Memorandum

To: Kern COG & Stakeholders
From: CDM Smith
Date: March 18, 2015

Subject:  Task 3: Proposed Transit Center Sites

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an initial selection of proposed transit center sites
for the Metropolitan Bakersfield area. This memo documents the logic behind the selection of each
site and offers a starting point for examining each location and its potential for Transit Oriented
Development (TOD). The information gathered from the mapping exercises for the socioeconomic
data was also utilized in determining the transit center locations. There were ten transit center
locations identified:

1. Bakersfield College
2. Downtown Transit Center

Southwest Transit Center

California State University Bakersfield

. »> W

Downtown Train Station
a. Amtrak Station (without HSR)
b. High.Speed Rail Station (with HSR)
6. Niles and Mt. Vernon Avenue
7. Panama Lane and Highway 99
8. Mt Vernon Avenue and Highway 178
9. F Street and Golden State Avenue (Locally Generated Alternative)

Of the ten locations, several would be suitable for near-term (Year 2020) transit center locations
while others would be more suitable for the long-term (Year 2040) locations.

Demographic and Transit Maps

Demographic maps for the Metro Bakersfield are shown in the figures below including existing
Low-Income Populations, Households with No Vehicles, Minority Populations, Senior Populations,
Youth Populations, and Population and Employment projections for 2020, 2035, and 2040, In
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addition, existing Land Use and Transit Maps are included. These were mapped to provide
perspective on the geographic locations of the demographics of Metro Bakersfield; specifically, the
relationship between existing transit lines and the demographics of the adjacent areas.
Employment and population projections were mapped to understand where growth is anticipated
to occur for planning of future transit centers.

In general, population and employment in the long-term is expected to grow outward from the
center of Metro Bakersfield with high concentrations of employment in the center. Dense youth and
minority populations are observed to be in the same vicinities and households with no vehicles are
more common in the center of Metro Bakersfield. The Demographic and Transit Maps are shown
below in the following pages in Figures 1-13.
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Low-Income Population by TAZ
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Households with No Vehicles by TAZ

Figure 2

Holrtehiokds with No Velides By TAZ
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Projected 2040 Population by TAZ

Figure 8
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Projected Employment 2020 hy TAZ

Figure 9
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Projected Employment 2035 by TAZ

Figure 10

‘Projected Employment for 2055 by TAZ
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Recommended Site Locations

A total of ten sites were identified including existing and proposed locations (shown below in
Figure 14). Each site is described in further detail in the following section; sites are not listed in
order of priority. Existing transit center locations are included for a baseline comparison against
potential future locations and for evaluating the potential for Transit Oriented Development (TOD).
Proposed transit center locations are based on several factors including, the plans and goals
outlined in the Bakersfield Transit System Long-Range Plan (LRTP), City of Bakersfield Bicycle
Transportation Plan, California High Speed Rail Station Area Plans, existing and planned transit
routes, land uses and demographics of surrounding potential sites, first and last mile connections,
potential for TOD, and population and employment growth trends. '

Tesk3_Praposed Transit Center Sltes_vS.2b
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Existing Sites
#1 Bakersfield College .

The Bakersfield College is included as a potential transit center site due to the high trip attraction of
the college. The Bakersfield College was identified in the Bakersfield LRTP as a location planned for
fast and frequent service. The site provides access to six GET bus routes (21, 41, 43, 44, 61, and the
81) and three of the Kern Transit bus routes (100, 140, and 150). First and last mile connections are
provided with existing Class 1 and Class 2 bike routes and two future Class 2 and five Class 3 routes
are planned in the City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan. While there is not a significant
amount of transit dependent populations such as youth, senior, or households with no vehicles, there
is a2 moderate low-income and minority population.! In addition, employment is expected to be
moderately high in the short-term and long-term (see employment and
senior population figures to the right} with dense employment within a
4 mile. Similar to the California State University Bakersfield site, this site
is also comprised of primarily public land use making it an ideal site for
a transit center to improve access to public facilities such as the college.

loyment 202

Existing :
. Households
. Low-Incame Minority Youth Senlor .
Distance . . with No
Population | Population | Population | Population Vehicle Employment 2040
1/4 Mile B7 {42%) 102 (50%) 38 {18%) 40 {19%) 2 {2%)
1/2 Mile 548 (37%) 505 (34%) 345 (23%) 238 (16%) 28 [5%)
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of total population or households.
Future
Base (2008) 202C 2040
Distance
Pzaple Jobs People lobs People lohs
1/4 Mile 357 2,141 . 357 2,227 1,604 2,312
1/2 Mile 1,557 1,506 1,613 1,558 3,120 1,645
Note: Units presented are density (people/jobs per square mile}.
Land Use
i Half Mile
# Federal/State Land . Quarter Mile
0.1% 1.8%
# Public Use
# Public/Resources
# Residential
& Mixed Use
# Retail/Service
1% Service/Office

1 Production/Service/Warehouse

1 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentrations are shown in orange to
red for employment higher than 995 and senior populations higher than 146.

Task3_Proposed Translt Center Sites_v38.2b
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#2 Downtown Transit Center

The Downtown Transit Center was identified in the Bakersfield LRTP as an existing transit center
that would be phased out in the midterm (2021-2025) and long-term (2026-2035) service plans.
However, the site itself can be utilized for the potential for Transit Oriented Development (TOD} due
to its access to transit and the high amount of mixed-use land use surrounding the site to allow for
compact and dense development. In addition, the site is located near the California High Speed Rail
Station Plan Area to further enhance access. The site is nearby nine of the GET bus routes (22, 42, 43,
45, 81, 82, 83, 84, and 92) and seven Kern Transit bus routes (100, 110, 115,120, 130, 140, and 150).
Two existing bike routes are present with three additional routes
planned in the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan. Among the transit
dependent populations, a moderately high concentration of low-
income and minority populations are present while other populations
are relatively low. Population is expected to become significantly
denser in the short-term and continue to grow in the long-term;
employment is also expected to grow between the short and long-term
(see figures to the right).2

Empleyment 2040

Existing
Low-Income Minority Youth Senior Househalds
Distance Populaticn Population Population Populatio with No
pu P op putation Vehicle
/aMlle | 113 (63%) 94 (53%) 24 {13%) 15 (8%) 18 (29%)
1/3Mile | 699 {60%) 516 {45%) 168 (15%} 111 (10%) 106 {21%)
Note: Percentages indicate proportion cf total population or households.
Future .
Base {2008} 2020 2040
Distance
People Jobs People Jobs People lobs
1/4 Mile 1,391 17,888 11,549 18,077 12,666 26,894
1/2 Mile 1,448 14,806 8,694 14,912 9,882 26,725

Note: Units oresented are density (peoole/iobs per souare milel.

Lond Use

Quarter Mile

1.7%_ Half Mile
# Federal/State Land

& Public Use

# Public/Resources

# Residential

& Mixed Use

# Retail/Service

il Service/Office

# Production/Service/Warehouse

? Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ: High concentrations are shown in arange to
red for employment higher than 995,

Task3_Proposed Transit Center Sites_v3.2b
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#3 Southwest Transit Center

The Southwest Transit Center is also'identified in the Bakersfield LRTP as a transit center that will
be phased out in the midterm'(2021-2025] and long-range (2026-2035) service plans, similar to the
Downtown Transit Center. Also similar to the Downtown Transit Center site, the Southwest Transit
Center site can be utilized for TOD potential. The site provides access to eight GET bus routes (22, 41,
42, 44, 62, 81, 83, and 92) and two Kern Transit bus routes (130 and 145) within a % mile walking
distance. Within a % mile there is an additional Kern Transit bus route (110) and a Community Health
Center (Clinica Sierra Site). An existing Class 2 hike route is adjacent to the site with an additional
Class 2 bike route planned in the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan, providing first and last mile
connections. The Valley Plaza shopping mall is also immediately adjacent which further enhances
TOD potential. However, since the Valley Plaza shopping mall currently has several large retailers on
the site, a relocation of the existing transit center site to the south at the shopping center at the
* southwest corner of Wilson Road and Wible Road could optimize TOD potential by providing a higher
variety in dense land uses. The existing transit center is used primarily for transfers and is not a
destination station. This existing nature of the transit center indicates that a relocation of the site
would not inhibit existing GET routes and service. In addition, the length of the existing bus bays
cannot accommodate newer articulated buses. The site is also suitable as high concentrations of
employment are expected in the short-term {2020) and those projections will more than double by
the long-term (2040), which can help support transit center activity.* A moderate amount of transit
dependent populations are also present with low-income, minority, and youth populations.

Existing Employment 2020
Distance Low-Income Mingrity Youth Sanlor Households with o
Population Population Population Population No Vehicle
1/4 Mile 515 (52%;} 516 {52%) 417 (42%) 84 (8%) 20 (7%)
1/2 Mile 2,590 (55%) | 2,126 (45%) | 1,750 (37%) 405 (9%) 133 (9%)
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of total population or households.
Future _
Base {2008) 2020 2040
Distance
People Johs People Jobs People lobs
1/4 Mile 3,159 8,929 3,587 9,000 10,236 22,300
1/2 Mile 5,706 4,621 5,575 4,452 10,096 12,274
Note: Units presented are density (people/jobs per square mile). -
Land Use
# Federal/State Land Quarter Mile : 0.9% Half MiIeS ”
# Public Use '
g Public/Resources
# Residentlal
8 Mixed Use
1 Retall/Service
# Service/Office

# Production/Service/Warehouse

3 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentrations are shown in orange to
red for employment higher than 995,

Task3_Proposed Transft Center Sltes_v9.2h
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Proposed Sites
#4 California State University Bakersfield

California State University Bakersfield is a suitable location for a transit center as it has already been
identified in the Bakersfield LRTP as a transit center. The site includes access within a % mile to.four
GET Bus Routes (21, 22, 61, and 82) and the California State University Bakersfield Kern Transit bus
stop (120). First and last mile connections are supported with an existing Class 2 bike route and two
Class 1 routes; a future Class 1 route is planned in the City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan.
In addition, the Bicycle Transportation Plan also recommends this site as a potential bike share
location. While there is not a high concentration of existing transit
dependent populations (minority, youth, senior, and households with
no vehicles), existing employment is high (see employment figures to
the right) and is anticipated to remain high in the short-term and long-
term. ¢ The surrounding land use is primarily public use (mostly due to
the University) in which a transit center can improve access to the
University.

2020

ety
-
LR

Employment
T

Existing
. Low-Income Minority Youth Senior Hot{seholds
Distance Population Poputation Pepulatio Population with No
P P P n P Vehicle
1/4 Mile 64 (32%) 52 (26%) 19 (10%) 14 {7%) 9{10%)
12 Mile | 284 (28%) 309(30%) | 174(17%) 101 {10%) 40 (10%)
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of tetal population or households.
Future
Base (2008) 2020 2040
Distance
People Jabs Pecple Jobs People lobs
1/4 Mile 163 3,433 163 3,458 621 3,458
1/2 Mile 647 3,103 708 3,138 1,366 3,138

Note: Units presented are density (people/jobs per square mile].

Land Use

Half Mile

Quarter Mile
# Federal/State Land

# Public Use

# Public/Resources

i Residential

8 Mixed Use

& Retail/Service

 Service/Office

# Production/Service/Warehouse

2.8%

0.6%

*Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentration of employment is
shown in orange to red (995 and higher), medium concentrations are in orange (hetween 420 and 994}, and
yellow to green symbolizes low concentrations (less than 419).
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#5 Downtown Train Station

The Downtown Train Station pertains to the planning area for the California High Speed Rail (HSR).
The goal of this site location is to leverage the opportunities, such as TOD, of the planned HSR
station. In order to maximize functionality and mutual benefit, California HSR stations and
surrounding development need to be designed with an eye to each other. If not carefully planned,
conventional transit design can separate transit stations from the adjacent community it is
intended to serve.s For these reasons, it is important to evaluate all aspects of the California HSR
and the potential opportunities that are included with relation'te TOD.

There are many opportunities presented by the California HSR and its potential for TOD which can
include location, land use, and transportation. Location can attract employers to the area, such as
Los Angeles-hased employers taking advantage of the fast travel time between the two regions
(approximately 54 minutes) and looking for less expensive office space while still being able to
maintain a presence in Los Angeles. The area surrounding the California HSR station planning area
offers potential for TOD with vacant and publicly-owned parcels. Lastly, the planned Bakersfield
Hybrid HSR station is unique in that it will be the only station where both HSR and Amtrak will
meet at the same station enhancing connectivity and acting as a major regional and statewide hub.6

In order to leverage the opportunities associated with the Bakersfield Hybrid HSR station, two
options are presented for a Downtown Train Station including the existing Amtrak station and the
proposed HSR station. In the interim, until the HSR station is implemented the Amtrak station
would be a suitable site for a transit ¢center in the short-term,; alternatively, a suitable site can also
be located at the HSR station upon implementation in the long-term. These two scenarios are
described in the following section. :

The City of Bakersfield has proposed locating the Bakersfield HSR station at the F Street and Golden
State Avenue potential transit center site (Site #9). This proposal has been designated the Locally
Generated Alternative to the CAHSR Authority's Bakersfield Hybrid HSR station site.

5 Urban Design Guidelines California High-Speed Train Project. March 2011. California High-Speed Rail
Authority ' :

& Planning Transit-Oriented Development around High-Speed Rail Stations in Fresno and Bakersfield.
December 2010. Daniel Krause '

Task3_Proposad Transit Center Sftes v9:2b



Task 3 Technical Memorandum: Proposed Transit Centers
March 18, 2015
Page 23

#5a Amtrak Station {Short-Term)

The Amtrak Station is included as a potential site due to its regional access. Users of the Amtrak
Station are able to access the 45 GET bus route and four Kern Transit bus routes (100, 120, 130, and
150) within a % mile walking distance; within a % mile users can also access the 44 GET bus route
and a Women, Infants, and Children (WIC} program (Clinica Sierra Site). First and last mile
connections are included with an existing Class 2 bike route with Class 1 and Class 3 hike routes
planned in the City's Bicycle Transportation Plan. Station improvements are also included in the
Bicycle Transportation Plan and the Kern COG 2014 Regional Transportation Plan. In addition, the
California High Speed Rail (HSR) Bakersfield Station Planning Area is located immediately south of
the Amtrak Station. While it is likely the California HSR Station will replace the Amtrak Station as a
major transit center, the site of the Amtrak Station could be utilized as TOD with a growing high
concentration of employment and a mixture of land uses in the surrounding
area.” The area surrounding the site is also comprised of a high amount of
transit dependent populations such as low-income, minority populations,
and households with no access to a vehicle.

E

£2020

s

Existing
o Households
Law-Income Minority Youth Senior )
Distance Populaticn Population Population Population with No
P p P P Vehicle
1/4 Mile 195 {75%) 168 (65%) 53 (21%) 34 (13%) 36 (36%)
2Mile | 1,660{68%) | 1,119 (46%) | 475 (19%) 268 (11%) 175{25%}
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of total population or househelds.
Future
. Base (2008) 2020 2040
Distance
People Jobs People Jobs People lobs
1/4 Mile 825 20,368 4,014 28,370 5,255 37,156
1/2 Mile 1,909 12,411 7,511 15,800 9,566 22,113

Note: Units presented are density {people/jobs per square mile).

Land Use

Quarter Mile

% Federal/State Land

8 Public Use

i Public/Resources

2 Residential

& Mixed Use

# Retail/Service

# Service/Office

# Production/Service/Warehouse

Half Mile

7 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentrations are shown in orange to

red for employment higher than 995.
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#5b California High Speed Rail Hybrid Station (Long-Term}
The California High Speed Rail (HSR) Hybrid Station is located immediately south of the Amtrak
Station across from the rail road tracks. This location makes a suitable site due to its connectivity to
the planned California HSR system providing regional and statewide access. Similar to the Amtrak
station, users are provided GET and Kern Transit bus routes within walking distance including the
45 GET bus route and four Kern Transit bus routes (100, 120, 130, and 150) within a % mile walking
distance; within a % mile users can also access the 44 GET bus route and a Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC) program (Clinica Sierra Site). First and last mile transit
connections consist of the existing Class 2 bike route along with
planned Class 1 and Class 3 hike routes in the City's Bicycle
Transportation Plan to increasing connectivity. High concentrations of
transit dependent populations (low-income, minority, and households
with no vehicle) are present in the surrounding area, further
supporting this site as a suitable location for a transit center and/or a
TOD sited Employment density is also anticipated to drastically
intensify by the long-term year 2040. Additionally, a high portion of the
surrounding land uses are identified as mixed-use, allowing for dense
and compact development.

Existing
. ) Households
Low-tncome Minaority Youth Senior .
Distance Population Population Population Populaticn with No
pula P P puta Vehicle
1/4 Mile 251 (65%) 201 {52%) 80 (21%) 39 (10%) 34 (29%)
1/2 Mile 1,910 (66%) | 1,174 {40%) 623 (21%) 240 (8%) 137 (19%)
Note: Percentages indicate propertion of total population or households.
Future
Base (2008) 2020 2040
Distance
People Johs People lobs People Jobs
1/4 Mile 210 1,117 392 2,265 666 4,036
1/2 Mile 1,630 8,448 4,038 11,103 5,823 16,441
Note: Units presented are densitv [peonle /iobs per sauare milel.
Land Use
Quarter Mile : Half Mile

& Federal/State Land

# Public Use

# Public/Resources

& Residential

& Mixed Use

# Retail/Service

# Service/Office

# Production/Service/Warehaouse

0.5%

8 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ High concentrations are shown in orange to
red for employment higher than 995.
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#6 Niies and Mt Vernon Avenue

The parcels immediately adjacent to the intersection of Niles Street and Mt Vernon Avenue makes a
suitable transit center location with access to transit and a high concentration of transit dependent
populations. A transit center could be located on any of the four quadrants of the intersection, The
site includes access to three GET bus routes (21, 41, and 45) and three Kern Transit bus routes (100,
140, and 150); first and last mile connections will be enhanced with a future Class 3 and three future
Class 2 bike routes that have been identified in the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan. In addition, the
East Bakersfield High School and Kern Medical Center are both within a % mile, Although the land
use surrounding the site is primarily residential and dees not allow for mixed-use development, the
area is densely populated with fow-income, minority, youth, and households with no vehicles (tran51t
dependent users) making this site an ideal location for a transit center.?®
Population is anticipated to remain relatively consistent in the short and long-
term with small growth in employment by the long-term year 2040, While a
significant amount of growth is not anticipated, this site is still an ideal location
for a transit center as it improves accessibility for transit dependent
populations in a densely populated area.

Population 2020

Existing o e
R Low-Income Minority Youth Senior Households
Pistance Populati Paopulaticn Papulation Population with No
pulation P P P Vehicle
/aMile | 1,368(66%) | 1,012{49%) | 743 (36%) 72 (3%) 162 (28%)
1/2 Mile 4,490 (66%) | 3,455 (51%) | 2,609 (38%) 476 (4%) 527 (30%)
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of total population or households.
Future :
. Base {2008) 2020 2040 Households with No Vehicles
Distance s
People Ichs People Jobhs People Jobs
1/4 Mile 10,041 276 10,041 292 11,448 482
1/2 Mile 8,620 780 8,640 798 10,209 983
Note: Units presented are density (people/iobs per square mile).
Land Use
Quarter Mile Half Mile Youth Population

# Federal/State Land
i Public Use

@ Public/Resources
# Residential

# Mixed Use

B Retail/Servlce

B Service/Office

i# Production/Service/Warehouse

2.0%

? Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentrations are shown in orange to
red for minority populations higher than 548, youth populations higher than 425, and households with no
vehicle higher than 98.
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#7 Panama Lane and Hwy 99

While not located in the center of Metro Bakersfield, the intersection of Panama Lane and Highway
99 is a site location for.a potential transit center. The site is anticipated to double in population
density between the short and long-term years and provides access to multiple transit lines. Regional
and local access is available with six GET bus routes (41, 42, 47, 61, 62, and 92) and two Kern Transit
bus routes (130 and 145). First and last mile connections to the transit center are offered with
proposed future Class 2 and Class 1 routes in the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan. The
demographics for the surrounding area include a moderately high amount of low-income, minority,
and youth populations (transit dependent populations}.® Although the
land uses for the site are primarily retait and residential, the
demographics for the area indicate the population is transit dependent
with a moderately high amount of low-income, minority, and youth
populations. A transit center at this lecation can improve 'upon the
existing accessibility for these users and assist with the population growth
between short and long-term years.

Existing

Households

Distance

Low-ncome
Populatien

Minority
Population

Youth
Population

Senior
Population

with No
Vehicle

1/4 Mile

610 (57%)

530 {49%)

360 (33%)

51 (5%}

18 (7%)

1/2 Mile

2,328 (55%)

2,065 (48%)

1,414 (33%)

225 (5%)

58(5%)

Nate: Percentages indicate proportion of total population or households.

Future

Base (2008) 2020 2040

Distance
People Jobs

1,745 197
9,353 1,491

Peaple Jobs Paople lobs
1/4 Mile 616 1,861 820 197
1/2 Mile 4,233 835 5,655 1,077

Note: Units nrasented are densitv (neonple fiobs ner sauare mile.

Land Use

Minority Population

Half Mile

Quarter Mile

# Federal/State Land
# Public Use

i# Public/Resources
# Residential

& Mixed Use

i Retail/Service

# Service/Office

# Production/Service/Warehouse

10 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentrations are shown in orange
to red for populations higher than 1,670, minority populations higher than 548, and youth populations higher
than 425.
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#8 Mt Vernon Ave and Hwy 178

South along Mount Vernon Avenue at the intersection of Highway 178 is a site Jocation for a potential
transit center. This location is an ideal site for a potential transit center as it is within close proximity
of the East Hills Shopping Mall. Regional and local access is available with three GET bus routes (21,
43, and 44) within a % mile radius and a Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) program (Clinica Sierra
Site) is within close proximity. First and last mile connections to the transit center are enhanced with
- an existing Class 2 bike routes and an additional future Class 2 route proposed in the City's Bicycle
Transportation Plan. Although population density between the short and long-term years remain
relatively constant, a moderately high amount of low-income, minority,
and youth populations (transit dependent populations {transit dependent
populations) are within the surround areas.!® The land uses for the site
are primarily retail and residential with a mixture of public use, The site’s
adjacent location to the East Hills Shopping Mall and its concentration of
transit dependent populations enhances its potential to become eligible
for TOD. A transit center at this location can improve access for
neighboring populations and assist in providing access to the East Hills
Shopping Mall.”

Existing
. Low-Income Minority Youth Senlor Households
Distance Population Population Population Populaticn with No
P F P P Vehicle
1/4Mile | 657 (53%) 554 (45%) 403 (32%) 145 {12%) 60 {15%)
1/2 Mile | 2,530(48%) |. 2,174 (41%) | 1,588 (30%) 594 {11%) 201 (12%)
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of total population or households.
Future
Base (2008) 2020 2040
Distance
People lobs People Jobs People Jobs
1/4 Mile 842 785 850 655 1,001 695
1/2 Mile 4,128 2,124 4,053 2,069 5,868 2,069
Note: Units presented are density (people/jobs per square mile).
Land Use
Quarter Mile Half Mile

# Federal/State Land
i Public Use

# Public/Resources
# Residential

B Mixed Use

& Retail/Service

5 Service/Office

8 Production/Service/Warehouse

11 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentrations are shown in orange
to red for populations higher than 1,670, minority populations higher than 548, and youth populations higher
than 425.
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#9 F Street and Golden State Avenue (Locally Generated Alternative HSR Station)

North of the existing Amtrak Station at the intersection of F Street and Golden State Avenue (Highway
204) is also a site location for a patential transit center. The site location has a high amount of
retail/service land use within a %-mile radius supporting the site as a transit center; within a % mile
radius there is also public use/resource areas. Regional and local access is available with two GET
bus routes (22, and 42), and two Kern Transit bus routes (110 and 150) within a ¥ mile radius. First
and last mile connections to the transit center include existing Local, Class
1, and Class 2 bike routes and future Local and Class 2 routes proposed in
the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan. While there is not a high
concentration of existing transit dependent populations (low-income,
minority, youth, senior, and households with no vehicles), employment
growth is anticipated to triple by long term year 2040 (see employment
figures to the right). 12 A transit center at this location can assist with the
anticipated employment growth and provide multi-model access to the
nearby future employment centers. However, the site is located
immediately north of Golden State Ave (Highway 204) and presents a
challenge for access across the highway; additionally, line of sight from the
road is not optimal due to the geography of the site.

Existing
o | e | ooy | et g | e
Vehicle
1/4 Mile 118 (38%) 94 (30%) 64 {21%) 33 (11%) 23 (19%)
1/2Mile | 1,108 (51%) | 695 (32%) 468 (23%) 209 (10%) 158 {19%}
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of total population or households.
Future
Base (2008) 2020 2040
Distance
People Jobs People Jobs People lobs
1/4 Mile A24 978 361 1,044 424 2,693
1/2 Mile 1,952 3,494 2,123 3,598 2,913 5,079
Note: Units presented are density (people/jobs per square mile).
Land Use
Quarter Mile Half Mile
# Federal/State Land 3.8% 16.5% 13.1%
# Public Use
# Public/Resources
# Residential
# Mixed Use .
o RetéiI/Service
3 Service/Office

# Production/Service/Warehouse

12 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentration of employment is
shown in orange to red (995 and higher), medium concentrations are in orange (between 420 and 994), and
vellow to green symbolizes low concentrations (less than 419).
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Demographic Summary

The demographics for each site are summarized in the tables below for existing and projected. Sites
were partially selected based on their existing and projected demographics. For existing
demographics high concentration of transit dependent users such as low-income, minority, youth,
senior, and households with no vehicles were criteria for a site recommendation. The projected
demographics were used to determine the degree of growth that is anticipated between the base
year, short term and long term years. The selected sites ali displayed a high concentration of transit
dependent populations and anticipated growth and were selected for these reasons.

Low-Income

Site Description Total Total Minority Youth Senior Households with
‘ Population | Households Population Population Population | Population No Vehicle
1l Bakersfield College 206 85 27 (42%) 102 (50%) 38 (18%) 40 {19%} 2 (2%)
2 Downtown Transit Center 180 63 113 (63%) 94 {53%) 24 (13%) 15 (8%) 18 (29%)
3 Southwest Transit Center 1,000 313 515 (52%) 516 (52%) 417 (42%) 84 (8%) 20 (7%)
4 Cal State Bakersfleld 201 87 64 (32%) 52 (26%) | 19(10%) 14 (7%) 9 (10%)
5a Amtrak Station 258 102 195 {75%) 168 (65%) | 53 (21%) 34 (13%) 36 (36%)
5h CA HSR 388 117 251(65%) [ 201(52%) | 80 (21%) 39 (10%) 34 (29%)
6 Niles and Vernon Ave 2,069 588 1368 {66%) 1012 (49%) 743 (36%) 72 (3%) 162 (28%)
7 Panama Ln and Hwy 59 1,077 259 610 (57%) 530 (49%) 360 (33%) 51 (5%) 18 (7%)
8 Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 1,245 391 657 (53%,) 554 (45%) 403 (32%) 146 {12%) 60 {15%)
9 F $t and Golden State Ave 310 121 118 (38%) 94 {30%) 64 (21%) 33 (11%) 23 {19%)

Households with

Site Description Total Total Low-Income Minority enior
Population | Households Population Population Population | Population No Vehicle
1 Bakersfield College 1,493 552 548 (37%) 505 (34%) | 345(23%) | 238 (16%) 28 (5%)
2 Downtown Transit Center 1,156 496 699 {60%) 519 (45%) 168 {15%}) 111 (16%) 106 (21%)
3 Southwest Transit Center 4,681 1,448 2590 (55%) | 2126 (45%) | 1750 (37%) 405 (9%) 133 (9%)
4 Cal State Bakersfield 1,021 415 284 (28%) 309 {30%) 174 (17%) 101 (10%) 40 {10%)
5a Amtrak Station 2,440 700 1660 (68%) 1119 (46%) . A75(19%) 268 (11%) 175 (25%) |
5b CA HSR 2,904 740 1910 (66%) 1174 (40%) 623 (21%) 240 (8%) 137 (19%)
6 Niles and Vernon Ave 6,790 1,780 4490 {66%) 3435 (51%)- | 2609 (38%)] 276 (4%) 527 (30%)
7 Panama Ln and Hwy 99 4,262 1,062 2329 (55%) | 2065 (48%) | 1414 (33%) | 225 (5%) 58 (5%)
2 Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 5,263 1,682 2,530 {48%) 2,174 (41%) | 1,588 (30%) 594 (11%) 201 (12%)
9 F 5t and Golden State Ave 2,173 849 1,108 (51%) 695 (32%) 468 (22%) 209 (10%) 158 {19%)
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Employment

i

...... EEry

Site Description Populstion
Base 2020 2035 2040 Base 2020 2035 2040

1 Bakersfield College 71 70 237 315 420 437 452 454
2 Downtown Transit Center 274 2,267 2,469 2,486 3,511 3,548 5,249 5,279
3 Southwest Transit Center 620 704 2,007 2,009 1,753 1,767 4,377 4,377
4 Cal State Bakersfield 32 32 86 122 674 679 C 711 679
5a Amtrak Station 163 788 1 1,227 1,228 3,998 | 5,569 7,290 7,293
Sh CA HSR 211 393 666 666 | 1,117 | 2,265 4,030 4,036
6 Niles and Mt, Vernon Ave 1,972 1,972 2,059 2,247 54 57 S7 95
7 Panama Ln and Hwy 99 122 161 343 343 365 39 39 39
8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 842 850 880 1,001 785 695 695 695
9 d Golden State Ave

Site Description Employment
Base 2020 2035 2040 Base 2020 2035 2040

1 Bakersfield College 1,223 1,266 | 2,179 2,450 1,183 | 1,224 1,249 1,292
2 Downtown Transit Center 1,137 6,827 | 7,649 7,760 | 11,627 | 11,710 | 20,837 | 20,986
3 Southwest Translt Center 4,481 4,378 7,862 7,928 3,628 3,496 9,553 9,638
4 Cal State Bakersfield 508 556 894 1,073 2,437 2,464 2,464 2,464
5a Amtrak Station 1,499 5,898 7,404 7,512 9,746 | 12,407 | 17,351 17,365
5h CA HSR 1,630 4,038 | 5,777 5,823 8,448 | 11,103 | 16,401 | 16,441
6 Niles and Mt. Vernon Ave 6,769 6,785 | 7,110 8,017 612 627 631 772
7 Panama Ln and Hwy 99 3,324 4,441 | 7,345 7,345 656 846 1,113 1,171
8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 4,128 4,053 | 4,494 5,868 2,124 | 2,069 2,069 2,069
9 F St and Golden State Ave 1,952 2,123 | 2,232 2,913 3,494 | 3,598 8,330 9,079

Land Use Summary

In addition to the demographics of the surrounding areas, sites were also selected based on their
surrounding land uses. The surrounding land uses are vital to support a transit center, as the
immediate adjacent area’s ability to attract and/or produce activity offer ridership for a transit
center. Sites containing a high portion of residential land uses were selected for their potential to
generate trips only if the demographics of the residents include a high concentration of transit
dependent populations. Sites containing heavy amounts of public uses and retail indicated a high
potential to attract trips. In addition, sites with a significant amount of mixed use land uses were
included for their potential to promote compact development and play an important role in TOD
development; the denser development is able to capture and serve a larger population, increasing
the efficiency of transit center.
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Public Mixed Retail/ . Production/

Site Description Use Resources Residentlal Use Service Service/Warehouse Total
1 Bakersfield College 51.8% 48.0% 0.1% - - . - 100.0%
2 Downtown Transit Center - - -- 72.8% 27.2% - . 100.0%
3 Southwest Transit Center 17.6% - 25.5% - 56.9%- - ‘ 100.0%
4 Cal State Bakersfield 96.7% 0.6% - -- 28% - 100.0%
Sa Amtrak Station - -- - 71.9% 3.4% 24.7% 100.0%

Sh CA HSR - -- 0.5% 25.4% 25.7% 48.4% 100.0%
6 Niles and Vernon Ave - 75.3%. - 22.8% - 100.0%
7 " Panama Ln and Hwy 59 - 16.8% -- 1 50.0% - 100.0%
8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178

- 28.9% - 58.6% - 100.0%

F St and Golden State Ave

Public Public Mixed

- ; . Retail Production,

Site Description Use Resources Residential Use Servicé Service/Warehéuse Total
1 Bakersfield College 34.7% 45.2% 18.2% - 1.8% - 100.0%
2 Downtown Transit Center 1.7% - 4.4% 49.2% 43.8% 0.8% 100.0%
3 Southwest Transit Center 8.1% - 46.7% - 45.0% 0.2% 100.0%
4 Cal State Bakersfield 67.6% 17.1% 4,1% 11.3% - 100.0%
5a Amtrak Station 0.0% 5.6% 39.4% 87% | 1l64% 30.0% 100.0%

5h CA HSR 1.9% - 17.3% 27.5% 15.6% 37.7% 100.0%
6 Niles and Vernon Ave 17.3% - 61.3% - 11.6% ‘ 9.9% 100.0%
7 Panama Ln and Hwy 99 10.8% - 55.1% - 31.5% 2.7% 100.0%
8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 8.3% - 49.9% - 41.6% 0.1% . 100.0%
9 F St and Golden State Ave 13.1% 3.6% 31.0% - 27.1% 25.2% 100.0%

Secondary Potential Sites

Throughout the outreach process, which included general public outreach and meetings with
stakeholders and steering committee members, other additional sites were identified. The sites
were identified based on the feedback of stakeholders and the public community to identify areas
outside of the recommended site locations. These locations were not included as recommended
sites due to limited land use patterns, population, employment, or other transit dependent factors,
reducing the sites ability to be a location for a Transit Center or TOD site. However, should any of
these factors unexpectedly increase; these sites have the potential to become ideal locations for a
Transit Center or a TOD site. The site locations are shown in Figure 15 and include:

»  Santa Fe Way and 7t Standard Road

e (China Grade Loop at Airport Drive

= China Grade Loop at North Chester Avenue
# Morniﬁg Drive and HighWay 178

= (California Avenue and Highway 99

Tuskd_Proposed Trans|t Center Sites_v9,2b



Task 3 Technical Memorandum; Proposed Transit Centers
March 18, 2015
Page 32

In addition, resulting from the outreach process, two sites (listed below) initially identified as
primary potential sites by the consultant team were determined more suitable as secondary
potential sites. Due to previously being considered primary potential sites, analyses for these sites
had previously been conducted. The analyses are shown below for reference purposes; detailed
analysis of the remaining secondary potential sites will not be completed. '

# Morning Drive and Hwy 178

& California Avenue and Hwy 99

Task3_Proposed Trensit Center Sites_y9.2b
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Morning Drive and Hwy 178

A transit center located at Morning Drive and Highway 178 is recommended based on future
projections. While there is currently no GET and/or Kern Transit bus service, the growth pattern of
expanding to the east will likely impact the demand for service; population densities are expected
to at least double in the long-term. Currently, the surrounding area (beyond a % mile distance) is
primarily undeveloped and /or zoned for low-density residential indicating that this site may be
suitable for park and ride facilities to complement its surrounding land uses and increase multi
modalism.’? In addition, the location of this site captures the highest variety of land uses to enhance
TOD functionality. First and last mile connections are anticipated to be enhanced with 2 proposed
Class 2 routes within proximity of the proposed site; additionally, GET and Kern Transit bus routes
would need to be expanded and incorporated for this site to become a viable site location. Based on
the current projections and the surrounding and immediate land uses, this site is most suitable to
-assistin addressing the eastern growth pattern.

Existing ‘
. Low-Income Minority Youth Seniar Households
Listance Population Population Populaticn Population with No
P F i P Vehicle
1/4Mile | 290 (43%) 234 (35%) 145 (21%) 55 {8%) 13 (5%)
1/2Mile | 815 (43%) 635 {34%) 409 (22%) 170 (9%) 37 (5%)
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of total populatien or households,
Future . :
Base {2008) 2020 2040 Population 2040
Distance
: People johs Peopie Jobs Pegple lobs
1/aMile | 687 46 1,002 55 1,281 | 55
1/2 Mile 1,941 126 3,300 154 4,726 162
Note: Units presented are density (people/jobs per square mile),
Land Use
. Quarter Mile Half Mile
@ Federal/State Land 0.4%

# Public Use

i Public/Resources
& Residential

& Mixed Use

i# Retail/Service

# Service/Office :
% Production/Service/Warehouse

13 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentrations are shown in orange
to red for populations higher than 1,670,
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California Ave and Hwy 99

A potential transit center site is located just east of the intersection of California Avenue and
Highway 99 due to its mixture of land use, access to transit, and employment growth projections.
Regional and local access is provided by five GET bus routes (21, 43, 81, 83, and 92) and the 130
Kern Transit bus route; first and last mile connections enhance multimodal connectivity with an
existing Class 1 bike route and a proposed Class 3 bike route identified in the City’s Bicycle
Transportation Plan. The site is also located along a primary corridor {California Ave) which
provides access to the California HSR station planning area. Although there is not an existing high
concentration of transit dependent populations, existing employment is moderately high and is
expected to grow in the long-term. ™ In addition, a mixture of land uses will provide service for
employers, residents, and retail shoppers.

Existing
O o B e e O B
Vehicle
1/aMile | 279 (43%) 150 {29%) 171 (265%) 62 (10%) 20 (8%)
/2 Mile | 1,189 (44%) | 855 (32%) 730 (27%) 274 {10%) 82 (8%)
Note: Percentages indicate proportion of total population or houéeholds.
Future
Base {2008) 2020 2040
Distance
People Jabs People Jobs Feople Johs
1/4 Mile 473 2,159 448 2,153 765 3,445
1/2 Mile 2,467 4,707 2,414 4,659 3,585 9,587
Note: Units presented are density (people/jobs per square mile).
Land Use
Quarter Mile Half Mile
i Federal/State Land 9.2% 14.0% 10.0% 1.7%
& Public Use
# Public/Resources
& Residential
& Mixed Use
& Retail/Service
# Service/Office

# Production/Service/Warehouse

4 Maps display a % mile and % mile buffer and are shown by TAZ. High concentration of employment is
shown in orange to red (995 and higher), medium concentrations are in orange (between 420 and 994), and
yellow to green symbolizes low concentrations (less than 419). :
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Conclusions and Next Steps

Several of the ten recommended transit centers identified throughout this study would be suitable
for short-term implementation while others more suitable for the long term, horizon year of 2040.
Of the ten sites, it is anticipated that the following could be enhanced (if existing) or implemented in
the short term.

= Site #1: Bakersfield College

w  Site #2: Downtown Transit Center

»  Site #3: Southwest Transit Center

=  Site #4: California State University Bakersfield
s Site #5a: Amtrak Station

This recommendation is based on it being an existing location, already identified as a potential
transit center in the LRTP, minimal improvements are needed fer implementation, or high
demographic growth in 2020 is anticipated. While some sites were identified in the LRTP to be
phased out in the interim years, these sites should be revisited for improvements and potential for
TOD in the long-term.

The locations more suitable for the long-term are highly dependent on major future transit service
such as the HSR to be successful, significant growth does not occur until 2035 or 2040, or tand use
designations or significant property acquisitions would be required. Some of the existing transit
center sites planned to be phased out in the future according to the LRTP could be suitable for
future TOD development and are therefore could see significant improvements in the long-term
even while not identified as a long-term transit center, The folldwing sites are recommended for
long-term implementation.

s Site #5b: California High Speed Rail Station

e Site #6: Niles and Mt. Vernon Avenue

+  Site #7: Panama Lane and Highway 99

s Site #8: Mt. Vernon Avenue and Highway 178
s Site #9: F Street and Golden State Avenue

In addition to the recommended sites, other locations have also been identified which have the
potential to become Transit Center or TOD site locations. These sites are not recommended at this
time, however, should changes to land use patterns or unexpected growth in population,
employment, or other transit dependent factors increase these sites should bhe reevaluated.

To build on the work completed under this Task to identify suitable transit center locations, the
next steps will be to perform a market study on two of the selected sites for potential TOD. The

Task3_Proposed Transit Center Sites_v3.25
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selection of the two sites to be studied in the market study will be determined by input from the
project team which includes the stakeholders and consultant team. A thorough market study will
be performed on the two selected sites and presented to the project team and project Steering
Committee prior to presentation to the general public.

Task3_Propesed Translt Center Sites_v$,2b
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Executive Summary

This Market Study summarizes the efforts of Task 5 for the Kern Council of Governments’ Metropolitan
Bakersfield Transit Center Study. The purpose of this study is to assess the Transit-Oriented Development
(TOD} potential of each of the 9 station site alternatives considered by the Project Team for the proposed
Transit Centers. HDR has recently parformed similar market feasibility studies for several other cities
throughout the State of California, including San Francisco, Los Angeles, Upland, and Santa Ana. These
studies have coinclded with a growing interest by municipalities to evaluate, capture and leverage the
economic benefits and real estate value that are generated from public investments In new transit
facilities. Key insights from each of the three main sectlons of the Market Study are summarized below.

Station Site Development Potential The Market Study provided an assessment of the potential for the
future Transit Center to accommodate new retail uses on site. Many new transit centers in other citles
have beer designed to capitalize upon the significant levels of foot traffic and retail spending potential
that the confluence of multiple transit services generate. Demand for retail space at the future Transit
Centers will be strongly correlated with the number of daily boardings/alightings and hence level of foot
traffic that the combined bus and/or rail services co-located at the Transit Center attract, The site
alternatives encompass a broad range of existing and projected ridership levels, from approximately
76,000 boardings/alightings at the CSU-Bakersfield location (Site 4) to nearly 2 million projected annual
boardings at the future California high-speed rail station {Site 5b).

This TOD assessment is comprised of three main elements:

1) a phased estimate of future demand for residential, retail, and office uses through
2040 within a half-mile radius of each of the station site alternatives;

2) a zoning analysis of the quarter-mile and half-mile areas around station sites to
determine the types of new development that are currently permitted and to assess the
compatibility of those permitted uses with TOD; and

3) a market feasibility study for different types of TOD-compatible building typologies,
based on existing rents, vacancy rates, and other market related factors typically used
by private-sector developers to assess feasibility.

The annual spending by transit riders will support less than 1,000 square feet of transit center retail at the
vast majority of the site alternatives. For these sites, successful retail formats may include carts and kiosks
offering food and beverage items. The Amtrak Station and California High-Speed Rail Stations have
sufficiently robust ridership levels to support more conventional retail space, such as food service
establishments and convenience shops, A modest version of “destination” retall might even be
aporopriate for the future Transit Center co-located with HSR service at Site 5h.

Projected Future Demand for Residential, Retail, and Office Uses. Demand forecasts for new development
within a half-mile radius of each station site alternative (the “TOD Market Area”) were developed using
TAZ-level population and employment projections.



The TAZ-level projections do not take into account the potential growth inducement impacts of the
planned California High Speed Rail {HSR) system, so those impacts were incorporated into the demand
forecasts. The HSR system is projected to add about 1,000 mare people and 5,800 more jobs within Kern
County compared to the No Project Alternative, and at least 15 percent of that additional residentia! and
amployment growth is projected to occur within the half-mile TOD Market Area around the planned HSR
station.The inducement analysis further indicates that the employment growth associated with new HSR
service will be led by the professional services and Financial, Insurance, and Real Estate (FIRE) joh sectors,
which may support denser station-area development for office-style facilities.

Residential Uses. The long-term population forecast for Kern County estimates growth of 501,377
between 2015 and 2040, equivalent to 107,311 new households, an average annual growth rate of 1.2
percent. The half-mile TOD Market Areas are projected to capture only a tiny fraction of the countywide
growth over this period, ranging from a low of 0.2% at the CSU-Bakersfield site (projected demand of 230
new residential units) to a high of 1.8% at the Downtown Transit Center (projected demand of 1,960 new
residential units).

Retail Uses. In the near term (2015-2020), only one of the site alternatives, the Downtown Transit Center
(Site 2), appears to have sufficient retail demand to support a major new shopping center in excess of
100,000 square feet, approximately the size of a large supermarket or an urban Big Box store, such as City
Target. Over the long term (2021-2040), five of the nine site alternatives (Sites 2, 3, 5a, 5b, and 7) could
potentially absorb a retail center of this scale. Because this type of “anchor” tenant attracts consumer
spending from a radius beyond the half-mile Market Area, it helps to support a critical mass of new retail
businesses and reduces the phenomenon of sales “leakage,” whereby residents spend more on retall
products than local businesses capture. In the absence of a sufficient demand for an anchor, most of the
new retail development at other site alternatives will likely be incremental, consisting of neighborhood-
serving astablishments. ‘

Office Uses. Demand for office space Is driven fundamentally by employment growth in four key sectors:
FIRE, Government, Business and Professional Services, and Communications. While these four sectors are
projected to account for an increased share of new job growth in the Bakersfield region, the average
amount of office space utilized per worker has been on the decline for the past decade, with a broad
range of industries moving towards more efficient office floor plans, Ten years ago, the average space
occupled per worker was approximately 250 square feet. Today, the average space per worker is less than
200 square feet. Given uncertainties over traditional forecasting methodologies for new office demand, a
conservative assumption of 170 square feet per new office worker was used in this analysis. The
projections show the most robust office demand at station site alternatives located in Downtown
Bakersfield, with a range of 840,000 to 1.3 miliion square feet of office space te be absorbed over the
analysis period {2015-2040].

Zoning-Based Assessment of TOD Potential. An analysis of the quarter-mile anc haif-mile areas around
station sites was performed to determine the types of new development that are currently permitted by
the City and to assess the compatibility of those permitted uses with TOD. The nine station site
alternatives were ranked for TOD potential from “high” to “very low” based on the opportunities and



constraints observed in the distribution and types of zoned uses, the implied allowable development
denslties associzted with each zdning classification, existing street block characteristics/level of
walkability, other relevant physical site conditions, and projected levels of futura growth assessed in the
previous section of this report. Table 11 in the report provides a summary of this assessment. The TOD
potential rankings are reproduced in Table £5-1 below.

Table ES-1. Summary Ranking of Site TOD Potential

TOD Potential Site(s)
High 2-Downtown Transit Center
Medium-High Ba-Amtrak Station
' Bb-CAHSR Station
Medium 3-Southwest Transit Center
4-CSU-Bakersfield
Medium-Low _ 1-Bakersfield College
B-Niles/Vernon Avenue
Low 8-Mt Vernon Ave/Highway 178
Very Low 7-Panama Lane/Highway 89
9-California Ave/Highway 99

The analysis found the following:

» Fewof the 9 candidate station areas are currently zoned for high-density residential buildings (R-
4 zoning classification), and most are located in built-out neighborhoods with a lack of land
availability for new “greenfield” construction {absent the conversion that would be required of
land zoned “Agricultural” at Bakersfield College and CSU-Bakersfield). Most of the additional
housing units will therefore have to be accommodated through the redevelopment and
densification of existing properties.

* Based on current zoning, most of the station site alternatives currently permit only low-density
commercial (C-1, C-2) and residential uses (R-1) that do not, in isolation or in combination, meet
the threshold of 25 persons and jobs per acre typically required to encourage transit ridership
and reduce auto dependence.,

» Central Business (C-B} and Civic Center (C-C) are the only zoning classifications to allow high-
density, mixed-use development “by right” —that is, without a conditional use permit: these
zoning classifications exist only in the downtown Bakersfield area.

Market Feasibilfty Analysis. Imputed per-square foot sale prices and development costs were compared
for different types of TOD-compatible building typologies, based on existing rents, vacancy rates, and
other market related factors typically used by private-sector developers to assess market feasibility.

For each station site alternative, the analysis assessed whether the following TOD-compatible building
typologies are feasible based on prevailing real estate market conditions:

»  Townhomes (3 stories)
e Mid-rise apartments (4-7 stories)
+  Low-rise office (3 storles)



Mid-rise office {4-7 stories)
Medical office {1 story) — as a groundfloor use of a multistory mixed-use bullcing
Retail (1 story) —as a groundfloor use of 2 multistory mixed-use building

Overall,' the market feasibility assessment shows limited near-term opportunities for these types of new
development in the nine TOD Market Areas, as available inventory continues to suppress rent levels in

many cases,

CSU-Bakersfield (Site 4) appears to offer one of the more buoyant local real estate markets,
driven by the ongoing expansion of the university, with a low vacancy rate (3.8 percent) and
correspondingly higher property values. At that location, market conditions may be sufficiently
favorable to support the construction of new townhemes and mid-rise office, despite low
projected demand for these uses in the near term (which, as noted earlier, may not accurately
capture future university expansion plans).

Some new housing and retail development may be suppertable in the near-term at the
Southwest Transit Center (Site 3).

Finally, Panama Lane/Highway 89 (Site 7) appears to be a strong market for new retail
development; over the long term, office-based employment growth at this location is projected
to generate sufficient retail demand for a major new shopping center in excess of 100,000 square

feet.

Figure E-1 {below) displays the Transit Center site locations. Piease note, while all sites are shown in the
figure, secondary sites are not included in this Market Study.

Figure E-1. Transit Center Sites
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Introduction

HDR was retained by the Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) as part of a multi-disciplinary team led
by CDM Smith to assess the transit-oriented development (TOD) market potential for each of the Transit
Center site alternatives. HDR has recently performed similar market feasibility studies for several other
cities throughout the State of California, including San Francisco, Los Angelas, Upland, and Santa Ana.
These studies have coincided with a growing interest by municipalities to evaluate, capture and leverage
the economic benefits and real estate value that are generated from public investments in new transit
facilities. In the locations where It is callad upon to perform these feasibility studies, HDR brings an
unigue perspective to the quantitative and qualitative assessment of TOD potential, combining an
expertise in multimodal transportation planning with an understanding of land use economics.

Depending on its location, the proposed Transit Center in Bakersfield has the potential to integrate a
range of intra-city, regional, and intercity bus and rail services, including intermodal transit interfaces with
the existing Downtown Bakersfield Amtrak Station and proposed Bakersfield High-Speed Rail station. One
of the primary objectives of the TOD market assessment is to optimize the future location of the Transit
Center by identifying areas within Kern County whose land use and demographic characteristics will be
supportive of transit ridership.

Each of the nine sites are located in Transit Priority Araas, identified in the Sustainable Communities
Stratagy {SCS), shown in Figura 1. Transit Priority Areas are locations within % mile of transit stations
where urban uses exist or may be planned. Not ali of these areas have been identified, as station planning
is in the early stages for some routes.

Figure 1. Sustainable Communities Strategy Transit Priority Areas
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Table 1 provides a list of the nine station site alternatives that were considered. The Amtrak Station {Site
Sa) and California High Speed Rail (HSR) Station (Site 5b) were grouped as variations on one alternative
due to their geographic proximity and overlapping Market Areas.

Table 1. Transit Center Site Alternatives Considered

Site
1 Bakersfield College
2 Downtown Transit Center
3 Southwest Transit Center

4 California State University Bakersfield
5a Amtrak Station

5b California High Speed Rail Station

6 Niles and Vernon Avenue

7 Panama Lane and Highway 89

8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178

9 California Avenue and Highway 99

This TOD assessment is comprised of three main elements:

1) a phased estimate of future demand for residentlal, retail, and office uses through 2040 within a half-
mile radius of each of the station site alternatives, based on TAZ-level population and employment
projections;

2) a zoning analysis of the quarter-mile and half-mile areas arcund station sites to determine the types of
new development that are currently permitted by the City and to assess the compatibility of those
permitted uses with TCD; and

3) a market feasibility study for different types of TOD-compatible building typologies, based on existing
rents, vacancy rates, and other market related factors typically used by private-sector developers to

assess feasibility.

Projected Market Demand

This component of the TOD market assessment consists of two components: 1) a calculation of the
ootential for new development located on the Transit Center site itself, supported by the retail purchases
of waiting or transferring transit riders; and 2) projected market demand for new residential, retail, znd
office uses through 2040 In the half-mile radius around station sites {the “Market Area”).

Statlon Site Development Potential

Many new transit centers in other cities have been designed to capitalize upon the significant levels of
foot traffic and retail spending potential that the confluence of multiple transit services generate, with
some broadening their target markets to include not only transit riders who patronize the station as part
of their commute, but local residents and visitors who live in the surrounding neighborhooed. This type of



“destination” retail configuration is becoming increasingly common particularly as transit agencies seek
new forms of revenue generation and creative partnerships with the private sector to operate and
maintain station areas.

While many of the existing intercity and commuter rail stations in California have incorporated retail into
their stations, at least two California cities with planned high—épeed rail stations have also integrated a
significant retail component into their station development plans. The new Transbay Transit Center in San
Francisco is envisioned as a thriving transportation depot for eating, drinking, and shopping, with plans in
the first phase for 100,000 square feet of leasable space divided over three levels.! The newly-
constructed Anaheim Regionzl Transportation Intermedal Center (ARTIC) in Southern Californla, as a
muttimodal hub for Amtrak intercity rail, Metrolink commuter rail, and OCTA bus service, offers 12,000
square feet of retail and is expected to serve nearly 52,000 daily passengers at full buildout.* Whichever
firm leases the retail space will also be responsible for cleaning and maintaining it.

Demand for retail space at the future Transit Centers will be strongly correlated with the number of daily
boardings/alightings and hence level of foot traffic that the combined bus and/or rall services co-located
at the Transit Center attract. Both San Francisco’s Transbay Transit Center and the ARTIC are, perhaps not
coincidentally, terminus stations for Phase | of the California HSR alignment, with a larger proportion of
origin or destination HSR trips than “pass-through” stations such as Bakarsfield. The walt/transfer times
associated with. origin and destination trips offer a prime opportunity to capture retail spending by
passengers. This factor bodes well for leveraging potential retail demand at the Amtrak station (Site 5a),
which is the current terminus of San Joaguin Corridor service and a major transfer point for connections

" to Southern Califarnia via Amtrak Thruway Bus Service.

To calculate the retall potential of each site, HDR compiled 2013 boarding/alighting statistics associated
with existing local and regional Golden Empire Transit (GET) and Kern Transit (KT) bus routes, Amtrak
intercity rail and thruway bus service, and future California HSR.

1 JK. Dineen, “Transbay Transit Center grand vision includes thriving retail hub,” Son Francisco Chronicle,
December 10, 2014, accessed on March 3, 2015 at http://www.sfgate.com/bavarea/article/Transbay-Transit-
Center-grand-vision-includes-5943997.php

% N. Deshmukh (2010}, “Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodat Center: Case Study,”
http://www.slideshare.net/nainadesh/literature-case-study-artic
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TOD Market Area Assessment

This assessment focuses on the cne-half-mile buffer around the Transit Center site as the potential
Market Area where TOD is likely to occur. One half-mile is generally considered the maximum distance
that residents are willing to walk in order to access transit nodas for home-based trips, and conversely,
- the maximum distance that commuters are willing to walk in order to access places of employment in
conjunction with a transit trip. Within this half-mile buffer, HDR analyzed population and employment
projections provided at the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level to estimate future demand for residential,
retail, and office uses through 2040,

Figure 2 provides a regional overview of the location of the 9 site alternatives, with Figure 3 providing a
maore detailed mapping of zoned uses within the one-mile radius around each site. Note that there is
overlap between several of the TOD Market Areas, primarily in downtown Bakersfield. In order to be
consistent, the Market Area analysis does not make adjustments for the overlaps. However, any market
area overlaps are taken into consideration in estimating market demand and potential capture in the
station areas.



Figure 2. Regional Overview Map of Site Alternatives
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Figure 3, Potentfal Station Areas with Existing Half-Mile Zoning
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Figure 3. Pbtential Station Areas with Existing Half-Mile Zoning
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The TAZ population and employment projections provide a baseline demand for new development
potentials around each station site. These projections have not been adjusted to account for patential
induced growth impacts attributable to the new Transit Center. Indeed, this analysis assumes that such
impacts in the surrounding half-mile TOD Market Area are likely to be limited. This is a conservative
approach, as academic research on the ability of conventional bus (as opposed to bus rapid transit)

service to attract TOD is inconclusive
at best. Most of the site alternatives
considered in this study will feature
only conventional bus service or, in
the case of the Amtrak station,
intercity rail service cperating at>20
minute headways.

The preponderance of academic
research on TODs concludes that
fixed guldeway projects, and
specifically rail projects offering
“high-quality transit service,”
typically defined as peak hour
headways of 15 minutes or less, are
the mast likely to stimulate
additional demand for development
around station areas. The private
sector views these typas of

The preponderance of academic research on TODs
concludes that fixed guideway projects, and
specifically rail projects offering “high-quality
transit service,” typically defined as peak hour
headways of 15 minutes or less, are the most likely
to stimulate additional demand for development
around station areas.

The private sector views these fypes of
infrastructure investments as long term and stable,
whereas most bus services are perceived as more
vulnerable to route modifications and service
reductions, making them less aftractive as a basis
for c'apifaluintensive real estafe investment. The
more limited city-shaping potential of bus transit
also derives in part from the perception that it
delivers fewer regional accessibility benefits than
rail.

infrastructure investmants as long term and stable, whereas most bus services are perceived as more
vulnerable to route modifications and service reductions, making them less attractive as a basls for
capital-intensive real estate investment. The more limited city-shaping potential of bus transit aiso
derives in part from the percepticn that it delivers fewer regional accessibility benefits than rail ®

There is, by contrast, supportive analysis to suggest that the Bakersfield HSR Staticn (Site 5b) will be
transformative for the greater metropolitan arez, inducing regional population and employment growth
that would not have ctherwise occurred under a “No Project” alternative. As part of its program-level
Environmental Impact Report, the California High Speed Rail (CAHSR) Authority quantified the Induced
growth impacts associated with the introduction of HSR service in the Central Valley as a result of

increased statewide connactivity, The growth-inducement analysls was conductec for the forecast year of

5 Robert Carvero, BRT TOD: Leveraging transit oriented development with bus rapid transit investments, Yolume
36, November 2014, Pages 127-138, Accessed at
http://www.sciencedirect.com/sclence/article/pii/S09670370X14001802 on March 3, 2015.
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2035, in which the HSR system is projected to add about 1,000 more people and 5,800 more jobs within
Kern County compared to the No Project Alternative.®

There is the potential for the future Transit Centers, if co-located with the HSR Station at Site 5b, to
capture a portion of this additional growth within its half-mile Market Area. Indeed, by improving
accessibility to labor and customer markets, the HSR system Is projected to enhance the operational
efficiency of businesses iocated in close proximity to an HSR station. The inducement analysis indicates
that the employment growth associated with new HSR service will be led by the professional services and
Financlal, Insurance, and Real Estate (FIRE) Job sectors, which support denser station-area development
for office-style facllities. Simtlarly, at 54 minutes, the anticipated HSR trip length batween Bakersfield and
downtown Los Angeles will also make long-range commuting a viable option, with the potential to attract
residential growth in proximity to the Bakersfield HSR station. The projected demand for new residential,
office, and retail uses, summarized in Tables 4 through 6 below, assume that the half-mile Market Area
surrounding the Bakersfield HSR Station will conservatively capture 15 percent of the total countywide
induced population and employment growth associated with the initiation of HSR service. The CAHSR EIR
estimates that “the potential impacts of the Induced growth, to the degree that they can be detected,
would be most apparent around urban HST stations and airports, where the additional traffic generated
by induced growth is expected to be concentrated.”

Residential Demand

The population forecast for Kern County estimates population growth of 501,377 between 2015 and
2040, equivalent to 107,311 new households, an average annua! growth rate of 1.2 percent. The half-mile
TOD Market Areas are projected to capture only a tiny fraction of this countywide growth, ranging from a
low of 0.2% at the CSU-Bakersfield site to a high of 1.8% at the Downtown Transit Center.

Table 4. Half-Mile Market Area Residential Demand Summary

2015-2020 | 2021-2040 | Total
units

1 Bakersfield College 10 440 450
2 Downtown Transit Center 1,650 410 1,860
3 Southwest Transit Center 0 1,100 1,100
4 California State University Bakersfield 10 220 230
5a | Amirak Station 1,040 650 1,690
5b | California High Speed Rail Station 440 620 1,860
6 Niles and Vernon Avenue 10 330 340
7 Panama Lane and Hwy 99 130 730 860
8 | Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 240 520 760
g California Avenue and Hwy 99 0 430 430

This growth forecast assumes no changes to existing land use policies. Indeed, few of the 9 candidate
station areas are currently zoned for high-density residential bulldings (see Zoning Analysis), and most are
located in built-out neighberhoods with a lack of land availability for new “greenfield” construction

® See Table 5.3-5, California High-Speed Train Final Program EIR/EIS, Chapter 5: Economic and Growth Impacts.
Accessed at http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/eir-eis/statewide_final_FIR_vollch5.pdf on March 11, 2015,
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(absent the conversion that would be required of land zoned “Agricultural” at Bakersfield College and
CSU-Bzkersfield). Most of the additional housing units will therefore have to be accommedated through
the redevelopment and densification of existing properties.

This forecast does take into account the potential induced growth impacts of future California High Speed
Rail service, which would likely be more focused on sites with proximity to downtown, If appropriately
zoned.

Retail Demand
The retail demand summary is comprised of two components: 1) residentlal-driven demand and 2) office-

driveri demand. New households generate additional retail space demand of approximately 30 square
feet per capita (excluding automohile sales}, based on their annual per capita retail spending in al!
categories divided intc the median sales per square foot required to support a particular retail category,
as lllustrated in Table 5.

Table 5. Per Capita Retail Demand Factors {in Square Feet)

Retail Use Per Capita Demand
Local Serving

Supermarket 4.8
Convenience 1.7
Strip Retail/Miscellaneous 1.2
Service Stations 1.5
Subtotal 9.2
Sub-Regional

Discount Stores 2.3
Super Drugstores 1.1
Home Improvement/Building Materials, Home Furnishings 4.5
Restaurant 4.0
Cinemas 0.8
Subtotal S| 127
Regional

Department Stores 2.3
Apparel/Specialty Category/Other 2.8
Automotive, Boats, Vehicular Sales 4.3
Entertainment/Specialty Centers 2.2
Subtotal 11.6
Total 33.5
Total (without automohile) 30.0

Source: Economic Research Asscclates

Household-driven retail uses delineated in Table 5 are classified into three categories: 1) local serving, 2)
subregional uses, and 3) regional uses. This distinction is important beczuse each type of retail assumes a
certaln catchment area from which potential custemers are drawn and reguires a certaln customer base
in order to be financially viable. A local cafe needs about 2,000 residents; local shops generally need
5,000. Further up the scale, a small multiplex cinema needs 80,000, At the top end, big retailers often
need to be within reach of 1 million pecple.
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The TOD Market Areas are most likely to attract local-serving uses that are accessible via a short walking
or biking trip and economically viable based on patronage by local residents alone, rather than dependeant
upon a larger customer base drawn from outside of the TOD Market Area. For subregional and regional
retail, the catchment area is larger, so residents within the half-mile TOD Market Area are more likely to
be served by existing retail establishments located outside of the TOD Market Area.

For other reasons as well, not all types of retall uses listed in Table 5 may be viahle within the half-mile
" TOD Market Area of each site alternative. Physical constraints, such as lot size dimensions, may not be
compatible with the {arger footprint of department stores or entertainment uses, such as multiplex
cinemas. Nor may some of the retail uses, such as service stations or auto dealerships, be desirable from
an urban planning point of view, since they do not promote walkabiiity or support transit use. Second,
the demographics of a given Market Area may not be suitable, as certain regional-serving uses require
population densities and median household incomes to be at or above a certain threshold for those uses
to be sustainable and profitable, as noted above. Third, the advent of internet shopping has made local
retall increasingly hard to sustain in many places.

Given ali of these factors, the total retall space supportable by household spending is likely to be less than
30 square feet per capita. This analysis assumes that 30 percent of new household retail spending will be
captured within a given TOD Market Area.

In addition to residential-driven retail demand, office developments alse generate significant demand for
new retail space. According to the International Council of Shopping Centers {ICSC), office workers spend
about $195 per week on alfl expenses associated with going to and returning from work and typical
purchases around the office building during the workweek. The average-weekly spend on all goods and
services by office workers in close vicinity of the worker’s office building is $102. Among the expenditures
on goods and services, grocery stores capture the largest spend, followed by discount stores.” Using
ICSC’s figures, a back-of-the-envelope calculation shows that for every 100 sq. ft. of office space, another
+/-9 sq. ft. of retail can be supported.

To avoid double-counting retail demand from office workers who may also reside within the half-mile
Market Area, this analysis discounts the estimate of +/-9 sq. ft. of retail per new office worker by 30
percent, in recognition of the well-documented lifestyle preference of Millenials to “live, work, and play”
within the same neighborhood, especially in walkable downtown locations well-served by transit
connections. Table & shows the combined office- and residential-driven demand for retail space for the
Market Area surrounding each site alternative. Note that this retail demand is distinct from the on-site
transit center retail demand estimatad above in Table 3.

Table 6. Half-Mile Market Area Retail Demand Summary

2015-2020 | 2021-2040 | Total

. sf
1 Bakersfield College 600 35,900 36,500
2 Downtown Transit Center 108,000 80,000 188,000

7 Office-Worker Retail Spending in a Digital Age, International Council of Shopping Centers, 2012.
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3 Southwest Transit Center 0 140,900 140,900
4 California State University Bakersfield 700 15,500 16,200
5a | Amtrak Station 82,500 76,200 ‘ 158,700
5b | California High Speed Rail Station 43,600 88,300 131,900
6 Niles and Vernon Avenue 200 37,800 38,000
7 Panama Lane and Hwy €9 15,500 88,900 104,400
8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 19,600 . 42,800 62,400
9 California Avenue and Hwy 99 0 62,500 62,500

The total level of projected retail demand through 2040 ranges from a low of 16,200 square feet within
the CSU-Bakersfield Market Area (Site 4) to a high of 188,000 square feet at the Downtown Transit Center
Market Area (Site 2). The retail demand projection for the CSU-Bakersfield Market Area may reflect
uncertainty over the timing of the University's expansion plans rather than a fack of future growth.
Indeed, the CSU-Bakersfield 2007 Master Plan Update calls for the construction of significant new
teaching and research facilities that will drive additional demand for retail and residential uses within the
half-mile Market Area.? The high estimate for the Downtown Transit Center is, on the other hand,
indicative of strong demographic trends favoring redevelopment of the urban core.

To translate these guantitative retall demand projections into the physical form of the built environment,
Table 7 provides an indicative overview of the gross leasable area associated with various types of TOD-
compatible retail configurations. Compatibility with TOD in this context means neighborhood- or
cornmunity-serving retail that can be accommodated on the ground floor of a mixed-use
office/residential building or appropriately scaled to fit within a typical city block of 500 to 1,000 feet
without detracting from the walkability of the streetscape.

Table 7. Overview of TOD-Compatible Retail Typologias

Type of Retail Gross Leasable Area (SF)
Food Service Establishment 300-1,100

Coffee Shop/Cafe 500-1,500

Minimart . 110,000-15,000

Pharmacy 15,000

Supermarket 30,000-100,000

Urban Big Box 80,000-125,000

In the near term (2015-2020), only one of the site alternatives, the Downtown Transit Center {Site 2),
appears to have sufficient retall demand to support a major new shopping center in excess of 100,000
square feet, approximately the size of a large supermarket or an urban Big Box store, such as City Target.
Over the long term (2021-2040), five of the nine site alternatives (Sites 2, 3, 5a, 5b, and 7} could

& The CSU-Bakersfield 2607 master plan update envisioned the near-term addition of twin 32-story residential and mixed-use
buildings to the campus, but these projects did not move forward as a result of the real estate downturn. Over the long term,
the campus is capable of accommodating up to 18,000 students at full buildout, an incraase from its current enrollment of
6,000 students. The University's near-total site control means that any future development within the half-mile vicinity of the
proposed Transit Center locaticn will be contingent upon University expansion plans. See Final Environmenta! Impact Report,
California State University Bokersfield, Campus Master Plan Update, August 2007, accessed on March 4, 2015 at
hitp://www.csub.edu/documents/FE(R.pdf
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potentially absorb & retail center of this scale. This type of “anchor” tenant attracts consumer spending
from a radius beyond the half-mile Market Area and thereby supports a critical mass of new retail
businesses. By drawing customers from a broader catchment area, an anchor tenant helps to reduce the
phenomenon of sales “leakage,” whereby residents spend more on retail products than local businesses
capture. In the absence of & sufficient demand for an anchor, most of the new retai! development at
other site alternatives will likely be incremental, consisting of neighborhood-serving establishments.

Office Demand
Demand for office space is driven fundamentally by employment growth. Of the eight major employment
categories identified by the Bureau of Lebor Statistics, four generate demand for office space:

¢ TCU (Transportation, Communications, Utilities) — 20% of TCU employment generates demand
for office space

s FIRE {Finance, Insurance, Real Estate)

e SVCS (Business and Professional Services)

* GOV (Government, including Education)

In 2014, these four categories accounted for 42.5% of all non-farm payroll jobs in the Bakersfield-Delzno
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). The overall share of reglonal employment in these four sectors is
projected to increase regardless of new transit facilities or services; howaver, areas served by high-quality
transit service, and particularly rail service, may have a higher potential to attract office jobs, based on
the experience of other commuter-friendly rail services in California. Approximately 60% of trips on the
Amtrak Capitol Corridor are work-or business-related; 30% of fares are purchased via a monthly pass, and
likeiy reflect regular commute trips to office-based employhent centers.? Just over half (51%) of
systemwide ridership consists of commuters who work in the Government (14%), FIRE
(finance/insurance/real estate, 11%), Business and Professional Services {9%), and Communications (7%)
sectors based on Metrolink, the regional rall system in Southern California. The half-mile Market Area
around the future Transit Centers are likely to exhibit a similar tendency to attract a higher proportion of
jobs in these sectors, ie. those most compatible with locations in higher-density corporate office settings.

Accordingly, the office demand projection assumes that 80% of the future employment growth occurring
within the half-mile Market Area around the 9 site alternatives will occur in these four sectors, with an
average space of 170 square feet per new office worker. This is a decrease from the historical norm. Over
the last decade, there have been shifts in office space usage and in the types of industries driving leasing
activity. A broad range of industries are moving towards more efficient office floor plans. Ten years ago,
the average space occupied per worker was approximately 250 square feet. Today, the average space per
worker ranges from approximately 135 to 240 square feet; the midpoint of this range has been used in
these demand projections. There are multiple explanations for this trend including: economic
uncertainty; advances in technology that have reduced tenants’ need for on-site storage and server

® Amtrak Capitol Corridor 2010 Performance Report, p. 7, accessed at
htto://www.capitolcorridor.org/induded/docs/performance reports/10 Performance Report.ndf on April 19,
2015,
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rooms; Increased opportunities for employees to work remotely; and the growing practice of office space
“hoteling” in which employees use workspaces on an as-needed basis.

Table 8. Half-Mile Market Area Office Demand Summary

2015-2020 | 2021-2040 | Total
sf

1 Bakersfield College 2,400 9,600 12,000
2 Downtown Transit Center 4,900 1,308,800 1,313,700
3 Southwest Transit Center 0 866,600 866,600
4 California State University Bakersfield 1,600 0 1,600
5a | Amtrak Station 140,900 699,600 840,500
5b | California High Speed Rail Station 138,200 875,800 1,014,100
6 Niles and Vernon Avenue 900 20,500 21,400
7 Panama Lane and Hwy 99 10,000 45,900 55,900
8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 0 0 0
9 California Avenue and Hwy 99 0 : 0 0

Zoning Analysis

This analysis focuses on two key guestions: Do existing land use plans around station sites support transit
center investment and TOD? Are they able to accommodate future demand for residential, office, and
retail uses? To investigate these questions, a zoning anzlysis was performed to identify the existing zoning
around station areas and to evaluate the capacity of station areas to accommodate new types of
development based on existing zoning regulations. This type of analysis is useful because, when paired
with market demand projections, it can inform policymakers on whether existing zoning is adequately
flexible to accommodate future demand for new residential, office, and retail uses identified in the TCD
Market assessment, An analysls of General Plan Land Use Is also included to show where planned mixed-
use may occur,

This analysis identified a total of 18 distinct zoning classifications in the half-mile Market Area of the 9 site
alternatives. The City of Bakersfield has, for example, five basic zoning classifications for residential uses,
ranging from single-family homes on large lots (Residential Suburban) to multi-family dwelling units (R-4).
Five of the 18 zoning classifications were for commercial uses at a range of scales, from neighborhood
commercial {C-1) to Central Business {CB) district zoning, which aiso allows for high-density residential {ie
mixed) uses. Other zoning classifications found in the half-mile Markat Areas included agricultural uses
(A}, hospital uses (HOSP), light and general manufacturing (M-1, M-2), Mobile Homes (MH), Open Space
(0S), parking {P), and Planned Commercial Development/Planned Unit Develepment (PCD/PUD), which
ara typically governed by more flexible zoning regulations negotiated by a masterplan ceveloper for a
large area. The amount of land zoned for each use within the one-quarter and one-half mile area around
each site alternative is summarized below in Tables 9 and 10.
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Distribution of Zoned Uses Within TOD Market Areas

Figure 4 shows each zoned use as a percentage of the total developable land area within both a one-
guarter and half-mile radius around the station sites. Any land assigned a parcel number by the Kern
County Assessor was generally considered “developable” for the purposes of this analysis. Public rights-
of-way (sidewalks, streets, highways), natural features {bodies of water), and floodplains were excluded
from the calculation of “developable” land. These non-developable elements typically comprised around
30 percent of the total iand area within a one-quarter and one-half mile radius of station areas, with the
variation ameng station site alternatives attributable to local infrastructure patterns.

The distribution of zened uses in each TOD Market Area indicates the presence of two important
ingredients in TOD placemaking: 1) allowable development densities; and 2) diversity of land uses. First,
there is a strong (though not guaranteed) correlation between density of development and transit
ridership; long-term data from cities around the world appear to show that there is a fundamental
density threshold of around 25 residents and jobs per acre where automobile dependence is significantly
reduced.?® Second, TOD tends to thrive in areas where a diversity of land uses in close proximity to one
another allows residents, workers, and visitors to access a range of services efficiently via walking or
biking.

Both devélopment densities and the diversity of fand uses are directly determined and enabled by
zoning—and can be achieved either by permitting multiple, high-intensity uses on a single site (mixed use
development) or by clustering different types of uses together within a given district.

0 peter Newman and leffrey Kenworthy (2006) “Urban Design to Reduce Automaobile Dependence”, Opalis: An
International Journal of Suburbon and Metropolitan Studies: Vol. 2: No. 1, Article 3,

Accessed at http://repositories.cdlib.org/cssd/opolis/vol2/issl/art3 on March 16, 2015,
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Figure 4. Zoned Uses as a Percentage of Total Developable Land Area Within One-Quarter and One-Half Mile
Radius of Station Site
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Zoning-Based Assessment of Station Site TCD Potential
The nine station site alternatives were ranked for TOD potential from “very low” to “high” based on the
opportunities and constraints observed in the distribution and types of zoned uses, the implied aliowable
development denslities associated with each zoning classification, existing street block
characteristics/level of walkability, other relevant physical site conditicns, and projected levels of future
growth assessed in the previous section of this report.

Table 11. Zoning-Based Assessment of Station Site TOD Opportunities and Constraints

Site TOD Opportunities Constraints
Potential
» Diversity of land uses on campus « Low projected future growth
1 Bakersfield MEDIUM- | « Student population a key transit + Low density zoning
College LOwW ridership market + Potential development pressures
on adjacent agricultural land
» Flexible C-B zoning for high-density
mixed usae
¢ Transit-supportive 50% reduction in
minimum parking requirements
avaitable “by right” in C-B and C-C
Downtown zanes (73 percent of developable
2 Transit Centar HIGH land area)
» High employment densities and
projected future growth
» Walkable street block configuration
s Market Area overlap with future
Bakersfield HSR Station
« Mixed use general plan land use
| « High projected residential and « Irregular parcelization and street
N office growth grid
3 Southwest MEDIUM | ¢ Sizable portion of developable land | e Half-mile TOD Market Area
Transit Center area (19 percent) currently zoned bisected by Highway 92 with
: for medium-density residential intrusive off-ramps
2oning -
California « Student population a key transit » Potential development pressures
4 State MEDIUM ridership market on adjacent agricultural land
University * Consolidated land ownership/site :
Bakersfield control
. * Flexible C-B zoning for high-density | ¢ High percentage of adjacent
ba | Amtrak Station MEDIUM mixed use ¢ manufacturingguses :
Califomia High HIGH " | » High employment densities and
5h Speed Rail projected future growth
Station » Mixed use general plan land use
Niles and MEDIUM- | * Diversity of zoned uses within half- | « Low projected future growth
6 Vernon LOW mile TOD Market Area
Avenue » Walkable street block configuration
* Predominantly low-density zoning
: s |ow projected future growth
7 Zilgjaﬂqigahlﬁan; VERY s Half-mile TOD Market Area
99 LOwW bisected by Highway 99
« Irregular parcelization within
commaercial and PCD areas
Mt. Vernon * Somle vacantfynderuti!izeq » Low projected future growth
8 Ave and Hwy LOW meldlum‘—densﬁy comm'grmal and « Half-mile TOD Market Area
178 re‘s@er]tlal zoned uses in close bisected by Highway 178
proximity to proposed station site
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Site TOD Opportunities Constraints
Potential

= Low density zoning
T ) » Low projecied future growth
9 Asg‘gaognéﬁd VERY « Half-mile TOD Market Area
Highway 99 LOW bisected by Highway 99
« High percentage of manufacturing
uses

Panama Lane/Highway 99 (Site 7), Mount Vernon Ave/Highway 178 (Site 8}, and California
Avenue/Highway 99 (Site 9] score very low on both allowable densities, diversity of land uses, and
projected future demand for new uses; in addition, their half-mile TOD Market Areas are bisected by a
major highway, which lessens the desirability of these locations for walking and biking activity to and from
the station.

Bakersfield College (Site 1} and CSU-Bakersfield {Site 4) both have low-density zoning, but contain a
diverse mix of uses on their respective campuses; their student population constitutes a key target
market for transit ridership; and both the college/universities retain site control over a large portion of
the TOD Market Area, enabling more coordinated planning for future TOD anc thereby justifying a
“Medium-Low” to “Medium” ranking for TOD potential.

Similarly, Niles/Vernon Ave (Site 6) is ranked “Medium-Low,” as it has a sizable area zoned for medium-
density housing and professional office space within the one-quarter mile TOD Market Area, both of
which are transit-supportive. This site also has a ccherent, walkable street block configuration that might
iend itse!f to increased levels of future pedestrian activity with the appropriate investment in streetscape
amenities and drafting of new development standards to encourage TOD, such as an transit overiay zone.
Despite these advantages, the Niles/Vernon Ave focation has low projected future growth, meaning that
market demand may not be adequate to create the “critical mass” of new uses associated with a TOD
district,

In the “Medium” category for TOD potential is the Southwest Transit Center (Site 3), largely based on its
significant capture rate of future residential and employment growth. It has a significant amount of land
already zoned for medium-dens'ty residential within a one-half mile radius to accommodate the forecast
demand for 1,100 additional housing units over the next 25 years. The scale of forecast development may
be significant enough to create a vibrant TOD district at this location, but substantial challenges remain
with physical constraints on pedestrian circulation caused by the location of Highway 99 and associated
off-ramps.

The sites in the Medium-High and High category for TOD potential - Sites 2, 5a, and 5b - are characterized
by flexible zoning for high-density mixed use, high employment densities and projected future growth,
and their Market Areas overlap with the future Bakersfield HSR station, with the potentia to benefit from
the “halo” effect of new station area development associated with HSR. Site 2, the highest ranking site,
also has 2 walkable street block configuration that couid lend itself to increased levels of pedestrian
activity.
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Additional Qbservations
The zoning analysis generated these additional observations on existing land use plans around station
Sites:

» Based on current zoning, most of the station site alternatives currently permit only low-density
commercial (C-1, C-2) and residential uses (R-1) that do not, in isolation or in combination, meet
the threshold of 25 pearsons and jobs per acre typically required to encourage transit ridership
and reduce auto dependence.

e Llightand general manufacturing {(M-1, M-2) comprise a large percentage of zoned uses within
one-half mile of the California High-Speed Rail Station (40.6 percent), Amtrak Station (306
percent), and California Avenue/Highway 99 (22.5 percent); the transit ridership and TOD
potential associated with these uses is generally suboptimal due to low employment denslties
(workers per square foot) and lack of compatibility with adjacent residential and office uses.

* Central Business (C-B) is the only zoning classification to allcw high-density, mixed-use
development “by right”~that is, without a conditional use permit; this zoning classification exists
only in the downtown Bakersfield area,

* R-4, the highest-density residential zone available under Bakersfie!d’s municipal ordinance,
comprises less than one percent of the zoned uses at Amtrak Station and the California High
Speed Rail Station (Sites 5a and 5b); none of the other sites has R-4 zoning.

This zoning analysis indicates that many of the “by right” zoned and permitted uses within the one-
quarter to one-half mile radius of stations areas are adequate to accommodate future growth, but not
necessarily compatible with accommodating the denser development patterns typically associated with
TOD.

General Plan Land Use

Inciuded as part of the zoning analysis is an additional evaluation of the general plan land uses within the
half-mile Market Area of the 9 site alternatives. The Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan includes a
series of sub category land uses within six general land use classifications ~ Residentlal, Commercial,
Industrial, Resource, Public Facilities, and Open Space.

This evaluztion identified a total of 12 land uses within the half-mile Market Area of the 9 site
alternatives. Residential uses ranged from low-density single-family detached housing (LR and SR) to
multi-family high-density housing (HMR, LMR, HR) such as apartments. Commercial Uses included all five
of the general commercial land use classification including highway (HC), general {(GC), major (M}, office
(OC), and mixed use (MUC). Other land uses found within the half-mile Market Areas include agricultural
uses (R-1A, R-EA, R-MP), industrial uses (LI, SI, HI}, open space uses (0S, O$-P, 0S-S), and public facility
uses (P, PS, PT, P-SW). Among the identified land uses, mixed use land use is identified at the three site
alternatives within the downtown area: Downtown Transit Center, Amtrak Station, and the California High
Speec Rail Station. Figure 5 provides detailed mapping of general plan land uses within a half-mile radius
around each site. Tables 12 and 13 provide acreages by Generzl Plan Land Use categories within a
quarter-mile and half-mile of station sites.

25



Figure 5. Potential Station Areas with Half-Mile General Pian Land Uses
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Market Feasibility Analysis for TOD Typologies

The final component of this study investigates the financial feasibility of different TOD-compatible
building typologies, based on existing rents, vacancy rates, and other market metrics typically used by
private-sector developers to assess the favorability of real estate market conditions for partlcular uses.
This analysis indicates whether new construction is financiaily viable based on a comparison of total
development costs and the total market value of & particular building typology.

There is no “one size fits all” definition of building typologies considered “TOD-compatible.” That being
said, cities looking to incentivize TOD at specific locations generally allow a higher level of denslity {defined
as units per acre or floor area ratio) than otherwise permitted in surrcunding areas, reduce mandatory
minimum parking requirements, encourage a diverse mix of uses within a given TOD district (or even
within a single building) via flexible zoning codes, and mandate building design features that are intended
to activate the public realm and encourage pedestrian activity (such as curb cut limitations, display
windows on groundfloor buildings, awnings that provide shade coverage, landscaping, and/or entrances
oriented toward the street).

Examples of TOD-compatible building typologies include townhemes, mid- and high-rise office and
residential buildings, multi-story mixed-use buildings comprised of groundfloor retail and upper-floor
apartments. Single-family homes, “strip” malls, industrial office space, and manufacturing facilities, by
contrast, are not generally considered TOD-compatible due to their auto-orientad building form and lack
of vertical density.

For each station site alternative, this analysis assessed whether the following TOD-compatible building
typologies are feasible based on prevailing real estate market conditions:

o Townhomes (3 stories)
e Mid-rise apartments (4-7 stories)
s Low-rise office (3 stories)
*  Mid-rise office (4-7 stories)
& Medical office (1 story) — as a groundfloor use of a multistory mixed-use buiiding
* Retail (1 story) — as a groundfloor use of a multistory mixed-use building

Capitalized Value Methodology

For each of these building typologies, the average sale price per square foot for each type of use was
imputed from existing rents using the capitzlization valuation method. This method uses the amount of
net operating income (NOI) generated annually by a property (gross rent paid by the tenant(s) net of
owner operating expenses) to derlve an indication of market value. This calculation can be summarized by
the following formula:

NOI (gross rent less operating expenses) = Capitalized market value
k (capitalization rate)
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NOI is divided by the capitalization rate (k}, or cap rate, which is itself a reflection of the average ratio
between the NOI and recorded sale price for comparable properties in the same asset class. This
valuation method is generally considered most appropriate for income-procucing properties such as
apartments, offices, and retail stores. The average imputed sale price per square foot was calculated for
each station site alternative based on prevailing market rents for different property types chserved in Q4
2014,

The average imputed sale price per square foot was then compared against the total development cost
per square foot (PSF) for each building typology, inciusive of both “hard” and “scft” construction costs,
land acquisition, and parking costs. PSF costs were derived from RSMeans, the industry standard for
estimating building costs, and adjusted to reflect the local cost of labor and materials in the Bakersfield-
Delano MSA. Parking costs were based on the minimum parking requirements per square feet of building
use specified in Section 17.58.110 of the Bakersfield Municipal Code. For Sites 2, 5a, and 5b, a 50 percent
reductien in parking requirements applicable to Zones C-B and C-C was assumed, consistent with Section
17.58.120 of the Bakersfield Municipal Code. For all other sites, a 10 percent reduction in parking
requirements associated with the “Transit Credit” provision of Section 17.58.055, applicable to areas
located within 1,000 feet of the front or main customer door of a transit facility, was assumed. Even with
the reduction in parking minimums, it should be noted that this reguirement added on average 43
percent to the total PSF development cost, a finding consistent with a recent UCLA study of cost impacts
associated with minimum parking requirements.* This added cost greatly impacts the feasibility of new
canstruction.

Results of Market Feasibility Assessment
The results of the market feasibility analysis are summarized below in Table 14. Six different TOD

typologles were assessed for financial viability at each of the 9 station sites using available market data,
including existing rent levels per square foot, vacancy rates, and capitalization rates. Total development
costs per square foot (PSF), including construction, land, and other “soft” costs, were compared against
the imputed sale price PSF. There were 3 possible scores for each of the 48 building type/location
combinations tested {6 building typologies multiplied by 8 Market Areas, with Sites 5a and Sb considered

a single Market Area).

Table 14. Definitions of Market Feasibility

Score Definition

F Feasible total PSF development costs | < imputed sale price PSF

M Marginal total PSF development casts | < 120 percent of the imputed sale price PSF
Faasibility

NF Not Feasible total PSF development costs | > imputed sale price PSF

1 See Table 2, Donald Shoup, “The High Cost of Minimum Parking Requirements,” Parking: Issues and Poficies

Transport and Sustainability, Volume 5, 87-113, accessed at http://shou p.bol.ucla.edu/HighCost.pdf on March 18,
2015
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The “marginal feasibility” (M) score takes into account the fact that there is typically a PSF rent premium
of up to 20 percent for new construction compared to older properties on which the imputed sales price
PSF is based. Assuming this rent premium is supported by the market, new construction may be feasible.

Overall, the market feasibility assessment shows limited near-term opportunities for new construction in
the eight TOD Market Areas, as available inventory continues to suppress rent levels in many cases. The
market demand projections tell a somewhat different story, as they are focused on the aggregate
potential of new development over the next 20 years. Some of the areas with the highest long-term
potential for growth in Bakersfield, such as the Downtown Transit Center, do not appear ripe for new
development at this time, The apparent disconnect between the near-term market feasibility assessment
and the long-term projected market demand may be explained simply by the fact that an additional
growth cycle is needed to absorb excess capacity in certain Market Areas and drive rents upward to the
point of sustaining new construction.

At this time, CSU-Bakersfield (Site 4) appears to offer one of the more buoyant local real estate markets,
driven by the ongoing expansion of the university, with a low vacancy rate (3.8 percent) and
correspondingly higher property values. At that location, market conditions may be sufficiently favorable
to support the construction of new townhomes and mid-rise office, despite low projected demand for
these uses in the near term (which, as noted earlier, may not accurately capture future university
expansion pians). Some new housing and retail development may be supportable in the near-term at the
Southwest Transit Center (Site 3). Finally, Panama Lane/Highway 99 (Site 7) } appears to be a strong market
for new retail development; over the long term, office-based employment growth at this location is
projected to generate sufficient retail demand for a major new shopping center in excess of 100,000
square feet.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

The purpose of the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Ceater Study is to identify locations for tran-
sit centers in Bakersfield due to anticipated growth and highet demand for transit service as well to
identify the need for connectivity of vatious existing and future transit service connections. As a
means to update the Transit Center Plans from the 2009 Metropolitan Baketsfield ‘Transit System
Long-Range Plan (LRTP), Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) is pattnering with Golden
Empire Transit (GET), the City of Bakersfield, the County of Kern, and various stakeholders to de-
termine how best to meet the public transit needs of the residents of Metropolitan Bakersfield over
the next twenty yeats.

'To ensure consistency throughout Metropolitan Bakersfield and Kern County, this study includes a
thorough review of existing planning documents at the City and Regional level of how they relate to
the Bakersficld Transit Center Study. In addition, the Study also addresses transit related policies and
strategies of the Sustainable Community Strategy znd Regional Transpottation Plan (SCS/RTP).

PUBLIC OUTREACH

As part of the planning process the study included various outreach efforts for commuaity support
and undesstanding of the project. These efforts included two public workshops intended to engage
stakeholders and membets of the public with open discussions of transit centers, theit role within
Metropolitan Bakersfield, and potential site locations. In addition, online sutveys were conducted to
further capture the community’s input and feedback.
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SUITABLE TRANSIT CENTER SITE LOCATIONS

Through a culmination of existing planning documents, existing demographics, projected popula-
tion and employment, and public input, a total of eight ptimary and five secondaty site locations
were identified.

Proposed transit center locations were based on several factors including the plans and goals out-
lined in the Bakersfield Transit System Long-Range Plan (LRTP), the City of Bakersfield Bicycle
Transpottation Plan, California High Speed Rail Station Area Plans, existing and planned transit
toutes, land uses and demographics of surrounding potential sites, first and last mile connections,
potential for TOD, population and employment growth trends, and public outreach. These sites
{shown in Figure 1) include: -

¢ Bakersfield College;

+  Downtown Transit Centet;

*  Southwest Transit Centet;

+  California State University Bakersfield;

+  Amtrak Station;

+  California High Speed Rail Station (with HSR);
+  Niles and Mt. Vernon Avenue;

*  Panama Lane and Hwy 99;

s Mt. Veenon Avenue and Hwy 178; and

» F Street and Golden State Avenue.

Throughout the outreach process, which included general public outreach and meetings with stake-
holders and steering cominittee membets, additional secondaty sites were identified. These locations
were not included as recommended sites due to their limited use pattetns, population, employment,
ot other transit dependent factors, reducing the site’s ability to suppott a transit center ot TOD site.
However, should any of these factors unexpectedly increase; these sites have the potential to be-
 come ideal locations for a transit centet or TOD site. These sites (shown in Figure 2) include:

+  Santa Fe Way and 7th Standard Road;

*  China Grade Loop at Airport Drive;

»  China Grade Loop at Notth Chester Avenue;
»  Motning Drive and Highway 178; and

+  California Avenue and Highway 99.
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Figure 1 Proposed Site Locations
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MARKET STUDY ASSESSMENT

A Market Study Assessment was conducted for the Bakersfield Transit Center Study to assess the
TOD potential of the potential primary site locations. The objective of the study was to optimize
the future location of the Transit Center by identifying areas within Kern County where land use
and demographic characteristics would be suppottive of transit ridership. This study included a zon-
ing analysis, TOD market feasibility analysis, and a projected market demand analysis

Overall, the eight potential transit center site locations wete ranked according to the TOD potential
ranging from “Very Low” to “High” (see Table 1) based on a cumulative assessment of the critetia
used throughout the TOD Matket Study Assessment, including:

«  Opportunities and constraints observed in the distribution and types of zoned uses;

+  Implied allowable development densities associated with each zoning and use classification;

*  Existing street block chasactetistics/level of Walkabi]ity;

¢ Othet relevant physical site conditions;

»  Near-term matket feasibility; and

«  Projected market demand for residential, retail, and office uses.

Table 1 Zoning Potential for TOD
oo | o

High Downtown Transit Center
Medium-High Amtrak Station

Southwest Transit Center
Medium

CSU-Bakersfield

Bakersfield College
Medium-Low

Niles/Varnon Avernug
Low Mt Vernon Ave/Highway 178
Very Low Panama Lang/Highway 99

EVALUATION CRITERIA

As part of the Bakersfield Transit Center Study an assessment was conducted using criteria to evalu-
ate the elements needed for a successful transit center and/or TOD project. A total of nine distinct
criteria was used for the eight potential transit center site locations. These criteria wete broken into
four categorles including station location, station design, nonmotorized access, and Transit Otiented
Development potential. The results from the transit center and TOD evaluation are shown below
in Table 2 for each critesia. Among the eight transit center sites, the two sites located in the Down-
town area (Downtown Transit Center and Amtrak Station) and the two colleges (Baketsfield College
and CSU Bakersfield) were awarded the highest overall scores; all other sites received scores under
30.

4 Final Report Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study



Table 2 Evaluation Criteria Matrix
Transit Center Site Location
Down; South-

- Panama . WMt Ver-

Evaluation Criterion ~ Bakers- . csy o
field | 1OWN o WeSt | pers. Ambrak Nilesand T and
Transgit = Transit " Station = Mt. Vernon .
College Genter . Center fiald : Hwy 99 Hwy 178
Statio Location Criteria S . o T o
Potential to attract
1 translt dependent 2 3 3 2 3 4 3 3
riders
Access to GET and
2 Kern Transit Buses 4 5 3 3 4 4 4 3
Access fo statewide
3 transit 4 5 3 3 5 4 3 3
Subtotal 10 13 9 8 12 12 10 9
Station Design Criteria
Lightlng, Aesthetics
4 and Safoty 2 _ 4 4 3 5 3 1 4
5 Parking 5 1 5 5 3 1 5 4
Subtotal 7 5 9 8 8 4 6 8
Nonmotorized Access Criteria
Pedestrian access
& and circulation 3 5 1 5 5 3 1 2
Bicycle access and
7 circulation 4 4 2 5 5 3 3 3
Multimodal access
8 and circulation 4 2 1 S 5 3 4 3
Subtotal " ™ 4 15 15 g 8 8
Transit Center Total Score 28 23 22 KX 35 25 24 25
Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Fotential
9 Markat feasibility 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 1
Subtotal 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 1
Total K| 32 25 34 38 26 29 26
RECOMMENDATIONS

Through an itetative process including coordination with key stakeholders and members of the gen-
cral public, a total of eight potential transit site locations were identified, These idendified sites were
based on several factors including existing planning documents, existing and planned transit routes,
land uses and demographics of surrounding areas, and population and employment growth projec-
tions. Based on these factots, the eight transit site locations were selected for their ability to support
a transit centet. In addition, secondary sites were identified which cuerently do not exhibit optimum
features to support a transit centet, however, they ate worth additional research should changes oc-
cut to affect the site’s ability to effectively suppott a transit center.

Among the eight potential transit site locations identified, several would be suitable for short-term
(2020) implementation while others would be more suitable for the long term horizon year of 2040.
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Short-Term

The following sites ate recommended fot short-term implementation. These recommendations are
based on being an existing location, already identified as a potential transit centet in the Bakersfield
LRTP, minimal improvements are needed for implementation, or high demographic growth in 2020
is anticipated. Although some of these sites were identified in the Bakersfield LRIP to be phased
out in the interitn years, these sites should be revisited for improvements and potential for TOD in
the long-term,

*  Bakersfield College

*  Downtown Transit Center

+ California State University Bakersfield

*  Amtrak Station

*  Southwest Transit Center

Long-Term

The following sites are recommended for long-term implementation. These tecommendations are
based on theit need for major or significant changes to occur such as land use designations, ptopetty

acquisitions, or growth not occusting until 2035 or 2040. These sites would tequite mote detailed
studies evaluating the policy, funding, and/or infrastructure needs,

*  Panama Lane and Highway 99
« Mt Vernon Avenue and Highway 178

+  Niles and Mt. Vernon Avenue
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INTRODUCTION

The putpose of the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study is to identify locations for tran-
sit centers in Bakersfield due to anticipated gtowth and higher demand for transit service as well to
identify the need for connectivity of vatious existing and futute transit service connections. As a
means to update the Transit Center Plans from the 2009 Metropolitan Bakersfield T'ransit System
Long-Range Plan (LRIT), Ketn Council of Governments (Ketn COG) is partnering with Golden
Hmpire Transit (GET), the City of Bakersfield, the County of Kern, and various stakeholders to de-
termine how best to meet the public transit needs of the residents of Metropolitan Bakersfield over
the next twenty years.

A primary goal of this study is to address emerging intra-city transit system needs. This effort
provides assistance to public, transit and social setvice agencies within Metropolitan Baketsfield and
assists with integrating these services to improve efficiency. In addition, the Study also addresses
transit related policies and strategies of the Sustainable Community Strategy and Regional Transpot-
tation Plan (SCS/RTP).

PLANNING PROCESS

The planning process for this project included the evaluation of existing and future transit networlk;
identification of potential transit centers and those suitable for Transit Oriented Development
(TOD); and transit, multimodal, traffic, and environmental assessments of ptoposed sites. Key com-
ponents of this process included a Technical Metmorandum describing the methodology behind the
selection of potential site locations and 2 TOD Market Assessment Study evaluating and identifying
areas within Kern County wherte land use and demographic charactetistics would be supportive of
transit ridership. These reports were presented to the Kern COG Regional Planning Advisory Com-
mittee (RPAC), Technical Planning Policy Committee (TPPC), Kern COG Boatd of Directots and
the Golden Empire Transit (GET) Board of Directors.

Throughout this process, community support and undetstanding of the project was obtained
through the formation of a steeting committee and public workshop meetings to elicit feedback and
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input from stakeholders and the general public. A Study Fact Sheet (see Appendix A) which provid-
ed an overview of the study including the public engagement process, transit site evaluation process,
and a list of the evaluated sites was made available to the public and provided at outreach events.

Stakeholders ' .

While the project has the potential to affect several groups and organizations, key stakeholders
include Kern COG, City of Bakersfield, GET, and Kern Transit. The Bakersfield Transit Center
Study plays an important role fot each of these organizations. Kern COG is Bakersfield’s Council
of Governments and is responsible for the Regional Transporiation Plan (RTP) and the Sustainable
Commmunities Strategy. The City of Bakerstield is responsible for ensuring the goals and objects of
the Metropolitan Bakersfield Genetal Plan are maintained. Local and regional bus transit is provided
by GET and Kern Transit.

Representatives from each of these organizations were present at public outreach events and includ-
ed as patt of the steering committee.

Steering Committee

A steeting committee, established by Kern COG, was formed to address coordination with other
agencies and groups to guide the development of the Bakersfield Transit Center Study. The commit-
tee included at least two (2) representatives from:

+ Kern COG

+  City of Bakersficld

¢ Kern Transit

«  Golden Empire Transit (GET)

+ Kem County Public Health Department

* Clinica Sierra

»  Downtown Business Association

»  Kern Transportation Foundation

» Consolidated Transportation Service Agency
~+ Bike Bakesficld

» (California State University Bakersfield

The purpose of this committee was to provide technical input and feedback for the project team.
The steeting committee met quatterly throughout the lifespan of the project and included agendas
with recorded minutes. A total of four meetings occutred providing project updates and eliciting
feedback/cotmments from the members of the comimittee.

Study Time Line

The study began in 2014 with project kick-off taking place May 1st, 2014 and took approximately
12 months to complete. Project milestones include the completion of a Technical Memotandum

summarizing the selection of the proposed transit center locations, 2 TOD Market Study Assess-
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ment evaluating the potential sites for supportive transit ridership, and two public wotkshops which
took place on October 9th, 2014 and February 26th, 2015.

DOCUMENT OVERVIEW

This report is organized to include the following sections:

Background: An overview of applicable existing planning documents as it relates to the Ba-
kersfreld Transit Center Study.

Public OQutreach: A detailed description of the public wotkshop outteach efforts to elicit pub-
lic input.
Suitable Transit Center Locations: A detailed description of the transit center site selection

process and the proposed transit center site locations.

TOD Matket Study Assessment: An ovetview of potential transit center site locations’ market
potential for TOD development.

Transit Center and TOD Evaluation: An overview of the criteriz used to evaluate site loca-
tions for their potential as a transit center and/or TOD developmeant.

Conclusion and Recommendations: A description of the results from the Bakersfield Transit
Center Study with recommendations and next steps.

Final Report Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study
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BACKGROUND

The following section provides a review of applicable planning documents as it relates to the Ba-
kersfield Transit Center Study. The planning documents consist of plans from Metropolitan Bakers-
field and Ketn Council of Governments. An overview of each document is provided highlighting its
televancy to a Bakersfield Transit Center. A complete description of these planning documents can
be found in Appendix B.

METROPOLITAN BAKERSFIELD

Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan

The Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan, adopted in 2002, provides comptrehensive long range
guidance to catry out the vision of the Bakersfield area. The circulation element outlines goals and
policies for focus areas which include streets, transit, bikeways, parking, and airports. The goals for
transit include: ‘

* Provide planning area residents with a choice of travel nodes.
* Provide a street system and land development policies that support public transportation,
* Provide cost effective public transportation services.

*  Reduce traffic congestion and parking requirements and improve air quality through improved
transportation services.

* Eanbance tail setvice capacities and usage in the planning atea.

Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit System Long-Range Plan

The Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) and the Golden Empite Transit District (GET)
prepared the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit System Long-Range Plan (LRP) in April 2012, The
LRP reviews existing conditions, best practices, and public outreach to recommend (1) short-term
and (2) midterm & long-term service plans. Additdonally, the plan includes financial scenatios for the
two setvice plans, identifies potential new funding soutces, and provides an implementation plan.
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The existing transit network includes two transit centers — Downtown Transit Center and Southwest
Transit Center — with a third transit centet at Bakersfield College currently under construction.

The Short-Term {2013-2020) service plan secks to attract new riders by providing faster Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) and express services and provide high levels of transit service where demand is likely
to be highest,

The Midterm (2021-2025) & Long-Term (2026-2035) service plans allow for a higher setvice
network but implements a different type of network, a “grid” system. The grid system allows for
transfers to be made at points throughout the system rather than at central Transit Centers requit-
ing route deviations. As such, the Downtown Transit Center and Southwest Transit Center will
be phased out for these service plans. The grid network, howevert, would be dependent on more
frequent setvice, as transfers cannot be timed at many different locations.

Greater Bakersfield Vision 2020

'The Bakersfield Vision 2020 was created in 2001 from the efforts of mote than 13,000 individu-
als including residents and local, state, and federal officials. The goal of the document is to provide
2 long-term vision and action plan for the community. A total of seven topics ate covered, each
including a set of strategies and specified actions necessary to catry out the vision.

As it relates to the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study, the Transpottation Vision in-
cludes a set of 11 strategies to carty out the Vision and states:

“Greater Bakersfield is a community that is prowd of its efficient, environsenially friendly fransportation
systory that serves all aeas of the community. As an international gateway with a modern airport, onr com-
ity i5 connected to major cities within California through a high-speed vail system.”

KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Kern COG Regional Blueprint Program

The Regional Blueprint Progtam was adopted by Kern COG in 2008. The goal of the program was
to create a mutual vision, create a set of guiding principles promoting the region’s unique quality of
life, and formulate an alternative scenatio of how the region could grow

The program sought input through an extensive patticipatory program which reached out to the
public, elected officials, and vatious organizatons including public agencies and many others.
Through a range of public participation opportunities, such as 34 town hall meetings, a total of nine
principles were developed to provide guidelines for growth.

In addition, the blueprint program projected growth scenatios which were presented to the pub-
lic. Based on the vatious growth scenarios and the input and feedback from the public, 2 prefested
prowth alternative was identified. As it relates to the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study,
this alternative scenario is used to develop various alternative options for growth and transportation
systems. '
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Kern (0G 2014 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Community Strategy

Regionaf Transportation Plan

The 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a long-range plan which acts as a blueprint to
establish a set of regional transportation goals, policies and actions to guide development of a
multimodal transportation system in Kern County. In addition, the RTP provides a list of projects
fot 2014 through 2040 and beyond. A summary of these projects as they relate to the Metropolitan
Bakersfield Transit Center Study are included in Table 3,

Table 3 Summary of RTP Projects

YOE Cost
{in dallars)!

Location Project Scope

)2

2014-2040 (Constrained Projects

Metropolitan Bakersfield 3 Transfer Stations 156,000,000
Metropolitan Bakersfield Park and Ride Lots (1,500 spaces) 6,000,000
Bakersfield High Speed Rail Station - Bakersfield | 50,000,000

High Speed Rail Alignment and Fagcili-
ties Fresno to Bakersfield

Region Amtrak Station — Phase I 13,000,000

Region 4,000,000,000

Beyond 2035 (Unconstrained Projects)®

Amtrak San Joaquin's stop in North/

Shafter, Bakersfield \West Bakersfisld 5,000,000
. Up fo 4 Amtrak San Joaguin's stops
Delano Shafter, Bakersfield on BNSF 20,000,000
Buttonwillow, Southwest Bakersfisld Metro/Southwest Corridar 158,300,000
Arvin, Lamon, Southeast Bakersfield Metro/Southeast Corridor 162,400,000
Wasco, Shafter, Northwest Bakersfield Metro/Northwest Gorridor 220,600,000
) Metropolitan Bakersfield Light Rall
Bakersfield System 4,000,000,000
Northwest of Bakersfleld to Palmdale
Kern, L.A. County HSR {initial operation segment from 20,000,000,000

Madera to Palmdale Metrolink Service)

Source: Draft 2014 Kern COG Regional Transportation Plan

1: YOE - Year of Expenditure

2. Constrained Projects — Projects with identified funding source

3. Unconstrained Projscts — Projects which have no identified funding source

Sustainable Community Strateqy
The goal of the Kern COG Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) is to teduce greenhouse gas
emissions from automobiles and light trucks to assist with the state’s emissions reduction targets.

The Sustainable Commuaity Strategy (SCS) is a tequired chapter of the Kern COG Regional Trans-
pottation Plan (RTP) and outlines how the region will meet the emission reduction targets.

Pertinent to the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study the SCS chapter discusses place types
(Lransit Priority Areas — Metropolitan, Community, Town, and Village, and Strategic Employment
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Aveas) and planned transportation investments (see Figure 3). The chapter desctibes how transpor-
tation investments are being coordinated with forecasted development patterns to inctease transpos-
tation efficiency for the region and meet the goals of the SCS.

Figure 3 Sustainable Communities Strategy Transit Priority Areas

H 4

BICYCLE PLANS

City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan

Adopted in 2013, the City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan provides a blueprint for mak-
ing bicycling an integral part of daily life in Baketsfield. With input from the community and analy-
sis of existing conditions and travel pattetns, the plan seeks to expand the bikeway network, com-
plete network gaps, and provide greater connectivity to activity centefs,

Bakersfield’s existing network consists of -just over 143 miles of bikeways, the vast ajority of
which are bike lanes on arterial and collector roadways. To improve upon the existing bicycle facili-
fies, the plan identifies two types of improvements intended to make bicycling more comfortable
and accessible for bicyclists of all skill levels and trip purposes, network improvements and spot
improvements. Network improvements will fill gaps in the existing network so the community has a
seamless bicycle network while spot imptovements identify specific locations for focused improve-
ments.

Recommendations also include the development of a bicycle parking plan, with an emphasis on
patking at key attractions including transit stations, Bicycle detection at traffic signals is recom-
mended at all actuated intersections along existing and proposed bikeways, and the Plan encourages
the City to expand the bicycle detection program to all actuated signals in the city. Markings guid-
ing bicyclists to the appropriate position should also be installed. The Plan also recommends a way
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finding program, installing signs at key decision points along with confirmation signs that display
destinations and mileage.

Finally, the Plan recommends the City undertake a feasibility study for a bike shate system. Often
seen as an extension of transit, bike share systems provide users with “on-demand” bicycles for fast
and easy transportation, helping to complete the fisst- and last-mile dilemma faced by many transit
riders. CSU Bakersfield and Bakersfield College are recommended to be considered for potential
bike share stations.

Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations

The Kern County Bicycle Master Plan and Complete Streets Recommendations (October 2012)
focuses on improving conditions for bicycling in the unincorporated aseas of Kern County, includ-
ing Metropolitan Bakersfield. In addition to proposed bicycle related improvements, this plan also
ptesents recommendations for cotnplete streets.

The recommended improvements for bicycle facilities include extending existing ot planned facili-
ties within the City of Bakersfield into the surrounding suburban and exurban developed ateas, as
well as developing regional bikeways to link communities in Kern County.

The recommended improvements for complete streets are general policy and guidance recommen-
dations that desctibe common best practices in designing complete streets for pedestrians, bicyclists,
transit users, and motorists. Connections between bicycling and transit are called out, noting the
importance of providing secute bicycle parking at transit stops and offeting cleat route and schedule
information.

RAIL PLANS

California State Rail Plan

1n May of 2013 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) produced the 2013 California
State Rail Plan (CSRP). The goal of the CSRP is to establish a statewide vision and objectives, set
priorities, and develop implementation strategies to enhance passenger and freight rail setvice in
the public interest. The CSRP acts as a guide for federal and state rail investments and provides a
comprehensive listing of long-range investment needs for California’s passenger and freight infra-
structure,

The CSRP integtates the California High Speed Rail Authority’s (Authority) implementation plans,
and the 2012 Revised Business Plan. Pertinent to the Mettopolitan Bakersfield Transit Centet Study,
Bakersfield is among the fitst of maany cities to be served by HSR. The 2012 Revised Business Plan
outlines a blended approach, a key element to the implementation of the FISR system, which con-
tains two phases. The first phase aims to connect San Francisco, the Central Valley, and Los Ange-
les/Anaheim with the use of a blended system of dedicated HSR and existing tail. The final phase
will complete the statewide system by extending to Sacramento and San Diego.

Kern Commuter Rail Feasibility Study

In July of 2012 Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) developed the Commuter Real Fea-
sibility Study to evaluate potential cornmuter rail setvice within Metropolitan Bakersfeld and the
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surrounding areas of Kern County. The study identifies six potential commuter rail corridors which
were screened based on 2 set of evaluation criteria (including socioeconomic data, costs, operations,
" etc.) using forecast year 2035 conditions to determine the “need” of the cortidors. The results of
this screening process identified two alternatives for ridership modeling,! Among these two alterna-
tives, a preferred alternative was selected comptising of pieces from the Northwest and Southwest
potential commuter rail cottidots; running from Delano West through Downtown Bakersfield to the
Frito-Lay plant. ‘

The study findings indicated that limited implementation of a commuter rail service within Kern
County can be tecommended only if conditions are present. These conditions are highly dependent
on the implementation and construction of the California High Speed Rail (HSR) project; rider-
ship projections without the California HSR wete found to be too low to justify implementation.
The study concludes that if the California High Speed Rail Setvices are implemented befote 2035,
there may be potential for justification fot Kern COG to implement limited commuter rail services
between Delano and Bakersfield, and perhaps to locations south of Bakersfield in Arvin and Buena
Vista.

Kern Transit Operational Reports

Kern Transit provides bus service to Mettopolitan Bakersfield with seven bus routes. The bus
routes, days of service, setvice ateas, and total maximum riders are highlighted below. The total
maximum bus riders does not provide ridership, however, it does provide some indication of which
routes ate used mote heavily (Table 4).

Table 4 Kern Transit Bus Operations

Lo . Total Maximurm Bus Riders
Service Areas: ¢ neo T I P
S : - Weekday | Saturday - Bunday

| Bakersfield, Keene,
Ezsﬁeﬁir“ “S"J’:c?:y | Tehachapi, Mojave, 654 665 674
P Y Rosamond, and Lancaster
Monday - Bakersfield, Gorman, Pinon
Frazier Park Saturda Pines, Lake of the Woods, | 112 115 -
Y Lebec, and Frazier Park '
Kern River Vallsy Menday - Kernville, Lake Isabeila, 140 149 .
Saturday Cnyx
Lamont/ Monday - Bakersfield, Lamont, 531 301 _
Bakearsfield Saturday Weedpatch, Arvin
. Thursday and | Bakersfield, Shafter, and ‘
Lost Hills Saturdays | Wasco, Lost Hills 82 34 -
Bakersfield, Shafter,
North Kerm Monday - | \yasco, McFarland, and | 385 493 301
Express Sunday
Delano
Westside Monday - Bakersfield, Tait Heights, 351 189 _
Express - Saturday Ford City, and Taft
1: Total of the maximum number of riders on the bus at each stops for all teips throughout the day

1 'The riddership madel mas developed based on a niodel used for the Altanont Commuter Express (ACE)
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OTHER APPLICABLE DOCUMENTS

Charlotte Region Transit Station Area Joint Development

As it relates to the Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study, the Charlotte Region Transit Sta-
tion Area Joint Development provides an example of principles and policy guidelines for transit
station development.

To ensure long-term success in the establishment of an extensive rapid transit system in the Char-
lotte region of Notth Carolina, the Transit Station Area Joint Development Principles were adopted
in 2002. The goal of the principles was “to provide a framework to be used by local governments
to encourage and promote transit supportive development at transit stations.” As a means to imple-
ment the principles a set of policy guidelines were provided to act as tools for implementation.

Final Report Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study
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PUBLICOUTREACH

In coordination with Kern COG and members of the steering committee, public outreach efforts
wete conducted. These outreach efforts included a focus on engaging stakeholders and the general
public in the planning process and providing them with multiple opportunities to participate. These
efforts included public workshop meetings, online surveys, and additional outreach at vatious public
engagement events; all printed material presented at public events were provided in both English

- and Spanish.

PUBLICWORKSHOP :

The project team conducted two public workshops throughout the duration of the project. The

first of the two workshops engaged stakeholders and membets of the general public with an open
discussion of transit centers, theit role within Metropolitan Bakersfield, and opened initial discussion
of potential site locations. The last of the two woskshops presented initial site selections to elicit
feedback and opened discussion to additional site locations outside of the initial sites. In addition,
these same exercises were conducted at the Third Thursday’s Public Fairs held at Central Park during
the Fall and at the annual GIS Day conference held in November 2014,
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Public Workshop 1

The fitst public workshop was held on
October 9%, 2014 and introduced the
project to stakeholders and members

of the public. In addition to a presen-
tation on transit centers, surveys wefe
conducted and attendees were given the
opportunity to discuss and recommend
potential site locations; the survey was
also made available online for 30 days to
enhance outreach efforts. Survey re-
spondents wete given the opportunity to
ptovide initial comments on the project,
components they would like to see in the
transit centet, and location preferences.

A full description of the survey results
ate found in Appendix C. The survey
resulted in 2 total of 26 responses. As it
relates to the Metropolitan Bakersfield
Transit Center Study, the top two site lo-
cations included Downtown and Califor-
nia State University Bakersfield. Addi-
tionally, the top pteference for amenities
was a bicycle rack, indicating the desire
for a multi-modal transit center. Photos
from the wotkshop are shown below. Photas f

o Pachlie Workshop 1
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Public Workshop 2

The second public wotkshop was held
on February 26%, 2015 and presented po-
tential site locations to stakeholders and
members of the public. Following a pre-
sentation of the potential site locations,
attendees wete given an opportunity to
indicate theit transit center site location
preference through a sticker exercise.
The sticker exetcise allowed attendees

to place five stickets to site locations at
their preference. In addition, attendees
were asked to complete a paper survey
also indicating their site location prefet-
ence. A full description of the survey
results are found in Appendix D.

The top three site location preferences
(see Figure 4} from the sticker exercise
included the Amttrak Station, F Street/
Golden State Avenue, and California
State University Bakersfield; the top
three site location preferences from the
survey included the Amtrak Station,
Downtown, and California State Univer-
sity Bakersfield.

Photas from Public Workshop 2
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Figure 4 Public Workshop 2 Resuits
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SUITABLE TRANSIT CENTER LOCATIONS

This section summarizes the selection ptocess of proposed transit center site locations for the
Metropolitan Bakersfield area. Through the analysis and evaluation of planning documents, existing
demographics, projected population and employment, and public input, a total of ten primaty and
five secondaty site locations were identified. A Technical Memorandum (see Appendix E} was pre-
pared describing the methodology behind the selection of the potential site locations and a detailed
description of each site location.

PRIMARY SITE LOCATIONS

Proposed transit center locations were based on several factots including the plans and goals out-
lined in the Bakersfield Transit System Long-Range Plan (LRTP), the City of Bakersfield Bicycle
Transportation Plan, California High Speed Rail Station Atea Plans, existing and planned transit
routes, land uses and demographics of surrounding potential sites, first and last mile connections,
potential for TOD, and population and employment gtowth trends; additionally, public outreach was
conducted (discussed further in the next section).

A total of ten sites were identified including existing and proposed locations (shown in Figure 5).
Hach site is described in further detail in the following section; sites are not listed in order of priori-
ty.? Existing transit center locations are included for a baseline comparison against poteatial future
locations and for evaluating the potential for Transit Otiented Development (TOD). It is important
to note, two locations (California High Speed Rail Station, and F Street and Golden State Avenue)
were initially identified as primary site locations but have since been under consideration by the Cali-
fornia High Speed Authority as potential High Speed Rail sites and are thus not under analysis as a
potential site for the Bakersfield Transit Center Study. The primary sites include:

* Bakersfield College: North of campus along Panorama Drive.

2 Lz provide an example of the level of analysis conducted in the Technical Memorandum, the Sonthwest Tvamsit Conter and the Nites and
Mz, Vernon Avenne sifes include detailed charts and fignres.
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Downtown Transit Center: Existing Transit Center along Chester Avenue between 22nd and
21st Streets.

Southwest Transit Center: Existing Ttansit Center along Wible Road adjacent to the Valley
Plaza Mall.

California State University Bakersfield: Planned Transit Center in the Bakersfield LRTP.

Amtrak Station (without HSR): Existing Transit Center providing regional access with Am-
trak.

California High Speed Rail Station (with HSR): Potential Transit Center site providing te-
gional access with Amtrak/HSR.

Niles and Mt. Vernon Avenue: Potential Transit Center site located in eastern Baketsfieid.
Panama Lane and Hwy 99: Potential Transit Center site located in southern Bakersfield.

Mt. Vernon Avenue and Highway 178: Potential Transit Center site located in northeastern
Bakersfield.

F Street and Golden State Avenue: Potential Traasit Center site located notth of Downtown
Bakersfield.
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Figure 5 Proposed Site Locations
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Demogtaphic and land uses susrounding the transit center sites are shown below in ‘Tables 5 and

6. The demographic assessment focused on ttansit dependent users such as low-income, minofity,
youth, senior, and houscholds with no vehicles; high concentrations were ctitetia for site recommen-
dation. Surrounding land uses ate also vital to suppott a transit center, as the immediate adjacent
area’s ability to attract and/or produce activity offer ridership for a transit center.

Site

Description

Qarile Eisting) -

Table 5 Existing Demographics

Total .
- Paputa-
fion

: House-

Total | ow-income

Population

Minority  Youth Popu-
Population .

lation

Benior

Popula- :

tion

Hotise-
holds

with No

Vehicle

87 (42%)

1 | Bakersfield College 206 85 102 (50%) | 38 (18%) | 40(19%)| 2 (2%)
2 | gouniown Transit 180 63| 13(63%)| 04(53%)| 24(13%)| 15(8%)| 18 (29%)
Southwest Transit o o o o °

3| oo 1,000 313 | 515(52%)| 516(52%)| 417 (42%)| 84(8%)| 20 (7%)
4 ;i:;'dState Bakers- 201 87| 6432 | 52(28%)|  19(10%)| 14(7%)| ©(10%)
5a | Amtrak Station 258 102| 195(75%)| 168 (B5%)| 53(21%)| 34 (13%)| 36 (36%)
5b | HSR Station 388 147 | 251 (65%) | 201 (52%)| 80 (21%)| 39 (10%)| 34 (29%)
I e and Vernon 2,089 588 | 1368 (66%) | 1012 (49%) | 743 (36%)| 72 (3%) | 162 (28%)
7 Ef‘wr;ag‘ga La &nd 1,077 259 | 610(57%)| 530(49%)| 360(33%)| 51(5%)| 18 (7%)
8 ﬁ;‘ﬂ'}g"e and 1,245 391 | 657 (53%) | 554(45%)| 403 (32%) | 146 (12%)| 60 (15%)
9 gtiﬁea;‘\se@mde” 310 121| 118(38%)| 94(30%)| 64 (21%)| 33(11%)| 23(19%)
Half Mile (Existing)

1 |Bakersfield Collage 1,493 552 | 548 (37%) | 505 (34%)| 345 (23%)]| 238(16%)| 28 (5%)
2 | Qowntown Transt 1,156 | 496 | 699 (80%)| 519(45%)| 168 (15%)| 111(10%) | 108 (21%)
3 | Southwest Transt 4681| 1448 | 2500 (55%) | 2126 (45%) | 1750 (37%) | 405(9%)| 133 (9%)
4 g:}LState Bakars- 1,021 415 | 284 (28%) | 309 (30%) | 474 (17%)| 101 (10%) | 40 (10%)
5a | Amtrak Station 2,440 700 | 1660 (88%) | 1110 (46%) | 475 (19%) | 268 (11%) | 175 (25%)
Bb | HSR Station 2,904 740 | 1910 (66%) | 1174 (40%) | 623 (21%)| 240 (8%) | 137 (19%)
8 Eﬂzs and Verron 6,790 1780 | 4490 (66%) | 3435 (51%) | 2609 (38%) | 276 (4%) | 527 (30%)
7 m@ag‘ga Ln and 4,262 1062 | 2320 (55%) | 2085 (48%) | 1414 (33%) | 225 (5%)| 58 (5%)
8 ‘lﬁ;ﬂr;g"e and 5,263 1682 | 2530 (48%) | 2174 (41%) | 1588 (30%) | 594 (11%) | 201 (12%)
g FStandGolden 2,173 849 | 1108 (51%) | 695 (329%) | 468 (22%) | 209 (10%) | 158 (19%)
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Site . -

Table 6 Projected Demographics

- Description

~ Population

T 2020 | 2035

Quarter Mile (Projected)

1 Bakersfield College 71 70 237 315 420 437 452 454
2 Downtown Transit Center 274| 2,267| 2,469| 2486| 3511 | 3,548| 5249{ 5279
3 Southwest Transit Center 620 704| 2,007 | 2,009 1,753| 1,767 | 4,377 4,377
4 Cal State Bakersfield 32 32 86 122 674 679 711 679
5a | Amtrak Station 163 788 | 1,227| 1,228| 3,988 | 5560( 7200( 7,203
5b 1 HSR Station 21 392 666 6661 1,117 2,265 4,030| 4,036
6 Niles and Mt. Vernon Ave 1,972 1,972 2,059| 2,247 54 57 57 95
7 Panama Ln and Hwy 99 122 181 343 343 365 39 39 39
8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 842 850 880 1,001 785 695 695 695
9 F St and Golden State Ave 424 362 380 424 978 | 1,044 2,393 2,693
Half Mile {Existing)

1 Bakersfield College 1,223| 1,266| 2,179| 2450 1,183| 1224| 1,249{ 1,202
2 Downtown Transit Center 1,137 | 6,827 | 7,648 7,760| 11,827 11,710 20,837 20,986
3 Southwast Transit Center 4481| 4378 7,862| 7.928| 3,628| 3.496| 9553| 9,638
4 Cal State Bakersfield 508 556 894 | 1,073 2437| 2464 | 2,464| 2,464
5a | Amtrak Station 1,499 | 5898 7,404| 7,512 9,746 12,407 ( 17,351 | 17,365
5b | HSR Station 1,630 4,038| 5777| 5,823 8,448| 11,103 | 16,401 16441
6 Niles and Mt Vernon Ave 6,769 6,785| 7,110| 8,017 612 627 631 772
7 Panama Ln and Hwy 99 3,324 | 4441 7,345| 7,345 656 846 1,113| 1,171
8 Mt. Vernon Ave and Hwy 178 4128 | 4,053| 4,494| 5868| 2,124| 2069| 2,089 2,089
9 F St and Golden State Ave 1,952 | 21237 2232| 2,913| 3,494| 3598| 8330| 9,079

While the Technical Memorandum evaluates various existing and ptojected demogtaphics, the
following are presented to provide examples of the analysis conducted. T.ow-Income Population,
Projected 2040 Population and Employment, and existing transit maps are shown in Figures 6, 7, 8

and 9
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Figure 6 Low-Income Population by TAZ
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Figure 7 Projected 2040 Population by TAZ
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Figure 8 Projected Employment by TAZ
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Bakersfield College

The Bakersfield College site location is an existing ttansit center site with access to GET and Kern
Transit bus service, The site has been identified in the Baketsfield LRTT as a location planned for
fast and frequent service enhancing the site’s ability to be a suitable transit center site; additionally,
expanded bicycle access is provided with plans for additional future routes. The site also exhibits
moderately high populations of two of the five transit dependent populations (low-income and
minority) with moderately high employment in the short-term (2020) and long-term (2040).

Downtown Transit Center

While the Downtown Transit Center site location is identified in the Baketsfield LRTP as an exist-
ing transit center that would be phased out in the midterm (2021-2025) and long-term (2026-2035)
service plans, the site itself can be utlized for potential Transit Oriented Development (TOD). The
site includes access to transit through several GET and Kern Transit bus routes and a high amount
of surrounding mixed-use land use; additionally, the site is within close proximity of the Bakersfield
Amtrak station providing statewide access. Population is also anticipated to become significantly
denser in the short-term and continue to grow in the long-term.

Southwest Transit Center -

The Southwest Transit Centet is also identified in the Bakersfield LRTP as a transit center that will
be phased out in the midterm (2021-2025) and long-range (2026-2035) setvice plans, similar to the
Downtown Transit Center. Also similar to the Downtown Transit Center site, the Southwest Tran-
sit Centet site can be utilized for TOD potential. The site includes access to transit through several
GET and Kern Transit bus routes and is located adjacent to the Valley Plaza shopping mall enhanc-
ing TOD potential. Howevet, the Valley Plaza shopping mall currently has several large retailers on
the site, a relocation to the south could optimize TOD potential by providing higher vatiety in dense
land uses. The site is also suitable with high concentrations of employment expected in the short-
term (2020) and those ptojections will more than double by the long-term (2040), furthet suppozt-
ing transit center and
TOD activity. Existing

land uses and employ-

Emplgyment 2020 Bmploysment 2040

L

ment projections are
shown below. To provide
an example of the level
of analysis conducted for
the Technical Memotan-
dum, existing land uses

Land Uss

and employment projec— # Federal/State Land Quarter Mile 0 Z%HalfMlla
- 8.1%

% Public Use

8 Public/Resources

@ Residential

& Mixed Use

8 Retail/Service

8 Service/Office

& Production/Senice/\Warehouse

tions are shown below.
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California State University Bakersfield

The California State University Bakersfield site location has been identified in the Bakersfield LRTP
as a planned transit center and provides existing access with a % mile to GET and Kern Transit bus
routes. The bicycle access for the site is highlighted with existing and proposed routes planned in
the City of Bakersfield Bicycle Transportation Plan, In addition, the Bicycle Transportation Plan
also recommends this site as a potential bike share location supporting multi-modal access. Al-
though the site does not observe a high concentration of transit dependent populations, usage will
still occur as the University creates high trip attraction. Lastly, existing and projected demographics
show employment is high and is anticipated to remain high in the shott-term and long-term.

Amtrak Station

The Amtrak Station is included as a site location due to its regional access. Amtrak users have ac-
cess to GET and Ketn Transit bus routes and bicycle routes. The site is also under consideration by
the California High Speed Rail Authority and is located immediately south of the Amtrak Station
further enhancing the station’s access. The site was selected for shott-term implementation uatil
the FISR station is implemented. Improvements to the station include the enhancement of bicycle
facilities as planned in the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan and Kern COG 2014 Regional Trans-
portation Plan. Additionally, the site provides TOD opportunity as it is surrounded with a growing
high concentration of employment and a mix of supporting land uses in the adjacent areas; high
amounts of transit dependent populations are also obsetved including low-income and minotity
populations and households with no vehicles.

HSR Station

The HSR Station site is included as a site location due to its connectivity to the planned California
HSR system for regional access. Local access is provided through GET and Kern Transit bus routes.
Additional access is provided with existing and planned future bicycle routes as ideatified in the
 City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan. The HSR Station site was selected for long-term implementa-
tion and is dependent on the implementation of a HSR station at the site location. The surrounding
demographics indicate a high concentration of transit dependent populations including low-income
minority, and households with no vehicle with employment density expected to drastically intensify
by long-term yeat 2040.

»
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Niles and Mt. Vernon Avenue

Patcels immediately adjacent to the intessection of Niles Street and Mt Vetnon Avenue ate shown
to exhibit suitable factots for a transit center. Existing site location provides access to GET and
Kern Transit bus services and will be enhanced with multimodal access with planned futute bicycle
toutes a5 identified in the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan. The demographics surrounding the
site suppott the transit center as it is densely populated with transit dependent usets. And while the
land use surrounding the site is primarily residential and does not allow for mixed-use development,
this dense population of transit dependent users allows this site to be an ideal location for a transit
centet and has potential for TOD.

Population 2020 Population 2040 No Vebicle FIH Yauth Papalation

Quarter Mila Half Mile
2.0%

M Federal/State Land
M Public Use

# Public/Resources
M Residential

& Mixed Use

i Retail/Service

s Sendee/Office S
#® Production/Service/Warehouse .

Panama Lane and Highway 99

The Panama Lane and Highway 99 site location is found outside the center of Metropolitan Bakers-
field 2nd capitalizes on projected growth. Population density between the short-term and long-term
yeats are expected to double with a moderately high amount of transit dependent users. Access fs
ptovided with GET and Kern Transit bus routes and access will be enhanced with proposed future
bicycle routes as identified in the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan. The site location can improve
upon existing accessibility for transit dependent users and assist with population growth between
short and long-term years.

Mt. Vernon Avenue and Highway 178

South along Mount Vernon Avenue at the intersection of Highway 178 is 2 site location suitable for
a transit center and potentially eligible for TOD: Regional access is provided with GET bus setvice
and multimodal access is provided with existing and future bicycle routes. Adjacent population
densities are anticipated to remain relatively consistent between short and long-tetm years, however,
moderately high amouats of transit dependent populations are present to provide suppott for 2
transit center. The land uses for the site are primarily retail and residential with a mixture of public
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use, and while mixed-use is not observed, the nearby East Hills Shopping Mall and the concentra-
tion of transit dependent populations enhance the site’s potential to become eligible for TOD.

F Street and Golden State Avenue

North of Downtown Bakersfield at the intersection of F Street and Golden State Avenue s a site
location for a potential transit center. The sutrounding area contains a high amount of retail/service
land use within walking distance from the site providing support for a transit center. Access is pro-
vided with GET and Kern Transit and existing and planned future bicycle routes proposed in the
City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan, While there is not a not a high concentration of existing transit
dependent populations, employment projections are anticipated to triple by long-term year 2040.
This transit center can assist with the anticipated employment growth by providing multi-modal ac-
cess to nearby future employment centers.

SECONDARY SITE LOCATIONS

Throughout the outreach process, which included general public outreach and meetings with stake-
holdets and steering committee members, additional secondaty sites were identified. These locations
wete not included as recommended sites due to their limited use pattetns, population, employment,
ot other transit dependent factors, reducing the site’s ability to suppott a transit center or TOD site.
Howevet, should any of these factors unexpectedly increase; these sites have the potential to be-
come ideal locations for a transit center ot TOD site. A total of seven locations were identified as
shown in Figure 10 and include:

* Santa e Way and 7th Standard Road

* China Grade Loop at Airport Drive

* China Grade Loop at North Chestetr Avenue

*  Morning Drive and Highway 178

* California Avenue and Highway 99
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Figure 10 Secondary Site Locations
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TOD MARKET STUDY ASSESSMENT

This section provides a summary of the Market Study Assessment conducted fot the Bakersfield
Transit Center Study to assess the TOD potential of the potential site locations. The objective of
this study is to optimize the future location of the Transit Center by identifying areas within Kern
County whete land use and demographic characteristics will be supportive of transit ridership. Each
of the potential site locations are located in Transit Priority Areas, as identified in the Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS), ensuting the proposed site locations are aligned with the goals outlined
in the SCS section of the 2014 Kern COG Regional Transportation Plan.

. The Market Study evaluates three sections including projected matket demand, zoning analysis, and
TOD market feasibility. The complete market study assessment can be found in Appendix T,

ZONING ANALYSIS

‘The zoning analysis is an analysis of the quatter-mile and half-mile arezs around station sites to
detertnine the types of development that are currently permitted by the City and to assess the com-
patibility of those permitted uses with TOD (Figure 11). Fach of the potential sites wete evalu-
ated for opportunities and constraints observed in the disttibution and types of zoning and/or land
uses, development densities associated with each use, existing street/block charactetistics for level
of walkability, and physical site conditions. Results of this analysis found that majotity of the site
locations cuttently allow low-density commercial and residential uses with high-density mixed-used
development isolated to the downtown atea; indicating sites such as the Downtown Transit Center
Site and the Amtrak station have the highest TOD potential.
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Figure 11 Zoning Distribution’
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TOD MARKET FEASIBILITY

The TOD matket feasibility section of the Market Study Assessment evaluated the potential site
locations for their ability to accomemodate a TOD-compatible building. These TOD-compatible
buildings included townhomes, mid-tise apartments, low/mid-rise offices, and mixed use estab-
lishments with ground floor retail or medical offices. Site locations ability to accommodate these
TOD-compatible buildings were based on several factors including existing rents, vacancy rates, and
capitalization rates. Total development costs pet square foot (PSF), including construction, land,
and other “soft” costs, were compared against the imputed sale price PSE A total of three possible
scores wete assigned to each TOD-compatible building at each of the transit center site locations —
feasible, marginal feasibility, and not feasible (Table 7).

3 The California High Speed Rail Station is eurrently under investigation by the Anthority and is nof considersd a potential site loeation.
The California Avenss and Huwy 99 site was determined to be a secondary site boation and not considered a primary potential site location,
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Table 7 TOD Market Feasibility Criteria
___ Score |
Feasible

[ _____ Definition _ _
Total PSF development costs < imputed sale price PSF

Total PSF development costs < 120 percent of the imputed sale price
PSF

Not Feasible Total PSF development costs > imputed sale price PSF

Marginal Feasibility

The results from the market feasibility analysis (Table 8) generally show limited near-term op-
pottunities for new construction of TOD-compatible building at the transit center site locations.
Among the transit center sites, CSU Bakersfield, Southwest Transit Center, and the Panama Lane
and Highway 99 sites exhibit matkets which could support TOD development. While the Southwest
Transit Center may be supportable of new housing and retail development, CSU Baketsfield offers
the more supportive real estate markets with the univessity’s ongoing expansions, low vacancy rates,
and correspondingly higher property values. Finally, the Panama Lane and Highway 99 site displays
2 strong matket for new retail development; over the long term, office-based employment growth is
ptojected to generate sufficient retail demand for a major new shopping center in excess of 100,000
square feet.

Table 8 TOD Market Feasibility Results*

Site

1 | Bakersfield College | NF NF  |NF NA M

2 | Downtown Transit NF NF NF NF NF NF
Center

3 | Southwest Transit M NF N/A NF NF M
Center ‘

4 | CSU-Bakersfield M NF M M M NF

5 | Amtrak Station NF NF NF NF NF NF

6 | Niles/Vernon Avenue NF NF N/A NF NF NF

7 | Panama Lane/Hwy 99 NF NF N/A NF NF F

8 | Mi. Vernon Ave/Hwy 178 | NF NF N/A N/A N/A NF

PROJECTED MARKET DEMAND

The projected matket demand section of the Market Study consists of two components, the poten-
tial for new development located at the transit center site itself, and projected market demand for
development through 2040 in a half-mile radius from the station site.

Many new transit centers ate being designed to capitalize upon the level of foot traffic taking place
at transit centets with the use of retail establishments. For the poteatial site locations, demand for
retail space was determined based on 2013 boarding/alighting statistics from existing local and
regional GET and Ketn Transit bus routes, Amtrak rail and bus service, and future California

HSR service. These ridesship statistics were used to estimate the annual level of on-site passenger
spending which can take place while waiting ot transferring at a transit center. The tesults from this

4 Notes: F— Feasible; NF — Nor Feastble; M Marginally Feasible; N{ A — Markeet Data Unavailabic
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analysis indicate all sites are capable of supporting retail formats which include catts and/ or kiosks
offeting food and beverage items; only the Amtrak station indicated sufficient ridetship levels to
support higher amounts of tetail space, such as food service and convenience shops.

As part of the projected market demand section, a TOD market area assessment evaluated the
market demand from 2 half-mile radivs from the station sites for residential, tetail, and office devel-
opment through 2040 (see Table 9). Residential development around the sites is anticipated to be
relatively low, as the sites capture approximately 0.2 to 1.8 percent of the anticipated 107,311 new
households between 2015 and 2040. While short termn (2015 - 2020) retail development is limited to
the Downtown Transit Center site as being the only site capable of supportting a shopping center,
in the long-term (2020 and beyond) it is expanded to include the Southwest Transit Center, Amtrak
Station, and Panama Lane and Hwy 99 in addition to the Dowsntown Transit Center site. Office
development is anticipated to be isolated to the downtown area, limiting development to sites such
as the Downtown Ttansit Center and Amtrak Station.

Table 9 Prcuect d Market Demand {Half—!\ﬂlle)

| | Res"’e(“lj'n"‘l'tgem“'?d ~ Retait Demand {sq. t.) Office Domand (sq. ft)
Site Location - oo R R B
- Shart. . Long Total - Short © Long - Total Short Long Total
© Term : Term . Term  Term = " ¢ Term . Term- - -
Ezzemﬁe'd Cal- 10| 4d0| 450 600 | 35900| 36500f 2,400 9,600 12,000

Downtown Transit 1550| 4t0| +1.960| to8000| sco00| 18s000| 49001 1,308800| 1,313,700

Center

g:‘r‘ftg‘p’%t Transit ol 1100| 1,100 o| 140900 140,900 o| 866600 866,600
¢SU Bakersield 10| 20| 230 700| 15500 16.200| 1,600 0 1,600
Amtrak Station to040| es0| 1890| e2s00| 76200| 1s8700| 140,000| eoe600| 840500

Niles and Vernon

Averie 10| 330|340 200| 37,800 | 38,000 90|  20800| 21,400
Panama L.ane

ond Hoy 86 130 730| 8e0| 15500| 88900| 104400| 10000| 45900 55900
ML Vernon Ave 240 520| 760| 19.600| 42,800 | 62,400 0 0 0

and Hwy 178
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CUMULATIVE ASSESSMENT OF STATION SITETOD POTENTIAL

Overall, the eight potential transit centet site locations wete ranked according to TOD potential
ranging from “very low” to “high” (see ‘Table 10) based on a cumulative assessment of the criteria
used throughout the TOD Market Study Assessment, inciuding:

*  Opportunities and constraints obsetved in the distribution and types of zoned uses;

* Implied allowable development densities associated with each zoning and use classification;
* Dxisting street block characteristics/level of walkability;

*  Other relevant physical site conditions;

* Near-term martlet feasibility; and

* DProjected market demand for residential, retail, and office uses.

Table 10 Zoning Potential for TOD

TOD Potential : Site(s)
High Downtown Transit Center
Medium-High Amtrak Station
Southwest Transit Center
Medium
CSU-Bakersfield
Bakersfield College
Medium-Low
Niles/Vernon Avenue
Low Mt Vernon Ave/Highway 178
Very Low Panama Lane/Highway 99

Panama TLane/Highway 99 and Mt Vernon Ave/Highway 178 each score “Low” or “Very Low”
based on their allowable densities, diversity of land uses, and projected future demand for new uses.
The half-mile TOD market areas are also bisected by a major highway, limiting the potential walking
and bicycle activity to and from the station.

While Bakersfield College and California State University Bakersfield both have low density zoning,
they contain a diverse mix of uses on their respective campuses. Their student population consti-
tutes a key tatget matket for transic ridership, and both the college and university retain site control
over a large portion of adjacent arcas enabling more coordinated planning for future TOD; thereby
justifying a “Medium-Low” to “Medium” ranking for TOD potential.

Niles/Vernon Ave is ranked “Medium-Low” as it has a sizable area of transit supportive zoning
including medium-density housing and professionz! office space. The site also has a walkable street
block configuration could lend itself to increased levels of future pedesttian activity. However, de-
spite these advantages, the site location has low projected futute growth indicating market demand
may not be adequate for new uses associated with a TOD district.

The Southwest Transit Center received a “Medium® score largely based on its significant capture
tate of future residential and employment growth. It has 2 significant amount of land already zoned
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for medium-density residential within a one-half mile radius to accommodate the forecast demand
for 1,100 additional housing units over the next 25 years. In addition, the scale of forecast develop-
ment may be significant enough to create a vibrant TOD district at this location. But substantial
challenges remain with physical constraints on pedestrian circulation caused by the location of
Highway 99 and associated off-ramps.

The site locations ranked Medium-High and High for TOD potential, Downtown Transit Cen-

ter and the Amtrak Station, are characterized by flexible zoning for high-density mixed use, high
employment densities, and projected future growth. These sites offer the highest level of market
potential for TOD districts in addition to walkable street block configurations that could lend itself
to incteased levels of pedestrian activity.
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TRANSIT CENTER AND TOD EVALUATION

This section covers the ctitetia used to evaluate the elements needed for a successful transit center
and/ot 'TOD project. Several factors affect the success of a transit center and/ot TOD project, an
evaluation of nine distinct criteria was conducted for the eight potential transit center site locations.
These ctiteria are broken into four categories including station location, station design, nonmotor-
ized access, and Transit Orieated Development Potendal. Sites meeting the criterion were awatded a
score of 3 with higher and lower scores awarded based on their ability to meet or exceed the crite-
rion. The full evaluation can be found in Appendix G.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Station Location

The station location category evaluates how the site’s location intetacts with potential transit riders,
their ability to access local and regional busses, and their ability to access statewide transit through
the use of Amtrak. These are important to the station location as it measures the site ability to at-
tract ridership to support the location and provide ttansit network connectivity at the local, regional,
© and statewide level.

Criteria #1: Ability to attract transit dependent riders

This criteria evaluates the site’s ability to attract transit dependent ridets based on nearby demo-
graphics. Transit dependent ridets include youth, senior, low-income, minotity, and houscholds with

no vehicles.
Criteria #2: Access to GE'1 and Kern Transit buses

This critetia evaluates the site’s ability to provide riders with access to the local and regional bus net-
works — GET' and Ketn Transit.
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Criteria #3: Access to statewide transit

This criteria evaluates the site’s ability to provide riders with statewide access through the Bakersfield
Amtrak Station.

Station Design _

The station design category evaluates the potential for each site location’s ability to design a station
with adequate lighting, aesthetics, safety, and parking. These are important to the station location as
it measutes the site’s ability to provide a safe, inviting, and accessible station for potential ridets.

Critetia #4: Lighting, Aesthetics, and Safety

This ctiteria evaluates the site’s ability to accommodate good line of sight/”eyes on the street,”
lighting without negatively impacting the surrounding community, and allows for standard security
equipment and options without the need for excess security resoutces, etc.

Criteria #5: Parking
This ctitetia evaluates the site’s ability to provide on-site parking for existing site locations or the

capacity to provide on-site parking for planned site locations.

Nonmotorized Access

The nonmotorized access category evaluates the site location as it pertains to pedesttian, bicycle,
and multimodal access and circulation. This is an important ctiteria as it plays an important role in
providing accessibility to all potendal tiders with pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicle access.

Criteria #6: Pedestrian access and circulation

This critetia evaluaces the site’s ability to provide a pedestrian friendly environment including hoti-
zontal and vertical walking distances, quality of lighting along routes, directness of routes, and
protection for crossing major roadways.

Criteria #7: Bicycle access and circulation

‘This ctitetia evaluates the site’s ability to provide a bicycle friendly environment including classifica-
tion of nearby bicycle routes, patking facilities, protection for crossing major roadways, quality of
lighting along routes, and directness of routes.

Criteria #8: Multimodal access and circulation

This critetia evaluates the site’s ability to provide multimodal access including pedesttian, bicycle,
public transit, and vehicle access.

Transit Oriented Development Potential
The TOD development potential category evaluates the site location’s ability to accommodate TOD
development including adjacent land use and financial feasibility. '

Criteria #9: Matket feasibility
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This criteria evaluates the site’s adjacent land use and financial feasibility to accommodate TOD-
compatible buildings such as mixed-use apartments, office, and retail buildings based on market data
including existing rent levels, vacancy rates, etc.; the financial feasibility is based on findings from
TOD Market Study Assessment (see previous section).

EVALUATION RESULTS

The results from the transit center and TOD evaluation ate shown below in Table 11 for each cri-
teria. Among the eight transit center sites, the two sites located in the Downtown area (Downtown
Transit Center and Amtrak Station) and the two colleges (Bakersfield College and CSU Bakersfield)
were awarded the highest overall scores (shown in Figure 12); all othet sites received scores under
30. This does not necessarily indicate that a transit centet site can be implemented at these sites,

~ rather they require fewer enhancements and/ot investtnent to suppott a transit center. It should also
be noted that these scores do not preclude these sites from heing suitable transit center site loca-
tions.

Table 11 Evaluation Criteria Matrix

Transit Center Site Location
e - . Down- | South- qi
Evaluation Crifetion ~ / Bakers- % U west CSU 4 trak
] - field Trans Transit . Bakers-

" Gollege ransit . Transit -

. Oenter . Tenter

N ' Panama Mt Ver-
Niles and :

ey ] i Lane andd - non and
fiold - Station .Mt, Vernon Hwy 99 Hwy 178

rat."on Lccton Crieri
Potential to attract tran-
L sit dependent riders 2 3 8 2 3 4 3 3
Access to GET and
2 Kern Transit Buses 4 5 3 3 4 4 4 3
Access to statewide
3 transit 4 5 3 3 5 4 3 3
Subtotal 10 13 9 8 12 12 10 5
Statfon Design Critetia
Lighting, Aesthetics
4 and Safety 2 4 4 3 5 3 1 4
5 Parking 5 1 5 5 3 1 5
Subtotal 7 5 9 8 8 4 6
Nonmotorized Access Criferia
Pedestrian access and
6 circulation 3 5 1 5 5 3 1 2
Bicycle access and
7 circulation 4 4 2 5 5 3 3 3
8 Multlmc_)dal access and 4 2 1 5 5 3 4 3
circulation
Subtotal 1 11 4 15 15 9 8 8
Transit Genter Total Score 28 29 22 31 35 25 24 25
Transit Orienfed Development (TOD) Potential
9 Market feasibility 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 1
Subtotal 3 3 3 3 3 1 5 1
Total 31 32 26 34 38 26 29 28
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Figure 12 Transit Center Site Evaluation Matrix

46

s TCh

M Transit Centar

-~
40
a5
30
25
20
15 <
0 -
5
o
Bakersfield  Downtown  Southwast CSUB Amtrak  Nilesand Mt. Panamalane Mt Vernon
College Trapsit Transit . Station Vernon and Hwy 99 and Hwy 178
Center Center
Final Report Metropolitan Bakersfield Transit Center Study




CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Through an iterative process including coordination with key stakeholdets and members of the gen-
eral public, a total of eight potential transit site locations were identified. These identified sites were
based on several factors including existing planning documents, existing and planned transit routes,
land uses and demographics of surtounding areas, and population and employment growth projec-
tions. Based on these factors, the eight transit site locations were selected for their ability to support
a transit center. In addition, secondary sites were identified which currently do not exhibit optimum

features to support a transit centet, however, they are worth additional research should changes oc-
cur to affect the site’s ability to effectively suppott a transit centet,

Among the eight potential transit site locations identified, several would be suitable for short-term
(2020) implementation while others would be mote suitable for the long tetm hotizon year of 2040.

Short-Term

The following sites are recommended for short-term implementation. These recommendations are
based on being an existing location, already identified as a potential transit center in the Bakersfield
LRTP, minimal improvements are needed for implementation, or high demographic gtowth in 2020
is anticipated. Although some of these sites were identified in the Bakersfield LRTP to be phased
out in the interim years, these sites should be revisited for improvements and potential for TOD in
the long-term.

Bakersfield College

The existing Bakersfield College transit center is currently identified in the LRTP as a site for fast
and frequent transit service. This planned investment into the site allows this site to be an optimum
site in the short-term as less additional investment would be needed for the implementation of an
enhanced transit center. Investments at the site include enhancements to the site’s design with im-
proved lighting, walkways, bicycle patking facilities, etc.
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Downtown Transit Center

The Downtown Transit Center is anticipated to be phased out in the mid and long-term years in

the Bakersfield LRTP. However, the site presents opportunity for TOD development with a high
amount of surrounding mixed-use land use, significantly dense population growth in the shott-term,
and access to a high amouat of GET and Kern Transit bus services. Initial investment at the site
can include site design enhancements such as improvements to safety with lighting, pedestrian and
bicycle access, etc. These enhancements can assist in spurring TOD development at the site.

California State University Bakersfield

The California State University Bakersfield site location is a planned transit centet identified in the

" Bakersfield LRTP. The identification of the site as a transit center in the LRTP in combination with
the ttip generation from the school itself provides support for a transit center with minimal invest-
ment; initial investment at the site can include enhancements to lighting, pedestrian and bicycle
aAccess, etc,

Amtrak Station

The Amtrak site location exhibits 2 high concentration of growth for employment 2nd provides
TOD oppottunity with a mix of supporting land uses in the adjacent areas. Initial investment to the
site in the short term can help suppott TOD development. Additionally, the site plays an important
role in regional access for Bakessfield and is just north of a site location under consideration by the
California High Speed Rail Authority.

Southwest Transit Center

The Southwest Transit Center site is anticipated to be phased out in the mid and long-term in the
Baketsfield LRIP. However, the Southwest Transit Center site can be utilized for TOD potential.
Immediately adjacent to the site is the Valley Plaza shopping mall, an existing destination. Invest-
ment to enhance the TOD potential at the site location can improve the site’s ability to attract TOD
development activity. Initial enhancements to the site can include lighting improvements and im-
provements to pedestrian and bicycle access as these are existing challenges for the site. It is also
recommended to develop conceptual visualization of TOD to provide an example of the opportu-
nities available at the site in the short-term.

Long-Term

The following sites are recommended for long-term implementation. These recommendations are
based on their need for major or significant changes to occur such as land vse designations, ptoperty
acquisitions, or growth not occutting until 2035 or 2040. These sites would tequite mote detailed
studies evaluating the policies, funding, and/ot infrastructure needs.

Panama Lane and Highway 99

The Panama Lane and Highway 99 site location has the opportunity to capitalize on projected
growth in the long-term. The site exhibits significant growth it population density by the long-term
year 2040; population density is anticipated to double betsween the short-term and long-term yeats.
A revisit to this site would be worthwhile again in the future to reevaluate the site’s near-term poten-
tial as it is dependent upon population growth.
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Mt. Vernon Avenue and Highway 178

The Mt. Vernon Avenue and Highway 178 site location is adjacent to a major highway, retail shop-
ping, and a high school. The site is cutrently not a location of high activity and presents challenges
for pedestrian and bicycle station access. However, within a half-mile distance from the site, high
amounts of transit dependent populations are present. The surrounding demographics can support
a transit center but further study and investment would be needed to optimize the site’s potential.

Niles and Mt Vernon Avenue

The Niles and Mt. Vernon Avenue site location provides opportunity for TOD in the long-term.
The site is densely populated with transit dependent population to suppott a transit center and
TOD. It is also recommended to develop conceptual visualization of TOD to provide an example
of the TOD opportunities available at the site fot the long-term year 2040, However, it should be
noted that property acquisition may be requited for the implementation of the site as no vacant
patcels are available at the location. As a result, this site should be reevaluated at a later time for its
ability to be implemented.

Nexi Steps

"To build upon the work conducted under this study and in preparation for the futute California
High Speed Rail system, a future study using similar methodology and analysis of HSR siation sites
should be performed as a separate study or as a supplemental to this study.
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RESOLUTIONNO, 118-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
BAKERSFIELD ENDORSING THE DOWNTOWN
TRUXTUN AVENUE SITE FOR THE HIGH SPEED RAIL
TERMINAL

WHEREAS, the matter of designating a preferred site for the Metropolitan
Bakersfield High-Speed Rail Terminal has been under consideration by the City of
Bakersfield for over six years; and,

WHEREAS, City staff have reviewed issues concerning the siting of the
Metropolitan Bakersfield High-Speed Rail Terminal and have participated on a regional
steering committee created by the Kern Council of Governments; and,

WHEREAS, the Kern Council of Governments retained a consultant team to
analyze three (3) potential High-Speed Rail Terminal sites in the Bakersfield
Metropolitan area; and,

WHEREAS, after careful consideration of available information, the consultant
team has issued a report recommending that the site identified as the Downtown
Truxtun Avenue site be named as the most attractive site for the Bakersfield region;
and,

WHEREAS, City staff has reviewed the consultant report and concurs with the
findings, including the concept that having one locally adopted preferred site will allow
the community to better focus its efforts to support and promote its preference to the
California High-Speed Rail Authority.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, incorporating the above recitals herein,
by the Council of the City of Bakersfield as follows:

1. The above recitals are true and correct;

2. The Council of the City of Bakersfield endorses the Downtown Truxtun
Avenue site as the preferred base system local alternative site for the
Metropolitan Bakersfield High-Speed Rail Terminal;

3. The City Clerk shall send copies of this Resolution to the California High-
Speed Rail Authority.
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{ HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was passed and ado

pted by

the Council of the City of Bakersfield at a regular meeting thereot held on 9 2003,
by the following vote:
AYES: COUNCILMEMBER COUCH, CARSON, BENHAM, MAGGARD, HANSON, SULLIVAN, SALVAGGIO
NOES: COUNCILMEMBER
ABSTAIN: COUNCILMEMBER
ABSENT: QUNCILMEMBER _ (R
m d /Hc/‘
CITY CLERK and Ex Officio QJerk of the
Council of the City of Bakersfield
9 2003
APPROVED JuL

By

HARVEY L. HALL
Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
BART J. THILTGEN

City Attorney

By M Ty it
BART J. THIETGEN
City Attorney
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY
MEETING MINUTES
July 22, 2003
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

The meeting of the California High-Speed Rail Authority was called to order on July 22 at 10:00 a.m. at
the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Los Angeles, CA.

Members Present: Joseph E. Petrillo, Chairperson
Jerry Epstein, Vice Chairperson
Fran Florez, Vice Chairperson
Rod Diridon, Sr.
T.J. Stapleton
Leland Wong

Members Absent: Dr. Ernest A. Bates
Bob Giroux

Approval of Minutes for June 24, 2003 Meeting
Chairperson Petrillo presented the minutes for approval. Vice Chairperson Florez moved to approve the
June 24, 2003 meeting minutes. Vice Chairperson Epstein seconded the motion, which carried 6-0.

Authority Members’ Meetings for Compensation

Chairperson Petrillo presented the list of meetings for compensation for approval. Member Diridon
moved to approve the list of meetings for compensation. Member Wong seconded the motion, which
carried, 6-0.

Members Reports

Chairperson Petrillo reported on the High Speed Ground Transportation Association (HSGTA) Annual
Conference held May 12-15, 2003 in Orange, CA. The HSGTA Board will expand its Policy Board to
add four additional members. Chairperson Petrillo reported on the Los Angeles Town Hall Group &
Common Wealth Club “High-Speed Rail Symposium” held in San Francisco and Los Angeles on July 17
and July 18. Both events experienced good attendance and were successful in providing information
pertaining to the proposed high-speed rail project to the public. Chairperson Petrillo reported that the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Spanish Government and the Authority was signed
in the Governor’s office on July 9, 2003.

Executive Director’s Report
Executive Director Morshed announced Donna Andrews, former Authority Member and High-Speed Rail
Commissioner as being present in the audience.

Executive Director Morshed reported on the state budget. Being that the budget has not been signed as of
today, there may be a delay in the release of the draft EIR/EIS document.

Executive Director Morshed reported that the next Authority Board Meeting will be in September and he
expects that the draft EIR/EIS report will be available at that time.

Executive Director Morshed reported that as a result of the MOU between the Spanish Government and
the Authority to share information, a trip to Spain is being considered September 24, 2003 -
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October 3, 2003 for Board Members and Legislators. The trip will not be funded by the State and
travelers will have to personally finance their trip.

Executive Director Morshed reported that the Public Policy Institute of California recently published a
poll pertaining to air quality in which sixty-five percent of residents indicated they would vote yes on the
Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act slated for the ballot in November 2004.

Executive Director Morshed reported that the Public Outreach Request for Proposal (RFP) has been
released. Executive Director Morshed explained the interview process and stated that as a practice, the
Authority assigns two Members to the interview panel as observers. Therefore, if the Board wishes to
continue this practice, Chairperson Petrillo should assign two Members to the interview panel.
Chairperson stated that immediately following the Board Meeting he will assign Members to the
interview panel.

Summary of Selected Topics from Draft Technical Studies

Executive Director Morshed stated the studies conducted by the Authority would be summarized into the
draft EIR document. Kip Field, Project Manager of Parsons Brinckerhoff presented a summary of the
preliminary results from the draft environmental technical studies on Transportation, Air Quality, Noise
and Vibration, Energy, Local Area Land Use, Farmland and Agriculture, Hazardous Materials/Wastes,
Biological Resources/Wetlands, Wetlands, and EMI/EMF.

Public Comment

John Bacon

Mr. Bacon expressed his concern that high-speed rail express-loops around population centers through
Bakersfield and Fresno would be too costly due to noise mitigation requirements.

Review and Approval of Implementation Plan Request for Proposal (REP)

Staff presented the RFP for an Implementation Plan contract to the Board for approval. Member Wong
moved to approve the RFP for an Implementation Plan contract as a working draft, delegating authority to
the Executive Director to make changes prior to release. Member Diridon seconded the motion, which
carried, 6-0.

Identification of Date and Location of Next Meeting
The date and location of the next Authority Board meeting is September 23, 2003 in San Francisco.

Public Comment

Harvey Hall, Mayor of Bakersfield

Mayor Hall reported that a consensus has been reached in Bakersfield on a preferred location for a
proposed high-speed rail station. During the month of July, the Kern Council of Governments (COG),
Board of Supervisors approved and recommend the proposed Truxton Avenue station location. The
Bakersfield City Council by resolution passed endorsement for the proposed Truxton Avenue station
location and the consultant hired by Kern COG Consultant also recommended the proposed Truxton
Avenue station location. Mayor Hall also expressed support for a high-speed rail maintenance station to
be located in Bakersfield.

Meeting was adjourned at 12:10 p.m.



CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS SUMMARY
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

S.0 Summary

S.1 Introduction and Background

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority), a state governing board formed in 1996, has
responsibility for planning, designing, constructing, and operating the California High-Speed Train
(HST). Its mandate is to develop a high-speed rail system coordinating with the state’s existing
transportation network, which includes intercity rail and bus lines, regional commuter rail lines,
urban rail and bus transit lines, highways, and airports.

The California High-Speed Train System (HST system) wiill

provide intercity, high-speed service on more than 800 miles of High-Speed Train System
tracks throughout California, connecting the major population
centers of Sacramento, the San Fraqcisco Bay Area, the Central guideways, structures, stations,
Valley, Los Angeles, the Inland Empire, Orange County, and San traction-powered substations, and
Diego. Figure S-1 shows this system. It will use state-of-the-art, maintenance facilities.
electrically powered, high-speed, steel-wheel-on-steel-rail

The system that includes the HST

technology, including contemporary safety, signaling, and
automated train-control systems, with trains capable of operating up to 220 miles per hour (mph)
over a fully grade-separated, dedicated track alignment.

The Authority plans two phases. Phase 1* will connect San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim via
the Pacheco Pass and the Central Valley with a mandated express travel time of 2 hours and 40
minutes or less. Phase 2 will connect the Central Valley to the state’s capital, Sacramento, and
will extend the system from Los Angeles to San Diego.

The Fresno to Bakersfield HST Section, shown in Figure S-2, is a critical Phase 1 link connecting
to the Merced to Fresno and Bay Area HST sections to the north and the Bakersfield to Palmdale
and Palmdale to Los Angeles HST sections to the south. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section
includes HST stations in the cities of Fresno and Bakersfield, with a third potential station located
in the vicinity of Hanford (Kings/Tulare Regional Station) that would serve the Hanford, Visalia,
and Tulare area. The Fresno and Bakersfield stations are this section’s beginning and ending
points, or project termini.

S.2 Tiered Environmental Review: Final Statewide
Program EIR/EIS and Fresno to Bakersfield Section
Project EIR/EIS

The Council on Environmental Quality provides for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
decision-making through a phased process. This process is referred to as tiered decision making.
This phased decision-making process provides for a broad-level programmatic decision at the first
tier, with a first-tier environmental impact statement (EIS), to be followed by more specific
decisions at the second-tier, with one or more second-tier EISs. The NEPA tiering process allows
for incremental decision-making for large projects that would be too extensive and cumbersome
to analyze in a traditional project EIS. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also
encourages tiering and also provides for first-tier and second-tier environmental impact reports
(EIRs).

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR/EIS is a second-tier EIR/EIS that tiers off two first-tier,
program EIR/EIS documents, and provides project-level information for decision-making on this

" Phase 1 would be built in stages dependent on funding availability.
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS

FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

SUMMARY

portion of the HST system. The 2005 Final Program EIR/EIS for the Proposed California High-
Speed Train System EIR/EIS (Statewide Program EIR/EIS) (Authority and Federal Railroad
Administration [FRA] 2005) provided a first-tier analysis of the general effects of implementing
the HST System across two-thirds of the state. The 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final
Program EIR/EIS (Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS) (Authority and FRA 2008), and
the Authority’s 2010 Revised Final Program EIR (Authority 2010) for the Bay Area to Central
Valley HST, were also first-tier and programmatic, but focused on the Bay Area to Central Valley
region. These first-tier EIR/EIS documents provided the FRA and the Authority with the
environmental analysis necessary for the evaluation of the overall HST System, and for making
broad decisions about general high-speed train alignments and station locations for further study
in second-tier EIR/EISs. These documents are available on the Authority’s website:
www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov. The Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR/EIS analyzes the
environmental impacts and benefits of implementing the high-speed train in the more
geographically limited area between Fresno and Bakersfield, and is based on more detailed
project planning and engineering. The analysis therefore builds on the earlier decisions and
program EIR/EISs, and provides more site-specific and detailed analysis.

S.3 Issues Raised during the Scoping Process

The Authority held five public scoping meetings were held between March 18 and March 26,
2009, in the Fresno to Bakersfield Section project corridor, with a total of 400 people attending
the five meetings. Scoping helps determine the focus and content of an EIR/EIS. The Authority
and FRA received a total of 188 comments from individuals and organizations, as well as
comments from 33 agencies, on the proposed project. Major issues identified as a result of

scoping follow:.

e Visual impacts of the project in general,
stations, elevated track, glare.

e HST emissions, particularly dust and its
effects on agriculture.

e Conversion of agricultural land to
nonagricultural uses.
Compliance with the Williamson Act.
Impacts on farm operations.

e Impacts on low-income and minority
communities.
Impacts on community cohesion.
Fiscal impacts on the state and local
jurisdictions.

e Construction impacts.

e System safety with regard to derailments.

Growth-inducing effects of new
transportation system in the San Joaquin
Valley.

Water resource impacts.

Harm to historic structures.

Hazardous materials impacts.
Electromagnetic field impacts on humans
and animals.

Impacts on special-status species and their
habitats.

Noise impacts.

Transportation impacts: crossings, blocked
roads, blocked intersections, congestion if
the HST is not implemented.

Impacts on Amtrak.

Global warming effects if the HST is not
implemented.
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS SUMMARY
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS SUMMARY
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

S.4 Purpose of and Need for the HST System and the
Fresno to Bakersfield Section

S.4.1 Purpose of the HST System

The purpose of the California HST System is to provide a reliable high-speed electric-powered
train system that links the major metropolitan areas of the state, and that delivers predictable
and consistent travel times. A further objective is to provide an interface with commercial
airports, mass transit, and the highway network, and to relieve capacity constraints of the
existing transportation system as increases in intercity travel demand in California occur, in a
manner sensitive to and protective of California’s unique natural resources.

S.4.2 Purpose of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section

The purpose of this project is to implement the Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the California
HST System to provide the public with electric-powered high-speed rail service that provides
predictable and consistent travel times between major urban centers and connectivity to airports,
mass transit, and the highway network in the south San Joaquin Valley and connects the
northern and southern portions of the system.

S.4.3 Objectives for the HST System Statewide and Within the
Central San Joaquin Valley Region

The Authority has responded to its mandate to plan, build, and operate an HST system that is
coordinated with California’s existing transportation network by adopting the following objectives
and policies for the proposed HST system:

e Provide intercity travel capacity to supplement critically over-used interstate highways and
commercial airports.

e Meet future intercity travel demand that will be unmet by current transportation systems, and
increase capacity for intercity mobility.

e Maximize intermodal transportation opportunities by locating stations to connect with local
transit, airports, and highways.

e Improve the intercity travel experience for Californians by providing comfortable, safe,
frequent, and reliable high-speed travel.

e Provide a sustainable reduction in travel time between major urban centers.
¢ Increase the efficiency of the intercity transportation system.

e Maximize the use of existing transportation corridors and rights-of-way, to the extent
feasible.

e Develop a practical and economically viable transportation system that can be implemented
in phases by 2020 and generate revenues in excess of operations and maintenance costs.

e Provide intercity travel in a manner sensitive to and protective of the region’s natural and
agricultural resources and reduce emissions and vehicle miles traveled for intercity trips.

The approximately 114-mile-long Fresno to Bakersfield Section is an essential part of the
statewide HST System. As part of the Central Valley section of the HST system, it would provide
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Fresno, Visalia, Tulare, Hanford, and Bakersfield access to a new transportation mode, and would
contribute to increased mobility throughout California. This section will connect the south San
Joaquin Valley region to the rest of the statewide HST system via Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern
counties (see Figure S-1).

S.4.4 Need for the HST System Statewide and Within the South San
Joaquin Valley Region

The need for an HST system exists statewide, with regional areas contributing to this need. The
Fresno to Bakersfield Section is an essential component of the statewide HST system.

The capacity of California’s intercity transportation system, including the south San Joaquin Valley
region, is insufficient to meet existing and future travel demands, and the current and projected
future congestion of the system will continue to result in deteriorating air quality, reduced
reliability, and increased travel times. The current transportation system has not kept pace with
the increase in population, economic activity, and tourism within the state, including that in the
south San Joaquin Valley region. The interstate highway system, commercial airports, and
conventional passenger rail system serving the intercity travel market are operating at or near
capacity and will require large public investments for maintenance and expansion to meet
existing demand and future growth over the next 25 years and beyond. Moreover, the feasibility
of expanding many major highways and key airports is uncertain; some needed expansions might
be impractical or are constrained by physical, political, and other factors. The need for
improvements to intercity travel in California, including intercity travel between the southern San
Joaquin Valley, the Bay Area, Sacramento, and Southern California relates to the following issues:

e Future growth in demand for intercity travel, including the growth in demand within the
south San Joaquin Valley region.

e Capacity constraints that will result in increasing congestion and travel delays, including
those in the south San Joaquin Valley region.

e Unreliability of travel stemming from congestion and delays, weather conditions, accidents,
and other factors that affect the quality of life and economic well-being of residents,
businesses, and tourism in California, including the south San Joaquin Valley region.

e Reduced mobility as a result of increasing demand on limited modal connections between
major airports, transit systems, and passenger rail in the state, including the south San
Joaquin Valley region.

e Poor and deteriorating air quality and pressure on natural resources and agricultural lands as
a result of expanded highways and airports and urban development pressures, including
those within the south San Joaquin Valley region.

Geographically, the Fresno to Bakersfield Section is located in the center of California. This region
significantly contributes to the statewide need for a new intercity transportation service that
would connect it with the major population and economic centers and to other regions of the
state. The major population, economic, and political centers are located on the coasts of
Northern and Southern California and in the Sacramento Valley.

S.5 Alternatives

This section summarizes the alternatives evaluated in the Draft Fresno to Bakersfield Section
Project EIR/EIS. The 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2005), the 2008 Bay
Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS (Authority and FRA 2008), public and agency input from
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the scoping process, extensive local and agency involvement during Technical Working Group2
(TWG) meetings, and other stakeholder meetings provided input to the Authority in developing
these alternatives.

The track alignment, stations, and heavy maintenance facility (HMF) have been through an
alternatives analysis screening process, which considered the effects of the alternatives on the
social, natural, and built environment. The screening was performed in collaboration with teams
for the adjacent Merced to Fresno Section where the Fresno to Bakersfield and Merced to Fresno
sections overlap. In addition to the HST alternatives, a No Project Alternative and HMF
alternatives were studied. The HMF would support the assembly, testing, commissioning, and
acceptance of high-speed train vehicles (rolling stock) prior to the start-up of operations. After
initial operations begin, the HMF would assume maintenance and major repair functions to
sustain the regular system operation and assembly of new rolling stock.

S.5.1 No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative is the basis for comparison of the HST alternatives. The No Project
Alternative represents the state’s transportation system (highway, air, bus, conventional rail) as it
is currently and as it would be after implementation of programs or projects that are currently
projected in regional transportation plans (RTPs), have identified funds for implementation, and
are expected to be in place by 2035, as well as any major planned land use changes. The entire
San Joaquin Valley is projected to grow at a rate higher than any other region in California. The
four counties—Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern—are projected to continue to grow at an average
of about 3% per year. By 2035, the four-county study area will grow from a 2010 population of
2,397,451 to 4,127,624 for a net increase of 1,730,173 people, or 72%. Accommodating this new
population will require land and necessitate the construction of new infrastructure, including
roadways, electric power generation, water and wastewater facilities, sewer, schools, hospitals,
and commercial and industrial facilities. To support this growth, development would consume an
estimated 173,000 acres because, according to current planning trends, these counties would
develop at a density of approximately 10 persons per acre (see Section 2.4.1, No Project
Description, for justification).

S.5.2 Fresno to Bakersfield Section High-Speed Train Alternatives

This EIR/EIS evaluates six HST alternatives: the BNSF Alternative, the Corcoran Elevated
Alternative, the Corcoran Bypass Alternative, the Allensworth Bypass Alternative, the Wasco-
Shafter Bypass Alternative, and the Bakersfield South Alternative. Figure S-2 shows the six
alternatives carried forward in this EIR/EIS. They would extend between and include the
proposed Downtown Fresno and Downtown Bakersfield stations, and a potential Kings/Tulare
Regional Station located east of Hanford. The estimated trip time between the Fresno and
Bakersfield stations would be approximately 40 minutes. The three stations would see a mix of
stopping trains and through trains; the number of trains would peak after the system has been
built out. Scenarios were developed to take into account various levels of ridership that could
occur. In 2035 for the high ridership scenario, the full system would see four trains per hour stop
at each of the Fresno, potential Kings/Tulare Regional, and Bakersfield stations in each direction
at the peak, and six trains run through. At the off-peak, the same number of stops would be
made, but the through trains would decrease to three per hour.

The BNSF Alternative is a single continuous alignment that extends from the northern end of the
Fresno station tracks to the southern end of the Bakersfield station tracks. This is the alternative
that most closely follows the preferred alignment identified in the Statewide Program EIR/EIS

* Technical Working Groups were composed of senior staff from county and city public works, planning,
economic development, and administrative departments.
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(FRA 2005). It begins in Downtown Fresno on the west side of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)
tracks, proceeds south through Fresno adjacent to the UPRR tracks, crossing under East Jensen
Avenue and then over Golden State Boulevard and SR99 as it curves south to join the BNSF
Railway. The BNSF Alternative diverges from the BNSF Railway north of the Kings River and
travels east of the city of Hanford before rejoining the BNSF Railway on its western side, north of
the city of Corcoran. From there, the BNSF Alternative follows the BNSF Railway south through
Corcoran, Wasco, and Shafter into the Bakersfield Metropolitan Area where it generally follows
the BNSF Railway corridor through Bakersfield to the Bakersfield Station.

The additional five alternative alignments diverge from the BNSF Alternative at various locations
between Fresno and Bakersfield. The Corcoran Elevated Alternative would be the same as the
corresponding segment of the BNSF Alternative except that it would pass through the city of
Corcoran on the eastern side of the BNSF Railway right-of-way on an elevated structure. The
Corcoran Bypass Alternative would diverge from the BNSF Alternative at approximately Nevada
Avenue and swing east of Corcoran, rejoining the BNSF Alternative at Avenue 136 south of
Corcoran. The Allensworth Bypass Alternative would diverge from the BNSF Alternative at Avenue
84 in Tulare County and swing west of Allensworth State Historic Park, rejoining the BNSF
Alternative at EImo Highway in Kern County. The Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative would
diverge from the BNSF Alternative between Sherwood Avenue and Fresno Avenue, bypassing
Wasco and Shafter to the east, and rejoin the BNSF Alternative at 7th Standard Road. The
Bakersfield South Alternative parallels the BNSF Alternative from Rosedale Highway (SR 58) to
Chester Avenue at varying distances to the north. The alternative then curves south, and
parallels California Avenue to its terminus at the southern end of the Bakersfield station tracks.

S.5.3 Station Area Development

The presence of an HST would provide tremendous opportunities to revitalize the downtowns of
Fresno and Bakersfield through urban design; diversity of higher density mixed use development;
and improved transit, bike, and pedestrian connectivity. The higher densities in the station areas
would result in higher levels of transit and the stations could become major transit hubs. The
presence of the stations would also attract office development to the downtown areas because of
the improved access to the larger markets of Los Angeles and the Bay Area, and the stations
could become 24-hour destinations as more commercial businesses are attracted to the area. In
addition, residential growth would be expected as a result of increases in retail, nightlife, and
improved multimodal connectivity, which could lessen the desire of residents to commute to Los
Angeles or the Bay Area (Authority and FRA 2008).

The cities of Fresno and Bakersfield are updating their general plans to reflect the addition of an
HST station in their downtown areas. Both downtowns are poised to become strong activity
centers with the addition of the HST. The projected growth for this region is approximately an
additional 1.6 million persons by 2035, with comparable growth in employment even before
adding the HST to the Central Valley. The project is estimated to bring 8,400 and 9,200 daily
passengers to Fresno and Bakersfield respectively, and, when combined with the projected
growth for the valley, would result in an abundance of people in the downtown areas. The HST
would provide a catalyst to concentrate the investment created by population growth at the
urban centers that provide interregional connectivity with other metropolitan centers. The Fresno
and Bakersfield HST stations would be compatible with local zoning for higher density
development and would build upon existing activity centers. The station areas and the
surrounding regions would realize beneficial effects, including increased employment, recreation,
and community cohesion. No incompatible changes in land use patterns or intensities are
anticipated.

The Kings/Tulare Regional Station is one of the few stations in the California HST System that is
not proposed in a downtown urban area. The site for this station was selected to serve residents
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in the Lemoor/Hanford, Visalia, and Tulare areas. It is located immediately east of the city of
Hanford’s primary sphere of influence adjacent to the intersection of SR198 and SR43. These two
highways would provide access to the station for shuttle bus service from the communities in the
area. The proposed Kings/Tulare Regional Station site has the largest population within a 20-mile
area of any of the sites considered for this regional station. The 2007 population within the 20-
mile catchment area for the Kings/Tulare Regional Station site was 424,700, projected to
increase to 683,300 people by 2030 (Authority 2007).

Hanford and Kings County land use designations and zoning for the site are compatible with an
HST station; however, the site and surrounding land is currently in agricultural production, and
Hanford wishes to direct future growth towards the western side of the city instead of the east.
The Authority would work with the city and county to develop a station area plan that protects
agricultural use of the lands between Hanford and Visalia. This would include limiting parking
spaces at the Kings/Tulare Regional Station and providing additional parking, as appropriate, at
transit centers in the cities served by the station. The Authority would also acquire agricultural
conservation easements in the vicinity of the station as part of mitigation for project impacts to
agricultural land.

S.5.4 Heavy Maintenance Facility

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section may include an HMF centrally located on the main north-south
line of the HST System to support delivery, testing, and commissioning on the network’s first
completed segment. The HMF concept plan indicates that the site should encompass
approximately 150 acres to accommodate guideways, maintenance shops, parking, administrative
offices, roadways, power substation, and storage areas.

The HMF would perform the following functions:

Trainset assembly

Testing and commissioning HST Heavy Maintenance
Train storage Facility

Inspection

; The California HST HMF would
Malntgngnce support the assembly, testing,
Retrofitting commissioning, and acceptance of
Overhaul high-speed rolling stock prior to the

. , . . start-up of operations. After initial
This EIR/EIS evaluates five HMF site alternatives (refer to operations begin, the HMF would

Chapter 2, Alternatives) that are shown on Figure S-2: assume maintenance and major

. I repair functions to sustain the
e Fresno Works—Fresno HMF Site — Located within the regular operation of the system and

southern limits of the city and county of Fresno next to the activation of new rolling stock s it is
BNSF Railway right-of-way between SR 99 and Adams delivered.

Avenue.

e Kings County—Hanford HMF Site — Located southeast of the city of Hanford, adjacent to and
east of SR 43, between Houston and Idaho avenues.

e Kern Council of Governments—Wasco HMF Site — Located east of the city of Wasco between
SR 46 and Filburn Street.

e Kern Council of Governments—Shafter East HMF Site — Located in the city of Shafter on the
eastern side of the BNSF Railway right-of-way between Burbank Street and 7th Standard
Road.

@ CALIFORN'A e gt?ra?ni%?)gl?g; Page S-9
High-Speed Rail Authority Federal Railroad

Administration



CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS SUMMARY
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

e Kern Council of Governments—Shafter West HMF Site — Located in the city of Shafter on the
western side of the BNSF Railway right-of-way between Burbank Street and 7th Standard
Road.

S.6 Measures to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

The HST project includes alternatives and design features to avoid and minimize impacts. Project
design incorporates the following measures:

e Follows existing transportation corridors to e  Spans water crossings where practical
the extent feasible

e Uses shared right-of-way when feasible e Includes passages for wildlife movement
e Narrowed footprint with elevated or e Avoids sensitive environmental resources
retained cut profile to the extent practical

S.7 No Project Alternative Impacts

Projected growth and conversion of land to urbanized uses associated with the No Project
Alternative are anticipated to have the greatest environmental effect in the study area over the
2010 to 2035 planning period.

Based on the California DOF estimates (2010), which reported that these four counties recorded
an average of 3.2 persons per dwelling unit and the preferred residential densities adopted in the
San Joaquin Valley Blueprint (ranging from 5.3 units/acre in Tulare County to 8 units/acre in
Fresno and Kern counties), it would take about 86,100 acres of land to accommodate future
housing. However, this land consumption estimate does not take into account related
commercial, transportation, and supporting infrastructure such as parks, water treatment, and
medical facilities. With necessary supporting infrastructure,
including commercial, office, transportation, parks, and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
schools, a typical density for an area similar to the San
Joaquin Valley would result in 8 to 10 people per acre of land
olevelopment3 (US 36 AADEIS, CDOT 2005). U_nder this vehicle operation. Specifically, it
scenario, the total four-county growth projections are for measures the total number of miles
approximately 173,000 acres of land development. traveled by a vehicle in a specific
Additionally, this development is anticipated to follow current area over a given period of time.
patterns dispersed along the edges of city growth boundaries
and into unincorporated areas along highways.

A transportation planning term that
measures the extent of motor

An increase in population and employment creates an increasing need to travel between
destinations. The regional measure for growth in travel is the amount of VMT during a year's
timeframe. Between 2010 and 2035, VMT is projected to increase by 16% in Fresno County and
67% in Kern County; during this time period, VMT is expected to decrease by 13% in Tulare
County and 5% in Kings County. Based on estimates by Cambridge Systematics and Caltrans
(2009), the four-county region is projected to increase from almost 62 million to 80 million miles
traveled per day in 2035. This increase would require an estimated 796,000 gallons of petroleum
per day in the Fresno to Bakersfield region alone (Bureau of Transportation Statistics 2010).

The conversion of vacant and agricultural land for development will affect and change the
character of many of the environmental resources in the study area.

In Denver, the Colorado Department of Transportation studied the land use density as part of the
preparation for the US 36 Project Alternative Analysis/EIS (2006). The study conducted a GIS analysis of 50
years of land use trends based on historical aerial photos digitized, and then measured actual census data
to determine that the gross use of an acre of land supported an average of 10 persons.
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Increasingly stringent federal and state emission control requirements and the replacement of
older, higher-polluting vehicles with newer, less-polluting ones would reduce basin-wide air
pollution emissions under the No Project Alternative and air quality would improve. Noise would
stay at a similar level because local general plans and noise and vibration ordinances are in place
to ensure that standards are met.

Future conditions from increased development would likely result in the additional use of
electricity and radio frequency (RF) communications that would increase the generation of
electromagnetic fields (EMFs) and electromagnetic interference (EMI) in the area. Demand for
energy would also increase at a level commensurate with population growth under the No Project
Alternative, which would require additional generation and transmission capacity. As stated
above, daily VMT in Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties would increase, requiring additional
demand for petroleum.

Existing trends affecting biological resources are expected to continue or worsen, including
habitat loss from development, mortality from vehicle strikes, habitat degradation from pollution
(e.g., polluted runoff from stormwater, inadvertent spills of hazardous materials), and noise and
dust from development. Effects of the current built environment on hydrology and water
resources would continue, including effects from continued operation of existing highways,
airports, and railways.

A consequence of the No Project Alternative would be that the project vicinity would not include
the higher-density, transit-oriented development planned around proposed urban HST stations,
and the continuation of low-density development might be more likely. This development pattern
would increase impervious ground area and an associated increase in stormwater runoff in the
urban fringe. Additionally, increases in traffic in Fresno and Kern counties would degrade water
quality because of increased pollutants in stormwater from vehicles on roadways. Infrastructure
and development projects could cause water or wind erosion, loss of valuable topsoil, and
constraints on the potential for oil and gas resource development.

Current trends for accidents related to hazardous materials and wastes would continue with
operation of commercial and industrial facilities or during transport of these goods. Under the No
Project Alternative, safety and security in the study area would follow current trends. Increased
vehicular traffic volumes in Fresno and Kern counties over the next 25 years would be expected
to result in increased traffic accidents; however, with planned roadway improvements, it is
expected that existing accident trends in the study area would continue into the future. Counties
and cities have the financial mechanisms in place to meet service level goals for emergency
responders with the population growth planned for the study area. For these reasons, no adverse
or significant impact on accident prevention or emergency response are anticipated.

The No Project Alternative would not have the community benefits associated with the HST
project: reduction of traffic congestion on highways and major roadways and improved mobility
and access to jobs, educational opportunities, and recreational resources. To the extent the net
increase in housing units and industrial space in the region occurs in incorporated cities, it would
be consistent with adopted general plans and policies, which aim to strengthen socioeconomic
conditions in existing communities and improve neighborhood amenities, potentially benefiting
community cohesion. Emergency response times and access would likely be enhanced from
transportation improvements but challenged by dispersed development. The planned projects
comprising the No Project Alternative would require acquisition of land and may result in
displacement of residences and/or businesses, resulting in some economic benefits as well as
potential fiscal and employment losses as a result of relocations. Planned transportation
improvements would be made to rail, highway, airport, and transit systems, and commercial and
residential development projects would occur throughout the region, which as a whole has
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substantial numbers of communities of concern. As a result, these planned projects may
disproportionately affect minority and/or low-income populations.

As described above, the No Project Alternative would result in up to 173,000 acres of land for
future housing and necessary supporting infrastructure. While some infill development could
occur without the HST to act as a catalyst, little TOD development is likely to be attracted to the
downtown areas of Fresno and Bakersfield with the No Project Alternative. As an example, newly
planned residential development proposed in the four counties would primarily be located on
currently undeveloped land. Isolated development and roadway transportation projects would not
provide the same opportunities for redevelopment within the downtown areas of Fresno and
Bakersfield as would the development of HST stations. Overall, the No Project Alternative would
not be as strong a catalyst in supporting the development envisioned in these general plans and
other planning documents as would the HST alternatives.

Growth would occur on agricultural lands under the No Project Alternative. The eight San Joaquin
Valley counties that participated in the San Joaquin Valley Blueprint planning process developed a
forecast of farmland conversion to nonagricultural uses by 2050 based on current development
patterns. Given continuation of these patterns, 327,000 acres of farmland would be converted by
2050 (San Joaquin Valley Blueprint 2009). Because of the extent and quality of farmland in these
counties, most of this growth is likely to occur on Important Farmlands’. Most development in the
southern San Joaquin Valley that is currently being planned or permitted is located in the vicinity
of urban centers and/or along SR 99. Most of this development would take place on currently
unincorporated county land that is largely classified as Prime Farmland’. A total of approximately
5,100 acres of farmland would be converted to nonagricultural uses by development planned or
permitted within 2 miles of the Fresno to Bakersfield Section alternatives by 2035.

The No Project Alternative would not cause or accelerate substantial physical deterioration of
parks, recreation, and open space resources. Continuing the pattern of converting farmland to
development, the No Project Alternative would increase the loss of rural views while resulting in
limited improvement to the generally moderate to moderately low visual quality in proposed
redevelopment areas.

Under the No Project Alternative, cultural resources will continue to be affected in the Central
Valley urban areas through the development of land resulting from growth. Changes in land use,
and ground disturbance associated with other transportation infrastructure improvements will
occur with the expansion of existing highways to accommodate the state’s growing population.
Adverse effects on eligible resources could result in the loss of historic properties.

Fresno and Bakersfield land use plans encourage infill and higher-density development in urban
areas and concentration of uses around transit corridors to provide more modal choices for
residents and workers. The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint identifies the HST as a critical element in
meeting the goal of increased urban densification, and the No Project Alternative would conflict
with this goal. Under the No Project Alternative, cities would have a more difficult time reducing
low-density sprawl and encouraging higher-density development, and fewer modal choices would
be available.

Construction of planned development and transportation projects, including the expansion of SR
99, would generate short-term construction employment in the region and a small number of

! Important Farmland is Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Local Importance identified by the California Department of Conservation.

° Prime Farmland has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce
sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed, including water management, according to
current farming methods.
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long-term permanent jobs to maintain new and expanded facilities. Under the No Project
Alternative, fewer business and employment opportunities would exist in comparison to the HST
alternatives. Employment growth would continue to follow existing patterns and would attract
fewer of the higher-wage jobs in the financial, insurance, and real estate sectors than would
occur under the HST alternatives.

S.8 HST Alternatives Evaluation

The following section provides an overview of the effects, including benefits common to all HST
alternatives and proposed mitigation, and compares differences between the impacts and costs
of the six alternative alignments and the HMF alternatives. Table S-1 provides a high-level
comparison of key design features associated with each of the alternative alignments being
carried forward. This section then presents discussions of the impacts that differentiate the
alternatives (and proposed mitigation measures) and the HMF alternatives (and proposed
mitigation measures), as well as cost estimates for each alternative.

Table S-1
Design Features of Alternatives Carried Forward”
Alternatives to BNSF Alignment
BNSF Corcoran | Corcoran |Allensworth |Wasco-Shafter| Bakersfield
Design Option |Alternative| Elevated Bypass Bypass Bypass South
Total length
(linear miles) 114 44) 21(21) 19(19) 23(24) 9(9)
At-grade profile
(linear miles) o1 0(4) 20(20) 17(16) 19(17) 2(2)
Elevated profile
linear miles
Eincluding ) 23 4(0) 1(1) 2(3) 4(7) 7(7)
Retained Fill)
Number of
Straddle Bents 29 7(0) 4(0) 0(0) 4(0) 38(27)
Number of
Railroad Crossings 9 8(1) 1(1) 1(1) 11) 3(2)
Number of Major
Water Crossings ! 0(0) 2(2) 0(0) 1(1) 1(1)
Number of Road
Crossings 124 6(5) 19(16) 8(8) 27(14) 6(2)
Number of
Roadway Closures 37 1(2) 8(7) 2(2) 18(5) 4(1)
Number of
Roadway
Overcrossings and 5 0(4) 9(13) 4(6) 7(9) 1(1)
Undercrossings

*Note: Equivalent numbers for the corresponding segment of the BNSF Alternative are presented in parenthesis.
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S.8.1 HST Benefits

Of the 8,400 daily riders who would board the HST at the Downtown Fresno Station in 2035,
approximately 84% would have otherwise taken an automobile trip to their destination. Overall,
the HST project would reduce daily VMT by 11% in Fresno County, 15% in Kings County, 5% in
Tulare County, and 10% in Kern County, resulting in the benefits of decreased fuel consumption,
decreased congestion, improved travel time, and reductions in air pollution emissions. The HST
also would reduce the demand and substitute for commercial air travel within California.

Although the HST project would increase electricity consumption compared to the No Project
Alternative, the HST project would reduce vehicle and air travel miles with corresponding
reductions in fuel consumption and air emissions, for a substantial net reduction in emissions. In
addition, the State of California requires that an increasing fraction (33% by 2020) of the
electricity generated for the state’s power portfolio come from renewable energy sources. As
such, the emissions generated for powering the HST system are expected to be lower in the
future than the estimates included in this EIR/EIS. The Authority has adopted a policy goal to
purchase all HST system power from renewable energy sources, which would result in a greater
overall reduction in emissions from the HST project.

The HST stations would have the benefit of encouraging high-density, transit-oriented
development in Fresno and Bakersfield and would attract development away from the edges of
urban boundaries (also called sprawl) in these cities. The Authority would work with the city of
Hanford and Kings County to develop plans to protect land from urban development round the
Kings/Tulare Regional Station, including acquisition of agricultural conservation easements in the
station vicinity and limiting parking at the station to promote the use of transit between the
station and local communities. The HST project could improve water quality in Fresno and Kern
counties compared to the No Project Alternative because of decreased VMT and the
encouragement of transit-oriented development, which in turn would reduce non-point source
pollutants through trip reduction and increased density. The HST project may induce slight
population and employment growth throughout the region, including in the communities that
would not have an HST station. Indirect impacts would increase employment opportunities and
economic vitality throughout the region, a result not likely under the No Project Alternative.
Under current city and county general plans, communities in the region have adopted urban
growth boundaries to accommodate growth beyond the 2035 planning horizon, including any
growth induced by the HST project. HST-induced growth would, therefore, not require farmland
conversion beyond what is planned for conversion. Generally, low-income and minority
populations reside throughout the Fresno-to-Bakersfield corridor; therefore, benefits such as
improved mobility, air quality, and employment would accrue to these low-income and minority
populations because they compose such a large percentage in the region.

The analysis of all HST alternatives determined that by applying required federal and state
regulations and engineering criteria standards, the operation of the project would not have
substantial effects on public utilities and energy; land use; geology, soils, and seismicity;
hazardous materials and wastes; hydrology and water resources; station planning, land use, and
development; and regional growth.

S.8.2 Adverse Effects Common to All HST Alternatives

The following potentially significant impacts would occur with all HST alternatives. Note that
some impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers correspond to impacts and mitigation
measures listed in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation
Measures, organized by resource.
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e Transportation: The project would grade-separate many existing at-grade crossings of the
BNSF Railway between Fresno and Bakersfield, benefiting traffic safety and circulation.
Project operation would increase traffic congestion at numerous intersections around the
Fresno, Bakersfield, and Kings/Tulare Regional stations. Mitigation measures for operational
impacts include a wide variety of roadway improvements including restriping, installation of
signals, modification of signal timing, and roadway widening. Following mitigation, traffic
impacts at all intersections except for the H Street intersections at Tulare and Divisidero in
Fresno would be negligible under NEPA and less than significant under CEQA. Traffic
congestion would continue to be substantial under NEPA and significant under CEQA at the
two intersections in Fresno because adjacent development makes improvements to these
intersections not practicable.

e Air Quality: The San Joaquin Valley does not meet National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) or California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for ozone and particulate
matter (particles) less than 2.5 micrometers (PM,s), and does not meet CAAQS for particulate
matter (particles) between 2.5 and 10 micrometers (PM,g). Fresno and Bakersfield are under
EPA-approved plans to maintain carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations at or below current
levels. Project construction for all HST alternatives would result in substantial emissions of
ozone precursors (volatile organic compounds [VOCs] and nitrogen oxides [NO,]), PMyq,
PM, s, and CO. Project construction for all HST alternatives would also conflict with regional
attainment plans and exceed CEQA significance thresholds for VOCs and NO,, PM;,, and
PMa.s.

Hauling materials needed for track construction could violate air quality standards for NO, in
some air basins outside the San Joaquin Valley. This would be mitigated by reducing
emissions from on-road construction equipment, and purchasing emissions offsets if
necessary, but in some air basins this impact could remain substantial under NEPA and
significant under CEQA.

Construction also may expose residences, preschools, schools, daycare centers, and hospitals
(sensitive receptors) to substantial pollutant concentrations resulting from concrete batch
plant operations. Construction impacts would be temporary and mitigation of construction
impacts would include standard best management practices (BMPs) during construction,
reducing fugitive dust during material hauling, reducing criteria exhaust emissions from
construction and on-road equipment, reducing VOC emissions from paint, and reducing the
potential impact of concrete batch plants. Because of the large volume of emissions
associated with project construction, air quality effects would remain substantial under NEPA
and the impacts would be significant under CEQA following mitigation.

Project operations for all HST alternatives would result in a net benefit to air quality because
the HST project would result in lower mobile source air toxics (MSATS), greenhouse gases
(GHG), VOC, NO,, CO, PMy,, and PM, 5 emissions compared to the No Project Alternative.
Operation of the HMF at either the Fresno or Wasco sites (Figure S-2) could expose sensitive
receptors to substantial toxic air contaminant concentrations. Mitigation of this operational
impact includes locating emission sources within the HMF property away from possible
sensitive receptors and using best industry practices or alternative equipment to reduce
emissions. The air quality effect of HMF emissions at the Fresno and Wasco sites would
continue to be substantial under NEPA and the impact would be significant under CEQA
following mitigation.

e Noise and Vibration: All HST alternatives would create noise impacts during construction.
Mitigation for these impacts includes noise monitoring during construction and requiring the
contractor to implement one or more noise control measures to meet noise limits.
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Construction noise effects would be negligible under NEPA and the impacts would be less
than significant under CEQA following mitigation.

Building damage from construction vibration is only anticipated from impact pile driving very
close to buildings. Damage from construction vibration is not anticipated if pile driving takes
place more than 25 to 50 feet from buildings, or if alternative methods such as push driving
or augur installation can be used. Mitigation includes preconstruction surveys to document
the existing condition of buildings located within 50 feet of pile installation and using
methods other than a hammer to install piles close to buildings that could be damaged by
vibration. This mitigation would make construction vibration effects negligible under NEPA
and impacts less than significant under CEQA.

All HST alternatives would create operational noise and vibration impacts. Mitigation for
noise includes noise barriers, building insulation, special track work at crossovers and
turnouts, and vehicle noise specifications. For vibration impacts, mitigation measures include
trenches, building modification, and buffer zones. At some locations operational noise and
vibration effects could continue to be substantial under NEPA and significant under CEQA
following mitigation.

e EMF/EMI: Under all HST alternatives, HST workers with implanted medical devices would
be adversely affected by exposure to EMF at electrical facilities, such as traction power
facilities. Impacts to workers with implanted medical devices would be mitigated by
implementing a safety program that would educate such workers to EMF hazards and
exclude them from entering any facility with electrical equipment that could endanger them.
This mitigation would make EMF effects to workers negligible under NEPA and the impact
would be less than significant under CEQA. The Bakersfield South Alternative could cause
electromagnetic interference with medical equipment at Mercy Hospital in Bakersfield. This
impact would be mitigated through design provisions to prevent interference, such as
establishing RF-resistant walls around sensitive equipment or installing RF filters in sensitive
equipment. This would make the EMI effect negligible under NEPA and the impact would be
less than significant under CEQA.

e Biological Resources: Construction of the HST alternatives could introduce noxious weeds;
could disturb plant species that are rare or protected under state and/or federal law (special-
status species), breeding birds, wildlife, and habitat with potential for supporting special-
status wildlife species; convert substantial acreage of native habitat including annual
grasslands, alkali desert scrub, and riparian areas; reduce the functionality of wildlife
corridors and linkages; and disturb trees protected by local ordinances. Operation of the
project would permanently impact suitable habitat for special-status plant and animal
species; permanently impact sensitive plant communities and jurisdictional waters; impact
critical habitat of vernal pool fairy shrimp (branchiopods); impact U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) recovery plans for threatened or endangered species; impact the
Allensworth Ecological Reserve; remove protected trees; and reduce the functionality of
wildlife movement corridors and linkages.

Construction and project period common mitigation measures that avoid and or minimize
impacts on all biological resources and wetlands include monitoring, worker awareness
training, weed control, implementing a biological resources management plan, implementing
a restoration and revegetation plan, identification of environmentally sensitive areas and
environmentally restricted areas, installation and use of approved fencing, and compliance
reporting. Construction period mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts on biological
resources include mapping special-status plants species and communities to avoid, protocol
and/or preconstruction surveys of special-status wildlife species, construction timing, and
implementation of resource specific guidelines and/or restoration of habitats and monitoring.
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Mitigation for impacts during project operation include coordinating with the regulatory
agencies (i.e., USFWS, U.S Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], California Department of Fish
and Game [CDFG]); compensating for impacts on special-status plant species and plant
communities; compensating for impacts on special-status wildlife species; implementing
agency-approved guidelines and a habitat mitigation and monitoring plan; compensating for
impacts on jurisdictional waters; compensating for the loss of protected trees; and providing
and monitoring wildlife crossing restoration. Following mitigation, the project-related
reduction in the functionality of wildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages would
remain substantial under NEPA and a significant impact under CEQA.

e Safety and Security: All HST alternatives could increase demand for local emergency
responders around the stations due to station activity and associated redevelopment and
economic activity. This could increase response times and require new or physically altered
government facilities that might impact the environment. This is a potentially moderate
impact under NEPA and a significant impact under CEQA. As mitigation, emergency response
to station and HMF incidents would be monitored, and if determined that the HST project
does result in increased demand, a fair share impact fee to local service providers would be
negotiated, reducing effects to negligible under NEPA and less than significant under CEQA.

The Corcoran Bypass Alternative would affect a private airstrip. This impact would be
mitigated by compensating the owner for the loss of the airstrip, resulting in a negligible
effect under NEPA and a less than significant impact under CEQA.

e Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice: All HST alternatives would
result in the division of existing communities east of Hanford and in northeast Bakersfield. All
alternatives would result in displacement impacts of community facilities. Mitigation measures
include coordination with the respective parties before land acquisition to assess potential
opportunities to reconfigure land use and buildings and/or relocate affected facilities, as
necessary, to minimize disruption of facility activities. Following mitigation, the effect of
community division would remain substantial under NEPA.

e Agricultural Lands: Construction and operation of all alternatives would result in
permanent conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural use. Mitigation of this impact
includes preservation of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Farmland of
Local Importance, and Unique Farmland and creation of a farmland consolidation program to
sell non-economic remnant parcels to neighboring landowners. Because farmland cannot be
replaced, the effect would remain substantial under NEPA and the impact would be
significant under CEQA following mitigation.

e Parks, Recreation, and Open Space: Operation of all HST alternatives would affect the
Amtrak playground in Bakersfield. Mitigation of construction impacts includes compensation
for park use during construction. Mitigation of operation impacts includes financial
compensation for purchase and development of replacement property and increased
maintenance requirements. Following mitigation, construction and operation effects on the
Amtrak playground would be negligible under NEPA and less than significant under CEQA.

¢ Visual and Aesthetic Resources: All HST alternatives would cause visual disturbance
during construction including new sources of light and glare, and visual nuisance. All HST
facilities, including sound barriers, would affect visual quality throughout the length of the
project. Mitigation measures to reduce these impacts include minimizing clearing, preserving
existing vegetation, using screens where possible, incorporating design criteria for elevated
and station elements to adapt to local context, planting trees along edges of the right-of-way
adjacent to residential areas, installing landscape treatments along HST overcrossings and
retained fill elements, designing noise barriers in consideration of visual quality, and
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screening of traction power system facilities. Following mitigation, views would continue to
be blocked by some sound barriers and visual quality would be reduced in Bakersfield by HST
elevated structures. These effects would continue to be substantial under NEPA and
significant impacts under CEQA.

e Cultural and Paleontological Resources: All HST alternatives have the potential to cause
impacts on historic properties (Section 106) and historic resources (CEQA) representing both
archaeological and architectural resources, and areas of high paleontological sensitivity. HST
alternatives would affect historically significant architectural resources. Mitigation for these
impacts includes implementing a resource treatment plan for prehistoric and historic
resources developed in coordination with the California State Historic Preservation Officer as
well as complying with the mitigation framework outlined in the Section 106 Programmatic
Agreement for cultural resources protection that has been developed for this project. For
paleontological resources, the mitigation includes implementing a paleontological resources
monitoring and mitigation plan, and halting construction if paleontological resources are
found until they can be evaluated and recorded, as appropriate. Following mitigation, effects
to some historic properties would remain substantial under NEPA and the impact would be
significant under CEQA.

S.8.3 Comparison of HST Alignment Alternatives

The BNSF Alternative is a single continuous alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield. The additional
five alternative alignments considered in this EIR/EIS deviate from the BNSF Alternative for
portions of the route. There are 24 possible combinations of these alternatives to make a
continuous alignment from Fresno to Bakersfield.

Table S-2 at the end of the summary lists those impacts that differentiate each of the 24 project
alignment alternatives. There are other environmental impacts associated with the alignment
alternatives that are not listed in Table S-2 because they are of similar magnitude among the
alternatives and therefore do not provide a means of differentiating between alternatives. Table
S-3 at the end of the summary lists all substantial and significant project impacts.

Many regulations require standard measures to avoid and minimize environmental impacts. The
Authority will comply with these regulations, and therefore these measures are not summarized
here. Table S-3 at the end of the summary presents all of the mitigation measures proposed for
the project. In addition, the Authority will strive to avoid and minimize impacts further as design
progresses.

The five base alternatives that deviate from the BNSF Alternative were developed to reduce
environmental impacts of the HST project. The principal benefits and impacts of these
alternatives relative to the BNSF Alternative follow.

The Corcoran Elevated Alternative would have impacts similar to those of the corresponding
segment of the BNSF Alternative, since both of these alignments follow the same general corridor
through the city of Corcoran. The Corcoran Elevated Alternative would result in fewer residential
and business displacements than the BNSF Alternative, and would be less disruptive of the
roadway network in Corcoran. The Corcoran Elevated Alternative would result in noise impacts on
more sensitive receptors such as residences and schools than the BNSF Alternative, and would
have a greater visual impact to residents of the community than the BNSF Alternative.

The Corcoran Bypass Alternative avoids the city of Corcoran, deviating from the BNSF Railway.
The Corcoran Bypass Alternative would have fewer noise impacts on sensitive receptors, affect
fewer low-income and minority communities, cause less community disruption, and result in
fewer business displacements than the BNSF Alternative. The Corcoran Bypass Alternative would
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result in a smaller loss in property tax revenues, a greater loss in agricultural sales, conversion of
more agricultural land to nonagricultural uses, and a greater loss of land protected under the
Williamson Act than the BNSF Alternative.

The BNSF Alternative would require the acquisition of property from Allensworth State Historic
Park and the Allensworth Ecological Reserve. This alternative would also cause visual and noise
impacts on the park. The Allensworth Bypass Alternative would avoid these impacts and reduce
the acreage of jurisdictional waters permanently affected by the project. However, the
Allensworth Bypass Alternative would have a greater property tax revenue reduction, cause more
agricultural business impacts, convert more acres of farmland to nonagricultural uses, and affect
more acres of Williamson Act land than the BNSF Alternative.

The Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative avoids the communities of Wasco and Shafter, while the
BNSF Alternative goes through these communities adjacent to the BNSF Railway. The Wasco-
Shafter Bypass Alternative would have fewer noise impacts, affect fewer acres of waters of the
United States, affect fewer low-income and minority communities, cause less community
disruption, and result in fewer residential and business displacements than the BNSF Alternative.
The Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative would result in a greater loss in agricultural sales, more
conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural uses, and a greater loss of land protected under
the Williamson Act than the BNSF Alternative.

The Bakersfield South Alternative would also have impacts similar to those of the corresponding
segment of the BNSF Alternative, since these two alternatives are only several hundred feet apart
as they cross through metropolitan Bakersfield. Noise associated with the HST on the Bakersfield
South Alternative would affect more sensitive receptors than the corresponding segment of the
BNSF Alternative. The Bakersfield South Alternative would have EMI impacts on medical
equipment in Mercy Hospital. Unlike the BNSF Alternative, the Bakersfield South Alternative
would not encroach on the campus of Bakersfield High School. The Bakersfield South Alternative
would have fewer residential and business relocations and have a smaller property and sales tax
revenue reduction than the corresponding section of the BNSF Alternative. A greater number of
religious facilities would be displaced with the Bakersfield South Alternative than the BNSF
Alternative. The Bakersfield South Alternative would cross through the Mill Creek Redevelopment
Area between the Amtrak Station and California Avenue. The BNSF Alternative would be located
north of this redevelopment area.

S.8.4 Comparison of HMF Alternative Sites

As indicated above, five alternative sites were evaluated for an HMF facility along the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section. Table S-4 at the end of the summary provides a comparison of impacts
among these five sites.

S.8.5 Capital Cost

Table S-2 at the end of the summary provides a cost estimate in 2010 dollars for each of the 24
alignment alternatives. All of these estimates use the Fresno Mariposa Street Station Alternative.
Although the estimated cost for the Fresno station at Mariposa Street and Kern Street would be
the same, construction of the station at Kern Street would be $27 million more than a station at
Fresno Street because of increased track, site work, electric traction work, and design costs.

The HMF sites would all contain the same facilities to provide maintenance services for the HST
system. The HMF at any of the sites would cost about $620 million, based on conceptual site and
functional layouts for the facilities.
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S.9 Section 4(f)/Section 6(f)
S.9.1 Section 4(f)

Under Section 4(f) of 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) 303, an operating agency of the U.S.
Department of Transportation may not approve a project that uses properties protected under
this section of the law unless there are no prudent or feasible alternatives and the project
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such properties. Properties protected under
Section 4(f) are publicly owned lands of a park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfow! refuge
or land of a historical site of national, state, or local significance as determined by the federal,
state, regional, or local officials having jurisdiction over the resource.

There are 12 publicly-owned public parks, the Allensworth Ecological Reserve, and 25 historic
properties in the vicinity of project alternatives that qualify for protection under Section 4(f). All
of the alternatives would cross four irrigation canals that are on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) or eligible for the NRHP: the Washington Colony Canal and North Branch of
Oleander Canal in Fresno County, the Peoples Ditch in Kings County, and the Friant-Kern Canal in
Kern County. Because these canals are oriented in an east-west direction and the HST
alternatives are oriented north-south, it is not possible to avoid these canals without substantial
out-of-direct travel that would prevent the HST from operating within mandated travel times.

The BNSF Alternative would have direct use of two properties protected under Section 4(f): the
Colonel Allensworth State Historic Park and the Allensworth Ecological Reserve. The BNSF
Alternative would use 1.7 acres of the Allensworth State Historic Park and 7.3 acres of the
Allensworth Ecological Reserve. Section 4(f) uses of the parks would be avoided with
implementation of the Allensworth Bypass Alternative.

S.9.2 Section 6(f)

Section 6(f) properties are recreation resources funded by the Land and Water Conservation
Fund (LWCF) Act. These properties also cannot be used for transportation project unless there is
no prudent or feasible alternative, and their use must be fully mitigated to the satisfaction of the
National Park Service and the local jurisdiction administering the recreation resource. Funds from
a 1994 LWCF development grant to the California Department of Parks and Recreation were used
for new recreational facilities at Colonel Allensworth State Historic Park/Allensworth Historic
District. Therefore, this park is considered a 6(f) property. As indicated above, the BNSF
Alternative Alignment would require conversion of approximately 1.7 acres of the park. Section
6(f) impacts on the park would be avoided with implementation of the Allensworth Bypass
Alternative.

S.10 Areas of Controversy

Based on the scoping meetings and public outreach efforts throughout the environmental review
process, the following are known areas of controversy:

e Selection of the preferred HST alternative.
e Impacts on special-status plants and wildlife and wildlife habitat preserves.

e Impacts on corridor communities (including noise, visual quality impacts, loss of community
character and cohesion, and right-of-way acquisition).
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e Impacts on farmlands (including severance of farmlands, loss of productive farmland, and
loss of agricultural enterprises).

e Trade-offs between corridor communities and agricultural lands.

S.11 Next Steps in the Environmental Process

The Authority and FRA are circulating the Draft EIR/EIS to affected local jurisdictions, state and
federal agencies, tribes, community organizations, other interest groups, interested individuals,
and the public. The document also is available at the Authority offices, public libraries in the
study area, and on the Authority’s website. The following discussion outlines the next steps in the
environmental process, from public and agency comment on the Draft EIR/EIS to construction
and operation.

S.11.1 Public and Agency Comment

The Draft EIR/EIS will be circulated for a 45-day comment period, which will include public
hearings. Information about the schedule of public hearings is available on the Authority’s
website at www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov.

S.11.2 ldentification of Preferred Alternative

After considering public and agency comments, the Authority and FRA will identify a preferred
alignment alternative, site for each station, and a preferred HMF facility alternative from among
the HMF alternatives. The Authority and FRA will prepare a Fresno to Bakersfield Section Final
EIR/EIS that will include responses to comments and a description of the preferred alternative
and proposed mitigation.

A. FRA DECISION-MAKING

Upon completion of the environmental process with publication of the Fresno to Bakersfield
Section Final EIR/EIS, the FRA expects to issue a Record of Decision (ROD) for compliance with
NEPA. The ROD will describe the project and alternatives considered, describe the selected
alternative; make environmental findings and determinations with regard to air quality
conformity, Endangered Species Act, Section 106, Section 4(f), and environmental justice; and
require mitigation measures. Issuance of the ROD is a prerequisite for any federal funding or
approvals.

B. U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS DECISION-MAKING

The Fresno to Bakersfield Section of the HST system will require a permit from the USACE under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. 408).
The USACE is using the Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR/EIS to integrate the procedural and
substantive requirements of NEPA and its permitting responsibilities (including EPA’s 404(b)(1)
Guidelines) to provide a single document that streamlines and enables informed decision-making
by the USACE, including but not limited to, adoption of the EIS, issuance of necessary RODs,
Section 404 permit decisions, and Section 408 permit decisions (as applicable) for
alteration/modification of completed federal flood risk management facilities and any associated
operation and maintenance, and real estate permissions or instruments (as applicable).

C. CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY DECISION-MAKING

After completion of the environmental process, the Authority will consider whether to certify the
Final EIR/EIS for compliance with CEQA. Once the Authority certifies the Final EIR/EIS, it can
approve the project and make related CEQA decisions (findings, mitigation plan, and potential
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statement of overriding considerations). The required CEQA findings prepared for each significant
effect will be one of the following:

e Changes or alternatives have been required or incorporated into the project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

e Changes or alternatives are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency
and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

e Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or HST alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

If the Authority proceeds with approval of the project, the Authority would file a Notice of
Determination (NOD) that describes the project and whether the project will have a significant
effect on the environment. If the Authority approves a project that will result in the occurrence of
significant effects identified in the Final EIR but not avoided or substantially lessened, CEQA
requires the preparation of a Statement of Overriding Considerations which provides specific
reasons to support the project, including economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits
of the proposed project that outweigh unavoidable adverse environmental effects. If such a
statement is prepared, the Authority’'s NOD will reference the statement.

For purposes of this Fresno to Bakersfield Section EIR/EIS, project approval would include
selection of a north/south alignment alternative and selection of station locations. The Authority
anticipates identifying a preferred HMF facility site from among the HMF alternative sites
examined in this document. The Authority is also considering HMF facility alternative sites as part
of the Merced to Fresno Section EIR/EIS, and anticipates identifying a preferred HMF facility site
from among the alternatives in that EIR/EIS. A final decision on the HMF facility location is
anticipated to occur at a date later than the decisions on the north/south alignments and
stations, and based on the Authority’s consideration of the preferred HMF alternative sites from
both the Fresno to Bakersfield and Merced to Fresno sections.

D. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

After the issuance of the FRA’s ROD and the Authority’s NOD, the Authority would complete final
design, obtain construction permits, and acquire property prior to construction, as shown in
Figure S-3.

Milestone 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Public Release of DEIS  1if
FEIS Published w

Record of Decision Tr
and Notice of Determination

Final Design/Permitting
Property Acquisition Begins
Construction Begins
Testing and Startup
Operation Begins

Figure 5-3
Mext steps scheduled
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SUMMARY

Table S-2
Comparison of Impacts of HST Alignment Alternatives
HST Alternatives (See footnote at end of table for numbered alternative descriptions)
Impact 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Project Costs
Project costs (not including HMF) by | $7,011 | $7,187 | $6,856 | $6,804 | $6,643 | $6,950 | $6,980 | $6,819 | $7,126 | $6,581 | $6,919 | $6,520 | $6,758 | $6,649 | $6,488 | $6,795 | $6,250 | $6,588 | $6,189 | $6,427 | $6,405 | $6,743 | $6,344 | $6,582
alternative Base Year FY 2010 Dollars
(millions)
Transportation and Traffic
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for transportation and traffic.
Project Impacts
TR #1: Total number of permanent 37 36 38 37 50 41 36 49 40 49 40 53 53 38 51 42 51 42 55 55 50 41 54 54
road closures.
Noise and Vibration
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for noise and vibration.
Project Impacts
N&V #3: Number of severe operational | 5,513 | 5,714 | 5,206 | 5,482 | 3,858 | 5,513 | 5,683 | 4,059 | 5,714 | 4,028 | 5,683 | 4,028 | 4,059 | 5,175 | 3,551 | 5,206 | 3,520 | 5,175 | 3,520 | 3,551 | 3,827 | 5,482 | 3,827 | 3,858
noise impacts to sensitive receivers.
N&V #4: Number of operational 39 28 48 47 36 39 26 25 28 23 26 23 25 46 45 48 43 46 43 45 34 37 34 36
vibration impacts to sensitive receivers.
Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for electromagnetic field and electromagnetic interference.
Project Impacts
EMF/EMI #2: Impacts to sensitive No No No No No Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
medical devices or imaging equipment.
Public Utilities and Energy
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for public utilities and energy.
Project Impacts - There are no significant differentiating project impacts between alternatives for public utilities and energy.
Biological Resources and Wetlands
Construction Impacts
Special-Status Plants
BIO #1: Number of acres temporarily 29 32 32 49 32 30 52 34 32 54 52 55 35 52 34 32 54 52 55 35 52 50 52 32
impacted that has potential to support
special-status plant species.
Special-Status Wildlife Species
BIO #2 through BIO #6: Number of 1,967 | 1,979 | 1,973 | 1,964 | 1,918 | 1,969 | 1,974 | 1,928 | 1,979 | 1,923 | 1,974 | 1,924 | 1,928 | 1,969 | 1,922 | 1,973 | 1,918 | 1,969 | 1,918 | 1,923 | 1,913 | 1,965 | 1,914 | 1,918
acres temporarily impacted that has
potential to support special-status
wildlife species.
Special-Status Plant Communities
BIO #7: Number of acres temporarily 30 32 32 49 32 30 52 35 32 54 52 54 35 52 35 33 54 52 55 35 52 50 52 33
disturbed that supports special-status
plant communities and riparian areas.
Jurisdictional Waters
BIO #8: Number of acres directly and | 8.06 8.10 9.24 9.89 7.77 8.84 9.93 7.81 8.88 9.64 | 10.71 | 10.42 | 8.59 11.07 | 8.95 10.02 | 10.78 | 11.85 | 11.56 | 9.73 9.60 10.67 | 10.38 | 8.55
indirectly temporarily impacted that
contain jurisdictional waters.
Page S-23
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Table S-2
Comparison of Impacts of HST Alignment Alternatives
HST Alternatives (See footnote at end of table for numbered alternative descriptions)
Impact 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Conservation Areas
BIO #10: Number of acres temporarily | 422 422 430 562 425 427 562 425 427 565 567 570 430 567 433 435 573 575 578 438 565 567 570 430
impacted that are located in USFWS
recovery plans.
Project Impacts
Special-Status Plant Species
BIO #15: Number of acres impacted 114 112 134 187 114 114 185 113 113 186 186 187 114 207 135 135 208 208 209 136 188 187 188 115
that has potential to support special-
status plant species.
Special-Status Wildlife Species
BIO #16 through BIO #20: Number of | 2,851 | 2,796 | 2,780 | 2,886 | 2,860 | 2,781 | 2,830 | 2,804 | 2,726 | 2,839 | 2,760 | 2,769 | 2,734 | 2,815 | 2,789 | 2,710 | 2,823 | 2,745 | 2,753 | 2,719 | 2,894 | 2,815 | 2,824 | 2,790
acres impacted that has potential to
support special-status wildlife species.
Special-Status Plant Communities
BIO #21: Number of acres disturbed 129 127 150 199 130 127 198 128 126 199 196 197 126 220 150 148 221 218 219 149 200 197 198 128
that supports special-status plant
communities and riparian areas.
Jurisdictional Waters
BIO #22: Number of acres directly and | 60.94 | 59.32 | 52.17 | 57.64 | 60.27 | 60.51 | 56.02 | 58.65 | 58.89 | 55.35 | 55.59 | 54.92 | 58.22 | 48.87 | 51.50 | 51.74 | 48.20 | 48.44 | 47.77 | 51.07 | 56.97 | 57.21 | 56.54 | 59.84
indirectly impacted that contain
jurisdictional waters
Conservation Areas
BIO #24: Number of acres that would 705 705 606 742 720 639 742 720 638 757 675 690 653 643 620 539 658 576 591 553 757 676 690 653
disturb portions of recovery plans.
BIO #25: Number of acres that would 8 8 8 0 8 8 0 8 8 0 0 0 8 0 8 8 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 8
disturb portions of the Allensworth
Ecological Reserve.
Hydrology and Water Resources
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for hydrology and water quality.
Project Impacts - There are no significant differentiating project impacts between alternatives for hydrology and water quality.
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for geology and soils.
Project Impacts - There are no significant differentiating project impacts between alternatives for geology and soils.
Hazardous Materials and Wastes
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for Hazardous Materials and Wastes.
Project Impacts - There are no significant differentiating project impacts between alternatives for Hazardous Materials and Wastes.
Page S-24

@ CALFORNIA @y &iozz
High-Speed Rail Authority Federal Railroad

Administration



CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS SUMMARY
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

Table S-2
Comparison of Impacts of HST Alignment Alternatives

HST Alternatives (See footnote at end of table for numbered alternative descriptions)

Impact 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Safety and Security
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for safety and security.
Project Impacts

S&S #1: Proximity of a private airstrip No No Yes No No No No No No No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
to HST facilities

Socioeconomics, Communities, and Environmental Justice
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for socioeconomics, communities, and environmental justice.
Project Impacts

SO #4: Displacement of Bakersfield Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes No No No
High School’s Industrial Arts building.
SO #5: Displacement of the Mercado Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes No No No
Latino Tianguis.
SO #7: Displacement of Mercy Hospital No No No No No Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
medical complex facilities.
SO #8: Displacement of religious 7 6 8 7 7 9 6 6 8 6 8 8 8 8 8 10 8 10 10 10 7 9 9 9
facilities.
Estimated number of housing units 192 142 131 187 184 173 137 134 123 129 118 110 115 126 123 112 118 107 99 104 179 168 160 165
displaced in EJ areas

Station Planning, Land Use, and Development
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for station planning, land use, and development.
Project Impacts - There are no significant differentiating project impacts between alternatives for station planning, land use, and development.
Agricultural Lands
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for agricultural lands.
Project Impacts

AG #1: Number of acres of agricultural | 2,192 | 2,192 | 2,201 | 2,263 | 2,317 | 2,192 | 2,263 | 2,317 | 2,192 | 2,388 | 2,263 | 2,388 | 2,317 | 2,272 | 2,326 | 2,201 | 2,397 | 2,272 | 2,397 | 2,326 | 2,388 | 2,263 | 2,388 | 2,317

land converted to nonagricultural use.

AG #2: Number of acres of agricultural | 108 108 112 132 182 108 132 182 108 206 132 206 182 136 186 112 210 136 210 186 206 132 206 182

parcels split creating parcels too small
to economically farm.

Parks, Recreation, and Open Space

Construction Impacts

PK #1: Activities would create noise to Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
some areas of Father Wyatt Park.
PK #3: Activities would create noise to Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes No No No

some areas of Bakersfield High School.
Project Impacts

PK#4: Required acquisition of Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes No No No Yes No No No Yes
Allensworth State Historic Park land.

PK#5: Required acquisition of Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes No No No Yes No No No Yes
Allensworth Ecological Reserve land.

PK#6: Addition of a modern feature not| Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes No No No Yes No No No Yes

consistent with the historic atmosphere
of Allensworth State Historic Park.
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS SUMMARY
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION
Table S-2
Comparison of Impacts of HST Alignment Alternatives
HST Alternatives (See footnote at end of table for numbered alternative descriptions)
Impact 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Aesthetics and Visual Quality

Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for agricultural lands.
Project Impacts

VQ #5: Lower visual quality in Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No No No No No Yes No No No No No No No No

Corcoran, Wasco, Shafter, and

Allensworth State Historic Park

Landscape Units.
Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Construction Impacts
Impact CUL #1: Effect on significant 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3
prehistoric and historic-era
archaeological resources.

CUL #2: Effect on historically significant| 27 27 27 28 25 24 28 25 24 26 25 23 22 28 25 24 26 25 23 22 26 25 23 22

built- environment resources.
Project Impacts - There are no significant differentiating project impacts between alternatives for cultural and paleontological resources.

Regional Growth
Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for regional growth.
Project Impacts - There are no significant differentiating project impacts between alternatives for regional growth.
Cumulative Impacts

Construction Impacts - There are no significant differentiating construction impacts between alternatives for cumulative impacts.
Project Impacts - There are no significant differentiating project impacts between alternatives for cumulative impacts.
Footnote: Each alternative combination was given a different number. Listed below is every single possible combination that may occur from the proposed alignment and alternatives. If an alternative alignment is not mentioned than the BNSF alternative is being used.

1. BNSF only

2. Corcoran Elevated

3. Corcoran Bypass

4.  Allensworth Bypass

5. Wasco Shafter Bypass

6. Bakersfield South

7. Corcoran Elevated and Allensworth Bypass

8. Corcoran Elevated and Wasco Shafter Bypass

9. Corcoran Elevated and Bakersfield South

10. Corcoran Elevated and Allensworth Bypass and Wasco Shafter Bypass

11. Corcoran Elevated and Allensworth Bypass and Bakersfield South

12. Corcoran Elevated and Allensworth Bypass and Wasco Shafter Bypass and Bakersfield South

13. Corcoran Elevated and Wasco Shafter Bypass and Bakersfield South

14. Corcoran Bypass and Allensworth Bypass

15. Corcoran Bypass and Wasco Shafter Bypass

16. Corcoran Bypass and Bakersfield South

17. Corcoran Bypass and Allensworth Bypass and Wasco Shafter Bypass

18. Corcoran Bypass and Allensworth Bypass and Bakersfield South

19. Corcoran Bypass and Allensworth Bypass and Wasco Shafter Bypass and Bakersfield South

20. Corcoran Bypass and Wasco Shafter Bypass and Bakersfield South

21. Allensworth Bypass and Wasco Shafter Bypass

22. Allensworth Bypass and Bakersfield South

23. Allensworth Bypass and Wasco Shafter Bypass and Bakersfield South

24. Wasco Shafter Bypass and Bakersfield South
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

SUMMARY

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Transportation and Traffic

Construction Impacts

There are no construction impacts
for transportation and traffic.

Transportation and traffic
avoidance and minimization
measures 1 through 10.

N/A

Project Impacts

TR #1: Permanent road closures.

TR-MM #1: Access maintenance
for property owners.

Less than Significant

TR #2: HST station area roadway
impacts.

TR-MM #7: Add New Lanes to
roadway.

Less Than Significant

TR #2: HST station area
intersection impacts.

TR-MM #2, TR-MM #3, TR-
MM #4, TR-MM #5, TR-MM
#6

These mitigation measures
propose to improve intersections,
traffic lights and lane movement.

Less Than
Significant/Significant

TR #3: HMF site roadway
impacts.

TR-MM #7: Add New Lanes to
roadway.

Less Than Significant

TR #3: HMF site intersection
impacts.

TR-MM #2, TR-MM #3, TR-
MM #4, TR-MM #5, TR-MM
#6

These mitigation measures
propose to improve intersections,
traffic lights and lane movement.

Less Than Significant

Air Quality and Global Climate Change
Construction Impacts
AQ #1: Construction would AQ-MM #2: Reduce VOC Significant
exceed the CEQA emissions Emissions from Paint.
thresholds for VOCs and NOx. AQ-MM #4: Reduce Criteria
Therefore, it could potentially Exhaust Emissions from
cause violations of NO, and O3 air Construction Equipment.
quality standards or contribute o
substantially to NO, and O, AQ-MM #5: Reduce Criteria
existing or projected air quality Exhaust Emissions from On-Road
violations. Construction Equipment.
Significant

AQ #2: Construction would
exceed the CEQA emissions
thresholds for PM;q and PM, 5.
Therefore, it could potentially
cause violations of PM;y and PM, 5
air quality standards or contribute
substantially to existing or
projected PM;q and PM, 5

AQ-MM #1, AQ-MM #3, AQ-
MM #4, AQ-MM #5
These mitigation measures

propose to reduce dust and PM
during construction.

violations.
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

AQ #3: Material hauling outside
the SJVAB would exceed CEQA
emission thresholds for NOx in
the Bay Area AQMD, East Kern
APCD, Mojave Desert AQMD, and
the South Coast AQMD for certain
hauling scenarios.

AQ-MM #5: Reduce Criteria
Exhaust Emissions from On-Road
Construction Equipment.

AQ-MM #9: Purchase offsets for
emissions associated with hauling
ballast material in SCAQMD.

Less Than
Significant/Significant

AQ #4: Construction of the HST | AQ-MM #2: Reduce VOC Significant
alternatives would exceed the Emissions from Paint.
CEQA emissions threshold; for AQ-MM #4: Reduce Criteria
VOC _and I_\IOX. Therefore, it would Exhaust Emissions from
conf_llct with the 1-hour Ozone Construction Equipment.
Attainment Plan and the 8-hour
Ozone Attainment Plan. AQ-MM #5: Reduce Criteria

Exhaust Emissions from On-Road

Construction Equipment.

Significant

AQ #5: Construction of the HST
alternatives would exceed the
CEQA emissions thresholds for
PM;o and PM, 5. Therefore, it
would conflict with the PM,, and
PM, 5 Attainment Plans.

AQ-MM#1, AQ-MM#3, AQ-
MM#4, AQ-MM#5
These mitigation measures

propose to reduce dust and PM
during construction.

AQ # 6: Construction of the
alignment may expose sensitive
receptors to temporary
substantial pollutant
concentrations.

AQ-MM #8: Reduce the
Potential Impact of Concrete
Batch Plants.

Less than significant

Project Impacts

AQ #7: Operation of the HMF
may expose sensitive receptors
within 1000 ft from the HMF
boundary to substantial TAC
pollutant concentrations.

AQ-MM #6: Reduce the Potential
Impact of Toxics.

AQ-MM #7: Reduce the Potential
Impact of Stationary Sources.

Less than significant

AQ #8: Operation of the HMF
may cause the total PMy, and
PM, 5 ambient concentrations
exceed CAAQS due to the existing
exceedances in the area.

AQ-MM #7: Reduce the Potential
Impact of Stationary Sources.

Significant

Noise and Vibration

Construction Impacts

N&YV #1: Construction Noise

N&V-MM#1: Construction noise
mitigation measures.

Less than significant

N&V #2: Construction Vibration

N&V-MM#2: Construction
vibration mitigation measures.

Less than significant
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

SUMMARY

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Project Impacts

N&V #3: Number of moderate
and severe operational noise
impacts to sensitive receivers.

N&V-MM #3 through N&V-
MM #7

These mitigation measures
proposed to decrease noise
impacts to sensitive receivers.

Potentially Significant

N&V #4: Number of moderate
and severe operational vibration
impacts to sensitive receivers.

N&V #8: Implement project
vibration mitigation.

Potentially Significant

Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference

Construction Impacts

There are no construction impacts
for electromagnetic fields and
electromagnetic interference.

No mitigation required

N/A

Project Impacts

EMF/EMI #1: Effects on
workers with implanted medical
devices.

EMF/EMI-MM #1.: Protect
workers with implanted medical
devices.

Less than Significant

EMF/EMI #2: Impacts to
sensitive medical devices or
imaging equipment.

EMF/EMI-MM #2: Protect
sensitive equipment.

Less than Significant

Public Utilities and Energy

Construction Impacts

There are no construction impacts | No mitigation required N/A
for public utilities and energy.

Project Impacts

There are no project impacts for No mitigation required N/A

public utilities and energy.

Biological Resources and Wetlands

Construction Impacts

Special-Status Plants

BI1O #1: Number of acres
impacted that has potential to
support special-status plant
species.

AQ-MM#1, AQ-MM#3, Bio-
MM#16, Bio-MM#17, Bio-
MM#51, WR-MM#1

These mitigation measures
propose to reduce dust and
require pre-construction surveys.

Less than Significant

Special-Status Wildlife Species

BI1O #2: Construction would
disturb suitable habitat that has
potential to support special-status
invertebrate species.

AQ-MM #1, AQ-MM #3, Bio-
MM #18, through Bio-MM
#21, Bio-MM #44, Bio-MM
#45, Bio-MM #46, Bio-MM
#52, Bio-MM #53, Bio-MM
#59, Bio-MM #61, WR-MM
#1

These mitigation measures
propose to reduce dust, require
pre-construction surveys, and
require restoration after
construction.

Less than Significant
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FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

B1O #3: Construction would
disturb the suitable habitat that
has potential to support special-
status reptiles and amphibian
species.

Bio-MM #22 through Bio-MM
#26, Bio-MM #45, Bio-MM
#46, Bio-MM #54, Bio-MM
#55, Bio-MM #61

These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

BIO #4: Construction would
disturb habitat that has the
potential to support special-status
fish (i.e., Kern brook lamprey)
species.

Bio-MM #44, Bio-MM #45,
Bio-MM #46, Bio-MM #59,
Bio-MM #60, Bio-MM #61,
WR-MM #1, WR-MM #2
These mitigation measures
propose to require restoration
after construction.

Less than Significant

BIO #5: Construction would
disturb suitable habitat that has
potential to support nesting
special-status bird species
(including raptors).

Bio-MM #27 through Bio-MM
#34, Bio-MM #56, Bio-MM
#57

These mitigation measures
propose require pre-construction
surveys and require restoration
after construction.

Less than Significant

Bio#6: Construction would
disturb suitable habitat that has
the potential to support special-
status mammal species.

Bio-MM #35 through Bio-MM
#43, Bio-MM #58

These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

Special-Status Plant Communities

BIO #7: Number of acres
disturbed that supports special-
status plant communities and
riparian areas.

Bio-MM #16, Bio-MM #44,
Bio-MM #45, Bio-MM #46,
Bio-MM #51, Bio-MM #59,
Bio-MM #60, Bio-MM #61
These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

Jurisdictional Waters

BIO #8: Number of acres directly
and indirectly impacted that
contain jurisdictional waters.

Bio-MM #44, Bio-MM #45,
Bio-MM #46, Bio-MM #59,
Bio-MM #60, Bio-MM #61,
WR-MM #1, WR-MM #2
These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require

restoration after construction.

Less than Significant
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SUMMARY

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Critical Habitat

BI1O #9: Construction would
disturb critical habitat for vernal
pool branchiopods.

Bio-MM #18, Bio-MM #19,
Bio-MM #20, Bio-MM #46,
Bio-MM #52, Bio-MM #61
These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

Conservation Areas

BI1O #10: Number of acres
located in USFWS recovery plans.

Construction and Project
Period Mitigation Measures
Bio-MM #16 through Bio-MM
#64

These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

BIO #12: Construction would
disturb portions of habitat
conservation plan areas.

Construction and Project
Period Mitigation Measures
Bio-MM #16 through Bio-MM
#64

These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

Protected Trees

BI1O #13: Construction of the
HST alternatives would disturb
protected trees.

Bio-MM #47: Monitoring of
Protected Trees.

Bio-MM #62: Compensate for
Impacts to Protected Trees.

Less than Significant

Wildlife Movement Corridors

BI1O #14: Construction would
result in site preparation activities
that would temporarily obstruct or
startle wildlife and reduce the
functionality of wildlife movement
corridors and habitat linkages.

Bio-MM #48, Bio-MM #49,
Bio-MM #50, Bio-MM #63,
Bio-MM #64

These mitigation measures
propose to implement measures
to maintain wildlife movement.

Less than Significant

Project Impacts

Special-Status Plant Species

BI1O #15: Number of acres
impacted that has potential to
support special-status plant
species.

AQ-MM #1, AQ-MM #3, Bio-
MM #16, Bio-MM #17, Bio-
MM #51, WR-MM #1

These mitigation measures
propose to reduce dust and
require pre-construction surveys.

Less than Significant
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Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Special-Status Wildlife Species

BIO #16: Impacts would
permanently impact suitable
habitat that has the potential to
support special-status
invertebrate species.

AQ-MM #1, AQ-MM #3, Bio-
MM #18, through Bio-MM
#21, Bio-MM #44, Bio-MM
#45, Bio-MM #46, Bio-
MM#52, Bio-MM #53, Bio-MM
#59, Bio-MM #61

These mitigation measures
propose to reduce dust, require
pre-construction surveys, and
require restoration after
construction.

Less than Significant

BIO #17: Impacts would
permanently impact suitable
habitat that has the potential to
support special-status reptiles and
amphibian species.

Bio-MM #22 through Bio-MM
#26, Bio-MM #45, Bio-MM
#46, Bio-MM #54, Bio-MM
#55, Bio-MM #61

These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

BIO #18: Impacts would
permanently impact suitable
habitat that has the potential to
support special-status fish species
(i.e., Kern brook lamprey).

Bio-MM #44, Bio-MM #45,
Bio-MM #46, Bio-MM #59,
Bio-MM #60, Bio-MM #61,
WR-MM #1, WR-MM #2
These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

BIO #19: Impacts would
permanently impact suitable
habitat that has the potential to
support special-status bird species
(including raptors).

Bio-MM #27 through Bio-MM
#34, Bio-MM #56, Bio-MM
#57

These mitigation measures
propose require pre-construction
surveys and require restoration
after construction.

Less than Significant

BIO #20: Impacts would
permanently impact suitable
habitat that has the potential to
support special-status mammal
species.

Bio-MM #35 through Bio-MM
#43, Bio-MM #58

These mitigation measures
propose require pre-construction
surveys and require restoration
after construction.

Less than Significant

Special-Status Plant Communities

BI1O #21: Number of acres
disturbed that supports special-
status plant communities and
riparian areas.

Bio-MM #16, Bio-MM #44,
Bio-MM #45, Bio-MM #46,
Bio-MM #51, Bio-MM #59,
Bio-MM #60, Bio-MM #61
These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require

restoration after construction.

Less than Significant
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SUMMARY

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Jurisdictional Waters

BIO #22: Number of acres
directly and indirectly impacted
that contain jurisdictional waters

Bio-MM #44, Bio-MM #45
Bio-MM #46, Bio-MM #59,
Bio-MM #60, Bio-MM #61,
WR-MM #1, WR-MM #2
These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

Critical Habitat

BIO #23: Project impacts to
critical habitat for vernal pool
species.

Bio-MM #18, Bio-MM #19,
Bio-MM #20, Bio-MM #46,
Bio-MM #52, Bio-MM #61
These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

Conservation Areas

BI1O #24: Number of acres that
would disturb portions of recovery
plans.

Construction and Project
Period Mitigation Measures
Bio-MM #16 through Bio-MM
#64

These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

BI1O #25: Number of acres that
would disturb portions of the
Allensworth Ecological Reserve.

PC-MM #1: Compensation for
Staging in Park Property for
Construction.

PP-MM #1: Acquisition of Park
Property.

Less than Significant

BIO #26: Project impacts from
the BNSF Alternative would
disturb portions of habitat
conservation plans.

Construction and Project
Period Mitigation Measures
Bio-MM #16 through Bio-MM
#64

These mitigation measures
propose to require pre-
construction surveys and require
restoration after construction.

Less than Significant

Protected Trees

BIO #27: Impacts would
permanently affect protected
trees.

Bio-MM #47: Monitoring of
Protected Trees.

Bio-MM #62: Compensate for
Impacts to Protected Trees.

Less than Significant

Wildlife Movement Corridors

BIO #28: Impacts would
permanently reduce the
functionality of wildlife movement
corridors and habitat linkages.

Bio-MM #48, Bio-MM #49,
Bio-MM #50, Bio-MM #63,
Bio-MM #64

These mitigation measures
propose to implement measures
to maintain wildlife movement.

Significant
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Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Resources

Construction Impacts

There are no construction impacts | No mitigation required N/A
for hydrology and water quality.
Project Impacts
There are no project impacts for No mitigation required N/A
hydrology and water quality.

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Construction Impacts
There are no construction impacts | No mitigation required N/A
for geology, soils, and seismicity.
Project Impacts
There are no project impacts for No mitigation required N/A

geology, soils, and seismicity.

Hazardous Materials and Wastes

Construction Impacts

HMW #1: Handling of Extremely
Hazardous Materials within 0.25
mile of a School

HMW-MM #1: No use of
extremely hazardous substances
or a mixture thereof in a quantity
equal to or greater than the state
threshold quantity within 0.25
mile of a school.

Less than significant

Project Impacts

There are no project impacts for No mitigation required N/A
hazardous materials and wastes.

Safety and Security
Construction Impacts
There are no construction impacts | No mitigation required N/A

for safety and security.

Project Impacts

S&S #1: Proximity of a private
airstrip to HST facilities.

S&S-MM #1: Compensation for
loss of private airstrip.

Less than Significant

S&S #2: Increased demand for
fire, rescue, and emergency
services at stations and HMFs

S&S-MM #2: Pay impact fee to
local fire, rescue, and emergency
service providers for services at
stations and at the HMF.

Less than Significant

Socioeconomic, Communities, and Environmental Justice

Construction Impacts

There are no construction impacts
for socioeconomics, communities,
and environmental justice.

SO-MM #1: Develop and
implement a construction
management plan.

SO-MM #2: Develop a relocation
mitigation plan.

N/A
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SUMMARY

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

CEQA Level of Significance

Impact Mitigation Measure after Mitigation

Project Impacts
SO #1: Division of existing SO-MM #3: Implement Significant
community. Ponderosa Rd./Edna measures to reduce impacts
Way, northeast of Hanford and associated with the division of
the Newark Ave. vicinity northeast | existing communities in the
of Corcoran. unincorporated areas northeast of
Displacement of residents of small Hanford and Corcoran.
tightly knit communities.
SO #2: Division of existing SO-MM #4: Implement Significant
community in Bakersfield’s measures to reduce impacts
Northeast District. associated with the division of

existing communities in the

Northeast District of Bakersfield.

Significant

SO #3: Division of existing
community in Bakersfield’s
Northwest District.

SO-MM #5: Implement
measures to reduce impacts
associated with the division of
existing communities in the
Northwest District of Bakersfield.

SO #4: Displacement of
Bakersfield High School’s
Industrial Arts building.

SO-MM #6: Implement
measures to reduce impacts
associated with the displacement
of Bakersfield High School
facilities.

Less than Significant

SO #5: Displacement of the
Mercado Latino Tianguis.

SO-MM #6: Implement
measures to reduce impacts
associated with the displacement
of the Mercado Latino Tianguis.

Less than Significant

SO #6: Displacement of the
Fresno Rescue Mission and
associated facilities.

SO-MM #6: Implement
measures to reduce impacts
associated with the displacement
of the Fresno Rescue Mission and
associated facilities.

Less than Significant

SO #7: Displacement of Mercy
Hospital medical complex
facilities.

SO-MM #6: Implement
measures to reduce impacts
associated with the displacement
of Mercy Hospital medical
facilities.

Less than Significant

SO #8: Displacement of religious
facilities.

SO-MM #6: Implement
measures to reduce impacts
associated with the displacement

of religious facilities.

Less than Significant
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS

FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

Station Planning, Land Use, and Development

Construction Impacts

There are no construction impacts | No mitigation required N/A
for station planning, land use, and
development.
Project Impacts
There are no project impacts for No mitigation required N/A
station planning, land use, and
development.
Agricultural Lands
Construction Impacts
There are no construction impacts | No mitigation required N/A
for agricultural lands.
Project Impacts
AG #1: Permanent Conversion of | AG-MM #1: Preserve the total Significant
Agricultural Land to amount of prime, statewide, local,
Nonagricultural Use. and unique farmland.
AG #2: Permanent Conversion of | AG-MM #2: Consolidate Non- Significant

Agricultural Land from Parcel
Splits.

Economic Remnants.

Parks, Recreation, and Open Spac

Construction Impacts

PK #t1: Construction activities
would create noise at Father
Wyatt Park.

Mitigation Measures as outlined in
Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration.

Less than Significant

PK #2: Construction activities
would create closures of some
areas of Kern River Parkway,
including bike and equestrian
facilities.

PC-MM #1: Compensation for
Staging in Park Property for
Construction.

Less than Significant

PK #3: Construction activities
would create noise at Bakersfield
High School.

Mitigation Measures as outlined in
Section 3.4, Noise and Vibration.

Significant

Project Impacts

PK #4: The project would require
the acquisition of approximately
1.7 acres of Allensworth State
Historic Park.

PP-MM#1: Acquisition of Park
Property.

PP-MM#2: Avoidance of
Allensworth State Historic Park.

Less than Significant

PK #5: The project would require
the acquisition of approximately
7.3 acres of Allensworth
Ecological Reserve.

PP-MM#1: Acquisition of Park
Property.

Less than Significant
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SUMMARY

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

PK #6: The project would
introduce a modern feature not
consistent with the historic
atmosphere of Allensworth State
Historic Park.

Mitigation Measures as outlined in
Section 3.16, Aesthetics and
Visual Resource

Significant

PK #7: The project would create
an increase in usage that would
result in physical deterioration of
the Bakersfield Amtrak Station
Playground.

PP-MM #3: Collect Additional
Maintenance Funds.

Less than Significant

Aesthetics and Visual Quality

Construction Impacts

VQ #1: Visual disturbance during
construction.

VQ-MM #1: Minimize Visual
Disruption during Construction.

Less than Significant

VQ#2: Nighttime Lighting during
construction.

VQ-MM #1: Minimize Visual
Disruption during Construction.

Less than Significant

Project Impacts

VQ #3: Lower visual quality in
the Central Fresno Landscape
Unit.

VQ-MM #2, VQ-MM #3,
VQ-MM #3a, VQ-MM #3b,
VQ-MM #4a, VQ-MM #6
These mitigation measures
propose to require landscaping
and treatment for sound walls
and elevated structures.

Less than Significant

VQ #4: Lower visual quality in
the Rural Valley/Agricultural
Landscape Unit.

VQ-MM #2, VQ-MM #3,
VQ-MM #3a, VQ-MM #3b,
VQ-MM #4a, VQ-MM #4b,
VQ-MM #5, VQ-MM #6,
VQ-MM #7

These mitigation measures
propose to require landscaping
and treatment for sound walls
and elevated structures.

Significant

VQ #5: Impacts on existing
visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings due to
at-grade and elevated structures,
HST, road overcrossings, or other
prominent project features.

VQ-MM #3, VQ-MM #3a, VQ-
MM #3b, VQ-MM #4a, VQ-MM
#4b, VQ-MM #5, VQ-MM #6

These mitigation measures
propose to require landscaping
and treatment for sound walls
and elevated structures.

Significant (BNSF, Corcoran
Elevated, Corcoran Bypass,
Wasco-Shafter Bypass)
Less than significant
(Allensworth Bypass)

VQ #6: Lower visual quality in
the Rosedale, Kern River, and

Central Bakersfield Landscape

Units.

VQ-MM #2, VQ-MM #3,
VQ-MM #3a, VQ-MM #3b,
VQ-MM #4a, VQ-MM #6
These mitigation measures
propose to require landscaping
and treatment for sound walls
and elevated structures.

Significant
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Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

VQ #7: The HST project would
create a new source of substantial
light and glare.

VQ-MM #2: Minimize Light
Disturbance.

Less than significant

VQ #8: TPSS would alter visual
character or block views.

VQ-MM #7: Screen Traction
Power Distribution Stations.

Less than significant

VQ #9: Lower visual quality due
to HMF alternatives.

VQ-MM #1: Minimize Visual
Disruption during Construction.
VQ-MM #2: Minimize Light
Disturbance.

VQ-MM #4a: Replant Unused
Portions of Lands Acquired for the
HST.

Less than significant

VQ #10: Noise wall would block
views.

VQ-MM #3, VQ-MM #3a, VQ-
MM #4a, VQ-MM #6

These mitigation measures
propose to require landscaping
and treatment for sound walls
and elevated structures.

Significant

Cul

tural and Paleontological Resour

ces

Construction Impacts

CUL #1.: Effect on Significant
Prehistoric and Historic-Era
Archaeological Resources During
Construction.

Arch-MM #1, Arch-MM #2,
Arch-MM #3, Arch-MM #4

These mitigation measures
propose to conducting training,
planning, and monitoring prior to
construction.

Less than Significant

CUL #2: Effect on Historically
Significant Built- Environment
Resources During Construction.

Hist-MM #1, Hist-MM #3,
Hist-MM #11

Less than Significant

Hist-MM #2, Hist-MM #4,
Hist-MM #5, Hist-MM #6,
Hist-MM #7, Hist-MM #8,
Hist-MM #9, Hist-MM #10

These mitigation measures
propose to minimize impacts
through construction methods,
movement of structures, and
preparing and submitting plans.

Significant and Unavoidable

CALIFORNIA
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SUMMARY

Table S-3
HST Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

CEQA Level of Significance
after Mitigation

CUL #3: Effect on
Paleontological Resources during
Construction.

Pal-MM #1: Engage
paleontological resources
specialist to direct monitoring
during construction.

Pal-MM #2: Prepare and
implement a paleontological
resource monitoring and
mitigation plan (PRMMP).
Pal-MM #3: Halt construction
when paleontological resources
are found.

Less than Significant

Project Impacts

CUL #4: Effect on Historically Hist-MM #2: Develop Protection | N/A
Significant Built-Environment and Stabilization Measures
Resources During Operation. Hist-MM #8 : Prepare Historic
Structure Reports

Regional Growth
Construction Impacts
There are no construction impacts | No mitigation required N/A
for regional growth.
Project Impacts
There are no project impacts for No mitigation required N/A

regional growth.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction Impacts

Cumulative noise impacts.

Coordinate HST activities with
other nearby, concurrent
construction projects to the
extent feasible.

Significant and Unavoidable

Cumulative safety and security
impacts.

Coordinate with local jurisdictions
where road closures would be
required to ensure that
emergency response services are
not disrupted.

Less than Significant

Cumulative socioeconomic,
communities, and environmental
justice impacts.

Coordinate HST activities with
other nearby, concurrent
construction projects to the
extent feasible.

Less than Significant

Project Impacts

There are no construction impacts
for cumulative impacts.

No mitigation required

N/A

Acronyms:

CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act
CRHR = California Register of Historical Resources
HABS = Historic American Buildings Survey

HAER = Historic American Engineering Record
HALS = Historic American Landscapes Survey

HST = high-speed train

NRHP = National Register of Historic Places
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Table S-4
Environmental Impacts Differentiating HMF Alternatives

HMF Alternatives CEQA Level
of
Significance
Shafter | Shafter | Mitigation after
Impact Fresno |Hanford | Wasco East West | Measure | Mitigation
Transportation and Traffic
Project Impacts
TR #3: Number 0 1 0 0 0 TR-MM #7: |Less than
of HMF Site Add New Significant
Roadway Lanes to
Impacts. roadway.
TR #3: Number 2 2 2 1 1 TR-MM #2 |Less than
of HMF Site through TR-|[Significant
Intersection MM #6
Impacts.
Noise and Vibration
Project Impacts
N&V #3: 100 6 327 6 5 N&V- Potentially
Number of MM#3: Significant
sensitive |mp|ement
receivers California
impacted by HMF High-Speed
Operational Train Project
Noise. Noise
Mitigation
Guidelines.
N&V-
MM#4:
Vehicle Noise
Specification.
N&V-
MM#5:
Special
Trackwork at
Crossovers
and
Turnouts.
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS SUMMARY
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION
Table S-4
Environmental Impacts Differentiating HMF Alternatives
HMF Alternatives CEQA Level
of
Significance
Shafter | Shafter | Mitigation after
Impact Fresno |Hanford | Wasco East West | Measure | Mitigation
Biological Resources and Wetlands
Project Impacts
Bio #29: Yes Yes No No No AQ-MM#1, |Less than
Impacts to areas AQ-MM#3, |Significant
that have Bio-
potential to MM#16,
support special- Bio-
status plant MM#17,
species Bio-
MM#51,
WR-MM#1
Bio #29: Yes Yes No No No Bio-MM Less than
Impacts to areas #16, Bio- Significant
that support MM #44,
special-status Bio-MM
plant #45, Bio-
communities. MM #46,
Bio-MM
#51, Bio-
MM #59,
Bio-MM
#60, Bio-
MM #61
Bio #29: Yes Yes Yes Yes No Bio-MM#44 |Less than
Impacts to through Significant
jurisdictional Bio-
waters. MM#46,
Bio-MM#59
through
Bio—
MM#61,
WR-MM#1,
WR-MM#2
Bio #29: No No Yes No No Bio-MM#16 |Less than
Impacts to a through Significant
recovery plan. Bio-
MM#64.
Bio #29: Yes No Yes Yes Yes Bio-MM#16 |Less than
Impacts to a through Significant
habitat Bio-
conservation plan MM#64.
area.
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT EIR/EIS
FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

Table S-4
Environmental Impacts Differentiating HMF Alternatives

Conversion of
Agricultural Land
to
Nonagricultural
Use.

Operation of the
project would
affect Important
Farmland by
converting to
nonagricultural
uses.

Total Amount
of Prime
Farmland,
Farmland of
Statewide
Importance,
Farmland of
Local
Importance,
and Unique
Farmland.

HMF Alternatives CEQA Level
of
Significance
Shafter | Shafter | Mitigation after
Impact Fresno |Hanford | Wasco East West | Measure | Mitigation
Bio#29: Yes No No No No Bio- Less than
Impacts to MM#47, Significant
protected trees. Bio-MM#62
Bio#29: No No Yes No No Bio- Less than
Impacts to a MM#49, Significant
wildlife Bio-MM#50
movement
corridor.
Hazardous Materials and Wastes

Project Impacts
HMW #1.: No No Yes No No HMW-MM  |Significant
Handling of #2:Nouse |and
Extremely of extremely |Unavoidable
Hazardous hazardous
Materials within substances or
0.25 mile of a a mixture
School. thereof in a

quantity

equal to or

greater than

the state

threshold

quantity

Agricultural Impacts

Project Impacts
AG #1: 409 acres [465 acres |409 acres |490 acres |457 acres |Ag-MM#1: |Significant
Permanent impacted |impacted |impacted |impacted [|impacted |Preserve the |and

Unavoidable

Acronyms:

CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act
HMF = heavy-maintenance facility
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Billing Code — 4910-9X

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Office of the Secretary of Transportation

Docket No. DOT-OST-2012-0044

Department of Transportation Updated Environmental Justice Order 5610.2(a)
AGENCY: Office of the Secretary of Transportation, DOT

ACTION: Final DOT Environmental Justice Order

SUMMARY:

The Department of Transporta{tion (the Department or DOT) is issuing an update to
Departmental Order 5610.2(a) (Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations). This Order updates the Department’s original
Environmental Justice Order, which was published April 15, 1997. The Order continues to be
a key component of the Department’s strategy to promote the principles of environmental

justice in all Departmental programs, policies, and activities.

DOT Order 5610.2(a) sets forth the DOT policy to consider environmental justice principles
in all (DOT) programs, policies, and activities. It describes how the objectives of
environmental justice will be integrated into planning and programming, rulemaking, and
policy formulation. The Order sets forth steps to prevent disproportionately high and adverse
effects to minority or low-income populations through Title VI analyses and environmental
justice analyses conducted as part of Federal transportation planning and NEPA provisions. It
also describes the specific measures to be taken to address instances of disproportionately

high and adverse effects and sets forth relevant definitions.



This updated Order reaffirms DOT’s commitment to environmental justice and clarifies
certain aspects of the original Order, including the definitions of “minority” populations in
compliance with the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Revisions to the Standards
for the Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity of October 30, 1997. The
revisions clarify the distinction between a Title VI analysis and an environmental justice
analysis conducted as part of a NEPA review, and affirm the importance of considering
environmental justice principles as part of early planning activities in order to avoid
disproportionately high and adverse effects. The updated Order maintains the original Orders
general framework and procedures and DOT’s commitment to promoting the principles of

environmental justice in all DOT programs, policies, and activities.

This Order is effective upon its date of issuance.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Beth Osborne, Deputy Assistant

Secretary for Transportation Policy, telephone (202) 366-8979, or El(@dot.gov, U.S.

Department of Transportation, 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, Washington DC 20590



Order 5610.2(a)

Subject: Department of Transportation Actions to Address Environmental Justice in

Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations

1. Purpose and Authority

a. This Order updates and clarifies environmental justice procedures for the Department in
response to the Memorandum of Understanding on Environmental Justice signed by heads of
Federal agencies on August 4, 2011, DOT’s revised environmental justice strategy issued on
March 2, 2012, and Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental

Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, dated February 11, 1994,

The Department’s original Environmental Justice Order, issued April 15, 1997, was a key
component of the Department’s original strategy and established procedures to be used by
DOT to comply with Executive Order 12898. This revised Order continues to be a key
component of DOT’s environmental justice strategy. It updates and clarifies certain aspects
of the original Order while maintaining its general framework and procedures and DOT’s
commitment to promoting the principles of environmental justice in all DOT programs,

policies, and activities. Relevant definitions are in the Appendix.



b. Executive Order 12898 requires each Federal agency, to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law, and consistent with the principles set forth in the report on the National
Performance Review, to achieve environmental justice as part of its mission by identifying
and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects, inciuding interrelated social and economic effects, of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations in the United
States. Compliance with this DOT Order is a key element in the environmental justice
strategy adopted by DOT to implement the Executive Order, and can be achieved within the

framework of existing laws, regulations, and guidance.

c. Consistent with paragraph 6-609 of Executive Order 12898, this Order is limited to
improving the internal management of DOT and is not intended to, nor does it, create any
rights, benefits, or trust responsibility, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or equity,
by a party against the Department, its Operating Administrations, its officers, or any person.
Nor should this Order be construed to create any right to judicial review involving the
compliance or noncompliance with this Order by the Department, its Operating

Administrations, its officers or any other person.

2. Scope

This Order applies to the Office of the Secretary, DOT's Operating Administrations, and all

other DOT components.



3. Effective Date

This Order is effective upon its date of issuance.

4. Policy

a. It is the policy of DOT to promote the principles of environmental justice (as embodied
in the Executive Order) through the incorporation of those principles in all DOT programs,
policies, and activities. This will be done by fully considering environmental justice
principles throughout planning and decision-making processes in the development of
programs, policies, and activities, using the principles of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA), Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI), the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended,
(URA), the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (Public Law 109-59; SAFETEA-LU) and other DOT statutes, regulations and guidance
that address or affect infrastructure planning and decision-making; social, economic, or

environmental matters; public health; and public involvement.

b. In complying with this Order, DOT will rely upon existing authority to collect data and
conduct research associated with environmental justice concerns. To the extent permitted by
existing law, and whenever practical and appropriate to assure that disproportionately high

and adverse effects on minority or low income populations are identified and addressed, DOT



shall collect, maintain, and analyze information on the race, color, national origin, and income
level of persons adversely affected by DOT programs, policies, and activities, and use such

information in complying with this Order.

5. Integration with Existing Operations

a. The Office of the Secretary and each Operating Administration shall determine the most
effective and efficient way of integrating the processes and objectives of this Order with their

existing regulations and guidance.

b. In undertaking the integration with existing operations described in paragraph 5a, DOT

shall observe the following principles:

(1) Environmental justice principles apply to planning and programming activities, and
early planning activities are a critical means to avoid disproportionately high and adverse
effects in future programs, policies, and activities. Planning and programming activities for
policies, programs, and activities that have the potential to have a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on human health or the environment shall include explicit consideration of the
effects on minority populations and low-income populations. Procedures shall be established
or expanded, as necessary, to provide meaningful opportunities for public involvement by
members of minority populations and low-income populations during the planning and
development of programs, policies, and activities (including the identification of potential

effects, alternatives, and mitigation measures).



(2) Steps shall be taken to provide the public, including members of minority populations
and low-income populations, access to public information concerning the human health or
environmental impacts of programs, policies, and activities, including information that will
address the concerns of minority and low-income populations regarding the health and

environmental impacts of the proposed action.

c. Future rulemaking activities undertaken pursuant to DOT Order 2100.5 (which governs
all DOT rulemaking), and the development of any future guidance or procedures for DOT
programs, policies, or activities that affect human health or the environment, shall address

compliance with Executive Order 12898 and this Order, as appropriate.

d. The formulation of future DOT policy statements and proposals for legislation that may
affect human health or the environment will include consideration of the provisions of

Executive Order 12898 and this Order.

6. Ongoing DOT Responsibility

Compliance with Executive Order 12898 is an ongoing DOT responsibility. DOT will
continuously monitor its programs, policies, and activities to ensure that disproportionately
high and adverse effects on minority populations and low-income populations are avoided,
minimized or mitigated in a manner consistent with this Order and Executive Order 12898.
This Order does not alter existing assignments or delegations of authority to the Operating

Administrations or other DOT components.



7. Preventing Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects

a. Under Title VI, each Federal agency is required to ensure that no person, on the ground
of race, color, or national origin, is excluded from participation in, denied the benefits
of, or subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal
financial assistance. This statute affects every program area in DOT. Consequently,
DOT managers and staff must administer their programs in a manner to assure that no
person is excluded from participating in, denied the benefits of, or subjected to
discrimination by any program or activity of DOT because of race, color, or national
origin. While Title VI is a key tool for agencies to use to achieve environmental justice
goals, it is important to recognize that Title VI imposes statutory and regulatory
requirements that are broader in scope than environmental justice. There may be some
overlap between environmental justice and Title VI analyses; however, engaging in
environmental justice analysis under Federal transportation planning and NEPA
provisions will not necessarily satisfy Title VI requirements. Similarly, a Title VI
analysis would not necessarily satisfy environmental justice requirements, since Title
VI does not include low-income populations. Moreover, Title VI applies to all
Federally-funded projects and activities, not solely those which may have adverse

human health or environmental effects on communities.



b. It is DOT’s policy to actively administer and monitor its operations and decision-making
to assure that nondiscrimination and the prevention of disproportionately high and adverse
effects are an integral part of its programs, policies, and activities. DOT currently administers
policies, programs, and activities which are subject to the requirements of NEPA, Title VI,
URA, SAFETEA-LU and other statutes that involve human health or environmental matters,
or interrelated social and economic impacts. These requirements will be administered so as to
identify, early in the development of the program, policy or activity, the risk of discrimination
and disproportionately high and adverse effects so that positive corrective action can be taken.
In implementing these requirements, the following information should be obtained where

relevant, appropriate and practical:

--Population served and/or affected by race, color or national origin, and income level;

--Proposed steps to guard against disproportionately high and adverse effects on persons on

the basis of race, color, or national origin, and income level;

--Present and proposed membership by race, color, or national origin, in any planning or

advisory body that is part of the program, policy or activity.

c. Statutes governing DOT operations will be administered so as to identify and avoid
discrimination and avoid disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations

and low-income populations by:



(1) identifying and evaluating environmental, public health, and interrelated social and

economic effects of DOT programs, policies, and activities,

(2) proposing measures to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate disproportionately high and
adverse environmental and public health effects and interrelated social and economic effects,
and providing offsetting benefits and opportunities to enhance communities, neighborhoods,
and individuals affected by DOT programs, policies, and activities, where permitted by law

and consistent with the Executive Order,

(3) considering alternatives to proposed programs, policies, and activities, where such
alternatives would result in avoiding and/or minimizing disproportionately high and adverse

human health or environmental impacts, consistent with the Executive Order, and

(4) eliciting public involvement opportunities and considering the results thereof, including

soliciting input from affected minority and low-income populations in considering

alternatives.

8. Actions to Address Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects

a. Following the guidance set forth in this Order and its Appendix, the head of each

Operating Administration and the responsible officials for other DOT components shall

determine whether programs, policies, or activities for which they are responsible will have

10



an adverse human health or environmental effect on minority and low-income populations and

whether that adverse effect will be disproportionately high.

b. In making determinations regarding disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority and low-income populations, mitigation and enhancements measures that will be
implemented and all offsetting benefits to the affected minority and low-income populations
may be taken into account, as well as the design, comparative impacts, and the relevant

number of similar existing system elements in non-minority and non-low-income areas.

c. The Operating Administrators and other responsible DOT officials will ensure that any of
their respective programs, policies or activities that will have a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on minority populations or low-income populations will only be carried out if
further mitigation measures or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately
high and adverse effect are not practicable. In determining whether a mitigation measure or
an alternative is “practicable,” the social, economic (including costs) and environmental

effects of avoiding or mitigating the adverse effects will be taken into account.

d. The Operating Administrations and other responsible DOT officials will also ensure that
any of their respective programs, policies, or activities that will have a disproportionately high
and adverse effect on populations protected by Title VI (“protected populations™) will only be

catried if:

11



(1) a substantial need for the program, policy, or activity exists, based on the overall

public interest; and

(2) alternatives that would have less adverse effects on protected populations (and that

still satisfy the need identified in subparagraph d(1) above), either

(a) would have other adverse social, economic, environmental or human health

impacts that are severe; or

(b) Would involve increased costs of extraordinary magnitude.

e. DOT’s responsibilities under Title VI and related statutes and regulations are not limited
by this paragraph, nor does this paragraph limit or preclude claims by individuals or groups of
people with respect to any DOT programs, policies, or activities under these authorities.

Nothing in this Order adds to or reduces existing Title VI due process mechanisms.

f. The findings, determinations, and/or demonstration made in accordance with this section
must be appropriately documented, normally in the environmental impact statement or other
NEPA document prepared for the program, policy, or activity, or in other appropriate

planning or program documentation.

12



Appendix

1. Definitions

The following terms where used in this Order shall have the following meanings:

a. DOT means the Office of the Secretary, DOT Operating Administrations, and all other

DOT components.

b. Low-Income means a person whose median household income is at or below the

Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.

¢. Minority means a person who is:

(1) Black: a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa;

(2) Hispanic or Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South

American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race;

(3) Asian American: a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East,

Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent;

13



(4) American Indian and Alaskan Native: a person having origins in any of the original
people of North America, South America (including Central America), and who maintains

cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition; or

(5) Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander: people having origins in any of the original

peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.

d. Low-Income Population means any readily identifiable group of low-income persons
who live in geographic proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically
dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be

similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or activity.

e. Minority Population means any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live
in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient
persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a

proposed DOT program, policy or activity.

f Adverse effects means the totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or
environmental effects, including interrelated social and economic effects, which may include,
but are not limited to: bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death; air, noise, and water

pollution and soil contamination; destruction or disruption of man-made or natural resources;

14



destruction or diminution of aesthetic values; destruction or disruption of community cohesion
or a community's economic vitality; destruction or disruption of the availability of public and
private facilities and services; vibration; adverse employment effects; displacement of
persons,

businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations; increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion
or separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given community or from the
broader community; and the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of,

benefits of DOT programs, policies, or activities.

g. Disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations

means an adverse effect that:

(1) is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or

(2) will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered

by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population.

h. Programs, policies, and/or activities mean all projects, programs, policies, and activities
that affect human health or the environment, and which are undertaken or approved by DOT.
These include, but are not limited to, permits, licenses, and financial assistance provided by
DOT. Interrelated projects within a system may be considered to be a single project, program,

policy or activity for purposes of this Order.
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CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN PROJECT FINAL EIR/EIS

FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD SECTION

FACT SHEET

FACT SHEET
Project Name

California High-Speed Train Project, Fresno to
Bakersfield Section

Project Description

The California High-Speed Rail Authority
(Authority) proposes that the Fresno to
Bakersfield Section project will consist of
building and operating an approximately 114-
mile portion of a larger high-speed train
(HST) system that is intended to connect to
sections traveling west to San Francisco,
south to Los Angeles and, later, north to
Sacramento. The project is designed as a
steel-wheel-on-steel-railway completely
grade-separated from other modes. The need
for this project is directly related to the
projected population growth and increased
intercity travel demand over the next 20 years
and beyond, and the increased travel delays
and congestion that would result on
California’s highways and airports.
Additionally, Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern
counties have limited connectivity with the
state’s larger urban metropolitan areas.

This Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
considers 12 alternatives, including the No
Project Alternative and the 11 HST
alternatives: the BNSF, Hanford West Bypass
1, Hanford West Bypass 2, Hanford West
Bypass 1 Modified, Hanford West Bypass 2
Modified, Corcoran Elevated, Corcoran
Bypass, Allensworth Bypass, Wasco-Shafter
Bypass, Bakersfield South, and Bakersfield
Hybrid alternatives. Each contains one station
in Fresno, one station in Bakersfield, and a
Kings/Tulare Regional Station near Hanford.
The Federal Railroad Administration and
Authority have identified the Preferred
Alternative to consist of portions of the BNSF
Alternative in combination with the Corcoran
Bypass, Allensworth Bypass, and Bakersfield
Hybrid alternatives. The HST in this section
has the ability to travel up to 220 mph along
the alignment. Potential environmental
impacts of the alternatives include
displacement of commercial, residential, and
agricultural properties; community and
neighborhood disruption; increase in noise;

increase in traffic at each of the stations;
impacts on historic and archaeological sites;
impacts on parks and recreational resources;
visual impacts; impacts on sensitive biological
resources and wetlands; and use of energy.
Mitigation measures are described to address
impacts identified in the Final EIR/EIS.

Joint Lead Agencies

Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE MS-20
Washington, D.C. 20590

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

NEPA Lead Agency

The Federal Railroad Administration is the
lead agency for National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) compliance.

Responsible NEPA Official

David Valenstein, Chief

Environmental and Systems Planning Division
Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, MS-20, W38-
303

Washington, DC 20590

CEQA Lead Agency
The California High-Speed Rail Authority is the
lead agency for CEQA

Responsible CEQA Official

Jeff Morales, Chief Executive Officer
California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

Document Availability

This Final EIR/EIS is available online at:
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/

Printed copies of the Final EIR/EIS and related
appendices are available at the California
High-Speed Rail Authority, public libraries,
and community centers (see List of Recipients
beginning on page 9-1).

Contact Information
To obtain a copy of the environmental
documents, contact:

Michael Penzkover

California High-Speed Rail Authority
770 L Street, Suite 800
Sacramento, CA 95814

@ CALIFORNIA

‘ U.S. Department
of Transportation
High-Speed Rail Authority 'U

Federal Railroad
Administration
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(916) 324-1541
E-mail: mpenzkover@hsr.ca.gov

Permits, Approvals, and Consultations
Federal

e Surface Transportation Board —
Permission to construct the project in
accordance with Section 10501(b) of the
Interstate Commerce Commission
Termination Act of 1995.

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers —
Section 404 Permit for Discharge of
Dredge or Fill Materials into Waters of the
U.S., including wetlands. Also, Section 10
Permit for construction of any structure in
or over any Navigable Water of the U.S.

e U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency — Review of Environmental
Justice conclusions; General Conformity
Determination

e Federal Railroad Administration, 