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Attention: Federal Resources Office, M.S. 82
For Muhaned Aljabiry, Division of Transportation Programming

Dear Mr. Ball and Mr. Scherzinger:
SUBJECT: KCOG 2011 FTIP Amendment # 10 and Amendment # 2 to the 2011 RTP

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
have completed the review of KCOG 2011 FTIP Amendment # 10 and Amendment # 2 to the
2011 RTP to the Kemn Council of Governments’ (KCOG) 2011 Federal Transportation
Improvement Program (FTIP) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the accompanying
conformity analysis that was submitted by your letter dated April 26, 2012. KCOG approved
KCOG 2011 FTIP Amendment # 10 and Amendment # 2 to the 2011 RTP and the
accompanying conformity analysis on April 19, 2012. This amendment to KCOG’s FTIP and
RTP:

o Adds or modifies individual and grouped projects in Kern County. It includes projects
with funding from Federal Discretionary, Federal Earmark, the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) Section 5311 and loca] funds.

Pursuant to the Tuly 15, 2004, Memorandum of Understanding between the Federal Highway
Administration, California Division, and the Federal T ransit Administration, Region IX, we
accept these modifications to the 2010/11 — 2013/14 Federal Statewide Transportation
Iniprovement Program (FSTIP) for the KCOG region in accordance with the Final Rule on
Statewide and Metropolitan Transportation Planning published in the February 14, 2007 Federal
Register. We find that KCOG’s 2011 FTIP through Amendment # 10 and Amendment # 2 to the
2011 RTP were developed through a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive transportation
planning process carried out in accordance with the metropolitan planning provisions of 23



U.S.C. 134, and 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 as amended by Section 6001 of Public Law 109-59, the
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU).

This amendment acceptance is pursuant to a joint FHWA and FTA air quality conformity
determination for the amended KCOG 2011 FTIP and RTP. This joint FHWA/FTA air quality
conformity determination for the amended KCOG 2011 FTIP and RTP is required by the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Transportation Conformity Rule, 40 CFR Parts 51
and 93, and the FHWA/FTA Metropolitan Planning Regulations, 23 CFR Part 450.

This finding has been coordinated with EPA Region 9 in accordance with the procedures
outlined in the National Memorandum of Understanding between DOT and EPA on
Transportation Conformity, dated April 25, 2000. Therefore, we find that KCOG’s 2011 FTIP
Amendment # 10 and Amendment # 2 to the 2011 RTP conforms to the applicable State
Implementation Plan (SIP).

This approval is provided with the understanding that the FTA funding approval on the
individual projects contained in the FSTIP are subject to grantees meeting all necessary FTA
administrative requirements, and that approval of this programming action does not provide a
Federal eligibility determination for CMAQ projects or any other project funding source
included in this amendment.

If you have questions or need additional information concerning our approval for this KCOG
FTIP amendment, please contact Joseph Vaughn (Joseph.Vaughn(@dot.gov) of the FHWA
California Division office at (916) 498-5346.

Singerely,

/s/ Leslie T. Rogers

Vincent P. Mammano
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

Leslie T. Rogers
Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the Conformity Analysis for the 2011 Federal Transportation Improvement
Program Amendment 107 (FTIP Amendment 107) and the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan
Amendment 23 (RTP Amendment 24). The Kern Council of Governments is the designated
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in Kern County, California, and is responsible for
regional transportation planning.

The Clean Air Act Section 176(c) (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR 93 Subpart A) require that each new RTP
and TIP be demonstrated to conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) before the RTP and
TIP are approved by the MPO or accepted by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). This
analysis demonstrates that the criteria specified in the transportation conformity regulations for
a conformity determination are satisfied by the 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and 2011 RTP
Amendment 2%; a finding of conformity is therefore supported. The 2011 FTIP Amendment 107
and 2011 RTP Amendment 21 and corresponding Conformity Analysis were approved by the
Kern Council of Governments Policy Board on April 19, 2012 May19-2011. FHWA/FTA last
issued a finding of conformity for the 2011 TIP Amendment 74 and 2011 RTP Amendment 1 on
September 22, 2011iure 22011,

The 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and 2011 RTP Amendment 24 have been financially constrained
in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 93.108 and consistent with the U.S. DOT
metropolitan planning regulations (23 CFR Part 450). A discussion of financial constraint and
funding sources is included in the appropriate documents.

The applicable Federal criteria or requirements for conformity determinations, the conformity
tests applied, the results of the conformity assessment, and an overview of the organization of
this report are summarized below.

CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS

The Federal transportation conformity regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 51 and
93) specify criteria and procedures for conformity determinations for transportation plans,
programs, and projects and their respective amendments. The Federal transportation
conformity regulation was first promulgated in 1993 by the U.S. EPA, following the passage of
amendments to the Federal Clean Air Act in 1990. The Federal transportation conformity
regulation has been revised several times since its initial release to reflect both EPA rule changes
and court opinions. The transportation conformity regulation is summarized in Chapter 1.

The conformity regulation applies nationwide to “all nonattainment and maintenance areas for
transportation-related criteria pollutants for which the area is designated nonattainment or has
a maintenance plan” (40 CFR 93.102). Currently, the San Joaquin Valley (or portions thereof) is
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designated as nonattainment with respect to Federal air quality standards for ozone, and
particulate matter under 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5); and has a maintenance plan for

Figure 1— Air Pollution Control Districts in the Kern Region

particulate matter under 10 microns in diameter (PM-10), as well as a maintenance plan for
carbon monoxide (CO) for the urbanized/metropolitan areas of Kern, Fresno, Stanislaus and San
Joaquin Counties. Therefore, transportation plans and programs for the nonattainment areas
for the

Kern County area must satisfy the requirements of the Federal transportation conformity
regulation.

Kern COG is also located in the federally designated Mojave Desert, portions of the Indian Wells
Valley Planning Area, and the portion of the San Joaquin Valley (SJV) PM-10 nonattainment area
that lies within the Kern County Air Pollution Control District (this area is not included in the SJV
2007 PM-10 Maintenance Plan and has been labeled the East Kern PM-10 Area). The Mojave
Desert area is currently designated as nonattainment for the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for 8-hour ozone; whereas the Indian Wells Valley Planning area is
designated as a maintenance area for PM-10. The Kern COG transportation plans and programs
also satisfy the requirements of the transportation conformity regulation for these
nonattainment areas.
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Under the transportation conformity regulation, the principal criteria for a determination of
conformity for transportation plans and programs are:

(1) the TIP and RTP must pass an emissions budget test using a budget that has been
found to be adequate by EPA for transportation conformity purposes, or an interim
emission test;

(2) the latest planning assumptions and emission models specified for use in conformity
determinations must be employed;

(3) the TIP and RTP must provide for the timely implementation of transportation
control measures (TCMs) specified in the applicable air quality implementation
plans; and

(4) interagency and public consultation.
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Figure 2 — Ozone/Carbon Monoxide Planning Areas

Figure 3 — Particulate Matter Planning Areas
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On-going interagency consultation is conducted through the San Joaquin Valley Interagency
Consultation Group to ensure Valley-wide coordination, communication and compliance with
Federal and California Clean Air Act requirements. Each of the eight Valley MPOs and the San
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (Air District) are represented. The Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the U.S. EPA, the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and Caltrans are also represented on the committee. The
final determination of conformity for the TIP and RTP is the responsibility of FHWA, and FTA
within the U.S. DOT.

FHWA has developed a Conformity Checklist (included in Appendix A) that contains the required
items to complete a conformity determination. Appropriate references to these items are
noted on the checklist.

CONFORMITY TESTS

The conformity tests specified in the Federal transportation conformity regulation are: (1) the
emissions budget test, and (2) the interim emission test. For the emissions budget test,
predicted emissions for the TIP/RTP must be less than or equal to the motor vehicle emissions
budget specified in the approved air quality implementation plan or the emissions budget found
to be adequate for transportation conformity purposes. If there is no approved air quality plan
for a pollutant for which the region is in nonattainment or no emission budget has been found
to be adequate for transportation conformity purposes, the interim emission test applies.
Chapter 1 summarizes the applicable air quality implementation plans and conformity tests for
carbon monoxide, ozone, PM-10, and PM2.5.

RESULTS OF THE CONFORMITY ANALYSIS

A regional emissions analysis was conducted for the years 2011, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2018 (via
interpolation), 2020, 2023, 2025 and 2035 for each applicable pollutant. All analyses were
conducted using the latest planning assumptions and emissions models. The major conclusions
of the Kern Council of Governments Conformity Analysis are:

e For carbon monoxide, the total regional on-road vehicle-related emissions associated with
implementation of the 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and the 2011 RTP Amendment 21 for the
analysis years are projected to be less than the approved emissions budget established in
the 2004 Revision to the California State Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide. The
applicable conformity test for carbon monoxide is therefore satisfied.
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e For ozone, the total regional on-road vehicle-related emissions (ROG and NOx) associated
with implementation of the 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and the 2011 RTP Amendment 2%
for all years tested are projected to be less than the approved adeguate-emissions budgets
specified in the 2007 Ozone Plan (as revised in 2011). The conformity tests for ozone are

therefore satisfied.

e For PM-10, the total regional vehicle-related emissions (PM-10 and NOx) associated with
implementation of the 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and the 2011 RTP Amendment 2% for all
years tested are either (1) projected to be less than the approved emissions budgets, or (2)
less than the emission budgets using the approved PM-10 and NOx trading mechanism for
transportation conformity purposes from the 2007 PM-10 Maintenance Plan. The
conformity tests for PM-10 are therefore satisfied.

e For PM2.5, the total regional on-road vehicle-related emissions associated with
implementation of the 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and the 2011 RTP Amendment 21 for the
analysis years are either (1) projected to be less than the approved emission
budgets, or (2) less than the emission budgets using the approved PM2.5 and NOx trading
mechanism for transportation conformity purposes from -specified-r-the 2008 PM2.5 Plan
(as revised in 2011). The conformity tests for PM2.5 for both the 1997 and 2006 standards
are therefore satisfied.

e The 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and the 2011 RTP Amendment 2% will not impede and will
support timely implementation of the TCMs that have been adopted as part of applicable air

quality implementation plans. The current status of TCM implementation is documented in
Chapter 4 of this report.

e Since the local SJV procedures (e.g., Air District Rule 9120 Transportation Conformity) have
not been approved by EPA, consultation has been conducted in accordance with Federal
requirements.

Regional emissions analyses were also conducted for 2011 (for interpolation only), 2013 (via
interpolation), 2015, 2025, and 2035 for the Eastern Kern ozone area and the Indian Wells Valley
PM-10 area; other years have been determined by interpolating between the years for which
the regional emissions analysis is performed in accordance with the Federal conformity
transportation regulation. No emissions analysis was completed for the portion of the SIV PM-
10 nonattainment area that is under Kern County Air Pollution Control District jurisdiction (East
Kern PM-10 Area).
e For Mojave Desert ozone, the total regional on-road vehicle-related emissions (ROG and
NOx) associated with implementation of the 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and the 2011 RTP
Amendment 221 for all years tested are projected to be less than the adequate emissions
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budgets specified in the 8-Hour Ozone Early Progress Plan. The conformity tests for ozone
are therefore satisfied.

e For Indian Wells Valley PM-10, the total regional vehicle-related emissions associated with
implementation of the 2011 FTIP Amendment 107 and the 2011 RTP Amendment 2% for all
years tested are projected to be less than the approved emissions budgets from the PM-10
Attainment Demonstration, Maintenance Plan, and Redesignation Request. The conformity
tests for PM-10 are therefore satisfied.

e For the portion of the SJIV PM-10 nonattainment area that is under the jurisdiction of the
Kern County APCD (East Kern PM-10 Area), the interim emissions test is satisfied for all years
since the transportation projects and planning assumptions in both the “action” and
“baseline” scenarios are exactly the same. In accordance with Section 93.119(g)(2), the
emissions predicted in the “action” scenario are not greater than the emissions predicted in
the “Baseline” scenario for such analysis years. The conformity tests for PM-10 are
therefore satisfied.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The report is organized into six chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the applicable
Federal and State conformity regulations and requirements, air quality implementation plans,
and conformity test requirements. Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the latest planning
assumptions and transportation modeling. Chapter 3 describes the air quality modeling used to
estimate emission factors and mobile source emissions. Chapter 4 contains the documentation
required under the Federal transportation conformity regulation for transportation control
measures. Chapter 5 provides an overview of the interagency requirements and the general
approach to compliance used by the San Joaquin Valley MPOs. The results of the conformity
analysis for the TIP/RTP, as amended, are provided in Chapter 6.

Appendix F includes public hearing documentation conducted on the 2011 FTIP Amendment 107
and 2011 RTP Amendment 21 and corresponding Conformity Analysis on March 15
2012Septemberd5-2011 . Comments received on the conformity analysis and responses made
as part of the public involvement process are included in Appendix G.




CHAPTER 1:
FEDERAL AND STATE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

The criteria for determining conformity of transportation programs and plans under the Federal
transportation conformity regulation (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) and the applicable conformity
tests for the San Joaquin Valley nonattainment areas are summarized in this section. The
Conformity Analysis for the 2011 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Amendment
107 (TIP) and the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan Amendment 24 (RTP) was prepared based
on these criteria and tests. Presented first is a review of the development of the applicable
conformity regulation and guidance procedures, followed by summaries of conformity
regulation requirements, air quality designation status, conformity test requirements, and
analysis years for the Conformity Analysis.

Kern Council of Governments is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for
Kern County in the San Joaquin Valley. As a result of this designation, Kern Council of
Governments prepares the TIP, RTP, and associated conformity analyses. The TIP serves as a
detailed five year programming document for the preservation, expansion, and management of
the transportation system. The 2011 RTP has a 2035 horizon that provides the long term
direction for the continued implementation of the freeway/expressway plan, as well as
improvements to arterial streets, transit, and travel demand management programs. The TIP
and RTP include capacity enhancements to the freeway/expressway system commensurate with
available funding.

A. FEDERAL AND STATE CONFORMITY REGULATIONS

CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA, 1990) requires that Federal agencies and MPOs not
approve any transportation plan, program, or project that does not conform to the approved
State Implementation Plan (SIP). The 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act expanded Section
176(c) to more explicitly define conformity to an implementation plan to mean:

“Conformity to the plan's purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and
number of violations of the national ambient air quality standards and achieving
expeditious attainment of such standards; and that such activities will not (i) cause
or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area; (ii) increase the
frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area; or (iii)
delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission
reductions or other milestones in any area.”



KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

AUGUST 2011 CONFORMITY ANALYSIS

Section 176(c) also provides conditions for the approval of transportation plans, programs, and
projects, and requirements that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgate
conformity determination criteria and procedures no later than November 15, 1991.
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FEDERAL RULE

The initial November 15, 1991 deadline for conformity criteria and procedures was partially
completed through the issuance of supplemental interim conformity guidance issued on June 7,
1991 for carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate matter ten microns or less in diameter (PM-
10). EPA subsequently promulgated the Conformity Final Rule in the November 24, 1993
Federal Register (EPA, 1993). The 1993 Rule became effective on December 27, 1993. The
Federal Transportation Conformity Final Rule has been amended several times from 1993 to
2002. These amendments have addressed a number of items related to conformity lapses,
grace periods, and other related issues to streamline the conformity process.

On July 1, 2004 EPA published the final rule, Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments for
the New 8-hour Ozone and PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards and Miscellaneous
Revisions for Existing Areas; Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments — Response to Court
Decision and Additional Rule Changes (EPA, 2004a).

EPA issued a final rule on May 6, 2005 to add the following particulate matter 2.5 microns or
less in diameter (PM2.5) precursors to the transportation conformity rule: nitrogen oxides
(NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), sulfur oxides (SOx), and ammonia (NH3) (EPA, 2005).
The rule specifies when each of these precursors must be considered in PM2.5 nonattainment
areas, before and after PM2.5 SIPs are submitted.

In late March 2006, EPA and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) published
“Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Sport Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10
Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas”. This guidance affects Federal project-level approvals
for “projects of air quality concern” in PM2.5 and PM10 nonattainment areas on or after April 5,
2006.

EPA issued a final rule on January 24, 2008 regarding changes to make the rule consistent with
the Clean Air Act as amended by the most recent transportation funding legislation, the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

EPA published the Transportation Conformity Rule PM2.5 and PM10 Amendments on March 24,
2010; the rule became effective on April 23, 2010 (EPA, 2010a). This PM amendments final rule
amends the conformity regulation to address the 2006 PM2.5 national ambient air quality
standard (NAAQS). The final PM amendments rule also addresses hot-spot analyses in PM2.5
and PM10 and carbon monoxide nonattainment and maintenance areas.
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MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL GUIDANCE

EPA issued “multi-jurisdictional” guidance on July 21, 2004 to clarify how nonattainment areas
with multiple agencies should conduct conformity determinations based on the changes to the
Conformity Rule (EPA, 2004b). This guidance applies to the San Joaquin Valley since there are
multiple MPOs within a single nonattainment area. The main principle of the guidance is that
one regional emissions analysis is required for the entire nonattainment area. However,
separate modeling and conformity documents may be developed by each MPO.

Part 3 of the guidance applies to nonattainment areas that have adequate or approved
conformity budgets addressing a particular air quality standard. This Part currently applies to
the San Joaquin Valley for carbon monoxide, ozone and PM-10. The guidance allows MPOs to
make independent conformity determinations for their plans and TIPs as long as all of the other
subareas in the nonattainment area have conforming transportation plans and TIPs in place at
the time of each MPO and the Department of Transportation (DOT) conformity determination.
With respect to PM2.5, the Transportation Conformity Rule PM2.5 and PM10 Amendments
published on March 24, 2010 effectively incorporates the “multi-jurisdictional” guidance directly

into the rule.

aVila
c—oud &G 1o
B 7 7

the 2008 PM2.5 PlanMay12-2010 effective May-—27-2010—The Rule allows MPOs to make
independent conformity determinations for their plans and TIPs as long as all of the other
subareas in the nonattainment area have conforming transportation plans and TIPs in place at
the time of each MPO and DOT conformity determination.

DISTRICT RULE

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (Air District) adopted Rule 9120
Transportation Conformity on January 19, 1995 in response to requirements in Section
176(c)(4)(c) of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. Rule 9120 contains the Transportation
Conformity Rule promulgated November 24, 1993 verbatim. The Rule provides guidance for the
development of consultation procedures and processes at the local level. As required by the
Transportation Conformity Rule, Rule 9120 was submitted to EPA on January 24, 1995 as a
revision to the State SIP. The rule becomes effective on the date EPA promulgates interim,
partial, or final approval in the Federal Register.
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To date, the Rule has not received approval by EPA. Section 51.390(b) of the Transportation
Conformity Rule states: “Following EPA approval of the State conformity provisions (or a portion
thereof) in a revision to the applicable implementation plan, conformity determinations would
be governed by the approved (or approved portion of the) State criteria and procedures.” It
should also be noted that EPA has changed 40 CFR 51.390 to streamline the requirements for
State conformity SIPs. Since a transportation conformity SIP has not been approved for the SJV,
the Federal transportation conformity rule still governs.

B. CONFORMITY REGULATION REQUIREMENTS

The Federal regulations identify general criteria and procedures that apply to all transportation
conformity determinations, regardless of pollutant and implementation plan status. These
include:

1) Conformity Tests — Sections 93.118 and 93.119 specify emissions tests (budget and
interim emissions) that the TIP/RTP must satisfy in order for a determination of
conformity to be found. The final transportation conformity regulation issued on July 1,
2004 requires a submitted SIP motor vehicle emissions budget to be found adequate or
approved by EPA prior to use for making conformity determinations. The budget must
be used on or after the effective date of EPA’s adequacy finding or approval.

2) Methods / Modeling:

Latest Planning Assumptions — Section 93.110 specifies that conformity determinations
must be based upon the most recent planning assumptions in force at the time the
conformity analysis begins. This is defined as “the point at which the MPO begins to
model the impact of the proposed transportation plan or TIP on travel and/or emissions.
New data that becomes available after an analysis begins is required to be used in the
conformity determination only if a significant delay in the analysis has occurred, as
determined through interagency consultation” (EPA, 2010b). All analyses for the
Conformity Analysis were conducted using the latest planning assumptions and
emissions models in force at the time the conformity analysis started in January

2012May-2011 (see Chapter 2).
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Latest Emissions Models — Section 93.111 requires that the latest emission estimation
models specified for use in SIPs must be used for the conformity analysis. EMFAC2007
was used in the Conformity Analysis and is documented in Chapter 3.

3) Timely Implementation of TCMs — Section 93.113 provides a detailed description of the
steps necessary to demonstrate that the new TIP/RTP are providing for the timely
implementation of TCMs, as well as demonstrate that the plan and/or program is not
interfering with this implementation. TCM documentation is included in Chapter 4 of
the Conformity Analysis.

4) Consultation — Section 93.105 requires that the conformity determination be made in
accordance with the consultation procedures outlined in the Federal regulations. These
include:

e MPOs are required to provide reasonable opportunity for consultation with State air
agencies, local air quality and transportation agencies, the USDOT and EPA (Section
93.105(a)(1)).

e MPOs are required to establish a proactive public involvement process, which
provides opportunity for public review and comment prior to taking formal action
on a conformity determination (Section 93.105(e)).

The TIP, RTP, and corresponding conformity determinations are prepared by each MPO. Copies
of the Draft documents are provided to member agencies and others, including FHWA, Federal
Transit Administration (FTA), EPA, Caltrans, CARB, and the Air District for review. Both the TIP
and RTP are required to be publicly available and an opportunity for public review and comment
is provided. The consultation process for the conformity analysis includes a 30-day comment
period including a public hearing. However, the comment period for this conformity analysis
was 45 days concurrent with the Draft 2011 FTIP Amendment 10 and RTP Amendment 2, and
associated California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents (e.g., Addendum No. 2 to the
Subsequent EIR).

C. AIRQUALITY DESIGNATIONS APPLICABLE TO THE SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY

The conformity regulation (section 93.102) requires documentation of the applicable pollutants
and precursors for which EPA has designated the area nonattainment or maintenance. In
addition, the nonattainment or maintenance area and its boundaries should be described.
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Kern Council of Governments is located in the federally designated San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.
The borders of the basin are defined by mountain and foothill ranges to the east and west. The
northern border is consistent with the county line between San Joaquin and Sacramento
Counties. The southern border is less defined, but is roughly bounded by the Tehachapi
Mountains and, to some extent, the Sierra Nevada range. Conformity for the 2011 FTIP
Amendment 107 and RTP Amendment 2% includes analysis of existing and future air quality
impacts for each applicable pollutant.

The San Joaquin Valley is currently designated as nonattainment for the NAAQS for 8-hour
ozone, and PM2.5; and has a maintenance plan for PM-10, as well as a maintenance plan for
carbon monoxide (CO) for the urbanized/metropolitan areas of Kern, Fresno, Stanislaus and San
Joaquin Counties. State Implementation Plans have been prepared to address carbon
monoxide, ozone, PM-10 and PM2.5:

e The 2004 Revision to the California State Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide
was approved by EPA on November 30, 2005 (effective January 30, 2006).

e On December 15, 2011 EPA signed Federal Register notices approving the 2007 8-

Hour Ozone Plan (as revised in 2011). The conformity budgets will be effective 60

days after publication. publisheda-budgetadegquacy-determinationforthe 2011
014 —and-20 onformity-budge ontained-in-the 2007 Ozone Plan-onJtanuarny
222009, —effectiveFebruary6,2009: The 2007 8-hour Ozone plan (as revised in

2011) was approved by EPA on March 1, 2012 (effective April 30, 2012).

e The 2007 PM-10 Maintenance Plan, which included revisions to the attainment plan,

was approved (with minor technical corrections to the conformity budgets) by EPA
on November 12, 2008.

e The 2008 PM2.5 Plan (as revised in 2011) was approved by EPA on November 9,
2011 (effective January 9, 2012).

On November 13, 2009, EPA published Air Quality Designations for the 2006 24-hour PM2.5
standard, effective December 14, 2009. Nonattainment areas are required to meet the

standard by 2014; transportation conformity applies by December 14, 2010. In the San Joaquin
Valley, the 1997 standards (both 24-hour and annual) will continue to apply. It is important to
note that the 2006 24-hour PM2.5 nonattainment area boundary for the San Joaquin Valley is
exactly the same as the nonattainment area boundary for the 1997 annual standard.
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D. CONFORMITY TEST REQUIREMENTS

The conformity (Section 93.109(c)—(k)) rule requires that either a table or text description be
provided that details, for each pollutant and precursor, whether the interim emissions tests
and/or the budget test apply for conformity. In addition, documentation regarding which
emissions budgets have been found adequate by EPA, and which budgets are currently
applicable for what analysis years is required.

Specific conformity test requirements established for the San Joaquin Valley nonattainment
areas for carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate matter are summarized below.

Section 93.124(d) of the 1997 Final Transportation Conformity regulation allows for conformity
determinations for subregional emission budgets by MPOs if the applicable implementation
plans (or implementation plan submission) explicitly indicates an intent to create such
subregional budgets for the purpose of conformity. In addition, Section 93.124(e) of the 1997

4

rules states: “...if a nonattainment area includes more than one MPO, the implementation plan
may establish motor vehicle emission budgets for each MPO, or else the MPOs must collectively
make a conformity determination for the entire nonattainment area.” Each applicable
implementation plan and estimate of baseline emissions in the San Joaquin Valley provides

motor vehicle emission budgets by county, to facilitate county-level conformity findings.

CARBON MONOXIDE

The urbanized/metropolitan areas of Kern, Fresno, Stanislaus and San Joaquin Counties are
classified maintenance for carbon monoxide. The motor vehicle emission budgets for carbon
monoxide are specified in the 2004 Revision to the California State Implementation Plan for
Carbon Monoxide in tons per average winter day. EPA published a direct final rulemaking
approving the plan on November 30, 2005, effective January 30, 2006.

For carbon monoxide, the Federal transportation conformity regulation requires that the TIP
and RTP must pass an emissions budget test with a budget that has been approved by EPA for
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transportation conformity purposes. New conformity budgets have been approved for 2003,
2010 and 2018 for portions of the San Joaquin Valley as provided in the following table.

Table 1-1:
On-Road Motor Vehicle CO Emissions Budgets

2003 Emissions 2010 Emissions 2018 Emissions
County (winter tons/day) (winter tons/day) (winter tons/day)
Fresno 240 240 240
Kern 180 180 180
San Joaquin 170 170 170
Stanislaus 130 130 130

OZONE

Under the existing conformity regulation, regional emissions analyses for ozone areas must
address nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) precursors. It is important
to note that in California, reactive organic gases (ROG) are considered equivalent to and are
used in place of volatile organic compounds (VOC). The motor vehicle emission budgets for
ozone are specified in the 2007 Ozone Plan in tons per average summer day. On December 15,
2011 EPA signed Federal Register notices approving the 2007 8-Hour Ozone Plan (as revised in
2011). The conformity budgets will be effective 60 days after publication. The 2007 8-hour
Ozone plan (as revised in 2011) was approved by EPA on March 1, 2012 (effective April 30,
2012).EPA-—published-the notice—of adequacy—determination—for-the 20 014, —and—20

The SJV was reclassified from a Serious nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone standard to
Extreme effective June 4, 2010.

The SIP has identified subarea budgets for each MPO in the nonattainment area. For this
Conformity Analysis, the SJV will continue to conduct determinations for subarea emission
budgets as established in the applicable implementation plan.
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The approved adeguate conformity budgets from Table 5 9-3-of the EPA signed Federal Register

notice Plan are provided in the table below. These budgets will be used to compare to
RTP,

amended. CARB-subsegquently—updated

as

Table 1-2:
Approved Adeguate-Budgets from the 2007 Ozone Plan_(as revised in 2011)
(summer tons/day)

2011 2014 2017 2020 2023
County ROG NOXx ROG NOx ROG NOXx ROG NOx ROG NOx
Fresno 14.315. | 36.2474 | 10.742:| 30.03% | 9.31%1 | 22.625: 8.3 17.7 8.0 13.5
5 9 9 2 1
Kern 12.735. | 50.379: | 9.7435 | 42.764. | 8.731t6 | 31.745: 8.2 25.1 7.9 18.6
(SJv) 7 4 1 5
Kings 2.83-4 | 10.735- 2128 | 89123 1.823 6.79-4 17 5.3 16 4.0
9
Maderp 3437 | 9.3122 2.53% 7.797 2.22:6 5.8%% 2.0 4.7 1.9 3.6
Merced 5.162 | 19.928: 3.752 | 16.722 3.242 | 12417 2.9 9.9 2.8 7.4
8 3 1
San 11.112. | 24.634- | 8.416% | 20.52F 7.286 | 15.62% 6.4 124 6.3 10.0
Joaquinm 1 + 8 3
Stanislgu 8.590 | 16.922: 6.475 | 13.93% 5.665 | 10.6%3- 5.0 8.4 4.7 6.4
S 3 2 4
Tulare 8.892 | 16.020- 6.7+ | 13.216- 5.867 | 10.143- 5.3 8.1 4.9 6.2
9 6 1

PM-10

The 2007 PM-10 Maintenance Plan was approved (with minor technical corrections to the
conformity budgets) by EPA on November 12, 2008, which contains motor vehicle emission

budgets for PM-10 and NOx, as well as a trading mechanism. Motor vehicle emission budgets

are established based on average annual daily emissions. The motor vehicle emissions budget

for PM-10 includes regional reentrained dust from travel on paved roads, vehicular exhaust,
travel on unpaved roads, and road construction.
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The conformity budgets from Tables 6 and 7 of the Plan are provided below (including the minor
technical corrections) and will be used to compare emissions for each analysis year. CARB
subsequently updated the 2005 attainment budgets; these updates are reflected in the table

below.
Table 1-3:
On-Road Motor Vehicle PM-10 Emissions Budgets
(tons per average annual day)
2005 2020
County PM-10 NOx PM-10 NOx
Fresno 135 59.2 16.1 23.2
Kern® 12.1 88.3 14.7 39.5
Kings 3.1 16.7 3.6 6.8
Madera 3.6 13.9 4.7 6.5
Merced 6.2 394 6.4 12.9
San Joaquin 9.1 42.6 10.6 17.0
Stanislaus 5.6 29.7 6.7 10.8
Tulare 7.3 25.1 9.4 10.9

@ Kern County subarea includes only the portion of Kern County within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin

The PM-10 SIP allows trading from the motor vehicle emissions budget for the PM-10 precursor
NOx to the motor vehicle emissions budget for primary PM-10 using a 1.5 to 1 ratio. The trading
mechanism allows the agencies responsible for demonstrating transportation conformity in the
San Joaquin Valley to supplement the 2005 budget for PM-10 with a portion of the 2005 budget
for NOx, and use these adjusted motor vehicle emissions budgets for PM-10 and NOx to
demonstrate transportation conformity with the PM-10 SIP for analysis years after 2005. As
noted above, EPA approved the 2007 PM-10 Maintenance Plan (with minor technical
corrections to the conformity budgets) on November 12, 2008, which includes continued
approval of the trading mechanism.
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The trading mechanism will be used only for conformity analyses for analysis years after 2005.
To ensure that the trading mechanism does not impact the ability to meet the NOx budget, the
NOx emission reductions available to supplement the PM-10 budget shall only be those
remaining after the NOx budget has been met.

PM2.5

EPA and FHWA have indicated that areas violating both the annual and 24-hour standards for
PM2.5 must address both standards in the conformity determination. The San Joaquin Valley
currently violates both standards, and the conformity determination includes both analyses.
Please note that this includes both the 1997 standards and the 2006 24-hour standard (see
discussion under Air Quality Designations Applicable to the San Joaquin Valley above).

The 2008 PM2.5 Plan (as revised in 2011) was approved by EPA on November 9, 2011, which
contains motor vehicle emission budgets for PM2.5 and NOx established based on average

annual daily emissions, as well as a trading mechanism. The motor vehicle emissions budget for

PM2.5 includes directly emitted PM2.5 motor vehicle emissions from tailpipe, brake wear and
tire wear. VOC, SOx, ammonia, and dust (from paved roads, unpaved roads, and road
construction) were found to be insignificant and not included in the motor vehicle emission
budgets for conformity purposes. The conformity budgets from Table 5 Fable—7-2—of-the
November 9, 2011 Federal Register Plan—are provided below and will be used to compare

emissions resulting from the 2011 FTIP and RTP, as amended.

The Clean Air Act requires all states to attain the 1997 PM2.5 standards as expeditiously as
practicable beginning in 2010, but by no later than April 5, 2015. States must identify their
attainment dates based on the rate of reductions from their control strategies and the severity
of the PM2.5 problem. Modeling must be used to verify that the control strategy is as
expeditious as practicable. The 2008 PM2.5 Plan shows that the San Joaquin Valley PM2.5
nonattainment area can attain the annual PM2.5 NAAQS in 2014. The SIP has identified subarea
budgets for each MPO in the nonattainment area. For this Conformity Analysis, the SIV will
continue to conduct determinations for subarea emission budgets as established in the
applicable implementation plan.
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Table 1-4:
On-Road Motor Vehicle PM2.5 Emissions Budgets
(tons per average annual day)

2000 2012 2014

County PMZE VT PM2.5 NOx PM2.5 NOx
Fresno 22 EEE 1.5%8 35.7442 1.1 31.426-0
Kern (SJV) 34 8+ 1930 48.9742 1214 43.841+6
Kings o7 179 0.46-6 10.534-6 0.3 9.38%
Madera 06 A4 0.46:5 9.21414 0.3 8.16-7
Merced 15 336 0.812 19.7267 0.6 17.4148
San Joaquin 16 201 1.1+4 24.532:8 0.9 21.6263
Stanislaus 10 25-8 0.76:9 16.720-8 0.665 14.6124
Tulare 8.8 233 0.76-8 15.7195 0.5 13.8122

The PM2.5 SIP (as revised in 2011) allows trading from the motor vehicle emissions budget for

the PM2.5 precursor NOx to the motor vehicle emissions budget for primary PM2.5 using a 9 to

1 ratio. The trading mechanism allows the agencies responsible for demonstrating

transportation conformity in the San Joaquin Valley to supplement the 2014 budget for PM2.5
with a portion of the 2014 budget for NOx, and use these adjusted motor vehicle emissions
budgets for PM2.5 and NOx to demonstrate transportation conformity with the PM2.5 SIP for
analysis years after 2014. As noted above, EPA approved the 2008 PM2.5 Plan (as revised in

2011) on November 9, 2011, which includes continued approval of the trading mechanism.

The trading mechanism will be used only for conformity analyses for analysis years after 2014.

To ensure that the trading mechanism does not impact the ability to meet the NOx budget, the

NOx emission reductions available to supplement the PM2.5 budget shall only be those

remaining after the NOx budget has been met.

As noted above, the Transportation Conformity Rule PM2.5 and PM10 Amendments published
on March 24, 2010 (effective April 23, 2010) allows 2006 PM2.5 areas with adequate or
approved 1997 PM2.5 budgets to determine conformity for both of the NAAQS at the same
time, using the budget test.

E.  ANALYSIS YEARS

The conformity regulation (Section 93.118[b] and [d]) requires documentation of the years for
which consistency with motor vehicle emission budgets must be shown. In addition, any
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interpolation performed to meet tests for years in which specific analysis is not required need to
be documented.

For the selection of the horizon years, the conformity regulation requires: (1) that if the
attainment year is in the time span of the transportation plan, it must be modeled; (2) the last
year forecast in the transportation plan must be a horizon year; and (3) horizon years may not
be more than ten years apart. In addition, the conformity regulation requires that conformity
must be demonstrated for each year for which the applicable implementation plan specifically
establishes motor vehicle emission budgets.

Section 93.118(b)(2) clarifies that when a maintenance plan has been submitted, conformity
must be demonstrated for the last year of the maintenance plan and any other years for which
the maintenance plan establishes budgets in the time frame of the transportation plan. Section
93.118(d)(2) indicates that a regional emissions analysis may be performed for any years, the
attainment year, and the last year of the plan’s forecast. Other years may be determined by
interpolating between the years for which the regional emissions analysis is performed.

Table 1-5:
San Joaquin Valley Conformity Analysis Years

Attainment/

Maintenance Intermediate RTP Horizon
Pollutant Budget Years' Year Years Year
Cco NA 2018 2017/2025 2035
Ozone 2011/2014/2017 2023° 2025 2035
PM-10 NA 2020 2025 2035
PM2.5 2012 2014 2017/2025 2035

! Budget years that are not in the time frame of the transportation plan are not included as analysis years (e.g.,
CO0 2003 and 2010, Ozone 2008, PM-10 2005, PM2.5 2009), although they may be used to demonstrate conformity.
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Section 93.118(d)(2) indicates that the regional emissions analysis may be performed for any
years in the time frame of the transportation plan provided they are not more than ten years
apart and provided the analysis is performed for the attainment year (if it is in the time frame of
the transportation plan) and the last year of the plan’s forecast period. Emissions in years for
which consistency with motor vehicle emissions budgets must be demonstrated, as required in
paragraph (b) of this section (i.e., each budget year), may be determined by interpolating
between the years for which the regional emissions analysis is performed. For CO, the analysis
year 2018 will be interpolated from 2017 and 2025.

For PM2.5, the attainment year is 2014 for both the 1997 and 2006 Standards. On March 8,
2005, EPA issued Guidance for Determining the “Attainment Year” for Transportation
Conformity in new 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 Nonattainment Areas (EPA, 2005b). Per CAA
section 172(a)(2), all PM2.5 nonattainment areas will have an initial maximum statutory
attainment date of April 5, 2010. However, the submitted 2008 PM2.5 Plan shows that the San
Joaquin Valley PM2.5 nonattainment area can attain the annual PM2.5 NAAQS in 2014. In
addition, the attainment year for the 2006 PM2.5 areas will be 2014. Since this is the same
attainment year as the 1997 standards noted above, no changes to the conformity analysis

years are required.

F.  AIR QUALITY DESIGNATIONS APPLICABLE TO THE OTHER AREAS OF KERN
COUNTY

In addition to the San Joaquin Valley planning area, Kern County also includes the federally
designated Mojave Desert, portions of the Indian Wells Valley Planning Area, and the portion of
the San Joaquin Valley PM-10 nonattainment area that lies within the Kern County Air Pollution
Control District (this area is not included in the SJV 2007 PM-10 Maintenance Plan) and has been
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labeled the East Kern PM-10 Area. Conformity for the 2011 FTIP and RTP, as amended, also
includes analysis of existing and future air quality impacts for each applicable pollutant.

The Mojave Desert area is currently designated as nonattainment for the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 8-hour ozone; whereas the Indian Wells Valley Planning area is
designated as a maintenance area for PM-10; and there is an additional East Kern PM-10 Area.
The Kern County Air Pollution Control District is responsible for air quality plan development for
these areas. State Implementation Plans have been prepared to address 8-hour ozone in the
Mojave Desert, and PM-10 in the Indian Wells:

e EPA published a Notice of Adequacy for the 8-hour ozone Early Progress Plans for
Eastern Kern County on November 25, 2008 (effective December 10, 2008).

e The PM-10 Attainment demonstration, Maintenance Plan, and Redesignation
Request was approved by EPA on May 7, 2003 (effective June 6, 2003).

While there is a 2007 PM-10 Maintenance Plan for the San Joaquin Valley, it does not address
the portion of the nonattainment area under the jurisdiction of Kern County APCD (East Kern
PM-10 Area). It is important to note that EPA has not designated any area beyond the San
Joaquin Valley portion of Kern County as nonattainment for the 1997 PM2.5 standards or the
2006 24-hour PM2.5 standard.

G. CONFORMITY TEST REQUIREMENTS

OZONE

Under the existing conformity regulation, regional emissions analyses for ozone areas must
address nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) precursors. The motor
vehicle emission budgets for ozone are specified in the Early Progress Plans for the California
State Implementation Plan in tons per average summer day. EPA published the notice of
adequacy determination in the Federal Register on November 25, 2008 (effective December 10,
2008). The 2008 motor vehicle emission budgets for ROG and NOx are provided in the table
below.

Table 1-6: Mojave Desert (Eastern Kern County)

Ozone Emissions Budgets
(summer tons / day)
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County ROG NOx

Kern — Eastern 5 18

PM-10

The Indian Wells Valley planning area, which includes a portion of Kern County, has an approved
Maintenance Plan for PM-10 that includes conformity budgets. The motor vehicle emissions
budget for PM-10 are specified in the September 5, 2003 PM-10 Attainment Demonstration,
Maintenance Plan, and Redesignation Request. EPA finalized approval of this Plan on May 7,
2003, effective June 6, 2003. The budgets for 2001 and 2013 from Table 7-2 of the Plan
provided below will be used to compare with each analysis year emissions. Emission budget
includes dust from paved and unpaved roads, as well as dust from construction activities.
Vehicle exhaust was determined not to be significant and was not included in the budget.

Table 1-7: Kern County Indian Wells Valley Area
PM-10 Emissions Budgets

County 2001 (tons/day) | 2013 (tons/day)
Kern — Indian Wells Valley 1.6 1.7

In addition, the San Joaquin Valley PM-10 nonattainment area includes a portion of Kern County
that is not addressed in the 2007 PM-10 Maintenance Plan. This area is now under the
jurisdiction of the Kern County APCD and has been labeled the East Kern PM-10 Area. This area
currently has no PM-10 air quality plan. Under this scenario, the conformity regulation requires
that the PM-10 nonattainment area use the interim emissions tests, which include either the
“Action” scenario less than the “Baseline” scenario (Build vs. No-Build) or the “Action” scenario
less than baseline emissions (Build vs. 1990). The regional emissions analysis must only address
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PM-10, since neither VOC nor NOx precursors have been found to be a significant contributor to
the PM-10 nonattainment problem in this area. Analysis year requirements are addressed
under Section 93.119(g)(1) of the conformity regulation, nonattainment areas using interim
emission tests are required to perform a regional emissions analysis for the following years:

e Avyear no more than 5 years beyond the year in which the conformity determination
is made (e.g., 2015);

e The last year of the transportation plan’s forecast period (e.g., 2035); and

e Any additional years within the time frame of the transportation plan so that
analysis years are no more than 10 years apart (e.g., 2025).

Section 93.119(g)(2) of the conformity regulation indicates that a regional emissions analysis
would not be required for analysis years in which the transportation projects and planning
assumptions in the “Action” and “Baseline” scenarios are exactly the same. In such case, the
interim test can be satisfied by documenting that the transportation projects and planning
assumptions in both scenarios are exactly the same, and consequently, the emission predicted
in the “action” scenario are not greater than the emissions predicted in the “Baseline” scenario
for such analysis years.

H. ANALYSIS YEARS

A summary of the analysis years resulting from the above described rules and guidance for the
Conformity Analysis is provided below.
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Table 1-8: Other Portions of Kern County

Conformity Analysis Years

Attainment/
Budget Maintenance Intermediate RTP Horizon
Pollutant Years Year Years Year
E. Kern Ozone NA NA* 2015/2025 2035
Indian Wells Valley PM-10 NA 2013° 2015/2025 2035
East Kern PM-10 NA NA 2015/2025 2035

Since the attainment year is currently 2008 for ozone and 2010 for PM-10, which are NOT in the time span of the
transportation plan, it is not included as an analysis year, although the ozone budget itself will be used to

demonstrate conformity.

It is anticipated that conformity for the 2013 maintenance year will be demonstrated via interpolation

(with 2011 SJV analysis year) as allowed by the rule.
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CHAPTER 2
LATEST PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS AND TRANSPORTATION MODELING

A. LATEST PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS

The Clean Air Act states that “the determination of conformity shall be based on the most
recent estimates of emissions, and such estimates shall be determined from the most recent
population, employment, travel, and congestion estimates as determined by the MPO or other
agency authorized to make such estimates.” On January 18, 2001, the USDOT issued guidance
developed jointly with EPA to provide additional clarification concerning the use of latest
planning assumptions in conformity determinations (USDOT, 2001).

According to the conformity regulation, the time the conformity analysis begins is “the point at
which the MPO or other designated agency begins to model the impact of the proposed
transportation plan or TIP on travel and/or emissions.” The conformity analysis and initial
modeling began in February 2010. On January 21, 2010, a summary of transportation model
updates and latest planning assumptions was transmitted to the San Joaquin Valley Interagency
Consultation Group (IAC) for review and comment or concurrence. Both EPA and FHWA
subsequently indicated that there were no comments or concerns regarding the summary and
provided concurrence. The conformity analysis and modeling for this TIP/RTP Amendment
began in January 2012May—20611. There have been no updates to the latest planning
assumptions and or transportation model since the initial modeling noted above.

Key elements of the latest planning assumption guidance include:

e Areas are strongly encouraged to review and strive towards regular five-year updates of
planning assumptions, especially population, employment and vehicle registration
assumptions.

e The latest planning assumptions must be derived from the population, employment,
travel and congestion estimates that have been most recently developed by the MPO
(or other agency authorized to make such estimates) and approved by the MPO.

e Conformity determinations that are based on information that is older than five years
should include written justification for not using more recent information. For areas
where updates are appropriate, the conformity determination should include an
anticipated schedule for updating assumptions.
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e The conformity determination must use the latest existing information regarding the

effectiveness of the transportation control measures (TCMs) and other implementation

plan measures that have already been implemented.

Kern COG uses the TP+/CUBE transportation model. The model was validated in 2009 using a

2006 base year. The validation of the new model includes validation test of the existing model’s

ability to forecast to the new 2006 traffic counts. The validated model, used for this conformity

analysis, predicted 2006 traffic within 1 percent of HPMS VMT, well within the tolerance

required by federal conformity guidelines.

The latest planning assumptions used in the

transportation model validation and Conformity Analysis is summarized in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1

Summary of Latest Planning Assumptions for the Kern COG Conformity Analysis

Assumption Year and Source of Modeling Next Scheduled Update
Data
(MPO action)
Population Base Year: 2006 This data is The Kern COG Board has

Projections: 2006

The 2006 base year
population was based on
the DOF estimates from
2006. In October 2009, the
Kern COG policy board
approved a regional growth
forecast target of 2 percent
countywide based on
historic trend data and
public input.

disaggregated to the TAZ
level for input into
TP+/CUBE for the base
year validation. The
population data from the
DOF and U.S. Census,
combined with Kern
County Assessor’s year-
structure-built data
provided the 2006 base
for future year
projections.

established a policy to revisit the
regional growth forecast every
3-5 years. The most recent re-
used DOF and Kern estimates
from 2006. The next
countywide target update will
be after the revised DOF
forecast scheduled for some
time after the 2010 census data
is available. Disaggregation to
the TAZs for use by the model
normally takes 6 to 9 months to
develop after approval of the
new forecast by the Kern COG
Board.
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Assumption Year and Source of Modeling Next Scheduled Update
Data
(MPO action)
Employment Base Year: 2006 This data is The next countywide target

Projections: 2006

The 2006 base year
employment was based
on EDD estimates from
2006. Projections are
based on 2™ Quarter
2006 employer locations
derived from California
Employment
Development Dept
(EDD). The forecast is
based on a jobs per
household (JPH) ratio,
and assumes a gradual
decrease in the ratio
from 1.27JPH in 2006 to
1.15JPH in 2030 as the
population ages.

disaggregated to the
TAZ level for input into
the TP+/CUBE. The
employment data was
geocoded by Kern COG
and used to allocate
the EDD estimates for
the 2006 base year,
and extrapolated using
the JPH ratio for all
forecast years.

update for employment may
occur with the release of the
next update to the DOF forecast.

Traffic Counts

2006 traffic counts
collected by Kern COG,
its member agencies and
Caltrans. A test
validation was
performed using 2006
counts and found that
the screenlines averaged
within 10% of the
observed counts.

TP+/CUBE was
validated using these
traffic counts.

Kern COG maintains a regional
traffic count program that
counts over 1000 locations per
year. The next full re-validation
may occur as early as 2011.
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Assumption

Year and Source of
Data
(MPO action)

Modeling

Next Scheduled Update

Cont. next page

The transportation
model was validated in

TP+/CUBE is the
transportation model

VMT is an output of the
transportation model. VMT is

Vehicle Mile of 2009 to the 2006 base used to estimate VMT affected by the TIP/RTP project

Travel year. The validation in KERN County. updates and is included in each
came within 1 percent of new conformity analysis.
Caltrans HPMS VMT
estimate.

Speeds The 2006 transportation | TP+/CUBE Speed studies are conducted by
model validation was transportation model the cities and the County on
based on survey data includes a feedback Caltrans functionally classified
free flow speeds loop that assures routes on an on-going basis for
collected in 2006 by the congested speeds are setting/enforcing speed limits.
cities, County, Caltrans, consistent with travel This information is gathered and
and Kern COG. speeds. incorporated into each new

model validation. Updated
speed data will be incorporated
Speed distributions were | EMFAC 2007 in the next model validation.
updated in EMFAC 2007,
using methodology
approved by ARB and
with information from
the transportation
model.

Vehicle EMFAC 2007 is the most ARB has released EMFAC 11;

Registrations recent model for use in however, it has not been
California conformity EMFAC 2007 approved by EPA for use in
analyses. Vehicle conformity analysis.
registration  data is eerreratod——mnovw——vehicle
included by ARB in the registration—with-the releaseof
model and cannot be EMEAC 2007 ARD hac
updated by the user. committed—to—update—the fleet

inf onin EMEAC
year—eyecle—thereafter—{see
1/31/06—letter—to—EPA—and
FHWA)
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Assumption Year and Source of Modeling Next Scheduled Update
Data
(MPO action)
State Latest implementation | Emission reduction Updated for every conformity

Implementation | status of commitments in | credits consistent with | analysis.
Plan Measures prior SIPs. the SIPs are post-
processed via
spreadsheets as
documented in Ch. 4.

B. SOCIOECONOMIC DATA

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT AND LAND USE

The conformity regulation requires documentation of base case and projected population,
employment, and land use used in the transportation modeling. USDOT/EPA guidance indicates
that if the data is more than five years old, written justification for the use of older data must be
provided. In addition, documentation is required for how land use development scenarios are
consistent with future transportation system alternatives, and the reasonable distribution of
employment and residences for each alternative.

Supporting Documentation:

The Kern Regional Transportation Modeling Committee (KRTMC) provides oversight for the land
use and socioeconomic data inputs into the model. The KRTMC is made up of local government
planning and public works staff. The KRTMC is a subcommittee of the Transportation Technical
Advisory Committee to the Kern COG Board. The KRTMC was established by a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between Kern COG (representing the outlying communities), the City of
Bakersfield, the County of Kern and Caltrans District 6 to coordinate modeling in the region. The
MOU affirms the Kern COG policy for its Board to revise and adopt the countywide forecast
targets every 3-5 years.
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Land use and socioeconomic data at the zonal level are used for determining trip generation.
The KRTMC updates the distribution of zonal data as new information and planning assumptions
are available. The housing forecasts are based on the US Census and State of California
Department of Finance (DOF) projections, and locally adopted forecasts based on historic
performance. The employment forecasts were developed primarily California Employment
Development Department (EDD) data and distributed by geocoding using ArcGIG software and
from general plan land use data applying estimates of market absorption rates, jobs housing
balance ratios. Employment data is currently stratified into three broad sectors: Retail,
Basic/Industrial, and Service/Other based on SIC/NIACs code listings provided by InfoUSA.
Population and employment growth were distributed among the County jurisdictions based on
local data and a consensus process through the KRTMC. Income stratification for zonal data is
based on the 2000 Census and is used in place of vehicle availability to determine mode choice
and trip generation rates. Validation in the region shows a strong correlation between vehicle
availability and income. School enrollment forecasts and future school location are developed
in consultation with local school districts.

The KRTMC representatives work daily with developers and the public on future growth
applications. Recently, developers have begun using the Kern COG model to test infrastructure
needs created by new developments. These land use and infrastructure changes are worked
into the regional conformity model after the development is approved and reflected in the TIP,
RTP or Local impact fee project lists as requested by local agencies.

C. TRANSPORTATION MODELING

The San Joaquin Valley Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) utilize the TP+/Viper (Cube)
traffic modeling software. The Valley TPA regional traffic models consist of traditional four-step
traffic forecasting models. They use land use, socioeconomic, and road network data to
estimate facility-specific roadway traffic volumes. Each TPA model covers the appropriate
county area, which is then divided into hundreds or thousands of individual traffic analysis zones
(TAZs). In addition the model roadway networks include thousands of nodes and links. Link
types include freeway, freeway ramp, other State route, expressway, arterial, collector, and
local collector. Current and future-year road networks were developed considering local agency
circulation elements of their general plans, traffic impact studies, capital improvement
programs, and the State Transportation Improvement Program. The models use equilibrium, a
capacity sensitive assighment methodology, and the data from the model for the emission
estimates differentiates between peak and off-peak volumes and speeds. In addition, the model
is reasonably sensitive to changes in time and other factors affecting travel choices. The results
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