












School Information 

School #1 
School Name: Roosevelt Elementary School 

School Address: 2324 Verde Street, Bakersfield, CA  93304 

School Contact: Susana Rios, Principal 

District Name: Bakersfield City School District 

District Address: 1300 Baker Street, Bakersfield, CA  93305 

Co.-Dist.-School Code: 6009146  

School Type: K-8 

Max Distance from School: 0.5 Miles 

Total Student Enrollment: 410 

% of students that walk/bike: 90 

# living along route: 165 

% eligible for meal program: 94 

 

School #2 
School Name: William Penn Elementary School 

School Address: 2201 San Emidio Street, Bakersfield, CA  93304 

School Contact: Rona Chacon Mellon 

District Name: Bakersfield City School District 

District Address: 1300 Baker Street, Bakersfield, CA  93305 

Co.-Dist.-School Code: 6009195 

School Type: K-5 

Max Distance from School: 0.5 Miles 

Total Student Enrollment: 286 

% of students that walk/bike: 95 

# living along route: 110 

% eligible for meal program: 94 

 

School #3 
School Name: Saint Francis of Assisi Parish 

School Address: 2516 Palm Street, Bakersfield, CA  93304 

School Contact: Craig Harrison, Monsignor  

District Name: National Catholic Education Association (NCEA) 

District Address: 1005 North Glebe Road #525, Arlington, VA  22201 

Co.-Dist.-School Code: N/A, Private School 

School Type: K-5 

Max Distance from School: 0.5 Miles 

Total Student Enrollment: 436 

% of students that walk/bike: 2 

# living along route: 30 

% eligible for meal program: N/A, Private School 

 

Official school signatures can be found in Part B, Attachment A and J. 
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ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM – CYCLE 2 

Part B: Narrative Questions 

(Application Screening/Scoring)  

 

Project unique application No.:  06-City of Bakersfield-1_______________________  

 

Implementing Agency’s Name:  City of Bakersfield ________________________  

 

Important:  

 

 Applicants must ensure all data in Part B of the application is fully consistent 

with Part A and C. 

 

 Applicants must follow all instructions and guidance to have a chance at 

receiving full points for the narrative question and to avoid flaws in the 

application which could result in disqualification.   
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Part B: Narrative Questions 

Detailed Instructions for: Screening Criteria 

 

The following Screening Criteria are requirements for applications to be 

considered for ATP funding. Failure to demonstrate a project meets these criteria 

will result is the disqualification of the application.  

 

1. Demonstrated fiscal needs of the applicant: 

 

Existing Conditions 

Before examining the City of Bakersfield’s fiscal needs, one must first review 

the existing conditions and project scope of the “A” Street Improvement 

Project (project). The project is located within a residential neighborhood 

that was constructed in the 1950s. Infrastructure standards at that time did 

not require sidewalks adjacent to schools and homes. Handicap access was 

not a priority as well. As a result, most of the neighborhood lacks sidewalks 

and handicap access ramps.  

 

Project Scope  

There is an inherit need for infrastructure improvements in this neighborhood 

considering the various land uses (schools, churches, and homes). The 

project includes approximately 42,000 square feet of sidewalks, 29 handicap 

access ramps, and 1,000 lineal feet of curb and gutter. The project is located 

in a total 0.8 mile distance in a residential neighborhood. Ultimately, the 

project closes infrastructure gaps by connecting the sidewalks, adding 

handicap access ramps and removing barriers for people with disabilities. 
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Fiscal Needs 

The City does not have a funding source identified to construct the project, 

which consists of new infrastructure improvements (sidewalks, handicap 

access ramps, and curb and gutter) in the project area. Furthermore, the 

requested funds do not supplant other committed funds. No elements of the 

project are directly/indirectly related to past/future environmental mitigation 

resulting from a separate development or capital project. 

 

The City’s fiscal constraints are due to the depressed oil prices in the 

Bakersfield Metropolitan Area, which generate significant revenue within this 

region. Countywide oil productivity has decreased considerably since 2014, 

with the current price per barrel of crude oil approximately 50% lower when 

compared to summer 2014 prices. Local oil production and support 

companies have laid-off workers and curtailed productivity. The latest report 

published by the State Employment Development Department shows a 13.2% 

year-over-year decrease in countywide oil-related employment. Sales tax, 

which is the City’s largest General Fund revenue, has declined in two out of 

the previous four quarters. This decline has been linked to oil industry related 

purchases and other indirect categories.  

 

The City proposed a conservative budget this upcoming fiscal year, which 

includes a reduced capital improvement program budget. The budget has 

decreased from the previous fiscal year by 21.8% ($42.7 million). The CIP 

budget is further reduced because of required local match funding for the 

remainder of a large-scale regional transportation improvement project.  
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2. Consistency with Regional Plan.  

 

The project is consistent with the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (Regional 

Plan) created by the Kern Council of Governments. The project meets 

several of the goals and expected benefits outlined in the Regional Plan, 

including the following core goals: 

 

 Improved mobility of people by adding new pedestrian/bicycle facilities 

 

 Improve accessibility to major activity centers such as schools 

 

 Improve reliability and safety of the transportation system in this area by 

encouraging alternate modes of transportation with dedicated 

infrastructure improvements 

  

 Maximize the efficiency of the transportation system by giving residents 

multiple options on how to reach their destination 

 

 Promote livable communities by installing the necessary infrastructure to 

satisfy all modes of transportation and encourage more physical activity 

 

 Provide for future sustainability by enhancing the existing transportation 

system while minimizing the effects on the environment 

 

 Provide equity among all benefit groups by installing the improvements in 

an area considered to be a disadvantaged community 

 

The language within the Regional Plan displaying consistency with the 

project is highlighted in Attachment I-1. 
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Part B: Narrative Questions  

Detailed Instructions for: Question #1 

 

QUESTION #1 

 

POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED WALKING AND BICYCLING, ESPECIALLY AMONG 

STUDENTS, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF WALKING AND BICYCLING ROUTES 

TO AND FROM SCHOOLS, TRANSIT FACILITIES, COMMUNITY CENTERS, 

EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND OTHER DESTINATIONS; AND INCLUDING INCREASING 

AND IMPROVING  CONNECTIVITY AND MOBILITY OF NON-MOTORIZED USERS.       

                  (0-30 POINTS) 

 

A. Describe current and projected types and numbers/rates of users. 

               (12 points max) 

 

Primary Users (Elementary School Students) and Secondary Users 

First and foremost, under the Safe Routes to School Program, the most 

important users that will benefit from the project are the students of the three 

elementary schools living within the project area. Nonetheless, the secondary 

users (residents and churchgoers) will also be discussed throughout this 

application since they are perhaps equally impacted by the project. Please 

note that the users are not mutually exclusive due to the cohesiveness of the 

neighborhood; that is, a student is likely a neighborhood resident and/or 

possibly a churchgoer. However, since this application falls under the Safe 

Routes to School Program, only the student projected types and 

numbers/rates of users are explored in this section, as requested.  
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Elementary School Students 

As previously mentioned, a majority of the current and projected users that 

will benefit most from the project are elementary school students ranging 

from 5 to 13 years old, also including their parents/guardians. Three 

elementary schools directly benefit from the project and the students will be 

impacted almost immediately following construction. These facilities are true 

neighborhood schools with no or very limited bus services. Even the private 

school has a large student population from the nearby neighborhood that 

could easily walk/ride to school due to its central location.  

 

Total Student Enrollment 

The total enrollment is 1,132 students across the three schools, as follows: 

 Roosevelt Elementary School:   410 

 William Penn Elementary School:   286 

 St. Francis of Assisi Parish (private school): 436 

 

Estimated Students Living within Reasonable Walking/Bicycling Distance 

City staff estimates a total of 75% or 914 students (75%) living within a 

reasonable walking/bicycling distance from their schools. The amount 

includes 731 pedestrians and 183 bicyclists. The estimates were provided from 

the schools. According to the Bakersfield City School District, 696 students 

(100%) are within a reasonable walking/bicycling distance. The private 

school approximates 218 students (50%) are within a reasonable distance. 

 

Percentage of Students that Walk/Bike to School (Before Project) 

City staff estimates a total of 684 students (60%) currently walk/bicycle to 

school. The amount includes 544 pedestrians and 140 bicyclists. The 

projections were provided from the schools. In regards to the two public 



06-City of Bakersfield-1  ATP – Cycle 2 – Part B & C – 2015 

Page 7 of 36 

schools, the amounts are based on the total enrollments minus the bus riders. 

Since these are true neighborhood public schools, all students are located 

only within a few blocks. In regards to the private school, the amount is 

based on the principal’s best estimates. 

 

Projected Percent of Students that will Walk/Bike to School (After Project) 

City staff estimates a 9% first-year increase totaling 745 students that will 

walk/bike to school. The amount includes 590 pedestrians and 115 bicyclists. 

Also, City staff estimates a 26% five-year increase totaling 860 students. The 

amount includes 660 pedestrians and 200 bicyclists. The projections were 

based on the past experience of the City’s Traffic Engineering Division, and 

include modest year-to-year increases after a larger increase in the first year.   

 

B. Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing 

routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where 

an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not 

limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service 

or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, 

regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or 

other community identified destinations via:        (12 points max)  

 

 Creation of new routes 

 Removal of barrier to mobility 

 Closure of gaps 

 Other improvements to routes 

 Educates or encourages use of existing routes  
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Under the Safe Routes to School Program, the most important concept is to 

increase the number of children who walk/bicycle to school by removing 

existing barriers. The project safely connects and closes all sidewalks gaps 

within the community for three neighborhood schools. The schools include 

Roosevelt Elementary, William Penn Elementary, and St. Francis of Assisi Parish 

(private school). The schools have a combined enrollment of 1,132 students.  

 

Often times, children and adults take the path of least resistance. Instead of 

traveling over uneven ground, grass lawns, and dirt shoulders, they walk/ride 

in the street in close proximity to vehicles. Since the schools are located 

within a neighborhood, the streets are narrow and congested. Also, cars are 

often parked in front of nearby homes, narrowing the streets even further. This 

forces children, especially those riding bicycles, further out into the street and 

in the direct path of vehicles. The project provides a safer, more efficient 

pathway for those students and parents/guardians who wish to participate in 

active modes of transportation. City staff estimates a decrease in the number 

and rate of accidents involving pedestrians/bicyclists. 

 

Although this application falls under the Safe Routes to School Program, there 

are other stakeholders that benefit. For example, there are three churches 

within the neighborhood, including the St. Francis of Assisi Parish, Church of 

Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, and Bakersfield Community Church of the 

Brethren. These churches have a combined congregation of 8,094 members. 

Many churchgoers live in the surrounding neighborhood; thus, they have the 

ability to walk/bicycle to church. The project provides them a safer route 

from their homes to church.  
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Besides three schools and three churches, the project is within a 

disadvantaged, residential neighborhood. The impacted census tracts have 

8,113 residents. The project area has approximately 70 single-family homes 

and seven multi-family homes as well. 

 

The project benefits the residents by providing safe active modes of 

transportation to various locations throughout the neighborhood. The project 

not only connects the residents to these aforementioned locations, but to 

activity centers along Brundage Lane. Also, the project connects residents to 

the local bus stop on Brundage Lane, which promotes an alternative mode 

of transportation. A map outlining land uses can be found as Attachment I-2.  

 

C. Referencing the answers to A and B above, describe how the project 

represents one of the Implementing Agencies (and/or project Partnering 

Agency’s) highest unfunded non-motorized active transportation priorities.      

                                    (6 points max) 

 

The project is one of the City’s highest priorities for encouraging the use of 

active modes of transportation. City staff first contacted the Bakersfield City 

School District (BCSD), Maintenance and Operations Department, to identify 

their highest priorities under the Safe Routes to School Program. For 

perspective, the BCSD manages 35 elementary schools, 10 middle schools, 

and two magnet schools. Of these 47 schools (nearly 30,000 students), the 

BCSD recommended this project as their highest priority. City staff and the 

community concur with the BCSD’s project as the highest priority. 

 

Also, the project aligns with multiple local and regional planning documents. 

The documents identifying the types of elements that are the highest priorities 
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throughout Bakersfield include the General Plan, Complete Streets 

Resolution, and Regional Plan. Pertinent sections from the documents are 

described below. 

 

General Plan 

The City’s General Plan is a policy document designed to give long range 

guidance to those making decisions affecting the future character of the 

Metropolitan Bakersfield planning area. Below are the goals in the General 

Plan’s Circulation Element that support the project.  

 

 Provide for safe and efficient motorized, non-motorized, and pedestrian 

traffic movement 

  

 Provide a street system that creates a positive image of Bakersfield and 

contributes to residents' quality of life 

 

 Provide a local street network that contributes to the quality and safety of 

residential neighborhoods and commercial districts 

  

 Provide planning area residents with a choice of travel modes 

 

 Reduce traffic congestion and parking requirements and improve air 

quality through improved transportation services  

 

Complete Streets Resolution 

The Bakersfield City Council adopted a complete streets policy designed to 

give equal consideration to bicyclists, pedestrians, motorists, and transit users 

for transportation projects. The resolution is intended to place a higher priority 
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to active modes of transportation. The resolution defines "Complete Streets" 

as, "…transportation facilities that are planned, designed, operated, and 

maintained to provide safe mobility for users, including motorists, bicyclists, 

pedestrians, and transit riders appropriate to the function and context of the 

facility," and it recognizes that special accommodations are required for 

those with disabilities.  

 

The project is consistent with the resolution since it promotes a having safer 

modes of active transportation for pedestrians/bicyclists. The project includes 

handicap access ramps that remove barriers for those with disabilities as well.  

 

Regional Transportation Plan 

The project is consistent with the Kern Council of Government’s 2014 Regional 

Transportation Plan. A letter from the Council identifying that the project is 

consistent with the Regional Plan and represents a high priority for unfunded 

non-motorized active transportation can be found as Attachment I-1. 
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Part B: Narrative Questions  

Detailed Instructions for: Question #2 

 

QUESTION #2 

POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING THE NUMBER AND/OR RATE OF PEDESTRIAN AND 

BICYCLIST FATALITIES AND INJURIES, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF SAFETY 

HAZARDS FOR PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS.                                        (0-25 POINTS) 

 

A. Describe the plan/program influence area or project location’s history of 

collisions resulting in fatalities and injuries to non-motorized users and the 

source(s) of data used (e.g. collision reports, community observation, 

surveys, audits).             (10 points max) 

 

The influence area for the project is within ½ mile of the three combined 

schools in this neighborhood. The limits used for accident data analysis is 

bordered by Oak Street (west), Brundage Lane (south), H Street (east), and 

California Avenue (north). According to the University of Berkeley’s TIMS 

website tools and the Bakersfield Police Department accident records, there 

have been a total of 26 accidents involving pedestrians/bicyclists within ½ 

mile of the schools over the past five years. The majority of those accidents 

have occurred between a vehicle and pedestrian. Three of the 26 accidents 

were fatalities, two resulted in serious injuries, six had visible injuries, and the 

remaining 15 resulted in complaints of pain. During the City’s community 

outreach, it was emphasized multiple times that the lack of 

pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure is causing a dangerous situation for the 

impacted school children. Also, they emphasized the observance of many 

close calls and narrowly avoided accidents that would not show up on 
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official accident records. A map and data detailing the collisions/incidents 

within the project’s area of influence can be found as Attachment I-3. 

 

B. Describe how the project/program/plan will remedy (one or more) potential 

safety hazards that contributes to pedestrian and/or bicyclist injuries or 

fatalities; including but not limited to the following possible areas:                  

              (15 points max) 

 

 Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-

motorized users. 

 Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-

motorized users. 

 Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized 

users, including creating physical separation between motorized and 

non-motorized users. 

 Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-

motorized users. 

 Addresses inadequate traffic control devices. 

 Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-

motorized users. 

 Addresses inadequate or unsafe traffic control devices, bicycle facilities, 

trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks. 

 

Identify Safety Hazards 

The project was first identified by the Bakersfield City School District as the 

most hazardous location of out their 47 schools (nearly 30,000 students). Next, 

City staff conducted a thorough analysis of the project area, including a 

review of collision data, traffic counts, land uses, and stakeholder 
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interviews/meetings (see Question #3B). Based on a comprehensive analysis, 

City staff concur there are hazardous conditions for pedestrians/bicyclists 

within the neighborhood. To help identify the causes of the hazardous 

conditions, City staff reviewed the U.S. Department of Transportation’s A 

Resident’s Guide for Creating Safer Communities for Walking and Biking. 

Upon review, the causes for hazardous conditions in the project area align 

with the following reasons: 

 

 No Place to Walk/Bike: Insufficient amount of sidewalks that connect to 

schools, churches, homes, activity centers, and other land uses 

 

 Poor Surfaces: Surfaces are uneven, broken, or covered with debris; bike 

areas contain potholes or debris such as leaves or gravel; or dangerous 

drain grates or utility covers 

 

 Blocked Pathways: Sidewalks, bike areas, or other paths are blocked by 

barriers such as vehicles, vegetation, utility poles, mailboxes, etc. 

 

 Poor Connectivity: Sidewalks and bike areas unexpectedly end, few 

available crossings, and indirect pedestrian or bike access 

 

The pertinent sections from the U.S Department of Transportation’s guidebook 

can be found as Attachment I-4.  Also, the photos of existing conditions that 

identify safety hazards can be found as Attachment F.  

 

Identify Countermeasure  

The City used Caltrans’ Local Roadway Safety Manual to identify the 

countermeasure that addresses specific collision/incident types. The most 
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appropriate Caltrans’ roadway countermeasure is, “install sidewalk/pathway 

(to avoid walking along roadway)” (R37). The countermeasure should be 

used in areas lacking sidewalks and that display a history of pedestrian 

accidents. Caltrans’ manual also states the presence of sidewalks on both 

sides of the street significantly reduce the “walking along roadway” 

pedestrian crash risk compared to locations where no sidewalks/walkways 

exist. As a result, Caltrans states that the countermeasure reduces 50% to 90% 

of bicycle/pedestrian crashes within a community. The pertinent sections 

from this countermeasure can be found as Attachment I-5. 

 

Apply Countermeasure to Reduce Safety Hazards 

Applying the countermeasure in the project will remedy the safety hazards 

that contribute to pedestrian/bicyclist injuries. Based on the U.S. Department 

of Transportation and Caltrans’ methodology, the construction of sidewalks 

and installation of handicap access ramps address each cause that leads to 

the hazardous conditions. The project provides a safer, more efficient 

pathway for those students and parents/guardians who wish to participate in 

active modes of transportation. By giving children and parents their own 

space away from the dangers of vehicles, they will be encouraged to utilize 

this new space. Also, the number and rate of accidents involving 

pedestrians/bicyclists should decrease as well. Finally, the project removes 

barriers for those with disabilities. 
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Part B: Narrative Questions  

Detailed Instructions for: Question #3 

 

QUESTION #3 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION and PLANNING (0-15 POINTS) 

 

Describe the community based public participation process that culminated in 

the project/program proposal or will be utilized as part of the development of a 

plan.   

 

A. Who: Describe who was engaged in the identification and development of 

this project/program/plan (for plans: who will be engaged).      (5 points max) 

 

City staff met with nine groups (11 meetings) totaling over 163 stakeholders. 

The stakeholders are members of the community and represent nearly all of 

the residents within the project area. Letters of support from these 

stakeholders and meeting agendas (if available) can be found as 

Attachments J and I-6, respectively. The groups, meetings, and stakeholders 

are identified below; the stakeholders are further discussed in Question #3B. 

   

 Bakersfield City School District (2 Meetings; 4 Stakeholders) 

o Superintendent 

o Maintenance and Operations Director 

o Administrative Staff 

 

 Roosevelt Elementary School (1 Meeting; 100+ Stakeholders) 

o School Site Council (Principal, Teachers, and Administrative Staff) 

o Students and Parents (Student Homework Assignment) 
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 William Penn Elementary School (1 Meeting; 12 Stakeholders) 

o Parents 

o Teachers 

o Crossing Guard 

o Principal 

 

 St. Francis of Assisi Parish (1 Meeting; 9 Stakeholders) 

o School Board 

o Principal 

o Parents 

o Church Representatives 

 

 Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (1 Meeting; 3 Stakeholders) 

o Bishop 

o Administrative Staff 

o Churchgoer 

 

 Bakersfield Community Church of the Brethren (1 Meeting; 3 Stakeholders) 

o Pastor 

o Deacon (and Wife) 

 

 Public Health Institute (1 Meeting; 20 Stakeholders) 

o City Council Members 

o Public Health Officials 

o School District Representatives 
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 Kern County Public Health Department (2 Meetings; 3 Stakeholders) 

o Public Health Services Director 

o Health Education Assistant 

o Administrative Staff 

 

 Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Coalition (1 Meeting; 9 Stakeholders) 

o Kern County Public Works Department staff 

o Bike Bakersfield’s Executive Director 

o Golden Empire Transit’s Board Member 

o Kern Council of Governments staff 

 

B. How: Describe how stakeholders were engaged (or will be for a plan).            

                 (4 points max) 

 

City staff presented the project to and obtained feedback from the 

stakeholders in various forums. The forums were identified by the stakeholders 

as the appropriate venue for community outreach. The stakeholders were 

engaged through individual or groups meetings. All stakeholders were in 

favor of the project. Below describes the stakeholders and types of meetings. 

 

Bakersfield City School District (BCSD) – Meetings (Individual) 

City staff worked with BCSD in prior years to identify projects for Safe Routes 

to School. The BCSD has ample time to conduct a thorough analysis of 

projects before making a recommendation. The recommendation derived 

from the feedback of parents, teachers, and BCSD departments. 
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Roosevelt Elementary – Site Council Meeting/Student Assignment (Group) 

Roosevelt Elementary has 410 students. Its Council meets monthly to discuss 

items pertinent to the school. The teachers had 75 students perform a writing 

assignment regarding “Why Sidewalks Are Needed” around their school and 

neighborhood. Parents were likely involved in the homework assignment. Ten 

of the 75 student responses can be found as Attachment I-7. 

 

William Penn Elementary – Booster Club (Group) 

William Penn Elementary has 286 students. Its Booster Club is a parent-

teacher organization aimed at enhancing the student learning and school 

experience. The Booster Club meets monthly. 

 

St. Francis of Assisi Parish – School Board Meeting (Group) 

The private school and church has been in this community for over 134 years. 

The school has 436 students ranging from kindergarten through eighth grade. 

The school board meets monthly. The church has over 7,000 members. 

 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints – Meeting (Individual) 

The church has been in this community for over 50 years and has slightly over 

1,000 members. Besides their usual attendance at its Sunday sermon, the 

church continually has classes and events on weekdays. 

 

Bakersfield Community Church of the Brethren – Meeting (Individual) 

The church has been in this community for almost 85 years and has 94 

members. The church owns an adjacent building where they operate a food 

pantry for those in poverty. 

 

 



06-City of Bakersfield-1  ATP – Cycle 2 – Part B & C – 2015 

Page 20 of 36 

Public Health Institute – Active Transportation Education Forum (Group) 

The Public Health Institute was funded for the initiative “Cultiva la Salud.” The 

initiative aims to increase access to physical activity opportunities. The forum 

was held to discuss active transportation opportunities for policymakers. 

 

Kern County Public Health Department – Meetings (Individual) 

The Department’s purpose is to protect/safeguard the health/safety of its 

residents. Since public health is an important element in active modes of 

transportation, City staff held multiple meetings with agency staff. 

 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Coalition – Meeting (Group) 

The coalition meets monthly to discuss local bicycle/pedestrian safety items. 

The group includes employees from nonprofits and government agencies. 

 

C. What: Describe the feedback received during the stakeholder engagement 

process and describe how the public participation and planning process has 

improved the project’s overall effectiveness at meeting the purpose and 

goals of the ATP.               (5 points max) 

 

The feedback from the Bakersfield City School District (BCSD) was invaluable 

in identifying the project. The BCSD is the most knowledgeable about safety 

issues within its jurisdiction. Without the BCSD’s feedback, City staff would 

most likely not have been able to identify the project. 

 

Originally, City staff approached the stakeholders with the concept of 

installing sidewalks and handicap access ramps only along “A” Street. After 

meeting with the schools and churches, City staff quickly realized the 

stakeholders desired improvements along their respective properties on 
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adjacent streets. The stakeholders requested not only additional sidewalks 

and handicap access ramps, but the installation of curbs and gutters in 

specific areas. Also, one stakeholder requested that the City extend the 

project area another block to San Emido Street. 

 

The most valuable feedback was received from the schools. Many of the 

proposed handicap access ramps were based on locations where the 

schools knew elderly or disabled residents lived. In fact, one school gave a 

descriptive account of how a disabled resident in a wheelchair continually 

has a difficult time taking their child to school due to the lack of connectivity 

and handicap access ramps.  

 

All stakeholders concurred with the concept of the project. City staff has 

since revised the original scope of the project to incorporate the requested 

improvements. A map identifying the original and revised scope based on 

community feedback can be found as Attachment I-8. 

 

D. Describe how stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the 

implementation of the project/program/plan.           (1 points max) 

 

If the City receives the grant, City staff will first report back to the stakeholders 

in the respective forums of our initial meetings. Although the initial meetings 

will be more congratulatory in nature, City staff will have preliminary 

discussions about the next steps in the design and construction process. As 

the City proceeds with the project, the stakeholders will be invaluable in 

helping City staff identify a schedule that does not interfere with their 

upcoming activities. Also, the stakeholders will be invited to any ceremonial 

events since the project isn’t possible without their participation.  
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Part B: Narrative Questions  

Detailed Instructions for: Question #4 

QUESTION #4 

IMPROVED PUBLIC HEALTH                 (0-10 points) 

 

NOTE: Applicants applying for the disadvantaged community set aside must 

respond to the below questions with health data specific to the disadvantaged 

communities. Failure to do so will result in lost points.  

 

A. Describe the health status of the targeted users of the project/program/plan.  

                 (3 points max) 

 

According the Center of Disease Control and Prevention (2014), the health of 

Kern County residents has become an alarming concern. Approximately 42% 

of Kern County residents live in Bakersfield. Out of California’s 58 counties, 

Kern County ranks 58th and 57th in incidence of heart disease and diabetes, 

respectively. According to the Kern County Public Health Services 

Department, the lack of physical activity significantly increases the risk and 

acuity of diabetes, heart disease, high blood pressure, and cancers. Thus, 

inactivity directly correlates to some of these major health concerns. 

 

Kern County ranks near the bottom in 6 of 8 health indicators in California’s 

58 counties. Health factors in the County Health Rankings relate to health 

behavior and clinical care, and social, economic, and physical environment 

factors. Also, more than 60% of Kern County’s population is overweight or 

obese. The County’s obesity rate and the number of individuals who are 

physically inactive are considerably higher than state and national averages.  
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Childhood obesity is a large concern in Kern County. A 2011 study by the 

California Center for Public Health and Advocacy and the UCLA Center for 

Health Policy Research found that although childhood obesity rates were 

down in California by 1.1%, the rates in Kern County increased by 5.8% during 

a five-year period. Overall, 44% of students are overweight In Kern County 

compared to 38% statewide. The statistics above are provided the Center of 

Disease Control and Prevention unless otherwise stated. The health statistics 

and data points can be found as Attachment I-9. 

 

City staff collaborated with the Kern County Public Health Services 

Department (public); particularly, Mathew Constantine (Public Health 

Services Director) and Mariel Mehdipour (Community Wellness Director). City 

staff also worked with the Public Health Institute (nonprofit); particularly, 

Genoveva Islas (Program Director). 

 

B. Describe how you expect your project to enhance public health.   

                            (7 points max) 

 

This project promotes active transportation alternatives, which can result in 

health benefits. As mentioned, the health concern of Kern County residents is 

partially due to the lack of physical activity. However, according to the U.S. 

Department of Transportation (2004), the presence of sidewalks has a slightly 

positive effect on the tendency for adults to walk. If the project gets more 

parents walking, then there is a strong likelihood that their children will benefit 

as well. Collectively, parents/children can walk within the neighborhood to 

school, church, or activity centers. Ultimately, an increase in active modes of 

transportation enhances public health since there is a direct correlation to 

reducing diabetes, heart disease, high blood pressure, and cancers.  
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The project removes deterrents to active transportation. The walking/riding 

paths are difficult to navigate, uneven, and often involve traveling in the 

roadway in close proximity to vehicles. The streets surrounding the school 

have few sidewalks and no handicap ramps. Often times, the lack of 

infrastructure can deter adults who would otherwise allow their children to 

participate in active modes of transportation. By removing these deterrents, 

children/adults are more likely to be physically active.  

  

The project also increases the physically safety of children/adults. According 

to the Department of Transportation (2004), accidents involving pedestrians 

are more than twice as likely to occur in places without sidewalks. Streets with 

sidewalks on both sides have the fewest accidents. The project allows 

children walking to and from school to have a separate, dedicated space. 

The new space provides a safer, more efficient pathway for those students 

and parents/guardians who wish to participate in active modes of 

transportation. By giving them their own space away from vehicles, they will 

be encouraged to utilize this new space for active modes of transportation.  
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Part B: Narrative Questions  

Detailed Instructions for: Question #5 

 

QUESTION #5  

BENEFIT TO DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES               (0-10 points)  

 

A. Identification of disadvantaged communities: 

          (0 points – SCREENING ONLY) 

 

To receive disadvantaged community points, projects must be located within 

a disadvantaged AND/OR provide a direct, meaningful, and assured benefit 

to individuals from a disadvantaged community.  

 

1. The median household income of the census tract(s) is 80% of the 

statewide median household income 

 

2. Census tract(s) is in the top 25% of overall scores from CalEnviroScreen 2.0  

 

3. At least 75% of public school students in the project area are eligible for 

the Free or Reduced Priced Meals Program under the National School 

Lunch Program  

 

4. Alternative criteria for identifying disadvantage communities (see below) 

  

Provide a map showing the boundaries of the project and the geographic 

boundaries of the disadvantaged community that the project is located 

within and/or benefiting.   
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A map of the project area within the school attendance areas can be 

found as Attachment I-10. 

 

Option 1: Median household income, by census tract for the community(ies) 

benefited by the project:  $_________ 

 

 Provide all census tract numbers 

 

 Provide the median income for each census track listed 

 

 Provide the population for each census track listed 

   

Option 2: California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 

(CalEnviroScreen) score for the community benefited by the 

project:  _________ 

 

 Provide all census tract numbers 

 

 Provide the CalEnviroScreen 2.0 score for each census track 

listed 

 

 Provide the population for each census track listed 

 

Option 3: Percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals 

Programs:  93.7% – 95.5%  

 

 Provide percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced 

Meals Program for each and all schools included in the proposal 
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Roosevelt Elementary  93.7% 

William Penn Elementary 95.5% 

 

Option 4: Alternative criteria for identifying disadvantaged communities:  

 

 Provide median household income (option 1), the 

CalEnviroScreen 2.0 score (option 2), and if applicable, the 

percentage of students eligible for Free and Reduced Meal 

Programs (option 3) 

 

 Provide ADDITIONAL data that demonstrates that the 

community benefiting from the project/program/plan is 

disadvantaged 

 

 Provide an explanation for  why this additional data 

demonstrates that the community is disadvantaged 

 

B. For proposals located within disadvantage community:        (5 points max) 

 

What percent of the funds requested will be expended in the 

disadvantaged community? 100%  

 

Explain how this percent was calculated.  

 

Under the Safe Routes to School Program, the project qualifies as a 

disadvantaged community since at least 75% of public school students in 

the project area are eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals under 
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the National School Lunch Program. In fact, both Roosevelt Elementary 

(93.7%) and William Penn Elementary (95.5%) have students eligible for the 

free or reduced price meal program.  

 

An estimated 100% of the funds requested will be expended in the 

disadvantaged community. The school attendance areas encompass the 

entire project area by multiple blocks in every direction. Also, the project 

directly benefits the community by safely connecting children and 

parents to schools and generally protecting pedestrians in their daily lives. 

According the Bakersfield City School District, an estimated 90% to 95% of 

students walk/ride their bikes to school; thus, these students directly 

benefit by improved safety conditions. A map of the project area within 

the school attendance areas can be found as Attachment I-10. 

 

C. Describe how the project/program/plan provides (for plans: will provide) 

a direct, meaningful, and assured benefit to members of the 

disadvantaged community.             (5 points max) 

 

Define what direct, meaningful, and assured benefit means for your 

project, how it benefit will be achieved, and who will receive this benefit. 

 

The project directly and meaningfully benefits the children and adults 

within the neighborhood. Under the Safe Routes to School Program, there 

is a strong emphasis on safely linking or connecting children and parents 

to schools and generally protecting pedestrians in their daily lives. 

According to the U.S. Department of Transportation (2013), providing 

walkways separated from the travel lanes could help to reduce 88% or 

3,960 pedestrians that are killed annually in traffic crashes with vehicles. 
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Thus, the project closes a gap within a neighborhood that links the 

stakeholders, which results in the increase of safety for adults/children.  

 

The project promotes active modes of transportation and better public 

health results. According to the Center for Disease Control (2004), 30.4% of 

parents identify traffic-related danger as a barrier to letting their child 

walk to school. The project increases pedestrian/bicycle safety for 

students, which alleviates some concerns by parents. Also, according to 

the U.S. Department of Transportation (2013), research indicates that 

people walk for recreational purposes if provided sidewalks. Recreational 

walking is one of the easiest ways for residents to get their recommended 

allotment of physical exercise each day. Active modes of transportation 

can reduce some of the public health concerns. The project increases the 

likelihood of children/adults using active modes of transportation within 

this disadvantaged community, which results in public health benefits. 
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Part B: Narrative Questions  

Detailed Instructions for: Question #6 

QUESTION #6 

COST EFFECTIVENESS         (0-5 POINTS) 

 

A. Describe the alternatives that were considered and how the ATP-related 

benefits vs. project-costs varied between them. Explain why the final 

proposed alternative is considered to have the highest Benefit to Cost Ratio 

(B/C) with respect to the ATP purpose of “increased use of active modes of 

transportation.”              (3 points max)     

 

Several alternatives were considered for this project area. Over the course of 

the past few years, several intersection studies have been completed to see 

if any intersections near the schools could be upgraded to all-way stops.  

Unfortunately, none of the State mandated warrants for all-ways stops were 

satisfied. Bike lanes were also considered, but due to the existing 

configuration of the street, a standard bike/parking lane would not fit within 

the street boundaries. Also, City staff received feedback through its 

community outreach that bike lanes on “A” Street are undesired. Lastly, the 

alternatives would not solve the handicap access concern and cause more 

children to be in direct conflict with vehicles.  

 

This project is the only solution that addresses all the infrastructure needs 

including handicap access, pedestrian walkability, and bike access to school 

grounds. Although the other alternatives may have been more cost 

effective, they neither were applicable nor achieve the project goals. As a 

Caltrans’ countermeasure (“install sidewalk/pathway: R37), the project 
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achieves it goal by having a crash reduction factor of 65% to 89%. The 

countermeasure data can be found as Attachment I-5. 

 

B. Use the ATP Benefit/Cost Tool, provided by Caltrans Planning Division, to 

calculate the ratio of the benefits of the project relative to both the total 

project cost and ATP funds requested. The Tool is located on the CTC’s 

website at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/eab/atp.html. After 

calculating the B/C ratios for the project, provide constructive feedback on 

the tool.                 (2 points max) 

  ( 
       

                  
 and 

       

               
) 

 

The cost benefit ratio for this proposed project is 43.67. This project shows 

considerable gains in mobility, health, and gas and emissions benefits as 

expected due to the large number of students that would benefit from the 

infrastructure improvements along “A” Street. City staff’s only feedback is to 

please clarify how to determine some of the inputs for the Safe Routes to 

School Program projects that affect multiple schools. For example, the tool 

asks for the percentage of students that currently walk/ride to school. Every 

school is different, so without further guidance, City staff used an average of 

the three school’s percentages for the tool. The results of the ATP Benefit/Cost 

Tool can be found as Attachment I-11. 

 

  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/eab/atp.html
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Part B: Narrative Questions  

Detailed Instructions for: Question #7 

 

QUESTION #7  

LEVERAGING OF NON-ATP FUNDS                                                               (0-5 points)  

 

A. The application funding plan will show all federal, state and local funding for 

the project:                (5 points max) 

 

The project will be funded with two sources. Approximately 95% ($1,055,000) 

of the funding will be requested through this application. The remaining 5% 

($55,000) will be funded with the City’s local gas tax money. The City will only 

use these funds for direct expenses for completing construction. City staff is 

very familiar with federally funded projects and grants including RSTP, CMAQ, 

HSIP, and ATP. Also, City staff is well versed in the requirements to appropriate 

the money and the reporting requirements necessary after the project has 

been completed.  
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Part B: Narrative Questions  

Detailed Instructions for: Question #8 

 

QUESTION #8 

USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS (CCC) OR A CERTIFIED COMMUNITY 

CONSERVATION CORPS               (0 or -5 points) 

 

Step 1:  Is this an application requesting funds for a Plan?  

 

 Yes  

 No   

 

Step 2: The applicant must submit the following information via email 

concurrently to both the CCC AND certified community conservation 

corps prior to application submittal to Caltrans.  The CCC and 

certified community conservation corps will respond within five (5) 

business days from receipt of the information.  

 

 Project Title 

 Project Description                                  

 Detailed Estimate                               

 Project Schedule 

 Project Map                                               

 Preliminary Plan 

  

The email correspondence between the City and California 

Conversation Corps and certified conservation corps can be found as 

Attachment I-12. 
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California Conservation Corps and Community Conservation Corps: 

Name:  Wei Hsieh              Name: Danielle Lynch  

Email: atp@ccc.ca.gov    Email: inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org 

Phone: (916) 341-3154       Phone: (916) 426-9170 

 

Step 3:  The applicant has coordinated with Wei Hsieh with the CCC AND 

Danielle Lynch with the certified community conservation corps and 

determined the following: 

 

  Neither corps can participate in the project (0 points) 

 

 Applicant intends to utilize the CCC or a certified community 

conservation corps on the following items listed below (0 points).   

 

 Applicant has contacted the corps but intends not to use the corps 

on a project in which either corps has indicated it can participate   

(-5 points) 

 

 Applicant has not coordinated with both corps (-5 points) 

 

The CCC and certified community conservation corps will provide a list to 

Caltrans of all projects submitted to them and indicating which projects they are 

available to participate on. The applicant must also attach any email 

correspondence from the CCC and certified community conservation corps to 

the application verifying communication/participation. 

mailto:atp@ccc.ca.gov
mailto:inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org
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Part B: Narrative Questions 

Detailed Instructions for: Question #9 

 

QUESTION #9 

APPLICANT’S PERFORMANCE ON PAST GRANTS AND DELIVERABILITY OF PROJECTS   

            (0 to-10 points OR disqualification)  

 

A. Applicant: Provide short explanation of the Implementing Agency’s project 

delivery history for all projects that include project funding through Caltrans 

Local Assistance administered programs (ATP, Safe Routes to School, BTA, 

HSIP, etc.) for the last five (5) years.   

 

The City has not had any grant failures within the past five years. In fact, the 

opposite is true. In the last five years, the City has received one Safe Route to 

School Grant and three Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) grants. 

All projects were completed in a timely manner and within budget. Several 

of our HSIP projects have been advanced and completed before the 

required time and under budget. The City has an excellent track record of 

providing the grant improvement projects in a timely, efficient, and cost-

effective manner. Also, the City is familiar with managing Federal and State 

funds, reporting on the project’s progress, and maintaining the improvements 

after construction. 

 

B. Caltrans response only: Caltrans to recommend score for deliverability of 

scope, cost, and schedule based on the overall application.   
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Part C:  Application Attachments 

 

A. Application Signature Page 

B.  ATP – Project Program Request (ATP-PPR) 

C.  Engineers Checklist for Infrastructure Projects (only) 

D.  Project Location Map 

E.  Project Map/Plans Showing Existing and Proposed Conditions 

F.  Photos of Existing Conditions 

G.  Project Estimate 

H.  Non-Infrastructure Work Plan (22-R Form) 

I.  Narrative Questions Backup Information 

1. 2014 Regional Transportation Plan 

2. Land Use Map 

3. Collision/Incident Map 

4. U.S. Department of Transportation Data 

5. Caltrans – Local Roadway Safety Manual 

6. Meeting Agendas 

7. Student Responses 

8. Revised Project Map (Based on Community Feedback) 

9. Public Health Statistics and Data Points 

10. School Attendance Area Map 

11. ATP Benefit/Cost Tool Results 

12. CCC and Certified Community Conservation Corps Responses 

J. Letters of Support 

K. Additional Attachments 
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PROJECT LOCATION MAP
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“A” Street and Brundage Lane (North) 

 No Sidewalk 

 No Handicap Access Ramp 



 

 

“A” Street and Verde Street (South) 

 No Sidewalk 

 No Handicap Access Ramp 



 

 

“A” Street and Baker Street (East) 

 No Sidewalk (Along School) 

 No Handicap Access Ramp 



 

 

“A” Street and Baker Street (North) 

 No Sidewalk 

 No Handicap Access Ramp 



 

 

“A” Street and Palm Street (South) 

 No Sidewalk 

 Front of Food Pantry for 

Individuals/Families in Poverty 



 

 

“A” Street and Dracena Street (West) 

 No Sidewalk 

 No Handicap Access Ramp 

 No Curb and Gutter 



Agency:

Prepared by: Date:

Item No. Quantity Units Unit Cost
Total

Item Cost
% $ % $ % $ % $

1 1             LS $10,000.00 $10,000 100% $100

2 350         LF $15.00 $5,250 100% $53

3 1,000      LF $20.00 $20,000 100% $200

4 42,000    SF $18.00 $756,000 100% $7,560

5 6,500      SF $15.00 $97,500 100% $975

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

$888,750 $8,888

9.90% $87,950

$976,700

25% Max

12.01% 15% Max133,300$                                

Construction (CON)

Total PE:

Total RW: -$                                           

Right of Way (RW)

Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Cost

To be Constructed 

by Corps/CCC
ATP Eligible Items Landscaping

Non-Participating 

Items

Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)

Important: Read the Instructions in the other sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter in shaded fields (with formulas).

Under the Safe Routes to School Program, the project includes the construction of new sidewalk, handicap access ramps, and curbs/gutters in a residential neighborhood that 

serves three elementary schools in Bakersfield. 

The proposed project is primarily located along "A" Street in Bakersfield and bound by Brundage Lane (south) and San Emidio Street (north). The proposed project runs along 

three elementary schools and three churches within a 0.8 mile distance.

Project Information:

Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

5/18/2015

City of Bakersfield

Application ID:

Note: Cost can apply to more than one category. Therefore may be over 100%.

John Ussery

-$                                           

-$                                           

-$                                           

-$                                           

Project Cost Estimate:

06-City of Bakersfield-01

Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:

Cost Breakdown

Subtotal of Construction Items:

Item 

Project Description:

Project Location:

Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):

                                 Enter in the cell to the right

Minor Concrete (29 Access Ramps)

Remove Concrete (Curb and Gutter)

Minor Concrete (Curb and Gutter)

Minor Concrete (Sidewalk)

Mobilization

1,110,000$                             Total Project Cost Estimate:

Type of Project Delivery Cost

Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):

Right of Way Engineering:

Acquisitions and Utilities:

Construction Engineering (CE):

Total Construction Items & Contingencies:

Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):

-$                                           

$976,700

Cost $

Preliminary Engineering (PE)

Total CON: 1,110,000$                             

6/1/2015 1 of 1
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Prepared by the City of Bakersfield, CA, Division of Information Technology,
Geographic Information Services.

The City of Bakersfield makes no warranty, representation, or guarantee
regarding the accuracy of this map.  This map is intended for display

purposes only and does not replace official recorded documents.
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2 A Resident’s Guide for Creating Safer Communities for Walking and Biking 

so they may need more time to cross a street. 
They also may have trouble getting oriented and 
understanding traffic signs, so they may need 
more information on how to get around safely. 

• Recent immigrants may have little 
understanding of English and may not know the 
bike laws or customs in the U.S., or understand 
the traffic and pedestrian signals that indicate 
when to walk. 

• People with disabilities (e.g., people using 
wheelchairs, crutches, canes, or those with 
visual or cognitive impairments) may be more 
affected by surface irregularities in the 
pavement, changes in slope or elevation/grade, 
lack of accessible curb ramps, and sidewalk 
width restrictions. 

Some communities lack sidewalks, curb ramps, and other 
facilities, making it difficult for people to travel safely and 
easily on foot or by bike. 

TYPES OF PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST 
SAFETY PROBLEMS 
Understanding and properly identifying issues 
that can cause pedestrian safety problems is an 
important part of finding a solution. If the problem 
is not accurately identified, the wrong solution 
may be applied and the problem could continue. 
Some typical problems that affect pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety include: 

Poor walking or bicycling accommodations 

• No place to walk or bike — There are not enough 
sidewalks, paths, bike facilities, or trails. Existing 
facilities do not connect to schools, transit 
stations, parks, churches, etc. Dirt paths may 
show where people are walking or biking and 
that more sidewalks or paths are needed. 

• Not enough space — Sidewalks are not wide 
enough for people to walk comfortably or pass 
each other, or roadway shoulders or travel lanes 
are too narrow for a bicycle to comfortably share 
the road with a motor vehicle. 

• Poor surfaces — Sidewalk surfaces are uneven, 
broken, or covered with debris; bike lanes contain 
potholes or debris such as leaves or gravel, or 
dangerous drain grates or utility covers. 

• Blocked pathways — Sidewalks, bike lanes, or 
other paths are blocked by barriers such as 
vehicles, trash cans, vegetation, snow, utility 
poles, mail boxes, benches, etc. 

• No buffer — There is not enough space between 
the sidewalk or bike facility and the roadway, or 
this space lacks trees or landscaping to make 
pedestrians and bicyclists feel comfortable. 

• Difficult street crossings — There are long 
crossing distances and wide intersections that 
allow cars to turn at higher speeds. There are 
intersections with no pedestrian signals, curb 
ramps, median crossing islands, or markings to 
indicate where bicyclists should ride or wait. 
The signal at the intersection doesn’t change 
for a bicycle, or doesn’t give enough time for a 
bicyclist to get through the intersection. 

• Poor connectivity — There are many dead-
end streets, bike lanes that end unexpectedly, 
few available roadway crossings, and indirect 
pedestrian or bike paths. 

• Insufficient lighting — There are not enough 
streetlights to help pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
drivers see each other at night. 
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Bureau of Transportation Statistics U.S. Department of Transportation

Walkers, Nonwalkers, and Frequency 
of Walking
One hundred and seventy-eight million adult1 Americans
took walks during the summer months of 2002, or 6 out
of every 7 adults.2 About 40% of these walked more than
15 days of the preceding month of the survey, which was
administered in the summer 2002. Only a small minority
of adults say they never take walks (about 29 million
adult Americans). Walking was defined as any outdoor
walking, jogging, or running that lasts at least 5 minutes. 

Importance of Sidewalks
About two-thirds of the respondents said their community
had sidewalks.3 Those who say that sidewalks are not
available in their communities are slightly less likely (4%)
to be walkers (See Figure 1). However, if sidewalks were
available to everyone and this slight difference held true,
another 2.8 million Americans could be expected to take
up walking. 

Although there is an apparent relationship between side-
walk availability and the likelihood of walking, the pres-
ence of sidewalks has no apparent effect on the frequency
of walks taken. The median number of days walked for
those who take walks fell between 12 and 13 days in the
month preceding the survey. That median number was
used to divide survey respondents into two groups. Those
who walked 13 or more days per month were labeled
“frequent” walkers while those who walked 12 or fewer
days per month were labeled “occasional” walkers. The
presence or absence of sidewalks had no statistically sig-
nificant effect on the walking frequency of either group. 

Satisfaction with Community Design 
for Making Walking Safe
Nonwalkers report dissatisfaction with the safe-walking
design of their community.4 (See Figure 2). However, this
relationship was not found between frequent and occa-
sional walkers within the walking group. Both frequent

December 2004

Sidewalks Promote Walking 

Issue Brief
Number 12

●● Of America’s 205 million adults, 86% took walks during the sum-
mer months of 2002, and 40% of those walkers walked more than 15
days per month. Fourteen percent of adult Americans state they never
take walks.

●● The presence of sidewalks has a slight positive effect on the ten-
dency for adults to take walks, but has no effect on the frequency of
those walks. If people in communities without sidewalks (about one-
third of the population), were to walk at the same rate as they do in
communities with sidewalks, an additional 2.8 million adults would
join the ranks of the walking. 

●● Nonwalkers are more likely than walkers to assert that their com-
munities need more sidewalks and to voice dissatisfaction with their
community designs in making walking safe (overall 17%). In communi-
ties without sidewalks, adults are three times as likely as other adults to
state their dissatisfaction.

1 Survey used respondents 16 and over.
2 For survey description, see end of this paper.
3 Sidewalks are generally constructed for walking along a street or road.

4 Unless otherwise noted, all differences cited are statistically significant
at the 0.05 level. This means that there is less than a 5% probability that
the difference could have occurred by chance.
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and occasional walkers expressed about the same levels of
dissatisfaction with their community’s safe-walking
design—about 17.9% and 16.4%, respectively. 

Dissatisfaction with “how the local community is
designed for making walking safe” is quite low—below
10%—in communities where sidewalks are available. But
the percent dissatisfied increases to nearly a one-third
(32%) when sidewalks are not available (See Figure 3).
Overall, survey respondents strongly favor acquiring more
sidewalks. When asked what changes they would like to
see in their communities, those offering suggestions often
mention “more sidewalks” before other options, such as
more crosswalks or more lights on the streets or paths.
Moreover, nearly half the respondents cite either more
sidewalks (39%) or better sidewalks (5%). People who say
sidewalks are not available in their communities are twice
as likely as people with sidewalks to mention more side-
walks as a change they would like to see in their commu-
nities (58% versus 27%).

Background information for the data presented in this paper. A
national survey of 9,616 adults was conducted in the
summer of 2002 by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics
and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.
The objective of this survey was to determine the magni-
tude of bicycle and pedestrian activity in the nation and
the public’s behavior and attitudes regarding bicycling
and walking. This survey—the first national survey of its
kind—sheds light on the effect of bike paths, bike lanes,
and sidewalks on attitudes and behavior towards bicy-
cling and walking. Bicycling is covered in another Issue
Brief, How Bike Paths and Lanes make a Difference, No. 11,
June 2004.
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Figure 1. Percent of Walkers by Sidewalk Availability
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Figure 2. Dissatisfaction with the Community Design 
for Making Walking Safe
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Figure 3. Dissatisfaction with Community Design for 
Making Walking Safe by Sidewalk Availability

FIGURE SOURCES: National Survey of Pedestrian and Bicyclist Attitudes 
& Behaviors, Bureau of Transportation Statistics and National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation,
Washington, D.C., 2002.

We’re on the WEB!
www.bts.gov
answers@bts.gov

Info line:1-800-853-1351

For More Information:
Gary Feuerberg

Transportation Specialist
U.S. Department of Transportation
Bureau of Transportation Statistics

400 7th Street SW, Room 3430
Washington, DC 20590

Phone: 202-493-0320 Fax: 202-493-0568
Gary.Feuerberg@bts.gov
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Caltrans CM Number:  R37

General Use

Crash Types Addressed: Pedestrian, Bicycle 

Crash Reduction Factor: 65 ‐ 89 %

Caltrans CM Number:  R38

General Use

Crash Types Addressed: Pedestrian, Bicycle 

Crash Reduction Factor: 8 ‐ 56%

Caltrans CM Number:  R39

General Use

Crash Types Addressed: Pedestrian, Bicycle 

Crash Reduction Factor: 30 ‐ 46%

Name: Install pedestrian crossing (with enhanced safety features)

Name: Install sidewalk/pathway (to avoid walking along roadway)

Where to use:  Areas noted as not having adequate or no sidewalks and a history of walking along roadway pedestrian crashes.  In rural areas asphalt curbs and/or 

separated walkways may be appropriate. 

* For Caltrans' statewide Calls‐for‐Projects: This CM only applies to "Ped & Bike" crashes occurring within the limits of the new walkway.  This CM is not  intended to be used 

where an existing sidewalk is being replaced with a wider one, unless prior Caltrans approval is included in the application. When an off‐street multi‐use path is proposed 

that is not adjacent to the roadway, the applicant must document the engineering judgment used to determine which "Ped & Bike" crashes to apply.

Why it works:  Sidewalks and walkways provide people with space to travel within the public right‐of‐way that is separated from roadway vehicles. The presence of 

sidewalks on both sides of the street has been found to be related to significant reductions in the “walking along roadway” pedestrian crash risk compared to locations 

where no sidewalks or walkways exist. Reductions of 50 to 90 percent of these types of pedestrian crashes. In combination with this CM, better guidance signs and 

markings for non‐motorized and motorized roadway users should be considered, including: sign and markings directing pedestrians and cyclists on appropriate/legal travel 

paths and signs and markings warning motorists of non‐motorized uses of the roadway that should be expected.

General Qualities (Time, Cost, Effectiveness):   In general, the cost of new sidewalks for long segments are higher cost projects.   Costs for sidewalks will vary, depending 

upon factors such as width, materials, and existing of curb, gutter and drainage.  Asphalt curbs and walkways are less expensive, but require more maintenance. The 

expected effectiveness of this CM must be assessed for each individual location.   These projects can be very effective in areas of high‐pedestrian volumes with a past 

history of crashes involving pedestrians.

Pedestrian and Bicycle 

80%   (with an expected life of20 years)

Name: Install raised pedestrian crossing

General Qualities (Time, Cost, Effectiveness):  Costs associated with this strategy will vary widely, depending upon the elements of the raised crossing and the need for 

new curb ramps and sidewalk modifications.  These CMs may be effectively and efficiently implemented using a systematic approach with more than one location and can 

have medium to high B/C ratios based on past non‐motorized crash history.  

Where to use:  On lower‐speed roadways, where pedestrians are known to be crossing roadways that involve significant vehicular traffic. Based on the Zegeer study (Safety 

Effects of Marked vs. Unmarked Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Locations) at many locations, a marked crosswalk alone, may not be sufficient to adequately protect non‐

motorized users.  In these cases, raised crossings can be added to complement the standard crossing elements. Special requirements may apply and extra care should be 

taken when considering installing raised crossings to ensure unintended safety issues are not created, such as: emergency vehicle access or truck route issues. 

* For Caltrans' statewide Calls‐for‐Projects: This CM only applies to "Ped & Bike" crashes occurring in the area with the new raised crossing.   Note: This CM is not  intended 

to be combined with the "Install pedestrian crossing (with enhanced safety features)" when calculating the improvement's B/C ratio.

Why it works:  Adding a raised pedestrian crossing has the opportunity to enhance pedestrian safety at locations noted as being especially problematic. The raised crossing 

encourages motorists to reduce their speed and provides improved delineation for the portion of the roadway that is designated for pedestrian crossing. In combination 

with this CM, better guidance signs and markings for non‐motorized and motorized roadway users should be considered, including: sign and markings directing pedestrians 

and cyclists on appropriate/legal travel paths.

Pedestrian and Bicycle 

35%   (with an expected life of 10 years)

Values for Caltrans Statewide Programs (Calls‐for‐Projects) 

Values for Caltrans Statewide Programs (Calls‐for‐Projects) 

Where to use:  Roadway segments with no controlled crossing for a significant distance in high‐use midblock crossing areas and/or multilane roads locations.  Based on the 

Zegeer study (Safety Effects of Marked vs. Unmarked Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Locations) at many locations, a marked crosswalk alone may not be sufficient to 

adequately protect non‐motorized users.  In these cases, rectangular rapid flashing beacons, overhead flashing beacons, curb extensions and other safety features should 

be added to complement the standard crossing elements.  For multi‐lane roadways, advance "yield" markings can be effective in reducing the 'multiple‐threat' danger to 

pedestrians.

* For Caltrans' statewide Calls‐for‐Projects: This CM only applies to "Ped & Bike" crashes occurring in the influence area of crossing which includes new enhanced safety 

features.  Note: This CM is  not  intended to be combined with the "Install raised pedestrian crossing" when calculating the improvement's B/C ratio. This CM is  not  intended 

to be used for high‐cost aesthetic enhancements to intersection crosswalks (i.e. stamped concrete or stamped asphalt).   

Why it works:  Adding pedestrian crossings has the opportunity to greatly enhance pedestrian safety at locations noted as being problematic.  The enhanced safety 

elements, which may include curb extensions, raised medians, beacons, and lighting, combined with pavement markings delineating a portion of the roadway that is 

designated for pedestrian crossing.  Care must be taken to warn drivers of the potential for pedestrians crossing the roadway and enhanced improvements added to the 

crossing increase the likelihood of pedestrians crossing in a safe manner.  In combination with this CM, better guidance signs and markings for non‐motorized and 

motorized roadway users should be considered, including: sign and markings directing pedestrians and cyclists on appropriate/legal travel paths and signs.  When agencies 

opt to install aesthetic enhancement to crossing like stamped concrete/asphalt, the project design and construction costs can significantly increase.  For HSIP applications, 

these costs must be accounted for in the B/C calculation, but these costs (over standard crosswalk markings) must be tracked separately and are not federally reimbursable 

and will increase the agency's local‐funding share for the project costs.

General Qualities (Time, Cost, Effectiveness):  Costs associated with this strategy will vary widely, depending the extend of the curb extensions, raised medians, flashing 

beacons, and other pedestrian safety elements that are needed with the crossing.   When considered at a single location, these improvements can sometimes be low cost 

and funded through local funding by local crews.  These CMs can often be effectively and efficiently implemented using a systematic approach with numerous locations, 

resulting in moderate to high cost projects that are appropriate to seek state or federal funding.  

30%   (with an expected life of 10 years)

Values for Caltrans Statewide Programs (Calls‐for‐Projects) 

Pedestrian and Bicycle 
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Agenda  
 

St. Francis School Board Meeting  
May 14, 2015/6:15PM/Room 7 

 
I. Call to Order 
II. Opening Prayer 
III. Recommended Actions:  

a. Roll Call  
b. Approval of Minutes  
c. Approval of Agenda  
d. Teacher/Admin of the Month Award-Vote  
e. Volunteer of the Month Award-Vote 
f. Approval of Department Reports  

i. Principal- Present report  
ii. Pastor Report- (may present verbally) 

iii. PTO-Present report.    
iv. Parish Counsel Rep.-Report if needed  
v. Foundation Report-Report if needed 

vi. Facility Report- Dan Hargis 
1. Unexpected Expenses to report.  Cost Saving Opportunities? 

g. Old Business:  
i. Bylaw approval from Bishop?  

ii. Board member attendance follow up.  

h. New Business:  
i. City of Bakersfield – Caltrans Grant Application  

ii. School Registration/Teacher Positions Update (Kelli Gruszka or Assignee)  
iii. Summer Committee Meeting Scheduling (If Needed)  

IV. Committee Reports  
a. Finance Committee- Mitch Wetzel Report 

i. Financial report 

b. PR/Communications Committee- Andrew Zaninovich Report.  

i. End of year Annual Report/Present 

c. Executive Committee-Matt Billings Report for Chad Hathaway  

i. Distribute minutes 

d. Curriculum Committee- Kelli Gruszka Report 
e. Strategy Committee- Matt Billings Report  

i. WASC: Updates/Publishing of Scores  
ii. Long Range Strategic Plan Meeting Review 

f. Spiritual Committee Update-Josette McCray Report 
V. Review of topics for future agenda  

  
VI. Adjourn NEED TO VERIFY NEXT MEETING DATE 

 
NEXT MEETING June 24RD 12:00 Noon, Church Office  



 
 

 

Active Transportation Forum 

 

May 18, 2015 

6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m. 

 

T.L. Maxwell’s, 1421 17
th
 Place, Bakersfield, CA 95354 

 

 

 

Agenda 

 

 

 

6:00 p.m. Registration 

 

6:15 p.m. Welcome & Introductions – Genoveva Islas, Cultiva la Salud 

 

6:30 p.m. Planning for Health Equity: Active Transportation & Health – Sara de Guia, CPEHN 

 Health & Transportation 

 Funding & Opportunities 

 Resources 

 

7:00 p.m. City of Bakersfield – Active Transportation Program (Community Outreach) 

 “A” Street Improvement Project 

 North Bakersfield Bicycle Connectivity Project 

 

7:30 p.m. Questions & Answers 

 

7:45 p.m. Closing 

 

 

 

 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&ved=0CAcQjRw&url=http://www.publichealthnewswire.org/?p=5774&ei=-ftpVY_vJoTGogTt9YLQAQ&bvm=bv.94455598,d.cGU&psig=AFQjCNFgU7V9Pd3tkes7IphPbkoIpuMv5g&ust=1433095513086423
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BakersfieldNow.com - KBAK and KBFX News

Childhood obesity rates up in Kern County, down in the state
By Connie Tran, KBAK - KBFX - Eyewitness News - BakersfieldNow.com Published: Nov 9, 2011 at 7:57 PM PDT (2011-11-10T2:57:4Z) Last Updated: Nov 10, 
2011 at 2:01 PM PDT (2011-11-10T21:01:59Z)

BAKERSFIELD, Calif.

(http://search.bakersfieldnow.com/default.aspx?ct=r&q=Bakersfield) (KBAK/KBFX) — A study 
released Wednesday by the California Center for Public Health and Advocacy and the UCLA 
Center for Health Policy Research found that childhood obesity rates are down in California by 
1.1 percent. Unfortunately, in Kern County, the rates have grown.

The number of obese children in Kern County is almost alarming, and it seems a similar trend is 
forming in other Central Valley counties, such as Fresno and Tulare.

Dr. Harold Goldstein, the executive director for CCPHA said, "In Kern County, 44 percent of 
students are overweight. That's an increase of 5.8 percent over that five-year period. Really, 
when I saw those numbers I was shocked, because I had seen the numbers statewide were going 
down, but (that) the numbers continued to climb in Kern County is especially troubling."

Goldstein said he believes the childhood obesity rates in Kern County and Fresno County are so 
high because those counties have the highest density of unhealthy food outlets in California.

Lauren Lacher, mom to a baby girl and a 12-year old, said, "I think it has to do with a lot of the 
parents having to work, they have to work so much, whether it be in the fields or office jobs, 
they're gone all day. Nobody's there to watch what snacks they're getting and people aren't 
teaching their child the right snacks to get after school."

The Kern County Department of Public Heath has acknowledged the childhood obesity problem 
in the area.

PLAY VIDEO (HTTP://WWW.BAKERSFIELDNOW.COM/NEWS/HEALTH/133582613.HTML?TAB=VIDEO&C=Y)

Page 1 of 2Childhood obesity rates up in Kern County, down in the state | Health News | Bakersfield ...

5/30/2015http://www.bakersfieldnow.com/news/health/133582613.html?print=y
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County of Kern, Public Health Services Department 

http://psbweb.co.kern.ca.us/PH_Internet/departments/cd/callToAction.aspx  

Call To Action Plan 

 
 

Welcome to the information hub on the Kern County Call to Action Plan. This 

action plan, adapted with permission from San Diego’s Call to Action: 

Childhood Obesity Action Plan model, is intended to have the most influence 

on developing environmental and policy change supporting healthy lifestyles, 

choices, and behavior change by engaging residents, community organizations, 

local leaders and businesses.  

 

Recently, the Kern County Public Health Services Department received a Capacity Building Community Transformation 

Grant through the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to further support and expand the work of the Call to Action 

Plan. This $2.2 million grant to be implemented over the course of the next five years, will build Kern County’s capacity 

to effectively promote active living and healthy eating, tobacco-free living, and high impact quality clinical and other 

preventive services.  

 

Kern County Call to Action 

Kern County Public Health Services Department 

1800 Mt. Vernon Ave. Bakersfield, CA 93306 

(661) 321-3000 CallToAction@co.kern.ca.us 

 

About Us Partners Sponsors Domains Government Healthcare Schools Early Childhood More ↓  

About Us  

Background: 

Chronic disease, along with the issues of overweight and obesity, has reached epidemic proportions in Kern County. Over 

60% of the population (teens and adults) is reported as being overweight or obese. Kern County ranks highest of the 58 

California counties in deaths from heart disease and is second highest in deaths from diabetes. Kern County also ranked in 

the bottom 25% for six of eight health indicators related to all causes of death (2010). Poor nutrition and lack of physical 

activity significantly increases the risk and acuity of diabetes, heart disease, high blood pressure and cancers. Secondhand 

smoke exposure causes serious disease and death, including heart disease and lung cancer in non-smoking populations. 

According to the CDC, each year an estimated 3,000 non-smoking Americans die of lung cancer primarily because of 

exposure to secondhand smoke; more than 46,000 die of heart disease.  

In September 2011, in response to these critical health concerns, the County was awarded a five year Community 

Transformation Grant (CTG) to support and promote active living and healthy eating, tobacco-free living, and clinical and 

other preventive services. The grant provides for a “Capacity Building Project to Engage Community” through a range of 

community strategies including:  

 Coalition Building and Planning;  

 Community Health Assessment;  

 Capacity Building;  

 Strengthening our Leadership Team; and  

 Promoting and Educating Stakeholders about CTG program activities and a common vision for community 

wellness and prevention.  

Kern County’s CTG supports the Call to Action: Chronic Disease and Obesity Action Plan, which incorporates the 

development of core, guiding and strategic principles; maximizing health impact through prevention; and the expansion of 

evidence-based services to address community health problems. The Call to Action Plan will also ensure health equity and 

reduce health disparities among high-risk populations. See the Kern County Call to Action Chronic Disease and Obesity 

Plan for more details.  

mailto:CallToAction@co.kern.ca.us
http://psbweb.co.kern.ca.us/PH_Internet/departments/cd/callToAction.aspx#down
http://psbweb.co.kern.ca.us/PH_Internet/pdfs/cd/CallToActionPlan2010.pdf
http://psbweb.co.kern.ca.us/PH_Internet/pdfs/cd/CallToActionPlan2010.pdf
cgerry
Highlight



Consolidated Community Benefit Plan 2012 
Kaiser Permanente – Kern County 

Southern California Region 
 

 164 

THE 2010 COMMUNITY HEALTH NEEDS ASSESSMENT SUMMARY AND FINDINGS 
 
 
2010 COMMUNITY HEALTH NEEDS ASSESSMENT (CHNA) SUMMARY 
The 2010 CHNA is a collaborative effort of Bakersfield Memorial Hospital, Delano Regional Medical Center, KP-Kern 
County, Kern County Department of Public Health, Mercy Hospitals of Bakersfield, San Joaquin Community Hospital, and 
other local partners. The 2010 assessment is a Web-based, living CHNA, which uses the Healthy Communities Network 
(HCN) web tool to display health status and track progress in the community. The technology allows the CHNA to refresh 
and stay current each year by highlighting important issues in the community and is now available to the public at 
www.healthykern.org, which provides more than 120 health and quality-of-life indicators for Kern County. Rather than focus 
on one isolated area of need, the CHNA sought to create a comprehensive county overview using multiple health and 
quality-of-life indicators. The CHNA process involves assessment and understanding of demographics, health access, 
health care usage, health behaviors, health status, as well as social and environmental factors that ultimately affect health 
outcomes. Review and evaluation of this quantitative data combined with community consultation and feedback have 
enabled us to identify key priority areas in the community that require attention.  
 
KEY FINDINGS FROM THE 2010 CHNA 
Based on a careful review of the primary and secondary data collected for the 2010 CHNA, the key findings are as follows:  
Access to Health Care: 

 57% of adults have private health insurance. 

 87.5% of people have a usual source of health care. 

 91% of children have health insurance. 

 African American (47.9%) and Latinos (36.3%) have the lowest rates of health coverage. 
 
Obesity: 

 29.3% of Kern County adults are obese. 

 Latinos are leading at 34% with Whites next at 26%. 

 Males 45 to 65 have the highest obesity rates. 
 
Diabetes: 

 Kern County places in the bottom quartile of California counties for all diabetes-related indicators. 

 During the 2006–2008 measurement period, the hospitalization rate due to diabetes was 28.4 hospitalizations per 
10,000 population and ranked 55 out of 58 California counties. 

 
Mortality Rates: 

 Kern County was rated 58th out of 58 California counties for age-adjusted rate of death due to heart disease; 25% 
higher than the national average. 

 Kern County was rated 57th out of 58 California counties for age-adjusted rate of death due to diabetes complications. 

 Kern County was rated 45th out of 58 California counties for infant mortality. 
 
Adolescent Health: 

 In 2006–2008, Kern County had the highest teen birthrate of all California counties at 63.7 births per 1,000 females 15 
to 19, compared to 36.6 per 1,000 females 15 to 19 statewide.  
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Consolidated Community Benefit Plan 2012 
Kaiser Permanente – Kern County 

Southern California Region 
 

 168 

percentage of grant dollars allocated to organizations that provide access to health care coverage to children and/or adults, 
number of KP-Kern County physicians and staff who participate, and type of engagement and assistance provided. 
 
 
PRIORITIZED NEED II: PREVENTION AND MANAGEMENT OF OBESITY, DIABETES, AND HEART DISEASE 

Obesity increases the risk of many diseases and health conditions including heart disease, type 2 diabetes, cancer, 
hypertension, stroke, liver and gallbladder disease, respiratory problems, and osteoarthritis. Losing weight and maintaining a 
healthy weight help to prevent and control these diseases. Being overweight or obese also carries significant economic 
costs due to increased health care spending and lost earnings. With an overall adult obesity rate of 29.3%, Kern County is 
far above the 15% Healthy People 2010 goal. The high mortality rates in Kern County point to multiple systemic problems in 
the health care system. Mortality rates in Kern County rank in the bottom third of all California counties. In addition, the rates 
for nearly all causes of death are increasing over time. The age-adjusted death rates due to coronary heart disease, 
diabetes, and stroke all place Kern County in the bottom quartile of California’s 58 counties. Significant racial and ethnic 
disparities exist for many death rates, especially for African Americans. 
 
2011 GOALS 
1. Increase consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables. 
2. Increase physical activity in community and institutional settings. 
3. Decrease mortality rates for heart disease, diabetes, and stroke. 
 
2011 STRATEGIES 
1. Provide grants to community-based organizations that address access to healthy food choices, environmental changes 

that lead to an increase in physical activity, and/or public policy issues that will result in a more healthy and active 
community. 

2. Provide technical assistance (TA) and clinical expertise to community-based organizations in the form of shared best 
practices and intellectual assets.  

3. Provide grants to community-based organizations that address preventing and successfully managing obesity, heart 
disease, diabetes, and stroke. 

 
TARGET POPULATION 
Low-income residents of Kern County who are at risk for obesity, heart disease, diabetes, and/or stroke, especially those 
who reside in areas of the county where there is limited access to outdoor recreation or fresh fruits and vegetables. 
 
COMMUNITY PARTNERS 
Community partners include parks and recreation departments throughout Kern County, Kern County Department of Public 
Health, local school districts, and community-based organizations. 
 
2011 YEAR-END RESULTS 
 Stop the Violence Movement, Inc. received a $7,000 planning grant to assess and organize the southeast Bakersfield 

community to establish a successful farmers’ market capable of accepting EBT, WIC, and Senior Nutrition Vouchers.   

 Boys & Girls Clubs of Kern County received a $20,000 grant for the Triple Play program. Triple Play’s curriculum 
consists of 10 sessions for each of three age groups, 6 to 8, 9 to 12, and teens, that are conducted after-school and 
during the summer. Triple Play includes daily fitness challenges that give youth at every age the chance to play longer 
and harder at different games—from jumping rope to basketball and creating games of their own. Also included is the 
Healthy Habits curriculum, which has the central themes of good nutrition, regular physical activity, and improving 
overall well-being.  
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Roosevelt Elementary School

St Francis Elementary School

William Penn Elementary School

Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, TomTom, Intermap, increment P Corp.,
GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance
Survey, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, MapmyIndia, ©
OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREA MAP

                 Legend
Project Area
Schools

Attendance Area
William Penn Elementary
Roosevelt Elementary

Prepared by the City of Bakersfield, CA, Division of Information Technology,
Geographic Information Services.

The City of Bakersfield makes no warranty, representation, or guarantee
regarding the accuracy of this map.  This map is intended for display

purposes only and does not replace official recorded documents.

´

(Private)



INFRASTRUCTURE

Bike Projects (Daily Person Trips for All Users) (Box1A) Project Costs (Box 1D)

Without Project With Project

Existing $1,110,850

Forecast (1 Yr after completion)

Commuters Recreational Users ATP Requested Funds (Box 1E)

Existing Trips
New Daily Trips   (estimate) 0 0 $1,055,300
(1 YR aftercompletion)    (actual)

CRASH DATA  (Box 1F) Last 5 Yrs Annual Average

Fatal Crashes 3 0.6

Bike Class Type Bike Class II Injury Crashes 14 2.8

Traffic (AADT) PDO 9 1.8

Pedestrian Projects (Daily Person Trips for All Users) (Box 1B) Y or N

Without Project With Project (Capitalized)

Pedestrian countdown signal heads

Pedestrian crossing

Advance stop bar before crosswalk

Without Project With Project Install overpass/underpass

Existing step counts Raised medians/refuge islands
(600 steps=0.3mi=1 trip) Pedestrian crossing (new signs and markings only)

Existing miles walked Pedestrian crossing (safety features/curb extensions) Y

Pedestrian signals

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) (Box 1C) Total Bike lanes

1,132 Sidewalk/pathway (to avoid walking along roadway) Y

Pedestrian crossing (with enhanced safety features) Y

305 Pedestrian crossing

Other reduction factor countermeasures

62.00%

78.00%

Average  Annual Daily 

Project Information- Non SR2S Infrastructure
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Project Name:

Project Location:

Infrastructure Improvements along A Street

A Street between Brundage Lane and Chester Avenue

SAFETY COUNTERMEASURES (improvements) (Box 1G)

Non-SR2S Infrastructure Project Cost

SR2S Infrastructure Project Cost

Non-SR2S Infrastructure 

SR2S Infrastructure

Percentage of students that currently walk or bike 

to school

Existing

Projected percentage of students that will walk or 

bike to school after the project
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Forecast (1 YR after project 

completion) 

Number of student enrollment

Approximate no. of students living along school 

route proposed for improvement



SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL

Infrastructure

Before Project

No. of students enrollment 1,132

Assumptions:

1) 180 school days

2) 2 miles distance to school = 1 hour walk

3) Takes 1 hour back and forth to school grounds, used distance of 1 mile (composite for bike and walk)

4) Approximate no. of students living along school route proposed for improvement- we used this number for

 before and after to get an actual increase number of ATP users or corresponding percentage.

5) We used the value of time for adults for SR2S since we did not quantify parents' time, and the 

After Project community in general. Value of time for adults $13.03 vs. $5.42 for kids.

No. of students enrollment 1,132 6) Safety benefits are assumed to be the same as non-SRTS infrastructure projects.

17,568

$2,995.34

$219.60

$114,499

$7,142

$1,314,586

$3,215

$0 Did not quantify recreational benefits for SR2S Infrastructure projects.

Approximate no. of students living along 

school route proposed for improvement 305

Approximate no. of students living along 

school route proposed for improvement 305

Number of students that will walk/bike to 

school after the project 237.9

Projected percentage of students that will 

walk or bike because of the project

Percent that currently walks/bikes to school

78%

62%

Number of students that walk/bike  to school 189.1

Annual Safety Benefits

ATP Shift

Fuels Saved

Emissions Saved

Recreational Benefits

Fuel and Emissions Saved

Annual Mobility Benefits

Annual Health Benefits



Funds Requested $1,055,300.00

Net Present Cost of Funds Requested $1,014,711.54

Benefit Cost Ratio 43.67

20 Year Invest Summary Analysis

20 Year Itemized Savings

$1,068,125.00

$66,915,610.94

Health

Net Present Cost

$1,110,850.00

$44,316,838.36

41.49

Total Costs

Total Benefits

Net Present Benefit

Benefit-Cost Ratio

Safety

$2,782,014.56

$173,533.55

$78,114.68

$63,881,948.15

Gas & Emissions

Mobility

Recreational $0.00
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