speed rail system. 

The Caltrans ITIP should be based on a Strategic Plan for implementing the interregional 
program.  The Strategic Plan should address development of both the interregional road 
system and intercity rail in California, and it should define a strategy that extends beyond 
the STIP.  The ITIP should describe how proposed projects relate to the Strategic Plan and 
how the Strategic Plan would implement the Commission’s objectives.  The Commission 
will evaluate the ITIP and any regional recommendations for the interregional program in 
the light of these objectives and the Strategic Plan. 

The interregional improvement program will include both State highway and rail projects 
(potentially including mass transit guideway and grade separation projects). 

For State highways, the interregional program should emphasize the development of a 
basic trunk system (a subset of the larger interregional road system described in statute, 
with extensions in urbanized areas) that provides: 
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 access to and through or around California’s urbanized areas (over 50,000 
population) and the following areas that serve as major economic centers for 
multicounty areas:  Eureka, Susanville, and Bishop; and 

 access to California’s major interstate and international gateways, including 
interstate and international border crossings, international airports, and seaports. 

The Strategic Plan should identify this basic trunk system, with a primary focus on access 
between these areas and gateways, not on distribution within regions or on access to all 
counties.  The focus should be on interregional commerce rather than on interregional 
commuting.  While the interregional program may include projects on other interregional 
routes, the Commission expects the development of the basic trunk system to be the focus 
of near term investment. 

The Commission expects the identification and selection of State highway projects for the 
interregional program to be based on consideration of cost in relationship to the following 
benefits, with higher priority given to projects with greater net benefit for the investment 
made: 

 traffic safety, including the potential for reducing fatalities and injuries; 
 reduced travel time and vehicle operating costs for interregional travel; 
 economic benefits to California of expanding interregional commerce through faster 

and more reliable access between markets; and 
 economic benefits to California of expanding interstate and international trade and 

commerce through faster and more reliable access to California’s international 
airports and seaports. 

Commerce includes the movement of people and goods for any economic purpose.  It may 
include extractive industries (such as mining, agriculture, or timber) or recreation.  

A large part of California’s interregional road system is adequately developed for the near 
future, and the SHOPP provides for the protection and preservation of the existing system.  
The Commission therefore expects that the interregional program will be focused on 
underdeveloped gaps and corridors in the basic trunk system.  There is no expectation that 
STIP interregional improvements will be evenly spread across the State, and the spreading 
of funding among regions is not a Commission objective for the interregional program. The 
Commission does encourage Caltrans and smaller regions (generally with populations less 
than 250,000) to consider and seek formation of partnerships to jointly fund projects on the 
interregional road system for the mutual benefit of the region and the state. 

For rail, the interregional program should emphasize: 

 the preservation and improvement of the existing system of State-sponsored 
intercity passenger rail routes, including compliance with safety and accessibility 
standards and protection of the State’s investment in equipment;  

 the reduction of the system’s dependence on State operating subsidies; 
 the improvement of other passenger rail access between major urban centers, 

airports and intercity rail routes;  
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 the use of rail grade separations to improve service reliability for both intercity 
passenger rail and interregional goods movement; and  

 coordination with the State’s planned high-speed rail system. 

The Commission expects the identification and selection of rail capital projects for the 
interregional program (including interregional commuter rail and grade separations) to be 
based on consideration of cost in relationship to the following benefits, with higher priority 
given to projects with greater net benefit for the investment made: 

 reduced intercity rail running times and operating costs (which may increase 
demand and reduce the need for operating subsidies); 

 improved intercity rail schedule frequency and reliability (which may increase 
demand and reduce the need for operating subsidies); and 

 economic benefits to California of promoting trade and commerce by creating faster 
and more reliable highway or rail access to markets, including access to California’s 
international airports and seaports; 

For either highways or rail, Caltrans and the Commission may evaluate a project as part of 
a series of related projects in the same location or corridor.  The evaluation may consider 
the costs and benefits of the projects as a group.  All projects in the group should be part of 
the Strategic Plan for near term funding, whether or not proposed for the STIP. 

Where a potential interregional program project may provide substantial local benefits, it is 
appropriate that costs be divided between the regional and interregional programs.  In this 
case, the evaluation of the project for the interregional program should be based on the 
interregional program cost share in relationship to the benefits described in this section.    

35. Transportation Enhancement (TE) Projects in the ITIP.  MAP-21, the Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act (P.L. 112-141), was signed into law by President Obama 
on July 6, 2012. MAP-21, the first long-term highway authorization enacted since 2005, 
eliminated the TE program and in its place created the Transportation Alternatives 
Program. The Transportation Alternatives Program is a competitive program and is not 
included in the STIP.  Existing Transportation Enhancement projects may remain in the 
STIP so long as they are eligible for State Highway Account or Federal funds.  

New bicycle and pedestrian projects may be programmed by Caltrans in the ITIP as these 
projects may be funded with State Highway Account or Federal funds. 

Caltrans may include in the ITIP a bicycle and pedestrian project that relates to the 
interregional surface transportation of people or goods or that is a capital outlay project of 
statewide benefit and interest. The project should provide an alternative to travel on a State 
highway that is part of the interregional road system or provide access to a state or national 
park or to an interregional surface transportation facility.   

36. Projects and Reserves.  The ITIP should include a complete proposal for the programming 
of the STIP interregional share which complies with the various statutory restrictions, 
including:  the two parts described in Section 30 of these guidelines (the 10% and 15% 
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parts), the north/south split of the first part, and the 2.25% intercity rail minimum of the 
second part.  Any portion of the interregional share that is not proposed for a specific 
project may be proposed as a reserve for future programming.  This may include reserves 
of any kind, including a proposal to reserve a portion of the interregional share for the next 
share period in order to free up funding for county share advances. 

VI. Advance Project Development Element: 

37. Fund Estimate for Advance Project Development Element.  Each fund estimate will 
identify an amount available pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 14529.01 of the 
Government Code for the STIP Advance Project Development Element (APDE), with 
county and interregional shares identified separately.  These APDE amounts are 
independent of the amounts identified as regular programming capacity. 

38. Programming of APDE County and Interregional Shares.  Regions and Caltrans may 
propose projects from their respective county and interregional APDE shares in the RTIPs 
and ITIP, and they may propose joint regional and interregional APDE funding for a 
project.  The proposal and adoption of projects will be the same as for other STIP projects, 
except that projects to be programmed through the APDE are limited to the two STIP 
project development components:  (1) environmental and permits and (2) plans, 
specifications, and estimates.  Projects may not be programmed through the APDE if they 
are simultaneously programmed for acquisition of right-of-way (including support) or 
construction from regular STIP programming capacity.  Project development work already 
programmed in the STIP may not be shifted to the APDE. 

39. Program Year.  APDE projects will be proposed for programming and adopted into the 
STIP and allocated in the same manner as other STIP projects.  They may be proposed for 
any of the STIP’s five fiscal years.  APDE local projects, when programmed, are subject to 
the STIP’s timely use of funds provisions. 

40. Program Amendments.  APDE projects may be amended into the STIP at any time in the 
same manner as other STIP amendments.  The amendments will identify the county or 
interregional APDE share from which the projects are to be funded. 

41. Effect on Regular County and Interregional Shares.  APDE programming will be treated as 
an advance of regular future county or interregional share, although every county, including 
a county in a region over 1 million population, is eligible for APDE programming.  If all or 
a portion of any county or interregional APDE share is not programmed, that amount will 
become available to program for any STIP purpose in the next STIP.  Amounts that are 
programmed in the current STIP from an APDE share will be deducted from the regular 
county or interregional share for the next STIP.  The Fund Estimate for the next STIP will 
include a new APDE fund estimate with new county and interregional APDE shares. 

42. APDE Shares May Not Be Exceeded.  The programming of a county or interregional 
APDE share may not exceed the amount identified in the Fund Estimate.  A county or 
interregional APDE share may not be loaned or advanced.  However, regional agencies that 
have agreed to pool their regular county shares (Section 28 of these guidelines) may also 
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pool their APDE shares.  Any region may choose to program project development work 
from its regular STIP county share. 

VII. Display of project descriptions and costs: 

43. Project Description.  The STIP will include the following information for each project, 
which should be included in the RTIP or ITIP proposing the project: 

(a) The name of the agency responsible for project implementation. 

(b) The project title, which should include a brief nontechnical description of the 
project location and limits (community name, street name, etc.), and a phrase 
describing the type and scope of the project. By definition, the Commission will 
regard the limits for a rehabilitation project on local streets and roads as including 
adjacent or nearby streets and roads, thus providing greater flexibility in project 
scope. 

(c) A unique project identification number (PPNO) provided by Caltrans. 

(d) For projects on the State highway system, the route number and post-mile (or post-
kilometer) limits. 

(e) Any appropriate funding restriction or designation, including projects eligible for 
Public Transportation Account funding, projects requiring state-only funding, or 
projects requiring Federal funds. Agencies proposing projects requiring state-only 
funding (including local street and road projects not eligible for federal-aid) should 
recognize that the availability of state-only funding may be limited 

(f) The source and amounts of local or other non-STIP funds, if any, committed to the 
project. 

(g) A map showing the project location. 

 

44.  State-only Funding. The Commission will assume that all projects will be qualified for 
Federal transportation funding unless the RTIP or ITIP designates otherwise. Whenever a 
region designates a project to be programmed for State-only (non-Federal) funding, the 
RTIP will explain the reason for this designation. The Commission will not program a State 
highway project for State-only funding without consulting with Caltrans. Projects 
programmed without state-only designation and later proposed for state-only funding 
allocations will be subject to Caltrans recommendation for exception to federal funding 
prior to Commission approval as described in Section 64 of these guidelines. 

45. Project Fact Sheets.  For each project proposed for new STIP funding, the RTIP or ITIP 
will include a project fact sheet that includes the information displayed in the Appendix to 
these guidelines.  All regional agencies proposing funding for rail transit projects will 
include full funding plans with the RTIP, as described in Section 15 of these guidelines. 

46. STIP Database.  Caltrans is responsible for developing, upgrading and maintaining an 
electronic database record of the adopted STIP and Commission actions that amend the 
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STIP.  Caltrans will publish the STIP record within 75 days of the STIP adoption and make 
copies available to the Commission and to the regional agencies.  To facilitate 
development, analysis and management of the STIP, Caltrans will provide the Commission 
and the regional agencies appropriate access to the STIP database as soon as possible.  
After a regional agency’s access to the database is established, a regional agency will 
develop its RTIP submittals to the Commission utilizing the STIP database. 

47. Cost Estimates for Project Components.  For each project proposed for programming, the 
RTIP or ITIP shall list costs separately for each of the 4 project components:  
(1) environmental studies and permits; (2) preparation of plans, specifications, and 
estimates, (3) right-of-way, and (4) construction.  For the right-of-way and construction 
components on Caltrans projects, the RTIP or ITIP shall list separate costs for Caltrans 
support and for capital outlay.  For Caltrans projects, that brings the total to 6 project cost 
components. 

For each project component, the amount programmed shall be escalated to the year 
proposed for programming, based on the current cost estimate updated as of November 1 of 
the year the RTIP or ITIP is submitted.  The standard escalation rate for the STIP shall be 
that specified in the fund estimate for the STIP.  Caltrans or a region may elect to use 
alternative escalation factors for right-of-way or other costs as it deems appropriate.  STIP 
costs and non-STIP costs will be displayed separately.  For Caltrans implemented projects 
programmed in an RTIP, Caltrans shall provide the region with cost updates at least 90 
days prior to the date RTIPs must be submitted to the Commission. 

When project design, right-of-way or construction are programmed before the sponsoring 
agency completes the environmental process, updated cost estimates shall be submitted in 
the RTIP or ITIP in the STIP cycle following completion of the environmental process. 
Cost estimates for project components that are programmed and that have not been 
allocated should be updated, as needed, based on the most current cost information during 
every STIP cycle. 

Where a project or project component will be funded from multiple county shares or jointly 
from the interregional share and a county share, the amounts programmed from the 
different shares will be displayed separately.  Amounts programmed for any component 
shall be rounded to the nearest $1,000.  For jointly funded projects, the county share or 
ITIP share contribution programmed for a component shall each be rounded to the nearest 
$1,000. 

48. Authority and Responsibility.  For projects on the State highway system, only cost 
estimates approved by the Caltrans Director or by a person authorized by the Director to 
approve cost estimates for programming will be used.  For other projects, only cost 
estimates approved by the Chief Executive Officer or other authorized officer of the 
responsible local implementing agency will be used. 

49. Basis for Cost Sharing.  Where a project or project component is to be funded from both 
STIP and non-STIP sources, the project fact sheet submitted with the RTIP or ITIP shall 



California Transportation Commission   
STIP Guidelines  August 6, 2013 
 

 23

indicate whether the programming commitment is for a particular dollar amount, a 
particular percentage of total project cost, or a particular element or item of work.   

Where a project or project component is to be jointly funded from the interregional share 
and a county share or funded from multiple county shares, the project fact sheet submitted 
with the RTIP and/or ITIP shall indicate the basis to be used for apportioning cost increases 
or decreases between the shares.  

In the absence of an alternate cost sharing arrangement approved by the Commission at the 
time of allocation, project costs, including increases and savings, will be apportioned in the 
same percentages as programmed.  

Where a project is funded from both STIP and non-STIP sources and where the 
Commission has approved non-proportional spending allowing for the expenditure of STIP 
funds before other funds (sometimes referred to as sequential spending), the project is not 
eligible for an increase (supplemental) allocation under the authority delegated to Caltrans 
by Commission Resolution G-12 until all other funds committed to the project have been 
expended.   

50. Program Year for Cost Components.  The cost of each project cost component will be 
listed in the STIP no earlier than in the State fiscal year in which the particular project 
component can be delivered, as described below. 

(a) Project development. 

(1) Local agency project development costs for environmental studies and permits 
will be programmed in the fiscal year during which environmental studies will 
begin. The fiscal year during which the draft environmental document is scheduled 
for circulation will be identified in the STIP.  Costs for the preparation of plans, 
specifications, and estimates will be programmed in the fiscal year during which 
this work will begin. Local agency costs for environmental studies and design may 
be listed in different fiscal years, where appropriate. 

(2) Caltrans project development costs for environmental studies and permits will 
be programmed in the fiscal year during which the environmental studies begin. 
The fiscal year during which the draft environmental document is scheduled for 
circulation will be identified in the STIP.  Costs for the preparation of plans, 
specifications and estimates will be programmed in the fiscal year during which this 
work will begin.  Caltrans will report, outside the STIP, on year by year 
expenditures for project development components. 

(b) Right-of-way.  Right-of-way costs, including Caltrans support costs, will be 
programmed in the fiscal year during which right-of-way acquisition (including 
utility relocation) contracts will first be executed. 

(c) Construction.  Construction costs, including Caltrans construction support costs, 
will be programmed in the fiscal year during which construction contracts will be 
advertised.  All construction costs that are included in or related to a single 
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construction contract should be listed in one fiscal year, regardless of the length of 
time over which construction costs will be paid.  Projects requiring separate 
construction contracts should be listed separately for the STIP, even if they are 
corridor projects grouped for project development and right-of-way programming, 
as described in Section 58 of these guidelines. 

51. Escalation Adjustments.  All projects will count against share balances on the basis of their 
fully escalated (inflated) costs.  All project RTIP and ITIP nominations should therefore be 
at costs escalated to the year in which project delivery is proposed (see Sections 47 and 50 
of these guidelines).  Cost estimates for project components that are programmed and that 
have not been allocated should be updated, as needed, based on the most current cost 
information during every STIP cycle. Commission staff may make further escalation 
adjustments, in consultation with Caltrans and regions, in making its staff 
recommendations and in developing the STIP (see Section 63 of these guidelines).  
Ordinarily, the Commission will apply escalation adjustments only to Caltrans construction 
costs, not to right-of-way, project development, or local grant projects.  

52. Prior Costs for Grandfathered 1996 STIP Projects.  For every Caltrans project that will be 
carried forward to the 1998 STIP, Caltrans will identify the amount of its expenditures for 
right-of-way (including support) and for project development through the 1997-98 fiscal 
year.  These amounts, when added to the amounts remaining and programmed for the 1998 
STIP period, will form the project component base cost for the purpose of share balance 
tabulations and adjustments, as described in Sections 53-58 of these guidelines. 

VIII. Share Balances and Adjustments: 

53. Long-term balances.  The Commission, with assistance from Caltrans and regional 
agencies, will maintain a long-term balance of county shares and the interregional share, as 
specified in Streets and Highways Code Section 188.11.  The Commission will make its 
calculation of the cumulative share balances, as of the end of the preceding fiscal year, 
available for review by Caltrans and regional agencies by August 15, each year. 

54. Local Grant Projects.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for local grant 
projects (all project work not implemented by Caltrans) will be the amounts actually 
allocated by the Commission.  No adjustment will be made after the allocation vote for any 
amount not expended by the local agency.  In order to provide a degree of flexibility to 
local agencies in administering projects, allocated funds may be shifted between project 
components to accommodate cost changes within the following limits: 

 Any amount that is allocated to a local agency for environmental studies and 
permits may also be expended by that agency for plans, specifications, and 
estimates.  Any amount that is allocated to a local agency for plans, specifications, 
and estimates may also be expended by that agency for environmental studies and 
permits. 

 Additionally, a local agency may expend an amount allocated for project 
development, right of way, or construction for another project component, provided 
that the total expenditure shifted to a component in this way is no more than 20 
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percent of the amount actually allocated for either component.  This means that the 
amount transferred by a local agency from one component to another may be no 
more than 20 percent of whichever of the components has received the smaller 
allocation from the Commission. 

 Shifting of allocated funds between components will not impact county share balances.  
County share balances will be based on actual amounts allocated for each component. 

55. Construction.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for Caltrans 
construction projects are the engineer’s final estimate presented to the Commission for 
allocation vote. 

 At the request of Caltrans, and with the approval of the regional agency for the county 
share, the Commission may approve a downward adjustment of the allocation vote if the 
construction contract award allotment is less than 80 percent of the engineer’s final 
estimate.  The Department should make its request by letter to the Commission no later 
than 3 months after the construction contract award date. 

No other adjustment will be made after the allocation vote for the award amount or for 
changes in expenditures except where the Commission votes a supplemental allocation 
during or following construction.  No adjustment will be made for supplemental allocations 
made by Caltrans under the authority delegated by Commission Resolution G-12, except 
that when a Commission supplemental vote is larger than it otherwise would have been 
because of a prior G-12 rescission (negative G-12) made by Caltrans, the effect of the 
negative G-12 will be excluded when counting the Commission’s supplemental vote for the 
purpose of share balances.  Where a project has not been voted, the programmed amount 
will be counted. 

55A. Construction Support.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for Caltrans 
construction support is the amount identified and presented to the Commission for 
allocation vote.  No other share adjustment will be made for cost differences that are less 
than 120% of the Commissions original allocation.  No adjustment will be made for 
supplemental allocations made by Caltrans under the authority delegated by Commission 
Resolution G-12.  For costs equal to or greater than 120% of the Commissions original 
allocation, the Commission shall require a supplemental allocation, the full amount of 
which shall be counted for purposes of share balances. 

56. Right-of-Way.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for right-of-way on 
Caltrans projects, including right-of-way support costs, are the amounts programmed for 
right-of-way in the STIP.  No adjustment will be made for cost differences that are within 
20 percent of the amount programmed for right-of-way at time of construction allocation. 
This flexibility is intended to facilitate the tracking of share balances and is not intended to 
be permission to overspend a project budget.  

For projects that achieve right-of-way certifications 1 or 2 at time of Commission 
construction allocation, costs will be counted at time of vote. For projects with a right-of-
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way certification other than 1 or 2, the reporting of the final estimate may be deferred until 
right of way certification is upgraded. In no case should this deferral exceed 12 months. 

To encourage accurate estimates and minimize the manipulation of share balances, the 
Commission will consider STIP amendments for project right-of-way costs only in 
conjunction with the statewide review of right-of-way costs in the annual right-of-way 
plan. 

57. Project Development.  For the purpose of share balances, the costs counted for Caltrans 
project development are the amounts programmed for both environmental studies and 
permits and preparing plans, specifications, and estimates.  No adjustment will be made for 
cost differences that are within 20 percent of the amount programmed for project 
development at time of construction allocation.  This flexibility is intended to facilitate the 
tracking of share balances and is not intended to be permission to overspend a project 
budget. To encourage accurate estimates and minimize the manipulation of share balances, 
the Commission will consider STIP amendments for project development only when the 
change in total project development costs is 20 percent or more or when changes in project 
development costs are the result of STIP amendments to change the scope of the project. 

58. Corridor Projects.  For programming purposes, a single project may consist of segments or 
phases along a route or in a corridor area that the Department will implement under 
multiple construction contracts.  Where construction is scheduled in more than one fiscal 
year, the individual segments or phases may be identified separately for construction and 
combined for right-of-way and project development.  In either case, when the Commission 
allocates a portion of the programmed funds for construction of a particular segment or 
phase, the unallocated balance will remain programmed for the balance of the project.  
With each construction allocation, however, the Department will identify the amounts 
attributable to right-of-way and project development for the segment and an updated 
estimate of the right-of-way and project development amounts required for the entire 
project, consistent with sections 56 and 57.  The Department will also identify an updated 
estimate of the construction cost of the entire project or a revised scope to stay within the 
programmed amount.  The Commission’s intent is that the Department not defer the 
identification of cost increases for a corridor project until the completion of the entire 
project. 

59. Federal Earmark Funds.  Federal funds earmarked for specific projects that are not subject 
to federal obligation authority or are accompanied by their own obligation authority, either 
individually or by project group (such as those specified in the federal SAFETEA-LU 
authorization act of 2005), are not included in the Fund Estimate or programmed in the 
STIP.  Because these funds are made available outside the STIP, they do not count against 
county or interregional shares.  If the sponsor or implementing agency for the earmarked 
project seeks RTIP or ITIP funding to match the federal earmark funds or to complete 
funding for the project, the project becomes a STIP project and the earmark funds are 
treated as non-STIP funds. 

 If federal earmark funds become available for projects already programmed in the STIP, 
the earmark funds may be used in one of three ways.  If the STIP project is not fully 
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funded, the earmark funds may be used to help fully fund the project.  If the project is fully 
funded, the earmark funds may be used to increase the scope of the project or they may be 
used to supplant the state or local funds already committed to the STIP project.  If 
committed funds are supplanted by earmark funds, the beneficiary of the tradeoff will be as 
follows:  For projects funded with county share or local funds, the county share and or local 
fund will be credited with the benefit.  For projects funded with interregional share funds, 
the interregional share will be credited with the benefit.  For projects that are jointly 
funded, the interregional share, the county share and or the local fund will each be credited 
with the benefit in proportion to their respective funding commitments in the STIP project. 

 The Commission advises sponsors and implementing agencies for earmark projects that 
earmark funds are limited in availability for each specified project, or for groups of 
projects, to annual obligation authority and to annual allocation percentages specified in 
federal statutes.  This means that the full amount of federal earmark funds specified in 
federal statute may not be available for the project at the time of planned implementation.  
These limitations shall be taken into account when determining the amounts of earmark 
funds available for the options described in the previous two paragraphs. 

IX. Commission Action and Adoption: 

60. Commission Action on RTIP Proposals.  The Commission will include all RTIP projects 
nominated from the county share for the four-year share period that ends during the current 
STIP (i.e., the period ending 2015-16 for the 2014 STIP) unless the Commission finds that 
(a) the RTIP is not consistent with these guidelines, (b) there are insufficient funds to 
implement the RTIP, (c) there are conflicts with other RTIPs or with the ITIP, (d) a project 
is not in an approved CMP or is not included in a separate listing in the approved RTIP as 
provided by Government Code 65082, or (e) the RTIP is not a cost-effective expenditure of 
State funds.  In making its finding, the Commission will consider the cost-effectiveness 
evaluation of the RTIP submitted by the region as required in Section 19 of these 
guidelines.  The Commission may also make its own evaluation based on the criteria in 
Section 19 of these guidelines.  If the Commission makes one of those findings, it may 
reject the RTIP in its entirety.  For the 6-county SCAG area, the Commission will 
incorporate or reject each county’s RTIP separately.  For MTC and SACOG, the 
Commission will incorporate or reject the multicounty RTIP in its entirety.  For any 
counties that choose to pool county shares, the Commission will incorporate or reject the 
counties’ RTIPs together. 

If the Commission proposes to reject an RTIP, it will provide notice to the regional agency 
not later than 60 days after the date it receives the RTIP.  The Commission’s Executive 
Director may provide the notice by letter; the notice does not require formal Commission 
action.  The notice will specify the factual basis for the proposed rejection.  The 
Commission will act on the proposed rejection of an RTIP no later than the adoption of the 
STIP.  No later than 60 days after the Commission rejects an RTIP, it will hold a public 
hearing on the RTIP in the affected region unless the regional agency proposes to waive the 
hearing and submit a new RTIP.  Whenever the Commission rejects an RTIP, the regional 
agency may submit a new RTIP.  Unless the new RTIP is rejected in the same manner, it 
will be incorporated into the STIP as a STIP amendment.  This amendment will not require 
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a separate 30-day public notice if the new RTIP is limited to projects considered in the 
STIP hearings or in a public hearing on the proposed RTIP rejection. 

The Commission may also program projects proposed in the RTIP for funding from the 
estimated county share for the four-year share period that extends beyond the current STIP 
(in the 2014 STIP this is the share period ending 2019-20) or from advances against future 
share periods.  A decision by the Commission not to program any of these proposed 
projects does not constitute or require a rejection of the RTIP.  Any portion of the county 
share for the four-year period that is not programmed in the current STIP will remain 
available for programming within the same period in the following STIP. 

61. Commission Action on Advances and Reserves.  In selecting projects for funding beyond 
the county share for the share period that ends during the current STIP, including advances, 
the Commission intends to consider regional agency priorities and the extent to which each 
RTIP includes: 

 projects that implement a cost-effective RTIP, giving consideration to the evaluation 
submitted as required by Section 19 of these guidelines; 

 projects that complete or fund further components of projects included in the prior 
STIP; 

 grandfathered projects from the 1996 STIP; 
 projects to meet identified State highway and intercity rail improvement needs as 

described in Section 20; 
 projects that leverage federal discretionary funds 
 projects that leverage discretionary local funds that would otherwise not be spent for a 

transportation related purpose; and 
 projects that provide regional funding for interregional partnership projects. 

If the Commission approves a region’s request to advance an amount beyond its county 
share for the four-year period to program a larger project, the advance will be deducted 
from the county share for the following county share period.  If the Commission does not 
approve the advance and does not program the project or project components that the RTIP 
proposed to program with the advance, the Commission will reserve any portion of the 
county share that is thereby left unprogrammed until the next STIP.  This action will not 
require a rejection of the entire RTIP. 

An RTIP request to reserve part or all of a county share until the next STIP or county share 
period will free up current period funding that the Commission may use to advance county 
shares in other counties. The Commission, with the consent of Caltrans, may also consider 
advancing county shares by reserving a portion of the interregional share until the next 
county share period. 

62. Commission Action on Interregional Program.  The Commission will program the 
interregional share of the STIP from projects nominated by Caltrans in its ITIP or 
alternative recommendations made by regions in their RTIPs.  By statute, the Commission 
may program a regional recommendation for the interregional program only if the 
Commission “makes a finding, based on an objective analysis, that the recommended 
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project is more cost-effective than a project submitted by [Caltrans].”  The Commission 
may decline to program any project it finds inconsistent with these guidelines or not a cost-
effective expenditure of State funds.  In making its finding the Commission will consider 
the cost-effectiveness evaluation of the ITIP submitted by Caltrans as required in Section 
19 of these guidelines.  The Commission may also make its own evaluation based on the 
criteria in Section 19 of these guidelines.  After a review of the nominated projects, the 
Commission may elect to leave a portion of the interregional share unprogrammed and 
reserved for later interregional programming or, with the consent of Caltrans, may reserve a 
portion of the interregional share for the next share period in order to free up funding for 
county share advances. 

63. STIP Respreading of Projects.  The Commission may program projects, project 
components and project reserves in fiscal years later than the fiscal years proposed in the 
RTIP or ITIP if the Commission finds it necessary to do so to insure the total amount 
programmed in each fiscal year of the STIP does not exceed the amount specified in the 
fund estimate as required by Section 14529(e) of the Government code.  In that case, the 
Commission will compare all projects nominated for the year(s) from which projects will 
be postponed, giving consideration to (1) regional priorities and the leveling of regional 
shares across the STIP period, (2) the availability of PTA or other restricted funds by fiscal 
year, and (3) in consultation with Caltrans, the need to balance Caltrans’ workload by 
district and fiscal year. 

X. STIP Management: 

64. Allocation of Funds.   The Commission will consider allocation of funds for a project or 
project component when it receives an allocation request and recommendation from 
Caltrans.  The Commission will consider the allocation of construction funds only to 
projects that are ready to advertise and can be awarded within six months of allocation (see 
Section 65 regarding timely use of funds).  The Commission expects Caltrans to ascertain 
whether a project’s plans specifications and estimate (PS&E) is complete, environmental 
and right-of-way clearances are achieved, and all necessary permits and agreements 
(including railroad construction and maintenance) have been secured when it develops its 
construction allocation recommendation.  Projects not ready for an allocation should not be 
placed on the Commission’s agenda for action.  All allocations will be made in units of 
$1,000, and all allocation requests should therefore be in units of $1,000.  The request will 
include a determination of the availability of funding and a recommendation on the source 
of funding.  The recommendation on the source of funding shall include the amounts by 
fund account, i.e., State Highway Account, Public Transportation Account, or Federal Trust 
Fund, as well as the fund type within the account including type of federal funds.  Caltrans’ 
recommendation to the Commission for state only funding of a project will be made in 
accordance with Caltrans’ current policy for exceptions to federal funding. The final 
determination of fund type available for a project will be made in the Commission’s 
allocation of funds to the project. The Commission will approve the allocation only if the 
funds are available and are necessary to implement the project as programmed in the STIP.   

In compliance with Section 21150 of the Public Resources Code, the Commission may not 
allocate funds to local agencies for design, right-of-way, or construction prior to 
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documentation of environmental clearance under the California Environmental Quality Act.  
As a matter of policy, the Commission will not allocate funds to local agencies for design, 
right-of-way, or construction of a federally funded project prior to documentation of 
environmental clearance under the National Environmental Policy Act. Exceptions to this 
policy may be made in instances where federal law allows for the acquisition of right-of-
way prior to completion of National Environmental Policy Act review.  

All funds allocated are subject to the timely use of funds provision as described in Section 
65 of these guidelines. 

 
Projects using design-build or design-sequencing procurement shall be identified at the 
time of allocation. The allocation may be a combined amount to include design, right-of-
way, and construction. 

 The Commission will consider making an allocation that exceeds the amount programmed 
in the STIP if a region or the interregional program has an adequate unprogrammed share 
balance or if the Commission finds it can approve an advance to the county share or to the 
interregional share. Unallocated amounts are available for allocation until the end of the 
fiscal year in which they are programmed in the STIP.  Funds not allocated are subject to 
the timely use of funds provision described in Section 65 of these guidelines. 

If a project or project component is ready for implementation earlier than the fiscal year 
that it is programmed in the STIP, the implementing agency may request an allocation in 
advance of the programmed year.  The Commission may make an allocation in advance of 
the programmed year if it finds that the allocation will not delay availability of funding for 
other projects. 

When a local agency (including a transit agency) is ready to implement a project or project 
component, the agency will submit a request to Caltrans.  Caltrans will review the request, 
prepare appropriate agreements with the agency and recommend the request to the 
Commission for action.  The typical time required, after receipt of the application, to 
complete Caltrans review, and recommendation and Commission allocation is 60 days.  
The specific details and instructions for the allocation, transfer and liquidation of funds 
allocated to local agencies are included in the Procedures for Administering Local Grant 
Projects in the STIP prepared by Caltrans in consultation with the Commission and 
regional and local agencies. 

64A. Reimbursement Allocations.  Government Code Section 14529.17, as amended by SB 184 
(2007), permits a regional or local agency to expend its own funds for a STIP project, in 
advance of the Commission’s approval of a project allocation, and to be reimbursed for the 
expenditures subsequent to the Commission’s approval of the allocation.  However, the 
statute does not require the Commission to approve an allocation it would not otherwise 
approve.  To qualify for reimbursement of expenditures prior to the Commission’s approval 
of a project allocation, the regional or local agency must submit a project allocation request 
that includes notice of the agency’s intent to expend its own funds for the project prior to 
the allocation approval.  The regional or local agency should submit a copy of the allocation 
request to the Executive Director of the Commission at the same time it submits the original 
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to Caltrans.  The local entity must comply with all legal requirements for the project and 
any project expenditures, including Federal and State environmental laws.  Expenditures for 
projects programmed for Federal funding still require advance approval of the Federal 
obligation for the project (E-76).  It is important that any local agency intending to take 
advantage of the reimbursement provisions of Section 14529.17 understand its obligations 
and the risk that is inherently involved. 

Only those expenditures made by or under contract to a regional or local agency for a 
project that was and is programmed in the STIP are eligible for reimbursement allocations 
by the Commission.  Project expenditures must be in accordance with the STIP at the time 
of expenditure and at the time of allocation.  The following expenditures are not eligible for 
reimbursement allocations by the Commission: 

 expenditures made prior to adoption of the project component in the STIP; 
 expenditures made prior to the submittal of the allocation request or prior to the 

beginning of the fiscal year for which the project is programmed; 
 expenditures that exceed the amount that was or is programmed in the STIP for the 

particular project component; 
 expenditures made by Caltrans; 
 expenditures made by a regional or local agency for a project component that was or is 

programmed for Caltrans implementation; 
 expenditures made by a regional or local agency on the State highway system, except in 

accordance with a project-specific cooperative agreement executed between the local 
agency and Caltrans; and 

 expenditures made by a regional or local agency for a project component that was or is 
programmed for implementation by another regional or local agency, except in 
accordance with a project-specific agreement between the two agencies. 

The Commission will approve reimbursement allocations only if the regional or local 
agency submits an allocation request prior to the first expenditure and the Commission finds 
that there was no legal impediment to a Commission allocation, other than lack of State 
budget authority, at the time of expenditure.  If, at the time of the allocation request, the 
Commission finds that there is a lack of sufficient funding available and that it would 
otherwise approve the allocation, then the Commission will approve the project for future 
allocation when funding becomes available.  However, even the inclusion of a project in the 
STIP, the availability of state budget authority, and the lack of specific legal impediment do 
not obligate the Commission to approve an allocation where the Commission finds that the 
allocation is not an effective use of state funds, is inconsistent with the Commission’s 
guidelines or policies, or is inconsistent with state or regional plans. 

65. Timely Use of Funds.  Funds that are programmed for all components of local grant 
projects or for Caltrans construction and construction support costs are available for 
allocation only until the end of the fiscal year identified in the STIP.  Whenever 
programmed funds are not allocated within this deadline, the project programming will be 
deleted from the STIP.  The Commission will not make the funds immediately available to 
the county share or interregional share for reprogramming.  The Commission will, 
however, adjust the share balance to restore the funds in the next county share period. 
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 Funds allocated for local project development or right of way costs must be expended by 
the end of the second fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the funds were 
allocated.  For local grant projects, the local agency must invoice Caltrans for these costs 
no later than 180 days after the fiscal year in which the final expenditure occurred. 

 Under statute, funds allocated for construction or for purchase of equipment must be 
encumbered by the award of a contract within twelve months of the date of the allocation 
of funds.  Commission policy, however, is that allocations for construction, including 
intercity-rail projects, or for purchase of equipment are valid for six months from the date 
of approval unless the Commission approves an extension as described below. 

Federal highway transportation funds programmed and allocated for transit projects are 
considered obligated and are deducted from the state’s federal obligation authority balances 
as soon as they are transferred to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) as described in 
Section 26 of these guidelines. Federal funds for such projects will be considered 
encumbered and expended upon completion of the fund transfer to FTA. State funds 
allocated to match the federal funds for such projects will be subject to the timely use of 
funds provisions described in this section (transit projects may not use State Highway 
Account revenues unless eligible under Article XIX of the California Constitution). Upon 
completion of such projects, after notification by FTA of final project costs, the FHWA 
will adjust obligation records accordingly. Any federal funds which were transferred to 
FTA but not expended will be rescinded as state highway account revenue with no 
adjustment to county shares. Any state match funds which were allocated but not expended 
will also be rescinded with no adjustment to county shares. 

After the award of the contract, the local agency or Caltrans has up to 36 months to 
complete (accept) the contract.  At the time of fund allocation, the Commission may extend 
the deadline for completion of work and the liquidation of funds if necessary to 
accommodate the proposed expenditure plan for the project. For local grant projects, the 
local agency has 180 days after contract acceptance to make the final payment to the 
contractor or vendor, prepare the final Report of Expenditure and submit the final invoice 
to Caltrans for reimbursement. 

The Commission may extend the deadlines for allocation of funds, for award of a contract, 
for transfer to FTA, for expenditures for project development or right of way, or for 
contract completion no more than one time and only if it finds that an unforeseen and 
extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the responsible agency has occurred that 
justifies the extension.  The extension will not exceed the period of delay directly attributed 
to the extraordinary circumstance and will in no event be for more than 20 months. 

Whenever allocated funds are not encumbered by the award of a contract or transfer to 
FTA, or expended within the deadlines specified above, all unencumbered, not transferred, 
or unexpended funds from the allocation will be rescinded.  The Commission will not 
adjust the county or interregional share for any unencumbered balance of the allocation. 



California Transportation Commission   
STIP Guidelines  August 6, 2013 
 

 33

Caltrans will provide monthly reports to the Commission on projects which have not been 
awarded or transferred to FTA within six months of the date of the Commission’s 
allocation. 

These provisions for the timely use of funds do not apply to Caltrans project development 
costs, which the Commission does not allocate, or to Caltrans right-of-way costs, which the 
Commission allocates annually on a lump sum basis rather than by project. 

The Commission will not amend the STIP to delete or change the program year of the 
funding for any project component programmed in the current fiscal year or earlier except 
(1) to reprogram funds from a construction project to later mitigation work required for that 
project, including landscaping or soundwalls, or (2) to reprogram funds from one project to 
another within the same group or corridor, as described in Section 58 of these guidelines.  
In either of these two cases, the Commission will consider the amendment only if it is 
proposed concurrently with an allocation of most of the funds programmed for the project 
in the current fiscal year.  These two types of amendments are adjustments that may be 
incorporated into the Commission’s allocation action.  In that case, they do not require the 
separate notice ordinarily required of STIP amendments. 

Where a project or project component will not be ready for allocation as programmed in the 
current fiscal year, the agency responsible for the project should request an extension of the 
allocation deadline rather than a STIP amendment.  

66. Delivery Deadline Extensions.  The Commission may extend a delivery deadline, as 
described in Section 65, upon the request of the regional agency or the agency responsible 
for project delivery.  No deadline may be extended more than once.  However, there are 
separate deadlines for allocation, for award of a contract, for expenditures for project 
development or right-of-way, and for project completion, and each project component has 
its own deadlines.  The Commission may consider the extension of each of these deadlines 
separately. 

 The Commission may grant a deadline extension only if it finds that an unforeseen and 
extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the responsible agency has occurred that 
justifies the extension.  The extension will not exceed the period of delay directly 
attributable to the extraordinary circumstance and will in no event be for more than 20 
months. 

 All requests for project delivery deadline extensions should be submitted directly to the 
appropriate Caltrans district at least 60 days prior to the specific deadline for which the 
particular extension is requested (e.g., 60 days prior to June 30 to request the extension of 
allocation deadlines).  The extension request should describe the specific circumstance that 
justifies the extension and identify the delay directly attributable to that circumstance.  
Caltrans will review extension requests and forward them to the Commission for action.  
Unlike proposed STIP amendments, extension requests do not require a 30-day notice 
period. 
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For each request to extend the deadline to allocate project construction funds, the agency 
requesting the extension should submit, in conjunction with the request, a project 
construction STIP history.  The request should also identify any cost increase related to the 
delay and how the increase would be funded.  The STIP history should note the original 
inclusion of project construction in the STIP and each project construction STIP 
amendment including, for each, the amendment date, the dollar amount programmed for 
construction, and the scheduled year of construction delivery.  It is the Commission’s intent 
to review this history when considering a construction allocation extension request. 

67. STIP Amendments.  The Commission may amend the STIP at the request of the entity, 
either Caltrans or the regional agency that originally nominated the STIP project to be 
changed or deleted by the amendment.  The Commission will amend the STIP only after 
providing at least 30 days public notice.  Projects proposed by amendment will be subject 
to the same standards and criteria that apply to RTIP and ITIP proposals.  Each amendment 
will designate from which county share(s) or interregional share the project is being 
funded, and the Commission will adjust share balances accordingly.  An amendment may 
not create or increase a county share surplus unless the Commission finds that it can 
approve an advance of the county share (see Sections 23 and 61 of these guidelines). 

 All regional requests for STIP amendments shall be submitted directly to the appropriate 
Caltrans district.  For each amendment that would delay the year of construction, the 
agency requesting the amendment should submit, in conjunction with the amendment 
request, a project construction STIP history.  The request should also identify any cost 
increase related to the delay and how the increase would be funded.  The STIP history 
should note the original inclusion of project construction in the STIP and each prior project 
construction STIP amendment including, for each, the amendment date, the dollar amount 
programmed for construction, and the scheduled year of construction delivery.  It is the 
Commission’s intent to review this history when considering a STIP amendment that would 
delay the year of construction. 

Caltrans will review proposed amendments and forward them to the Commission for public 
notice and action.  The Commission encourages Caltrans, in cooperation with regions and 
Commission staff, to develop and implement a set of procedures to standardize and 
streamline the amendment process and to enhance the accountability of regions for 
amendments of projects which are not administered by Caltrans. 

 An amendment may change the scope, cost or program year of any STIP project, except 
that the Commission will not amend the STIP: 

 to change Caltrans right-of-way costs, except in conjunction with the annual right-of-
way plan or to make a downward adjustment of more than 20 percent in conjunction 
with the Commission’s allocation of project construction funding; 

 to delete or change the program year of the funding for any project component after the 
beginning of the fiscal year for which it is programmed (except for the adjustments at 
the time of allocation described in Section 65); 
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 to change Caltrans project development costs, except when the change in total project 
development costs is 20 percent or more unless the cost change is the result of a STIP 
amendment to change the scope of the project; or 

 to change the programming of any funds after they have been allocated. 

67A. Approval of AB 3090 Arrangements.  Under Government Code Section 14529.7, as 
amended by AB 3090 (1992), the Commission, the Department, a regional agency, and a 
local agency may enter into either one of two types of arrangements under which a local 
agency pays for the delivery of a STIP project with its own funds in advance of the year in 
which the project is programmed.  Under the first type of arrangement, the local agency 
that advances the STIP project has another project or projects of equivalent value 
programmed in its place, and these arrangements are implemented by a STIP amendment 
designating the specified dollar amount for an “AB 3090 replacement project” without 
identifying the specific project to be implemented as the replacement.  Under the second 
type of arrangement, the local agency that advances the STIP project is programmed to 
receive a direct cash reimbursement, and those arrangements are implemented by a STIP 
amendment that gives approval to the Department to execute a reimbursement agreement 
and programs the reimbursement for the fiscal year in which the project was scheduled in 
the STIP or a later year.   

Scheduled project reimbursements have the highest STIP priority among projects 
programmed within a fiscal year although reimbursements are subject to the availability of 
the appropriate fund type.  In most cases, reimbursement will be programmed over several 
years. Additionally, the Department may pay the reimbursements quarterly if so specified 
in the reimbursement agreement. 

The Commission has adopted separate AB 3090 Reimbursement Guidelines (Resolution G-
02-13) that describe specific procedures for reimbursement arrangements.  The following is 
the Commission’s policy for the approval of AB 3090 arrangements for either replacement 
projects or reimbursements. 

1. The Commission intends to encourage local agencies who wish to use local funds to 
advance the delivery of projects programmed for construction in the STIP when State 
funds are not sufficient to support direct project allocations.  In doing so, the 
Commission will consider the approval of either AB 3090 replacement projects or 
AB 3090 direct reimbursement arrangements, giving preference to the programming of 
AB 3090 replacement projects where feasible or to AB 3090 reimbursements using 
federal funds and the local advance construction process.  

2. Where a local agency proposes to use its own funds for early delivery of a project 
component programmed in the STIP for a future fiscal year, the Commission will 
consider approval of an AB 3090 replacement project under the following conditions:  

a. The regional agency approves the arrangement. 

b. The local agency has identified a local fund source for the project component, 
and there is a reasonable expectation that the AB 3090 approval will result in 
the acceleration of construction delivery of a STIP project. 
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c. The local agency commits to award a contract or otherwise begin delivery of the 
project component within 6 months of the Commission’s approval, with the 
understanding that the arrangement may be cancelled if that condition is not 
met. AB 3090 arrangements for construction or for purchase of equipment are 
valid for six months from the date of approval unless the Commission approves 
an extension. 

d. The STIP amendment approving the arrangement will replace the project 
component with an unidentified replacement project in the same fiscal year. 

3. Where a local agency proposes to use its own funds for early delivery of a project 
component programmed in the STIP for a future fiscal year, the Commission will 
consider approval of an AB 3090 reimbursement only when the following additional 
conditions are met:  

a. The regional agency explicitly finds the project to be the region’s highest 
priority among STIP projects programmed for that fiscal year. A regional 
agency unable to make such a finding shall, in its request for an AB 3090 
reimbursement explain why it is unable to make the finding and the relative 
priority of the STIP projects programmed for that fiscal year. 

b. The Commission determines that reimbursement would be consistent with the 
fund estimate. 

c. The source of local funds to be used to deliver the project could not or would 
not be made available for an AB 3090 replacement project.  The request for 
AB 3090 reimbursement approval should identify the source of local funds to be 
used, why the funds would not be available for the STIP project without an 
AB 3090 direct reimbursement arrangement, and what the funds would be 
available for if not used for the STIP project. 

d. Before approving an AB 3090 reimbursement arrangement, the Commission 
will consider programming the reimbursement in a later fiscal year, consistent 
with the project’s regional and state priority for funding and the projected 
availability of funds to support other projects.  The Commission will not change 
the programming of the reimbursement after approval.  

e. The Commission will not approve AB 3090 reimbursement arrangements 
intended solely to protect a project from being reprogrammed or to protect a 
local agency’s share of STIP funding. 

4. The Commission will also consider approval of an AB 3090 reimbursement 
arrangement for a project component programmed in the current fiscal year if there are 
not sufficient funds currently available to approve a direct allocation.  In this case, the 
AB 3090 approval will schedule the reimbursement for the next fiscal year or a later 
year. In making a current year request for an AB 3090 reimbursement arrangement, the 
region shall explain why the project cannot be advanced using a reimbursement 
allocation (as described in section 64A). 

5. In considering approval of AB 3090 reimbursement arrangements, the Commission 
intends to insure that no more than $200 million in reimbursements is scheduled 
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statewide for any one fiscal year and that no more than $50 million in reimbursements 
is scheduled for the projects of any single agency or county for any one fiscal year. The 
Commission intends to evaluate the limit on AB 3090 reimbursements arrangements 
biennially as a part of the STIP fund estimate and STIP guidelines. A local agency may 
request the approval of an AB 3090 reimbursement arrangement that exceeds the 
aforementioned limits. The Commission will consider such requests on a case-by-case 
basis. In evaluating such requests, the Commission will weigh the impact exceeding the 
limits might have on the allocation of other STIP projects. 

67B. Selection of Projects for GARVEE Bonding.  If the fund estimate projects the availability 
of federal funding for the STIP, the Commission may by STIP amendment select STIP 
projects proposed from either an RTIP or the ITIP for accelerated construction through 
GARVEE bonding.  With the agreement of the agency that proposed the project, the 
Commission may designate a STIP project for GARVEE bonding even if the original RTIP 
or ITIP did not specifically propose GARVEE bonding.  The Commission may also select 
projects programmed in the SHOPP for accelerated construction through GARVEE 
bonding.  The Commission will select projects for GARVEE bonding that are major 
improvements to corridors and gateways for interregional travel and goods movement, 
especially projects that promote economic development and projects that are too large to be 
programmed within current county and interregional shares or the SHOPP on a pay-as-you-
go basis.  The Commission’s expectation is that, generally, these will be projects that 
require bond proceeds exceeding $25 million.  Major improvements include projects that 
increase capacity, reduce travel time, or provide long-life rehabilitation of key bridges or 
roadways. 

 Each bond will be structured for debt service payments over a term of not more than 12 
years.  In designating projects for bonding and scheduling bond sales, the Commission will 
give consideration to the overall annual debt service limit of 15 percent of Federal 
revenues. 

 GARVEE bonds cover only the Federally-funded portion of a project’s cost (generally 88½ 
percent).  GARVEE bonding in California is structured so that the State’s future Federal 
transportation apportionments cover all debt service payments.  This requires that the entire 
non-Federal portion of project cost (including costs of issuance and interest) be provided at 
the time of construction on a pay-as-you-go basis.  The Commission’s policy is that the 
non-federal portion of project costs will be programmed within current STIP and SHOPP 
capacity.  Although local funds may be applied to the non-federal share, the ability of a 
local agency to contribute non-STIP funding will not be a major criterion in the selection of 
projects for GARVEE bonding. 

68. Project Delivery.  It is a Commission policy that all transportation funds allocated through 
the State be programmed and expended in a timely manner in order to avoid accumulation 
of excessive fund balances and to avoid lapse of federal funds.  It is the Commission’s goal 
that transportation projects programmed against funds allocated through the State be 
delivered no later than scheduled in the appropriate transportation programming document.  
For purposes of this goal, delivery means allocation or obligation of funds for the 
programmed project or project component.  For projects delivered by Caltrans, the 
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Commission’s delivery goal each fiscal year (FY) is 90% of the projects programmed in 
each FY and 100% of the funds programmed in each FY.  For projects delivered by 
agencies other than Caltrans the Commission’s delivery goal each FY is 90% of the 
projects programmed in each FY and 95% of the funds programmed in each FY. 

Caltrans and each responsible regional agency or county transportation commission will 
provide the Commission with status reports on project delivery in accordance with the 
following schedule: 

 Caltrans:  Quarterly reports in October, January, April and July of each FY for projects 
to be delivered by Caltrans. 

Caltrans and regions will also provide the Commission with a report on completed projects. 
Caltrans shall report this information at least semiannually. Each regional agency shall, in 
its RTIP, report on all STIP projects completed between the adoption of the RTIP and the 
adoption of the previous RTIP. The report shall include a summary, by component and 
fund type, of the funds programmed, allocated, and expended at the time the construction 
contract was accepted. For projects with a total project cost of less than $50 million and a 
total STIP programmed amount of less than $15 million, this information may be 
aggregated. For projects with a total cost of $50 million or greater or a total STIP 
programmed amount of $15 million or greater, the reports shall also include a discussion of 
the project benefits that were anticipated prior to construction compared to an estimate of 
the actual benefits achieved. Caltrans or a regional agency may elect to defer the reporting 
of project benefits if it believes such a deferral is needed to better assess the project 
benefits. If reporting is deferred, Caltrans or the regional agency shall include a list of all 
the projects for which reporting has been deferred and indicate when it anticipates 
reporting.  

The Commission staff in consultation with Caltrans, regional agencies and county 
transportation commissions will develop a format and content requirement for the reports. 

XI. STIP Development Schedule and Procedures: 

69. STIP Development Schedule.  The following schedule lists the major milestones for the 
development and adoption of the STIP: 
Caltrans presents Draft Fund Estimate to the CTC. By July 15 of odd numbered years. 
CTC adopts Fund Estimate. By August 15 of odd numbered years. 
Regions submit RTIPs. By December 15 of odd numbered years. 
Caltrans submits ITIP. By December 15 of odd numbered years. 
CTC STIP hearing, North. Jan. – Feb. even numbered years. 
CTC STIP hearing, South. Jan. – Feb. even numbered years. 
CTC publishes staff recommendations. At least 20 days prior to adoption of STIP. 
CTC adopts STIP. By April 1 of even numbered years. 

70. STIP Hearings.  Prior to the adoption of the STIP, the Commission will hold two STIP 
hearings for Caltrans and regional agencies, one in northern California and one in southern 
California.  By statute, the hearings are “to reconcile any objections by any county or 
regional agency to the department’s program or the department’s objections to any regional 
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program.”  The Commission will expect any objections to the Caltrans program or to a 
regional program to be expressed in terms of the undesirable impact that the program 
would have on the implementation of the respective agency’s long range transportation 
plan(s). 

71. Commission Staff Recommendations.  Prior to adoption of the STIP, the Commission staff 
shall prepare recommendations to the Commission for the adoption of the STIP.  The staff 
recommendations will be made available to the Commission, Caltrans and the regional 
agencies at least twenty days prior to the adoption of the STIP. 

72. Transmittal of RTIPs.  By statute, regional agencies are required to adopt and submit their 
RTIPs both to the Commission and to Caltrans no later than December 15 of odd numbered 
years.  The Commission requests that each region send two copies of its RTIP, addressed 
to: 

Andre Boutros, Executive Director 
California Transportation Commission 
1120 N Street, Mail Station 52 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

Caltrans requests that each region send at least one copy to the appropriate Caltrans District 
Director and five copies addressed to: 

Rachel Falsetti, Chief, Division of Transportation Programming 
Attention:  Kurt Scherzinger, Office of STIP 
Department of Transportation 
Mail Station 82 
P. O. Box 942874 
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 
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XII.   APPENDICES 
 
Appendix A: 
 

STIP PROJECT FACT SHEET 
 
 
 

The Caltrans Project Programming Request (PPR) Form will serve as the STIP project fact sheet.  A 
template of this form, in Excel, may be found at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/ocip/2014stip.htm.  
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Appendix B: 
 

Performance Indicators, Measures and Definitions 
Part A: 
Complete Part A.  

Use the following to indicate quantitatively how the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) or the 
Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) is consistent with the goals established in your Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) or the Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP).  If any of the performance 
measures in Part A do not reflect the goals contained in an RTP/ITSP or if an RTIP/ITIP does not contain goals that 
are measurable by the performance measures contained within, simply state “not applicable (na)” for each indicator or 
each performance measure (where appropriate). 
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Mode Level* Measures
2 Fatalities per Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and per capita
2 Fatal Collisions per VMT and per capita                                
2 Injury Collisions per VMT and per capita
2 Transit Mode Fatalit ies / Passenger Miles
1 Passenger Hours of Delay / Year
1 Average Peak Period Travel T ime
1 Average Non-Peak Period Travel T ime

Transit Region Percentage of population within 1/2 mile of a rail station or bus 
route.

All Region Average travel t ime to jobs or school.

1 Roadway Corridor Travel T ime Variability (buffer index)

1 Roadway Corridor Daily vehicle hours of delay per capita

1 Roadway Corridor Daily congested highway VMT per capita

5 Transit Mode Percentage of vehicles that arrive at their scheduled destination 
no more than 5 minutes late.                                     

7 Average Peak Period Vehicle Trips                              
7 Average Daily Vehicle Trips (ADT)

6,7,8 Daily VMT per capita

7 Average Peak Period Vehicle Trips Multiplied by the Occupancy 
Rate                                          

7 Average Daily Vehicle Trips Multiplied by the Occupancy Rate
7 Percentage of ADT that are (5+ axle) Trucks                                
7 Average Daily Vehicle Trips that are (5+ axle) Trucks
7 Passengers per Vehicle Revenue Hour              
7 Passengers per Vehicle Revenue Mile                      
7 Passenger Mile per Train Mile (Intercity Rail)
7 Boardings per capita
3 Total number of Distressed Lane Miles
3 Percentage of Distressed Lane Miles
3 Percentage of Roadway at Given IRI Levels

3
Percentage of highway  bridges in need of repair (by number of 
bridges and by deck area)

Carbon dioxide emissions per capita

Criteria pollutant emissions per capita

Return on 
Investment/ 

Lifecycle  Cost
1-7 All Corridor Percentage rate of return

*Level:
Corridor - Routes or route segments that are identified by regions and Caltrans as being significant to the transportation system.
Region - Region or county commission that is responsible for RTIP submittal.
Mode - One of the following transit  types (light rail, heavy rail, commuter rail, trolley bus, and all forms of bus transit).

Region

4 (also 1,3,6,7)

Transit

Trucks

Corridor

Environmental 
Impact

6 All Region

System 
Preservation

Roadway

Current System 
Performance 

(Baseline)

Mode

Corridor

RegionMobility

Roadway - 
People

Roadway - 
Vehicles

Roadway

Reliability

Accessibility

Performance Measures

Corridor

Productivity 
(Throughput)

Projected 
Impact of 
Projects

Performance Indicators and Measures

Safety

Indicator
Relation to STIP Sec 

19 Performance 
Criteria

Roadway Region
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Part B: 
 
If Part A alone is insufficient in indicating how progress towards attaining goals and objectives 
contained in each RTP and the ITSP is assessed and measured, complete Part B. 

Include the following information: 

 List your performance measures. 

 Provide a quantitative and/or qualitative analysis (include baseline measurement and 
projected program or project impact). 

 State the reason(s) why selected performance measure or measures are accurate and 
useful in measuring performance.  Please be specific.  

 Identify any and all deficiencies encountered in as much detail as possible. 

Provide a quantitative evaluation and/or qualitative explanation of how the goals and objectives 
contained in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or the Interregional Transportation 
Strategic Plan (ITSP) are linked to the program of projects contained in the RTIP and the ITIP. 

For qualitative explanations, state how progress towards attaining goals and objectives contained 
in each RTP and the ITSP is assessed and measured.  If performance indicators and/or 
performance measures used by an agency are different from those outlined in Table A of the 
Guidelines and as provided in Appendix B, describe the method(s) used. 

If the quality or quantity of data required to demonstrate the linkage between an RTIP/ITIP and the 
associated RTP/ITSP quantitatively is in question, describe the quality and quantity of data that are 
available, being sure to highlight those instances where data are not available.  Where data are 
unavailable, please describe data deficiencies in as much detail as possible. 
 
 
Part C: 

A project level evaluation shall be submitted for projects for which construction is proposed if:  

 the proposed STIP programming exceeds 50% of a county’s target for new programming 
(as identified in the fund estimate), or  

 the total amount of existing and proposed STIP for the project is $15 million or greater, or 

 the total project cost is $50 million or greater.  

If a project-level evaluation is conducted, Table A should be used for reference. The project level 
evaluation shall include a Caltrans generated benefit/cost estimate and identify the estimated 
impact the project will have on the annual cost of operating and maintaining the state’s 
transportation system.  

A project level evaluation shall also be conducted for existing STIP projects with a total project 
cost of $50 million or greater or a total STIP programmed amount of $15 million or greater if 
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construction is programmed in the STIP and CEQA was completed for the project after a region 
adopted its 2012 RTIP or, for Caltrans, after submittal of the 2012 ITIP. 
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Table A: Performance Indicators, Measures and Definitions 

(Page 1 of 3) 
 

Indicator 
Relation to 
Section 19 

Performance 
Criteria 

Performance Measures 
Definition/Indication 

Mode Level* Measures 

Safety 

2 

Roadway Region 

Fatalities per Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) 
and per capita 

Indicates the ratio of the number of fatalities to the 
number of vehicle miles traveled and per capita. 

2 Fatal Collisions per VMT 
and per capita                    

Indicates the ratio of the number of fatal collisions to 
the number of vehicle miles traveled and per capita. 

2 Injury Collisions per 
VMT and per capita 

Indicates the ratio of the number of injury collisions 
to the number of vehicle miles traveled and per 
capita. 

2 Transit Mode Fatalities / Passenger 
Miles 

Indicates the ratio of the number of fatalities to the 
number of passenger miles traveled. 

Mobility 

1 

Roadway Region 

Passenger Hours of 
Delay / Year 

Indicates the total amount of delay per traveler that 
exists on a designated area over a selected amount 
of time. 

1 Average Peak Period 
Travel Time 

Indicates the average travel time for peak period 
trips taken on regionally significant corridors and 
between regionally significant origin and destination 
pairs. 

1 Average Non-Peak 
Period Travel Time 

Indicates the average travel time for non-peak 
period trips taken on regionally significant corridors 
and between regionally significant origin and 
destination pairs. 

Accessibility 4 (also 
1,3,6,7) 

Transit Region 

Percentage of 
population within 1/2 
mile of a rail station or 
bus route. 

Indicates the accessibility of transit service. 

All Region Average travel time to 
jobs or school. Indicates the accessibility of jobs and schools. 

 
*Level 
  Corridor – Routes or route segments that are identified by regions and Caltrans as being significant to the transportation system. 
  Region – Region or county commission that is responsible for RTIP submittal. 
  Mode – One of the following transit types: light rail, heavy rail, commuter rail, trolley bus, and all forms of bus transit. 
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Table A: Performance Indicators, Measures and Definitions 

(Page 2 of 3) 
 

Indicator 
Relation to 
Section 19 

Performance 
Criteria 

Performance Measures 
Indicator Mode Level* Measures 

Reliability 

1 Roadway Corridor Travel Time Variability 

Indicates the difference between expected travel 
time and actual travel time. Buffer index 
represents the extra time cushion most travelers 
add to their average travel time to ensure on-time 
arrival when planning trips. 

1 Roadway Corridor Daily vehicle hours of 
delay per capita Indicate travel time attributable to delay. 

1 Roadway Corridor Daily congested highway 
VMT per capita  

5 Transit Mode 

Percentage of vehicles 
that arrive at their 
scheduled destination 
no more than 5 
minutes late. 

These measures indicate the ability of transit 
service operators to meet customers' reliability 
expectations. 

Productivity 
(Throughput) 

7 Roadway 
- 

Vehicles 
Corridor 

Average Peak Period 
Vehicle Trips Indicates the utilization of the transportation 

system by all vehicles. 7 Average Daily Vehicle 
Trips 

7,8 Daily VMT per capita 

7 
Roadway 
- People Corridor 

Average Peak Period 
Vehicle Trips Multiplied 
by the Occupancy 
Rate Indicates the utilization of the transportation 

system by people. 

7 
Average Daily Vehicle 
Trips Multiplied by the 
Occupancy Rate 

7 

Trucks Corridor 

Percentage of Average 
Daily Vehicle Trips that 
are (5+ axle) Trucks Indicates the utilization of the transportation 

system by trucks. 
7 

Average Daily Vehicle 
Trips that are (5+ axle) 
Trucks 

7 

Transit Mode 

Passengers per 
Vehicle Revenue Hour Indicates the effectiveness of mass transportation 

system operations by measuring the number of 
passengers carried for every mile of revenue 
service provided. 

7 Passengers per 
Vehicle Revenue Mile 

7 
Passenger Mile per 
Train Mile (Intercity 
Rail) 

7 Boardings per capita. Indicates transit usage on a per capita basis. 

System 
Preservation 

3 

Roadway Region 

Total number of 
Distressed Lane Miles Indicates the number of lane miles in poor 

structural condition or with bad ride (pavement 
condition). 3 Percentage of 

Distressed Lane Miles 

3 
Percentage of 
Roadway at Given IRI 
Levels 

Indicates roadway smoothness. 

3 

Percentage of highway  
bridges in need of 
repair (by number of 
bridges and by deck 
area) 

Indicates the number of bridges and lane miles in 
need of rehabilitation or replacement. 

 
*Level 
  Corridor – Routes or route segments that are identified by regions and Caltrans as being significant to the transportation system. 
  Region – Region or county commission that is responsible for RTIP submittal. 
  Mode – One of the following transit types: light rail, heavy rail, commuter rail, trolley bus, and all forms of bus transit. 
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Table A: Performance Indicators, Measures and Definitions 
(Page 3 of 3) 

 

Indicator 
Relation to 
Section 19 

Performance 
Criteria 

Performance Measures 
Indicator Mode Level* Measures 

Environmental 
Impact 6 All Region 

Carbon dioxide 
emissions per capita Indicates air quality impact. Criteria pollutant 
emissions per capita 

Return on 
Investment/ 
Lifecycle Cost 

1-7 All Corridor Percentage rate of 
return 

Return on Investment indicates the ratio of 
resources available to assets utilized.  Lifecycle 
Cost Analysis is Benefit-Cost Analysis that 
incorporates the time value of money. 

 
*Level 
  Corridor – Routes or route segments that are identified by regions and Caltrans as being significant to the transportation system. 
  Region – Region or county commission that is responsible for RTIP submittal. 
  Mode – One of the following transit types: light rail, heavy rail, commuter rail, trolley bus, and all forms of bus transit. 
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Appendix C: 
 

ADDENDUM to STIP GUIDELINES 
Local Alternative Transportation Improvement Programs 

State Routes 84 and 238 
 

Resolution G-10-06 Adopted April 7, 2010 
Addendum to Resolution G-09-11 

 
Authority and Scope:  Government Code Section 14528.56, added by Chapter 291 (AB 1386) 
of the Statutes of 2009, authorizes the California Transportation Commission (Commission) to 
incorporate into the state transportation improvement program guidelines additional guidelines 
specific to the local alternative transportation improvement program, and to adopt guidelines to 
establish a process to approve advancing a project, if the project is included in the local 
alternative transportation improvement program approved pursuant to Section 14528.5 or 
14528.55 of the Government Code. 
 
The Commission may amend these guidelines at any time after first giving notice of the 
proposed amendments. 
 
Development of the Local Alternative Transportation Improvement Program:  Sections 
14528.5 and 14528.55 of the Government Code authorize the development of a local alternative 
transportation improvement program (TIP) to address transportation problems which were to be 
addressed by the planned state transportation facilities on State Highway Route 238 in the City 
of Hayward and Alameda County, and on State Highway Route 84 in the Cities of Fremont and 
Union City.  The City and/or County will act jointly with the transportation planning agency to 
develop and file the local alternative TIP.  Priorities for funding in the local alternative TIPs shall 
go to projects in the local voter-approved transportation sales tax measure. 
 
The local alternative TIP must be submitted to the Commission prior to July 1, 2010. 
 
All proceeds from the sale of the excess properties, less any reimbursements due to the federal 
government and all costs incurred in the sale of those excess properties (properties acquired to 
construct a new alignment for a freeway or expressway bypass to State Highway Route 238 in 
the City of Hayward and in the County of Alameda, and State Highway Route 84 in the Cities of 
Fremont and Union City) shall be allocated by the Commission to fund the approved local 
alternative TIP. 
 
Administration of the Local Alternative TIP:  Project funds programmed in the local 
alternative TIP shall be allocated and expended in the same manner as state funds made available 
for capital improvement projects in the state transportation improvement program (STIP) 
adopted by the Commission pursuant to Section 14529 of the Government Code.  These funds 
shall not be subject to the formula distributions specified in Sections 164, 188 and 188.8 of the 
Streets and Highways Code. 
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Advancement of a Project in the Local Alternative TIP:  A local agency may, with the 
concurrence of the appropriate transportation planning agency, the Commission, and the 
Department of Transportation (Department), advance a project included in the local alternative 
TIP prior to the availability of sufficient funds from the sale of respective excess properties, 
through the use of its own funds. 
 
Advancement of a project or projects shall not change the priority for funding and delivery of all 
projects within each respective approved local alternative TIP. 
 
A local agency may enter into an agreement with the appropriate transportation planning agency, 
the Department, and the Commission to use its own funds to develop, purchase right-of-way for, 
and construct a transportation project within its jurisdiction that is included in the respective 
local alternative TIP. 
 
If the local agency uses local voter-approved sales and use tax revenues to advance a project, any 
reimbursement made shall be used for the same purposes for which the imposition of the sales 
and use tax is authorized. 
 

Submittal of Advancement Request:  Requests shall be submitted to the 
Department by the applicant in accordance with established timeframes for 
project amendments to be placed on the agenda for timely consideration by the 
Commission. 
 
In order to be considered by the Commission, an advancement request shall: 
 Be signed by a duly authorized agent(s) of the applicant agency and 

implementing agency if different. 
 Include all relevant information as described below. 
 Indicate that the implementing agency is ready to start work on the project or 

project component. 
 Have a full and committed funding plan for the component covered by the 

advancement request. 
 Indicate anticipated schedule for expenditures and completion of the 

component. 
 
Content and Format of Advancement Request:  The Commission expects a 
complete request to include, at a minimum, the following information as 
applicable: 
 A letter requesting advancement approval.  The request shall include a 

summary of any concurrent actions needed from the Commission and a 
discussion of the source(s), amount and commitment of funding to be used to 
advance the project. 

 Alternate local funding source(s) that will be substituted for the local 
alternative TIP funds and a demonstration of commitment of those funds (e.g., 
resolution, minute order) from its policy board. 

 An expenditure schedule for the component covered by the advancement 
request. 
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 If jointly funded with STIP or Proposition 1B funds, a STIP or Proposition 1B 
allocation request, an AB 3090 request, or a Proposition 1B LONP request 
must be included. 

 Requests to advance right-of-way purchase or construction must include 
documentation for Commission review of the final environmental document, 
as appropriate, and approval for consideration of future funding. 

 
Review and Approval of Advancement Requests:  The Department will review 
advancement requests for consistency with these guidelines and place the request 
on the Commission meeting agenda.   
 
Advancement will only be granted for work consistent with the approved 
project’s scope, schedule and funding. 
 
Upon approval of the advancement, the Department will execute a cooperative 
agreement or Master Agreement/Program Supplement with the local agency 
before it can provide reimbursement for eligible project expenditures. 
 
Initiation of Work:  The project requested to be advanced should be ready to 
proceed upon approval.  The local agency shall report to the 
Department/Commission within four months following advancement approval on 
progress in executing agreements and third-party contracts needed to execute the 
work. 
 
Allocations:  Funds for the advanced project will be allocated by the Commission 
when scheduled in the local alternative TIP, contingent on sufficient funds being 
available in the appropriate Special Deposit Fund.  Pursuant to the agreement with 
the local agency, the Department shall reimburse the local agency for the actual 
cost of developing and constructing the project, including the acquisition of right-
of-way.  Reimbursement of project development costs shall not exceed 20 percent 
of estimated construction costs, or any lesser amount mutually agreed to by the 
Department, Commission, and local agency.  Interest and other debt service costs 
are not reimbursable. 
 
In no case will an allocation be made that exceeds the amount of funds available 
in the respective account established in the Special Deposit Fund from the sale of 
excess properties from Route 84 or Route 238.  The agency advancing the project 
accepts the risk that sufficient funds to fully reimburse all project costs may not 
be realized from the sale of the excess properties. 

 



 
 

 
 

 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Project Delivery Manager 
 
 
SUBJECT:   TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XI  

3-COUNTY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING  
 

DESCRIPTION:  
 
The attached MOU updates a 12-year plus, planning and programming State Transportation 
Improvement Program agreement with the Counties of Inyo and Mono along with Caltrans to invest in 
improvements along the State Route 14 and U.S. 395 corridor between these three Counties. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
The attached MOU updates a 12-year plus, planning and programming State Transportation 
Improvement Program agreement with the Counties of Inyo and Mono along with Caltrans to invest in 
improvements along the State Route 14 and U.S. 395 corridor between these three Counties. For Kern, 
the benefit is the leveraging of our scarce highway dollars with other dollars from the state and the two 
northern counties. The benefit for Inyo and Mono County is the improved safety for recreational travelers 
going north on this corridor. The benefit to the Kern Region is the additional infusion of other STIP 
revenue from other Counties and Caltrans. 
 
This MOU is currently under review by the participating Counties and will be submitted to their respective 
Boards for concurrent approval either this September or October. The MOU is currently under review by 
County Counsel. 
 
Action:  Information. 
 
 
Enclosure: Draft - 3-County STIP Memorandum of Understanding and Attachment A 
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This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into, by, and between the Inyo County and  Mono County Local 
Transportation Commission (LTC’s), and the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG). 
RECITALS  
These three Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) were established pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 29532, and have been designated as the RTPAs serving their respective counties 
by the Secretary, California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency.  
The Inyo and Mono Local Transportation Commissions and Kern COG wish to cooperate and seek common 
goals in the development of State Route 14, from the Los Angeles/Kern County line to its terminus at the 
junction of U.S. 395, and U.S. 395, from the Kern/San Bernardino County line to the Mono County/Nevada 
State line and including Highway 120 in Mono County (referred to herein as CORRIDOR).  
As evidence of the cooperation between these three RTPAs, they previously entered into a Memorandums of 
Understanding in January 1999 and 2001, that provided for the joint funding of certain projects on the 
CORRIDOR, along with the following other considerations: 
1. Forming a coalition consisting of Inyo, Mono, and Kern County RTPAs; 
2. Meeting regularly; 
3. Developing additional MOUs to define the planning process and the CORRIDOR development plan; and 
4. Jointly funding projects (referred to herein as PROJECTS) on the CORRIDOR. 

 
The Memorandum of Understandings from January 1999 and 2001 are considered to be updated and merged 
into one MOU with the approval of this MOU. Since 1999, during coordination meetings between the RTPAs, 
projects have been identified on the CORRIDOR which they consider to be of mutual benefit and which the 
three RTPAs wish to jointly fund. 
 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES  
Under this MOU, Inyo, Mono, and Kern County RTPAs agree to pool Regional Improvement Program (RIP) 
funds (county shares) for the purpose of jointly sponsoring PROJECTS on the CORRIDOR. The RTPAs 
hereby request the CTC commit Interregional Improvement Program (IIP) funding toward the joint-sponsored 
PROJECTS.  
The RTPAs agree to continue to meet and confer upon request of any party to this MOU or by Caltrans to 
discuss proposed changes to project scope, limits, cost and/or schedule. Any proposed change to project 
scope, limits, cost and/or schedule must be approved by the California Transportation Commission before 
becoming effective. The RTPAs agree to not change the scope, limits, cost, and/or schedule of the projects 
without the mutual consent of all parties to the MOU. Said consent by the RTPAs will not be unreasonably 
withheld if it can be demonstrated that the proposed changes will not impact funding and/or delivery of other 
programmed priority projects.  
This MOU becomes effective when fully executed by all parties. The terms and conditions of this MOU remain 
in effect until the proposed PROJECTS identified below and in Attachment A are complete (when Final 
Estimate has been processed by the State) or abandoned by a unanimous vote of the parties hereto. This 
MOU may be terminated by any of the MOU partners if all of the PROJECTS have not been completed or 
programmed in the 2022 STIP adopted by the CTC. This MOU can be modified or amended by mutual written 
consent of all parties. This MOU does not replace or modify any other preexisting MOU between any or 
all parties. Likewise, future MOUs may be entered into between any or all of the parties not withstanding this 
MOU. In the event funding for any of the PROJECTS is not authorized by the CTC, the provisions for funding 
those PROJECTS contained in this MOU shall become null and void. The 1999 and 2001 MOUs are included 
for reference purposes as Attachment A. 
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  PROPOSED PROJECTS AND FUNDING  
Proposed PROJECTS selected for joint funding under this MOU include those project components 
selected since the 2002 STIP that have not been constructed and are as follows:  
Widen State Route 14 in Kern County to four lane expressway from P.M. 45.9 to 62.3 – Freeman Gulch 
project.  

 Achieve Project Approval and Environmental Document (completed for all 3 segments).  
 Achieve Design Approval (Segment 1 is programmed; Segment 2 programming approved in 

2012 STIP; Segment 3 not yet programmed). 
 Achieve Construction Approval (Segment 1 construction is programmed; Segments 2 and 3 are 

not yet programmed). 
Widen Highway 395 in Kern County to Four-lane Expressway from P.M. 14.8 to 23 - Inyokern four-lane 
project.   

 Achieve Project Approval and Environmental Document (Status to be determined – project was 
shelved by KCOG due to lack of funding). 

Widen U.S. 395 in Inyo County - Olancha Cartago  
A project in Mono County that has yet to be determined and is located on either US 395 or SR 120 
Each party recognizes that, while no reciprocal projects are identified in the remaining Counties, the intent is to 
jointly fund future projects in each County. Attachment BA to this MOU reflects the latest funding needs for the 
PROJECTS broken out by phase and potential future STIP Cycles to deliver these projects as agreed. 
Each party of this MOU agrees to program the remaining phases of these PROJECTS in the future STIP’s, in 
accordance with this MOU. The MOU partners will return a matching percentage advanced by the other MOU 
partners for PROJECTS jointly funded under this MOU. Funds advanced shall be repaid during the next STIP 
cycle if the MOU is terminated. The projects are to be funded as follows:  
40% by the County RIP in which the PROJECT is located; 
40% by the State IIP; and 
10% each by the two remaining County’s RIPs. 
  FREEMAN GULCH PROJECT PROVISIONS 
1. Inyo and Mono LTC’s agreed to advance funds to the Kern COG by each programming and additional 20% 

in RIP to the advancement of the Design Phase for this project in the 2012 STIP cycle. 
2. As such, Kern COG agrees to reallocate the funds advanced by Inyo and Mono County LTC’s restore this 

programming in the next available STIP cycle when introducing funding for the Construction Phase of 
Segment 2 and prior to the introduction of new programming for the Design and Construction Phase of 
Segment 3. 

Inyo, Mono, and Kern County RTPAs have, by separate Resolution or Minute Order authorized their duly 
appointed officers to execute this agreement.  
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Kern Council of Governments  
 
________________________________   ____________________________________ 
Harold W. Hanson, Chairperson    Phillip Hall, Deputy County Counsel 
   
________________________________ 
Ahron Hakimi, Executive Director  
 
 
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission  
 
 
________________________________  ________________________________ 
Robert Kimball, Chairman    Dana Crom, Deputy County Counsel 
        
________________________________ 
Clint Quilter, Executive Director  
 
 
Mono County Local Transportation Commission  
 
________________________________  ________________________________ 
Kathleen Cage, Chairperson    Marshall Rudolph, County Counsel 
       
________________________________ 
Scott Burns, Executive Director 
 
   
CALTRANS ACKNOWLEDGMENT:  
Although not a party to this MOU, Caltrans acknowledges the intent of the parties to pool their RIP county 
shares with IIP funds for the purpose of jointly funding the State Highway Projects as specified in this MOU.  
 
________________________________  ________________________________ 
Thomas P. Hallenbeck, District Director  Sharri Bender-Ehlert, District Director  
Caltrans, District 9     Caltrans, District 6  
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

BETWEEN

INYO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION,

MONO COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AND

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into, by, and between the lnyo County Local
Transportation Commission, the Mono County Local Transportation Commission, and the Kern Council
of Governments (Kern COG).

RECITALS

These three Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) were established pursuant to
California Governments Code Section 29532, and have been designated as the RTPAs serving their
respective counties by the Secretary, California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency.

The RTPAs have been advised that the California Transportation Commission (CTC) is
encouraging Regional Transportation Planning Agencies to cooperate in the development of priorities
related to the programming of State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds for highway
projects. Additional funding is anticipated for programming in the 1998 STIP Amendment.

The Inyo, Mono Local Transportation Commissions and Kern COG wish to cooperate and seek
common goals in the development of State Route 14, from the Los Angeles/Kern County line to its
terminus at the junction of U.S. 395, and U.S. 395, from Interstate 15 to the Mono County/Nevada State
line and including Highway 120 in Mono County (referred to herein as CORRIDOR).
The RTPAs wish to further consider:

• Forming a coalition consisting of lnyo, Mono and Kern County RTPAs

• Meeting regularly

• Developing additional MOUs to define the planning process and the CORRIDOR development
plan

• Jointly funding projects (referred to herein as PROJECTS) on the CORRIDOR, to include
Highway 120

• At a future date invite San Bernardino RTPA to participate in the coalition and increase the
scope to include the development of U.S. 395 from Interstate 15 to the Kern/San Bernardino
County line.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Under this MOU, Inyo, Mono and Kern County RTPAs agree to pool Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP) funds (county shares) for the purpose ofjoint sponsoring PROJECTS on

EXHIBIT 0
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the CORRIDOR. The RTPAs hereby request the CTC commit Interregional Transportation Improvement
Program (ITIP) funding toward the joint sponsored PROJECTS.

The RTPAs agree to meet and confer upon request of any party to this MOU or by Caltrans to
discuss proposed changes to project scope, limits, cost and/or schedule. Any proposed changes to project
scope, limits, cost and/or schedule must be approved by the California Transportation Commission
before becoming effective. The RTPAs agree to not change the project scope, limits, cost and/or
schedule of the projects without the mutual consent of all parties to the MOU. Said consent by the
RTPAs will not be unreasonably withheld if it can be demonstrated that the proposed changes will not
impact funding and/or delivery of other programmed priority projects.

This MOU becomes effective when fully executed by all parties. The terms and conditions of
this MOU remain in effect until the proposed PROJECTS identified below are complete (when Final
Estimate has been processed by the State) or abandoned by a unanimous vote of the parties hereto. This
MOU may be terminated by any of the MOU partners if all of the PROJECTS have not been completed
or programmed in the 2008 STIP adopted by the CTC. This MOU can be modified or amended by
mutual written consent of all parties. This MOU does not replace or modif5,’ any other preexisting MOU
between any or all parties. Likewise, future MOUs may be entered into between any or all of the parties
not withstanding this MOU. In the event funding is not authorized by the CTC, this MOU shall become
null and void.

PROPOSED PROJECTS AND FUNDING

For the 1998 STIP Amendment the proposed components of PROJECTS forjoint funding under
this agreement are:

• Widen U.S. 395 in Inyo County to four lane expressway form P.M. 30.8 to 41.6-
Olancha/Cartago project. Achieve Project Approval and Environmental Document.

• Widen State Route 14 in Kern County to four lane expressway form P.M. 16.2 to 26.3- North
Mojave project. Achieve Project Approval and Environmental Document.

• This MOU also incorporates PROJECT(S) to be identified on U.S. 395 and/or State Route 120 in
Mono County. Prior to any PROJECTS identified in this MOU being advanced for Plans
Specifications and Engineering, Mono County shall identiI~’ its PROJECT(S). PROJECT(S)
identified by Mono County shall be amended into this MOU and must be agreed to by both the
other parties hereto. Mono County’s PROJECT(S) must be identified prior to the adoption of the
2002 STIP or this MOU shall be automatically terminated.

Each party of this MOU agrees to program the remaining phases of these projects in the future
STIP’s, in accordance with this MOU. The MOU partners will return a matching percentage advanced
by the other MOU partners for PROJECTS jointly funded under this MOU. Funds advanced shall be
repaid during the next STIP cycle if the MOU is terminated.
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The projects are to be funded as follows:

40% by the County RTIP in which the PROJECT is located.

40% by the State ITIP

10% each by the two remaining County’s RTIPs

lnyo, Mono, and Kern County RTPAS have, by separate Resolution or Minute Order, authorized their
duly appointed officers to execute this agreement.

Kern Council of Governments

~ /-// -97 __________

Cathy P~t Date Kirk Perkins / “ Date
Chairman Deputy County Counsel

R6~rummett 7~ Dit
Executive Director

Invo Count-v Local Transportation Commission

,%z ~cszt 1-i
Robert Kimball Date Paul Bruce Date
Chairman County Counsel

Date
xecutive irector

Mono County I2ocal Transportation Commission

______________________ •1~ ,~ I

oann Ronci I Date Marshall Rudolph Date
Chairman County Counsel

Scoff Bums Date
Executive Director
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CALTRANS ACKNOWLEDGMENT:

Although not a party to this MOU, Caltrans acknowledges the intent of the parties to pool their RTIP
county shares with ITIP finds for the purposes ofjointly finding the State Highway Projects as specified
in the MOU.

Thomas P. ~Ilenbeck, Di ict Director Ban Bohn, District Director
Caltrans, District 09 Caltrans, District 06

1/7/99 17
Date / 7 1$te 7
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ATTACHMENT B
 2013 Memorandum of Understanding Between Inyo County, Mono County and Kern County

FY IIP Inyo  Kern  Mono Total Status

(Kern) North Mojave 4-Lane $27,403 $6,851 $27,403 $6,851 $68,508 Constructed

(Inyo) Olancha Cartago $49,071 $49,071 $12,268 $12,268 $122,678 In Design
Environmental ##‐## $2,749 $2,749 $687 $687 $6,872 Completed
Design ##‐## $2,051 $2,051 $513 $513 $5,128 Completed
Rights‐of‐Way ##‐## $6,620 $6,620 $1,655 $1,655 $16,550 Completed
Construction ##‐## $37,400 $37,400 $8,540 $8,540 $91,880 Proposed in 2014 Cycle

(Mono) High Point $597 $150 $150 $597 $1,494 Constructed
Environmental ##‐## $541 $135 $135 $541 $1,352
Design ##‐## $56 $15 $15 $56 $142

Rights‐of‐Way ##‐## Forest will provide data on Monday August 19, 2013 $0
Construction ##‐## Forest will provide data on Monday August 19, 2014 $0

(Kern) Inyokern $1,240 $310 $1,240 $310 $3,100 Shelved
Environmental ##‐## $1,240 $310 $1,240 $310 $3,100

(Kern) Freeman Gulch Env. $779 $195 $779 $195 $1,948 Completed
Environmental ##‐## $779 $195 $779 $195 $1,948

(Kern) Freeman Gulch Seg. 1 $17,955 $4,489 $17,955 $4,489 $44,888 In Design
Design 12‐13 $1,000 $250 $1,000 $250 $2,500 In Progress
Rights‐of‐Way 14‐15 $4,520 $1,130 $4,520 $1,130 $11,300 Not Started
Construction 16‐17 $12,435 $3,109 $12,435 $3,109 $31,088 Not Started

(Kern) Freeman Gulch Seg. 2 $19,075 $3,258 $19,075 $3,258 $44,666 In Design
Design 15‐16 $1,300 $975 $0 $975 $3,250 In Progress
Rights‐of‐Way 16‐17 $3,044 $2,283 $0 $2,283 $7,610 Not Started
Construction Future $14,731 $0 $19,075 $0 $33,806

(Kern) Freeman Gulch Seg.3 $21,726 $5,419 $21,726 $5,419 $54,290 Not Started
Design Future $1,840 $460 $1,840 $460 $4,600 Not Programmed
Rights‐of‐Way Future $510 $115 $510 $115 $1,250 Not Programmed
Construction Future $19,376 $4,844 $19,376 $4,844 $48,440 Not Programmed

Total : $137,846 $69,743 $100,596 $33,387 $341,572

IIP Inyo Kern Mono County Total  
Inyo $49,071 $49,071 $12,268 $12,268 $122,678
Kern $88,178 $20,522 $88,178 $20,522 $217,400

Mono $597 $150 $150 $597 $1,494
Total By Agency $137,846 $69,743 $100,596 $33,387 $341,572

Agency
Inyo
Kern

Mono

122,678$                     

1,494$                         
217,400$                     

Total Expended by County
69,743$                                    

33,387$                                    
100,596$                                  12,418$                       

Received in  County

MOU Programming Summary ‐ ($ X 1,000) ‐ BOLD ‐ Programmed  Italic ‐ Not Yet Programmed

Programming indicated above reflects both advanced phases from previous STIP cycles in addition to future needs. Cost estimates are subject to revision.

Outside County
20,672$                       

32,790$                       

This project was broken into segments to facilitate financing over multiple funding cycles. See segment information below.

This project was removed from the MOU.

This project was delivered in the state highway maintenance program called SHOPP.
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TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, 
   Project Delivery Manager 
 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XII 

4-COUNTY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING  
 

DESCRIPTION:  
 
The attached MOU updates a 12-year plus, planning and programming State Transportation 
Improvement Program agreement with the Counties of Inyo, Mono and San Bernardino along with 
Caltrans, to support improvements along the State Route 58 and U.S. 395 corridor between these three 
Counties. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
The attached MOU updates a 12-year plus, planning agreement with the Counties of Inyo, Mono and San 
Bernardino along with Caltrans, to seek support for improvements along the U.S. 395 corridor between 
these four Counties. The proposed revised MOU continues forward with that focus area and adds an 
additional focus area, at Kern COG’s request, to include support for improvements to the SR 58 corridor.  
 
This 4-County MOU does not make programming commitments – however, the MOU offers a formal “one-
voice” statement to Caltrans and the California Transportation Commission. While this particular MOU 
does not commit Kern COG to a funding agreement similar to the 3-County MOU, it should be noted that 
Kern COG did make a one-time donation of $2 Million in STIP funding to begin the environmental review 
process on the SR 58/US 395 corridor in San Bernardino.  
 
This MOU is currently under review by the participating Counties and will be submitted to their respective 
Boards for concurrent approval either this September or October. The MOU is currently under review by 
County Counsel. 
 
 
Action:  Information. 
 
 
Enclosure: Draft - 4-County STIP Memorandum of Understanding 
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This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into, by, and between the 
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission and Mono County Local Transportation Commission (LTCs), 
the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG), and the San Bernardino Associated Governments  acting in 
its capacity as the San Bernardino County Transportation Commission (SANBAG), collectively referred to 
herein as AGENCIES, nominally dated _____, 2013.. 
RECITALS  
The LTCs and the Kern COG were established pursuant to California Government Code Section 29532, 
and SANBAG was established as the San Bernardino County Transportation Commission pursuant to 
California Government Code Section 1300540.  
The AGENCIES wish to cooperate and seek common goals in the development of U.S. 395, from Interstate 
15 to the Mono County/Nevada State line and including Highway 120 in Mono County (referred to herein as 
395 CORRIDOR). 
The LTCs and the Kern COG entered into a Memorandum of Understanding in January 1999 that provides 
for the joint funding of certain projects on the 395 CORRIDOR, along with the following other 
considerations: 

 Forming a coalition consisting of Inyo, Mono, and Kern County Regional Transportation Planning 
Agencies (RTPAs) 

 Meeting regularly 
 Developing additional MOUs to define the planning process and the 395 CORRIDOR development plan 
 Jointly funding projects (referred to herein as PROJECTS) on the 395 CORRIDOR, to include Highway 

120 
 At a future date invite San Bernardino Associated GovernmentsSANBAG to participate in the coalition 

and increase the scope to include the development of U.S. 395 from Interstate 15 to the Kern/San 
Bernardino County line. 

 
This MOU records the result of meetings between the AGENCIES and three Caltrans District offices No. 6, 
8, and 9 concerning the development of the 395 CORRIDOR.  The AGENCIES and Caltrans have agreed 
to support increased capacity on the 395 CORRIDOR, and have prioritized the development of projects in 
the "U.S. 395 Corridor Study" which was completed on behalf of the four county RTPAs. 
The AGENCIES also wish to cooperate, seek common goals, and facilitate the development of State Route 
58 from Interstate 5 to Interstate 40. State Route 58 functions as a critical east-west corridor connecting the 
Western United States to the Pacific Coast by way of Interstate 40 and is a major route for goods movement 
in addition to passenger travel. 
 
Kern Council of GovernmentsCOG is seeking endorsement from participating AGENCIES of the importance 
to improve the State Route 58 Corridor through Kern County to a freeway facility. Kern COG requests that 
Caltrans consider this segment of State Route 58 in the Interregional Improvement Program (IIPITIP). 
However, there are no related financial implications for this endorsement for any of the participating 
AGENCIES at this time. 

 
 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES  
Under this MOU, the AGENCIES agree to pool Regional Improvement Program (RIP) funds (county shares) 
for the purpose of joint sponsoring PROJECTS on the 395 CORRIDOR. The RTPAs hereby request the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) commit Interregional Improvement Program (IIP) funding 
toward the joint sponsored PROJECTS.  
The AGENCIES agree to meet and confer upon request of any party to this MOU or by any of the three 
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Caltrans Districts to discuss proposed changes to project scope, limits, cost and/or schedule. Any proposed 
change to PROJECTproject scope, limits, cost and/or schedule must be approved by the California 
Transportation Commission before becoming effective. The AGENCIES agree to not change the scope, 
limits, cost, and/or schedule of the projects PROJECTS without the mutual consent of all parties to the 
MOU. Said consent by the AGENCIES will not be unreasonably withheld if it can be demonstrated that the 
proposed changes will not impact funding and/or delivery of other programmed priority projects. If there are 
cost increases, then each of the AGENCIES’ will contribution will be increased proportionately, subject to 
the mutual consent of all parties to the MOU. 
This MOU becomes effective when fully executed by all parties. The terms and conditions of this MOU 
remain in effect until the proposed PROJECT identified below is completed (when Final Estimate has been 
processed by the State) or abandoned by a unanimous vote of the parties hereto. This MOU can be 
modified or amended by mutual written consent of all parties. This MOU does not replace or modify any 
other preexisting MOU between any or all parties. Likewise, future MOUs may be entered into between any 
or all of the parties not withstanding this MOU. In the event funding for any of the PROJECTS is not 
authorized by the CTC, the provisions for funding that PROJECT contained in this MOU shall become null 
and void.  
 PROPOSED PROJECTS AND FUNDING  
For the 2002 STIP the component of PROJECT for joint funding under this agreement is:  

 Development of the U.S. 395 corridor from approximately Interstate 15 to State Route 58 
(PM4.0-48.0).  Achieve Project Approval and Environmental Document. 

Each party recognizes that, while no reciprocal projects are identified in the remaining Counties in this 
MOU, that there may be jointly funded future projects in each County identified in future MOUs. 
This MOU does not necessarily constitute agreement to program the remaining phases of this PROJECT in 
the future STIP’s, but doesn't preclude further funding of the remaining components. The MOU partners 
agree to continue to consider mechanisms for funding future phases of this PROJECT. The Project 
Approval and Environmental component cost is estimated at $14,000,000.  This MOU splits the funds to be 
programmed as follows:  
$2,000,000 by Mono County LTC 
$2,000,000 by Inyo County LTC 
$2,000,000 by Kern COG 
$4,000,000 by SANBAG 
 
The desire of the AGENCIES is to have the CTC commit IIP funds in the amount of $4,000,000 toward this 
jointly funded project.  
 
----------------------------------------SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE------------------------------------------------



AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN  INYO COUNTY 
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS, MONO COUNTY 

LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, AND SAN BERNARDINO ASSOCIATED GOVERNMENTS 
 

 
 
October 2012__________, 2013 Page 3 of 4 4-County STIP & Planning MOU 

Inyo, Mono, and Kern County RTPAs and SANBAG have, by separate Resolution or Minute Order 
authorized their duly appointed officers to execute this agreement.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kern Council of Governments  
 
________________________________    __________________________________ 
Harold W. Hanson, Chairperson     Thomas MorganPhil Hall, Deputy County 
Counsel 
      
________________________________ 
Ahron Hakimi, Executive Director  
 
Inyo County Local Transportation Commission  
 
________________________________   ________________________________ 
Robert Kimball, Chairperson     Dana Crom, Deputy County Counsel 
 
_______________________________ 
Doug Wilson, Executive Director  
 
Mono County Local Transportation Commission  
 
_______________________________   ________________________________ 
Kathleen Cage, Chairperson      Marshall Rudolph, County Counsel 
  
________________________________ 
Scott Burns, Executive Director  
 
San Bernardino Associated Governments 
 
___________________________________   ____________________________________ 
Janice Rutherford, President     Eileen Monaghan- Teichert, General Counsel  
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___________________________________ 
Raymond Wolfe, Executive Director 
 
 
CALTRANS ACKNOWLEDGMENT:  
Although not a party to this MOU, Caltrans acknowledges the intent of the parties to pool their RIP county 
shares with IIP funds for the purpose of jointly funding the State Highway Projects as specified in this 395 
MOU and to support freeway improvements on State Route 58 in Kern County.  
 
________________________________  ________________________________ 
Thomas P. Hallenbeck, District Director  Sharri Bender-Ehlert, District Director  
Caltrans, District 9     Caltrans, District 6  
 
________________________________ 
Basem Muallem, District Director 
Caltrans, District 8  



 
 

 
 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Robert Ball, 
   Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XIII 

KERN’S TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIPS  
 
 

DESCRIPTION:  
 
Kern COG staff will make a presentation regarding Transportation Partnerships. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
Since the early 1990’s highway dollars have steadily decreased while surface transportation 
needs continue to grow, pressing the Kern Region into strategic financing and programmatic 
polices to bring additional highway revenue investments into the County. Kern COG staff will 
make a presentation regarding this timely topic during the development of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program. 
 
 
Action:  Information 
 
 



Kern’s Transportation 
Partnerships

Delivering Projects with 
Shrinking Revenue



3 ‐ Partnerships

• Eastern California Transportation Planning 
Partnerships

• State Route 46 Partnership
• State Route 99 Business Plan ‐ San Joaquin 
Valley Partnership

• Future Opportunities



Eastern 
California

Transportation 
Planning 
Partnership

SR 99 –
San Joaquin 

Valley
Partnership

SR 46 
Partnership



Up to $286M* Leveraged From Outside 
Kern using Kern’s Regional Choice $

• $90M in State Choice $ ‐ Caltrans Interregional 
Improvement Program (IIP)

• $45M in Other Counties’ Regional Choice $ 
(RIP) 

• $129M Federal Demonstration Funds/Earmark
• $22M State Demonstration Funds (TCRP)

*Summary of leveraged revenue for all partnerships



Kern’s Shrinking Regional Choice $ (RIP)
Average $25 Million Shortfall Per Year or 
38% of Anticipated Funding Since 1998

FUNDING 
CYCLE

ANTICIPATED 
FUNDING

ACTUAL 
FUNDING

% 
SHORTFALL IN 
FUNDING

1998‐2000 90,000,000$    21,435,000$     24% 68,565,000$    
2000‐2002 90,000,000$    $                      ‐    0% 90,000,000$   
2002‐2004 90,000,000$    88,948,000$     99% 1,052,000$      
2004‐2006 90,000,000$    ‐$                    0% 90,000,000$    
2006‐2008 90,000,000$    51,130,000$     57% 38,870,000$    
2008‐2010 70,000,000$    59,359,000$     85% 10,641,000$    
2010‐2012 70,000,000$    2,796,000$       4% 67,204,000$    
2012‐2014 70,000,000$    25,063,000$     36% 44,937,000$    
Total 660,000,000$  248,731,000$  38% 411,269,000$  

Average 82,500,000$    31,091,375$     38% 51,408,625$    



Kern’s Growing Transportation Need

2000 RTP

$150M 
Annually

$2.7B 
Needed
by 2018

2011 RTP

$220M 
Annually

$5.3B 
Needed
by 2035



Fix and Maintain What We Have: 
At current funding levels, 25% of Kern roads will 
need to be rebuilt at 4 times the cost by 2022



7
9

14
15

16 17
18

State Choice

State Gas Tax Revenue 
Not Keeping Pace with 

Inflation

DRAFT



It’s a National Problem

2000 RTP

$150M 
Annually

$2.7B 
Needed
by 2018*

2011 RTP

$220M 
Annually

$5.3B 
Needed
by 2035*



Eastern California Transportation 
Planning Partnerships

• 1998 – Kern, Inyo, Mono, Caltrans
• 2002 – Added San Bernardino
• SR 14 & SR 395 

– $113M Total
– $68.5M Leveraged

• Inyo, Mono, Regional Choice Funds (20%)
• State Regional Choice Funds (40%)
• Kern Regional Choice Funds (40%)



Eastern 
California

Transportation 
Planning 
Partnership



State Route 46 Partnership

• 2006 – Kern, San Louis Obispo, Caltrans
• SR 46

– $198M Total
– $162M Leveraged

• Federal demonstration funds (earmark), State 
demonstration funds (TCRP), State Choice (IIP)



SR 46 
Partnership



State Route 99 Business Plan ‐ San 
Joaquin Valley Partnership

• Kern, Kings, Tulare, Fresno, Madera, Merced, 
Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Caltrans

• SR 99 in Kern
– $58M Total
– $55M Leveraged 

• State Bond Funding
• 8‐Counties asking for a future funding



SR 99 –
San Joaquin 

Valley
Partnership



2012 State Choice Dollars Proposed to  
Be Spent In Kern’s Partnership Counties
• 5 Projects on SR 58, SR 99, SR 46, & SR 14
• $267M  Leveraged [100% of available 
Interregional Improvement Program (IIP)] 



2012
State Choice 
Funds (IIP)

Centennial Corridor
Possibly Next?



Transportation Financing Mechanism 
Is Broke

• Maintenance costs are using up the funds to 
expand the system

• We need to find an alternative funding 
mechanisms (partnerships, tolls, mileage 
based funding mechanisms, etc.)

• Kern is the largest region in California without 
a ½%  sales tax for transportation 



Kern’s Transportation 
Partnerships

Delivering Projects with 
Shrinking Revenue



 

 
 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA: XIV 

CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (FTIP) 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The RTP amendment updates the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. The FTIP 
amendment includes thirteen project records. Draft documents are available at 
www.kerncog.org . 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Conformity Analysis allows for changes to project phases and/or projects in the 2011 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
(FTIP). The amendment documents were available for public review starting August 22, 2013. 
Public comments received during the 30-day review period will be incorporated into the final 
document, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the October 17, 2013 Board meeting. 
 

 The Draft Conformity Analysis contains the documentation to support a finding that the 
2013 FTIP and 2011 RTP, as amended, meet the air quality conformity requirements for 
carbon monoxide, ozone and particulate matter. 
 

 The RTP is a long-term strategy to meet Kern County’s transportation needs out to the 
year 2035. The 2011 RTP Amendment #5 includes updates to the Thomas Roads 
Improvement Program. Revisions do not require an EIR addendum because they do not 
impact air quality modeling analysis outcome in the EIR. 

 

 The 2013 FTIP is a listing of capital improvement and operational expenditures using 
federal and state monies for transportation projects in Kern County during the next four 
years. Draft 2013 FTIP Amendment #9 contains project phases and/or projects not 
included in the 2013 FTIP. Draft Amendment #9 includes updates to the State 
Highway/Regional Choice Program and Locally Funded Projects of Regional 
Significance Program. 



 
Page 2 / Draft Amendments 
 
 
The next step in the process is to present the draft amendment documents to the Transportation 
Technical Advisory Committee as noted in the schedule below: 
 

Date   Event 
  
August 22, 2013  Start 30-day review period 
 
September 4, 2013  Draft presented to Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) 
 
September 19, 2013 Draft presented to Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) 

with public hearing 
 

September 20, 2013 End of 30-day public review period 
 

October 2, 2013 Comments and Responses presented to TTAC, with request for 
recommended approval of Final documents  

 
October 17, 2013 Request adoption of Final documents from TPPC 
 
October 18, 2013 Submit Final documents to state and federal agencies for approval 
 
December 2013 Anticipated federal approval of Conformity, near-term and long-term 

documents 
 
CDs of the amendment documents have been mailed to the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee. Hard copies of the amendment documents will be made available upon request. 
The documents are available on the Kern COG website at www.kerncog.org  
 
 
ACTION:   
 
Information. 



 
 

 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XV  

PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT  
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
Routine report on the monthly project status meeting held to discuss project implementation issues and to 
develop solutions for CMAQ, RSTP, TE, Transit, and TDA Article 3 projects. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On January 3, 2007, the TTAC agreed to meet for monthly project status meetings. This meeting brings 
to the forefront Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ), Regional Surface Transportation Program 
(RSTP), Transportation Enhancement (TE), and Transit Program project delivery commitments in current 
and future fiscal years of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). On October 19, 2010, 
Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 projects were added to the agenda. The forum is ideal to 
discuss new requirements or announcements such as training opportunities or programming approvals. 
Caltrans staff is invited to assist project managers and provide updates on specific requests.   
 
HIGHLIGHTS of July 16, 2013 meeting 

 
1. Procedures for Buy America waiver request for CMAQ vehicles and Buy America Utility 

Relocation grace period were discussed. 
 

Updates since July 16, 2013 
 

A.  Caltrans Local Assistance would like to know if agencies in Kern County want Caltrans Local 
Assistance staff to hold a workshop in Bakersfield to discuss current issues. 
 

B.  August 22, 2013 Score Card – 86% of projects have approved funding authorization; 12% is 
awaiting funding authorization; 1% was not submitted for funding authorization. 

  
C.   Project list for fiscal year 13/14 has been updated. 

 
Enclosure:  July 16, 2013 Project Accountability Team meeting notes 

      August 22, 2013 Score Card for fiscal year 12/13 
      August 22, 2013 FY 12/13 project list 
      August 22, 2013 FY 13/14 project list 
      July 16, 2013 TDA Article 3 project list 
           

ACTION:  Information. 



 
Project Accountability Team Meeting 

 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 

Meeting held at Kern Council of Governments  
 

Attendees: 
John Ussery, Bakersfield 
Pedro Nunez, Delano 
Bob Neath, Kern County 
Todd Wood, Kern County 

Bob Wren, Wasco 
Raquel Pacheco, Kern COG 
Susanne Campbell, Kern COG 
Peter Smith, Kern COG 

 
DRAFT Notes 

 
1. Introductions confirmed attendees. 
 
2. Review Notes – May 21st meeting notes were distributed and no changes requested. 

 
3. Buy America – Quarterly waiver requests for CMAQ vehicles – Ms. Pacheco provided emails 

from Caltrans Local Assistance regarding the procedure to submit Buy America waiver requests 
for CMAQ vehicles. 

 
In addition, Ms. Pacheco provided email from Caltrans regarding Buy America Utility Relocations 
grace period letter from FHWA for projects in the pipeline and in construction provided the Utility 
Agreements are executed prior to December 31, 2013 AND the utility relocation is 
performed/funded with non-federal dollars. 

 
4. Roundtable presentations – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new 

information was available for 2012-2013 projects.  
 
Bakersfield KER110601 (20 pedestrian countdown heads) 
Preliminary engineering will be funded with local funds. City of Bakersfield will submit construction 
request for authorization once preliminary engineering is complete. 
 
Shafter KER120522 (Lerdo Hwy shoulder improvements) 
The construction request for authorization was approved. 

 
5.  TDA Article 3 Project Status – Each agency, represented, gave a project update only if new 

information was available for the project list. 
 

Mr. Smith reported on call for projects applications received. 
 
6.   Announcements –  

a. HSIP call for projects – due July 26th to Caltrans   
b. RSTP and CMAQ call for projects – ARB CMAQ presentation July 31st; RSTP and 

CMAQ applications due by 4 PM on September 4th to Kern COG 
 
7.  Conclude Meeting / Next meeting – September 17, 2013 at Kern COG 



 
 

August 22, 2013 
 

 
TO:  TTAC Members and Project Managers 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, Regional Planner III 
 
RE:  Monthly Project Delivery Score Card 
 
 

Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
 

FY 2012-13
No. of

Projects
Preliminary

Engineering Construction
% of 

funding
RSTP 16 $19,441 $9,200,236
CMAQ 24 $109,944 $9,610,056
TE 2 $0 $470,326
Transit 0 $0 $0
Totals 42 $129,385 $19,280,618 100%

1.  Not 
    Submitted

No. of
Projects

Preliminary
Engineering Construction

% of 
funding

RSTP 0 $0 $0
CMAQ 0 $0 $0
TE 1 $0 $249,000
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 1 $0 $249,000 1%

2.  Submitted
No. of

Projects
Preliminary

Engineering Construction
% of 

funding
RSTP 2.5 $0 $912,935
CMAQ 10 $34,926 $1,458,516
TE 0 $0 $0
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 12.5 $34,926 $2,371,451 12%

3.  State/Federal
    Approvals

No. of
Projects

Preliminary
Engineering Construction

% of 
funding

RSTP 13.5 $19,441 $8,287,301
CMAQ 14 $75,018 $8,151,540
TE 1 $0 $221,326
Transit 0 $0 $0
Total 28.5 $94,459 $16,660,167 86%

       Federal/State $ in FY 12/13

 
 



DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Arvin KER120401 STPL‐5370(029)
IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Campus Dr]

$0 $58,872 $66,500
Jan 2013 3

Bakersfield KER120402
STPL‐5109(191),
(192), (193)

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Panama Ln, Beale 
Ave, Martin Luther King Jr Blvd]

$0 $3,965,056 $4,478,772
March 2013 3

Bakersfield KER120506
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [SR58 at Oswell, Stine Rd]

$0 $406,352 $459,000
March 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120507
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [Downtown Bakersfield, Hageman]

$0 $373,414 $421,800
May 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120508
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICES [Ming Ave]

$0 $401,926 $454,000
May 2013 2

Bakersfield KER120509 CML‐5109(188)
IN BAKERSFIELD: SOUTH H ST AT WHITE LN; SIGNAL 
MODIFICATION AND NEW LEFT TURN LANE

$6,197 $314,896 $362,700
March 2013 3, 2

Bakersfield KER120512
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR BICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES [various]

$0 $84,100 $95,000
Jan 2013 2

Cal. City KER120403 STPL‐5399(021)
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Hacienda Blvd]

$0 $35,277 $39,848
March 2013 3

Cal. City KER120513

IN CALIFORNIA CITY: CALIFORNIA CITY BLVD (SOUTH) AT 
HARVARD AVE; CONSTRUCT COLLEGE STATION PARK‐AND‐
RIDE

$34,926 $0 $39,452
June 2013 2

Delano KER120514
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Albany St and Hiett Ave]

$0 $26,558 $30,000
April 2013 2

Delano KER120404
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Albany Ave]

$0 $590,620 $667,144
April 2013

2

GET KER120503
FTACML13‐
6013(018)

PURCHASE TWO REPLACEMENT CNG OVER THE ROAD 
COACHES    FTA GRANT CA‐95‐X224

$0 $1,018,095 $1,150,000
March 2013 3

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Prepared by Kern Council of Governments Page 1 8/22/13



DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

KCOG KER120412 STPL‐6087(041) IN KERN COUNTY:  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM $0 $79,677 $90,000 Mar 2013 3
KCOG KER120501 CML‐6087(042) IN KERN COUNTY:  RIDESHARE PROGRAM $0 $167,321 $189,000 Mar 2013 3

Kern Co. KER120405
STPL‐5950(367), 
(358)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Elk Hills Rd, Norris 
Rd, Knudsen Dr]

$0 $3,251,000 $3,672,203
April 2013 3

Kern Co. KER120505
FTACML‐
5950(368)

PURCHASE FOUR REPLACEMENT CNG BUSES 
FTA Grant CA‐85‐X006

$0 $1,432,171 $1,617,724
March 2013 3

Kern Co. KER101009
RPSTPLE‐
5950(351)

IN TAFT: ON ASHER AVENUE FROM 4TH STREET TO TAFT 
RAILS TO TRAILS; SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $221,326 $250,000
April 2013 3

Kern Co. KER120510
CML‐5950(355), 
(357)

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION [ Harris Rd at Akers, Norris at Coffee]

$0 $526,500 $595,000
May 2013 3,3

Kern Co. KER120516 CML‐5950(362)
IN ROSAMOND: SWEETSER RD FROM 65TH ST WEST TO 60TH 
ST WEST; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 3

Kern Co. KER120517 CML‐5950(362)
IN ROSAMOND: 60TH ST WEST FROM SWEETSER RD TO 
FAVORITO AVE; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $200,000 $250,000
May 2013 3

Kern Co. KER120518
CML‐5950(344), 
(361)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Bear Valley Rd, Cummings Valley Rd, 
Highline Rd]

$0 $672,343 $833,569
May 2013 3,3

McFarland KER120406 STPL‐5343(005)

IN MCFARLAND: W KERN AVE FROM WEST OF FRONTAGE RD 
TO EAST OF 2ND ST; PEDESTRIAN / LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS

$19,441 $0 $21,960
Oct 2012 3

Ridgecrest KER120407 STPL‐5385(047)
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [S. China Lake Blvd]

$0 $55,991 $63,246
Feb 2013 3

Ridgecrest KER120519 CML‐5385(046)
IN RIDGECRST: SOUTH SUNLAND DR FROM UPJOHN AVE TO 
BOWMAN RD; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$68,821 $0 $77,738
Jan 2013 3

Shafter KER120408 STPL‐5281(019)

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [West Los Angeles 
Ave]

$0 $187,000 $287,000
Feb 2013 3

Shafter KER120521 CML‐5281(016) IN SHAFTER: INTERMODAL RAIL FACILITY EXPANSION $0 $3,286,380 $3,712,166 Feb 2013 3

Shafter KER120522 CML‐5281(017)
IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS [Lerdo Hwy]

$0 $500,000 $564,781
April 2013 3

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Prepared by Kern Council of Governments Page 2 8/22/13



DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Taft KER101005
IN TAFT: ON HILLARD STREET FROM "A" STREET TO RAILS TO 
TRAILS; CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN AND BIKE IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $249,000 $280,000
Aug 2013 1

Taft KER120409
IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION [Center St]

$0 $25,251 $28,523
Feb 2013 2

Tehachapi KER120410 STPL‐5184(020)
IN TEHACHAPI: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Tehachapi Blvd]

$0 $312,000 $352,423
June 2013 3,2

Wasco KER120411 STPL‐5287(036)
IN WASCO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION [Poso Dr]

$0 $639,492 $722,345
Feb 2013 3

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
Wasco]

HSIPL‐5109(147) Bakersfield: Benton St $0 $36,090 $40,100 3
HSIPL‐5287(025) Wasco: 7th St $0 $193,838 $215,375 3,3

Various KER100601 HSIPL‐5287(029)
GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). Wasco: Palm Ave

$0 $166,404 $213,348 PE‐done
CON‐done 3,3

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐HIGHWAY 
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (HSIP). [Bakersfield, 
California City, Kern County, Ridgecrest, Shafter]

HSIPL‐5109(185) Bakersfield: Various countdown heads $0 $113,400 $126,000 done 3
HSIPL‐5399(017) California City: Redwood Blvd/Hacienda Blvd $0 $335,031 $370,170 done 3, 3
HSIPL‐5950(343) Kern County: Mount Vernon Ave $0 $191,000 $213,000 done 3
HSIPL‐5385(042) Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave $0 $330,400 $361,980 PE ‐ done 3,2
HSIPL‐5281(014) Shafter: Lerdo Hwy $0 $900,000 $1,260,800 done 3

Bakersfield: 20 pedestrian countdown heads $0 $116,000 $129,000 1
Kern County: Patton Way $0 $144,000 $180,000 1
Kern County: Roberts Ln/Oildale Dr $0 $109,000 $139,000 1

NOTES

Various KER060608

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER110601
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DRAFT 12/13 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2012/2013
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 12/13

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 12/13

PE

Federal
FY 12/13

CON
FY 12/13

Total
Date Expect
to Submit Note

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd $0 $396,000 $440,000 PE 2
Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave $0 $263,700 $293,000 PE 2
Ridgecrest: 7 intersections upgrade traffic signals $0 $383,400 $426,000 PE 2
Ridgecrest: 12 intersections install signs $0 $475,200 $528,000 PE 2

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [McFarland, Wasco]

SRTSL‐5343(003) McFarland: Perkins Ave, Browning Ave $0 $272,750 $272,750 done 3,3
SRTSL‐5287(027) Wasco: Filburn/Griffith Ave and Fifth/Broadway St $0 $234,533 $234,533 PE ‐ done 3,1

GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ‐SAFE 
ROUTES TO SCHOOL FEDERAL PROGRAM. [Delano, Kern 
County, Ridgecrest, Taft Wasco]
Delano: Various locations SRTS3‐06‐001 $0 $393,600 $393,600 April 2013 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3‐06‐007 $0 $263,000 $263,000 1
Kern County: Various locations SRTS3‐06‐008 $0 $213,000 $213,000 1

SRTSL‐5385(045) Ridgecrest: Various locations SRTS3‐09‐002 $0 $583,400 $583,400 PE ‐ done 3,1
Taft: Various locations SRTS3‐06‐011 $0 $457,400 $457,400 1

SRTSL‐5287(034) Wasco: SRTS Plan SRTS3‐06‐015 $0 $165,000 $165,000 done 3
SRTSL‐5287(035) Wasco: 4th/Birch & 4th/Griffith SRTS3‐06‐016 $0 $359,100 $359,100 PE ‐ done 3, 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending

Various KER080602

Various KER110602

Various 
continued

KER110601 
continued
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DRAFT 13/14 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2013/2014
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 13/14

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 13/14

PE

Federal
FY 13/14

CON
FY 13/14

Total
Date Expect
to Submit

Note

Arvin KER120401
IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION (Campus Dr)

$0 $621,765 $707,250 1

Bakersfield KER120402

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (Panama Ln, Truxtun 
Ave)

$0 $3,353,579 $3,793,000 1

Bakersfield KER120506
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION (Buena Vista Rd, Jewetta at Reina)

$0 $762,683 $861,500 1

Bakersfield KER120507
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION (Jewetta Ave, Calloway Dr)

$0 $369,869 $417,800 1

Bakersfield KER120508
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICES (H St, White Ln, Stine Rd)

$0 $734,040 $829,150 1

Bakersfield KER120511
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS (Old River Rd, Cottonwood Rd, Morning Dr)

$0 $695,575 $785,700 1

Bakersfield KER121001
IN BAKERSFIELD: MT VERNON FROM COLUMBUS ST TO 
UNIVERSITY AVE; LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $398,000 $515,565 1

Cal. City KER120403
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (Hacienda Blvd)

$0 $238,359 $341,850 1

Cal. City KER120513

IN CALIFORNIA CITY: CALIFORNIA CITY BLVD (SOUTH) AT 
HARVARD AVE; CONSTRUCT COLLEGE STATION PARK‐AND‐
RIDE

$0 $297,060 $335,548 1

Delano KER120404
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (Hiett Ave)

$0 $541,977 $612,196 2

Delano KER120514
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS (Albany St and Hiett Ave)

$0 $689,101 $778,382 2

GET KER120504 PURCHASE TWO REPLACEMENT CNG BUSES $0 $1,018,095 $1,150,000 1
GET KER120502 PASSIVE SOLAR ELECTRIC CONVERSION SYSTEM $0 $1,064,325 $2,474,337 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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DRAFT 13/14 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2013/2014
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 13/14

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 13/14

PE

Federal
FY 13/14

CON
FY 13/14

Total
Date Expect
to Submit

Note

KCOG KER120412 IN KERN COUNTY:  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM
$0 $79,677 $90,000 1

KCOG KER120501 IN KERN COUNTY:  RIDESHARE PROGRAM $0 $191,490 $216,300 1

Kern Co. KER120405

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (Elk Hills Rd, Airport 
Dr)

$0 $3,246,637 $3,672,202 1

Kern Co. KER120510
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION (Merle Haggard Dr at Airport Dr)

$0 $486,800 $550,000 1

Kern Co. KER120515
IN TEHACHAPI: ROOST AVE FROM BEAR VALLEY RD TO END; 
SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $300,000 $375,000 1

Kern Co. KER120518 CML‐5950(344)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS (Highline Rd, Midway Rd, Redrock‐
Randsburg Rd)

$0 $1,935,036 $4,216,431 3,1,1

Kern Co. KER121002

IN RIDGECREST: COLLEGE HEIGHTS BLVD FROM DOLPHIN AVE 
TO CERRO COSO COMMUNITY COLLEGE; CONSTRUCT 
PEDESTRIAN PATH AND LANDSCAPE IMPROVE

$0 $0 $48,000 1

Kern Co. KER121003
IN BAKERSFIELD:  CHESTER AVE FROM KERN RIVER PARKWAY 
TO OILDALE TOWN CENTER; CONSTRUCT SIDEWALK

$0 $296,000 $380,000 1

Kern Co. KER121005

IN ROSAMOND: DIAMOND ST FROM ROSAMOND BLVD TO 
ORANGE ST; CON SIDEWALK & LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS, 
STREETLIGHTS, RESTRIPE RD, & BIKE LANES

$0 $1,000,000 $1,300,000 1

Kern Co. KER121006

IN AND NEAR LOST HILLS: SR 46 FROM 0.1 MILE WEST OF 
CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT TO LOST HILLS RD; CONSTRUCT 
SIDEWALK

$0 $264,000 $351,000 1

Kern Co. KER121007
IN BAKERSFIELD: BERNARD ST FROM HALEY ST TO MT 
VERNON AVE; CONSTRUCT SIDEWALKS

$0 $248,000 $316,000 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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DRAFT 13/14 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2013/2014
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 13/14

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 13/14

PE

Federal
FY 13/14

CON
FY 13/14

Total
Date Expect
to Submit

Note

McFarland KER120406

IN MCFARLAND: W KERN AVE FROM WEST OF FRONTAGE RD 
TO EAST OF 2ND ST; PEDESTRIAN / LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $243,014 $274,500 1

Ridgecrest KER120407
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (S. China Lake Blvd)

$0 $539,646 $686,754 1

Ridgecrest KER120519
IN RIDGECREST: SOUTH SUNLAND DR FROM UPJOHN AVE TO 
BOWMAN RD; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $440,226 $497,262 1

Ridgecrest KER120520
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION (China Lake Blvd)

$0 $309,000 $350,000 1

Shafter KER120408 STPL‐5281(019)

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (West Los Angeles 
Ave)

$0 $182,637 $307,000 3

Taft KER120409
IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION (Center St)

$0 $172,386 $224,274 1

Taft KER121008
IN TAFT: SUNSET RAILROAD CORRIDOR FROM 2ND ST TO SR 
119; CONSTRUCT BIKE/PEDESTRIAN PATH

$86,985 $0 $99,000 1

Tehachapi KER120523 IN TEHACHAPI: CURRY ST AT VALLEY BLVD; GUTTER REMOVAL
$35,400 $391,300 $482,000 1

Tehachapi KER121009

IN TEHACHAPI: TEHACHAPI BLVD FROM SNYDER AVE TO 
DENNISON RD; CONSTRUCT SIDEWALK, PEDESTRIAN 
LIGHTING, & LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

$15,935 $0 $18,000 1

Wasco KER121010 STPE‐P043(044)
IN WASCO: SR43 FROM POSO DRIVE TO FILBURN AVE; 
CONSTRUCT LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

$55,467 $693,331 $845,812 3

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Arvin 9/20/2007 MO#07-03 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 1 $141,958 3 Completed Billing Paid
Arvin 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Sycamore Bike Lanes Phase 2 $28,436 3 Completed Billing Paid

Bakersfield 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Bike Bakersfield Safety Program $42,000 2 On-going
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on White Lane from Union to South "H" Street $34,300 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Hughes Land from White Lane to Wilson $36,600 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield  09/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Lane on Monitor from Hoskings to East Pacheco $67,100 3 Completed.  Billing paid
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Columbus from River to Haley (I of II $26,892 1 Advertise May 2013, start construction Summer 2013
Bakersfield 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Brundage from Oleander to "H" (I of II) $20,733 1 Advertise May 2013, start construction Summer 2013

California City 9/20/07 MO#07-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
California City 10/15/09 MO#09-01 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (I of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 1 (II of II) $132,082 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013
California City 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Hacienda Blvd Phase 2 $175,000 2 Design Completed, Construction anticipated in summer 2013

$307,082
Delano  (No Projects)

Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Calloway Drive Pedestrian Project $44,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Lake Isabella Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 1 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/18/08 MO#08-06 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 1 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Lake Isabell Blvd Pedestrian Project Phase 2 $59,950 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oswell Street Pedestrian Project, Phase 2 $94,875 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 1 $130,000 3 Completed: Billed $130,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 1 $78,941 3 Completed:  Billed 78,941 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Oildale Bike Loop Phase 2 $80,000 3 Completed:  Billed 80,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Delano Browning Road Bike Lanes Phase 2 $91,059 3 Completed:  Billed  $91,059 on June 4, 2010
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Woodford-Tehachapi Road Bikepath and Gold. Hills Stripe $140,000 2 Construction anticipated in Spring 2012
Kern County 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Eastside Route 184 Pedestrian Path $175,000 3 Completed, Billed $175,000 on June 4, 2012
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (I of II) $135,000 2 In Design
Kern County 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (I of III) $87,000 2 Construction anticipated in Fall 2012
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Ped Improve on Niles from Virgina to Oswell (I of III $51,862 1
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Oak Creek Bikepath from Koch to Deaver (II of II) $135,000 2
Kern County 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 West Side SR 184 Ped Path DiGiorgio to Collison (II of III) $87,000 2

Maricopa 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

McFarland 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (I of III) $14,825 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11, 2013 Total Price $179,939.95
McFarland 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (II of III) $100,311 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11, 2013 Total Price $179,939.95
McFarland 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sidewalks at Various Locations, Phase 1 (III of III) $100,311 3 Completed Billed $134,297.38 July 20, 2012 and $45,632.97 Feb 11, 2013 Total Price $179,939.95

De-obligation from Various Sidwalks ($35.507.05)

Ridgecrest 9/18/2008 MO#08-06 Drummond/Norma/Ward Ave Sidewalks $159,448 3 Completed
Ridgecrest 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bowman Road Bikepath Rest Area $140,481 3 Completed  Billing of $125,531.50 in process
Ridgecrest 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bowman Road Bikepath on Richmond (I of II) $106,275 2 Project going to design

Deobligation from Bowman Road Rest Area (-$14,949.5)



Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program
Project Status
Status Code:  1=Not Started  2=Under Construction  3=Completed

Jurisdiction Auth. Auth Project Name Funding Status Code
Date Order

Shafter 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (I of III) $25,617 1 Awaiting funding phasing
Shafter 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 SR 43 Sidewalks from Meyer Ave to Tulare (II of III) $79,264 1 Awaiting funding phasing

Taft 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (I of III) $85,190 2 In Design Billed $41,493.63 on May 31, 2012
Taft 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (II of III) $139,716 2 In Design
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Rack at Oil Monument $1,000 3 Completed
Taft 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Sunset Railway Rails to Trails Phase 2 (III of III) $139,716 2 In Design

Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/15/2009 MO#09-01 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Bike Rack at Manzanita Park $1,000 3 Completed, awaiting billing
Tehachapi 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 Davis Street Sidewalk $55,000 2 In Design
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Master Plan Implementation Phase I $160,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Safety Program $1,000 1
Tehachapi 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bicycle Parking Rack $1,000 1

Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks near T. Jefferson MS $40,579 3 Completed  Billed $40,579 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process 
Wasco 10/21/2010 MO#10-03 In-fill Sidewalks on 9th Place $30,752 3 Completed  Billed $30,752 July 9, 2012. Payment in Process
Wasco 9/15/2011 MO#11-01 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Pedestrian Improvements on 7th Street $23,507 1 Funded in full
Wasco 9/20/2012 MO#12-03 Bike Safety Program $1,000 1

Current as of July 16, 2013



 
September 4th, 2013 

 
 
TO: Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM: Ahron Hakimi 

Executive Director 
 
  BY: Ben Raymond, Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  TTAC ITEM: XVI 

INTERREGIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN UPDATE  
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan (SJV IGM) final draft.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan was completed over a 24-month period, with the final draft 
being delivered to the SJV Regional Planning Agencies’ Directors’ Committee on September 5th, 2013.   
 
The project was divided into three phases: Phase I – Assess Conditions; Phase II – Strategy Development; 
and Phase III – Recommendations. The overall goal of the project was to work with the goods movement 
stakeholders in the valley in order to identify issues, challenges and opportunities for the goods movement 
system, and to develop a plan that prioritizes goods movement projects in the San Joaquin Valley.  
 
The SJV IGM project hosted four stakeholder workshops in addition to a stakeholder kickoff meeting. The 
meetings were well attended by stakeholders including Shippers, Shipping Customers, and many Public 
Agency staff. During the project the consultant team conducted online and telephone surveys for each of 
three stakeholder groups: Carrier Survey, Public Agency Survey, and Customer Survey. Using information 
from this outreach, a high-level list of goods movement projects was created and refined for further analysis 
using the Valley-Wide Truck Model and other data sources. The analysis created a ranked list of projects 
according to performance impacts and additional stakeholder outreach, of which 50 projects were selected as 
priority projects. 
 
Some of the Kern’s major goods movement projects included in the priority list are: The Centennial Corridor 
Connector; SR99 Widening Projects, Shafter Inland Port, and Added Capacity on SR58 Grade for Truck 
Climbing. 
 
The full list of priority projects can be found in the attached Draft San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods 
Movement - Executive Summary. The latest available updates and the draft SJV IGM Plan are available at: 
http://www.sjvcogs.org/goods.html and the final report will be uploaded to the Kern COG website following the 
anticipated acceptance by the SJV Regional Planning Agencies Directors Committee on September 5th, 
2013.   
 
ACTION: Receive and File 
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The San Joaquin Valley  
Interregional Goods Movement Plan

The San Joaquin Valley (SJV) has always been 
California’s geographic and agricultural production 
center, and its main source of exports. Now, the SJV is 
taking on new roles in California’s goods movement 
economy. It is California’s fastest-growing region, 
with a population of over 4 million that is anticipated 
to grow to more than 6 million people by 2035. It is the 
still the nation’s number one agricultural producer, 
generating more than $35 billion every year in nuts, 
lettuce, tomatoes, wine, and other grains and agricul-
tural products. It also plays a major role in the national 
and international distribution of processed foods and 
energy products, and has a burgeoning logistics and 
distribution industry.  In fact, a number of companies 
have located large regional and national distribution 
centers in the SJV to take advantage of relatively inex-
pensive land and low cost labor, good access to the 
national rail and interstate highway networks, con-
nections to major deepwater ports in Oakland, Los 
Angeles, and Long Beach, and proximity to major 
consumer markets in Southern California and the San 
Francisco Bay Area.  As a growing and diversified 
region, efficient goods movement is important to the 
long-term success of the SJV economy.

Recognizing the importance of goods movement 
to the region, the eight San Joaquin Valley Council 
of Governments and Caltrans commissioned this 
San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement 
Plan. The goods movement plan summarized in 
this Executive Summary builds upon recent traffic, 
logistics, and long-term infrastructure improvement 
planning efforts throughout the study area.  Building 
on these prior efforts and new analysis, the plan 
developed a comprehensive list of prioritized multi-
modal projects, strategic programs, and policies that 
will guide goods movement investments and policy 
in the region in the future. 

While accommodating growth in goods movement 
demand is important to ensuring the economic health 
of the SJV region, this growth must be achieved in 
an environmentally sustainable manner.  The plan 
includes strategies for improving the environmental 
performance of goods movement in the SJV and miti-
gating impacts on communities.  The plan concludes 
with a discussion of funding and implementation 
strategies so the SJV regional transportation agencies 
can move forward with next steps to realize the vision 
embodied in this plan.

Executive Summary



The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan
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Plan Timeline and Milestones
The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan was completed over a 24-month time frame during 
2011 to 2013. The work was completed following a nine-step process that was divided into three stages, as shown 
in the figure below:

• In Phase I, the team used available data, previous studies, and stakeholder outreach to establish existing 
goods movement conditions, the nature of regional freight demand, expected growth, and current operating 
conditions of the major transport modes.  

•	 Phase II concentrated on developing strategies for freight mobility improvements and mitigation of adverse 
impacts, including an extensive list of priority projects in multiple categories.  

•	 Phase III brings these efforts together in a final report constituting the recommended SJV goods movement 
plan and implementation strategy.  The plan identifies funding options and also makes policy recommenda-
tions.  Many of the funding strategies and policy recommendations necessitate action by other agencies both 
within and outside of the SJV.  As such, the plan provides an agenda for advocacy that the SJV COGs can 
pursue over the coming years.

This SJV Inter-Regional Goods Movement Plan is intended to take the next steps to develop and implement 
the region’s freight transportation vision.  This effort, more than the prior Valley-wide goods movement 
planning efforts, is focused on developing actionable project recommendations and implementation plans.

San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Plan 9 – Task Methodology
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The priority project and strategy list was developed according to four main criteria as established by the  
project stakeholders:

1. The list should offer solutions to the goods movement issues that are facing the SJV, and as established by stake-
holders or through technical work completed throughout this SJV Goods Movement Plan.

2. The list should be multimodal, and reflect the fact that goods movement in the SJV includes trucks, railcars, 
airplanes, and port facilities.

3. The list should represent the combined vision of the eight SJV counties.  It should be geographically diverse, 
be built through significant stakeholder outreach, and reflect projects of regional significance. 

4. The list should be prioritized using clearly identifiable information and data, so that the selection process is 
objective and recognizes the different categories of benefits provided by the regional goods movement system.  

The six-step methodology used to create the priority project and strategy list relied on a mixture of quantitative 
analysis, qualitative assessment, and stakeholder feedback.  In some cases, it was not possible to develop quantita-
tive evaluation methodologies and in these cases, qualitative techniques were used during project prioritization. 

Methodology to Create a 
Prioritized Project List
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In order to address the identified goods movement issues, the SJV Goods Movement study identified 49 priority 
projects, organized into seven categories:

1. Regional North-South Highway Capacity: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange 
improvements, and new construction. 

2. East-West Connectors: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange improvements, and 
new construction. 

3. Local “Last Mile” Connectors: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange improve-
ments, and new construction. 

4. Modal Capacity for Expected Flows: Rail and highway capacity increases to accommodate specific expected 
increases in existing freight flows.

5. Contingent Economic Development Opportunities: Rail and air cargo capacity increases or upgrades to sup-
port new or hoped-for freight flows. 

6. Inland Ports: Goods movement and economic development initiatives requiring both capital investment and 
operating subsidies.

7. Strategic Programs: Regional strategies encompassing multiple projects.

Priority Regional Highway Capacity Projects
15a Widen I-5 from 1 mile north of SR 12 to SJ County Line
15b Widen I-5 between SR 120 and I-205
15c Widen I-5 from 4 to 6 lanes from the San Joaquin County Line to Sperry Ave 
15d Widen I-5 between Kings County and Merced County lines
99a Widen SR 99 French Camp Rd to Mariposa Rd from 6 to 8 lanes, improve interchanges
99b Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in Stanislaus County
99c Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes in Merced County
99d Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes from Avenue 7 to Avenue 12
99e Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes from Central Avenue to Bullard Avenue
99f Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes from SR 137 to SR 198
99g Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes from Kern Co. Line to Prosperity Avenue 
99h Widen SR 99 from Beardsley Canal to 7th Standard road
106 Widen SR 65 in Tulare County- SR 190 to County Line

Prioritized Project List
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Priority East-West Connector Projects
6 I-580  WB Truck climbing lane
13 North County Corridor New Interregional Expressway from SR 99 to SR 120/108
16 Widen SR 120 between I-5 and SR 99, new interchange at SR 99/SR 120
17 Widen SR 132 connecting SR 99 and I-580
18 SR 152 Bypass around the City of Los Banos
19 Widen SR 152 between SR 99 and U.S. 101
20 Widen SR 180 to 4 Lane Expressway Quality Avenue to Frankwood Avenue
26 Widen SR 12 from I-5 to SR 99 
42 Construct New Route:  SR 132 West Freeway project from SR 99 to I-580
51 Centennial Corridor SR 58 Upgrade I-5 to  SR 99 and east
60 Widen SR 137 between Lindsay and Tulare
63 Widen SR 198 from 2 to 4 lanes from LNAS to I-5
69 Add SR 58 capacity east of Bakersfield (near Sandpatch grade)
105 Widen SR 41 to a 4 lane expressway – King Co. Line to Elkhorn Ave.
Priority "Last Mile" Access Projects
14 Port of Stockton Highway Access Improvements, Widen Navy Drive from 2 to 4 Lanes (Washington St. 

to Fresno Avenue)
22 SR 4 Extension (Cross-town Freeway) to the Port of Stockton – Phase II. New alignment from Navy 

Drive to Charter Way
41 Improve Roth Road connection between UP Lathrop Yard and SR 99 (Widen from 2 to 4 lanes)
Priority Modal Capacity Projects
35 CCT Port of Stockton West Complex Trackage
37 CCT Lodi Branch Upgrade
73 New SR 58 Truck Weight Station

101 CCT New Trackage at Port of Stockton East Complex
102 New  connection at Stockton Tower between UP and CCT
Priority Economic Development Projects
33 Crows Landing Industrial Business Park and Airport Facility
34 CCT Rail Upgrade (for new aggregates business)
56 Mojave Airport Rail Access Improvements
89 SJVR -Short-Line Rail Improvements
91 Expansion of RailEx Facility at Delano
94 SJVR Expand Bakersfield Yard Capacity
Priority Inland Port Projects
38 Altamont Pass Rail Corridor / SJV Rail Shuttle (CIRIS)
92 Shafter Inland Port Phase II and III
Priority Strategic Programs
1 Truck Stop Electrification
2 Truck Route Signage
3 Additional Truck Rest Areas
4 Oversize or Overweight Vehicle Pilot Program or Research
5 Reexamine STAA Designated Routes
104 West Coast Green Highway Initiative

Prioritized Project List (continued)
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This plan recognizes that the efficient and safe movement of goods is a crucial aspect of daily life for residents 
and businesses alike in the SJV. For residents, goods movement is essential to deliver food to grocery stores, con-
sumer goods to stores, furniture and goods to offices, and packages to people’s homes – even tap water depends 
on the timely arrival of treatment chemicals.  

Likewise, goods movement-dependent industries rely heavily and visibly on transportation as a key part of their 
operations. This group of industries includes agriculture, manufacturing, wholesale (and retail) trade, construction, 
transportation and warehousing (including utilities), and mining sectors. They may receive daily shipments of raw 
supplies to support their production process, or send daily deliveries of refined or finished product to market.  

Goods movement-dependent industries remain 
the foundation for many local area econo-
mies within the SJV region. In 2010, over 44% 
of the region’s employment (564,000 jobs) was 
provided by goods movement-dependent 
industries. This amount is anticipated to grow- 
by 2040 it is anticipated that over 813,000 jobs 
will be provided by industries such as whole-
sale and retail trade (293,000 jobs), farming 
(217,000 jobs), manufacturing (117,000 jobs) and 
transportation and utilities (93,000 jobs).

These industries also contribute billions to the 
region’s economy. According to the United 
States Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP) for goods movement-
dependent industries in the eight-county study 
area in 2010 was about $56 billion. 

Growing industries and population mean that 
freight demand will grow in the future. In fact, 
freight volumes moving in the San Joaquin 
Valley are projected to grow from 500 million 
tons in 2007 to almost 800 million tons by 2040. 
Movements will continue to rely heavily on 
truck- by 2040 roughly 93% of all commodity 
movements will be carried by truck. 

Why is Goods Movement  
Important in the SJV?

2040 Anticipated SJV Goods Movement 
Dependent Industry Employment

Source: California Forecast, 2011, Moody’s economy.com  
(for mining employment).
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The SJV is home to a variety of trans-
portation facilities for moving goods 
ranging from Interstate and state 
highways, Class I and short line rail-
road facilities, intermodal terminals, 
inland ports and waterways, air cargo 
facilities, and other infrastructure that 
supports the movement of goods. 

The highway and local road system is 
the primary freight infrastructure for 
the region, and trucking is the domi-
nant freight mode.  Truck movements 
are centered on the main north-south 
arteries, including I-5 and SR 99, as 
well as numerous east-west corridors 
such as SR 58, SR 120, SR 132, SR 180, 
I-580 to 205, SR 152, SR 46, and SR 198.  
In all, there are over 31,420 roadway 

miles in the SJV. Combined, they offer connections between the SJV and California’s coastal population centers 
(major markets for the SJV’s food products and distribution centers), as well as providing connections to the 
rural agricultural production areas.  

The SJV is also served by two major Class I railroads, BNSF Railway (BNSF) and the Union Pacific Railroad (UP); 
and short line and regional railroads, including Sierra Northern Railway (SERA), California Northern Railroad 
(CNR), Stockton, Terminal & Eastern (STE), Central California Traction (CCT), Modesto & Empire Traction 
Company (MET), San Joaquin Valley Railroad Company (SJVR), and the West Isle Line (WFS).

The Ports of Oakland, West Sacramento, Los Angeles, Long Beach, and others are linked to SJV origins and desti-
nations by truck. The Port of Stockton is located within the SJV, and is primarily a bulk commodity port. It also 
has extensive rail trackage operated by the CCT, with connections to UP and BNSF.

The air cargo system in the SJV is comprised of seven airports– all of which offer limited commercial passenger 
airline and air cargo service:  Fresno-Yosemite International, Inyokern Airport, Meadows Field (Bakersfield), 
Merced Regional Airport, Modesto Municipal Airport, Stockton Metropolitan Airport, and Visalia Municipal 
Airport.

What is "The Goods Movement 
System" in the San Joaquin Valley?
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The technical analysis and stakeholder 
outreach completed throughout the 
San Joaquin Valley Interregional 
Goods Movement Plan revealed that 
there are numerous challenges facing 
the safety and efficiency of the region’s 
goods movement system. Many of 
these challenges can be grouped 
around six main issues. Some issues 
and challenges deal with the safety or 
maintenance of the region’s infrastruc-
ture, while others describe operational 
inefficiencies. These issues and chal-
lenges helped to guide the creation of 
performance measures and the project 
prioritization process that was a cen-
tral part of this plan.

Issue #1: Increasing population and industry activity means trucks and cars vying for lim-
ited roadways access, leading to congestion and bottlenecks throughout the region.  By 2040, 
many of the region’s main truck routes are projected to carry demand that exceeds their capacity – and to oper-
ate in a congested manner, despite programmed improvements. The region has several critical goods movement 
corridors (most notably I-5 and SR-99) that carry the highest volumes of trucks within the San Joaquin Valley. 
However, there are also many corridors and local roads that, though carrying smaller total volumes of trucks, 
are still vital to the region’s goods movement. East-West corridors throughout the SJV (including SR 152, SR 58, 
SR 198 and SR 46) are especially important, as are numerous smaller facilities (such as farm to market roads and 
County roadways) that connect single industrial sites, farms, agricultural processing centers, or other freight-
generating activities to the Statewide and National freight system. It is crucial that all of these corridors are 
maintained at a level where the safe, efficient movement of goods is possible.

What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System?

Source: SJV Truck Model



The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan

8 9

What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System? (continued)

Issue #2: Lack of Transportation Modal 
Choices. Goods Movement in the San Joaquin 
Valley is currently dominated by a single trans-
portation mode – trucking. In 2007, of the 500 
million tons of goods that moved into, out of, 
or within the region, more than 90% moved by 
truck. There are some good reasons for this, and 
trucks will always be a very important compo-
nent to goods movement in the San Joaquin 
Valley (SJV). However, it is important to con-
tinue to study the potential of expanding other 
modes in the region – including short line rail, 
improved access to Class I rail, and increased use 
of air cargo.

In addition, the dependence on one mode could increase the supply chain costs of certain industries. Some 
industries, such as the tomato processing industry, use alternate modes such as rail for various stages of their 
supply chains. Maintaining the safety, usability, and efficiency of these modes is important to the economic 
health of these industries, and the region as a whole. 

Source: National Transportation Atlas Database, Caltrans
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What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System? (continued)

Issue #3. Environmental and Community Impacts of Goods Movement. Goods movement in 
the San Joaquin Valley results in several types of environmental and safety impacts to communities. Movement 
of trucks, trains, and airplanes all contribute to the Region’s air pollution problems, as well as the associated 
impacts to public health and the environment. In addition, safety concerns exist around at-grade rail crossings, 
as well as along some corridors not designed to safely carry high truck traffic, and places where truck parking 
shortages lead to illegally parked trucks. In 2010 (the most current data available) there were 752 truck-involved 
crashes recorded in the San Joaquin Valley. The sources of these accidents vary, and can include poor weather, 
driver fatigue, or lack of awareness of trucks by other roadway users. Finally, goods movement can lead to 
incompatible land uses – residents near distribution centers, rail yards, and other goods movement facilities can 
be impacted by light and noise pollution, as well as from runoff pollution to regional drinking water.  In some 
cases, expanding urban/residential areas can move incompatible land uses into close contact, causing conflicts 
between residents and the goods movement facilities.

According the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJV APCD), emissions from trucks, trains, and 
aircraft account for about 9 percent of daily PM2.5 and about 50 percent of daily NOx in the Valley.  Freight 
activities are not a major source of carbon monoxide (CO) pollution, and contribute a relatively small portion of 
the total sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead (Pb) to the atmosphere.  For example, trucks were responsible for 4% of 
total SO2  San Joaquin Valley emissions in 2012.

Daily NOx Sources in the SJV
Daily Directly Emitted PM2.5 

Sources in the SJV

Source:   San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District  2012 PM2.5 Plan.
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Issue #4. Maintain and improve connections to international markets. Many of the SJV’s agri-
cultural and manufacturing products utilize the Port of Oakland, LA / Long Beach, and Stockton to access to 
national and international markets. This connectivity is essential to the livelihood of the SJV, and should be 
preserved. In addition, as industries within the San Joaquin Valley strive to move up the value chain in agricul-
tural production, these links to domestic and international markets will become even more crucial. Institutional 
support for marketing SJV products include California’s International Trade Coordinating Council, California 
Enterprise Zones, and Free Trade Zones established at several locations throughout the SJV.

Issue #5: The Importance of East-West Corridors and “Last 
Mile” facilities.  Many of the SJV’s east-west corridors (SR-152, SR-58, 
SR-120 and others) are outdated and require updating to  keep pace with 
traffic volumes. This has important implications for goods movement, 
since 53% of all commodities moving into, out of, or within the region are 
“interregional”. This means that 53% of all commodities are moving from 
one location in the SJV to another location in the SJV, often using the criti-
cal E-W corridor linkages. 

Last Mile” connectivity. Many of the SJV’s agriculture and industrial 
facilities are located in rural regions, dispersed throughout the entire 
SJV.  These industries rely heavily on intraregional trucking for their 
day-to-day business activities.  This means that trucks associated with 
agriculture and industrial activities rely on many different types of 
roads, including smaller local roadways connecting rural farms and industrial plants that are not designed to 
carry heavy vehicle traffic.  This creates issues of “last mile” connectivity, where roads to individual sites are 
under-maintained, capacity constrained, or unsafe.  Some stakeholders report that companies have chosen to 
locate elsewhere because of this lack of intraregional transportation system connectivity.

What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System? (continued)

Source:   FHWA, FAF3.
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Issue #6. Build a transportation system to encourage economic development. San Joaquin Valley stakeholders 
have expressed interest in diversifying and building the Valley’s economy in several new directions, including:

• Higher- value crops including tree nuts (almonds, pistachios, walnuts)

• Logistics and warehousing/distribution

• Light manufacturing (including biotech, alternative energy, packaging materials)

• Oil production

• Products for the export market, especially specialty agricultural products

Transportation system investments, to the extent possible, should support these economic development trends, 
and recognize likely demographic shifts in the SJV that may help to predict industry growth or decline. 

Other issues discussed throughout this San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan. 

Truck Parking Shortages.  Truck parking shortages can result in illegal truck parking, sometimes located on 
residential streets and next to goods movement facilities.  Illegally parked trucks can be a safety hazard, as well 
as contribute to noise and localized emissions. As a state, California ranks first in the nation in overall (private 
and public) commercial vehicle parking shortage.  Recent truck parking estimates indicate that demand exceeds 
capacity at all public rest areas and at 88 percent of private truck stops on the State’s highest-volume corridors 
(including I-5).

Pavement Wear and Tear.  On average, one fully-loaded 80,000 pound truck causes as much pavement wear as 
up to 10,000 automobiles.  This can contribute to the deterioration of roadway surfaces, in particular when trucks 
are using smaller connector facilities that are not intended for heavy truck usage (which is extremely prevalent in 
the SJV).  Deterioration of roadway surfaces is a problem for truck owners/operators and the public sector alike.

Short line Rail Capacity.  There have been several occasions of short line rail abandonments or plans to discon-
tinue service on parts of their system. In addition, car supply can be a perennial problem for customers that do 
not ship often or that ship in peak periods when the car supply is tight. 

Port Access Concerns.  Including the concern that limited rail capacity at the Port of Stockton may soon be 
exceeded. Ensuring access to the Port of Oakland is also of utmost priority, since it serves as the primary export 
port for the SJV.  Several major industries in the SJV depend heavily on this link to reach international markets. 

Underutilized Airport Capacity.  The SJV has available, underutilized assets in the form of eight regional air 
cargo facilities.

What Issues are Facing the SJV's 
Goods Movement System? (continued)
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In order to address the identified goods movement issues, the SJV Goods Movement study identified 48 priority 
projects.  These include projects on the highway system, local and connector road system, short line rail system, 
and projects that support the development of an inland port facility in the SJV.  In addition, long-term environ-
mental and economic development strategies and projects are included. The list is organized into seven project 
types. 

1. Regional North-South Highway Capacity: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange 
improvements, and new construction. 

2. East-West Connectors: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange improvements, and 
new construction. 

3. Local “Last Mile” Connectors: Conventional capacity increases through widening, interchange improve-
ments, and new construction. 

4. Modal Capacity for Expected Flows: Rail and highway capacity increases to accommodate specific expected 
increases in existing freight flows

5. Contingent Economic Development Opportunities: Rail and air cargo capacity increases or upgrades to 
support new or hoped-for freight flows. 

6. Inland Ports: Goods movement and economic development initiatives requiring both capital investment and 
operating subsidies.

7. Strategic Programs: Regional strategies encompassing multiple projects, including those focused on long-
term sustainability and energy efficiency.

It is anticipated that this project list will be forwarded into statewide and national planning efforts, including the 
Caltrans Freight Mobility Plan and efforts that arise out of the Federal MAP-21 process.

The 49 projects are displayed on 7 regional maps on the following pages. 

SJV Goods Movement  
Priority Project List



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

S a n  J o a q u i n  
C o u n t y  

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

õd T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

6 I-205/I 580 I-580 Truck Climbing Lanes 

15a I-5 
Widen I-5 from 1 mile north of SR-12 to 
SR-120 

15b I-5 Widen I-5 Between SR 120 and I-205 

15c I-5 
Widen I-5 from 4 to 6 Lanes  from 1 
mile north of SR-12 to the Sacramento 
County line 

14 SR 4 

Port of Stockton Highway Access 
Improvements. Widen Navy Drive from 
2 to 4 Lanes (from Washington Street to 
Fresno Ave.) 

26 SR 12 Widen SR 12 between I-5 and SR 99 

16 SR 120 
Widen SR 120 between I-5 and SR 99, 
with a new interchange at SR 99 /SR 120 

22 SR 4 
SR 4 Extension (Cross-town Freeway) to 
the Port of Stockton – Phase II 

99b SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in 
Stanislaus County 

99a SR 99 
Widen SR 99 French Camp Rd to 
Mariposa Rd  6 to 8 lanes, New 
Interchange Structure 

41 Roth Road 
Improve Roth Road Connection 
Between UP Lathrop Yard and SR 99 
(Widen from 2 to 4 Lanes) 

34 
CCT Rail Upgrades (For New Aggregates 
Business) 

Project Description 

35 Port of Stockton West Complex Trackage 

37 
CCT Lodi Branch Upgrade (bridge trestle, 
upgrade 2.5 miles of rail) 

38 
Altamont Pass Rail Corridor/ SJV Rail Shuttle 
(CIRIS) 

101 
CCT New trackage at Port of Stockton East 
Complex 

102 
New connections at Stockton Tower between 
UP and CCT 

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  ( R a i l )  



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

S t a n i s l a u s   
C o u n t y  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

13 
North 
County 
Corridor 

New Interregional Expressway from SR 
99 to SR 120/ 108 

15c I-5 
Widen I-5 1 Mile north of SR 12 to the 
San Joaquin County Line 

17 SR 132 
Widen SR 132  connecting SR 99 and I-
580 

33 Rail Crows Landing Intermodal Rail Facility 

42 New Route 
SR 132 West Freeway / Expressway 
Project from SR 99 to Dakota Avenue 

99b SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in 
Stanislaus County 

103 New Route 
Develop Expressway Connector 
Between SR-99 and I-5 From Turlock to 
Patterson 

õd T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

M e r c e d  
C o u n t y  

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

18 SR 152 
SR 152 Bypass around the City of Los 
Banos 

19 SR 152 
Widen SR 152 between SR 99 and U.S. 
101 

99c SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 4 to 6 lanes in 
Merced County 

99b SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes in 
Stanislaus County 

33 Rail Crows Landing Intermodal Rail Facility 

42 New Route 
SR 132 West Freeway / Expressway 
Project from SR 99 to Dakota Avenue 

44 New Route 
New Construction: Atwater-Merced 
Expressway 

103 New Route 
Develop Expressway Connector 
Between SR-99 and I-5 From Turlock to 
Patterson 

Project Route Project Description õd T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  12 

Castle 
Airport 

Castle Airport Air Cargo Improvements 



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

F r e s n o  &  M a d e r a   
C o u n t i e s  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

15d I-5 
Widen I-5 between Kings County and 
Merced County lines 

18 SR 152 
SR 152 Bypass around the City of Los 
Banos 

19 SR 152 
Widen SR 152 between SR 99 and U.S. 
101 

20 
SR 180 
(East) 

Widen SR 180 to 4 Lane expswy 
Quality Ave. to Frankwood Ave. 

21 
SR 180 
(West) 

 Extend SR 180 from Mendota to I-5 

24 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 from 4 to 6 Lanes 
Between Madera County Line and 
Avenue 12 

25 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 from 6 to 8 Lanes 
Between Divisadero and Ashlan & 
widen SB off-ramp at Divisadero 

32 SR 145 
Widen SR 145 Between the UP and 
Shaw Avenue 

63 SR 198 
Widen SR 198 from 2 to 4 lanes from 
LNAS to I-5 

65 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 from 2 to 4 lanes 
between SR 198 to I-5 

99d SR 99 
Widen SR-99 from 4 to 6 lanes from 
Avenue 7 to Avenue 12  

99e SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from 6 to 8 lanes from 
Central Avenue to Bullard Avenue 

105 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 to a 4 Lane Expressway 
Kings County Line to Elkhorn Ave. 

õd T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  

T u l a r e  &  K i n g s  
C o u n t i e s  

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

15d I-5 
Widen I-5 between Kings County and 
Merced County lines 

60 SR 137 
Widen SR 137 between Lindsay and 
Tulare 

62 SR 190 
Widen SR 190 from 2 to 4 lanes 
between SR 65 and SR 99 

63 SR 198 
Widen SR 198 from 2 to 4 lanes from 
LNAS to I-5 

65 SR 41 Widen to 4 lanes from SR 198 to I-5 

99g SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from Kern County line to 
Avenue 200 

99f SR 99 
Widen SR 99 from Avenue 200 to SR-
198 

93 Rail 
Extend existing track, add new track in 
Tulare 

95 Rail West Isle Line Track Upgrades 

105 SR 41 
Widen SR 41 to a 4 Lane Expressway 
Kings County Line to Elkhorn Ave. 

106 SR 65 
Widen SR 65 in Tulare County (4 
Phases) County Line to SR 190 

õd T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s   

W e s t e r n  K e r n  
C o u n t y  

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s   

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

õd T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  

57 
Meadows Field 
Airport 

Meadows Field Air Cargo Improvements 

61 SR 166 
SR 166 Improve speeds from Cuyama 
grade to SR 33 

89 Rail (SJVR) SJVR– Shortline Rail Improvements 

96 Rail (SJVR) 
SJVR – Upgrade (286K compliant) and 
Replace Rail 

Project Route Project Description 

45 7th Standard 
Widen 7th Standard Road from I-5 to 
Santa Fe Way 

51 
Centennial 
Corridor 
Bakersfield 

Centennial Corridor SR-58 Upgrade I-5 to  
SR 99 and east 

15e I-5 Widen I-5  between Fort Tejon and SR 99 

54 SR 223 
Widen SR 223 from 2 to 4 lanes and 
associated improvements 

58 SR 119 
Widen SR 119 from  2 to 4 Lanes Between 
SR 33 to Cherry Ave, and to Elk Hills Rd 

59 SR 119 
Widen SR 119 From 2 to 4 Lanes From Elk 
Hills Road to I-5, and to Buena Vista 

66 SR 43 Widen SR 43 from SR 119 to Shafter 

67 SR 46 
Widen SR 46 from 2 to 4 Lanes Between 
SR 99 and Lost Hills 

68 SR 58 
Widen SR 58 Between I-5 and Allen Road 
(East of SR 43) 

69 SR 58 
Improve Capacity on SR 58 Directly East 
of Bakersfield (near Sandpatch grade) 

77 SR 65 
Widen SR 65 to four lanes Between James 
Rd and Merle Haggard Drive 

99i SR 99 Widen SR 99  between SR 223 and SR 119  

99h SR 99 
Widen SR 99  from Beardsley Canal to 7th 
Standard Road 

85 West Beltway Develop Bakersfield West Beltway 

91 
Rail 
Intermodal 

Expansion of Railex Facility at Delano 

92 Inland Port Shafter Inland Port Phase II and III 

94 Rail (SJVR) 
Expand capacity in Bakersfield yard to 
accommodate new unit grain carload 
business on sunset hub. 



P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  L o c a t i o n s  

C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s   

E a s t e r n  K e r n  
C o u n t y  

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s   

R e s t  A r e a s  I
I C a p a c i t y  P r o j e c t s  73 

O p e r a t i o n s  P r o j e c t s  26 S J V  C o u n t i e s  

Project Route Project Description 

õd T r u c k  S t o p s  
( >  5 0  s p a c e s )  O t h e r  C o u n t i e s  

55 Air Inyo-Kern Air Cargo Improvements 

56 Mojave Spaceport 
Mojave Airport Rail Access 
Improvements 

Project Route Project Description 

73 SR-58 
New SR 58 Truck Weigh Station (Near 
General Beale Road) 
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There are recognized shortfalls in the availability of many of the Federal and state sources for practical use in fund-
ing goods movement projects. For example, TIGER grants are extremely competitive- and in fact only about 5% of 
total applicants eventually receive an award. Likewise, the FHWA’s Section 130 grants for grade crossing improve-
ments are capped at $220 million dollars annually – money that is distributed among  all 50 states (and thousands of 
potential grade crossing improvement projects). New sources of revenue- including the California Cap-and-Trade 
program – may take years before they become a fully capitalized, ongoing source of funding for goods movement 
projects. Therefore, like many other regions across the nation, the San Joaquin Valley must be proactive in searching 
and advocating for new sources of funding. In addition, SJV stakeholders can continue to build the right alliances 
to make sure that SJV projects have broad support from numerous stakeholders, as well as clearly demonstrated 
regional benefits. Several other funding recommendations are included on the following pages.

Recommendation #1 – Prepare for MAP-21 Actions

The region can work to strengthen the National Freight Policy and National Freight Network provisions to iden-
tify ways that the federal government, in partnership with the states and regions, will invest in and maintain the 
national freight network. 

Provision Action
Establishes National Freight Policy Establishes a national freight policy, including establishing goals 

for national investment into freight infrastructure. 
National Freight Strategic Plan Calls for development of a National Freight Strategic Plan, that 

would assess the condition and performance of the national freight  
highway network. This requires the USDOT to identify highway 
bottlenecks, issues, and major trade corridors. 

State Freight Advisory Committee and 
State Freight Plans

Encourages states to establish freight advisory committees, and 
develop state freight plans. 

National Freight Network Calls for the establishment of a National Freight Network. This 
network would consist of a primary network established by the 
FHWA, but also portions of the interstate system and critical rural 
freight corridors. 

These new provisions suggest several opportunities for the San Joaquin Valley. For instance, the inclusion of 
critical rural freight corridors in the National Freight Network may be an opportunity for the SJV to gain national 
recognition for several of its critical rural corridors. It is likely that corridors will be selected for their importance 
to national commodity flows, and the national economic significance of these flows. Work completed throughout 
this SJV Interregional Goods Movement Plan lays the groundwork for the region to demonstrate the regional 
and national importance of several of its goods movement corridors, and may be a head start to getting National 
Freight Network designation. 

Funding Recommendations for 
Goods Movement Projects
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Funding Recommendations for 
Goods Movement Projects (continued)

Recommendation #2 – Advocate for a Series of Short Line Rail Programs at the 
Regional and State Level

The Stakeholder outreach efforts completed during this San Joaquin Valley Goods Movement Study reveal strong 
support for short line rail systems. Stakeholders recognize that short line rail could, potentially, remove thousands 
of trucks from the region’s highway system. This could bring benefits such as decreased congestion, decreased 
wear and tear on regional roads, reduced truck emissions, and reduced truck safety concerns. In response to this 
desire, the following recommendations were developed regarding potential policies and funding programs to sup-
port short line rail. Most of these programs would be state or federal-level programs. Therefore, the role of SJV 
stakeholders is mostly to advocate for these programs, or to offer potential pilot projects for the demonstration of 
the efficacy of any of these programs. 

Potential Program Program Summary
Freight Rail Assistance Program • Grant or loan source at the state level to support short line rail main-

tenance or capacity projects

• More than 30 states have such a program
Industrial Rail Access Program (IRAP) • Provide grants and loans for build-out to rail-served industries

• Facilitate development of transload and intermodal terminals in agri-
cultural regions

Create Performance Goals for Short Line Rail • Create performance targets for short line rail

• Numerous states across the nation have adopted freight rail assistance programs designed to address short 
line rail needs, to recognize the important role that rail has in job creation and economic development, and, 
in some cases, to formalize the state’s participation in funding rail projects. More than 30 states have some 
kind of freight rail assistance program in place, including Kansas, Oregon, Wisconsin, Iowa, and Indiana. 
However, California is not one of these states.   Though this type of program would be a state-level program, 
SJV stakeholders can advocate for the development of such a program. 

• The development of an Industrial Rail Access Program (IRAP) could help to maintain the competitive-
ness of California’s freight intensive industries. The program would focus on providing grants and loans to 
accomplish build-out to rail-served industries. It could also be used to facilitate the development of transload 
and intermodal terminals in agricultural regions. This program could be complemented with other actions 
at the state level, including a streamlined approval and permitting process for qualifying facilities, and the 
support of investments to provide sufficient main line capacity for handling industrial traffic generated by 
the new facilities. 

• The development of short line performance metrics could help to better understand and quantify system 
needs throughout the SJV. Being able to quantify the costs of meeting these performance metrics would 
establish a baseline assessment of regional short line rail “needs”. This would also help to position the region 
for successful grant applications for TIGER, or other competitive grant sources (for example if a California 
freight rail assistance program were to be established). 
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Funding Recommendations for 
Goods Movement Projects (continued)

Recommendation #3 – Other Potential Actions

Coordination with Other Plans
One of the needs highlighted by stakeholders in the public outreach process is the need for coordination between 
different transportation and goods movement  planning efforts at the state and regional levels.  Stakeholders 
expressed concern for a unified and consistent goods movement “vision”, that is carried through all regional and 
state transportation planning efforts. Because of this concern, this plan coordinated closely with the California 
Statewide Rail Plan, the SR-99 Business Plan, and other ongoing studies. This is a concept of growing importance, 
in particular, when considering the opportunities presented by MAP-21.

Agency and Stakeholder Collaboration
Ongoing interregional collaboration can bring about reduced costs of service, improved service and better eco-
nomic competitiveness for the region.  This type of coordination is already occurring- for example this San Joaquin 
Valley Goods Movement Plan represents the combined goods movement planning efforts of all eight counties 
within the San Joaquin Valley. Likewise, other efforts of the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agencies 
Policy Council has created a strong venue for collaborative, multiagency planning. This type of multiagency 
coordination has been successful in procuring Federal funds in the past—in particular, through competitive, 
nationwide programs, such as the TIGER grants in 2010, 2011, and 2012.
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The serious air pollution problems in the SJV require application of emission control measures and imple-
mentation of these measures depends critically on coordination between transportation planning agencies 
and environmental agencies. Air quality in the San Joaquin Valley is regulated by several agencies; each exer-
cising varying levels of control. The Federal government, acts primarily through the EPA, State government, 
acts through the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and Bureau of Automotive Repair, and the local air 
pollution control districts, the SJV Air Pollution Control District (APCD), develops plans and implements 
control measures.  

Many strategies are available to reduce emissions from the freight sector ranging from technology applications 
to infrastructure improvement projects, and from operations strategies to institutional and regulatory initiatives.  
Some of the strategies are shown below.

Technology Strategies Anti-Idling Strategies
Energy	Efficiency	

Strategies
Alternative Fuel 

Strategies
Retrofit older engines with 
diesel particulate filters or 
diesel oxidation catalysts

Truck Stop 
Electrification

Truck Speed Reduction Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel 
(ULSD) fuel

Replace old engines with 
brand new engines

Auxiliary Power Units Hybrid-Electric Vehicles Compressed Natural Gas 
(CNG)

Retrofit older engines with 
selective catalytic reduction 
(SCR) systems

Anti-Idling Regulations Improved Vehicle 
Aerodynamics

Liquefied Petroleum Gas 
(LPG)

Retrofit older engines with 
selective catalytic reduction 
(SCR) systems

Locomotive Idling 
Limit Devices

Improved Tire 
Efficiency

Emulsified Diesel Fuel

Convert engine to run on 
alternative fuels or electricity

Vehicle Weight 
Reduction

Biodiesel Fuel

SJV Goods Movement Priority 
Projects: Air Quality Recommendations
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The movement of goods can have safety 
implications. For example, in 2010 there 
were 752 truck-involved crashes recorded 
in the SJV. Contributing factors can include 
poor driver performance, driver fatigue, and 
a lack of awareness of trucks by other road-
way users.  Other contributing factors are the 
unsafe condition of truck tires, poor weather 
conditions, or malfunctions of braking sys-
tems and steering systems. The mixing of rail 
and truck traffic at at-grade rail crossings can 
be a source of traffic- and safety-related con-
cern.  In 2011, the eight-county SJV had a total 
of 35 incidents at highway-rail grade cross-
ings, including 31 train/ vehicle incidents, 
and 4 incidents that involved pedestrians

Improving freight transport safety in the SJV 
requires the region’s jurisdictions to collabo-
rate with each other and with regional, state, and Federal agencies in the areas of engineering (infrastructure), 
education, enforcement, and operations.

•	 Engineering Strategies.  Freight vehicle crashes can be reduced through implementation of improved road-
way and rail crossing designs.  Improving roadway infrastructure with respect to safety benefits freight and 
non-freight users alike.

•	 Education Strategies.  Providing safety education to commercial vehicle operators helps ensure drivers 
are aware of and follow safe practices.  Because truck-involved crashes often occur with passenger vehi-
cles, it is also important to provide education to the driving public on how to safety drive in the presence 
of large trucks.

•	 Enforcement Strategies.  Effective commercial vehicle enforcement programs help reduce truck-involved 
crashes, protect highways and bridges from unnecessary damage from overweight vehicles, and ensure haz-
ardous materials are transported safely.

•	 Operations and Management Strategies.  Operations and management strategies can be designed to 
help truck drivers operate safety by providing wayfaring information and additional facilities for driv-
ers to pull over and rest.  Some of these strategies (such as the availability of truck parking facilities) 
have been identified throughout this project as key issues facing the safety and efficiency of the region’s  
transportation system.

SJV Goods Movement Priority 
Projects: Safety Recommendations
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Goods movement and freight facilities can affect land use.  Even with the best mitigations, freight operations 
tend to create noise, traffic, and emissions.  Uncoordinated land use planning that allows residential development 
adjacent to busy industry or freight facilities will likely lead to encroachment, disproportionate adverse impacts, 
and conflicts.  If providing greater goods movement capacity requires expansion within existing rights-of-way 
that are immediately adjacent to residential or commercial uses or if there expansion beyond existing rights-of-
way is necessary, this will be done more effectively if current land use plans acknowledge the potential conflicts.  
Protecting right-of-way in strategic goods movement corridors is an important element in land use planning that 
is often overlooked.

The land use strategies presented in the plan  can help to better integrate freight into the land use planning pro-
cess.  Some strategies are to be implemented by the private sector, to help minimize the negative impacts of their 
necessary freight movement activities.  Other strategies are to be implemented by the public sector, to ensure that 
land use design and planning recognizes freights needs and helps to plan for it.  Implementing these concepts 
through combined action of public and private sector stakeholders can help to maximize the benefits of goods 
movement, while minimizing the negative impacts to communities and the environment.

These strategies can be classified into the following three types:

•	 Land Use and Transportation Coordination Tools.  These tools focus on the recognition that land use and 
freight planning activities should be more closely coordinated.  Doing so can help ensure that freight land 
uses have the space that they need to operate safely and efficiently.  Conversely, better integration can ensure 
that freight land uses minimize their negative impacts on communities within which they locate and move 
through.

•	 Operational and Educational Tools.  These tools focus on methods to streamline goods movement activi-
ties to increase the efficiency and safety of freight movement, or freight cargo pick-up or drop-off activities.  
Educational components (to the public and to freight system stakeholders) are also included in this category.

•	 Transportation System Tools.  These tools focus on ensuring that transportation system design and operation 
minimizes potential negative impacts on local communities and the environment.  They include strategies 
to mitigate safety, congestion, emissions, and other types of public nuisance (i.e., noise or lighting) from 
transportation system operations.

The details of these potential strategies are presented in the technical memorandum for Task 8 of the SJV 
Interregional Goods Movement Study.

SJV Goods Movement Priority 
Projects: Land Use Recommendations

The San Joaquin Valley Interregional Goods Movement Plan
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Congress reauthorized the Federal surface transportation programs in July 2012.  The legislation – MAP-21 – 
maintains current Federal transportation funding levels (adjusted for inflation) for the Federal fiscal years 2013 
and 2014.  Based on these authorization levels it is likely that California will continue to receive Federal trans-
portation funds for the next several or more years at levels consistent with what has been received under the 
previous transportation bills.  In this funding climate and with continuing Congressional concerns about growth 
in the Federal deficit, MAP-21 did little to create new funding opportunities for freight transportation programs 
in the short-term.  The longer-term outlook for Federal transportation funding is less clear, but Congress laid the 
groundwork in MAP-21 for what might eventually become a national freight program. 

Despite MAP-21, funding sources at the Federal level remain slim. There are  special and discretionary grants 
are monies set aside from the Federal Highway Trust Fund (and general revenue) by Congress for specific pur-
poses.  These grants can be awarded to state and local governments on a competitive basis or at discretion of the 
Secretary of Transportation.  Examples are Projects of National and Regional Significance program and TIGER 
grant programs, both of which funded projects that improved freight movement within and between modes. 

Though these grant programs are very competitive (for example only 5% of TIGER applications are success-
ful, work completed in this plan may help to favorably position the region to be competitive. The U.S. DOT 
has moved to greater reliance on benefit-cost methodologies for selecting projects and the benefits evaluations 
contained in the SJV Inter-Regional Goods Movement Study should provide much of the basic information nec-
essary to compile competitive grant applications. 

Funding Source Description
TIGER The Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grant 

program provides funds for road, rail, transit, and port projects. There have been five funding 
cycles to date, from 2009-2013. Total amount distributed in each funding cycle is between 
$473 million and $1.5 billion.

TIFIA TIFIA provides Federal credit assistance to nationally or regionally significant surface trans-
portation projects, including highway, transit and rail projects.  The program is a low-cost 
debt program (borrowing tool) that may be accessed by the private sector (and in some cases 
the public sector). This can help to decrease the overall financing costs of the program. MAP-
21 increased the funding for TIFIA to $750 million for FY 2013.

FRA Grant Programs Though none of these programs are currently (as of Spring 2013) accepting new applications, 
the FRA has in the past offered several grant programs to support freight rail safety and 
maintenance. These include the Railroad Safety Technology Grant Program, the Rail Line 
Relocations and Improvement Capital Grant Program, and the Disaster Assistance program. 

Projects of National and 
Regional Significance 
Program

MAP-21 continued this program from SAFETEA-LU as a discretionary grant program. 
Eligible projects now include certain freight rail, port, and intermodal freight transfer facili-
ties. Funded at $500 million in FY 2013.

Federal Funding Sources  
for Goods Movement Projects
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There are several California-specific programs available to help fund transportation projects. These programs are 
summarized below. 

Funding Source Description
State Transportation 
Improvement Program

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the five-year plan adopted by the 
Commission for  allocations of certain state transportation funds.  Some of the sources for this 
fund include GARVEE bond proceeds, state gasoline and diesel fuel taxes, and reimburse-
ments from the Federal Trust Fund for Federal Aid projects. 

Interregional 
Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(ITIP)

The ITIP includes projects funded from the interregional program share of STIP funding.  This 
represents 25% of new STIP funding.  Projects are nominated by Caltrans in consultation with 
regional and local transportation authorities.  Because of the inherently interregional nature 
of many freight projects, the SJV COGs may wish to advocate for a set-aside of some fraction 
of the funding to be reserved for freight projects with interregional significance.  A number 
of the highway projects that cross county boundaries and even some of the connector projects 
that link to significant freight activity centers could be eligible for these funds. 

Cap-and-Trade Program 
Funds

State legislation, AB 32 (Nunez 2006) mandates a reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020.  In accordance with that law, California has implemented a market-based, 
cap-and-trade program.  Funds from the program can be used to further the purposes of 
AB 32. However, at this point the funding for the program is extremely limited.

State Section 190 Grade 
Separation Program

The Section 190 Grade Separation Program is a state-funded safety program that provides for 
the elimination of existing at-grade railroad crossings.

Infrastructure Financing 
Districts

California cities and counties have had authority since 1990 to create infrastructure financing 
districts (IFDs) to fund local infrastructure improvements.  IFDs can divert an incremental 
portion of property tax revenues for 30 years to fund improvements including highways and 
transit projects.  IFDs have been used very sparingly probably because of the cumbersome 
process for formation and the fact that redevelopment agencies were also authorized to divert 
incremental property tax revenues.

eCommerce Tax 
revenues

California law requires that residents pay a tax on the purchase amount of goods and services 
when their order is placed over the internet.  The ecommerce tax rate is equal to the sales tax 
rate. The State estimates that this law will result in an additional $260 million in revenue for 
FY 2013. Currently there is no guarantee that these tax proceeds will be dedicated to transpor-
tation purposes. 

Warehouse Business-Tax 
Revenues

It may be appropriate to levy a business tax on warehousing, distribution and logistics firms 
that benefit from the faster and more reliable truck travel times provided by the EWFC/ I-15 
project.  In California, a business tax can be levied on all businesses in a similar trade, subject 
to two-thirds voter approval by the city, county or special district electorate

Public Private 
Partnerships

PPPs appear to be a viable means of facilitating project-specific funding, thereby reducing the 
pressure on other funding mechanisms.  The major value of PPPs is not in providing capital 
that would otherwise be inaccessible, but in facilitating more rapid capital investment at a 
comparable or even lower financing cost. 

State Funding Sources  
for Goods Movement Projects





 
 
 

September 4, 2013 
 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee  
 
FROM:  Robert R. Ball 
  Planning Director 
 
  By: Ed Flickinger, Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XVII 

KERN HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE/BUS RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (HOV/BRT 
STUDY) 
 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
One of a series of studies developed in preparation of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan, 
the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit (HOV/BRT) Final Draft Study is now 
complete.  
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
In June 2011 Kern COG contracted IBI Group to prepare the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus 
Rapid Transit Study (HOV/BRT Study).   
 
The project oversight committee included key members from Caltrans- Warren Lum, City of 
Bakersfield- George Gilberg, County of Kern- Steve Young, and Thomas Roads Improvement 
Program (TRIP) - Walter Allen, Heather Ellison.  Public input on the concept has been combined 
with the RTP public outreach process. 
 
The study analyzed managed lane strategies that included some combination of Express 
Bus/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service with multiple passenger High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) 
lanes, High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes, Express Toll Lanes (ETL), Low Emissions Vehicle 
(LEV) lanes, Business Access and Transit (BAT) lanes, Bus On Shoulder (BOS), Truck Only 
Toll (TOT) lanes, any mix or other best practices on freeways, ramps and major streets.  The 
analysis used the existing Kern Regional Transportation Model, which includes mode choice, 
auto occupancy, parking cost, HOV, LEV capabilities.  
 
This study identified and recommended Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) reduction strategies for 



consideration in the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that will reduce 
climate change emissions from passenger vehicles as required by SB 375.   
 
The recommendations are organized in the executive summary into short-term (2020), mid-term 
(2035), and long-term (Post-2035) classifications. Some of the recommendations include BRT, 
Express Bus, Truck Climbing Lanes, HOV lanes, and Ramp metering with the locations 
detailed. The Final Draft Study is now on Kern COG’s website at:   
http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/pubtrans/HOV-BRT_Report_20120703.pdf 
 
ACTION: Recommend the Transportation Planning Policy receive and file the Final Study. 

 



 

 
 
                 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                     WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR          OCTOBER 2, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                      10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

   
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, September 4, 2013 
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

 Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of September 4, 
2013  

                 
V. FY 2013/2014 DELANO TDA FAREBOX EXEMPTION REQUEST (Snoddy)  
 

Comment: Section 99270.2 of the TDA Statutes and California Codes of Regulations, April 2013, 
allows Kern COG, serving as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency, to exempt TDA 
farebox requirements for rural transit operators transitioning to small urbanized transit operators 
annually by request for not more than five years.   
 
Action: Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approve an exemption 
to the FY 2013-2014 TDA required minimum farebox of 20% to the City of Delano until the City is 
able to meet the required minimum farebox but for no longer than five years. 
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF TEHACHAPI FOR $165,145 (Snoddy) 

 
Comment:  FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
Tehachapi for $165,145. 

 
Action:  Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Tehachapi and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee condition upon the City reaching its 
TDA required farebox minimum by June 30, 2014.      

 



 

VII. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF DELANO FOR $826,732 (Snoddy) 

 
Comment:  FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of 
Delano for $826,732 
 
Action: Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Delano and recommend 
approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
 

 
VIII. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 

ROADS CLAIM – CITY TEHACHAPI for $287,004 (Snoddy) 
 

Comment:  FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
Tehachapi for $287,004 
 
Action:  Review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Tehachapi and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 

IX. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP) (Pacheco) 

 
Comment:  The public review period for this amendment ended on September 20, 2013. A 
summary of comments and responses has been prepared. Draft documents are available at 
www.kerncog.org . 
   
Action:  Recommend approval of the Conformity Analysis, 2011 Regional Transportation Plan 
Amendment #5, and 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment #9 to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
 

 
X. KERN COG PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY AND PROCEDURES CHAPTER 2 UPDATE 

(Pacheco)  
 
Comment:  Kern COG staff has developed an update to the Kern COG Policy & Procedures 
Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures Overview. Comments are due by October 18, 2013. 
 

 Action: Information  
 
XI. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia) 

 
Comments: The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 6-year 
Program for Projects of Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the California 
Transportation Commission (CTC).  The maximum 2014 RTIP County Share estimate of new 
programming capacity indicated for Kern is $46.137 million for programming years 17-18 through 
19-20.  
 
Action:  Information  
 

XII. FISCAL YEAR 2014-15 Overall Work Program (Phipps) 
 
 Comments:  Kern COG is developing its 2014-15 Overall Work Program 
 
 Action:  Information  



 

 
XIII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
XIV. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday November 6, 2013.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              September 4, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Chairman Woods called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Dennis Speer  City of Ridgecrest 
Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez  City of Delano 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield   
Bob Wren   City of Wasco 
Steve Woods  GET 
Michael Bevins  California City 
Jay Schlosser  City of Tehachapi 
Paul Marquez  Caltrans   
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
Peter Smith  Kern COG 

     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
     Ben Ramond  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 

     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Marvin Williams  City of Delano    
      
      
            

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

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

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of July 3, 2013, there was a motion by Mr. 
Clausen to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.   
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IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of July 3, 2013 were 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 
The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of July 31, 2013 were 
distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR KERN COUNTY 
(UPDATE) 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the Draft Coordination Human Services Transportation Plan.  Mr. Snoddy 
stated the plan is updated about every five years.   Mr. Snoddy advised that this plan is used to 
update information for grant applicants of the FTA 5310 Program. 
 
The action requested is to review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by 
Wednesday, October 2, 2013. 
 

VI. FY 2013/2014 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 
 STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE REVISED APPORTIONMENT ESTIMATE  

 
Mr. Snoddy presented the revised apportionment estimate for Fiscal Year 2013-2014.   The 
current estimate is $4,935,107.  
 
The revised action is to recommend that the Transportation Policy Committee adopt the Fiscal 
Year 2013-2014 revised staff apportionment estimate.  Mr. McNamara made a motion to 
recommend to the Transportation Policy Committee and Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.  

  
VII. KERN COG DRAFT PROP. 1B TRANSIT SAFETY CALL FOR PROJECTS FOR FISCAL 

YEARS 2013-2014 ($676,193) 
 
Mr. Snoddy thanked the Committee for their assistance coordinating with him to make sure that 
all the funds stayed within Kern County.   Mr. Snoddy advised that this is a new call for projects.    
Mr. Snoddy advised that to be considered projects must be submitted to Kern COG staff no later 
than Friday October 25, 2013.  
 
This item was for information only. 
  

VIII. TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVITIES PROJECTS 
 
Mr. Smith stated in the MAP-21 Legislation the Transportation Enhancement Activities Program 
(TEA) was eliminated.   A new program, entitled the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), 
provides funding for similar TEA-like activities.  Mr. Smith stated that they will continue to work 
towards funding the remaining 10 TEA projects. 

This item is for information only. 

IX. TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ARTICLE 3 PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014 
 
Mr. Smith stated that due to a clerical error in the allocations on the original staff report, a new 
staff report was provided for each Committee Member.  Mr. Smith highlighted the Program of 
Projects for fiscal year 2013-14. 
 
Mr. Schlosser requested that in the future Call for Projects that Kern COG indicate the amount of 
funds that are available.   Mr. Smith responded that they will include that in next year’s cycle.  
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The action requested is to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
for the Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Transportation Development Act Article 3 Program of Projects.   
Mr. McNamara made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.   
 

X. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that Kern COG is approaching the halfway point of the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) process.  He noted that Kern COG has 
recently held two public workshops that were well attended.   Mr. Stramaglia presented and 
explained the information from the staff report on Option “A” of the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program process.   
 
Mr. Schlosser asked why the majority of funds were going to the Centennial Project.   Mr. 
Stramaglia stated that two years ago as part of the 2012 RTIP they had several projects ready to 
go.  At that time staff made the recommendation to advance the other projects and then come 
back and handle the Centennial project.   The region agreed and voted to approve it.  
 
Mr. Fidler asks in regards to the 60/40 split if that is a tally of the Federal funds.  Mr. Stramaglia 
responded that it is.   Mr. Hakimi added that it does not account for earmarks, that this is a tally of 
what we have discretion over.         
 
This item was for information only.   
 

XI. 3-COUNTY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that they are working with their partners in Inyo and Mono to bring these 
MOU’s up to date to invest in improvements along the State Route 14 and U.S. 395 corridor 
between these three Counties. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

XII. 4-COUNTY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING  
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that the attached MOU updates a 12-year plus, planning and programming 
State Transportation Improvement Program agreement with the Counties of Inyo, Mono and San 
Bernardino along with Caltrans, to support improvements along the State Route 58 and U.S. 395 
corridor between these three Counties. 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

XIII. KERN’S TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIPS 
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that Mr. Ball will make a presentation regarding Transportation 
Partnerships. 
Mr. Ball stated that there are three major partnerships that are governed my MOU’s.  Mr. Ball 
then went on to present a PowerPoint presentation detailing the partnerships.  

 
This item was for information only.  
 

XIV. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN  
 

Ms. Pacheco stated that the Conformity Analysis allows for changes to project phases and/or 
projects in the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or 2013 Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP).  The amendment documents were available for public review 
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starting August 22, 2013. Public comments received during the 30-day review period will be 
incorporated into the final document, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the October 17, 
2013 Board meeting. 

This item was for information only.  
 

XV. PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY TEAM REPORT 
 
Ms. Pacheco stated that as of August 22nd, 86% of projects have received funding authorization.  

Ms. Pacheco stated that Caltrans Local Assistance would like to know if agencies in Kern County 
want Caltrans Local Assistance staff to hold a workshop in Bakersfield to discuss current issues. 
An email survey will be sent requesting discussion topics by September 17, Caltrans staff will be 
invited to come to the October 15 or November 19 Project Accountability Team meeting. 

Ms. Pacheco advised that the project list for fiscal year 13/14 has been updated and project 
managers are encouraged to begin implementation now. 

This item was for information only.  
 

XVI. INTERREGIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN UPDATE 
 
Mr. Raymond stated this was a valley wide project.  Mr. Raymond advised that the final draft will 
be delivered on September 5th to the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency.  The project 
was divided into three phases.  Phase I was to assess the current conditions, Phase II was 
strategy development and Phase III was recommendations.  Mr. Raymond noted that four major 
stakeholder workshops were held, two were conducted in the southern half of the San Joaquin 
Valley and two were conducted in the Northern half.  Additional considerable outreach was done 
via surveys, etc.   
 
The revised action requested is to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
Receive and File the Interregional Goods Movement Plan Update.   Mr. Fidler made a motion to 
amend the action   to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee Receive and 
File the Interregional Good Movement Plan Update.  Mr. Wren seconded the motion.  
 

XVII. KERN HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE/BUS RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (HOV/BRT STUDY) 
 
Mr. Flickinger stated the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle and Bus Rapid Transit Study is now 
complete and ready to be filed 
.  
Mr. Ball presented a brief presentation on the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit 
Study.  
 
The action requested is to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee Receive 
and File the Interregional Goods Movement Plan Update.   Mr. Clausen made a motion to 
recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee Receive and File the Interregional 
Goods Movement Plan Update.  Mr. Fidler seconded the motion.  
 

XVIII.  MEMBER ITEMS 
 

Ms. Pacheco stated CMAQ and RSTP applications were due by 4PM that day. Applications are 
required to be on CD. Resolution deadline was extended to September 30, but the rest of the 
application package must be submitted by 4pm on September 4th. 

 
XIX. ADJOURNMENT  

 
The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday October 2, 2013. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              September 4, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevin’s called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Roger Mobley  City of Wasco  

     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Karen King  GET 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans  
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 

Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
 

OTHER     Aaron Collins  Sequoia Riverlands Trust  
     Heather Dumais ALA 
     Ted James  Consultant 
     Jeff Caton  ESA 
      
    
  
   
    

       
          

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

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 
 
The RPAC Minutes for the meeting of Wednesday July 3, 2013 and Wednesday July 31, 2013 
were presented to the Committee.  Mr. McNamara noted that he was not in attendance at the July 
31st RPAC meeting but was listed on the minutes as being present.  Mr. Mobley noted that he 
was present and was not on the attendance list.  Ms. Napier made a note to make the necessary 
corrections to the July 31, 2013 meeting minutes.  
 
Mr. Clausen made a motion to approve the Discussion Summaries from July 3, 2013 and July 31, 
2013.  Mr. McNamara seconded the motion.  
   

IV. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 
 
Mr. Ball highlighted changes that had been made to the 2014 ER Alternative Development 
document since the July meeting.      
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE 
 
Mr. Ball stated that this item was originally brought to the RPAC in April and then again at the July 
RPAC meeting.  At that time there was some concern with what the results of the new proposed 
methodology to identify environmental justice areas.   Mr. Ball noted that three task force 
meetings were held during the time period of July of 2012 and March of 2013.  Participants of 
those meetings included Community Action Partnership of Kern, Bike Bakersfield, California 
Rural Legal Assistance, Greenfield Walking Group, Kern County Department of Public Health, 
California Walks, Independent Living Center, Center for Race Poverty and the Environment, 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust, Sierra Club, City of Shafter and Kern County Housing Authority.  
Options for identifying Environmental Justice areas were reviewed at these meetings.   Mr. Ball 
indicated that the staff report contained results of the analysis based upon the recommended 
methodology received by the task force.     
 
An extensive discussion ensued amongst the committee members.  
 
The action requested is to approve use of the Environmental Justice areas created by UC Davis 
for preparation for the 2014 Environmental Justice Analyses.   Mr. Clausen made a motion to 
continue the item until the October RPAC meeting to allow the Committee to review the 
information further.  Mr. McNamara seconded the motion, motion carried.  

  
VI. KERN HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE/BUS RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (HOV/BRT STUDY) 

 
Mr. Flickinger stated that the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study is complete 
and ready to file.  He advised that it is posted on the Kern COG website for review.   
Mr. Ball gave a brief PowerPoint on the highlights of the report.  
 
Mr. James asked Mr. Ball to clarify with staff the schedule for the upcoming meetings in 
addressing an overview of the strategies, as well as giving an update on each of the chapters of 
the RTP SCS.  Mr. James expressed that would provide a better forum for reviewing all of the 
strategies together.  
 
Ms. Para stated that she agreed with Mr. James, that more strategies needed to be seen.  
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Ms. Poire expressed that the direction did not seem clear.  
 
Chairman Bevin’s requested that Mr. Ball put together an overview in a PowerPoint format.   
 
Mr. Ball stated that he would put together a brief overview to bring back to the Committee.  
 
The action requested is to recommend the Transportation Planning Policy Committee receive and 
file the Final Study.   Mr. Clausen made a motion recommend the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee receive and file the Final Study.  Ms. King seconded the motion.  
 

VII. INTERREGIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN UPDATE  
 
Mr. Raymond stated this was a valley wide project.  Mr. Raymond advised that the final draft will 
be delivered on September 5th to the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency.  The project 
was divided into three phases.  Phase I was to assess the current conditions, Phase II was 
strategy development and Phase III was recommendations.  Mr. Raymond noted that four major 
stakeholder workshops were held, two were conducted in the southern half of the San Joaquin 
Valley and two were conducted in the Northern half.  Additional considerable outreach was done 
via surveys, etc.   
 
The action requested is to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee receive 
and file the Final Study.  Mr. Clausen made a motion to recommend to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee receive and file.  Ms. Poire seconded the motion.  
  

VIII. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE  
 
Ms. Urata gave a brief update of the Kern Region Energy Action Plans.  
 
Ms. Urata stated that the majority of the California Edison Cities that are participating in the Kern 
REAP program have adopted their Energy Action Plans.  The County of Kern is still in the editing 
process, they hope to bring their plan before the Board of Supervisors in September.   
 
An Energy Summit kick-off event will be held on October 30, 2013 at Hodels.  A flier was 
distributed to the Committee with the event information.  
 
Mr. Caton from ESA gave a brief report of the completed work and the next steps that need to be 
done with the Energy Action Plans.  
 
This was an information item. 
 

IX. DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR KERN COUNTY 
(UPDATE)   
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that in February 2013 Kern COG contracted with AMMA Transit Consulting to 
prepare an updated Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan for $30,000.  Mr. Snoddy 
advised that there is a Transportation Plan in place from 2007; however, the FTA requires that 
the plan be updated every five years.    
 
The action requested is to review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by 
Wednesday, October 2, 2013.  
 

X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 

 The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting of 



4 
 

July 3, 2013 were distributed for review. 
 

 Metropolitan Bakersfield RTP Workshops Update (Ball) – Workshop materials are 
available under the Handouts section on the RPAC webpage: 
http://www.kerncog.org/regional-planning-advisory-committee  

 
XI. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCMENTS 

 
Comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2) are due September 
6, 2013. The Data Report is available on the following link: http://www.kerncog.org/regional-
housing  
 

XII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

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



 
 
 

October 2, 2013 
 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
BY:  Robert M. Snoddy, 
  Regional Planner  
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: V  

FY 2013/2014 DELANO TDA FAREBOX EXEMPTION REQUEST 
 
DESCRITPTION: 
 
Section 99270.2 of the TDA Statutes and California Codes of Regulations, April 2013, allows Kern COG, serving as the Regional 
Transportation Planning Agency, to exempt TDA farebox requirements for rural transit operators transitioning to small urbanized 
transit operators annually by request for not more than five years.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Per the 2010 U.S. Census, the City of Delano has been designated by the State of California to be recipient of Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) funds from the Section 5307 (small urbanized) program. Before this action, the City was designated as a 
FTA Section 5311 recipient (rural operator). As a rural transit operator, the City was required to maintain a minimum farebox 
return (expenses/revenues) of 10% to be eligible for Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds to fund its public transit 
service and to maintain local streets and roads.  The certified 2010 U.S. Census indicated that the City’s population grew to over 
fifty-thousand resulting in the City becoming designated as a FTA Section 5307 recipient (small urbanized operator) which 
changed the City’s required minimum farebox return to 20%.  
 
The City adopted a Transportation Development Plan (TDP) funded by Kern COG in 2012 and is currently implementing the 
recommendations included within the Plan. However, the City is struggling to make its new farebox target and is requesting that 
Kern COG use its Regional Transportation Planning Agency authority to grant an exemption from the 20% farebox for up to five 
years to allow the system enough time to fully implement the TDP recommendations. The City has formally requested this action 
in a letter dated September 17, 2013.  
 
Since the City is actively working to implement the TDP recommended service changes to make it more efficient and effective 
and pledges to report monthly on its progress, staff recommends allowing an exemption of the required minimum farebox of 20% 
through an annual request from City of Delano staff until the City’s transit department is able to reach the target but for no longer 
than five years.   
 
ACTION: 
 
Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee approve an exemption to the FY 2013-2014 TDA required 
minimum farebox of 20% to the City of Delano until the City is able to meet the required minimum farebox but for no longer than 
five years. 
 
Attachment: Letter of Request from City of Delano 





 
 

October 2, 2013 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VI 

FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) 
PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF TEHACHAPI FOR $165,145 

 
DESCRITPION: 
 
FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Tehachapi for 
$165,145. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Tehachapi for 
$165,145. 
 
Claimant   LTF  STAF  TOTAL 
Tehachapi   $165,145 $0  $165,145 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the 
Regional Transportation Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) 
Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio (see note below); and 4) Compliance with PUC 
Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria. Staff recommends a conditional approval. 
 
Note: Kern COG staff notes that the City of Tehachapi is not adhering to the applicable TDA farebox 
return ratio of 10% for a rural operator. Kern COG staff has met with City of Tehachapi staff and 
Kern Regional Transit staff who provides transit service to Tehachapi by contract to discuss 
remedies to meet the TDA required farebox. The City of Tehachapi, working with Kern Regional 
staff, will implement service changes recommended in its transportation development plan adopted 
by the City in October of 2012 to resolve the farebox issue. Kern COG staff will monitor each 
agencies efforts monthly and report to the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee and 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee when the farebox issue has been resolved.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Tehachapi and recommend approval 
to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee condition upon the City reaching its TDA required 
farebox minimum by June 30, 2014.      



 

Kern Council of Governments 
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October 2, 2013 
 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee   
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner   
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VII 

FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 
CITY OF DELANO FOR $826,732 

 
 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Delano for $826,732 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Delano 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Delano   $548,643   $278,089  $826,732 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the Regional Transportation 
Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 
4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 Operations Qualifying Criteria.  Staff recommends approval. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Delano and recommend approval to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 
 



 

Kern Council of Governments 
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October 2, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VIII 

FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY TEHACHAPI for $287,004 

     
 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of Tehachapi for $287,004 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Tehachapi. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Tehachapi            $287,004  $0               $287,004 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) the maximum funding level does not exceed 
claimants’ deferred revenues, plus current year apportionments, less required public transit financing; 2) claimants have 
conducted a public hearing within its jurisdiction to receive testimony regarding unmet transit needs and have made an 
appropriate finding by resolution of its governing body; 3) project proposed for funding are in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and 4) claimants have not requested or received funds in excess of its current year expenditure.  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Tehachapi and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 
 



 
 
 

October 2, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: IX  

CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (FTIP) 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
The public review period for this amendment ended on September 20, 2013. A summary of 
comments and responses has been prepared. Draft documents are available at 
www.kerncog.org . 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The amendment documents were available for public review August 22, 2013 to September 20, 
2013 and included a public hearing on September 19, 2013. One comment received by the City 
of Bakersfield requires changes to two project records in the Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program amendment. See attachment for details. The changes will be 
incorporated into the final document, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the October 
17, 2013 Board meeting. 
 

 The Draft Conformity Analysis contains the documentation to support a finding that the 
2013 FTIP and 2011 RTP, as amended, meet the air quality conformity requirements for 
carbon monoxide, ozone and particulate matter. 
 

 The RTP is a long-term strategy to meet Kern County’s transportation needs out to the 
year 2035. The 2011 RTP Amendment #5 includes updates to the Thomas Roads 
Improvement Program. Revisions do not require an EIR addendum because they do not 
impact air quality modeling analysis outcome in the EIR. 

 
 The 2013 FTIP is a listing of capital improvement and operational expenditures using 

federal and state monies for transportation projects in Kern County during the next four 
years. Draft 2013 FTIP Amendment #9 contains project phases and/or projects not 
included in the 2013 FTIP. Draft Amendment #9 includes updates to the State 
Highway/Regional Choice Program and Locally Funded Projects of Regional 
Significance Program. 

 



 
 
 
Page 2 / Draft Amendments 
 
 
The next step in the process is to request approval by the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee as noted in the schedule below: 
 

Date   Event 
  
August 22, 2013  Start 30-day review period 
 
September 4, 2013  Draft presented to Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) 
 
September 19, 2013 Draft presented to Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) 

with public hearing 

September 20, 2013 End of 30-day public review period 

October 2, 2013 Comments and Responses presented to TTAC, with request for 
recommended approval of Final documents  

 
October 17, 2013 Request adoption of Final documents from TPPC 
 
October 18, 2013 Submit Final documents to state and federal agencies for approval 
 
December 2013 Anticipated federal approval of Conformity, near-term and long-term 

documents 
 
CDs of the amendment documents have been mailed to the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee in August. Hard copies of the amendment documents will be made available upon 
request. The documents are available on the Kern COG website at www.kerncog.org  
 
The final draft amendment documents are scheduled for consideration and adoption at the 
October 17, 2013 Kern COG Board meeting. Kern Council of Governments staff recommends 
approval of this amendment.   
 
 
Enclosure:  “Summary of Comments and Responses” 
   
 
ACTION:   
 
Recommend approval of the Conformity Analysis, 2011 Regional Transportation Plan 
Amendment #5, and 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment #9 to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 



Summary of Comments and Responses 
 

 
 
As part of the development of the TIP, stakeholders, technical staff, and the general public were given the 
opportunity to comment. The public review period was held August 22, 2013 to September 20, 2013. 
 
 
2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment No. 9 
 
City of Bakersfield – 9/5/13 email 
The City of Bakersfield requests to include an $8 million right-of-way phase in fiscal year 13/14 for 
project record KER130102: Westside Parkway/Brimhall Rd intersection improvements (Element of the 
Bakersfield Beltway System).  The funding for this request will be Projects of National and Regional 
Significance programming from project record KER050104: Centennial Corridor. The Centennial 
Corridor programming will be replaced with local funding. 
 
Response:  
1. This request will be incorporated into the final documentation. 



 
 

 
 

October 2, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  X 

KERN COG PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY AND PROCEDURES CHAPTER 2 UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION:    
 
Kern COG staff has developed an update to the Kern COG Policy & Procedures Chapter 2: 
Implementation Procedures Overview. Comments are due by October 18, 2013. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the November 15, 2012 Kern COG Board meeting, the Kern COG Project Delivery Policies & 
Procedures document was approved. Kern COG staff is proposing to revise Chapter 2: Implementation 
Procedures Overview with regards to Request for Authorization submittals to the Caltrans Office of Local 
Assistance. The currently approved policy requires a submittal for federal-aid projects no later than the 
2nd quarter of the federal fiscal year. Kern COG staff recommends advancing the Request for 
Authorization deadline by two months.  
 
The proposed revision will reduce the risk of losing funding to the region and allow time to develop 
programming solutions when unexpected project delivery issues prevent a project from advancing. 
Caltrans cannot guarantee availability of revenue for Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) and 
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) after May 1st of each fiscal year when cash is made 
available to all regions statewide. 
  
The Transportation Technical Advisory Committee may submit comments to Kern COG staff by October 
18, 2013. Comments received will be reviewed for inclusion into the final document, scheduled for 
consideration and adoption at the November 21, 2013 Board meeting. 
 
 
Enclosure: DRAFT Kern COG Policy & Procedures Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures Overview 

           
 
ACTION:  Information 
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Background  

Under  the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act, A Legacy  for Users 
(SAFETEA‐LU) legislation into law on August 2005, two major funding programs were continued 
from TEA‐21: the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) and Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality  Improvement  Program  (CMAQ).  Eligible  projects  include  improvements  to  public 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and roads and highways.  
 
Moving Ahead for Progress  in the 21st Century Act (MAP‐21), signed  into  law on July 6, 2012, 
continues  both  the  Regional  Surface  Transportation  Program  (RSTP)  RSTP  and  Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality Program  (CMAQ) CMAQ programs with the same flexibility to fund 
road  (including  road  rehabilitation), pedestrian, bicycle and  transit projects. MAP‐21 provides 
funding over a two‐year period starting October 1, 2012 (FY12‐13) and ending September 30, 
2014  (FY  13‐14).  The  Transportation  Enhancement  (TE)  program  has  been  eliminated  and 
replaced by  the new  “Transportation Alternatives” program.  The  Transportation Alternatives 
program encompasses other individual programs that have also been eliminated from MAP‐21 
including Recreational Trails and Safe Routes to Schools. 
 
Federal  Requirements  (SAFETEA MAP‐21)  ‐  STP,  CMAQ,  and  Federal  Transit 
Administration  (FTA)  funds  (among  other  programs)  must  be  obligated  within  4  years  of 
apportionment. Funds not obligated are lost to the state. 
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State Requirements  (AB‐1012)  ‐ RSTP and CMAQ  funds must be obligated within 3  years of 
apportionment. Funds not obligated are lost to the region. 
 
Regional Requirements  ‐ KCOG requires regional deadline requirements,  including obligation, 
award and invoicing deadlines, to expedite project delivery and ensure funds are not lost to the 
region. 

Project Delivery Policy and Timeline 

The RSTP and CMAQ programs, as well as other  federal  funds, are subject to regional project 
delivery policies. These policies are critical to ensure that the region is able to use its federally 
apportioned transportation funding in a timely manner. By meeting delivery targets, the region 
is able to maximize its use of federal funding on transportation projects. In addition, if the region 
is  successful  in meeting  state mandated  delivery  deadlines,  it may  be  rewarded with more 
transportation dollars.  
 
State  Legislation  (AB‐1012)  established  penalties  for  not  delivering  RSTP  or  CMAQ  funded 
projects within certain prescribed deadlines. KCOG, working with  its partners, has  imposed  its 
own deadlines to ensure funds are not lost to the region. These delivery deadlines at the federal, 
state and regional levels are outlined below. 
 
KCOG has established these deadlines for funding  in the RSTP and CMAQ Programs to ensure 
timely project delivery against state and federal funding deadlines. This policy establishes rules 
for enforcing project deadlines for these funds under the expiring SAFETEA‐LU and new MAP‐21 
transportation authorization acts. Key policy elements include: 

• Obligation requests shall be submitted to Caltrans Local Assistance by March 1 February 1 of 
the year  the  funds are programmed  in  the Federal Transportation  Improvement Program 
(FTIP); 

• Funds shall be obligated by May 31 March 31 of the year programmed in the FTIP; 

• The agency shall execute and return the Program Supplement Agreement (PSA) to Caltrans 
within 60 days of receiving the PSA from Caltrans; 

• Once obligated, funds shall be invoiced against at least once every six months; 

• For funds contracted out, a contract shall be awarded within 6 months of obligation; 

• Projects shall be closed out within six months of final invoice. 
 
Projects that do not meet these deadlines are subject to review and possible deprogramming by 
KCOG,  or  de‐obligation  by  Caltrans/Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA).  There  is  no 
guarantee  that  funds  are  available  once  deprogrammed  or  de‐obligated.  The  intent  of  this 
regional delivery policy is to ensure implementing agencies do not lose any funds because of a 
deadline and to provide maximum flexibility in solving potential problems in good faith. Figure 2‐
A on the next page summarizes the reporting procedures for implementation by KCOG staff to 
monitor and identify projects that fall behind schedule. 
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Figure 2‐A: Project Delivery Timeline 

FFY Oct 1 to Sep 30  Description of Action Required 
 

FOR PROJECTS NOT YET APPROVED FOR E‐76 IN SAME YEAR AS PROGRAMMING YEAR 

October 1 to March  Jan 1  Project Lead ready to submit Request for Authorization to CT Office of Local Assistance (OLA ) 
March Jan 1 to March Jan 31  Lead agency submits Request for Authorization to CT OLA  
April Feb 1 to April 30 Feb 28  Lead agency reports in writing to KCOG / TTAC / TPPC on revised submittal schedule  

May March 1 to May March 31  Lead agency to receive authorization to proceed (E‐76) from Caltrans OLA  
May March 1 to May March 31  KCOG develops and submits action plan to project delivery team and KCOG Board  

June April 1 to September  
June 30 

KCOG Project Delivery Team to follow up on delivery commitments and agree on action plan 
for  Board  consideration  including  the  acceleration  of  other  programmed  projects  and 
replacement proposals  

Important Note:  Formal  FTIP amendments are no  longer available at  predictable points  in  time  due  to air quality  conformity 

requirements and federal financial constraint programming limitations. Project replacement solutions involving formal amendments 

require more time than what remains in a given federal fiscal year. Projects proposed for acceleration should rely on the “Expedited 

Project Selection Procedure” process, already in place, which allows for project delivery within the federal triennial element of the 

FTIP.   
 

FOR PROJECTS WITH APPROVED E‐76 BUT NO CONTRACT AWARDED WITHIN 90‐DAY PERIOD FOLLOWING E‐76 

No Activity for 6 mo.  Agency Letter to Caltrans Office of Local Assistance and copy to KCOG 
No Activity for 12 mo.   Subject to Caltrans inactive Invoice Review and Action  

No response beyond 12 mo.   Subject to FHWA de‐obligation after 12 months of inactivity 
 

FOR PROJECTS WITH APPROVED E‐76, AWARDED, STARTED BUT NO INVOICING ACTIVITY FOR MORE THAN 6 MONTHS 

No Activity for 6 mo.  Lead Agency letter to Caltrans Office of Local Assistance and copy to KCOG  
No Activity for 12 mo.   Subject to Caltrans inactive Invoice Review and Action  

No activity beyond 12 mo.  Subject to FHWA de‐obligation after 12 months of inactivity 
 

FOR PROJECTS WITH APPROVED E‐76, CONTRACT AWARDED, WORK COMPLETED  ‐ BUT NO FINAL REPORT 
No Activity for 3 mos. or more   Agency Letter to KCOG 

Important Note: The final report phase is necessary to close out the reimbursement account. Non‐compliance to comply with final 

report deadlines may result in the state requesting full reimbursement for the obligated phase. Funding already encumbered would 

be lost both to the region and to the state.  
 

FOR PROJECTS REQUIRING CTC ALLOCATION VOTES 

This process must occur in same year as programmed – Projects using RIP, IIP or TE are subject to CTC allocation votes as outlined 
in  the CTC approved STIP Guidelines. TE projects are  included  in  this category. Procedures above should  include  the additional 
reporting to both KCOG and the CTC as specified below.  

No CTC vote request by March 1   Submit request for extension  
No contract award for 6 mos.   Submit request for extension  

 

POST ‐ FTIP ADJUSTMENTS –PROJECTS WITH UNUSED PROGRAMMING OR IN NEED OF ADDITIONAL REIMBURSEMENT 

All post FTIP adjustments are at the discretion of the Caltrans Office of Local Assistance or Federal Transit Administration.  
First priority for post FTIP adjustments –The implementing agency should first try to use or manage variations in cost.  
Second priority for post FTIP adjustments – Notify TTAC members and project delivery staff of availability of obligation authority 
from an encumbered project ready for final invoicing and project closeout.  
All  post  FTIP  adjustments  are  subject  to  procedural  limitations  set  by  the  Caltrans Office  of  Local Assistance,  Federal  Transit 
Administration and the Federal Highways Administration.   
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Implementation Procedures 

KCOG  staff  regularly  reports  to  the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee  (TTAC) and 
Transportation Planning  and Policy Committee  (TPPC) on  an  annual basis of project delivery 
status  for  all  projects  identified  in  the  Federal  Transportation  Improvement  Program. 
Communication of project status requires the active participation of project managers and KCOG 
staff on a regular basis. In order to effectively administrate this project delivery policy; there is a 
need to gather project delivery information on a quarterly or possibly a monthly (ongoing) basis. 
To that end, KCOG staff shall develop a database application that supports a checklist and date 
completed database  for all active  federal‐aid projects. This database will house analysis data; 
deadline  information  for use  in  comparing  target dates  to  actual dates  indicated  for project 
delivery accomplishments. Should there be ongoing  issues with the advancement of a project, 
KCOG staff will advise the TTAC and the TPPC of the issues surrounding project delays, require 
additional written information on the status and commitments from the implementing agency 
and whether there is an opportunity to redirect programming to another project. Directing the 
attention of  the TTAC and TPPC  to projects  that have  fallen behind will  increase  lead agency 
accountability and improve project delivery countywide. 
 

General Policy  

KCOG has established deadlines for funding  in the RSTP, CMAQ, Transportation Enhancement 
(TE) and other federal‐aid transportation programs to ensure timely project delivery against state 
and federal funding deadlines. This document establishes a regional policy for enforcing project 
funding deadlines and project substitutions for these state and federal funds. 
 
Projects  in  each  federal‐aid  program  are  chosen  based  on  eligibility,  project  merit,  and 
deliverability within the established deadlines. It is the responsibility of the implementing agency 
at  the  time of programming,  to ensure  that  regional deadlines and provisions of  the project 
delivery policy can be met. KCOG staff will actively monitor and report the obligation status of 
projects to the TTAC and TPPC. KCOG staff will monitor project delivery and report issues as they 
arise and make recommendations to the TTAC and TPPC as necessary. 
 
KCOG and the implementing agency or partnering agencies may determine that circumstances 
may  justify changes to project programming as reflected  in the currently approved TIP. These 
revisions, or amendments, are not routine. KCOG staff reviews all amendment proposals before 
the KCOG Board considers any formal actions on program amendments. All changes must follow 
KCOG’s Public Involvement Process and Federal Air Quality Procedures and Conformity Protocol. 
Changes must be consistent with  the Regional Transportation Plan  (RTP), must not adversely 
affect  the expeditious  implementation of Transportation Control Measures  (TCMs), must not 
negatively  impact  the deliverability of other projects  in  the  regional programs, and must not 
affect the conformity finding in the FTIP.  
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In  selecting projects  to  receive  redirected  funding,  the KCOG Board may use existing  lists of 
projects  that  did  not  receive  funding  in  past  programming  exercises,  or  direct  the  funds  to 
agencies with proven on‐time project delivery, or  could  identify other projects with merit  to 
receive the funding, or retain the funding for future programming cycles. The KCOG Board will 
make  final  decisions  regarding  the  reprogramming  of  available  funds  based  on  KCOG  staff 
recommendations, or the recommendation of the Executive Director or the recommendations of 
the TTAC. 
 
Project Cost Savings/Reductions in Scope/Project Failures 

From time to time projects may be completed at a lower cost than anticipated, or have a minor 
reduction in scope resulting in a lower project cost, or may not proceed to implementation. In 
such circumstances,  the  implementing agency  shall notify KCOG and Caltrans within a  timely 
manner, that the funds resulting from these  ‘project savings’ will not be used. Project savings 
accrued  prior  to  the  established  obligation  deadline  are  available  for  redirection within  the 
program  of  origin.  Savings within  the  formula  based  programs,  such  as  county  guaranteed 
funding returned to counties based on a population share, shall be available for redirection by 
KCOG within the formula program. For all programs, the projects using the redirected savings 
prior to the obligation deadline must still obligate the funds within the original deadline. Project 
savings or unused funding realized after the obligation deadline return to KCOG. Any funds that 
have been obligated but remain unused will be de‐obligated from the project and returned to 
the KCOG Board for redirection. 
 
Project Advances  

Obligations  for funds advanced from future years of the FTIP will be permitted only upon the 
availability of surplus Obligation Authority (OA) and State Budget Authority (SBA) in a particular 
year, with current programmed projects that have met the delivery deadlines having priority for 
OA in a given year. Advanced obligations will be based on the availability of OA and will only be 
considered between May April 1 and August 15 of each year. Obligation requests for surplus OA 
funds must be submitted no later than June 30; however, requests submitted by May 1st have a 
better  chance  of  being  obligated.  Implementing  agencies  wishing  to  advance  projects may 
instead request Advance Construction (AC) authorization from Caltrans (or pre‐award authority 
from the FTA) to proceed with the project using local funds until OA becomes available. 
 
Specific Policy Provisions  

Projects selected to receive RSTP or CMAQ funding must have a demonstrated ability to use the 
funds within the established regional, state and federal deadlines. This criterion will be used for 
selecting projects for funding, and for placement of funding in a particular year of the FTIP. It is 
the  responsibility  of  the  implementing  agency  to  ensure  the  funds  can  be  used within  the 
established regional, state and federal deadlines and that the provisions of the regional delivery 
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policy can be met. It is also the responsibility of the implementing agency to continuously monitor 
the progress of  the programmed  funds  against  regional,  state  and  federal deadlines,  and  to 
report  any  potential  difficulties  in  meeting  these  deadlines,  (or  difficulties  in  meeting  the 
provisions of  the regional delivery policy)  to KCOG, Caltrans and partnering agencies within a 
timely manner,  to  seek  solutions  to potential problems well  in advance of potential delivery 
failure  or  permanent  loss  of  funding.  Specific  provisions  of  the  Project Delivery  Policies  and 
Procedures are as follow: 

• Funds to be Obligated/Transferred  in  the Fiscal Year Programmed  in the FTIP: RSTP and 
CMAQ funds are to be programmed, up to the apportionment level for that fiscal year, in the 
FTIP within the fiscal year in which the funds are to be obligated by FHWA or transferred to 
FTA, similar to the programming of the State Transportation  Improvement Program (STIP.) 
This will improve the overall management of federal OA within the region and improve the 
likelihood that OA and SBA will be available for projects that are programmed in a particular 
fiscal year. 

• Field Reviews: Implementing agencies are required to request a field review within 6 months 
of  KCOG’s  approval  of  the  project  in  the  FTIP  for  federal‐aid  projects  receiving  funding 
through  the RSTP and CMAQ programs  that are subject  to AB‐1012 or regional obligation 
deadlines. This policy also applies to federal‐aid projects in the STIP. The requirement does 
not apply to projects for which a field review would not be applicable (such as FTA transfers, 
regional  customer  service  projects  and  planning  activities).  Failure  for  an  implementing 
agency to make a good‐faith effort in scheduling and/or obtaining a field review from Caltrans 
Local Assistance within six months of programming  into the FTIP may result  in the funding 
being subject to reprogramming. 

• Complete Environmental Submittal  to Caltrans 12 months prior  to Obligation Deadline:  
Implementing agencies are required to submit a complete environmental package to Caltrans 
for all projects (except those determined Programmatic Categorical Exemption as determined 
by Caltrans at the field review), twelve months prior to the obligation deadline for right of 
way or construction  funds. This policy creates a more  realistic  time  frame  for projects  to 
progress from the field review through the environmental and design process, to the right of 
way or construction phase. If the environmental process, as determined at the field review, 
will take  longer than 12 months before obligation, the  implementing agency  is responsible 
for delivering the complete environmental submittal in a timely manner. Failure to comply 
with  this  provision  could  result  in  the  funding  being  subject  to  reprogramming.  The 
requirement does not apply to FTA transfers, regional customer service projects or planning 
activities. 

• Obligation/Submittal Deadlines: Projects selected to receive RSTP and CMAQ funding must 
demonstrate  their  ability  to  obligate  programmed  funds  by  the  established  obligation 
deadline. Implementing agencies are responsible for delivering projects in the programming 
year  of  the  TIP  based  on  their  original  year  requested.  The  implementing  agency  is 
responsible for meeting benchmark delivery deadlines. 
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Within KCOG‐administered programs, implementing agencies may adjust programming up until 
April March 1st of the programmed year, swapping funds to a ready project in order to utilize all 
of  the  programming  capacity,  subject  to  available  OA.  The  substituted  project(s) must  still 
obligate the funds within the original funding deadline.  
 
RSTP and CMAQ funds programmed in the FTIP are subject to an obligation/FTA transfer deadline 
of  June 30 of  the programmed  fiscal year.  Implementing agencies are required  to submit  the 
complete request for obligation or FTA transfer to Caltrans Local Assistance by April February 1 
of the fiscal year programmed in the FTIP, and receive an obligation/FTA transfer of the funds by 
June April 30 the fiscal year programmed in the FTIP.  
 
April February 1 ‐ Regional Submittal Deadline: Complete package submittals received by April 
February 1 of  the  fiscal year programmed  in  the FTIP will  receive  first priority  for obligations 
against available OA.  
 
April  February  2  –  June  April  30:  Projects  submitted  during  this  timeframe  are  subject  to 
deprogramming. If OA is still available, these projects may receive OA if obligated by June April 
30.  If OA  is  limited,  these  projects would  compete  for OA with  projects  advanced  from  the 
following fiscal year on a first come‐first serve basis. Projects with funds to be advanced from 
future years must request the advance prior to June April 30, in order to receive the funds within 
that federal fiscal year. 
 
June April 30 ‐ Regional Obligation Deadline: Funds not obligated (or transferred to FTA) by June 
April 30 of the fiscal year programmed in the FTIP will be returned to KCOG for reprogramming. 
No extensions of  this deadline will be granted. Projects  seeking advanced obligations against 
funds from future years, must request the advance prior to June April 30, in order to receive the 
funds within that federal fiscal year. The obligation deadline may not be extended. The funds 
must be obligated by the established deadline or they will be de‐programmed from the project 
and redirected by KCOG to a project that can use the funds in a timely manner.  
 
Encumbrance/Liquidation/Project Close‐Out Deadlines 

RSTP and CMAQ funds must be encumbered by an approved State funding agreement within one 
state fiscal year after the fiscal year of obligation. Furthermore, the funds must be fully liquidated 
(expended, invoiced and reimbursed), within four state fiscal years after the fiscal year in which 
the funds were obligated, and the project must be accepted and closed out within five state fiscal 
years after  the  fiscal year  in which  the  funds were obligated. The provisions  listed below are 
required in order to ensure no funds are lost after obligation. Failure to meet these requirements 
will result in the potential loss of funding for reimbursement of incurred project costs. 

• Funds must be encumbered within one state fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the 
funds were obligated (encumbrance is approval of a funding agreement with the state). This 
requirement does not apply to FTA transfers. 
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• Construction/Equipment Purchase contract must be awarded within six months following the 
fiscal year in which the construction funds were obligated (this requirement does not apply 
to FTA transfers). 

• Funds must be liquidated (expended, invoiced and reimbursed) within four state fiscal years 
following the fiscal year in which the funds were obligated (this requirement does not apply 
to FTA transfers). 

• Project must be accepted and closed out within six months of the last expenditure, or within 
five state fiscal years following the fiscal year in which the funds were obligated, whichever 
occurs first (this requirement does not apply to FTA transfers). 

• For FTA projects, funds must be approved/awarded  in an FTA Grant within one state fiscal 
year following the fiscal year in which the funds were transferred to FTA. 

 
Funds  that miss  the encumbrance,  liquidation/project  close out deadlines  are  subject  to de‐
obligation  if  not  re‐appropriated  by  the  State  Legislature,  or  extended  (for  one  year)  in  a 
Cooperative Work Agreement (CWA) with the California Department of Finance.  
 
Inactive Projects 

Most projects can be completed well within the state’s seven‐year deadline for project closeout. 
Yet it is viewed negatively by both FHWA and the California Department of Finance for projects 
to remain inactive for more than 12 months. It is expected that funds for completed phases will 
be invoiced within a reasonable time of completion of work for the phase, and projects will be 
closed out within a reasonable time following project completion. Implementing agencies that 
have  projects  that  have  not  been  closed  out within  6 months  of  final  expenditure,  or  have 
projects that remain  inactive for more than 12 months, regardless of federal fund source, will 
have future OA limited for subsequent projects, and/or have restrictions on future programming.  
 
The  intent of this regional delivery policy  is to ensure  implementing agencies do not  lose any 
funds due to missing a federal or state funding deadline, while providing maximum flexibility in 
delivering  transportation  projects.  KCOG  has  purposefully  established  regional  deadlines  in 
advance  of  state  deadlines,  to  provide  the  opportunity  for  implementing  agencies, Caltrans, 
other partnering agencies and KCOG to solve potential problems and bring the project back on‐
line in advance of losing funding due to a missed state deadline. Although the policy is limited to 
the RSTP and CMAQ funds managed by KCOG, the state deadlines sited apply to all federal‐aid 
funds  administered  by  the  state.  Implementing  agencies  should  pay  close  attention  to  the 
deadlines of other state and federal funds on their projects so as not to miss any other applicable 
funding deadlines.  
 



 
 

October 2, 2013 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia,  

Project Delivery Manager 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XI 

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 
DESCRIPTION:   
The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 6-year Program for Projects of 
Regional Significance and is updated every two years by the California Transportation Commission 
(CTC).  The maximum 2014 RTIP County Share estimate of new programming capacity indicated for 
Kern is $46.137 million for programming years 17-18 through 19-20.  
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
2014 Fund Estimate and 2014 STIP Guidelines  
At the August 6, 2013 CTC meeting, the Final 2014 Fund Estimate and 2014 STIP Guidelines were 
approved by the California Transportation Commission. A copy of the adopted 2014 Fund Estimate and 
2014 STIP Guidelines are included with this report. Both adopted documents will inform the Kern Region 
as to how the program of projects is to be submitted for the Commission’s final approval early next spring. 
According to the newly adopted guidelines a region the size of Kern can request new programming up to 
twice its maximum programming estimate. However, it should be noted that the final approval of RTIP 
submittals throughout California relies on statewide financial constraint as indicated in the adopted Fund 
Estimate. The concept of “over-programming” is mentioned because of the development of Option A as 
discussed below.  
 
Draft Staff Recommendation - Program of Projects 
Kern COG staff has prepared a Draft Staff Recommendation - Program of Projects table with the label 
“Draft Staff Recommendation” and is incorporated into this staff report as Attachment F. The table will be 
circulated for information at the September 26, 2013 Workshop. The “Draft Staff Recommendation – 
Program of Projects” advances the development of the “Option A” table that was circulated in August and 
reviewed by this Committee and the Kern COG Board at their September monthly meetings. The Draft 
Staff Recommendation positions the State Route 58 Connector project as the regions highest priority and 
indicates $49 million toward construction. This “expends” the full maximum fund estimate of $46 million. 
The Draft Staff Recommendation positions the Inyo County project “Olancha Cartago” as the next priority 
in order to advance agreed upon priorities set forth in the project delivery MOU with Inyo and Mono 
Counties. The 2nd Priority project would require an advance from the 2016 RTIP cycle. The Draft Staff 
Recommendation is consistent with the regions commitment to the State Route 58 Connector project 
from the 2012 RTIP cycle and restores the 60/40 equity policy commitment to the region. 
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2014 RTIP Workshops  
 
Kern COG staff has begun the development of 2014 RTIP programming information for discussion and 
review at the August, and upcoming September Workshop. A draft staff recommendation will be 
presented in October with a request for approval by November 2013. 
 
Workshop of September 26, 2013 – This Workshop is the last scheduled Workshop for the development 
process of the 2014 RTIP Program of Projects. This Workshop will provide the opportunity for participants 
to inform Kern COG staff regarding any final programmatic considerations, leading up to the development 
of a staff recommendation for circulation in the month of October. 
 
Workshop of August 21, 2013 – Kern COG staff conducted a Workshop on Wednesday, August 21, 
2013 at 9:30 AM in the Kern COG Board Room. Staff updated attendees on the adoption of both the 2014 
STIP Guidelines and 2014 Fund Estimate. Also introduced and discussed at the Workshop was the 
Program of Projects Summary Table or “Option A” 
 
Workshop of July 24, 2013 - Kern COG staff conducted a Workshop on Wednesday, July 24, 2013 at 
9:30 AM in the Kern COG Board Room. The following topics were discussed: 1) The Draft 2014 Fund 
Estimate information; 2) The Draft 2014 STIP Guidelines update; 3) Kern COG project needs; 4) MOU 
partnerships in Eastern Kern; and 5) The Status of Kern COG’s 60/40 equity policy.   
 
Background 
 
The information below presents a development overview and information baseline for the 2014 RTIP 
process. Project status is indicated below: 
 

STATUS OF PROJECTS OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE IN 2012 STIP 

RANK PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROGRAM PHASE FY STATUS  
 

Board / 13 West Ridgecrest Blvd. Recon. & Widen Construction 13-14 Ready  
Board / 61 Challenger Drive  Extension Construction 13-14 Ready  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 1 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 2 
Pre-Construction 15-17 In Progress  
Construction - - - Not Programmed  

Board / 60 SR 46 – Segment 4A Widening 
Pre-Construction 12-13 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Yet Started  

5 / Board SR 119 – Cherry Ave Passing Lanes 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Started  

Board SR 58 Centennial Corridor 
Pre-construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  
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The CTC has begun the process to develop a statewide 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program 
(2014 STIP) for Projects of Regional Significance. Each regions submittal to the CTC is considered an 
“RTIP”. Once the submittals are aggregated and approved by the CTC, it becomes a “STIP”. Currently, 
Kern projects in the 2012 STIP include street and highway improvements on State Routes 14, 46, 58, 119 
and two local streets in Ridgecrest and Tehachapi. More detailed information about each project is 
provided in Attachment A of this report. 
 
2014 RTIP TIMELINE 
 
For the month of July and August, KCOG staff conducted two Workshops and the California 
Transportation Commission adopted the 2014 Fund Estimate and STIP Guidelines.  
 
 September 2013 - KCOG staff to conduct Workshop to discuss the Draft Program of Projects. 

 October 2013 - KCOG staff circulates Draft 2014 RTIP Program of Projects for public comments 

 November 2013 - KCOG staff requests approval of Final 2014 RTIP Program of Projects 

 December 2013 - KCOG submits 2014 RTIP Project Programs to the CTC 

 February 2014 - CTC conducts Southern/Northern California Public Hearings for Draft 2014 STIP 

 March 2014 - CTC presents staff recommendation for 2014 STIP 

 April 2014 - CTC approves final 2014 STIP 

 
Regional Adoption of 2012 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
 
On November 17, 2011, the KCOG Board of Directors approved its 2012 RTIP Program of Projects. The 
Board action included an action to reserve future county-shares for the State Route 58 Centennial 
Corridor Connector project.  The 2012 RTIP included a request to advance an additional $49 million for 
the construction phase of the Centennial Corridor. At that time, CTC staff indicated that KCOG’s request 
for additional programming capacity from a future RTIP cycle was reasonable because it did not exceed 
the estimated 5-year County Share estimate. In light of Commission staff’s support, KCOG staff’s 
recommendation as approved by the Board on November 17, 2011, included 1) the programming of non-
metropolitan Bakersfield project phases that were ready to be advanced and 2) a future programming 
commitment from the 2014 RTIP cycle to advance the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor project. The 
$49 million advance was not part of the Commission’s final approval. However, the KCOG Board of 
Directors action to direct future funding to the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor Connector 
project remains intact. Attachment B reflects the approved 2012 STIP portion for Kern. 
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Update of the KCOG Project Selection Policy 
 
In 1998, KCOG circulated a call for projects to the Cities and County of Kern and ranked 66 Projects of 
Regional Significance. This action was in response to the enactment of SB 45 which shifted 75% of 
formula highway revenue to regional control and 25% to state control. The KCOG RTIP Policy focused on 
regional equity inside and outside of the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and project readiness. The equity 
policy designates that 60% of State Transportation Improvement Program funds be available for projects 
inside the 2010 Metropolitan Bakersfield Boundary (as modified by the policy). The remaining 40% of the 
State Transportation Improvement Program funding was for projects outside the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
boundary. The policy notes that funds can be flexible (moved inside and outside the designated boundary 
from year to year) as long as the “60/40” balance is maintained over the long-term.  
 
Since then, KCOG recently approved a comprehensive update to the project selection process for 
revenue programs in which KCOG has jurisdiction for both project selection or the dissemination of 
revenue or both. Chapter 3 is specific to the RTIP and references the State Transportation Improvement 
Program Guidelines as adopted by the CTC every two years. These two policy sources inform KCOG 
staff and the Board of Directors on options and considerations to advance these Projects of Regional 
Significance. Go to http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/STIP/2012_STIP/2012_STIP_Guidelines_final.pdf 
and http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/policies/Project_Selection_Process_2012.pdf for the current 
version of the CTC 2012 STIP Guidelines and the KCOG “Project Delivery Policies and Procedures”.  The 
KCOG document includes several key policy elements in Chapter 3 including 1) the geographic equity 
60/40 policy; 2) the commitment of revenue to the SR 46 widening projects between the San Luis Obispo 
County Line and Interstate 5; 3) the leveraging of other revenue streams; and 4) policy elements that 
focus on project readiness. All of these policy considerations are taken into account by KCOG staff when 
a Program of Projects is developed for each RTIP cycle. Project readiness and leveraging elements are 
listed below and on the next page. 
 

 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program, it is KCOG’s policy to continue advancing the project that has 
completed one phase to the next phase when funding is available; 

 
 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 

Transportation Improvement Plan, it is KCOG’s policy to keep a project or phase of a project whole, 
when possible; 
 

 KCOG leverages outside project dollars through partnerships with Caltrans (IIP), other Regions, Local 
contributions, regional commitments from other Counties, demonstration funds, or state bond funds; 
 

 KCOG supports the equitable distribution of funding through the management of the Metro/Rural 
60/40 programming split of State Transportation Improvement Program funding; and  
 

 KCOG uses a ranked list of candidate Regional Transportation Improvement Program projects 
approved by the KCOG Board of Director’s in addition to other Board Actions to manage overall 
project priorities. 
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Revenue Partnerships – As a way to leverage the states allotment of formula highway funding for 
improvements on interregional focus routes including State Routes 14, 46 and 58, the KCOG Board has 
partnered with Caltrans and other Counties since 1998 and then again in 2003. The KCOG Board of 
Directors entered into Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with Caltrans and the Counties of Inyo 
and Mono in order to combine Kern’s regional choice funding with State choice dollars to deliver projects 
along the State Route 14 / US 395 Corridor up into the Counties of Inyo and Mono. The 1998 MOU 
committed the KCOG Board to assist with an Inyo County project, the Olancha Cartago widening project. 
As part of the 1998 MOU, Caltrans delivered the State Route 14 Mojave Widening project in Kern. Also 
under the MOU, the next KCOG project that benefits from this collaboration is the State Route 14 
Freeman Gulch Widening project. State Route 46 Widening project from the San Luis Obispo County Line 
to Interstate 5 is another project that successfully leveraged several funding sources.  
 
Since the enactment of SB 45, the State has fallen short in expected formula revenue streams. Several 
projects in the Kern region were advanced to the environmental review phase in 1998 to create a new 
shelf of projects, but some of these projects were subsequently shelved because of revenue shortfall of 
over $300 million in subsequent cycles. These projects include: 
 

 State Route 184 Weedpatch Highway Widening – Delayed 
 State Route 58 Dennison Road Interchange – Delayed 
 State Route 46 Widening through Wasco – Delayed 
 US 395 Widening through Ridgecrest – Delayed 

 
Attachments C, D, and E were included for discussion purposes only.  
 
Action:  Information. 
 
Attachment A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
Attachment B – 2012 STIP as approved by California Transportation Commission 
Attachment C –Other Significant Transportation Investments in Kern County 
Attachment D – Doing More with Less – A Graphic Chart 
Attachment E – Projects Delivered Over the Last 10 Years 
Attachment F – “Draft Staff Recommendation” Program of Projects Summary 
 
CTC Fund Estimate Report 
CTC 2014 STIP Guidelines 



ATTACHMENT A – Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 1 
 

Project Description and Location: This MOU project is programmed with Inyo 10% RIP, Mono 10% 
RIP, Kern 40% RIP and Caltrans 40% IIP. This project was divided into 3 segments. Segment 1 is ready for 
construction. The first segment is from 1 mile south of State Route 178 East to 1.7 miles north of State 
Route 178 East for a total of 2.7 miles. The project will widen the highway from 2 to 4 lanes. 

Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the first of three segments 
that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 395.  Route 
14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: Project design is currently in progress with some preliminary rights-of-way work as well. 

Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered to be fully funded. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2008 RTIP Engineering 12-13 $1,000 $1,000 $500 $2,500 
2008 RTIP Rights-of-Way 14-15 $4,520 $4,520 $2,260 $11,300 
2012 RTIP Construction 16-17 $12,435 $12,435 $6,218 $31,088 

 Total  $17,955 $17,955 $8,978 $44,888 
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State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 2 
 

 
 
 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is the second of the three segments. The project is 
located from 4.8 miles south of Route 178 west to 0.5 mile north of Route 178 west to convert from a 2-lane 
conventional highway to a 4-lane expressway. 

Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the second of three 
segments that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 
395.  Route 14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: This project is in the design phase. Construction is not yet programmed. 

Current Revenue Needs: Segment 2 was programmed for PS&E and RW using RIP from Inyo and 
Mono Counties only with proposed ITIP revenue. This is considered a “loan” and Kern COG will need to 
restore its 40% share from a future county share cycle. Future Cost Estimate: $42 M. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2012 RTIP Engineering 15-16  $1,300 $1,950 $3,250 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 16-17  $3,044 $4,566 $7,610 

 Construction      
 Total   $4,344 $6,516 $10,860 
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State Route 58 – Centennial Corridor Connector 

Project Location and Description: This new alignment of State Route (SR) 58 begins at Interstate 5 
(PM T31.7) and ends east of Cottonwood Road (PM R55.4) in and near the City of Bakersfield. This work 
consists of three segments. Segment 3, consists of a route adoption of Stockdale highway as the new SR 
58 with operational improvements. Segment 2, consists of a route transfer of Westside Parkway as the new 
SR 58. Segment 1, consists of a new freeway alignment from the east terminus of Westside Parkway to SR 
99 and operational improvements on the existing SR 58 from SR 99 to east of Cottonwood Road. 

Purpose and Need: This project is to construct and ultimately adopt an alignment for SR 58 that will 
provide interregional and regional conductivity for east-west traffic traveling within metropolitan Bakersfield 
and Kern County, provide continuity for SR 58 in Kern County, promote economic growth and 
international/interregional trade by improving linkage between existing segments of the interstate system, 
reduce commercial and regional commute time through a major freight corridor, improve local east-west 
circulation and reduce congestion. 

Project Status: This project currently is completing the environmental review phase. 

Current Revenue Needs: The construction phase  

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

- - - Environmental    $25,000 $25,000
2012 RTIP Engineering 12-13   $39,000 $39,000
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 12-13   $195,000 $195,000

 Construction 13-16 $4,001  $444,000 $435,000
 Total  $4,001  $689,999 $694,000
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State Route 119 Passing Lanes 
 

Project Location and Description: Near Taft, from Cherry Avenue to Tupman Road.  Construct 4-lane 
bypass and eastbound and westbound passing lanes. 

Purpose and Need: Segments of Route 119 within the project limits are currently operating at a Level of 
Service (LOS) D and E. Segment 1, from post-mile 5.5 to R9.1, and segment 2, from post-mile R9. 1 to 
R11.6 are currently operating at LOS E. If no improvements are made, segment 2 would deteriorate to LOS 
E and segment 1 to LOS F. By widening the existing two-lane highway to a four-lane expressway the LOS 
would be improved to B or better, which would exceed the Route Concept LOS of C.  

Project Status: Project Report in revision to modify project scope from bypass to passing lanes. Design 
and construction to follow. Rights-of-way to be amended to separate into construction. 

Current Revenue Needs: Initial estimates considered sufficient. However, additional revenue may be 
needed for environmental mitigation. A portion of the ROW programmed is expected to finance 
construction. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering 12-13 $400   $400
 Rights-of-Way 14-15 $5,205   $5,205
 Construction     
 Total  $5,605   $5,605
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In Ridgecrest – West Ridgecrest Blvd Reconstruction and Widening 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is located  in the City of Ridgecrest on West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard; the project limits are between Mahan Street and China Lake Boulevard (SR 178) 
along West Ridgecrest Boulevard, which is a distance of 1.5 Miles.

Purpose and Need: This project will provide improved access to State Route 178 / U.S. 395 in the 
western part of the City of Ridgecrest. The proposed construction includes converting portions of West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard, from two-lane to four-lane traffic, construction of center medians for control of left 
turns, reconstruction and signalization of two intersections.  

Project Status: This project is ready for construction. 

Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      
 Construction 13-14 $6,200   $6,200 
 Total  $6,200   $6,200 
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In Tehachapi – Challenger Drive Extension 
 

Project Location and Description: In Tehachapi, from eastern terminus of Challenger Drive to 
Dennison Road on a new alignment. Construct a new 2-lane roadway.  

Purpose and Need: This project was selected to replace a proposed interchange on State Route 58 at 
Dennison Road.  Two residential subdivisions lie north of the UPRR train route cutting through the City of 
Tehachapi.  The train track is a major east-west freight route and receives almost 80 trains a day.  The at-
grade crossing isolates these two residential developments. The extension of Challenger drive on the north 
side of Hwy 58, will serve as an alternate route to these residential neighborhoods.

Project Status: This project is ready for construction and should be delivered in the upcoming fiscal year. 

Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      

2012 RTIP Construction 13-14 $1,500   $1,500 
 Total  $1,500   $1,500 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction
Construction 
Investment 

Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of Arvin 

On Route 223 in Kern County near Arvin 
between Old River Road and Vineland Road 
- Widen shoulders & install Rumble strips - 
PM 4.8 / R17.2 

SHOPP 2013-14 $3,652,000 Design and ROW 
work in progress 
– construction to 
start by 2014  

In Kern County on Route 223 within 
The City of Arvin from A Street to 
Derby Street – Construct curb, gutter and 
sidewalk - Aesthetic treatments – PM 19.8 / 
22.2 

TE 2011-12 $1,084,000 Construction 
contract 
awarded  
Nov. 2012 

 
Agency:  City of California City 

On Route 14 Widen to 4 lanes and 
construct interchange at California City 
Blvd. 

STIP 2005-06 $62,000,000 Inyo/Mono/KCOG 
partnership – 
constructed in 
2008 

Redwood Blvd./Hacienda Blvd; reconfigure 
intersection; curb, gutter, raised medians, 
upgrade signs, striping and pavement 
markings 

HSIP 2013-14 $411,300 Construction 
programmed in 
2014 

 
Agency:  City of Delano 

On Route 155 near Delano at Browning 
Road -Intersection Improvements –  PM 1.5 

SHOPP Future $1,000,000 Not yet 
programmed 

Delano: Cecil Ave./Albany St.; Albany 
St./15th Ave.; Albany St./14th Ave.; Albany 
St./13th Ave.; SR 155 (Garces Hwy.)/Austin 
St.; SR 155/Belmont St.; SR 155/Dover St.; 
Construct raised crosswalk, bulb-outs, curb 
ramps; install signs and striping 

SRTS 2014-15 $393,600 Construction 
programmed in 
2014-15. 

 
Agency:  City of Maricopa 

On Route 166 From State Route 33 To 3.5 
Miles West Of San Emigdio Creek Bridge 
(Br# 50-31) AC Overlay – PM 0.0 / 9.0 

SHOPP 
Candidate 

Future $5,228,000 Project not yet 
programmed. 

On Route 166 Near Maricopa From 
5.6 Km West Of San Emigdio Creek Bridge 
To Route 166/99 Separation Asphalt 
Concrete Overlay –  PM 9.0 / 24.6 

SHOPP 2009-10 $15,900,000 Project was 
completed in 
2012. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction
Construction 
Investment 

Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of McFarland 

On Route 99 And 178 In Kern County At 
Kern Avenue Pedestrian OC On Route 99, 
Pm 49.6 & Sunny Lane Pedestrian Over-
crossing On Route 178, PM R4.4 - ADA 
Compliance Upgrades 

SHOPP 2013-14 $12,100,000 Programmed for 
construction in 
2014 

On Route 99 from Beardsley Canal Bridge 
To Route 46/99 Separation - Replace 
Existing Pavement 

SHOPP 2010-11 $88,000,000 In Construction 

On Route 99 Near Famoso And South Of 
McFarland From 0.6 Mile South Of 
Sherwood Avenue Overcrossing To 0.4 Mile 
South Of Whisler Road Overcrossing – 
Construct Rumble Strip PM R46.9 / 48.6 

SHOPP 2013-14 $1,444,000 Construction not 
yet started. 

On Perkins Avenue, Browning Avenue, Kern 
Avenue, construct sidewalk and curb ramps 
– SRTS 

SRTS 2012-13 $286,750 Construct should 
be started. 

 
Agency:  City of Ridgecrest 

In Kern County On Route 178, From China 
Lake Blvd To Gemstone Street In The City 
Of Ridgecrest Reconstruct Center Median 
With Raised Center Median – PM 100.6 / 
102.7 

SHOPP Future $1,420,000 Candidate 

Near Ridgecrest at the Red Rock Canyon 
Bridge #50-0178. Replace bridge (scour) – 
PM 39.3 / 40.3 

SHOPP 2013-14 $14,450,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2013. 
In Kern Co in and near Ridgecrest from 
Route 178/395 Sep to Richmond Rd. 
Maintenance Asphalt Overlay - PM 93.2 
103.8 

SHOPP 2012-13 $3,265,000 This should be in 
construction. 

In Kern Co. in and near Ridgecrest from 
route 178/395 Separation to China Lake 
Blvd. Maintenance Asphalt Overlay – PM 
93.2 100.6 

SHOPP 2012-13 $3,752,000 This should be in 
construction. 

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave; 
China Lake Blvd between Rader Ave and 
Ridgecrest Blvd; install traffic signals and 
interconnect communications cable; 
construct curb ramps HSIP4-09-001 

HSIP 2013-14 $361,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2014. 

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd; 
install traffic signals (interconnect); 
construct curb ramps, curb and gutter 
HSIP5-09-001 

HSIP 2014-15 $440,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2015. 

Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave between 
Downs St and Inyo St; Widen roadway; 
improve alignment HSIP5-09-002 

HSIP 2015-16 $293,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2015 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction
Construction 
Investment 

Status 

 

 

Ridgecrest: Seven (7) intersections); 
upgrade traffic signals HSIP5-09-003 

HSIP 2014-15 $426,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2015 
Ridgecrest: Twelve (12) intersection (on 
Norma St, Downs St, Richmond Rd); install 
signs and pavement markings HSIP5-09-
004 

HSIP 2014-15 $528,000 Construction 
scheduled for 

2015 

Ridgecrest: at various locations; Construct 
sidewalks, curb ramps, and a 
bus turnout; install crosswalks, speed 
feedback signs, and bike lane signs and 
pavement markings SRTS3-09-002 

SRTS 2015-16 $583,400 Construction 
scheduled for 

2016 

 
Agency:  City of Shafter 
On Route 43 in the cities of Shafter and 
Wasco, at various intersections. Construct 
pedestrian curb ramps. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $1,206,000 Construction 
programmed in 

2016 
On Route 43 from 0.3 Mile North Of Los 
Angeles St To Route 46 - Place Rubberized 
Hot Mix Asphalt 

SHOPP 2010-11 $13,145,000 Construction 
Completed 

 
Agency:  City of Taft 
Construction On Route 119 Between 0.2 
Miles East Of Weed Creek (PM 4.7) And 0.3 
Miles West Of Lakeview Wash Bridge (PM 
8.5) Widen Shoulders And HMA Overlay 

SHOPP 2011-12 $3,564,000 Construction 
may be in 
progress 

Taft: Various locations throughout the city; 
Construct curb ramps; install speed 
feedback signs, in-pavement crosswalk 
lights, striping and pavement markings 
SRTS3-06-011 

SRTS 2014-15 $457,400 Construction 
programmed in 

2015 

On Route 119 in and near Taft from the 
119/33 Jct to the 119/5 Sep. Br. 
Maintenance Asphalt Overlay  

SHOPP 2012-13 $1,460,000 Construction 
may be in 
progress 

 
Agency:  City of Tehachapi 
Near Tehachapi, at Sand Canyon Road 
Bridge No. 50-0345R. Replace 
bridge 

SHOPP 2014-15 $3,114,000 Construction 
programmed in 

2015 
On Route 58 Near Tehachapi At Summit 
Overhead Replace Bridge Rails 

SHOPP Future $1,001,000 Candidate 

On Route 58 in Tehachapi At 
Tehachapi Summit Interchange 
Widen Intersection 

SHOPP Future $674,000 Candidate 

 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction
Construction 
Investment 

Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of Wasco 
On Route 46 Near Wasco, at Route 99 
Separation Bridge No. 50-0184E. Replace 
bridge. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $12,977,000 Construction 
programmed in 

2016 
On Route 43 in the cities of Shafter and 
Wasco, at various intersections. Construct 
pedestrian curb ramps. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $1,206,000 Construction 
programmed in 

2016 
In Kern County In Shafter And Wasco From 
0.3 Mile North Of Los Angeles Street To 
Route 46 - Place Rubberized Hot Mix 
Asphalt Type G On Existing Surface – PM 
16.1 to 25.1 

SHOPP 2010-11 $13,145,000 Construction 
Completed 

 
Glossary of Terms: 
 
HSIP “Highway Safety Improvement Program”  
SRTS “Safe Routes to School” Program  
SHOPP “State Highway Operations and Protection Program“ (State Highway System Maintenance Program)   
TE “Transportation Enhancement” Program 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT D – Doing More with Less 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT E – Projects Delivered Over the Last 10 Years 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT F – Draft Staff Recommendation - Program of Projects 
 

 

 

“Draft Staff Recommendation” - 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program – Program of Projects ($ X 1,000) 
 

EN
V

D
ES

RO
W

CO
N 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22

Available Revenue / programmed & new 1  $    28,350  $    17,787  $    46,137 

Planning, Programming & Monitoring 2  $     1,395  $     1,395  $     1,395  $     1,395  $         465  $         299  $         299  $         299  $         299  $         199  $            -    $            -   $            -   

SR 58 – Centennial Corridor 3 1      $ 687,400  $   53,001  $           -    $   53,001  $ 634,399  $ 687,400  $      4,001  $            -    $    49,000  $            -    $            -   $            -   

US 395 Olancha Cartago MOU 4 B      $   18,950  $     2,855  $     2,855  $   18,950  $      8,540 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 1 4 B      $   44,888  $   44,888  $      2,500  $    11,300  $    31,088 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 2 4 B      $   10,860  $   29,935  $            -    $      3,250  $      7,610  $    19,075 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 3 4 B     $      2,300 

SR 46 Segment 4A 5 B      $   30,880  $     6,280  $     6,280  $   24,800  $   30,880  $    10,030  $    20,850 

SR 46 Segment 4B 5 B 

SR 119 Truck Climbing Lanes 6 B     $     9,017  $     5,205  $     5,205  $     9,017  $     9,017  $      3,812  $      5,205 

West Ridgecrest Blvd Reconstruction 7 B      $     6,200  $     6,200  $     6,200  $      6,200 

Challenger Drive Extension 7 B      $     1,500  $     1,500  $     1,500  $      1,500 

$811,090  $   76,436 $0 $68,736 $668,216 $830,165  $    24,507  $    16,804  $    28,400  $    38,997 

Notes:

STIP Cycle Metro Rural
54% 46%
61% 39%

1 - Revenue indicated as per adopted August 6, 2013 California Transportation Commission 2014 Fund Estimate
2 - Planning, Programming and Monitoring does not add new programming from 2014 RTIP cycle; existing 2012 STIP programming is respread out to the 2018-19 fiscal year.
3 - SR 58 Centennial Corridor requires 2 construction phases; RIP or ITIP (STIP) revenue will be used to offset and combine with local revenue streams after earmark revenue is used.
4 - MOU projects are subject to further delay unless advanced with future revenue. Caltrans may consider using additional ITIP to cover KCOG's commitment to Olancha Cartago project.
5 - SR 46 Segment 4A is considered fully funded at this time; Caltrans may choose to advance Segment 4 B through the ITIP program.

Metro Rural
$152,146,000 $129,719,000
$201,146,000 $129,719,000

60/40 policy in 2014 RTIP per Draft Staff Recommendation

Current status of 60/40 policy

Projects below this line would be considered for further advancement of 2016 RTIP funding.

6 - This project was revised from a bypass to a truck climbing lane project. Programming for construction was shown in the design phase; environmental mitigation may increase cost by $2 million.
7 - Both projects are scheduled for delivery this fiscal year. They will both be on the CTC agenda this October to request a construction vote.

Projects below this line w ill not be considered for further advancement due to lack of funding.

Current and 
Proposed Phases

Projects below this line are considered for new 2014 RTIP funding.

Projects below this line are scheduled for delivery and considered fully funded.

Grand total for 2014 RTIP Submittal

Prior Year

60/40 policy in 2014 RTIP per Draft Staff Recommendation

LEGEND:                2014 RTIP Carry-over                New RIP 2014 RTIP               Future 2016 RTIP

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT 
TOTALS

Total 
KCOG
 RIP

Other Leveraged Funds 2014 RTIP Capital Improvement Program - RIP ONLY
“FUTURE” 2016 RTIP

IIP RIP Other Total
Carry-over Programming into 2014 RTIP “NEW” 2014 RTIP

Pr
io

rit
y

$ $ $

Request Advance

 
 



                  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
                  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

  
 “Caltrans improves mobility across California” 

 

M e m o r a n d u m  
 
To:     CHAIR AND COMMISSION 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

CTC Meeting: August 6, 2013 

 Reference No.:  4.7 
   Action Item 

 

From:  STEVEN KECK 
 Acting Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Ron Sheppard 
 Acting Division Chief 

Budgets 
  

Subject: ADOPTION OF THE 2014 STIP AND AERONAUTICS ACCOUNT FUND ESTIMATES: 
RESOLUTION G-13-08 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) to approve Resolution G-13-08 to adopt the  
Proposed 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fund Estimate and approve the 
Proposed 2014 Aeronautics Account Fund Estimate. 
 
ISSUE: 
 
Section 14525(a) of the Government Code (GC) requires the Commission to adopt the Fund 
Estimate in each odd year by August 15.  Resolution G-13-08 and the Proposed 2014 Aeronautics 
Account Fund Estimate have been updated based on Commission and Commission staff 
recommendations, and include the state and federal funding available for programming over the 
respective fund estimate periods. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Sections 14524 and 14525 of the GC require the Department to present a STIP Fund Estimate to the 
Commission by July 15, and the Commission to adopt a Fund Estimate by August 15 of each  
odd-numbered year, respectively.  The purpose of the Fund Estimate is to forecast all federal and 
state funds reasonably expected to be available for programming in the subsequent STIP.  Each  
even-numbered year, the Commission is required to adopt a STIP based on the funding identified in 
the adopted Fund Estimate.   
 
Attachments:  

Resolution G-13-08 
Summary of the Proposed 2014 STIP Fund Estimate 
 



 

 
 

RESOLUTION G-13-08 
 

APPENDIX G – RESOLUTION TO ADOPT  
THE 2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE  

 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

 
ADOPTION OF THE 2014 FUND ESTIMATE 

 
 

1.1. WHEREAS, Sections 14524 and 14525 of the Government Code require the Department 
of Transportation (Department) to present, and the California Transportation Commission 
(Commission) to adopt, a biennial fund estimate to include and estimate all State and 
federal Funds reasonably expected to be available for the biennial State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP), including the amount that may be programmed in each 
county for regional improvement programs; and 
 

1.2. WHEREAS, on January 8, 2013, the Department presented an overview of the fund 
estimate process and schedule; and 
 

1.3 WHEREAS, on May 7, 2013, the Department presented, and the Commission approved 
the 2014 Fund Estimate assumptions; and  

 
1.4 WHEREAS, on June 11, 2013, the Department presented to the Commission the Draft 

2014 Fund Estimate; and 
 
1.5 WHEREAS, on July 18, 2013, the Commission held a workshop on the  

Proposed 2014 Fund Estimate to consider public comment, and indicated that the 
adoption of the 2014 Fund Estimate would be scheduled for August 6, 2013; and 

 
1.6 WHEREAS, on August 6, 2013, the Department will present to the Commission an 

updated, proposed 2014 Fund Estimate; and 
 
1.7 WHEREAS, the proposed 2014 Fund Estimate identifies new program capacity of 

approximately $1.2 billion in new highway STIP capacity, and over-programming of 
approximately $379 million in the Public Transportation Account for the six-year period 
covering 2013-14 through 2018-19; and 

 
1.8 WHEREAS, the Proposed 2014 Fund Estimate includes annual programming targets, 

adjusted for STIP amendments and allocations through June 2013. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

2.1 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the California Transportation Commission 
does hereby adopt the 2014 STIP Fund Estimate, as presented by the Department on 
August 6, 2013, with programming in the 2014 STIP to be based on the statutory funding 
identified; and  

 
2.2 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission requests that the Department, in 

cooperation with Commission staff, distribute copies of the 2014 Fund Estimate to each 
regional agency and county transportation commission. 

 



 

 

 
SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED 2014 STATE TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FUND ESTIMATE 

 
Edmund G. Brown, Jr. 

Governor 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 

Brian P. Kelly 
Secretary 

California State Transportation Agency 
 
 

Malcolm Dougherty 
  Director 

Department of Transportation 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

The 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program Fund Estimate Book is available online at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/ctcliaison.htm 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On August 6, 2013, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) adopted the 2014 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fund Estimate (FE).  The STIP FE is a 
biennial estimate of all resources available for the state’s transportation infrastructure over the 
next five-year period, and establishes the program funding levels for the STIP and the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  The 2014 STIP FE period covers state 
fiscal years 2014-15 through 2018-19.  
 
STIP Capacity 
 
STIP projects add capacity to the state’s transportation infrastructure.  The 2014 STIP FE 
includes a total estimate of $3.4 billion in program capacity over the five-year FE period.  
Program capacity represents the total value of projects that can be funded each year, and includes 
construction, right-of-way (R/W), and support.  Support consists of preliminary engineering, 
planning, design, and construction engineering.  The 2014 STIP FE displays a new, estimated 
STIP program capacity of almost $1.2 billion over the FE period.  For comparison, the 2012 
STIP FE displayed a forecast of $1.5 billion in new STIP program capacity over the same five-
year period.  As a result of the new STIP program capacity forecasted in the 2014 STIP FE, some 
projects currently programmed in the STIP may need to be delayed (reprogrammed into a later 
year). 

 STIP capacity does not include federal commitments for Transportation Enhancements 
(TE) because Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) eliminated 
dedicated funding for TE. 
 

 STIP capacity in the future will continue to depend primarily on retail prices and 
consumption of gasoline and diesel.  Both of these sources are difficult to forecast with 
any certainty due to the current economic climate. 

 
SHOPP Capacity 
 
SHOPP projects consist of major rehabilitation work on the State Highway System.  The 2014 
STIP FE forecasts SHOPP program capacity of $11.4 billion over the five-year FE period.  
Similar to the STIP, SHOPP program capacity represents the total value of projects that can be 
funded each year, and includes construction, R/W, and support.  New SHOPP capacity of over 
$7.3 billion is estimated over the FE period.  In comparison, the 2012 STIP FE displayed a 
forecast of $6.0 billion in new SHOPP program capacity. 
 

 The State Highway Account (SHA), which is the primary funding source of the SHOPP, 
has a fund balance that is highly volatile in nature.  The cash balance in this account 
fluctuates daily.  
  

 The SHOPP is constrained over the entire FE period.  While the 2014 STIP FE forecasts 
an average of $2.3 billion of SHOPP program capacity each year over the FE period, the 
annual SHOPP goal-constrained need is roughly $8.2 billion as identified in the 2013 
Ten-Year SHOPP Plan.  As a result of the approximately $5.9 billion annual shortfall, 
potential impacts may include delays of needed projects, an inability to fix new and/or 
ongoing deterioration of the highways, and cost increases over the FE period. 
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ESTIMATED CAPACITY BY PROGRAM 
Fund Estimate Five-Year Period 

 
 

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
5-Year 
Total 6-Year Total

2014 STIP FE SHOPP Target Capacity $2,000 $2,200 $2,300 $2,300 $2,300 $2,300 $11,400 $13,400
2012 SHOPP Program 2,325     2,032 2,063 0 0 0 4,095     6,420            
New SHOPP Program Capacity ($325) $168 $237 $2,300 $2,300 $2,300 $7,305 $6,980
Cumulative Difference ($325) ($157) $80 $2,380 $4,680 $6,980
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
5-Year 
Total 6-Year Total

2014 STIP FE Target Capacity $739 $690 $680 $675 $675 $670 $3,390 $4,129
2012 STIP Program $739 $732 $741 $720 0 0 2,193     2,932            
New STIP Program Capacity $0 ($42) ($61) ($45) $675 $670 $1,197 $1,197
Cumulative Difference $0 ($42) ($103) ($148) $527 $1,197
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
5-Year 
Total 6-Year Total

2014 STIP FE PTA Target Capacity $25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25
2012 PTA STIP Program 79          127        101         97 0 0 325        404               
New PTA STIP Capacity ($54) ($127) ($101) ($97) $0 $0 ($325) ($379)
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.
*Included in the overall STIP Program Capacity above.

($ in millions)

2014 STIP FE
PTA STIP Program Capacity*

($ in millions)

2014 STIP FE
STIP Program Capacity

($ in millions)

2014 STIP FE
SHOPP Program Capacity
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2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
5-Year
Total

6-Year
Total

Beginning Balance $445 $445

Fuel Excise Taxes (Base) $1,777 $1,781 $1,784 $1,785 $1,783 $1,783 $8,916 $10,693
Fuel Excise Taxes (Price-Based) 2,045       1,952       1,933       1,967       1,998       2,007       9,858 11,903
Net Weight Fees 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc. Revenues 80            79            78            79            80            78            393          472            
Loan Repayments from General Fund 50            135 100 0 0 0 235          285            
Transportation Loans 250          (135) (100) 0 0 0 (235)         15              
Net Transfers - Others (174) (163)         (163)         (165)         (166)         (165)         (820)         (994)          
Expenditures - Other Agencies (97)          (94)           (101)         (103)         (102)         (105)         (504)         (602)          
Subtotal - State Resources $4,375 $3,555 $3,532 $3,564 $3,593 $3,598 $17,842 $22,217
Toll Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program ($300) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($300)

Total State Resources $4,075 $3,555 $3,532 $3,564 $3,593 $3,598 $17,842 $21,917
Obligation Authority (OA) $3,157 $3,157 $3,157 $3,157 $3,157 $3,157 $15,785 $18,942
August Redistribution 118 118 118 118 118 118 592 710
Other Federal Resources (186) (186) (186) (186) (186) (186) (930) (1,116)

Total Federal Resources $3,089 $3,089 $3,089 $3,089 $3,089 $3,089 $15,446 $18,536
TOTAL STATE & FED RESOURCES $7,165 $6,644 $6,621 $6,653 $6,682 $6,687 $33,288 $40,453

STATE OPERATIONS ($917) ($942) ($967) ($993) ($1,020) ($1,047) ($4,969) ($5,886)
MAINTENANCE ($1,269) ($1,297) ($1,325) ($1,354) ($1,384) ($1,415) ($6,775) ($8,043)

LOCAL ASSISTANCE (LA)
Oversight (Partnership) ($122) ($127) ($123) ($120) ($118) ($115) ($603) ($725)
State & Federal LA (1,258) (1,249) (1,246) (1,247) (1,245) (1,244) (6,233)      (7,490)       
TOTAL LA ($1,380) ($1,377) ($1,370) ($1,367) ($1,363) ($1,359) ($6,836) ($8,216)

SHOPP CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT (COS)
SHOPP Major ($568) ($439) ($245) ($125) ($74) ($29) ($911) ($1,480)
SHOPP Minor (38)          (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) (201)         (240)          
Stormwater (46)          (46) (46) (46) (46) (46) (230)         (276)          
TOTAL SHOPP COS ($653) ($525) ($331) ($211) ($160) ($115) ($1,342) ($1,995)

SHOPP CAPITAL OUTLAY
Major capital ($1,538) ($151) ($58) ($15) ($6) $0 ($229) ($1,767)
Minor capital (63)          (63)           (69)           (67)           (67)           (67)           (333)         (396)          
R/W Project Delivery (37) (30) (30) (7) (7) (7) (81) (118)
Unprogrammed R/W (18)          (18)           (18)           (18)           (18)           (18)           (90)           (108)          
GARVEE Debt Service (11)          (11)           (11)           (11)           (11)           (11)           (57)           (68)            
TOTAL SHOPP CAPITAL OUTLAY (1,668)     (273)       (186)       (118)       (109)       (103)        (789)         (2,457)     

TOTAL SHOPP COMMITMENTS ($5,886) ($4,413) ($4,180) ($4,044) ($4,036) ($4,039) ($20,711) ($26,597)

STIP LA
STIP Off-System ($45) ($48) ($24) ($15) ($12) ($6) ($105) ($149)
Oversight (Partnership) (36) (37) (36) (35) (34) (33) (176) (211)
TOTAL STIP LA ($80) ($86) ($60) ($49) ($46) ($39) ($280) ($361)

STIP COS ($126) ($97) ($99) ($72) ($39) ($17) ($324) ($451)

STIP CAPITAL OUTLAY
STIP On-System ($414) ($333) ($166) ($69) ($18) $0 ($585) ($999)
R/W Project Delivery (129) (111) (57) (34) (8) (8) (218) (347)
Unprogrammed R/W (11) (11) (11) (13) (12) (12) (59) (70)
GARVEE Debt Service (73) (73) 0 0 0 0 (73) (146)
TOTAL STIP CAPITAL OUTLAY ($626) ($528) ($234) ($116) ($38) ($20) ($935) ($1,561)

TOTAL STIP COMMITMENTS ($833) ($710) ($393) ($237) ($123) ($76) ($1,539) ($2,372)

TOTAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE $445 $1,521 $2,049 $2,372 $2,524 $2,573 $11,037 $11,483
SHOPP TARGET CAPACITY $2,000 $2,200 $2,300 $2,300 2,300       2,300       $11,400 $13,400
STIP TARGET CAPACITY $714 $690 $680 $675 $675 $670 $3,390 $4,104
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.

STATE HIGHWAY AND FEDERAL TRUST FUND ACCOUNTS
2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE

($ millions)

RESOURCES

COMMITMENTS
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5-Year 6-Year
2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total Total

Beginning Balance $391,169 $391,169
Sales Tax on Diesel 610,777 601,344 601,753 602,162 602,572 602,982 3,010,813 3,621,590
SMIF Interest Earned 230 191 275 275 275 275 1,291 1,521
Transfer from Aeronautics Account 30 30 30 30 30 30 150 180
Loan Repayment from SHA 0 135,000 0 0 0 0 135,000 135,000
Loan Repayment from TDIF 2,054 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,054
Loan to High-Speed Rail (HSR) (26,199) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (26,199)
Transfer from SHA (S&HC 194) 26,304 26,872 27,451 28,044 28,649 29,268 140,284 166,589

TOTAL RESOURCES $1,004,366 $763,437 $629,509 $630,511 $631,526 $632,555 $3,287,538 $4,291,904

State Transit Assistance (391,972) (379,779) (380,040) (380,298) (380,557) (380,816) (1,901,491) (2,293,463)

SUBTOTAL AVAILABLE RESOURCES $612,394 $383,658 $249,469 $250,213 $250,969 $251,739 $1,386,047 $1,998,441

STATE OPERATIONS
Rail and Mass Transportation Support ($28,511) ($29,138) ($29,779) ($30,434) ($31,104) ($31,788) ($152,244) ($180,755)
Planning Staff and Support (21,858) (22,339) (22,830) (23,333) (23,846) (24,371) (116,718) (138,576)
California Transportation Commission (1,403) (1,434) (1,465) (1,498) (1,531) (1,564) (7,492) (8,895)
Institute of Transportation Studies (980) (980) (980) (980) (980) (980) (4,900) (5,880)
Public Utilities Commission (5,434) (5,554) (5,676) (5,801) (5,928) (6,059) (29,017) (34,451)
State Controller's Office (19) (19) (20) (20) (21) (21) (101) (120)

TOTAL STATE OPERATIONS ($58,205) ($59,464) ($60,751) ($62,066) ($63,409) ($64,783) ($310,472) ($368,677)

INTERCITY RAIL
Intercity Rail and Bus Operations ($90,347) ($93,057) ($95,849) ($98,725) ($101,686) ($104,737) ($494,055) ($584,402)
Amtrak Funding Adjustment ($18,600) (31,000) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) (24,800) ($130,200) ($148,800)
San Joaquin Service Improvements (HSR Integration) 0 0 0 0 (27,210) (28,026) (55,236) (55,236)
Coast Daylight - New Train Service 0 0 (5,000) (5,150) (5,305) (5,464) (20,918) (20,918)
Capital Corridor - Service Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pacific Surfliner - Service Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy Equipment Overhaul (16,800) (16,800) (16,800) (16,800) (17,800) (17,800) (86,000) (102,800)

TOTAL INTERCITY RAIL ($125,747) ($140,857) ($142,449) ($145,475) ($176,801) ($180,827) ($786,409) ($912,156)

LOCAL ASSISTANCE
Bay Area Ferry Operations/Waterborne ($3,148) ($3,179) ($3,211) ($3,243) ($3,276) ($3,309) ($16,219) ($19,367)

TOTAL LOCAL ASSISTANCE ($3,148) ($3,179) ($3,211) ($3,243) ($3,276) ($3,309) ($16,219) ($19,367)

CAPITAL OUTLAY
STIP - Mass Transportation ($18,734) ($31,241) ($39,208) ($51,159) ($25,501) ($5,471) ($152,580) ($171,314)
STIP - Rail (13,346) (28,934) (24,078) (21,732) (13,888) (2,490) (91,121) (104,467)

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY ($32,081) ($60,175) ($63,286) ($72,891) ($39,389) ($7,961) ($243,701) ($275,781)

CASH AVAILABLE FOR PROGRAMMING $393,213 $119,982 ($20,227) ($33,462) ($31,906) ($5,140) $29,247 $422,460

PTA STIP TARGET CAPACITY $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,000
Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.

COMMITMENTS

2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACCOUNT

($ in thousands)

RESOURCES
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AERONAUTICS ACCOUNT
($ in thousands)

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
3-Year    
Total

RESOURCES
Beginning Balance $7,370 $1,268 $984 $707

Adjustment for Prior Commitments1 (5,822)
ADJUSTED BEGINNING BALANCE $1,548 $1,268 $984 $707 $2,959

Aviation Gas Excise Tax2 2,836 2,744 2,654 2,568 7,966
Jet Fuel Excise Tax2 2,618 2,771 2,933 3,105 8,809
Interest (SMIF) 22 22 21 20 62
Federal Trust Funds 436 446 455 465 1,366
Sale of Documents 1 1 1 1 4
Transfer to PTA Account (30) (30) (30) (30) (90)

TOTAL RESOURCES $7,432 $7,221 $7,019 $6,836 $21,076

STATE OPERATIONS
State Operations ($3,663) ($3,736) ($3,811) ($3,887) ($11,434)
State Controller (0840) (8) (8) (8) (9) (25)
Financial Information System for California (8880) (3) (3) (3) (3) (9)

TOTAL STATE OPERATIONS ($3,674) ($3,748) ($3,822) ($3,899) ($11,469)

LOCAL ASSISTANCE
Grants to Local Agencies (Annual Credit Program) ($1,490) ($1,490) ($1,490) ($1,490) ($4,470)
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Match (1,000) (1,000) (1,000) (1,000) (3,000)
Acquisition & Development (A&D) 0 0 ** ** 0

TOTAL LOCAL ASSISTANCE ($2,490) ($2,490) ($2,490) ($2,490) ($7,470)

CASH AVAILABLE DURING FE PERIOD $1,268 $984 $707 $447

1 Includes outstanding encumbrances.

Note:  Numbers may not add due to rounding.

** A&D for 2015-16 and 2016-17 will be determined when federal budget funding has been approved.  Past action by the 
Commission dictates that AIP Match receives priority for available funds.

2 Excise tax revenues are based on the 2013-14 projection from the 2013-14 Governor's Budget and escalated each year from
2013-14 through 2016-17 per assumption Aero 2.    

2014 FUND ESTIMATE
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COUNTY AND INTERREGIONAL SHARE ESTIMATES 

The STIP consists of two broad programs, the regional program funded from 75 percent of new 
STIP funding and the interregional program funded from 25 percent of new STIP funding.  The 
75 percent regional program is further subdivided by formula into County Shares.  County 
Shares are available solely for projects nominated by regions in their Regional Transportation 
Improvement Programs (RTIP).  A detailed explanation of this methodology is included in the 
County Share portion of this document. 

The 2014 STIP Fund Estimate (FE) indicates that there are negative program capacities for the 
Public Transportation Account (PTA) and the federal Transportation Enhancement Program 
(TE); therefore, programming targets for the PTA and TE are not needed for the 2014 STIP 
cycle.  PTA funds in the STIP are severely limited and will remain so in the future, and the TE 
program has been eliminated in the new federal transportation act (MAP-21, Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act) signed by the President on July 6, 2012.  This means that many 
of the transit and TE projects currently programmed in the STIP will either have to be delivered 
with other funds (if the projects are eligible for other STIP fund types) or be unprogrammed.  In 
particular, TE reserve amounts must be unprogrammed. 
 
The following tables display STIP county and interregional shares and targets for the 2014 STIP. 
 

Table 1.  Reconciliation to County and Interregional Shares 
 

This table lists the net changes to program capacity from the 2014 STIP FE to the capacity used 
in the County and Interregional Shares.  This table also separates the program capacity by PTA, 
non-PTA (the State Highway Account, Federal Trust Fund, and the Transportation Facilities 
Account), and Transportation Enhancements (TE) capacity. The table is based on Commission 
actions through June 30, 2013. 
 

Table 2.  Summary of Targets and Shares 
 

This table takes into account all county and interregional share balances through the June 2013 
Commission meeting, as well as new statewide STIP capacity.  For each county and the 
interregional share, the table identifies the following target amounts: 
 
 Total Target:  This target is determined by calculating the STIP formula share of all new 

capacity through 2018-19.  The calculation of this target is shown in Table 3.  
 
 Maximum:  This target is determined by estimating the STIP formula share of all available 

new capacity through the end of the county share period in 2019-20.  This represents the 
maximum amount that the Commission may program in a county, other than advancing 
future shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a county with a 
population of under 1 million.  The calculation of this target is shown in Table 4. 

 
Table 3.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares - Total Target 

This table displays factors in the calculation of the Total Target. 
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 Net Carryover:  These columns display the current share status, including STIP allocations 
and amendments through the June 23, 2013 Commission meeting.  Positive numbers indicate 
unprogrammed shares, and negative numbers indicate shares that were advanced. 

 2014 STIP Target Through 2018-19:  This section calculates the total target.  The total target 
is the formula distribution of new capacity available through 2018-19 adjusted for carryover 
balances and lapses. 

o Formula Distribution:  This is the 2014 STIP share through 2018-19.  It is the formula 
distribution of program capacity available through 2018-19. The amount distributed is 
the new capacity less the unprogrammed shares, lapses, and the decrease in advances. 

o Add Back Lapses 11-12/12-13:  This identifies the amount of projects lapsed in 
2011-12 and 2012-13.  These amounts are credited back in the 2014 STIP Fund 
Estimate to county and interregional shares for the four-year share period beginning 
2016-17. 

o Net Share (Total Target):  This is the 2014 STIP target through 2018-19.  The Net 
Share (Total Target) is calculated by adding to the Formula Distribution the lapses 
and the Unprogrammed Balance or Balance Advanced.  In cases where the 
distribution of new capacity is insufficient to cover prior advances (i.e., the Net Share 
would be less than zero), a zero appears in the Net Share column. 

o Net Advance:  Numbers in this column represent advances against future capacity. 
This occurs when the distribution of new shares (through 2018-19) is insufficient to 
cover prior advances. 

 
Table 4.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares – Maximum 

This table calculates the maximum amount that the Commission may program in a county, other 
than advancing future shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a 
county with a population of under 1 million. 

 Net Carryover:  These columns display the current share status, including STIP allocations 
and amendments through the June 23, 2013 Commission meeting.  Positive numbers indicate 
unprogrammed shares, and negative numbers indicate shares that were advanced. 

 
 2014 STIP Share Through 2019-20:  This section estimates the maximum target.  This is the 

formula distribution of estimated new capacity available through 2019-20 adjusted for 
carryover balances and lapses. 

o Formula Distribution:  This column estimates the STIP share of the estimated new 
capacity through the county share period ending in 2019-20. It is the formula 
distribution of estimated program capacity available through the county share period 
ending in 2019-20. The amount distributed is the new capacity less the 
unprogrammed shares, lapses, and the decrease in advances. 

o Add Back Lapses 11-12/12-13:  This identifies the amount of projects lapsed in 
2011-12 and 2012-13.  These amounts are credited back in the 2014 STIP Fund 
Estimate to county and interregional shares for the four-year share period beginning 
2016-17. 

o Net Share (Maximum):  This target is the STIP share of all available new capacity 
through the end of the county share period in 2019-20.  This represents the maximum 
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amount that the Commission may program  in a county, other than advancing future 
shares, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 188.8(j), to a county with a 
population of under 1 million.  The Net Share (Maximum) is calculated by adding to 
the Formula Distribution the lapses and the Unprogrammed Balance or Balance 
Advanced.  In cases where the distribution of new capacity is insufficient to cover 
prior advances (i.e., the Net Share would be less than zero), a zero appears in the Net 
Share column. 

o Net Advance:  Numbers in this column represent advances against future capacity.  
This occurs when the distribution of new shares (through 2019-20) is insufficient to 
cover prior advances. 

Table 5.  Planning, Programming, and Monitoring (PPM) Limitations 

State law provides that up to 5% of a county share may be expended for planning, programming, 
and monitoring (PPM).  This limitation is applied separately to each four-year county share 
period. 

 Total:  This section identifies the shares for the 2016-17 through 2018-19 share period, based 
upon the 2012, and 2014 Fund Estimates.  These are the amounts against which the 5% is 
applied.   

 5% PPM Limitation:  These are the PPM limitations for the 2016-17 through 2018-19 share 
period.  The PPM limitations for the 2012-13 through 2015-16 are not shown here.  They 
have not changed since the 2012 STIP. 
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5-Year 6-Year
Public Transportation Account (PTA) 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total Total

2014 FE PTA Target Capacity $25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25
Total 2014 STIP FE PTA Target Capacity $25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25

2012 STIP Program 1 $68 $84 $101 $97 $0 $0 $282 $350
Extensions $11 $43 $0 $0 $0 $0 $43 $54
Delivered But Not Allocated $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Advances $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Net PTA STIP Program $79 $127 $101 $97 $0 $0 $325 $404
PTA Capacity for County Shares ($54) ($127) ($101) ($97) $0 $0 ($325) ($379)

Cumulative ($54) ($181) ($282) ($379) ($379) ($379)

5-Year 6-Year
SHA 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total Total

2014 FE Non-PTA Target Capacity $798 $774 $691 $686 $686 $681 $3,518 $4,316
2014 FE Non-PTA GARVEE Debt Service ($84) ($84) ($11) ($11) ($11) ($11) ($128) ($212)
TE State Match (Estimated program totals) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total 2014 STIP FE Non-PTA Capacity $714 $690 $680 $675 $675 $670 $3,390 $4,104

2012 STIP Program 1 $462 $516 $569 $531 $0 $0 $1,616 $2,078
Extensions $120 $2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2 $122
Delivered But Not Allocated $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Advances $0 ($5) $0 $0 $0 $0 ($5) ($5)

Net Non-PTA STIP Program $581 $512 $569 $531 $0 $0 $1,613 $2,194
Non-PTA Capacity for County Shares $133 $178 $111 $144 $675 $670 $1,777 $1,910

Cumulative $133 $310 $421 $565 $1,240 $1,910

5-Year 6-Year
Transportation Enhancements (TE) 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total Total

2014 STIP FE TE Capacity (Federal) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TE State Match (Estimated program totals) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total 2014 STIP FE TE Capacity $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

2012 STIP Program 1 $81 $95 $72 $94 $0 $0 $260 $341
Extensions $4 $1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1 $5
Advances ($6) ($3) ($1) ($1) $0 $0 ($6) ($12)

Net TE $79 $92 $70 $92 $0 $0 $255 $334
TE Capacity for County Shares ($79) ($92) ($70) ($92) $0 $0 ($255) ($334)

Cumulative ($79) ($171) ($241) ($334) ($334) ($334)

Total Capacity $0 ($42) ($61) ($45) $675 $670 $1,197 $1,197

Notes:
General note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.

1 2013 Orange Book

2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE
Table 1 - Reconciliation to County and Interregional Shares

($ millions)
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 2014 STIP Fund Estimate
County and Interregional Shares

Table 2. Summary of Targets and Shares
(,000)

Total Target Maximum TE Target
Target Estimated Share Target

County through 2018-19 through 2019-20 through 2018-19

Alameda 32,031 49,551 0
Alpine 2,147 2,668 0
Amador 2,377 3,559 0
Butte 18,480 21,976 0
Calaveras 2,415 3,823 0
Colusa 2,407 3,343 0
Contra Costa 25,552 37,542 0
Del Norte 0 0 0
El Dorado LTC 0 0 0
Fresno 15,872 29,067 0
Glenn 3,483 4,463 0
Humboldt 423 3,946 0
Imperial 17,405 23,626 0
Inyo 18,461 23,303 0
Kern 28,350 46,137 0
Kings 0 0 0
Lake 7,520 9,050 0
Lassen 5,391 7,631 0
Los Angeles 167,168 273,126 0
Madera 0 0 0
Marin 0 0 0
Mariposa 3,111 4,027 0
Mendocino 6,720 10,009 0
Merced 19,080 23,412 0
Modoc 3,653 4,849 0
Mono 14,770 18,367 0
Monterey 14,102 20,338 0
Napa 6,606 8,763 0
Nevada 0 916 0
Orange 62,339 95,004 0
Placer TPA 0 0 0
Plumas 5,214 6,550 0
Riverside 66,804 95,687 0
Sacramento 46,577 63,174 0
San Benito 0 0 0
San Bernardino 51,066 84,274 0
San Diego 34,490 71,613 0
San Francisco 12,414 21,306 0
San Joaquin 23,713 32,708 0
San Luis Obispo 7,372 13,995 0
San Mateo 20,239 29,287 0
Santa Barbara 1,927 9,386 0
Santa Clara 17,074 37,888 0
Santa Cruz 5,534 9,118 0
Shasta 14,204 18,041 0
Sierra 2,251 2,885 0
Siskiyou 7,286 9,916 0
Solano 10,564 15,995 0
Sonoma 0 0 0
Stanislaus 14,697 21,351 0
Sutter 3,955 5,489 0
Tahoe RPA 2,981 3,795 0
Tehama 6,244 8,194 0
Trinity 3,016 4,399 0
Tulare 8,316 16,535 0
Tuolumne 11,245 12,774 0
Ventura 29,858 40,956 0
Yolo 13,148 16,353 0
Yuba 5,116 6,290 0

Statewide Regional 905,168 1,386,455 0

Interregional 292,229 460,942 0

TOTAL 1,197,397 1,847,397 0

New Capacity
Statewide Flexible Capacity 1,909,730
Statewide PTA Capacity (378,695)
Statewide TE Capacity (333,638)
     Total STIP Capacity 1,197,397

2014 STIP Programming

Proposed 2014 STIP Fund Estimate Summary - 11 -



2014 Fund Estimate
County and Interregional Shares

Table 3.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares - Total
($1,000's)

Unprogrammed Balance Formula Add Back Net Share Net
County Balance Advanced Distribution Lapses 11-12/12/13 (Total Target) Advance

Alameda 2,000 0 30,031 0 32,031 0
Alpine 1,255 0 892 0 2,147 0
Amador 350 0 2,027 0 2,377 0
Butte 12,488 0 5,992 0 18,480 0
Calaveras 0 0 2,415 0 2,415 0
Colusa 673 0 1,604 130 2,407 0
Contra Costa 5,000 0 20,552 0 25,552 0
Del Norte 0 (11,560) 1,497 0 0 (10,063)
El Dorado LTC 0 (9,478) 4,203 0 0 (5,275)
Fresno 0 (8,176) 22,618 1,430 15,872 0
Glenn 1,802 0 1,680 1 3,483 0
Humboldt 0 (5,655) 6,038 40 423 0
Imperial 6,741 0 10,664 0 17,405 0
Inyo 9,824 0 8,299 338 18,461 0
Kern 0 (2,711) 30,488 573 28,350 0
Kings 0 (17,941) 4,474 0 0 (13,467)
Lake 4,665 0 2,623 232 7,520 0
Lassen 652 0 3,839 900 5,391 0
Los Angeles 0 (17,809) 181,619 3,358 167,168 0
Madera 0 (14,078) 4,162 0 0 (9,916)
Marin 0 (39,820) 5,617 245 0 (33,958)
Mariposa 1,541 0 1,570 0 3,111 0
Mendocino 1,081 0 5,639 0 6,720 0
Merced 11,655 0 7,425 0 19,080 0
Modoc 1,373 0 2,048 232 3,653 0
Mono 8,439 0 6,166 165 14,770 0
Monterey 0 (6,844) 10,690 10,256 14,102 0
Napa 2,678 0 3,698 230 6,606 0
Nevada 0 (4,118) 3,179 0 0 (939)
Orange 0 (1,653) 55,992 8,000 62,339 0
Placer TPA 0 (45,878) 7,625 0 0 (38,253)
Plumas 2,925 0 2,289 0 5,214 0
Riverside 15,380 0 49,508 1,916 66,804 0
Sacramento 17,630 0 28,447 500 46,577 0
San Benito 0 (6,819) 1,969 0 0 (4,850)
San Bernardino 0 (5,969) 56,920 115 51,066 0
San Diego 0 (29,142) 63,632 0 34,490 0
San Francisco 0 (2,827) 15,241 0 12,414 0
San Joaquin 7,957 0 15,418 338 23,713 0
San Luis Obispo 0 (4,624) 11,354 642 7,372 0
San Mateo 3,728 0 15,511 1,000 20,239 0
Santa Barbara 0 (12,288) 12,785 1,430 1,927 0
Santa Clara 0 (19,262) 35,676 660 17,074 0
Santa Cruz 0 (611) 6,145 0 5,534 0
Shasta 7,628 0 6,576 0 14,204 0
Sierra 1,043 0 1,087 121 2,251 0
Siskiyou 2,470 0 4,509 307 7,286 0
Solano 1,256 0 9,308 0 10,564 0
Sonoma 0 (21,840) 11,444 1,204 0 (9,192)
Stanislaus 3,292 0 11,405 0 14,697 0
Sutter 1,327 0 2,628 0 3,955 0
Tahoe RPA 1,585 0 1,396 0 2,981 0
Tehama 2,422 0 3,343 479 6,244 0
Trinity 586 0 2,370 60 3,016 0
Tulare 0 (6,022) 14,088 250 8,316 0
Tuolumne 8,626 0 2,619 0 11,245 0
Ventura 9,335 0 19,023 1,500 29,858 0
Yolo 6,739 0 5,494 915 13,148 0
Yuba 3,004 0 2,012 100 5,116 0

Statewide Regional 169,150 (295,125) 867,563 37,667 905,168 (125,913)

Interregional 0 (13,246) 289,188 16,287 292,229 0

TOTAL 169,150 (308,371) 1,156,751 53,954 1,197,397 (125,913)

Statewide Flexible Capacity 1,909,730
Statewide PTA Capacity (378,695)
Statewide TE Capacity (333,638)
     Total 1,197,397

2014 STIP 
Share through 2018-19Net Carryover
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2014 Fund Estimate
County and Interregional Shares

Table 4.  Calculation of New Programming Targets and Shares - Maximum
($1,000's)

Unprogrammed Balance Formula Add Back Net Share Net
County Balance Advanced Distribution Lapses 11-12/12-13 (Maximum) Advance

Alameda 2,000 0 47,551 0 49,551 0
Alpine 1,255 0 1,413 0 2,668 0
Amador 350 0 3,209 0 3,559 0
Butte 12,488 0 9,488 0 21,976 0
Calaveras 0 0 3,823 0 3,823 0
Colusa 673 0 2,540 130 3,343 0
Contra Costa 5,000 0 32,542 0 37,542 0
Del Norte 0 (11,560) 2,371 0 0 (9,189)
El Dorado LTC 0 (9,478) 6,655 0 0 (2,823)
Fresno 0 (8,176) 35,813 1,430 29,067 0
Glenn 1,802 0 2,660 1 4,463 0
Humboldt 0 (5,655) 9,561 40 3,946 0
Imperial 6,741 0 16,885 0 23,626 0
Inyo 9,824 0 13,141 338 23,303 0
Kern 0 (2,711) 48,275 573 46,137 0
Kings 0 (17,941) 7,084 0 0 (10,857)
Lake 4,665 0 4,153 232 9,050 0
Lassen 652 0 6,079 900 7,631 0
Los Angeles 0 (17,809) 287,577 3,358 273,126 0
Madera 0 (14,078) 6,590 0 0 (7,488)
Marin 0 (39,820) 8,894 245 0 (30,681)
Mariposa 1,541 0 2,486 0 4,027 0
Mendocino 1,081 0 8,928 0 10,009 0
Merced 11,655 0 11,757 0 23,412 0
Modoc 1,373 0 3,244 232 4,849 0
Mono 8,439 0 9,763 165 18,367 0
Monterey 0 (6,844) 16,926 10,256 20,338 0
Napa 2,678 0 5,855 230 8,763 0
Nevada 0 (4,118) 5,034 0 916 0
Orange 0 (1,653) 88,657 8,000 95,004 0
Placer TPA 0 (45,878) 12,073 0 0 (33,805)
Plumas 2,925 0 3,625 0 6,550 0
Riverside 15,380 0 78,391 1,916 95,687 0
Sacramento 17,630 0 45,044 500 63,174 0
San Benito 0 (6,819) 3,117 0 0 (3,702)
San Bernardino 0 (5,969) 90,128 115 84,274 0
San Diego 0 (29,142) 100,755 0 71,613 0
San Francisco 0 (2,827) 24,133 0 21,306 0
San Joaquin 7,957 0 24,413 338 32,708 0
San Luis Obispo 0 (4,624) 17,977 642 13,995 0
San Mateo 3,728 0 24,559 1,000 29,287 0
Santa Barbara 0 (12,288) 20,244 1,430 9,386 0
Santa Clara 0 (19,262) 56,490 660 37,888 0
Santa Cruz 0 (611) 9,729 0 9,118 0
Shasta 7,628 0 10,413 0 18,041 0
Sierra 1,043 0 1,721 121 2,885 0
Siskiyou 2,470 0 7,139 307 9,916 0
Solano 1,256 0 14,739 0 15,995 0
Sonoma 0 (21,840) 18,121 1,204 0 (2,515)
Stanislaus 3,292 0 18,059 0 21,351 0
Sutter 1,327 0 4,162 0 5,489 0
Tahoe RPA 1,585 0 2,210 0 3,795 0
Tehama 2,422 0 5,293 479 8,194 0
Trinity 586 0 3,753 60 4,399 0
Tulare 0 (6,022) 22,307 250 16,535 0
Tuolumne 8,626 0 4,148 0 12,774 0
Ventura 9,335 0 30,121 1,500 40,956 0
Yolo 6,739 0 8,699 915 16,353 0
Yuba 3,004 0 3,186 100 6,290 0

Statewide Regional 169,150 (295,125) 1,373,703 37,667 1,386,455 (101,060)

Interregional 0 (13,246) 457,901 16,287 460,942 0

TOTAL 169,150 (308,371) 1,831,604 53,954 1,847,397 (101,060)

Statewide Flexible Capacity 2,559,730
Statewide PTA Capacity (378,695)
Statewide TE Capacity (333,638)
     Total 1,847,397

2014 STIP 
Share through 2019-20Net Carryover
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  2014 STIP FUND ESTIMATE
County and Interregional Shares

Table 5 - Planning, Programming  and Monitoring (PPM) Limitations
($1,000's)

2012 STIP 2014 STIP Total
County FY 2016/17 16/17-18/19 16/17-18/19 FY 2016/17-2018-19

Alameda 20,348 30,031 50,379 2,519
Alpine 602 892 1,494 75
Amador 1,383 2,027 3,410 171
Butte 4,031 5,992 10,023 501
Calaveras 1,623 2,415 4,038 202
Colusa 1,081 1,604 2,685 134
Contra Costa 13,881 20,552 34,433 1,722
Del Norte 1,011 1,497 2,508 125
El Dorado LTC 2,806 4,203 7,009 350
Fresno 15,366 22,618 37,984 1,899
Glenn 1,132 1,680 2,812 141
Humboldt 4,066 6,038 10,104 505
Imperial 7,218 10,664 17,882 894
Inyo 5,617 8,299 13,916 696
Kern 20,698 30,488 51,186 2,559
Kings 3,035 4,474 7,509 375
Lake 1,769 2,623 4,392 220
Lassen 2,585 3,839 6,424 321
Los Angeles 122,728 181,619 304,347 15,217
Madera 2,810 4,162 6,972 349
Marin 3,792 5,617 9,409 470
Mariposa 1,058 1,570 2,628 131
Mendocino 3,799 5,639 9,438 472
Merced 5,004 7,425 12,429 621
Modoc 1,379 2,048 3,427 171
Mono 4,180 6,166 10,346 517
Monterey 7,227 10,690 17,917 896
Napa 2,497 3,698 6,195 310
Nevada 2,146 3,179 5,325 266
Orange 37,971 55,992 93,963 4,698
Placer TPA 5,140 7,625 12,765 638
Plumas 1,542 2,289 3,831 192
Riverside 33,370 49,508 82,878 4,144
Sacramento 19,227 28,447 47,674 2,384
San Benito 1,328 1,969 3,297 165
San Bernardino 38,336 56,920 95,256 4,763
San Diego 43,126 63,632 106,758 5,338
San Francisco 10,283 15,241 25,524 1,276
San Joaquin 10,407 15,418 25,825 1,291
San Luis Obispo 7,729 11,354 19,083 954
San Mateo 10,617 15,511 26,128 1,306
Santa Barbara 8,644 12,785 21,429 1,071
Santa Clara 24,115 35,676 59,791 2,990
Santa Cruz 4,164 6,145 10,309 515
Shasta 4,436 6,576 11,012 551
Sierra 732 1,087 1,819 91
Siskiyou 3,036 4,509 7,545 377
Solano 6,277 9,308 15,585 779
Sonoma 7,819 11,444 19,263 963
Stanislaus 7,718 11,405 19,123 956
Sutter 1,775 2,628 4,403 220
Tahoe RPA 942 1,396 2,338 117
Tehama 2,269 3,343 5,612 281
Trinity 1,595 2,370 3,965 198
Tulare 9,531 14,088 23,619 1,181
Tuolumne 1,780 2,619 4,399 220
Ventura 12,867 19,023 31,890 1,595
Yolo 3,691 5,494 9,185 459
Yuba 1,357 2,012 3,369 168

Statewide 586,696 867,563 1,454,259 72,713

Note:  Limitation amounts include amounts already programmed.

5% PPM LimitationTotal
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October 2, 2013 
 
 
 
 
TO:   Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:   Ahron Hakimi, 
   Executive Director 
 

By:  Robert Phipps, 
       Administrative Services Director 

    
SUBJECT:  TTAC AGENDA ITEM: XII   

FY 2014-2015 OVERALL WORK PROGRAM 
 

 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
Kern COG is developing its 2014-15 Overall Work Program. 
 
DISCUSSION:  
 
The Overall Work Program (OWP) is an annual administrative document developed to meet state 
and federal guidelines.  Projects requested by local, state and federal agencies that address 
regional issues and concerns are included in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the 
annual Kern COG program. 
 
Agencies are encouraged to submit appropriate projects to Kern COG staff for possible inclusion in 
the FY 2014-2015 Overall Work Program. These proposals may include but are not limited to freight 
and rail studies; corridor or interchange studies; transit studies or plans. Requests should be 
submitted to the Executive Director no later than December 6, 2012. 
 
 
ACTION:  Information 
 
 



 

                 
KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                     WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR          November 6, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                      10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

   
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, October 2, 2013 
 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

 Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of October 2, 2013  
                 
V. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA)     PUBLIC 

TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER FOR $273,950 (Snoddy)  
 

Comment:  Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of 
Shafter for $273,258. 
 
Action:  Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Shafter in the amount of 
$273,950 and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY SHAFTER for $722,258 (Snoddy) 

 
Comment:  FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of 
Shafter for $722,258 

 
Action:  Review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Shafter for $722,258 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  

 
VII. FY 2013/2014 TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY & DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT 

(TSSSDRA) PROGRAM OF PROJECT $676,193 (Snoddy) 
 

Comment:  The Proposition 1B Transit System Safety, Security & Disaster Response Account 
(TSSSDRA) provides an annual call for projects in the amount of $676,193 to Kern County 
eligible recipients. 



 

 
 
 
 
Action:  Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee authorize by resolution 
the draft fiscal year 2013/2014 TSSSDRA Program of Projects. 
 

VIII. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (Stramaglia) 
 

Comment:  The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 5-year 
Program for Projects of Regional Significance. The maximum 2014 RTIP County Share estimate 
of new programming capacity for Kern is now at $47.913 million for the years 2017-18 through 
2019-20. Kern COG staff prepared a Draft Staff Recommendation Program of Projects that was 
circulated to the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee and the Board of Directors at their 
October 2013 meetings. 
 
Action:  Recommend that the Planning Policy Committee approve Attachment F and direct staff 
to complete the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program for submission to Caltrans 
and the California Transportation Commission by December 15, 2013. 
 

IX.  KERN COG PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY AND PROCEDURES CHAPTER 2 UPDATE 
 (Pacheco) 

 
Comment: Comments were due by October 18, 2013. No comments were received. 
   
Action: Recommend approval of the update to the Kern COG Project Delivery Policy & 
Procedures Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures Overview to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee 

 
X. CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) – SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND 

RESPONSES (Pacheco)  
 
Comment:  CMAQ applications were due September 4, 2013. Applications were mailed 
for review under a separate cover. A summary of comments and responses has been 
prepared by Kern COG staff. 
 

 Action:   Information 
 
XIII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
XIV. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday December 4, 2013.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              October 2, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                          10:00 A.M. 
 
Vice-Chairman Neath called the meeting to order at approximately 10 a.m.  A “sign-in” sheet was 
provided.   
  

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Bob Neath  Kern County 
Dennis McNamara City of McFarland  
Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
Ed Galero  City of Delano 
Joe West  NOR/CTSA 
Bob Wren   City of Wasco 
Michael Bevins  California City 
Jay Schlosser  City of Tehachapi 

     Alec Kimmel  Caltrans 
     Linda Hollinsworth City of Arvin 
     Nick Fidler  City of Bakersfield  
     Teresa Binkley  City of Taft  

 
STAFF:      

Peter Smith  Kern COG 
     Raquel Pacheco Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy  Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia  Kern COG 
     Robert Phipps  Kern COG 
     Tami Popek  Kern COG   
           
  

OTHER:    Marvin Williams  City of Delano    
      
      
            

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

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

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of September 4, 2013, there was a motion 
by Mr. Wren to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Galero seconded the 
motion.   
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IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of September 4, 2013 
was distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 
This item was for review and information only.  
 

V. REQUEST  FY 2013/2014 DELANO TDA FAREBOX EXEMPTION REQUEST  
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that Section 99270.2 of the TDA Statutes and California Codes of Regulations, 
April 2013, allows Kern COG, serving as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency, to 
exempt TDA farebox requirements for rural transit operators transitioning to small urbanized 
transit operators annually by request for not more than five years.   Mr. Snoddy advised that the 
City of Delano completed a Transportation Development Plan in 2012.  The City of Delano is 
transitioning from a rural transit operator to a small urbanized transit operator.  The minimum 
farebox requirement for rural transit operator is 10% and the minimum farebox requirement for a 
small urbanized transit operator is 20%.   Kern COG believes that the City of Delano will be up to 
or near the 20% by the end of the fiscal year.  Therefore Kern COG is requesting an exemption 
for FY 2013-14 of the minimum farebox required of 20% until the City of Delano is able to meet 
the required minimum but no longer than five years.  
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
approve an exemption to the FY 2013-2014 TDA required minimum farebox of 20% to the City of 
Delano until the City is able to meet the required minimum farebox but for no longer than five 
years.   Mr. Bevin’s made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Clausen seconded the motion.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF TEHACHAPI FOR $165,145 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Tehachapi for $165,145.  Mr. Snoddy advised that for the past 3 years the City of 
Tehachapi has been unable to meet its 10% minimum farebox requirement.  Mr. Snoddy stated 
that Kern COG staff notes that the City of Tehachapi is not adhering to the applicable TDA 
farebox return ratio rate of 10% for a rural operator.  Kern COG staff has meet with the City of 
Tehachapi staff and with Kern Regional Transit staff who provide transit service to Tehachapi, to 
discuss remedies to meet the TDA requirements.  Mr. Snoddy stated that the City of Tehachapi 
adopted a transportation development plan in October 2012.  Mr. Snoddy stated that the plan 
indicates strategies that the City of Tehachapi could take to improve their performance.   Some of 
the strategies recommend are, reduce operation costs by cutting down hours that are not 
productive in their weekly schedule, open Saturday service, raise the fair by 50 cents.  
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Tehachapi 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee condition upon the 
city reaching its TDA required farebox minimum by June 30, 2014.     Mr. Schlosser 
recommended approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s seconded 
the motion.  
  

VII. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF DELANO FOR $826,732 
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for 
the City of Delano for $826,732. 
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The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Delano 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Galero made a 
motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. McNamara 
seconded the motion.  
 
  

VIII.       FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 
ROADS CLAIM – CITY TEHACHAPI for $287,004 
. 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of Tehachapi for $287,004. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Tehachapi and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. 
Schlosser made a motion to recommend approval to Transportation Planning Policy Committee.   
Mr. Fiddler seconded the motion.  
 
 

IX. CONFORMITY ANALYSIS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE 2011 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND 2013 FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP) 
 
Ms. Pacheco stated that this item starts on page 17. She advised the Committee that the 
amendment documents were available for public review August 22, 2013 to September 20, 2013 
and included a public hearing on September 19, 2013. One comment received by the City of 
Bakersfield requires changes to two project records in the Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program amendment. The changes will be incorporated into the final document, scheduled for 
consideration and adoption at the October 17, 2013 Board meeting. 

 
The action requested is that the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee recommend 
approval of the Conformity Analysis, 2011 Regional Transportation Plan Amendment #5, and 
2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment #9 to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee.  Mr. Fidler made a motion to recommend approval to the 
Transportation Technical Advisory  
 
 

X. KERN COG PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY AND PROCEDURES CHAPTER 2 UPDATE 
 

 
Ms. Pacheco stated that the item starts on page 20. At the November 15, 2012 Kern COG Board 
meeting, the Kern COG Project Delivery Policies & Procedures document was approved. Kern 
COG staff is proposing to revise Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures Overview with regards to 
Request for Authorization submittals to the Caltrans Office of Local Assistance. The currently 
approved policy requires a submittal for federal-aid projects no later than the 2nd quarter of the 
federal fiscal year. Kern COG staff recommends advancing the Request for Authorization 
deadline by two months.  

 
Comment are due by October 18, 2013. Comments received will be reviewed for inclusion into 
the final document, scheduled for consideration and adoption at the November 21, 2013 Board 
meeting. 
 
A lengthy discussion ensued among the committee.  
 
Vice-Chairman Neath encouraged committee members that would like their comments in the 
record to submit their written comments by October 18th.  
 
This item was for information only.  
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XI. 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is 
moving forward.   Mr. Stramaglia briefly detailed the draft staff recommendations and noted that it will 
come before the committee as a final staff report in November.  In December, Kern COG will be 
submitting the 2014 RTIP to the Commission.  

 
 
This item was for information only.  
 

XII. FISCAL YEAR 2014-15 Overall Work Program 
 
Mr. Phipps stated that Kern COG will soon begin to work on the Fiscal Year 2014-15 Overall 
Work Program.  Mr. Phipps advised the committee members to begin submitting appropriate 
projects to staff for inclusion in the 2014-15 OWP. Mr. Phipps advised that those projects may 
include but are not limited to, freight and rail studies, corridor, interchange studies, transit 
studies.     
 
This item was for information only.  
 
 

XIII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Mr. Smith advised the committee that the January TTAC meeting falls on January 1st.  Mr. Smith 
proposed that the January 1, 2014 TTAC meeting be held on December 4, 2013.  Vice-Chairman 
Neath polled the committee and they were all in agreement.   Vice-Chairman Neath stated that if 
a need arises for a January meeting, it will be held on January 2, 2014. 
 
Mr. Smith stated that he had numerous call from people inquiring if Kern COG can be of 
assistance in establishing the lifeline service to the airport.    
Mr. Neath responded that he would be willing to meet regarding possible solutions.  He advised 
Mr. Smith to arrange a meeting to discuss the issue further.  

 
 

XIV. ADJOURNMENT  
 

With no further business, the meeting adjourned 11:05 a.m. 
 
The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be 
Wednesday November 6, 2013.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM              WEDNESDAY 
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR              September 4, 2013  
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA               1:30 P.M. 
  
Chairman Bevin’s called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
Michael Bevins  City of California City 
Roger Mobley  City of Wasco  

     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi 
     Karen King  GET 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans  
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 

 
STAFF:      Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Rob Ball  Kern COG 

Becky Napier  Kern COG 
     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG 
     Ed Flickinger  Kern COG 
 

OTHER     Aaron Collins  Sequoia Riverlands Trust  
     Heather Dumais ALA 
     Ted James  Consultant 
     Jeff Caton  ESA 
      
    
  
   
    

       
          

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

III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARIES 
 
The RPAC Minutes for the meeting of Wednesday July 3, 2013 and Wednesday July 31, 2013 
were presented to the Committee.  Mr. McNamara noted that he was not in attendance at the July 
31st RPAC meeting but was listed on the minutes as being present.  Mr. Mobley noted that he 
was present and was not on the attendance list.  Ms. Napier made a note to make the necessary 
corrections to the July 31, 2013 meeting minutes.  
 
Mr. Clausen made a motion to approve the Discussion Summaries from July 3, 2013 and July 31, 
2013.  Mr. McNamara seconded the motion.  
   

IV. UPDATE ON 2014 RTP EIR ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 
 
Mr. Ball highlighted changes that had been made to the 2014 ER Alternative Development 
document since the July meeting.      
 
This was an information item. 
 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREA METHODOLOGY UPDATE 
 
Mr. Ball stated that this item was originally brought to the RPAC in April and then again at the July 
RPAC meeting.  At that time there was some concern with what the results of the new proposed 
methodology to identify environmental justice areas.   Mr. Ball noted that three task force 
meetings were held during the time period of July of 2012 and March of 2013.  Participants of 
those meetings included Community Action Partnership of Kern, Bike Bakersfield, California 
Rural Legal Assistance, Greenfield Walking Group, Kern County Department of Public Health, 
California Walks, Independent Living Center, Center for Race Poverty and the Environment, 
Sequoia Riverlands Trust, Sierra Club, City of Shafter and Kern County Housing Authority.  
Options for identifying Environmental Justice areas were reviewed at these meetings.   Mr. Ball 
indicated that the staff report contained results of the analysis based upon the recommended 
methodology received by the task force.     
 
An extensive discussion ensued amongst the committee members.  
 
The action requested is to approve use of the Environmental Justice areas created by UC Davis 
for preparation for the 2014 Environmental Justice Analyses.   Mr. Clausen made a motion to 
continue the item until the October RPAC meeting to allow the Committee to review the 
information further.  Mr. McNamara seconded the motion, motion carried.  

  
VI. KERN HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE/BUS RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (HOV/BRT STUDY) 

 
Mr. Flickinger stated that the Kern High Occupancy Vehicle/Bus Rapid Transit Study is complete 
and ready to file.  He advised that it is posted on the Kern COG website for review.   
Mr. Ball gave a brief PowerPoint on the highlights of the report.  
 
Mr. James asked Mr. Ball to clarify with staff the schedule for the upcoming meetings in 
addressing an overview of the strategies, as well as giving an update on each of the chapters of 
the RTP SCS.  Mr. James expressed that would provide a better forum for reviewing all of the 
strategies together.  
 
Ms. Para stated that she agreed with Mr. James, that more strategies needed to be seen.  
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Ms. Poire expressed that the direction did not seem clear.  
 
Chairman Bevin’s requested that Mr. Ball put together an overview in a PowerPoint format.   
 
Mr. Ball stated that he would put together a brief overview to bring back to the Committee.  
 
The action requested is to recommend the Transportation Planning Policy Committee receive and 
file the Final Study.   Mr. Clausen made a motion recommend the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee receive and file the Final Study.  Ms. King seconded the motion.  
 

VII. INTERREGIONAL GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN UPDATE  
 
Mr. Raymond stated this was a valley wide project.  Mr. Raymond advised that the final draft will 
be delivered on September 5th to the San Joaquin Valley Regional Planning Agency.  The project 
was divided into three phases.  Phase I was to assess the current conditions, Phase II was 
strategy development and Phase III was recommendations.  Mr. Raymond noted that four major 
stakeholder workshops were held, two were conducted in the southern half of the San Joaquin 
Valley and two were conducted in the Northern half.  Additional considerable outreach was done 
via surveys, etc.   
 
The action requested is to recommend to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee receive 
and file the Final Study.  Mr. Clausen made a motion to recommend to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee receive and file.  Ms. Poire seconded the motion.  
  

VIII. KERN REGION ENERGY ACTION PLANS UPDATE  
 
Ms. Urata gave a brief update of the Kern Region Energy Action Plans.  
 
Ms. Urata stated that the majority of the California Edison Cities that are participating in the Kern 
REAP program have adopted their Energy Action Plans.  The County of Kern is still in the editing 
process, they hope to bring their plan before the Board of Supervisors in September.   
 
An Energy Summit kick-off event will be held on October 30, 2013 at Hodels.  A flier was 
distributed to the Committee with the event information.  
 
Mr. Caton from ESA gave a brief report of the completed work and the next steps that need to be 
done with the Energy Action Plans.  
 
This was an information item. 
 

IX. DRAFT COORDINATED HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR KERN COUNTY 
(UPDATE)   
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that in February 2013 Kern COG contracted with AMMA Transit Consulting to 
prepare an updated Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan for $30,000.  Mr. Snoddy 
advised that there is a Transportation Plan in place from 2007; however, the FTA requires that 
the plan be updated every five years.    
 
The action requested is to review the Draft CHSTP and comment to Kern COG staff by 
Wednesday, October 2, 2013.  
 

X. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 
 

 The minutes from the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting of 
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July 3, 2013 were distributed for review. 
 

 Metropolitan Bakersfield RTP Workshops Update (Ball) – Workshop materials are 
available under the Handouts section on the RPAC webpage: 
http://www.kerncog.org/regional-planning-advisory-committee  

 
XI. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCMENTS 

 
Comments on the Draft 2013 Kern Regional Housing Data Report (Version 2) are due September 
6, 2013. The Data Report is available on the following link: http://www.kerncog.org/regional-
housing  
 

XII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
None 
 

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



 
 

November 6, 2013 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  V. 

FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) 
PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER FOR $273,950 

 
DESCRITPION: 
 
FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the City of Shafter for 
$273,950. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Shafter for 
$273,950. 
 
Claimant   LTF  STAF  TOTAL 
Shafter    $20,911 $253,039 $273,950 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the 
Regional Transportation Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) 
Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 
Operations Qualifying Criteria. Staff recommends a conditional approval. 
 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Shafter in the amount of $273,950 and 
recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
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TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VI 

FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY SHAFTER for $722,258 

     
 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of Shafter for $722,258 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Shafter. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Shafter              $722,258  $0              $722,258 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) the maximum funding level does not exceed 
claimants’ deferred revenues, plus current year apportionments, less required public transit financing; 2) claimants have 
conducted a public hearing within its jurisdiction to receive testimony regarding unmet transit needs and have made an 
appropriate finding by resolution of its governing body; 3) project proposed for funding is in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and 4) claimants have not requested or received funds in excess of its current year expenditure.  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Shafter for $722,258 and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
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TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
From:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
By:  Robert M. Snoddy, 
  Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM VII 

FY 2013/2014 TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY & DISASTER RESPONSE 
ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) PROGRAM OF PROJECT $676,193 

 
DESCRITPION: 
 
The Proposition 1B Transit System Safety, Security & Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA) provides 
an annual call for projects in the amount of $676,193 to Kern County eligible recipients. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The California Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES) and Kern COG staff issued a call for projects for 
the TSSSDAR program on September 4, 2013. The cities of Arvin, California City, Delano, McFarland, 
Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, Kern Regional Transit, and Golden Empire Transit District confirmed 
TSSSDRA funds will be committed to eligible projects. The cities of Shafter and Wasco did not have an 
eligible project, which made $30,698 available for regional projects in the cities of McFarland and Taft. 
Additionally, Golden Empire Transit District agreed to transfer $6,000 of its regional apportionment to the 
City of California City allowing the City to purchase two security cameras. 
 
When a member agency’s GC 8879(a)(3) monies are not used by that agency and are used by another 
agency, the member agency must formally declare to Cal OES that it authorizes the use of its GC 8879(a)(3) 
monies to another agency. The declaration may take the form of a memorandum of understanding (MOU) 
between each member agency involved or a resolution from the Kern COG Board that addresses each 
member agency declaration. 
 
Since the MOU method would require each member agency that did not apply for fiscal year 2013/2014 
TSSSDRA monies to prepare a separate MOU: one from each city to the recipient authorizing the use of 
its GC 8879(a)(3) monies, multiple MOUs may be required to meet the guideline of the TSSSDRA program. 
Therefore, Kern COG staff recommends a county-wide resolution alternative. 
 
Included is the following attachment: Attachment “A” is the draft fiscal year 2013/2014 TSSSDRA program 
of projects. 
 
ACTION: 
 
Recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee authorize by resolution the draft fiscal year 
2013/2014 TSSSDRA Program of Projects. 
 
Attachment: “A”: Kern County Fiscal Year 2013/2014 Program of Projects    



FY 2013/2014

Agency Project Description 99313 99314 Total apportionment Project Amount

Arvin Security glass for transit office $14,320 $607 14,927$                      $14,927

California City Transit security cameras $15,962 $203 16,165$                      $16,165

Delano Transit security cameras $37,979 $518 38,497$                      $38,497

GET Transit security cameras $340,794 $41,506 382,300$                    $382,300

KRT Unknown $135,107 $6,113 141,220$                    $141,220

McFarland Transit security system $21,170 $652 21,822$                      $21,822

Ridgecrest Transit security cameras $20,546 $1,019 21,565$                      $21,565

Shafter No project $0 $0 -$                               $0

Taft Transit security system $25,800 $2,629 28,429$                      $28,429

Tehachacpi Unkown $11,207 $61 11,268$                      $11,268

Wasco No project $0 $0 -$                               $0

Regional Totals 622,885 $53,308 $676,193 $676,193

Regional Surplus

Draft Transit System Safety, Security, and 

Disaster Response Account (TSSSDRA) 

Program of Projects

Regional Surplus Amt.

$676,193

Attachment "A"

Kern County
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November 6, 2013 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Joseph Stramaglia, Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VIII 

2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
 
DESCRIPTION:   
 
The 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) is a 5-year Program for Projects of 
Regional Significance. The maximum 2014 RTIP County Share estimate of new programming capacity for 
Kern is now at $47.913 million for the years 2017-18 through 2019-20. Kern COG staff prepared a Draft 
Staff Recommendation Program of Projects that was circulated to the Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee and the Board of Directors at their October 2013 meetings. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
Staff Recommendation - Program of Projects 
 
Kern COG staff has prepared a Staff Recommendation - Program of Projects table with the label “Staff 
Recommendation” and is incorporated into this staff report as Attachment F. The table was circulated for 
information at the October meetings of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee and Board of 
Directors. The Staff Recommendation – Program of Projects positions the State Route 58 Connector 
project as the regions highest priority and indicates $49 million toward construction. This “expends” the 
full maximum fund estimate of $47.9 million. The Staff Recommendation positions the Inyo County project 
“Olancha Cartago” as the next priority in order to advance agreed upon priorities set forth in the project 
delivery MOU with Inyo and Mono Counties. The 2nd Priority project would require an advance from the 
2016 RTIP cycle. The Draft Staff Recommendation is consistent with the regions commitment to the State 
Route 58 Connector project from the 2012 RTIP cycle and restores the 60/40 equity policy commitment to 
the region. 
 
Action:  Recommend that the Planning Policy Committee approve Attachment F and direct staff to 
complete the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program for submission to Caltrans and the 
California Transportation Commission by December 15, 2013. 
 
Attachment A – RTIP Background and Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
Attachment B – 2012 STIP as approved by California Transportation Commission 
Attachment C –Other Significant Transportation Investments in Kern County 
Attachment D – Doing More with Less – A Graphic Chart 
Attachment E – Projects Delivered Over the Last 10 Years 
Attachment F – “Staff Recommendation” Program of Projects Summary 

 



2014 Fund Estimate and 2014 STIP Guidelines  
 
At the August 6, 2013 CTC meeting, the Final 2014 Fund Estimate and 2014 STIP Guidelines were 
approved by the California Transportation Commission. A copy of the proposed revisions to the adopted 
2014 Fund Estimate and 2014 STIP Guidelines are included with this report. Both adopted documents will 
inform the Kern Region as to how the program of projects is to be submitted for the Commission’s final 
approval early next spring. According to the newly adopted guidelines a region the size of Kern can 
request new programming up to twice its maximum programming estimate. However, it should be noted 
that the final approval of RTIP submittals throughout California relies on statewide financial constraint as 
indicated in the adopted Fund Estimate. These documents may be downloaded on the Commission 
website at http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/STIP/2014_STIP/2014_STIP_Guidelines_adopted_0813.pdf 
and http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/ctcbooks/2013/0813/16_4.7.pdf.  
 
Background 
 
The information below presents a development overview and information baseline for the 2014 RTIP 
process. Project status is indicated below: 
 

STATUS OF PROJECTS OF REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE IN 2012 STIP 
 
 
 
 

RANK PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROGRAM PHASE FY STATUS  
 

Board / 13 West Ridgecrest Blvd. Recon. & Widen Construction 13-14 Ready  
Board / 61 Challenger Drive  Extension Construction 13-14 Ready  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 1 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  

Board / 14 SR 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Phase 2 
Pre-Construction 15-17 In Progress  
Construction - - - Not Programmed  

Board / 60 SR 46 – Segment 4A Widening 
Pre-Construction 12-13 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Yet Started  

5 / Board SR 119 – Cherry Ave Passing Lanes 
Pre-Construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 15-16 Not Started  

Board SR 58 Centennial Corridor 
Pre-construction 12-15 In Progress  
Construction 16-17 Not Started  

 
The CTC has begun the process to develop a statewide 2014 State Transportation Improvement Program 
(2014 STIP) for Projects of Regional Significance. Each regions submittal to the CTC is considered an 
“RTIP”. Once the submittals are aggregated and approved by the CTC, it becomes a “STIP”. Currently, 
Kern projects in the 2012 STIP include street and highway improvements on State Routes 14, 46, 58, 119 
and two local streets in Ridgecrest and Tehachapi. More detailed information about each project is 
provided in Attachment A of this report. 
 
2014 RTIP TIMELINE 
 
 November 2013 - KCOG staff requests approval of Final 2014 RTIP Program of Projects 

 December 2013 - KCOG submits 2014 RTIP Project Programs to the CTC 

 February 2014 - CTC conducts Southern/Northern California Public Hearings for Draft 2014 STIP 

 March 2014 - CTC presents staff recommendation for 2014 STIP 

 April 2014 - CTC approves final 2014 STIP 

 



ATTACHMENT A – RTIP Background and Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

2014 RTIP Workshops  
 
Kern COG staff has begun the development of 2014 RTIP programming information for discussion and 
review at the August, and upcoming September Workshop. The draft staff recommendation will be 
presented in October with a request for approval by November 2013. 
 
Workshop of September 26, 2013 – This Workshop is the last scheduled Workshop for the development 
process of the 2014 RTIP Program of Projects. This Workshop provided the opportunity for participants to 
inform Kern COG staff regarding any final programmatic considerations, leading up to the development of 
a staff recommendation for circulation in the month of October. 
 
Workshop of August 21, 2013 – Kern COG staff conducted a Workshop on Wednesday, August 21, 
2013 at 9:30 AM in the Kern COG Board Room. Staff updated attendees on the adoption of both the 2014 
STIP Guidelines and 2014 Fund Estimate. Also introduced and discussed at the Workshop was the 
Program of Projects Summary Table or “Option A” 
 
Workshop of July 24, 2013 - Kern COG staff conducted a Workshop on Wednesday, July 24, 2013 at 
9:30 AM in the Kern COG Board Room. The following topics were discussed: 1) The Draft 2014 Fund 
Estimate information; 2) The Draft 2014 STIP Guidelines update; 3) Kern COG project needs; 4) MOU 
partnerships in Eastern Kern; and 5) The Status of Kern COG’s 60/40 equity policy.   
 
 
Regional Adoption of 2012 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
 
On November 17, 2011, the KCOG Board of Directors approved its 2012 RTIP Program of Projects. The 
Board action included an action to reserve future county-shares for the State Route 58 Centennial 
Corridor Connector project.  The 2012 RTIP included a request to advance an additional $49 million for 
the construction phase of the Centennial Corridor. At that time, CTC staff indicated that KCOG’s request 
for additional programming capacity from a future RTIP cycle was reasonable because it did not exceed 
the estimated 5-year County Share estimate. In light of Commission staff’s support, KCOG staff’s 
recommendation as approved by the Board on November 17, 2011, included 1) the programming of non-
metropolitan Bakersfield project phases that were ready to be advanced and 2) a future programming 
commitment from the 2014 RTIP cycle to advance the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor project. The 
$49 million advance was not part of the Commission’s final approval. However, the KCOG Board of 
Directors action to direct future funding to the State Route 58 Centennial Corridor Connector 
project remains intact. Attachment B reflects the approved 2012 STIP portion for Kern. 
 
Update of the KCOG Project Selection Policy 
 
In 1998, KCOG circulated a call for projects to the Cities and County of Kern and ranked 66 Projects of 
Regional Significance. This action was in response to the enactment of SB 45 which shifted 75% of 
formula highway revenue to regional control and 25% to state control. The KCOG RTIP Policy focused on 
regional equity inside and outside of the Metropolitan Bakersfield area and project readiness. The equity 
policy designates that 60% of State Transportation Improvement Program funds be available for projects 
inside the 2010 Metropolitan Bakersfield Boundary (as modified by the policy). The remaining 40% of the 
State Transportation Improvement Program funding was for projects outside the Metropolitan Bakersfield 
boundary. The policy notes that funds can be flexible (moved inside and outside the designated boundary 
from year to year) as long as the “60/40” balance is maintained over the long-term.  
 



ATTACHMENT A – RTIP Background and Project Status of Currently Programmed STIP Projects 
 

Since then, KCOG recently approved a comprehensive update to the project selection process for 
revenue programs in which KCOG has jurisdiction for both project selection or the dissemination of 
revenue or both. Chapter 3 is specific to the RTIP and references the State Transportation Improvement 
Program Guidelines as adopted by the CTC every two years. These two policy sources inform KCOG 
staff and the Board of Directors on options and considerations to advance these Projects of Regional 
Significance. Go to http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/STIP/2012_STIP/2012_STIP_Guidelines_final.pdf 
and http://www.kerncog.org/images/docs/policies/Project_Selection_Process_2012.pdf for the current 
version of the CTC 2012 STIP Guidelines and the KCOG “Project Delivery Policies and Procedures”.  The 
KCOG document includes several key policy elements in Chapter 3 including 1) the geographic equity 
60/40 policy; 2) the commitment of revenue to the SR 46 widening projects between the San Luis Obispo 
County Line and Interstate 5; 3) the leveraging of other revenue streams; and 4) policy elements that 
focus on project readiness. All of these policy considerations are taken into account by KCOG staff when 
a Program of Projects is developed for each RTIP cycle. Project readiness and leveraging elements are 
listed below and on the next page. 
 

 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program, it is KCOG’s policy to continue advancing the project that has 
completed one phase to the next phase when funding is available; 

 
 Once KCOG has committed to a project in the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional 

Transportation Improvement Plan, it is KCOG’s policy to keep a project or phase of a project whole, 
when possible; 
 

 KCOG leverages outside project dollars through partnerships with Caltrans (IIP), other Regions, Local 
contributions, regional commitments from other Counties, demonstration funds, or state bond funds; 
 

 KCOG supports the equitable distribution of funding through the management of the Metro/Rural 
60/40 programming split of State Transportation Improvement Program funding; and  
 

 KCOG uses a ranked list of candidate Regional Transportation Improvement Program projects 
approved by the KCOG Board of Director’s in addition to other Board Actions to manage overall 
project priorities. 

 
Revenue Partnerships – As a way to leverage the states allotment of formula highway funding for 
improvements on interregional focus routes including State Routes 14, 46 and 58, the KCOG Board has 
partnered with Caltrans and other Counties since 1998 and then again in 2003. The KCOG Board of 
Directors entered into Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with Caltrans and the Counties of Inyo 
and Mono in order to combine Kern’s regional choice funding with State choice dollars to deliver projects 
along the State Route 14 / US 395 Corridor up into the Counties of Inyo and Mono. The 1998 MOU 
committed the KCOG Board to assist with an Inyo County project, the Olancha Cartago widening project. 
As part of the 1998 MOU, Caltrans delivered the State Route 14 Mojave Widening project in Kern. Also 
under the MOU, the next KCOG project that benefits from this collaboration is the State Route 14 
Freeman Gulch Widening project. State Route 46 Widening project from the San Luis Obispo County Line 
to Interstate 5 is another project that successfully leveraged several funding sources. Since the 
enactment of SB 45, the State has fallen short in expected formula revenue streams. Several projects in 
the Kern region were advanced to the environmental review phase in 1998 to create a new shelf of 
projects, but some of these projects were subsequently shelved because of revenue shortfall of over 
$300 million in subsequent cycles. These projects include: 
 

 State Route 184 Weedpatch Highway Widening – Delayed 
 State Route 58 Dennison Road Interchange – Delayed 
 State Route 46 Widening through Wasco – Delayed 
 US 395 Widening through Ridgecrest – Delayed 
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State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 1 
 

Project Description and Location: This MOU project is programmed with Inyo 10% RIP, Mono 10% 
RIP, Kern 40% RIP and Caltrans 40% IIP. This project was divided into 3 segments. Segment 1 is ready for 
construction. The first segment is from 1 mile south of State Route 178 East to 1.7 miles north of State 
Route 178 East for a total of 2.7 miles. The project will widen the highway from 2 to 4 lanes. 

Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the first of three segments 
that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 395.  Route 
14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: Project design is currently in progress with some preliminary rights-of-way work as well. 
 
Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered to be fully funded. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2008 RTIP Engineering 12-13 $1,000 $1,000 $500 $2,500 
2008 RTIP Rights-of-Way 14-15 $4,520 $4,520 $2,260 $11,300 
2012 RTIP Construction 16-17 $12,435 $12,435 $6,218 $31,088 

 Total  $17,955 $17,955 $8,978 $44,888 
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State Route 14 – Freeman Gulch Widening Segment 2 
 

 
 
 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is the second of the three segments. The project is 
located from 4.8 miles south of Route 178 west to 0.5 mile north of Route 178 west to convert from a 2-lane 
conventional highway to a 4-lane expressway. 
 
 
 
Purpose and Need: The project constitutes the principal access into the Inyo and Mono County 
recreation areas.  The project will relieve congestion, separate oncoming traffic with a divided median, and 
break up traffic queues by providing major passing opportunities.  This project is the second of three 
segments that will close the final 2-lane "gap" on Route 14 between Mojave and the junction with Route 
395.  Route 14 is an Interregional High Emphasis Focus Route. 

Project Status: This project is in the design phase. Construction is not yet programmed. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: Segment 2 was programmed for PS&E and RW using RIP from Inyo and 
Mono Counties only with proposed ITIP revenue. This is considered a “loan” and Kern COG will need to 
restore its 40% share from a future county share cycle. Future Cost Estimate: $42 M. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
2012 RTIP Engineering 15-16  $1,300 $1,950 $3,250 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 16-17  $3,044 $4,566 $7,610 

 Construction      
 Total   $4,344 $6,516 $10,860 
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State Route 58 – Centennial Corridor Connector 

Project Location and Description: This new alignment of State Route (SR) 58 begins at Interstate 5 
(PM T31.7) and ends east of Cottonwood Road (PM R55.4) in and near the City of Bakersfield. This work 
consists of three segments. Segment 3, consists of a route adoption of Stockdale highway as the new SR 
58 with operational improvements. Segment 2, consists of a route transfer of Westside Parkway as the new 
SR 58. Segment 1, consists of a new freeway alignment from the east terminus of Westside Parkway to SR 
99 and operational improvements on the existing SR 58 from SR 99 to east of Cottonwood Road. 
 
 Purpose and Need: This project is to construct and ultimately adopt an alignment for SR 58 that will 
provide interregional and regional conductivity for east-west traffic traveling within metropolitan Bakersfield 
and Kern County, provide continuity for SR 58 in Kern County, promote economic growth and 
international/interregional trade by improving linkage between existing segments of the interstate system, 
reduce commercial and regional commute time through a major freight corridor, improve local east-west 
circulation and reduce congestion. 

Project Status: This project currently is completing the environmental review phase. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: The construction phase  
 
 Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

- - - Environmental    $25,000 $25,000 
2012 RTIP Engineering 12-13   $39,000 $39,000 
2012 RTIP Rights-of-Way 12-13   $195,000 $195,000 

 Construction 13-16 $4,001  $444,000 $435,000 
 Total  $4,001  $689,999 $694,000 
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State Route 119 Passing Lanes 
 

Project Location and Description: Near Taft, from Cherry Avenue to Tupman Road.  Construct 4-lane 
bypass and eastbound and westbound passing lanes. 
 
 Purpose and Need: Segments of Route 119 within the project limits are currently operating at a Level of 
Service (LOS) D and E. Segment 1, from post-mile 5.5 to R9.1, and segment 2, from post-mile R9. 1 to 
R11.6 are currently operating at LOS E. If no improvements are made, segment 2 would deteriorate to LOS 
E and segment 1 to LOS F. By widening the existing two-lane highway to a four-lane expressway the LOS 
would be improved to B or better, which would exceed the Route Concept LOS of C.  

Project Status: Project Report in revision to modify project scope from bypass to passing lanes. Design 
and construction to follow. Rights-of-way to be amended to separate into construction. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: Initial estimates considered sufficient. However, additional revenue may be 
needed for environmental mitigation. A portion of the ROW programmed is expected to finance 
construction. 
 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering 12-13 $400   $400 
 Rights-of-Way 14-15 $5,205   $5,205 
 Construction      
 Total  $5,605   $5,605 
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In Ridgecrest – West Ridgecrest Blvd Reconstruction and Widening 
 

Project Location and Description: This project is located  in the City of Ridgecrest on West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard; the project limits are between Mahan Street and China Lake Boulevard (SR 178) 
along West Ridgecrest Boulevard, which is a distance of 1.5 Miles. 
 
 Purpose and Need: This project will provide improved access to State Route 178 / U.S. 395 in the 
western part of the City of Ridgecrest. The proposed construction includes converting portions of West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard, from two-lane to four-lane traffic, construction of center medians for control of left 
turns, reconstruction and signalization of two intersections.  
 
Project Status: This project is ready for construction. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 
 
 Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      
 Construction 13-14 $6,200   $6,200 
 Total  $6,200   $6,200 
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In Tehachapi – Challenger Drive Extension 
 

Project Location and Description: In Tehachapi, from eastern terminus of Challenger Drive to 
Dennison Road on a new alignment. Construct a new 2-lane roadway.  

Purpose and Need: This project was selected to replace a proposed interchange on State Route 58 at 
Dennison Road.  Two residential subdivisions lie north of the UPRR train route cutting through the City of 
Tehachapi.  The train track is a major east-west freight route and receives almost 80 trains a day.  The at-
grade crossing isolates these two residential developments. The extension of Challenger drive on the north 
side of Hwy 58, will serve as an alternate route to these residential neighborhoods.  

Project Status: This project is ready for construction and should be delivered in the upcoming fiscal year. 
 
 Current Revenue Needs: This project is considered fully funded. 

Current STIP Programming ($ X 1,000) 
RTIP Cycle Phase FY STIP ITIP Other Total 

 Environmental      
 Engineering      
 Rights-of-Way      

2012 RTIP Construction 13-14 $1,500   $1,500 
 Total  $1,500   $1,500 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT B – Kern element of 2012 STIP as approved by CTC 
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ATTACHMENT C – Regionally Significant Investments in Kern in Proximity to Cities 
(Excludes Metropolitan Bakersfield and Unincorporated Areas) 

 

Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 

Construction 

Investment 
Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of Arvin 

On Route 223 in Kern County near Arvin 

between Old River Road and Vineland Road 

- Widen shoulders & install Rumble strips - 

PM 4.8 / R17.2 

SHOPP 2013-14 $3,652,000 Design and ROW 

work in progress 

– construction to 

start by 2014  

In Kern County on Route 223 within 

The City of Arvin from A Street to 

Derby Street – Construct curb, gutter and 

sidewalk - Aesthetic treatments – PM 19.8 / 

22.2 

TE 2011-12 $1,084,000 Construction 

contract 

awarded  

Nov. 2012 

 

Agency:  City of California City 

On Route 14 Widen to 4 lanes and 

construct interchange at California City 

Blvd. 

STIP 2005-06 $62,000,000 Inyo/Mono/KCOG 

partnership – 

constructed in 

2008 

Redwood Blvd./Hacienda Blvd; reconfigure 

intersection; curb, gutter, raised medians, 

upgrade signs, striping and pavement 

markings 

HSIP 2013-14 $411,300 Construction 

programmed in 

2014 

 

Agency:  City of Delano 

On Route 155 near Delano at Browning 

Road -Intersection Improvements –  PM 1.5 

SHOPP Future $1,000,000 Not yet 

programmed 

Delano: Cecil Ave./Albany St.; Albany 

St./15th Ave.; Albany St./14th Ave.; Albany 

St./13th Ave.; SR 155 (Garces Hwy.)/Austin 

St.; SR 155/Belmont St.; SR 155/Dover St.; 

Construct raised crosswalk, bulb-outs, curb 

ramps; install signs and striping 

SRTS 2014-15 $393,600 Construction 

programmed in 

2014-15. 

 

Agency:  City of Maricopa 

On Route 166 From State Route 33 To 3.5 

Miles West Of San Emigdio Creek Bridge 

(Br# 50-31) AC Overlay – PM 0.0 / 9.0 

SHOPP 

Candidate 

Future $5,228,000 Project not yet 

programmed. 

On Route 166 Near Maricopa From 

5.6 Km West Of San Emigdio Creek Bridge 

To Route 166/99 Separation Asphalt 

Concrete Overlay –  PM 9.0 / 24.6 

SHOPP 2009-10 $15,900,000 Project was 

completed in 

2012. 
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Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 

Construction 

Investment 
Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of McFarland 

On Route 99 And 178 In Kern County At 

Kern Avenue Pedestrian OC On Route 99, 

Pm 49.6 & Sunny Lane Pedestrian Over-

crossing On Route 178, PM R4.4 - ADA 

Compliance Upgrades 

SHOPP 2013-14 $12,100,000 Programmed for 

construction in 

2014 

On Route 99 from Beardsley Canal Bridge 

To Route 46/99 Separation - Replace 

Existing Pavement 

SHOPP 2010-11 $88,000,000 In Construction 

On Route 99 Near Famoso And South Of 

McFarland From 0.6 Mile South Of 

Sherwood Avenue Overcrossing To 0.4 Mile 

South Of Whisler Road Overcrossing – 

Construct Rumble Strip PM R46.9 / 48.6 

SHOPP 2013-14 $1,444,000 Construction not 

yet started. 

On Perkins Avenue, Browning Avenue, Kern 

Avenue, construct sidewalk and curb ramps 

– SRTS 

SRTS 2012-13 $286,750 Construct should 

be started. 

 

Agency:  City of Ridgecrest 

In Kern County On Route 178, From China 

Lake Blvd To Gemstone Street In The City 

Of Ridgecrest Reconstruct Center Median 

With Raised Center Median – PM 100.6 / 

102.7 

SHOPP Future $1,420,000 Candidate 

Near Ridgecrest at the Red Rock Canyon 

Bridge #50-0178. Replace bridge (scour) – 

PM 39.3 / 40.3 

SHOPP 2013-14 $14,450,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2013. 

In Kern Co in and near Ridgecrest from 

Route 178/395 Sep to Richmond Rd. 

Maintenance Asphalt Overlay - PM 93.2 

103.8 

SHOPP 2012-13 $3,265,000 This should be in 

construction. 

In Kern Co. in and near Ridgecrest from 

route 178/395 Separation to China Lake 

Blvd. Maintenance Asphalt Overlay – PM 

93.2 100.6 

SHOPP 2012-13 $3,752,000 This should be in 

construction. 

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Upjohn Ave; 

China Lake Blvd between Rader Ave and 

Ridgecrest Blvd; install traffic signals and 

interconnect communications cable; 

construct curb ramps HSIP4-09-001 

HSIP 2013-14 $361,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2014. 

Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd/Bowman Rd; 

install traffic signals (interconnect); 

construct curb ramps, curb and gutter 

HSIP5-09-001 

HSIP 2014-15 $440,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2015. 

Ridgecrest: Drummond Ave between 

Downs St and Inyo St; Widen roadway; 

improve alignment HSIP5-09-002 

HSIP 2015-16 $293,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2015 
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Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 

Construction 

Investment 
Status 

 

 

Ridgecrest: Seven (7) intersections); 

upgrade traffic signals HSIP5-09-003 

HSIP 2014-15 $426,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2015 

Ridgecrest: Twelve (12) intersection (on 

Norma St, Downs St, Richmond Rd); install 

signs and pavement markings HSIP5-09-

004 

HSIP 2014-15 $528,000 Construction 

scheduled for 

2015 

Ridgecrest: at various locations; Construct 

sidewalks, curb ramps, and a 

bus turnout; install crosswalks, speed 

feedback signs, and bike lane signs and 

pavement markings SRTS3-09-002 

SRTS 2015-16 $583,400 Construction 

scheduled for 

2016 

 

Agency:  City of Shafter 

On Route 43 in the cities of Shafter and 

Wasco, at various intersections. Construct 

pedestrian curb ramps. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $1,206,000 Construction 

programmed in 

2016 

On Route 43 from 0.3 Mile North Of Los 

Angeles St To Route 46 - Place Rubberized 

Hot Mix Asphalt 

SHOPP 2010-11 $13,145,000 Construction 

Completed 

 

Agency:  City of Taft 

Construction On Route 119 Between 0.2 

Miles East Of Weed Creek (PM 4.7) And 0.3 

Miles West Of Lakeview Wash Bridge (PM 

8.5) Widen Shoulders And HMA Overlay 

SHOPP 2011-12 $3,564,000 Construction 

may be in 

progress 

Taft: Various locations throughout the city; 

Construct curb ramps; install speed 

feedback signs, in-pavement crosswalk 

lights, striping and pavement markings 

SRTS3-06-011 

SRTS 2014-15 $457,400 Construction 

programmed in 

2015 

On Route 119 in and near Taft from the 

119/33 Jct to the 119/5 Sep. Br. 

Maintenance Asphalt Overlay  

SHOPP 2012-13 $1,460,000 Construction 

may be in 

progress 

 

Agency:  City of Tehachapi 

Near Tehachapi, at Sand Canyon Road 

Bridge No. 50-0345R. Replace 

bridge 

SHOPP 2014-15 $3,114,000 Construction 

programmed in 

2015 

On Route 58 Near Tehachapi At Summit 

Overhead Replace Bridge Rails 

SHOPP Future $1,001,000 Candidate 

On Route 58 in Tehachapi At 

Tehachapi Summit Interchange 

Widen Intersection 

SHOPP Future $674,000 Candidate 
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Project Description Program 
Year of 

Construction 

Construction 

Investment 
Status 

 

 

Agency:  City of Wasco 

On Route 46 Near Wasco, at Route 99 

Separation Bridge No. 50-0184E. Replace 

bridge. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $12,977,000 Construction 

programmed in 

2016 

On Route 43 in the cities of Shafter and 

Wasco, at various intersections. Construct 

pedestrian curb ramps. 

SHOPP 2015-16 $1,206,000 Construction 

programmed in 

2016 

In Kern County In Shafter And Wasco From 

0.3 Mile North Of Los Angeles Street To 

Route 46 - Place Rubberized Hot Mix 

Asphalt Type G On Existing Surface – PM 

16.1 to 25.1 

SHOPP 2010-11 $13,145,000 Construction 

Completed 

 
Glossary of Terms: 
 
HSIP “Highway Safety Improvement Program”  
SRTS “Safe Routes to School” Program  
SHOPP “State Highway Operations and Protection Program“ (State Highway System Maintenance Program)   
TE “Transportation Enhancement” Program 
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ATTACHMENT E – Projects Delivered Over the Last 10 Years 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT F – Staff Recommendation - Program of Projects 
 

 

 

Staff Recommendation - 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program – Program of Projects ($ X 1,000) 
 

EN
V

D
ES

R
O
W

C
O
N 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22

Available Revenue / programmed & new 
1

 $    30,131  $    17,782  $    47,913 

Planning, Programming & Monitoring 2  $     1,395  $     1,395  $     1,395  $     1,395  $         465  $         299  $         299  $         299  $         299  $         199  $            -    $            -    $            -   

SR 58 – Centennial Corridor 3 1 l l l l  $ 687,400  $   53,001  $           -    $   53,001  $ 634,399  $ 687,400  $      4,001  $            -    $    49,000  $            -    $            -    $            -   

US 395 Olancha Cartago MOU 4 B l l l l  $   18,950  $     2,855  $     2,855  $   18,950  $      8,540 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 1 4 B l l l l  $   44,888  $   44,888  $      2,500  $    11,300  $    31,088 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 2 4 B l l l l  $   10,860  $   29,935  $            -    $      3,250  $      7,610  $    19,075 

SR 14 Freeman Gulch Segment 3 4 B l l l  $      2,300 

SR 46 Segment 4A 5 B l l l l  $   30,880  $     6,280  $     6,280  $   24,800  $   30,880  $    10,030  $    20,850 

SR 46 Segment 4B 5 B l

SR 119 Truck Climbing Lanes 6 B l l l  $     9,017  $     5,205  $     5,205  $     9,017  $     9,017  $      3,812  $      5,205 

West Ridgecrest Blvd Reconstruction 7 B l l l l  $     6,200  $     6,200  $     6,200  $      6,200 

Challenger Drive Extension 7 B l l l l  $     1,500  $     1,500  $     1,500  $      1,500 

$811,090  $   76,436 $0 $68,736 $668,216 $830,165  $    24,507  $    16,804  $    28,400  $    38,997 

Notes:

STIP Cycle Metro Rural
54% 46%
61% 39%60/40 policy in 2014 RTIP per Staff Recommendation

LEGEND:                2014 RT+A36+A1:U33+A1:U35+A1:U36+A36+A1:U33+A1:U35+A1:U36+A1:U35+A1:U36+A1:U35+A1:U36+A1:U35+A1:U3+A1:U35

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT 

TOTALS

Total 
KCOG
 RIP

Other Leveraged Funds 2014 RTIP Capital Improvement Program - RIP ONLY
“FUTURE” 2016 RTIP

IIP RIP Other Total
Carry-over Programming into 2014 RTIP “NEW” 2014 RTIP

Pr
io

rit
y

Projects below this line would be considered for further advancement of 2016 RTIP funding.

6 - This project was revised from a bypass to a truck climbing lane project. Programming for construction was shown in the design phase; environmental mitigation may increase cost by $2 million.
7 - Both projects are scheduled for delivery this fiscal year. They will both be on the CTC agenda this October to request a construction vote.

Projects below this line w ill not be considered for further advancement due to lack of funding.

Current and 
Proposed Phases

Projects below this line are considered for new 2014 RTIP funding.

Projects below this line are scheduled for delivery and considered fully funded.

Grand total for 2014 RTIP Submittal

Prior Year

1 - Revenue indicated as per adopted August 6, 2013 California Transportation Commission 2014 Fund Estimate
2 - Planning, Programming and Monitoring does not add new programming from 2014 RTIP cycle; existing 2012 STIP programming is respread out to the 2018-19 fiscal year.
3 - SR 58 Centennial Corridor requires 2 construction phases; RIP or ITIP (STIP) revenue will be used to offset and combine with local revenue streams after earmark revenue is used.
4 - MOU projects are subject to further delay unless advanced with future revenue. Caltrans may consider using additional ITIP to cover KCOG's commitment to Olancha Cartago project.
5 - SR 46 Segment 4A is considered fully funded at this time; Caltrans may choose to advance Segment 4 B through the ITIP program.

Metro Rural
$152,146,000 $129,719,000
$201,146,000 $129,719,000

60/40 policy in 2014 RTIP per Draft Staff Recommendation

Current status of 60/40 policy

$ $ $

Request Advance

 
 



 

 
 

 
November 6, 2013 

 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  IX 

KERN COG PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY AND PROCEDURES CHAPTER 2 UPDATE 
 
DESCRIPTION:    
 
Comments were due by October 18, 2013. No comments were received. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the November 15, 2012 Kern COG Board meeting, the Kern COG Project Delivery Policies & 
Procedures document was approved. Kern COG staff is proposing to revise Chapter 2: Implementation 
Procedures Overview with regards to Request for Authorization submittals to the Caltrans Office of Local 
Assistance. The currently approved policy requires a submittal for federal-aid projects no later than the 
2nd quarter of the federal fiscal year. Kern COG staff recommends advancing the Request for 
Authorization deadline by two months.  
 
The proposed revision will reduce the risk of losing funding to the region and allow time to develop 
programming solutions when unexpected project delivery issues prevent a project from advancing. 
Caltrans cannot guarantee availability of revenue for Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) and 
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) after May 1st of each fiscal year when cash is made 
available to all regions statewide. 
  
The draft document update was discussed at the October 2, 2013 Transportation Technical Advisory 
Committee (TTAC) meeting and the TTAC was given the opportunity to comment. No comments were 
received. The only revision is the deletion of the reference to “Transportation Enhancement” was deleted 
on page 2-4 since it was established on page 2-1 that the Transportation Enhancement Program has 
been eliminated. Kern Council of Governments staff recommends approval of the final document. The 
final document is scheduled for consideration and adoption at the November 21, 2013 Board meeting. 
 
 
Enclosure: FINAL Kern COG Policy & Procedures Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures Overview 

           
 
ACTION:  Recommend approval of the update to the Kern COG Project Delivery Policy & Procedures 
Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures Overview to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES OVERVIEW          

Background……………………………………………………………………………….... 2-1 
Project Delivery Policy and Timeline .............................................. 2-2 

Figure 2-A: Project Delivery Timeline……………………………….... 2-3 
Implementation Procedures ........................................................... 2-4 
General Policy ……………………………………………………………………………… 2-4 

Project Cost Savings/Reductions in Scope/Project Failures  2-5 
Project Advances………………………………………………………………. 2-5 
Specific Policy Provisions…………………………………………………… 2-5 
Encumbrance/Liquidation/Project Close-Out Deadlines....... 2-7 

 Inactive Projects………………………………………………………………… 2-8 

Background  

Under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act, A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) legislation into law on August 2005, two major funding programs were continued 
from TEA-21: the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) and Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ). Eligible projects include improvements to public 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and roads and highways.  
 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), signed into law on July 6, 2012, 
continues both the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) RSTP and Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ) CMAQ programs with the same flexibility to fund 
road (including road rehabilitation), pedestrian, bicycle and transit projects. MAP-21 provides 
funding over a two-year period starting October 1, 2012 (FY12-13) and ending September 30, 
2014 (FY 13-14). The Transportation Enhancement (TE) program has been eliminated and 
replaced by the new “Transportation Alternatives” program. The Transportation Alternatives 
program encompasses other individual programs that have also been eliminated from MAP-21 
including Recreational Trails and Safe Routes to Schools. 
 

Federal Requirements (SAFETEA MAP-21) - STP, CMAQ, and Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) funds (among other programs) must be obligated within 4 years of 
apportionment. Funds not obligated are lost to the state. 
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State Requirements (AB-1012) - RSTP and CMAQ funds must be obligated within 3 years of 
apportionment. Funds not obligated are lost to the region. 
 
Regional Requirements - KCOG requires regional deadline requirements, including obligation, 
award and invoicing deadlines, to expedite project delivery and ensure funds are not lost to the 
region. 

Project Delivery Policy and Timeline 

The RSTP and CMAQ programs, as well as other federal funds, are subject to regional project 
delivery policies. These policies are critical to ensure that the region is able to use its federally 
apportioned transportation funding in a timely manner. By meeting delivery targets, the region 
is able to maximize its use of federal funding on transportation projects. In addition, if the region 
is successful in meeting state mandated delivery deadlines, it may be rewarded with more 
transportation dollars.  
 
State Legislation (AB-1012) established penalties for not delivering RSTP or CMAQ funded 
projects within certain prescribed deadlines. KCOG, working with its partners, has imposed its 
own deadlines to ensure funds are not lost to the region. These delivery deadlines at the federal, 
state and regional levels are outlined below. 
 
KCOG has established these deadlines for funding in the RSTP and CMAQ Programs to ensure 
timely project delivery against state and federal funding deadlines. This policy establishes rules 
for enforcing project deadlines for these funds under the expiring SAFETEA-LU and new MAP-21 
transportation authorization acts. Key policy elements include: 

• Obligation requests shall be submitted to Caltrans Local Assistance by March 1 February 1 of 
the year the funds are programmed in the Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
(FTIP); 

• Funds shall be obligated by May 31 March 31 of the year programmed in the FTIP; 

• The agency shall execute and return the Program Supplement Agreement (PSA) to Caltrans 
within 60 days of receiving the PSA from Caltrans; 

• Once obligated, funds shall be invoiced against at least once every six months; 

• For funds contracted out, a contract shall be awarded within 6 months of obligation; 

• Projects shall be closed out within six months of final invoice. 
 
Projects that do not meet these deadlines are subject to review and possible deprogramming by 
KCOG, or de-obligation by Caltrans/Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). There is no 
guarantee that funds are available once deprogrammed or de-obligated. The intent of this 
regional delivery policy is to ensure implementing agencies do not lose any funds because of a 
deadline and to provide maximum flexibility in solving potential problems in good faith. Figure 2-
A on the next page summarizes the reporting procedures for implementation by KCOG staff to 
monitor and identify projects that fall behind schedule. 
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Figure 2-A: Project Delivery Timeline 

FFY Oct 1 to Sep 30 Description of Action Required 
 

FOR PROJECTS NOT YET APPROVED FOR E-76 IN SAME YEAR AS PROGRAMMING YEAR 

October 1 to March  Jan 1 Project Lead ready to submit Request for Authorization to CT Office of Local Assistance (OLA ) 

March Jan 1 to March Jan 31 Lead agency submits Request for Authorization to CT OLA  

April Feb 1 to April 30 Feb 28 Lead agency reports in writing to KCOG / TTAC / TPPC on revised submittal schedule  

May March 1 to May March 31 Lead agency to receive authorization to proceed (E-76) from Caltrans OLA  

May March 1 to May March 31 KCOG develops and submits action plan to project delivery team and KCOG Board  

June April 1 to September  

June 30 

KCOG Project Delivery Team to follow up on delivery commitments and agree on action plan 

for Board consideration including the acceleration of other programmed projects and 

replacement proposals  

Important Note: Formal FTIP amendments are no longer available at predictable points in time due to air quality conformity 

requirements and federal financial constraint programming limitations. Project replacement solutions involving formal amendments 

require more time than what remains in a given federal fiscal year. Projects proposed for acceleration should rely on the “Expedited 

Project Selection Procedure” process, already in place, which allows for project delivery within the federal triennial element of the 

FTIP.   
 

FOR PROJECTS WITH APPROVED E-76 BUT NO CONTRACT AWARDED WITHIN 90-DAY PERIOD FOLLOWING E-76 

No Activity for 6 mo. Agency Letter to Caltrans Office of Local Assistance and copy to KCOG 

No Activity for 12 mo.  Subject to Caltrans inactive Invoice Review and Action  

No response beyond 12 mo.  Subject to FHWA de-obligation after 12 months of inactivity 
 

FOR PROJECTS WITH APPROVED E-76, AWARDED, STARTED BUT NO INVOICING ACTIVITY FOR MORE THAN 6 MONTHS 

No Activity for 6 mo. Lead Agency letter to Caltrans Office of Local Assistance and copy to KCOG  

No Activity for 12 mo.  Subject to Caltrans inactive Invoice Review and Action  

No activity beyond 12 mo. Subject to FHWA de-obligation after 12 months of inactivity 
 

FOR PROJECTS WITH APPROVED E-76, CONTRACT AWARDED, WORK COMPLETED  - BUT NO FINAL REPORT 

No Activity for 3 mos. or more  Agency Letter to KCOG 

Important Note: The final report phase is necessary to close out the reimbursement account. Non-compliance to comply with final 

report deadlines may result in the state requesting full reimbursement for the obligated phase. Funding already encumbered would 

be lost both to the region and to the state.  
 

FOR PROJECTS REQUIRING CTC ALLOCATION VOTES 

This process must occur in same year as programmed – Projects using RIP, IIP or TE are subject to CTC allocation votes as outlined 

in the CTC approved STIP Guidelines. TE projects are included in this category. Procedures above should include the additional 

reporting to both KCOG and the CTC as specified below.  

No CTC vote request by March 1  Submit request for extension  

No contract award for 6 mos.  Submit request for extension  
 

POST - FTIP ADJUSTMENTS –PROJECTS WITH UNUSED PROGRAMMING OR IN NEED OF ADDITIONAL REIMBURSEMENT 

All post FTIP adjustments are at the discretion of the Caltrans Office of Local Assistance or Federal Transit Administration.  

First priority for post FTIP adjustments –The implementing agency should first try to use or manage variations in cost.  

Second priority for post FTIP adjustments – Notify TTAC members and project delivery staff of availability of obligation authority 

from an encumbered project ready for final invoicing and project closeout.  

All post FTIP adjustments are subject to procedural limitations set by the Caltrans Office of Local Assistance, Federal Transit 

Administration and the Federal Highways Administration.   
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Implementation Procedures 

KCOG staff regularly reports to the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) and 
Transportation Planning and Policy Committee (TPPC) on an annual basis of project delivery 
status for all projects identified in the Federal Transportation Improvement Program. 
Communication of project status requires the active participation of project managers and KCOG 
staff on a regular basis. In order to effectively administrate this project delivery policy; there is a 
need to gather project delivery information on a quarterly or possibly a monthly (ongoing) basis. 
To that end, KCOG staff shall develop a database application that supports a checklist and date 
completed database for all active federal-aid projects. This database will house analysis data; 
deadline information for use in comparing target dates to actual dates indicated for project 
delivery accomplishments. Should there be ongoing issues with the advancement of a project, 
KCOG staff will advise the TTAC and the TPPC of the issues surrounding project delays, require 
additional written information on the status and commitments from the implementing agency 
and whether there is an opportunity to redirect programming to another project. Directing the 
attention of the TTAC and TPPC to projects that have fallen behind will increase lead agency 
accountability and improve project delivery countywide. 
 

General Policy  

KCOG has established deadlines for funding in the RSTP, and CMAQ, Transportation 
Enhancement (TE) and other federal-aid transportation programs to ensure timely project 
delivery against state and federal funding deadlines. This document establishes a regional policy 
for enforcing project funding deadlines and project substitutions for these state and federal 
funds. 
 
Projects in each federal-aid program are chosen based on eligibility, project merit, and 
deliverability within the established deadlines. It is the responsibility of the implementing agency 
at the time of programming, to ensure that regional deadlines and provisions of the project 
delivery policy can be met. KCOG staff will actively monitor and report the obligation status of 
projects to the TTAC and TPPC. KCOG staff will monitor project delivery and report issues as they 
arise and make recommendations to the TTAC and TPPC as necessary. 
 
KCOG and the implementing agency or partnering agencies may determine that circumstances 
may justify changes to project programming as reflected in the currently approved TIP. These 
revisions, or amendments, are not routine. KCOG staff reviews all amendment proposals before 
the KCOG Board considers any formal actions on program amendments. All changes must follow 
KCOG’s Public Involvement Process and Federal Air Quality Procedures and Conformity Protocol. 
Changes must be consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), must not adversely 
affect the expeditious implementation of Transportation Control Measures (TCMs), must not 
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negatively impact the deliverability of other projects in the regional programs, and must not 
affect the conformity finding in the FTIP.  
 
In selecting projects to receive redirected funding, the KCOG Board may use existing lists of 
projects that did not receive funding in past programming exercises, or direct the funds to 
agencies with proven on-time project delivery, or could identify other projects with merit to 
receive the funding, or retain the funding for future programming cycles. The KCOG Board will 
make final decisions regarding the reprogramming of available funds based on KCOG staff 
recommendations, or the recommendation of the Executive Director or the recommendations of 
the TTAC. 
 
Project Cost Savings/Reductions in Scope/Project Failures 

From time to time projects may be completed at a lower cost than anticipated, or have a minor 
reduction in scope resulting in a lower project cost, or may not proceed to implementation. In 
such circumstances, the implementing agency shall notify KCOG and Caltrans within a timely 
manner, that the funds resulting from these ‘project savings’ will not be used. Project savings 
accrued prior to the established obligation deadline are available for redirection within the 
program of origin. Savings within the formula based programs, such as county guaranteed 
funding returned to counties based on a population share, shall be available for redirection by 
KCOG within the formula program. For all programs, the projects using the redirected savings 
prior to the obligation deadline must still obligate the funds within the original deadline. Project 
savings or unused funding realized after the obligation deadline return to KCOG. Any funds that 
have been obligated but remain unused will be de-obligated from the project and returned to 
the KCOG Board for redirection. 
 
Project Advances  

Obligations for funds advanced from future years of the FTIP will be permitted only upon the 
availability of surplus Obligation Authority (OA) and State Budget Authority (SBA) in a particular 
year, with current programmed projects that have met the delivery deadlines having priority for 
OA in a given year. Advanced obligations will be based on the availability of OA and will only be 
considered between May April 1 and August 15 of each year. Obligation requests for surplus OA 
funds must be submitted no later than June 30; however, requests submitted by May 1st have a 
better chance of being obligated. Implementing agencies wishing to advance projects may 
instead request Advance Construction (AC) authorization from Caltrans (or pre-award authority 
from the FTA) to proceed with the project using local funds until OA becomes available. 
 
Specific Policy Provisions  

Projects selected to receive RSTP or CMAQ funding must have a demonstrated ability to use the 
funds within the established regional, state and federal deadlines. This criterion will be used for 
selecting projects for funding, and for placement of funding in a particular year of the FTIP. It is 
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the responsibility of the implementing agency to ensure the funds can be used within the 
established regional, state and federal deadlines and that the provisions of the regional delivery 
policy can be met. It is also the responsibility of the implementing agency to continuously monitor 
the progress of the programmed funds against regional, state and federal deadlines, and to 
report any potential difficulties in meeting these deadlines, (or difficulties in meeting the 
provisions of the regional delivery policy) to KCOG, Caltrans and partnering agencies within a 
timely manner, to seek solutions to potential problems well in advance of potential delivery 
failure or permanent loss of funding. Specific provisions of the Project Delivery Policies and 
Procedures are as follow: 

• Funds to be Obligated/Transferred in the Fiscal Year Programmed in the FTIP: RSTP and 
CMAQ funds are to be programmed, up to the apportionment level for that fiscal year, in the 
FTIP within the fiscal year in which the funds are to be obligated by FHWA or transferred to 
FTA, similar to the programming of the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP.) 
This will improve the overall management of federal OA within the region and improve the 
likelihood that OA and SBA will be available for projects that are programmed in a particular 
fiscal year. 

• Field Reviews: Implementing agencies are required to request a field review within 6 months 
of KCOG’s approval of the project in the FTIP for federal-aid projects receiving funding 
through the RSTP and CMAQ programs that are subject to AB-1012 or regional obligation 
deadlines. This policy also applies to federal-aid projects in the STIP. The requirement does 
not apply to projects for which a field review would not be applicable (such as FTA transfers, 
regional customer service projects and planning activities). Failure for an implementing 
agency to make a good-faith effort in scheduling and/or obtaining a field review from Caltrans 
Local Assistance within six months of programming into the FTIP may result in the funding 
being subject to reprogramming. 

• Complete Environmental Submittal to Caltrans 12 months prior to Obligation Deadline:  
Implementing agencies are required to submit a complete environmental package to Caltrans 
for all projects (except those determined Programmatic Categorical Exemption as determined 
by Caltrans at the field review), twelve months prior to the obligation deadline for right of 
way or construction funds. This policy creates a more realistic time frame for projects to 
progress from the field review through the environmental and design process, to the right of 
way or construction phase. If the environmental process, as determined at the field review, 
will take longer than 12 months before obligation, the implementing agency is responsible 
for delivering the complete environmental submittal in a timely manner. Failure to comply 
with this provision could result in the funding being subject to reprogramming. The 
requirement does not apply to FTA transfers, regional customer service projects or planning 
activities. 

• Obligation/Submittal Deadlines: Projects selected to receive RSTP and CMAQ funding must 
demonstrate their ability to obligate programmed funds by the established obligation 
deadline. Implementing agencies are responsible for delivering projects in the programming 
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year of the TIP based on their original year requested. The implementing agency is 
responsible for meeting benchmark delivery deadlines. 

 
Within KCOG-administered programs, implementing agencies may adjust programming up until 
April March 1st of the programmed year, swapping funds to a ready project in order to utilize all 
of the programming capacity, subject to available OA. The substituted project(s) must still 
obligate the funds within the original funding deadline.  
 
RSTP and CMAQ funds programmed in the FTIP are subject to an obligation/FTA transfer deadline 
of June 30 of the programmed fiscal year. Implementing agencies are required to submit the 
complete request for obligation or FTA transfer to Caltrans Local Assistance by April February 1 
of the fiscal year programmed in the FTIP, and receive an obligation/FTA transfer of the funds by 
June April 30 the fiscal year programmed in the FTIP.  
 
April February 1 - Regional Submittal Deadline: Complete package submittals received by April 
February 1 of the fiscal year programmed in the FTIP will receive first priority for obligations 
against available OA.  
 
April February 2 – June April 30: Projects submitted during this timeframe are subject to 
deprogramming. If OA is still available, these projects may receive OA if obligated by June April 
30. If OA is limited, these projects would compete for OA with projects advanced from the 
following fiscal year on a first come-first serve basis. Projects with funds to be advanced from 
future years must request the advance prior to June April 30, in order to receive the funds within 
that federal fiscal year. 
 
June April 30 - Regional Obligation Deadline: Funds not obligated (or transferred to FTA) by June 
April 30 of the fiscal year programmed in the FTIP will be returned to KCOG for reprogramming. 
No extensions of this deadline will be granted. Projects seeking advanced obligations against 
funds from future years, must request the advance prior to June April 30, in order to receive the 
funds within that federal fiscal year. The obligation deadline may not be extended. The funds 
must be obligated by the established deadline or they will be de-programmed from the project 
and redirected by KCOG to a project that can use the funds in a timely manner.  
 
Encumbrance/Liquidation/Project Close-Out Deadlines 

RSTP and CMAQ funds must be encumbered by an approved State funding agreement within one 
state fiscal year after the fiscal year of obligation. Furthermore, the funds must be fully liquidated 
(expended, invoiced and reimbursed), within four state fiscal years after the fiscal year in which 
the funds were obligated, and the project must be accepted and closed out within five state fiscal 
years after the fiscal year in which the funds were obligated. The provisions listed below are 
required in order to ensure no funds are lost after obligation. Failure to meet these requirements 
will result in the potential loss of funding for reimbursement of incurred project costs. 
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• Funds must be encumbered within one state fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the 
funds were obligated (encumbrance is approval of a funding agreement with the state). This 
requirement does not apply to FTA transfers. 

• Construction/Equipment Purchase contract must be awarded within six months following the 
fiscal year in which the construction funds were obligated (this requirement does not apply 
to FTA transfers). 

• Funds must be liquidated (expended, invoiced and reimbursed) within four state fiscal years 
following the fiscal year in which the funds were obligated (this requirement does not apply 
to FTA transfers). 

• Project must be accepted and closed out within six months of the last expenditure, or within 
five state fiscal years following the fiscal year in which the funds were obligated, whichever 
occurs first (this requirement does not apply to FTA transfers). 

• For FTA projects, funds must be approved/awarded in an FTA Grant within one state fiscal 
year following the fiscal year in which the funds were transferred to FTA. 

 
Funds that miss the encumbrance, liquidation/project close out deadlines are subject to de-
obligation if not re-appropriated by the State Legislature, or extended (for one year) in a 
Cooperative Work Agreement (CWA) with the California Department of Finance.  
 
Inactive Projects 

Most projects can be completed well within the state’s seven-year deadline for project closeout. 
Yet it is viewed negatively by both FHWA and the California Department of Finance for projects 
to remain inactive for more than 12 months. It is expected that funds for completed phases will 
be invoiced within a reasonable time of completion of work for the phase, and projects will be 
closed out within a reasonable time following project completion. Implementing agencies that 
have projects that have not been closed out within 6 months of final expenditure, or have 
projects that remain inactive for more than 12 months, regardless of federal fund source, will 
have future OA limited for subsequent projects, and/or have restrictions on future programming.  
 
The intent of this regional delivery policy is to ensure implementing agencies do not lose any 
funds due to missing a federal or state funding deadline, while providing maximum flexibility in 
delivering transportation projects. KCOG has purposefully established regional deadlines in 
advance of state deadlines, to provide the opportunity for implementing agencies, Caltrans, 
other partnering agencies and KCOG to solve potential problems and bring the project back on-
line in advance of losing funding due to a missed state deadline. Although the policy is limited to 
the RSTP and CMAQ funds managed by KCOG, the state deadlines sited apply to all federal-aid 
funds administered by the state. Implementing agencies should pay close attention to the 
deadlines of other state and federal funds on their projects so as not to miss any other applicable 
funding deadlines.  

 



 
 

 
November 6, 2013 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA: X  

CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) –  
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 

DESCRIPTION:   
 
CMAQ applications were due September 4, 2013. Applications were mailed for review under a 
separate cover. A summary of comments and responses has been prepared by Kern COG staff. 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 

Project Analysis 
On September 4, 2013, the Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) call for projects was 
closed. Kern COG staff has processed the applications submitted. Kern COG staff has 
considered the following factors in the development of the proposed program of projects:  
 
 Use of Kern COG CMAQ Policy and Procedures for technical analysis; 
 Use of Federal Highway Administration CMAQ Program Guidance for eligibility criteria; 
 Use of Air Resources Board’s methodology for calculating emission reduction and cost-

effectiveness; 
 Since there is no Air Resources Board methodology for unpaved streets and shoulder 

projects, use of Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology for calculating emission 
reduction and cost-effectiveness; 

 Programming all available federal funds estimated by Caltrans; and 
 Leveraging other possible funds available from outside sources.   
 
The enclosed “Summary of Comments and Responses” provides clarification of submitted 
applications and/or data revisions. This summary of comments and responses has been 
prepared to assist in reviewing the applications sent under a separate cover. The Transportation 
Technical Advisory Committee may submit comments to rpacheco@kerncog.org by November 
22, 2013. Comments received will be circulated to the respective applicant. Responses from the 
applicants will be distributed/discussed at the December TTAC subcommittee review workshop. 
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Timeline 
In the month of November, Kern COG staff will develop a draft program of projects as shown in 
the timeline below: 
 

CMAQ Call for Projects Timeline (approved 4/18/13) 
 

Date Task 
April 2013 Approve Timeline and Fund Estimate 
Late April 2013 Advertise Call for Projects 
September 2013 Candidate Projects Due 
November 2013 Develop Program of Projects 
December 2013 TTAC subcommittee (peer) review of applications and initial rankings 
February 2014 Update Program of Projects as needed 
March 2014 Present Draft Program of Projects to TTAC and TPPC 
April 2014 Approve Final Program of Projects and introduction into FTIP 

 
 

Kern COG staff will continue to work with project applicants as there are still responses in 
progress. Staff will continue to complete its review of applications to clarify the following 
concerns: 
 
 Potentially ineligible project elements; 
 Purpose and need issues; 
 Sustainable maintenance and operations; and 
 Ineligible cost sharing issues. 
 
 
Enclosures:    “Draft CMAQ 2013 – Summary of Comments and Responses” 
 
 
ACTION:   
 
Information. 



 
 
 

Draft CMAQ 2013 – 
 

Summary of Comments and Responses 
 

Bakersfield…………………………………………...page 1 
County of Kern………………………………………page 2 
Delano………………………………………………..page 5 
Golden Empire Transit……………………………...page 6 
McFarland…………………………………………....page 8 
Ridgecrest…………………………………………....page 9 
Taft…………………………………………………....page 10 
 



Prepared by Kern Council of Governments       10/25/13 
 

Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 

City of Bakersfield surface unpaved shoulders 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. What is the source of the PM10 emission 
factors (Before 0.0184 and After 0.005)? 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 

2. Based on method provided, could not 
replicate the cost benefit. 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 

City of Bakersfield signals/coordination 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

3. Before Speed Factor and After Speed 
Factor different than what is in the ARB 
Emissions Table May 2013 and therefore 
emissions reductions and cost benefit are 
incorrect. Need to recalculate. 

Provided recalculation based on ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013 

4. If project is not going to be improvement in 
LOS, what is purpose of project? 

Agency provided the calculation because there is a 
benefit to the main corridor but did not expect 
points for LOS 

City of Bakersfield – Harris at Mountain Vista signal; Snow at Norris signal; Snow at Jewetta signal 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

5. Livability question #4 response relies on 
GET bus system, but this project is not on 
a GET bus route. Please explain. 

Agreed that project is not on a GET bus route 

City of Bakersfield bike lanes 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

6. Commute trip ends and VMT factors 
different than what is in the ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013. Need to recalculate for 
emissions reduction and cost effectiveness 

Provided recalculation based on ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013 

City of Bakersfield bike lanes file 1415_07 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

7. Locations not included; emissions 
calculations based on location of previous 
project file 1415_06. What is the rationale 
for this project? 

Provided the specific locations from the City of 
Bakersfield’s new Bicycle Transportation Plan. 
Provided new emissions calculations. 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 
 
 

County of Kern surface unpaved streets 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. Based on method provided, could not 
replicate the wind emissions result and 
therefore PM 10 emission reduction. Need 
to recalculate. 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 
 

2. Projects are not RACM projects. 
 

Agreed. 

3. Livability question #2 – what is rationale for 
saying that paving dirt road will get people 
out of their car? What is rationale for 
saying that paving dirt road will reduce 
congestion (on a road segments with 
minimal traffic counts)? 

Our belief is that people are more likely to ride 
bikes or walk if they have a nice, smooth, paved 
road upon which to do so, as opposed to a rough 
dirt road.  While the use of the word “congestion” 
can certainly be contested when discussing roads 
with the ADT of those we are proposing to pave, 
certainly there is no denying that providing people 
with a viable alternative of walking or riding a bike 
will reduce the number of vehicles currently in use. 
 

County of Kern surface unpaved shoulders 

4. Based on method provided, could not 
replicate the cost effectiveness. Need to 
recalculate. 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 
 
 

5. What is “higher volume” threshold for 
county roadway network?  

 

The Roads Department has been using CMAQ 
funds to pave the shoulders of roads with the 
highest ADT’s throughout the County for at least 
the last eight years.  When describing this cycle’s 
proposed projects as “higher volume,” comparison 
should be made to those roads that remain with 
unpaved shoulders, and not with the projects of the 
past.  With that said, “higher volume” is a relative 
term and there is no exact threshold. 
 
 

6. What is the source of the PM10 emission 
factors (Before 0.0184 and After 0.005)? 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology

County of Kern signals 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

7. Number provided for VMT reduced is 
incorrect. Will not be considered for points. 

 

Agreed. 
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8. Before Speed Factor and After Speed 
Factor different than what is in the ARB 
Emissions Table May 2013. Need to 
recalculate for emission reductions and 
cost effectiveness. 
A. After providing recalculation, why were 

the before and after speeds different 
from the original applications? 

 

Agreed.  These values were recalculated using the 
most recent tables.  

A. An all-way stop has an average speed of 
5mph, which is the before speed. The after 
speed are the speed limits. 

 

9. Answer to application question #22 and/or 
question #23 provided the existing 
reference in the Traffic Collision History 
Report NOT after project rate. Rate should 
be provided as “mvm” not “cpmv” 

 

County provided segment data from Caltrans’ traffic 
collision report in order to provide rate in “mvm” 
(millions of vehicle miles).  
 

10. Projects are not RACM projects. 
 

Agreed. 

11. Emission Reductions total in lbs/year could 
not be replicated. Need to recalculate. 

Agreed.  These values were recalculated. 
 

County of Kern – Cottonwood at Belle Terrace signal & Cottonwood at Feliz signal 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

12. This is not an un-signalized corridor 
because there is a signal at SR 58. Will this 
project be connected to the signal at SR 
58? 

 

This signal will be not be connected with the signal 
at SR 58 because there is no agreement with the 
State.  
 

13. Please check on the ADT provided. There 
is 14,000 at Belle Terrace, whereas there 
is 10,000 at Feliz. 

 

Traffic counts were conducted at different times 
during the year. Traffic counts for Cottonwood at 
Feliz were adjusted to be consistent with 
Cottonwood at Belle Terrace. 

 
County of Kern - Near Tehachapi: Banducci Rd from Bear Valley Rd to Highline Rd; surface unpaved 

shoulders 
 

Kern Council of Governments Comment 
 

Applicant Response 

14. Is there another name for Bear Valley Rd 
because it was not found in google maps? 

 

Bear Valley Road is shown on the County GIS map 
that was used to generate the location map in our 
application.  A nearby road that shows up in 
Google maps would be Chalet Drive or Old Ranch 
Road. 
 

 
County of Kern - Near Ridgecrest: County Line Rd from Franklin Ave to Bowman Rd; surface unpaved 

street 
 

Kern Council of Governments Comment 
 

Applicant Response 

15. Google maps shows both San Bernardino 
Blvd and County Line Rd; CRS shows 
neither road name. Please explain. 

The road in question is not a County maintained 
road at this time, and therefore we do not have an 
official name for it.  We used the name provided to 
us by Supervisor Gleason’s office as the name 
most recognizable to residents of the area. 
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County of Kern – Fruitvale at Meany signal 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

16. Livability question #1 and #4 responses 
rely on GET bus system, but this project is 
not on a GET bus route. Please explain. 

 

Agreed. Please disregard that portion of the 
responses.  

County of Kern – CNG buses 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

17. No project justification provided. Is this 
project replacement buses or expansion of 
service? 

 

The new buses would replace existing diesel-
burning buses that were originally purchased in 
2003.  Also, while we would not be expanding 
service, the buses requested are larger than those 
being replaced, which would increase our capacity 
along existing routes. 
 

18. Why is the cost of the buses different from 
the first year request to the second year 
request? 

 

The second year request reflects an anticipated 
five percent increase in the cost of the buses. 
 

19. Please provide copy of Executive Order for 
these buses. Need to recalculate the 
emission reductions. 

 

Executive Order provided. Recalculation of 
emission reductions provided. 

20. LOS information provided is incorrect. 
 

Agreed.  
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff. A response is requested. 
 
 
 
City of Delano 
 
PROJECT: Pave shoulders  

- Woollomes Ave from Dover Parkway and Albany St 
- Ellington St from Cecil Ave and 9th Ave & Garces Hwy and 1st Ave 
- Fremont St from Cecil Ave and 9th Ave & Garces Hwy and 1st Ave 
- Albany St from Cecil Ave and 19th Ave & 21st Ave and Lincoln Ave 
- Randolph St from Garces Hwy and 6th Ave 

 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. Commute trip ends and VMT factors 
different than what is in the ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013. Need to recalculate for 
emissions reduction and cost 
effectiveness.  

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 
 

2. Application Livability #1 responds to 
Livability question #3. Application Livability 
#2 does not respond to any livability 
questions. Please explain.  

Application Livability #1 and #2 correspond to 
question #3. Application Livability #3 (last 
paragraph) corresponds to question #4.  

 
PROJECT: Construction of Additional Rail Spur - Between Union Pacific and Industrial Park 

Kern Council of Governments Comments Applicant Response 
 

3. Commute trip ends and VMT factors 
different than what is in the ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013. Need to recalculate for 
emissions reduction and cost 
effectiveness.  

Recalculation in progress.  
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff. A response is requested. 
 
 

Golden Empire Transit – Solar Energy Project 
Kern Council of Governments Comment Applicant Response 

1. Request for clarification about project 
scope:   

Please quantify how this project will enhance 
the productivity of the existing solar power 
project previously approved for CMAQ 
funding. Please quantify scope and benefits 
from the first project and scope and benefits 
from the proposed project.    

 This project increases electrical capacity by 424,784 
kilowatt hours per year needed to operate the electrical 
CNG compressor motors in lieu of gas driven 
compressor engines.  The first solar project argued that 
by converting from natural gas burning engines to 
electrical requires much more electrical production.  The 
first approved project partially supported the demand for 
electricity; however the remaining supply came from the 
utility companies.  This project aims to expand the solar 
production with substantial benefit to air quality and the 
environment while saving taxpayer dollars by not 
purchasing electricity from utility companies.  Solar 
assists in reducing our dependence on utility companies 
and on imported oil needed to produce utility electricity. 

2. Request for clarification on emissions 
calculations:  

We noticed that emissions benefits were 
provided from a consultant firm and dated in 
2011. Please provide formula information for 
NO x and CO calculations for this current 
application.  

Revised calculations in progress.  

3. Request for clarification on cost 
effectiveness: Our current policy 
does not recognize CO2 for use in 
the cost benefits analysis but only 
NOx and CO. Please recalculate 
cost benefits value using NOx and 
CO and not CO2. 

Revised calculations in progress. 

 
Golden Empire Transit / California State University Bakersfield – Transit Station 

 
Kern Council of Governments Comment Applicant Response 

4. Request for clarification on project 
benefits and definition and 
quantification of expansion: Please 
quantify how the new project will 
provide additional capacity for 
transportation/transit capacity. 
KCOG staff is concerned about 
project eligibility. 

The new transit center project would increase transit 
capacity by significantly increasing the number of 
effective loading areas over the existing campus bus 
stop. The current campus bus stop has a single loading 
area and can accommodate only one bus at a time. The 
proposed transit center has six loading areas arranged in 
two bays of three loading areas each. (See Attachment 
“C” to the project proposal, “CSUB Transit Center Design 
Concept.”)  Depending on the design, the project would 
increase the existing loading capacity by a multiple of 5 
or 6, accommodating 5-6 times more buses than the 
current site. 
 
Increased Capacity with a Linear Design 
A linear design could reduce the efficiency of the loading 

page 6



Prepared by Kern Council of Governments       10/25/13 
 

areas if there is insufficient space for the buses to exit 
independently. In a linear design scenario, three loading 
areas have a 75% efficiency factor, resulting in 2.60 
effective loading areas. Doubling that for the two bays 
provides a total increased capacity of 5.2 effective 
loading areas for the new transit center. Thus, in a worst 
case scenario, the new project would increase transit 
capacity by providing an effective capacity more than 5 
times the existing loading area capacity. Given enough 
space in a linear design for buses to exit independently, 
the loading areas would have the full capacity benefit; 
thus, would provide 6 times the existing loading capacity. 
There is ample space at the proposed site to afford full 
capacity benefit. 
 
Increased Capacity with a Non-Linear Design 
Non-linear loading areas are 100% efficient; that is, the 
number of effective loading areas equals the number of 
physical loading areas. A transit station with a sawtooth, 
non-linear design that allows buses to enter and exit 
independently of each other would have full capacity 
benefit, providing an increase of 6 times the loading 
capacity of the current bus stop. There is ample space at 
the proposed site for the 33% additional length per 
loading area that a sawtooth design would require.  
(Source:  Transportation Research Board, Transit 
Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, 3rd Ed., Chapter 
6, Bus Capacity Methodology) 
http://www.trb.org/main/blurbs/169437.aspx 
 
Accessible pedestrian accessways will be equipped with 
wheelchair ramps and be ADA compliant.   
Designated parking positions in a linear or non-linear 
configuration will assist ADA passengers locate their 
buses more efficiently. 
 

5. Request for clarification on emissions 
calculations: Emissions calculations 
assume new service for transit and 
refer to “Operations of new bus 
services” calculations provided by 
ARB Guidelines. Clarification is 
needed to indicate how baseline 
capacity from current center will be 
improved with proposed project.  

Baseline ridership for the existing campus bus stop is 
653 students, faculty, staff per weekday.  The number of 
buses travelling through the campus each hour will 
increase from the current four to ten; however, this will 
not be a net increase in buses on the road as these 
additional buses are currently deployed in service 
elsewhere in Bakersfield and will merely be rerouted to 
serve the campus.  It is estimated that the transit 
ridership will increase to 2,100 by 2020. The numbers in 
this scenario include only those riders whose final 
destination is CSUB and does not include other riders 
who may ride through campus or transfer at the transit 
center from one route to another.  
 
The assumptions used in the original application for 
emissions calculations assume the service increases. 
 
(Source: GET and Kern Regional Travel Demand 
Forecast Model) 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 
 
City of McFarland 
PROJECT: On Elmo Highway and Browning Rd; shoulder paving and/Class II bike lanes  

Kern Council of Governments Comment Applicant Response 
1. Need to explain methodology and 

assumptions used in calculations for bike 
lane emission reductions. Variables A and 
ADT to not match variables used in 
calculations.  

Regarding ‘A’ factor: Incomplete equation shown 
for Annual trips reduced. Should read: Annual Trips 
Reduced = D x ADT x (A+C), where C = .005. 
Propose revised equation sheet.  
 
Regarding ADT factor: Agree, ADT values do not 
match. Propose revised calculation sheet.  

2. Need to explain methodology and 
assumptions used in calculations for 
shoulder paving emissions reductions.  

Shoulder paving emissions factors and equations 
were re-calculated with Fresno Council of 
Governments spreadsheet methodology provided 
by Kern Council of Governments. 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 

City of Ridgecrest China Lake signal 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. Emission reductions were derived from 
emission factor table from March 2010. 
Table 4 of May 2013 Emission Factors is 
the valid version to use to get corrected 
emission reductions and cost 
effectiveness. Need to recalculate.    

Provided recalculation based on ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013 

 
City of Ridgecrest Graaf surface unpaved street 

Kern Council of Governments Comment 
 

Applicant Response 

2. Is this project eligible for CMAQ funds? 
One side of the street is already paved. Is 
this project adding capacity for single 
occupancy vehicles? 

This project will pave the eastbound lane. Currently 
eastbound traffic travels on the dirt roadway. 

3. Backup documentation does not show how 
to get result of PM10 1.67 kg/day or PM 
2.5 0.161 kg/day? What is the formula 
used?  Backup documentation from 
Warner application reads Graaf cost 
benefit of $3.83 not $3.16. 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 

4. If this project is going from highway LOS A 
to LOS A, what is the purpose of the 
project? 

The purpose is to reduce PM10 emissions 

 
City of Ridgecrest Warner surface unpaved street 

Kern Council of Governments Comment 
 

Applicant Response 

5. Backup documentation does not show how 
to get result of PM10 1.533 kg/day or PM 
2.5 0.149 kg/day? What is the formula 
used? Backup documentation from Graaf 
application reads Warner cost benefit of 
$10.14 not $9.10.  

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 

6. If this project is going from highway LOS A 
to LOS A, what is the purpose of the 
project? 

The purpose is to reduce PM10 emissions 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 

City of Taft park and ride 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. PM 10 emission reduction is derived from 
emission factor table from March 2010. 
Must use PM conversion factor of 1.08. 
New result for PM 10 is 0.4 kg/day (PM 2.5 
X factor) and therefore cost effectiveness is 
$49.18.  

 

After using the PM conversion factor of 1.08, the 
cost effectiveness result is indeed $49.18. Provided 
recalculation and application revision 

2. Is there an agreement with Kern Regional 
Transit to provide service to the park-and-
ride? 

The Kern Regional Transit currently stops at the 
existing Transit Transfer Station. The City will 
initiate talks with Kern Regional to stop at the 
proposed park-and-ride as well. 
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
KERN COG CONFERENCE ROOM                     WEDNESDAY              
1401 19TH STREET, THIRD FLOOR         DECEMBER 4, 2013 
BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA                      10:00 A.M. 
 
I. ROLL CALL:   

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

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

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

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

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

 
IV. MEETING NOTES FOR REVIEW:  
 

 Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of November 6, 2013  
                 
V. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – 

COUNTY OF KERN FOR $5,673,129 (Snoddy)  
 
Comment:  FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the County of Kern for 

$5,673,129. 
 
Action:  Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the County of Kern in the amount of $5,673,129 

and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 

VI. FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF DELANO FOR $1,578,156 (Snoddy) 

 
Comment:  FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of Delano for 

$1,578,156. 
 

Action:  Review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Delano for $1,578,156 and 

recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 
VII. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION MODERNIZATION, IMPROVEMENT AND SERVICE ENHANCEMENT 

ACCOUNT (PTMISEA) PROJECT UPDATE (Snoddy) 
 

Comment: Pursuant to Section 8879.55 of the Government Code, Kern Council of Governments (Kern 

COG) shall determine and advise all prospective claimants of the amounts of all area apportionments from 
the Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement and Service Account (PTMISEA) upon appropriation 
of the Legislature. Below is an update of two previously Kern COG awarded projects. 
 
Action: Information and discussion 

 
 VIII. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) –  

FINAL FUND ESTIMATE AND DRAFT PROGRAM OF PROJECTS (Pacheco)  
 

Comment: Kern COG staff developed a revised fund estimate and a Draft RSTP Program of Projects. 

 
Action:  Recommend approval of the RSTP Revised Fund Estimate to the Transportation Planning Policy 

Committee. 



 

 
IX. CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) –  

UPDATED TIMELINE AND DRAFT PROGRAM OF PROJECTS (Pacheco) 
 

Comment: Kern COG staff developed an updated timeline and a Draft CMAQ Program of Projects.  
 
Action: Recommend approval of the updated CMAQ Call for Projects Timeline to the Transportation 

Planning Policy Committee. 
 
X. 2015 FTIP ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT (Pacheco)  

 
Comment:  The technical review period for the 2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) 

begins January 24th and comments are due February 21st.  
 

 Action:   Information 

 

XI. PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY LETTERS (Pacheco)  

 
Comment: Per the revised Kern COG Policy & Procedures Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures 

Overview, the project delivery policy letters will be due January 21, 2014. 

 

 Action:  Information  
 
XII. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
XIII. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The next scheduled meeting of the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee will be Wednesday 
February 5, 2014.  
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KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 

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

I. ROLL CALL 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:    
      

Loren Culp     City of Ridgecrest 
Michael Bevins     City of California City 
Bob Neath   Kern County 
Wayne Clausen   City of Shafter 
Pedro Nunez   City of Delano 
Joe West   NOR/CTSA 
Nick Fidler   City of Bakersfield   
Paul Marquez   Caltrans 
Craig Jones   City of Taft 
Dennis McNamara  City of McFarland 
Bob Wren    City of Wasco 
Steve Woods   GET 
Jay Schlosser    City Tehachapi  
 

STAFF:     Ahron Hakimi   Kern COG  
Peter Smith   Kern COG 

     Raquel Pacheco  Kern COG 
     Robert Snoddy   Kern COG 
     Joe Stramaglia   Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina   Kern COG 

Tami Popek   Kern COG 
             
  
  

OTHER:    Marvin Williams   City of Delano 
     Miguel Barcenas  Quad Knopf 
       
            
          
    
         

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

Committee on any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Committee.  
Committee members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed.  They may ask 
a question for clarification; make a referral to staff for information or request staff to report to the 
Committee at a later meeting.  SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  PLEASE STATE 
YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD PRIOR TO MAKING A PRESENTATION.   
 
There were no public comments.  
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III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of October 2, 2013, there was a motion by 
Mr. McNamara made a motion to recommend approval of the discussion summary.  Mr. Clausen 
seconded the motion.  
 

IV. MEETING NOTES  
 

The Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) Discussion Summary of October 2, 2013 
was distributed to the Committee for their review and information. 
 

V. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA)  PUBLIC TRANSIT 
CLAIM – CITY OF SHAFTER FOR $273,950   

 
Mr. Snoddy stated that Kern COG staff had received and reviewed the following TDA claim for 
the City of Shafter for $273,258. 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the City of Shafter in 
the amount of $273,950 and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Bevin’s made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee.  Mr. McNamara seconded the motion.  

 
VI. FISCAL YEAR  2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND 

ROADS CLAIM – CITY SHAFTER for $722,258   
 
Mr. Snoddy presented the FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim 
for the City of Shafter for $722,258 
 
The action requested is to review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of 
Shafter for $722,258 and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
Mr. Wren made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.   Mr. Bevin’s seconded the motion.  

  
VII. FY 2013/2014 TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY & DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT 

(TSSSDRA) PROGRAM OF PROJECT $676,193  
 
Mr. Snoddy stated that they are on schedule for the TSSDRA Program of Projects for $676,193.   
Mr. Snoddy reminded the committee to submit their investment justifications to Cal OES.  The 
cities of Shafter, Tehachapi and Wasco do not have an eligible project which made $41,966 
available for regional projects in the cities of McFarland and Taft.  In addition, Gold Empire 
Transit District agreed to transfer $6,000 of its regional apportionment to the City of California City 
allowing the City to purchase two security cameras.  
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
authorize by resolution the draft fiscal year 2013/2014 TSSSDRA Program of Projects.  Mr. 
Bevin’s made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
Mr. Wren seconded the motion.  
 

VIII.   2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM   
 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that the 2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (2014 RTIP) 
is a 5-year Program for Projects of Regional Significance. The maximum 2014 RTIP County 
Share estimate of new programming capacity for Kern is now at $47.913 million for the years 
2017-18 through 2019-20. Kern COG staff prepared a Draft Staff Recommendation Program of 
Projects that was circulated to the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee and the Board of 
Directors at their October 2013 meetings. 
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Chairmen Woods asked if after a certain amount times the projects expire from the RTIP. 
Mr. Stramaglia stated that they do not expire and if a period of time passes, it is then up to the 
Region to decide the project is still a priority.   
 
The action requested is to recommend that the Transportation Planning Policy Committee 
approve Attachment F and direct staff to complete the 2014 Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program for submission to Caltrans and the California Transportation Commission 
by December 15, 2013.  Mr. Fidler made a motion to recommend to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee.  R. Bevin’s seconded the motion.   
 

IX. KERN COG PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY AND PROCEDURES CHAPTER 2 UPDATE 
  
Ms. Pacheco stated that the draft document update was discussed at the October 2, 2013 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) meeting and the TTAC was given the 
opportunity to comment. No comments were received. The only revision is the deletion of the 
reference to “Transportation Enhancement” on page 2-4 since it was established on page 2-1 that 
the Transportation Enhancement Program has been eliminated. Kern Council of Governments 
staff recommends approval of the final document. The final document is scheduled for 
consideration and adoption at the November 21, 2013 Board meeting. 
 
A discussion ensued amongst the committee.  Ms. Pacheco addressed the committee’s 
questions and concerns.   

 
The action requested is that the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee recommend 
approval of the update to the Kern COG Project Delivery Policy & Procedures Chapter 2: 
Implementation Procedures Overview to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee. 
Mr. Wren made a motion to recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy 
Committee.  Mr. Schlosser seconded the motion.   
 
All committee members voted aye, with the exception of Mr. Clausen from the City of Shafter 
whom voted nay.  
 
 

X. CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) – SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES 

 
Ms. Pacheco stated that CDs of the applications were mailed to the primary and alternate TTAC 
members.  She advised the TTAC members, that if they did not receive a copy of the applications 
to please see her after the meeting.  Kern COG staff has processed the applications submitted. 
The “Summary of Comments and Responses” provides clarification of submitted applications 
and/or data revisions. The TTAC may submit comments to rpacheco@kerncog.org by November 
22, 2013. Responses from the applicants will be discussed at the December TTAC subcommittee 
review workshop. Ms. Pacheco asked the TTAC members if they had a preferred date during the 
week of December 9 for this workshop.  It was decided amongst the committee that they would 
meet on December 11th at 10:00 a.m.  

 
This item was for information only.  
  
 

XI. MEMBER ITEMS 
 
Ms. Pacheco stated that she would like to applaud Caltrans Office of Local Assistance for the 
workshop held on October 22, 2013 for Kern COG member agencies. Caltrans District 6 and 9 
staff discussed the topics of: Consultant selection, Americans with Disabilities Act compliance, 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises goals, and status of Invoices. Ms. Pacheco advised that 
Kern COG staff will work with Caltrans staff to schedule another workshop in February. Kern 
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COG will once again survey project delivery staff for current issues to discuss at the February 
workshop. 

 
Ms. Pacheco stated that Kern COG has prepared the Draft 2013 FTIP Amendment No. 11 that 
relies on the previous Air Quality Conformity Analysis that was federally approved November 4, 
2013. This FTIP amendment includes updates to the Thomas Roads Improvement Program. The 
public review period begins on November 10, 2013 and ends on December 9, 2013. At the 
November 21, 2013 Transportation Planning Policy Committee meeting, Kern COG staff will be 
requesting that the Committee delegate the approval of the amendment to the Chairman of the 
Kern COG Board of Directors. 
 

XII. ADJOURNMENT  
 
With no further business, the TTAC meeting was adjourned at 10:18 a.m.  The next scheduled 
meeting of the TTAC will be December 4, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1 
 

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
REGIONAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

TRANSPORTATION MODELING COMMITTEE 
 

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

I. ROLL CALL 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Paul Hellman   City of Bakersfield 

Michael Bevins  California City 
     Dennis McNamara City of McFarland 
     Wayne Clausen  City of Shafter 
     Mark Staples  City of Taft (phone) 
     David James  City of Tehachapi (phone) 
     Roger Mobley  City of Wasco 
     Patty Poire  Community Member 
     Cindy Parra  Community Member 
     Karen King   GET 
     Paul Marquez  Caltrans 
     Rebecca Moore  LAFCO 
      
STAFF:      Becky Napier  Kern COG 

     Troy Hightower  Kern COG 
     Brad DeBranch  Kern COG  
     Rochelle Invina  Kern COG  
     Ahron Hakimi  Kern COG 
     Linda Urata  Kern COG 
     Ben Raymond  Kern COG 
      

OTHERS:    Alec Kimmel  Caltrans District 6 (phone) 
     Mike McCabe  Citizen 
     Heather Dumais ALA (phone) 
     Ted James  Consultant 

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

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

 
None. 

 
III. APPROVAL OF DISCUSSION SUMMARY:  Meeting of Wednesday, October 2, 2013. 

 
Committee Member Poire made a motion to approve the October 2, 2013 minutes as amended 
by Committee Member Clausen, seconded by Committee Member McNamara, carried 
unanimously. 
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IV. 2014 RTP PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT UPDATE (Raymond) 

 
Mr. Raymond presented updated assumptions and indicators that may be used to analyze 
modeling results for the alternatives for the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
environmental document.  Mr. Raymond summarized the differences between the “Old Plan 
Alternative”, the “Preliminary Plan Alternative” and the “Intensified Alternative”.  Mr. Raymond 
discussed the preliminary model results and the summary sheets for each alternative.     

 
After discussion, Mr. Raymond advised the Committee to please contact staff prior to the 
December meeting if there are any alterations that need to be considered in the assumptions 
and indicators.  The recommendations from the December RPAC meeting will be presented to 
the Transportation Planning Policy Committee in January.   

 
This was an information item. 

 
V. KERN REGIONAL ENERGY ACTION PLANS MONTHLY UPDATE (Urata)  

 
Ms. Urata provided the Committee with an update and showed a short video from outreach in 
Buttonwillow completed with P.G. & E. and Kern Energy Watch.  
  
This was an information item.  

 
VI. 2014 RTP – VOLUMTARY COMMUNITY PROGRESS TRACKING AND ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM (Napier) 
 
 
Ms. Napier explained that this item was presented to the RPAC at the meeting of October 2, 
2013.  Ms. Napier advised the Committee that staff was working on providing 14 sub areas for 
tracking instead of the 10 that are presented in the handout.  After discussion, the Committee 
requested that staff bring back maps that depict the sub area layouts and what is included in 
each community.  
 
This was an information item. 
 

VII. REVISED 2014 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP) AND REGIONAL HOUSING 
NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) SCHEDULE  (Napier)   
 
Ms. Napier advised the Committee that the COG Directors had planned to coordinate the 
adoption of the RTPs in March of 2014.  Because some of the COGs cannot maintain that 
timeline, during the October 2013 COG Directors meeting, the COG Directors voted to 
synchronize the adoption of the RTPs in the months of June and July 2014.  Synchronization 
is necessary, because the 8 COGs contain portions of the San Joaquin Valley planning area 
and need to be able to demonstrate federal air quality conformity within the air district’s plans.   
 
This was an information item. 
 

 
VIII. DISCUSSION SUMMARIES/MEETING UPDATES 

 
The minutes of the October 2, 2013 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), 
were provided to the Committee.  
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IX. INFORMATION ITEMS/ANNOUNCEMENTS  

 
Ms. Napier announced that due to the fact that the January RPAC meeting would fall on 
January 1, 2014, staff is not planning to have a January meeting.  Items to be recommended 
to the TPPC in January will be from the December 4, 2013 RPAC meeting.  
 

X. MEMBER ITEMS  
 
Committee Member Parra announced that a Bike Kitchen Shop has been set up in Arvin 
through a grant from the California Endowment.  The purpose of the grant is to empower youth 
and grow youth leadership roles in the community.  There is a Grand Opening Saturday, 
November 16, 2013 at 1241 Bear Mountain Blvd., Suite E in Arvin.  The event will begin with a 
Ribbon Cutting at 10:00 a.m.  There will also be Roller Races and a BBQ.   

 
XI. ADJOURNMENT 

 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 2:35 p.m. 
 
The next meeting will be Wednesday, December 4, 2013 at 1:30 p.m.   



 
 

December 4, 2013 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy 
   Regional Planner 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: V  

FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) 
PUBLIC TRANSIT CLAIM – COUNTY OF KERN FOR $5,673,129 

 
DESCRITPION: 
 
FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Public Transit claim for the County of Kern for 
$5,673,129. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the County of Kern for 
$5,673,129. 
 
Claimant   LTF  STAF  TOTAL 
County of Kern   $4,659,031 $1,014,098 $5,673,129 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) Conformance with the 
Regional Transportation Plan; 2) Participation in the California Driver Pull Notice Program; 3) 
Adherence to the applicable farebox return ratio; and 4) Compliance with PUC Section 99314.6 
Operations Qualifying Criteria. Staff recommends a conditional approval. 
 
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2013-14 TDA Public Transit Claim for the County of Kern in the amount of $5,673,129 
and recommend approval to the Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  



 

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

 
December 4, 2013 

 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi,  
   Executive Director 
 
  BY: Robert M. Snoddy, 
   Regional Planner  
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VI 

FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) STREETS AND ROADS 
CLAIM – CITY OF DELANO FOR $1,578,156 

     
 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
FY 2013-14 Transportation Development Act Streets and Roads claim for the City of Delano for $1,578,156. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Kern COG staff has received and reviewed the following TDA claim for the City of Delano. 
 
Claimant   LTF   STAF   TOTAL 
City of Delano              $1,578,156  $0              $1,578,156 
 
This claim has been evaluated in accordance with the following criteria: 1) the maximum funding level does not exceed 
claimants’ deferred revenues, plus current year apportionments, less required public transit financing; 2) claimants have 
conducted a public hearing within its jurisdiction to receive testimony regarding unmet transit needs and have made an 
appropriate finding by resolution of its governing body; 3) project proposed for funding is in conformity with the Regional 
Transportation Plan; and 4) claimants have not requested or received funds in excess of its current year expenditure.  
Staff recommends approval.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Review FY 2013-14 TDA Streets and Roads Claim for the City of Delano for $1,578,156 and recommend approval to the 
Transportation Planning Policy Committee.  
 
 



 
 

December 4, 2013 
 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi 
  Executive Director 
 
BY:  Robert M. Snoddy 
  Regional Planner  
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  VII  

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION MODERNIZATION, IMPROVEMENT AND SERVICE 
ENHANCEMENT ACCOUNT (PTMISEA) PROJECT UPDATE 

 
DESCRITPTION: 
 
Pursuant to Section 8879.55 of the Government Code, Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) shall 
determine and advise all prospective claimants of the amounts of all area apportionments from the Public 
Transportation Modernization, Improvement and Service Account (PTMISEA) upon appropriation of the 
Legislature. Below is an update of two previously Kern COG awarded projects. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
In October of 2011, the City of Bakersfield was awarded $2,700,000 of PTMISEA regional funds to 
construct a parking garage at the downtown Amtrak Station. City staff has determined during the project 
design phase that it could purchase properties to the north of the existing parking lot, extend the parking lot 
to Truxtun, and install parking shelters with solar panels. However, using this design, the City would be 
unable to deliver the parking structure stated in the original project scope. City of Bakersfield staff will be 
required to submit a scope change to Kern COG and to Caltrans to update the project status before 
proceeding. 
 
Additionally, in October of 2012, the City of Arvin was awarded $400,000 of PTMISEA regional funds to 
construct a park-n-ride facility for its Tejon Ranch Commerce Center commuter transit service. However, 
the project as originally proposed is no longer deliverable. Consequently, Kern COG staff has requested a 
project scope change be prepared and submitted to Kern COG and Caltrans to define how the funds will be 
used. 
 
Since the City of Arvin’s project may significantly change and may offer additional PTMISEA regional funds, 
Kern COG staff will report on the status of this project at a future date in case additional PTMISEA funds 
become available for re-apportionment. 
 
ACTION: 
Information and discussion 



 
December 4, 2013 

 
 

TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By: Raquel Pacheco, 
   Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: VIII  

REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) –  
FINAL FUND ESTIMATE AND DRAFT PROGRAM OF PROJECTS 

 
DESCRIPTION: 
 
Kern COG staff developed a revised fund estimate and a Draft RSTP Program of Projects. 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 

Timeline 
The next task in the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) call for projects process 
is to distribute the draft program of projects for review as shown below: 
 

RSTP Call for Projects Timeline (approved 4/18/13) 
 

Date Task 
  

January 2014 Present Draft Program of Projects to TTAC and TPPC 

February 2014 Approve Final Program of Projects and introduction into FTIP 

 
 
Kern COG staff has processed submitted applications and developed a Draft Program of 
Projects. A Final Program will be presented for approval at the February 20, 2013 Kern COG 
Board meeting. The approved RSTP Program of Projects will then be incorporated into the Draft 
2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) that will be out for public review 
beginning in March 2014. Kern COG staff may process an amendment to the 2013 FTIP if time 
allows. 
 
Fund Estimate 
This call for projects will introduce projects to program against federal fiscal years 14/15 and 
15/16. The fund estimate was approved at the April 18, 2013 Kern COG Board meeting. On 
November 4, 2013, Kern COG received revised estimates from Caltrans. The revised fair share 
estimate is shown on the next page. Please note that the Regional Traffic Count Program is not 
part of the fair share estimate. This project was approved as part of a Memorandum of 
Understanding between City of Bakersfield, County of Kern, Caltrans, and Kern COG.  
 



 
 
Page 2  
TTAC - Draft RSTP 
December 4, 2013 
 

 
Table 1:  RSTP Fair Share Estimate (revised 1/16/14) 

      [x $1,000] 

Federal Fiscal Years 14/15 15/16

Available to Program $10,285 $10,285 

Agency Population % Total

Arvin 19,849 2.34% $241 $241 $482 

Bakersfield 354,480 41.70% $4,289 $4,289 $8,578 

California City 13,260 1.56% $160 $160 $320 

Delano 52,005 6.12% $629 $629 $1,258 

Maricopa 1,163 0.14% $14 $14 $28 

McFarland 12,333 1.45% $149 $149 $298 

Ridgecrest 28,089 3.30% $339 $339 $678 

Shafter 16,928 1.99% $205 $205 $410 

Taft 8,906 1.05% $108 $108 $216 

Tehachapi 13,872 1.63% $168 $168 $336 

Wasco 25,324 2.98% $307 $307 $614 

County of Kern 303,797 35.74% $3,676 $3,676 $7,352 

Totals 850,006 $20,570  
 
Source: Population figures from California State Department of Finance 1/1/12. 

 
 
The attached Draft RSTP Program of Projects closely reflects estimates shown in the table 
above.  Kern COG staff proposes to fully program all available funding as part of the Draft RSTP 
Program of Projects. Kern COG staff has requested revised project information from the 
following agencies: Bakersfield, California City, Delano, Ridgecrest, Taft, Tehachapi, and 
Wasco. Responses are due as soon as possible but no later than December 13, 2013.  
 
 
Enclosure: “Draft 2013 RSTP Program of Projects Summary” 
 
 
ACTION:   
 
Recommend approval of the RSTP Revised Fund Estimate to the Transportation Planning 
Policy Committee. 



DRAFT 2013 RSTP Program of Projects Summary

Lead Project RSTP LOCAL RSTP LOCAL RSTP LOCAL

$10,285,441 $10,285,441 $20,570,882
Arvin IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 

PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$47,443 $6,147 $434,557 $128,141 $482,000 $134,288

Bakersfield IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 
PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$3,810,999 $493,756 $4,762,045 $616,976 $8,573,044 $1,110,732

Cal. City IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 
PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$38,922 $5,043 $281,078 $36,418 $320,000 $41,461

Delano IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 
PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$61,971 $8,029 $1,196,029 $164,030 $1,258,000 $172,059

Kern Co. IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 
PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$5,879,762 $762,000 $1,466,238 $642,000 $7,346,000 $1,404,000

McFarland IN MCFARLAND: KERN AVE FROM 2ND ST TO 
3RD ST; LANDSCAPING AND PEDESTRIAN 
IMPROVEMENTS

$35,280 $4,571 $262,720 $95,939 $298,000 $100,510

Ridgecrest IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 
PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$89,503 $11,597 $588,497 $76,247 $678,000 $87,844

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR NON-
CAPACITY WIDENING (NO ADDITIONAL 
TRAVEL LANES)

$228,000 $49,000 $0 $0 $228,000 $49,000

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 
PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$0 $0 $182,000 $23,581 $182,000 $23,581

State IN MARICOPA: SR 33 AT STANISLAUS ST; 
INSTALL RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING 
BEACON NEAR PEDESTRIAN CROSSING

$8,853 $1,147 $30,985 $4,015 $39,838 $5,162

Taft IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION 
(NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS ONLY)

$17,230 $2,593 $198,770 $25,754 $216,000 $28,347

Tehachapi IN TEHACHAPI: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 
PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$20,890 $3,110 $315,110 $40,827 $336,000 $43,937

Wasco IN WASCO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR 
PAVEMENT RESURFACING AND/OR 
REHABILITATION (NON-CAPACITY PROJECTS 
ONLY)

$46,588 $6,037 $567,412 $73,516 $614,000 $79,553

RSTP LOCAL RSTP LOCAL RSTP LOCAL
Total RSTP Requested $10,285,441 $1,353,030 $10,285,441 $1,927,444 $20,570,882 $3,280,474

Balance of Available Apportionment / programmed $0 $0 $0

$79,677 $10,323 $79,677 $10,323 $159,354 $20,646
Kern COG: Regional Traffic Count Program - approved under 

separate action

2014-15 2015-16

Available Apportionment by Year

2014-15 2015-16 Total

Total

Shafter
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December 4, 2013 

 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM: IX  

CONGESTION MITIGATION AIR QUALITY (CMAQ) –  
UPDATED TIMELINE AND DRAFT PROGRAM OF PROJECTS 
 

DESCRIPTION:   
 
Kern COG staff developed an updated timeline and a Draft CMAQ Program of Projects.  
 
DISCUSSION: 

Timeline 
The next task in the Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) call for projects process is to 
distribute the draft program of projects for review by the TTAC subcommittee as shown below: 
 

CMAQ Call for Projects Timeline (proposed update 1/16/14) 
 

Date Task 
April 2013 Approve Timeline and Fund Estimate 

Late April 2013 Advertise Call for Projects 

September 2013 Candidate Projects Due 

November 2013 Develop Program of Projects 

December 2013 TTAC subcommittee (peer) review of applications and initial rankings 

February January 2014 Update Program of Projects as needed 

March February 2014 Present Draft Program of Projects to TTAC and TPPC 

April March 2014 Approve Final Program of Projects and introduction into FTIP 

Kern COG staff is proposing advancing the timeline for approval of the Final Program of 
Projects from April 2014 to March 2014. This is in order to coincide with the circulation of the 
Draft 2014 Regional Transportation Plan. 

Project Analysis 
Kern COG staff has processed the applications submitted and developed a Draft CMAQ 
Program of Projects. This call for projects will introduce projects to program against federal 
fiscal years 14/15 and 15/16. Submitted applications totaled about double the estimated 
revenue of $19.8 million (Caltrans revised estimate received November 4, 2013). This Draft is a 
work in progress, subject to further revisions and refinement. Kern COG staff has considered 
the following factors in the development of the proposed program of projects:  
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TTAC – Draft CMAQ Program 
December 4, 2013 
 
 

 Use of Kern COG CMAQ Policy and Procedures for technical analysis; 

 Use of Federal Highway Administration CMAQ Program Guidance for eligibility criteria; 

 Use of Air Resources Board’s methodology for calculating emission reduction and cost-
effectiveness; 

 Use of Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology for calculating emission reduction and 
cost-effectiveness because there is no Air Resources Board methodology for unpaved 
streets and shoulder projects; 

 Program all available federal funds estimated by Caltrans; and 

 Leverage other possible funds available from outside sources.   
 
The “Draft CMAQ 2013 – Summary of Comments and Responses” was first distributed under a 
separate cover with all the submitted applications as well as part of the November 6, 2013 
TTAC agenda packet. The enclosed “Draft CMAQ 2013 – Summary of Comments and 
Responses version 2” includes updated responses from the City of Delano and the Golden 
Empire Transit District. 

 The City of Delano has withdrawn their application for the rail spur project. 

 Golden Empire Transit District clarified that the solar energy project emission reductions are 
accurate. The cost effectiveness recalculation is in progress. 

 
The enclosed “Draft CMAQ 2013 – TTAC Summary of Comments and Responses version 1” 
includes comments/questions submitted by TTAC members by the November 22, 2013 
deadline. This summary has been circulated under a separate cover to the CMAQ applicants as 
well as the TTAC. Responses from the applicants are due December 5, 2013 and will be 
discussed at the December 11, 2013 CMAQ Workshop to be held at 10 AM in the Kern COG 
Board Room. 
 
The enclosed “Summary of Programming by Category” provides an overview of available 
funding for each programming year and the total amount of proposed programming that was 
identified for each CMAQ category. The “available target amounts” by category were approved 
by the Kern COG Board at their April 2013 meeting. It is Kern COG staff’s intent to select 
projects for all available funding identified in this cycle, by March 2014. Kern COG staff is 
considering the option of selecting additional substitute projects for programming in an outer 
year. Details regarding the implementation of this option will follow. 
 
 
Enclosures:    “Draft 2013 CMAQ – Summary of Comments and Responses version 2” 
                       “Draft 2013 CMAQ – TTAC Summary of Comments and Responses version 1” 

“Draft 2013 CMAQ Program of Projects – Summary of Programming by 
Category” 

 
 
ACTION:   
 
Recommend approval of the updated CMAQ Call for Projects Timeline to the Transportation 
Planning Policy Committee. 



 
 
 

Draft 2013 CMAQ – 
 

Summary of Comments and Responses 
version 2 

 
Bakersfield…………………………………………...page 1 
County of Kern………………………………………page 2 
Delano………………………………………………..page 5 
Golden Empire Transit……………………………...page 6 
McFarland…………………………………………....page 8 
Ridgecrest…………………………………………....page 9 
Taft…………………………………………………....page 10 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 

City of Bakersfield surface unpaved shoulders 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. What is the source of the PM10 emission 
factors (Before 0.0184 and After 0.005)? 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 

2. Based on method provided, could not 
replicate the cost benefit. 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 

City of Bakersfield signals/coordination 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

3. Before Speed Factor and After Speed 
Factor different than what is in the ARB 
Emissions Table May 2013 and therefore 
emissions reductions and cost benefit are 
incorrect. Need to recalculate. 

Provided recalculation based on ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013 

4. If project is not going to be improvement in 
LOS, what is purpose of project? 

Agency provided the calculation because there is a 
benefit to the main corridor but did not expect 
points for LOS 

City of Bakersfield – Harris at Mountain Vista signal; Snow at Norris signal; Snow at Jewetta signal 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

5. Livability question #4 response relies on 
GET bus system, but this project is not on 
a GET bus route. Please explain. 

Agreed that project is not on a GET bus route 

City of Bakersfield bike lanes 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

6. Commute trip ends and VMT factors 
different than what is in the ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013. Need to recalculate for 
emissions reduction and cost effectiveness 

Provided recalculation based on ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013 

City of Bakersfield bike lanes file 1415_07 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

7. Locations not included; emissions 
calculations based on location of previous 
project file 1415_06. What is the rationale 
for this project? 

Provided the specific locations from the City of 
Bakersfield’s new Bicycle Transportation Plan. 
Provided new emissions calculations. 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 
 
 

County of Kern surface unpaved streets 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. Based on method provided, could not 
replicate the wind emissions result and 
therefore PM 10 emission reduction. Need 
to recalculate. 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 
 

2. Projects are not RACM projects. 
 

Agreed. 

3. Livability question #2 – what is rationale for 
saying that paving dirt road will get people 
out of their car? What is rationale for 
saying that paving dirt road will reduce 
congestion (on a road segments with 
minimal traffic counts)? 

Our belief is that people are more likely to ride 
bikes or walk if they have a nice, smooth, paved 
road upon which to do so, as opposed to a rough 
dirt road.  While the use of the word “congestion” 
can certainly be contested when discussing roads 
with the ADT of those we are proposing to pave, 
certainly there is no denying that providing people 
with a viable alternative of walking or riding a bike 
will reduce the number of vehicles currently in use. 
 

County of Kern surface unpaved shoulders 

4. Based on method provided, could not 
replicate the cost effectiveness. Need to 
recalculate. 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 
 
 

5. What is “higher volume” threshold for 
county roadway network?  

 

The Roads Department has been using CMAQ 
funds to pave the shoulders of roads with the 
highest ADT’s throughout the County for at least 
the last eight years.  When describing this cycle’s 
proposed projects as “higher volume,” comparison 
should be made to those roads that remain with 
unpaved shoulders, and not with the projects of the 
past.  With that said, “higher volume” is a relative 
term and there is no exact threshold. 
 
 

6. What is the source of the PM10 emission 
factors (Before 0.0184 and After 0.005)? 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology

County of Kern signals 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

7. Number provided for VMT reduced is 
incorrect. Will not be considered for points. 

 

Agreed. 
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8. Before Speed Factor and After Speed 
Factor different than what is in the ARB 
Emissions Table May 2013. Need to 
recalculate for emission reductions and 
cost effectiveness. 
A. After providing recalculation, why were 

the before and after speeds different 
from the original applications? 

 

Agreed.  These values were recalculated using the 
most recent tables.  

A. An all-way stop has an average speed of 
5mph, which is the before speed. The after 
speed are the speed limits. 

 

9. Answer to application question #22 and/or 
question #23 provided the existing 
reference in the Traffic Collision History 
Report NOT after project rate. Rate should 
be provided as “mvm” not “cpmv” 

 

County provided segment data from Caltrans’ traffic 
collision report in order to provide rate in “mvm” 
(millions of vehicle miles).  
 

10. Projects are not RACM projects. 
 

Agreed. 

11. Emission Reductions total in lbs/year could 
not be replicated. Need to recalculate. 

Agreed.  These values were recalculated. 
 

County of Kern – Cottonwood at Belle Terrace signal & Cottonwood at Feliz signal 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

12. This is not an un-signalized corridor 
because there is a signal at SR 58. Will this 
project be connected to the signal at SR 
58? 

 

This signal will be not be connected with the signal 
at SR 58 because there is no agreement with the 
State.  
 

13. Please check on the ADT provided. There 
is 14,000 at Belle Terrace, whereas there 
is 10,000 at Feliz. 

 

Traffic counts were conducted at different times 
during the year. Traffic counts for Cottonwood at 
Feliz were adjusted to be consistent with 
Cottonwood at Belle Terrace. 

 
County of Kern - Near Tehachapi: Banducci Rd from Bear Valley Rd to Highline Rd; surface unpaved 

shoulders 
 

Kern Council of Governments Comment 
 

Applicant Response 

14. Is there another name for Bear Valley Rd 
because it was not found in google maps? 

 

Bear Valley Road is shown on the County GIS map 
that was used to generate the location map in our 
application.  A nearby road that shows up in 
Google maps would be Chalet Drive or Old Ranch 
Road. 
 

 
County of Kern - Near Ridgecrest: County Line Rd from Franklin Ave to Bowman Rd; surface unpaved 

street 
 

Kern Council of Governments Comment 
 

Applicant Response 

15. Google maps shows both San Bernardino 
Blvd and County Line Rd; CRS shows 
neither road name. Please explain. 

The road in question is not a County maintained 
road at this time, and therefore we do not have an 
official name for it.  We used the name provided to 
us by Supervisor Gleason’s office as the name 
most recognizable to residents of the area. 
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County of Kern – Fruitvale at Meany signal 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

16. Livability question #1 and #4 responses 
rely on GET bus system, but this project is 
not on a GET bus route. Please explain. 

 

Agreed. Please disregard that portion of the 
responses.  

County of Kern – CNG buses 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

17. No project justification provided. Is this 
project replacement buses or expansion of 
service? 

 

The new buses would replace existing diesel-
burning buses that were originally purchased in 
2003.  Also, while we would not be expanding 
service, the buses requested are larger than those 
being replaced, which would increase our capacity 
along existing routes. 
 

18. Why is the cost of the buses different from 
the first year request to the second year 
request? 

 

The second year request reflects an anticipated 
five percent increase in the cost of the buses. 
 

19. Please provide copy of Executive Order for 
these buses. Need to recalculate the 
emission reductions. 

 

Executive Order provided. Recalculation of 
emission reductions provided. 

20. LOS information provided is incorrect. 
 

Agreed.  
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 
 
City of Delano 
 
PROJECT: Pave shoulders  

- Woollomes Ave from Dover Parkway and Albany St 
- Ellington St from Cecil Ave and 9th Ave & Garces Hwy and 1st Ave 
- Fremont St from Cecil Ave and 9th Ave & Garces Hwy and 1st Ave 
- Albany St from Cecil Ave and 19th Ave & 21st Ave and Lincoln Ave 
- Randolph St from Garces Hwy and 6th Ave 

 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. Commute trip ends and VMT factors 
different than what is in the ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013. Need to recalculate for 
emissions reduction and cost 
effectiveness.  

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 
 

2. Application Livability #1 responds to 
Livability question #3. Application Livability 
#2 does not respond to any livability 
questions. Please explain.  

Application Livability #1 and #2 correspond to 
question #3. Application Livability #3 (last 
paragraph) corresponds to question #4.  

 
PROJECT: Construction of Additional Rail Spur - Between Union Pacific and Industrial Park 

Kern Council of Governments Comments Applicant Response 
 

3. Commute trip ends and VMT factors 
different than what is in the ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013. Need to recalculate for 
emissions reduction and cost 
effectiveness.  

The City of Delano has withdrawn their rail spur 
application from consideration this CMAQ cycle.  
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff. A response is requested. 
 
 

Golden Empire Transit – Solar Energy Project 
Kern Council of Governments Comment Applicant Response 

1. Request for clarification about project 
scope:   

Please quantify how this project will enhance 
the productivity of the existing solar power 
project previously approved for CMAQ 
funding. Please quantify scope and benefits 
from the first project and scope and benefits 
from the proposed project.    

This project increases electrical capacity by 424,784 
kilowatt hours per year needed to operate the electrical 
CNG compressor motors in lieu of gas driven 
compressor engines.  The first solar project argued that 
by converting from natural gas burning engines to 
electrical requires much more electrical production.  The 
first approved project partially supported the demand for 
electricity; however the remaining supply came from the 
utility companies.  This project aims to expand the solar 
production with substantial benefit to air quality and the 
environment while saving taxpayer dollars by not 
purchasing electricity from utility companies.  Solar 
assists in reducing our dependence on utility companies 
and on imported oil needed to produce utility electricity. 

2. Request for clarification on emissions 
calculations:  

We noticed that emissions benefits were 
provided from a consultant firm and dated in 
2011. Please provide formula information for 
NO x and CO calculations for this current 
application.  

Clarified that the solar energy project emission 
reductions are accurate. 
 

3. Request for clarification on cost 
effectiveness: Our current policy 
does not recognize CO2 for use in 
the cost benefits analysis but only 
NOx and CO. Please recalculate 
cost benefits value using NOx and 
CO and not CO2. 

Cost effectiveness recalculation is in progress. 

 
Golden Empire Transit / California State University Bakersfield – Transit Station 

 
Kern Council of Governments Comment Applicant Response 

4. Request for clarification on project 
benefits and definition and 
quantification of expansion: Please 
quantify how the new project will 
provide additional capacity for 
transportation/transit capacity. 
KCOG staff is concerned about 
project eligibility. 

The new transit center project would increase transit 
capacity by significantly increasing the number of 
effective loading areas over the existing campus bus 
stop. The current campus bus stop has a single loading 
area and can accommodate only one bus at a time. The 
proposed transit center has six loading areas arranged in 
two bays of three loading areas each. (See Attachment 
“C” to the project proposal, “CSUB Transit Center Design 
Concept.”)  Depending on the design, the project would 
increase the existing loading capacity by a multiple of 5 
or 6, accommodating 5-6 times more buses than the 
current site. 
 
Increased Capacity with a Linear Design 
A linear design could reduce the efficiency of the loading 
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areas if there is insufficient space for the buses to exit 
independently. In a linear design scenario, three loading 
areas have a 75% efficiency factor, resulting in 2.60 
effective loading areas. Doubling that for the two bays 
provides a total increased capacity of 5.2 effective 
loading areas for the new transit center. Thus, in a worst 
case scenario, the new project would increase transit 
capacity by providing an effective capacity more than 5 
times the existing loading area capacity. Given enough 
space in a linear design for buses to exit independently, 
the loading areas would have the full capacity benefit; 
thus, would provide 6 times the existing loading capacity. 
There is ample space at the proposed site to afford full 
capacity benefit. 
 
Increased Capacity with a Non-Linear Design 
Non-linear loading areas are 100% efficient; that is, the 
number of effective loading areas equals the number of 
physical loading areas. A transit station with a sawtooth, 
non-linear design that allows buses to enter and exit 
independently of each other would have full capacity 
benefit, providing an increase of 6 times the loading 
capacity of the current bus stop. There is ample space at 
the proposed site for the 33% additional length per 
loading area that a sawtooth design would require.  
(Source:  Transportation Research Board, Transit 
Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, 3rd Ed., Chapter 
6, Bus Capacity Methodology) 
http://www.trb.org/main/blurbs/169437.aspx 
 
Accessible pedestrian accessways will be equipped with 
wheelchair ramps and be ADA compliant.   
Designated parking positions in a linear or non-linear 
configuration will assist ADA passengers locate their 
buses more efficiently. 
 

5. Request for clarification on emissions 
calculations: Emissions calculations 
assume new service for transit and 
refer to “Operations of new bus 
services” calculations provided by 
ARB Guidelines. Clarification is 
needed to indicate how baseline 
capacity from current center will be 
improved with proposed project.  

Baseline ridership for the existing campus bus stop is 
653 students, faculty, staff per weekday.  The number of 
buses travelling through the campus each hour will 
increase from the current four to ten; however, this will 
not be a net increase in buses on the road as these 
additional buses are currently deployed in service 
elsewhere in Bakersfield and will merely be rerouted to 
serve the campus.  It is estimated that the transit 
ridership will increase to 2,100 by 2020. The numbers in 
this scenario include only those riders whose final 
destination is CSUB and does not include other riders 
who may ride through campus or transfer at the transit 
center from one route to another.  
 
The assumptions used in the original application for 
emissions calculations assume the service increases. 
 
(Source: GET and Kern Regional Travel Demand 
Forecast Model) 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 
 
City of McFarland 
PROJECT: On Elmo Highway and Browning Rd; shoulder paving and/Class II bike lanes  

Kern Council of Governments Comment Applicant Response 
1. Need to explain methodology and 

assumptions used in calculations for bike 
lane emission reductions. Variables A and 
ADT to not match variables used in 
calculations.  

Regarding ‘A’ factor: Incomplete equation shown 
for Annual trips reduced. Should read: Annual Trips 
Reduced = D x ADT x (A+C), where C = .005. 
Propose revised equation sheet.  
 
Regarding ADT factor: Agree, ADT values do not 
match. Propose revised calculation sheet.  

2. Need to explain methodology and 
assumptions used in calculations for 
shoulder paving emissions reductions.  

Shoulder paving emissions factors and equations 
were re-calculated with Fresno Council of 
Governments spreadsheet methodology provided 
by Kern Council of Governments. 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 

City of Ridgecrest China Lake signal 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. Emission reductions were derived from 
emission factor table from March 2010. 
Table 4 of May 2013 Emission Factors is 
the valid version to use to get corrected 
emission reductions and cost 
effectiveness. Need to recalculate.    

Provided recalculation based on ARB Emissions 
Table May 2013 

 
City of Ridgecrest Graaf surface unpaved street 

Kern Council of Governments Comment 
 

Applicant Response 

2. Is this project eligible for CMAQ funds? 
One side of the street is already paved. Is 
this project adding capacity for single 
occupancy vehicles? 

This project will pave the eastbound lane. Currently 
eastbound traffic travels on the dirt roadway. 

3. Backup documentation does not show how 
to get result of PM10 1.67 kg/day or PM 
2.5 0.161 kg/day? What is the formula 
used?  Backup documentation from 
Warner application reads Graaf cost 
benefit of $3.83 not $3.16. 

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 

4. If this project is going from highway LOS A 
to LOS A, what is the purpose of the 
project? 

The purpose is to reduce PM10 emissions 

 
City of Ridgecrest Warner surface unpaved street 

Kern Council of Governments Comment 
 

Applicant Response 

5. Backup documentation does not show how 
to get result of PM10 1.533 kg/day or PM 
2.5 0.149 kg/day? What is the formula 
used? Backup documentation from Graaf 
application reads Warner cost benefit of 
$10.14 not $9.10.  

Since there is no Air Resources Board (ARB) 
methodology, provided a recalculation based on 
Fresno Council of Governments’ methodology 

6. If this project is going from highway LOS A 
to LOS A, what is the purpose of the 
project? 

The purpose is to reduce PM10 emissions 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Kern 
Council of Governments staff with responses from applicant. 
 
 

City of Taft park and ride 
Kern Council of Governments Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. PM 10 emission reduction is derived from 
emission factor table from March 2010. 
Must use PM conversion factor of 1.08. 
New result for PM 10 is 0.4 kg/day (PM 2.5 
X factor) and therefore cost effectiveness is 
$49.18.  

 

After using the PM conversion factor of 1.08, the 
cost effectiveness result is indeed $49.18. Provided 
recalculation and application revision 

2. Is there an agreement with Kern Regional 
Transit to provide service to the park-and-
ride? 

The Kern Regional Transit currently stops at the 
existing Transit Transfer Station. The City will 
initiate talks with Kern Regional to stop at the 
proposed park-and-ride as well. 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Tehachapi 
staff. A response is requested. 
 
 

General Comments 
Tehachapi Comment Applicant Response 

1. Several agencies submitted a ‘Pave 
Dirt Shoulders’ project and based the 
emissions reduction upon the existing 
roadway vehicular traffic volumes.  
PM10 emissions do result for each 
vehicle that passes a dirt shoulder.  
Those emissions should be much less 
than the emissions created by a 
vehicle driving on a dirt surface.  Are 
the before and after conversion factors 
based upon the PM10 created in a 
shoulder condition or in a dirt road 
condition?  As this is the most common 
type of project submitted, we believe 
the calculations should be consistent 
between all agencies. 

 

 

2. The CMAQ application form requests 
before and after project Level Of 
Service information and accident data.  
We opted not to submit a project this 
cycle because we could not accurately 
prepare this information in time to meet 
the deadline.  Several agencies 
proposed projects where this 
information is applicable to the ranking 
effort but simply left them blank or 
noted “N/A”.  Is this information 
necessary or not?  Tehachapi was 
under the impression all of the 
agencies had agreed to this new 
ranking criteria and we acted 
accordingly and chose not to apply. 
 

 

3. We participated in the Air Board 
training webinar for CMAQ projects 
earlier this year.  The gentlemen 
leading the discussion effectively noted 
that projects seeking to purchase new 
clean air vehicles would be very hard 
to justify.  He based this assessment 
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on the fact that diesel engine 
technology is now comparable with 
CNG powered vehicles such that 
promoting CNG usage is only 
marginally superior to conventional 
equipment.  Several agencies 
proposed projects to purchase new 
equipment.  We would argue that 
purchases designed to increase 
service (thus offsetting standard 
vehicular traffic) should be considered.  
Conversely, projects designed to 
simply replace aging equipment don’t 
really have an effect on congestion or 
air quality. 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Tehachapi 
staff. A response is requested. 
 
 
 

Bakersfield Projects 
Tehachapi Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. Project 1415-04 Signal @ Mohawk / 
Tower assumes a non-existent 4-way 
stop as the ‘before’ condition.  It would 
seem likely to me that this assumption 
greatly increases the proposed 
emission reduction.  In short, the 
project seeks to mitigate congestion 
that largely does not occur.  Also, an 
unspecified amount of median work is 
proposed.  How does median 
construction help reduce emissions 
and/or congestion? 

 

2. Projects designed to add signals are 
based upon calculations that cannot be 
evaluated with the information 
provided.  Almost every other 
application from every agency includes 
a detailed spreadsheet laying out the 
evaluation.  Several Bakersfield signal 
projects do not have this information. 

 

 

3. Project 1516-03 Signal @ Jewetta and 
Snow seems to indicate (can’t be sure, 
see Note 2 above) that 1,400 vph are 
stopping at this intersection.  This is a 
T-intersection with only one leg 
stopping.  We question how much 
delay will actually be mitigated with this 
project.  I have never stopped in this 
location for more than a few seconds 
and have traveled through it on 
numerous occasions. 

 
 

4. Projects 1516-04, 1516-05, and 1516-
06 propose shoulder widening.  It is 
unclear if Class II bike lanes are 
proposed.  Please clarify. 
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Prepared by Kern Council of Governments     version 1 11/22/13 
 

Summary of Comments and Responses 
 

 
The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Tehachapi 
staff. A response is requested. 
 
 

Delano Projects 
Tehachapi Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. The Delano Rail Spur Project proposes 
to install two miles of rail spur to an 
Industrial Park and to service future 
developments.  The project proposes 
to use rail service to offset truck traffic 
and thus truck emissions.  It is unclear 
how many actual existing trucks will be 
removed from the road with this 
project.  It does not seem appropriate 
to fund a capacity project to service 
future growth. 
 

The City of Delano has withdrawn their rail 
spur application from consideration this CMAQ 
cycle. 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Tehachapi 
staff. A response is requested. 
 
 

Golden Empire Transit District Projects 
Tehachapi Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. The Bus Replacement Project seeks to 
replace several aging buses with new 
buses.  We were unclear as to what 
type of bus is to be replaced?  If the 
proposal is to replace relatively clean 
buses with new CNG buses, the 
resulting emissions benefit would 
logically be very small.  Furthermore, 
the emissions tables used appear to be 
outdated.  Perhaps a step-by-step 
explanation of the calculation process 
can be provided? 
 

 

2. The Passive Solar System Expansion 
seeks to construct solar power 
generating facilities on existing fixed 
structures.  We can’t see how this is a 
traffic/transit related project.  If credit 
for reducing emissions due to reduced 
power grid electricity use is claimed, 
arguably any agency could propose a 
solar project as a CMAQ project.  
Simply because these installations 
would be on structures GET owns does 
not make them transportation projects. 
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Summary of Comments and Responses 
 
 

The following is a summarized list of information requests or comments made by the Tehachapi 
staff. A response is requested. 
 
 

Kern County Projects 
Tehachapi Comment 

 
Applicant Response 

1. The CNG Bus Purchase Project 
calculates the value of replacing small 
buses with large buses to increase 
route capacity.  The calculation is 
based upon comparing older buses 
with newer buses.  It seems to us the 
calculation should be based upon a 
projection of the number of vehicle trips 
that will be converted to bus ridership 
as this is the purpose for the new 
buses. 
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2015-16 TOTALS

DRAFT 2013 CMAQ Program of Projects - Summary of Programming by Category

2014-15

$19,802,440TOTAL CMAQ AVAILABLE $9,901,220 $9,901,220

$388,258$186,724PROJECTS OFF THE TOP $201,534

$19,414,182$9,714,496BALANCE OF TOTAL CMAQ AVAILABLE $9,699,686

$3,882,836CATEGORY 1 - TRANSIT - 20% OF TOTAL CMAQ AVAILABLE $1,942,899 $1,939,937

$8,881,058$4,446,334PROJECT SUBMITTALS $4,434,724

$4,459,166$1,946,334CMAQ PROJECTS TO FUND $2,512,832

($576,330)($3,435)BALANCE OF CATEGORY 1 - TRANSIT ($572,895)

$1,941,418CATEGORY 2 - PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM - 10% OF TOTAL CMAQ AVAILABLE $971,450 $969,969

$0$0PROJECT SUBMITTALS $0

$0$0CMAQ PROJECTS TO FUND $0

$1,941,418$971,450BALANCE OF CATEGORY 2 - PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM $969,969

$970,709CATEGORY 3 - FUELING STATIONS - 5% OF TOTAL CMAQ AVAILABLE $485,725 $484,984

$1,222,230$1,222,230PROJECT SUBMITTALS $0

$1,222,230$1,222,230CMAQ PROJECTS TO FUND $0

($251,521)($736,505)BALANCE OF CATEGORY 3 - FUELING STATIONS $484,984

$3,882,836CATEGORY 4 - TRAFFIC OPERATIONS - 20% OF TOTAL CMAQ AVAILABLE $1,942,899 $1,939,937

$3,778,586$1,378,577PROJECT SUBMITTALS $2,400,009

$3,181,009$781,000CMAQ PROJECTS TO FUND $2,400,009

$701,827$1,161,899BALANCE OF CATEGORY 4 - TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ($460,072)

$8,736,382CATEGORY 5 - DISCRETIONARY - 45% OF TOTAL CMAQ AVAILABLE $4,371,523 $4,364,859

$26,329,113$19,857,232PROJECT SUBMITTALS $6,471,881

$10,551,777$5,764,932CMAQ PROJECTS TO FUND $4,786,845

($1,815,395)($1,393,409)BALANCE OF CATEGORY 5 - DISCRETIONARY ($421,986)

$0CMAQ PROGRAM BALANCE $0 $0

PROJECTS TO FUND $9,901,220 $19,802,440

$13,508,148TOTAL PROJECTS SUBMITTED $27,091,097 $40,599,245

$9,901,220

November 22, 2013 - Version 1  Prepared by Kern Council of Governments Page 1 of 1



2014-15

Lead LOCAL CMAQ CMAQ LOCAL

Category 0 - Off the Top CMAQ program of Projects - Ranked by Category and Total Points

Phase CMAQ LOCALTotal Points - Project

2015-16 Not Recommended

KCOG Total $201,534 $26,111 $0$186,724 $0In Kern County: Rideshare Program $24,19310

$0Total $24,193$186,724 $0$201,534 $26,111

Dated November 22, 2013 - Version 1 Prepared by Kern Council of Governments Page 1 of 7



2014-15

Lead LOCAL CMAQ CMAQ LOCAL

Category 1 - Transit CMAQ program of Projects - Ranked by Category and Total Points

Phase CMAQ LOCALTotal Points - Project

2015-16 Not Recommended

GET Total $1,074,840 $139,275 $0$115,960 $0In Bakersfield, on Don Hart Dr East and 
Kroll Way; construction of public transit 
center.

$15,02548

GET Total $1,437,992 $186,308 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield, GET; expansion of 
passive solar electric conversion system

$029

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$1,830,374 $0In Kern County, Kern Regional Transit, 
purchase four replacement 40' CNG 
coaches

$237,14420

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $1,921,892$0 $249,002In Kern County, Kern Regional Transit, 
purchase four replacement 40' CNG 
coaches

$020

GET Total $0 $0 $2,500,000$0 $323,900In Bakersfield, GET purchase of five 
replacement CNG buses

$019

$4,421,892Total $252,169$1,946,334 $572,902$2,512,832 $325,583

Dated November 22, 2013 - Version 1 Prepared by Kern Council of Governments Page 2 of 7



2014-15

Lead LOCAL CMAQ CMAQ LOCAL

Category 3 - Fueling Stations CMAQ program of Projects - Ranked by Category and Total Points

Phase CMAQ LOCALTotal Points - Project

2015-16 Not Recommended

KCSOS Total $0 $0 $0$1,222,230 $0In Bakersfield: CNG Fueling Station 
Expansion

$166,68010

$0Total $166,680$1,222,230 $0$0 $0

Dated November 22, 2013 - Version 1 Prepared by Kern Council of Governments Page 3 of 7



2014-15

Lead LOCAL CMAQ CMAQ LOCAL

Category 4 - Traffic Operations CMAQ program of Projects - Ranked by Category and Total Points

Phase CMAQ LOCALTotal Points - Project

2015-16 Not Recommended

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$200,000 $0In Bakersfield: Snow Rd at Coffee Rd; 
traffic signal

$50,00048

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$280,000 $0In Bakersfield: Snow Rd at Calloway Rd; 
traffic signal

$70,00047

Kern Co. Total $200,000 $50,000 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Fruitvale at Meany; traffic 
signal

$046

Kern Co. Total $200,000 $50,000 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Cottonwood Rd at Feliz 
Dr; traffic signal

$041

Kern Co. Total $200,000 $50,000 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Merle Haggard Dr at 
McCray St; traffic signal

$040

Kern Co. Total $200,000 $50,000 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Cottonwood Rd at Belle 
Terrace; traffic signal

$030

Bakersfield Total $223,538 $28,962 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Snow Rd at Jewetta  Ave; 
signal & Jewetta Ave: Snow Rd to Olive 
Dr; interconnect

$030

Bakersfield Total $298,169 $38,631 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Snow Rd at Norris Rd; 
signal & Snow Rd from Norris Rd to 
Calloway Dr; interconnect & Calloway Dr 
from Snow Rd to Norris Rd; interconnect

$028

Kern Co. Total $200,000 $50,000 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Flower St at Virginia St; 
traffic signal

$026

Bakersfield Total $448,847 $58,153 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Stockdale Hwy from Allen 
Rd to Coffee Rd; signal coordination

$025

Bakersfield Total $429,455 $55,645 $0$0 $0In Bakersfield: Mohawk St at Tower 
Way; signal & Mohawk St from Truxtun 
Ave to California Ave; construct median 
island

$024

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $0$301,000 $0In Bakersfield: Harris Rd at Mountain 
Vista Dr; signal & Harris Rd from 
Mountain Vista Dr to Buena Vista Rd; 
synchronization

$39,00018

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $278,869$0 $36,131In Bakersfield: Rosedale Hwy from 
Verdugo Ln to Jet Way; signal 
coordination & along Rosedale Hwy at 
Verdugo Ln Calloway Dr Coffee Rd;

$016

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $318,708$0 $41,292In Bakersfield: Brimhall Rd from Jewetta 
Ave to Coffee Rd; signal coordination

$011

$597,577Total $159,000$781,000 $77,423$2,400,009 $431,391
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2014-15

Lead LOCAL CMAQ CMAQ LOCAL

Category 5 - Discretionary CMAQ program of Projects - Ranked by Category and Total Points

Phase CMAQ LOCALTotal Points - Project

2015-16 Not Recommended

Kern Co. Total $1,547,500 $352,500 $0$0 $0Southwest of Bakersfield: Old River Rd 
from SR 166 to I-5; surface unpaved 
shoulders (original request $1,520,000)

$047

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$1,018,095 $0South of Bakersfield: Buena Vista Blvd 
from Union Ave to SR 184; surface 
unpaved shoulders (original CMAQ 
request $1 000 000)

$231,90546

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$814,476 $0In Delano: Garces Hwy from SR 43 to 
Melcher Rd; surface unpaved shoulders 
(original CMAQ request $800,000)

$185,52446

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$1,404,971 $0West of Wasco: Rowlee Road from 
Lerdo Hwy to SR 46; surface unpaved 
shoulders (original CMAQ request 
$1 380 000)

$320,02946

Kern Co. Total $600,000 $150,000 $0$0 $0Near Arvin: Sycamore Rd from Vineland 
Rd to Comanche Dr; surface unpaved 
shoulders

$045

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$305,428 $0In Bakersfield on Heath Rd: Between 
Johnson Rd and Rosedale Hwy; surface 
unpaved shoulders  (original CMAQ 
request $300 000)

$69,57245

Kern Co. Total $1,051,527 $248,473 $0$0 $0In Kern County: Pond Road from SR 43 
to SR 99; surface unpaved shoulders 
(original request $1,040,000)

$045

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$301,485 $0Northwest of Bakersfield: Renfro Rd 
from Johnson Rd to Rosedale Hwy; 
surface unpaved shoulders (original 
CMAQ request $300 000)

$73,51544

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$1,445,694 $0Near California City: California City Blvd 
from SR 58 to City Limits; surface 
unpaved shoulders (original CMAQ 
request $1 420 000)

$329,30643

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $0$320,000 $0Near Tehachapi: Banducci Rd from 
Pelliser Rd to Bear Valley Rd; surface 
unpaved shoulder

$80,00042

McFarland Total $242,592 $31,431 $0$28,428 $0In McFarland: along Elmo Hwy and 
Browning Rd; pave shoulders and install 
Class II bike lane facilities

$3,68439

State Total $750,000 $182,000 $0$0 $0South of Bakersfield: SR 223 at SR 
184/Wheeler Ridge Rd; operational 
improvement (State funds $568,000)

$037

Ridgecrest Total $231,769 $30,029 $0$40,307 $0In Ridgecrest: North Warner St from 
Drummond Ave to West Howell Ave; 
surface unpaved street

$5,22332

Taft Total $363,457 $47,090 $0$86,048 $0In Taft: Supply Row St between S. 4th St 
and S. 6th St; park-and-ride

$11,14926

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $1,460,000$0 $365,000North of McKittrick, Lokern Rd: between 
State Route 33 and State Route 58; 
surface unpaved shoulders

$047

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $1,340,000$0 $383,413Northwest of Bakersfield: Round 
Mountain Rd from China Grade Loop to 
Choctaw Dr; surface unpaved shoulders

$046

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $1,480,000$0 $370,000Near Tehachapi: Backus Rd from 
Tehachapi-Willow Springs Rd to SR 14; 
surface unpaved shoulder

$042

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $600,000$0 $150,000In Rosamond: 90th St West from 
Avenue A to Rosamond Blvd; surface 
unpaved shoulders

$042

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $1,200,000$0 $300,000Near Mojave on Oak Creek Road: 
Between Cement Plant Access Road to 
Koch Street; surface unpaved shoulders

$042

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $260,000$0 $65,000Near Tehachapi: Banducci Rd from 
Stallion Springs Dr to Pelliser Rd; 
surface unpaved shoulders

$042

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $900,000$0 $225,000Near Tehachapi: Banducci Rd from 
Bear Valley Rd to Highline Rd; surface 
unpaved shoulders

$042
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2014-15

Lead LOCAL CMAQ CMAQ LOCAL

Category 5 - Discretionary CMAQ program of Projects - Ranked by Category and Total Points

Phase CMAQ LOCALTotal Points - Project

2015-16 Not Recommended

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $1,000,000$0 $250,000In Tehachapi: Umtali Rd from Umfalozi 
Rd to Sand Canyon Rd; surface 
unpaved street

$030

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $400,000$0 $100,000Near Buttonwillow: Sullivan Rd from 
Cannon St to Bussell Rd; surface 
unpaved street

$030

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $760,000$0 $190,000In Inyokern: Neal Rd from SR 395 to 
Brown Rd; surface unpaved street

$030

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $400,000$0 $100,000In Buttonwillow: Cannon St from SR 58 
to Sullivan St; surface unpaved street

$030

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $400,000$0 $100,000In Buttonwillow: Bussell Rd from SR 58 
to Sullivan Rd; surface unpaved street

$030

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $322,249$0 $41,751In Bakersfield: Panama Ln from Ashe 
Rd to Gosford Rd; surface unpaved 
shoulders

$029

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $300,000$0 $75,000Near Tehachapi: Cummings Valley Rd 
from 1000' west of Pelliser Rd to Bailey 
Rd; surface unpaved street

$029

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $400,000$0 $100,000In Ridgecrest: Primavera St from 
Ridgecrest Blvd to Drummond Ave; 
surface unpaved street

$029

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $509,047$0 $65,953In Bakersfield: Panama Ln from Gosford 
Rd to Old River Rd; surface unpaved 
shoulders

$028

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $200,000$0 $50,000In Rosamond: 70th St West from 
Avenue A to Elder Ave; surface unpaved 
street

$028

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $265,590$0 $34,410In Bakersfield: Panama Ln from Old 
River Rd to Mountain Vista Dr; surface 
unpaved shoulders

$027

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $200,000$0 $50,000In Rosamond: Dawn Rd from SR 14 to 
Sierra Hwy; surface unpaved street

$027

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $300,000$0 $75,000Near Ridgecrest: County Line Rd from 
Franklin Ave to Bowman Rd; surface 
unpaved street

$027

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $200,000$0 $50,000In Rosamond: Holiday Ave from 65th St 
West to 60th St West; surface unpaved 
street

$026

Kern Co. Total $0 $0 $200,000$0 $50,000In Ridgecrest: Sunland St from Javis 
Ave to Kendall Ave; surface unpaved 
street

$026

Ridgecrest Total $0 $0 $103,206$0 $13,372In Ridgecrest: Graaf Ave from North 
Sierra View to North Norman St; surface 
unpaved street

$023

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $92,256$0 $12,044Stockdale Hwy, Haggin Oaks, Panama 
Ln, Snow Rd; class II bike lanes & S. 
King St, Pacific St, Garnsey Ave, 
Marella Way Montclair St Mira Loma

$022

Delano Total $0 $0 $383,996$0 $49,751In Delano on Woollomes Ave: Between 
Dover Pkwy and Albany St; shoulder 
improvements

$022

Delano Total $0 $0 $125,885$0 $16,310In Delano on Randolph St: Between 
Garces Hwy and 6th Ave; shoulder 
improvements

$021

Delano Total $0 $0 $362,820$0 $47,008In Delano on Ellington Street: Between 
Cecil Ave and 9th Ave and between 
Garces Hwy and 1st Ave; shoulder 
improvements

$021

Delano Total $0 $0 $362,820$0 $47,008In Delano on Fremont St: Between Cecil 
and 9th Ave and between Garces Hwy 
and 1st Ave; shoulder improvements.

$021
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2014-15

Lead LOCAL CMAQ CMAQ LOCAL

Category 5 - Discretionary CMAQ program of Projects - Ranked by Category and Total Points

Phase CMAQ LOCALTotal Points - Project

2015-16 Not Recommended

Delano Total $0 $0 $198,477$0 $25,715In Delano: Albany Street from Cecil Ave 
to 19th Ave & from 21st Ave to Lincoln 
Lane; shoulder improvements

$020

Ridgecrest Total $0 $0 $206,463$0 $26,750In Ridgecrest: China Lake Blvd from 
Ridgecrest Blvd to College Heights; 
signal coordination

$020

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $106,236$0 $13,764In Bakersfield: Harris Rd from Gosford 
Rd to Wible Rd; class II bike lanes

$012

Bakersfield Total $0 $0 $185,910$0 $24,090In Bakersfield: Harris Rd from Buena 
Vista to Gosford Rd; class II bike lanes

$011

Wasco Total $0 $0 $552,381$0 $71,567In Wasco: Puchase two replacement 
CNG refuse trucks

$010

Delano Total $0 $0 $0$0 $0In Delano between Union Pacific and 
Industrial Park; construction of rail spur 
(WITHDRAWN)

$00

$15,777,336Total $1,309,907$5,764,932 $3,537,906$4,786,845 $1,041,523
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December 4, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Ahron Hakimi, 
  Executive Director 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  X 

2015 FTIP ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 
 

DESCRIPTION:   
 
The technical review period for the 2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) begins 
January 24th and comments are due February 21st.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) is a multimodal list of capital improvement 
programs to be implemented over a five-year period. Biennially, Kern Council of Governments, in 
cooperation with member agencies and the California State Department of Transportation, prepares a TIP 
for all highways, street, roads, aviation, transit and guideway projects in the Kern County area that use 
local, state, and/or federal funding. The 2015 FTIP will accompany the Air Quality Conformity Analysis 
and the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan. A 2015 FTIP activity summary has been prepared below. 
 

1. January Caltrans 2015 FTIP Development Workshop – Kern COG staff will attend the State 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) development workshop to learn new guidance in 

preparing the 2015 FTIP.   
 

2. January 24th to February 21st technical review period – Technical review of the 2015 FTIP 
Administrative DRAFT project records begins January 24th.  Kern COG staff will circulate, under 
separate cover, the Administrative DRAFT to TTAC members and other technical staff on 
January 24th.  Kern COG staff invites project managers to meet with Kern COG staff, during the 
technical review, to discuss project concerns.   

 
3. February 20, 2014 – The Kern COG Board approval of the project list for the Regional Surface 

Transportation Program is scheduled for February 20, 2013. Kern COG staff will include the 
approved project list in the Draft 2015 FTIP prior to public review. 
 

4. March 20, 2014 – The Kern COG Board approval of the project list for the Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality Program is proposed for March 20, 2013. Kern COG staff will include the 
approved project list in the Draft 2015 FTIP prior to public review. 
 

Project Revisions Deadline February 21st – Please review your agencies projects and submit comments 
or revision requests.  This deadline is set in order for Kern COG staff to have enough time to consider the 
revisions for inclusion in the public review draft. The public review period will begin March 2014.   
        
ACTION:  Information. 



 
 

December 4, 2013 
 
 
TO:  Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  AHRON HAKIMI, 
  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
  By:  Raquel Pacheco, 

       Regional Planner III 
 
SUBJECT: TTAC AGENDA ITEM:  XI   

PROJECT DELIVERY POLICY LETTERS 
 
DESCRIPTION:    
 
Per the revised Kern COG Project Delivery Policy & Procedures Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures 
Overview, the project delivery policy letters will be due January 21, 2014. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the November 21, 2013 Kern COG Board meeting, the “Kern COG Project Delivery Policies & 
Procedures Chapter 2: Implementation Procedures Overview” revisions were approved. This is an 
announcement to agencies that have projects in fiscal year 13/14 of the 2013 Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program and have not submitted or received approval of the request for authorization or 
CMAQ transfer. The latest project list is dated November 22, 2013 and is attached. 
  
The revised Kern COG Project Delivery Policy states that projects in the current fiscal need to be 
submitted for funding authorization by January 31st. If they plan to submit projects beyond January 31st, 
lead agencies are asked to submit a letter with a revised submittal schedule. 
  
The Policy Delivery Policy letters are due January 21, 2014.  A sample letter is attached.  

  

 
Enclosures: Sample Project Delivery Policy Letter 

       November 22, 2013 FY 13/14 project list 
 

           
 
ACTION:  Information 



[Date] 
 
Mr. Ahron Hakimi 
Kern Council of Governments 
1401 19th Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
 
 
Re:  [KER090909] Revised Submittal Schedule 
 
Kern Council of Governments’ Project Delivery Policy for local projects requires that 

agencies submit for funding authorization by the end of the month of January.  If an 

agency does not submit by January, then that agency sends a revised submittal schedule 

to Kern COG by January 21st.  Since [Lead Agency] does not plan to submit project 

[KER090909] by the end of January for funding authorization, the following is provided 

as [Lead Agency] response:   

 

[insert  project description] 

 Funding program: [insert Regional Surface Transportation Program, etc.]  

 Total cost of project: [insert $] 

 Federal share of project: [insert $] 

 Reason for delay: [give cause/reason for delay] 

 Revised submittal date: [insert date] 

 
Should you have any questions, contact [name] at [phone] or [email]. 
 



DRAFT 13/14 Federal Transportation Improvement Program ‐ Fiscal Year 2013/2014
RSTP, CMAQ, TE, Transit

DRAFT 13/14

Lead PIN
Project No./
Grant No. Description

Federal
FY 13/14

PE

Federal
FY 13/14

CON
FY 13/14

Total
Date Expect
to Submit

Note

Arvin KER120401
IN ARVIN: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION (Campus Dr)

$0 $621,765 $707,250 1

Bakersfield KER120402

IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (Panama Ln, Truxtun 
Ave)

$0 $3,353,579 $3,793,000 1

Bakersfield KER120506
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION (Buena Vista Rd, Jewetta at Reina)

$0 $762,683 $861,500 1

Bakersfield KER120507
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION (Jewetta Ave, Calloway Dr)

$0 $369,869 $417,800 1

Bakersfield KER120508
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
DEVICES (H St, White Ln, Stine Rd)

$0 $734,040 $829,150 1

Bakersfield KER120511
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS (Old River Rd, Cottonwood Rd, Morning Dr)

$0 $695,575 $785,700 1

Bakersfield KER121001
IN BAKERSFIELD: MT VERNON FROM COLUMBUS ST TO 
UNIVERSITY AVE; LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $398,000 $515,565 1

Cal. City KER120403
IN CALIFORNIA CITY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (Hacienda Blvd)

$0 $238,359 $341,850 1

Cal. City KER120513

IN CALIFORNIA CITY: CALIFORNIA CITY BLVD (SOUTH) AT 
HARVARD AVE; CONSTRUCT COLLEGE STATION PARK‐AND‐
RIDE

$0 $297,060 $335,548 1

Delano KER120404
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (Hiett Ave)

$0 $541,977 $612,196 2

Delano KER120514
IN DELANO: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS (Albany St and Hiett Ave)

$0 $689,101 $778,382 2

GET KER120504 PURCHASE TWO REPLACEMENT CNG BUSES $0 $1,018,095 $1,150,000 1
GET KER120502 PASSIVE SOLAR ELECTRIC CONVERSION SYSTEM $0 $1,064,325 $2,474,337 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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KCOG KER120412 IN KERN COUNTY:  REGIONAL TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM
$0 $79,677 $90,000 1

KCOG KER120501 IN KERN COUNTY:  RIDESHARE PROGRAM $0 $191,490 $216,300 1

Kern Co. KER120405

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (Elk Hills Rd, Airport 
Dr)

$0 $3,246,637 $3,672,202 1

Kern Co. KER120510
IN BAKERSFIELD: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION (Merle Haggard Dr at Airport Dr)

$0 $486,800 $550,000 1

Kern Co. KER120515
IN TEHACHAPI: ROOST AVE FROM BEAR VALLEY RD TO END; 
SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $300,000 $375,000 1

Kern Co. KER120518 CML‐5950(344)

IN KERN COUNTY: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR SHOULDER 
IMPROVEMENTS (Highline Rd, Midway Rd, Redrock‐
Randsburg Rd)

$0 $1,935,036 $4,216,431 3,1,1

McFarland KER120406

IN MCFARLAND: W KERN AVE FROM WEST OF FRONTAGE RD 
TO EAST OF 2ND ST; PEDESTRIAN / LANDSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS

$0 $243,014 $274,500 1

Ridgecrest KER120407
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (S. China Lake Blvd)

$0 $539,646 $686,754 1

Ridgecrest KER120519
IN RIDGECREST: SOUTH SUNLAND DR FROM UPJOHN AVE TO 
BOWMAN RD; SURFACE UNPAVED STREET

$0 $440,226 $497,262 1

Ridgecrest KER120520
IN RIDGECREST: GROUPED PROJECTS FOR INTERSECTION 
SIGNALIZATION (China Lake Blvd)

$0 $309,000 $350,000 1

Shafter KER120408 STPL‐5281(019)

IN SHAFTER: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT 
RESURFACING AND/OR REHABILITATION (West Los Angeles 
Ave)

$0 $182,637 $307,000 3

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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Taft KER120409
IN TAFT: GROUPED PROJECT FOR PAVEMENT RESURFACING 
AND/OR REHABILITATION (Center St)

$0 $172,386 $224,274 1

Tehachapi KER120523 IN TEHACHAPI: CURRY ST AT VALLEY BLVD; GUTTER REMOVAL
$35,400 $391,300 $482,000 1

NOTES

Project funding authorization request (E-76 or grant):  1. Not submitted;  2. Submitted; or  3. Approved.
2a. Allocation request to CTC.
A. Amendment pending
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