
Air pollution comes from many sources: industry, farms, trucks and more. But 
some say rapid urban growth is the new bad boy of smog and one of the last 
unregulated polluters. The Bakersfield Californian exams sprawl's impact on 
Kern's dirty air in this special report. 
 
 
Why our air isn't fit to breathe 
 
Smart growth is not beyond our ability, so why is it beyond our grasp? 
By Matt Weiser 
Bakersfield Californian 
June 14, 2003 
  
In the battle against smog, sprawl is the only polluter awarded taboo status. Year 
after year, in every poll and public hearing, air pollution is the problem that 
worries Kern County residents the most. Yet our appetite for growth threatens to 
overwhelm the smog controls we've slapped on cars, factories and farms as we 
all drive farther to work, shop and play.  
 
The air has become so bad the valley air district issued its earliest health 
advisory in 14 years on May 28, warning residents to stay indoors and avoid 
vigorous activity because of the smog. Normally those warnings don't start until 
midsummer. 
 
Since 1981, Kern County's population has jumped 69 percent. In another 25 
years, the county is projected to double in population to 1.3 million people. 
According to the California Department of Finance, Kern County will grow faster 
than Fresno County to become the second-largest county in California's Great 
Central Valley -- second only to Sacramento County. 
By confining new homes to subdivisions on the edge o f town, Kern County's 
leaders are isolating people from shopping and work instead of mixing them. This 
sprawl has caused vehicle miles traveled in the county to grow at twice the rate 
of population, up 129 percent since 1981. In short, we're creating a suburban 
smog factory, repeating the mistakes of the Los Angeles basin we love to hate. 
 
Pollution caused by the 37,000 new homes expected in metro Bakersfield alone 
by 2020 will be equal to building 200 more Shell oil refineries, or enough for one 
in every schoolyard in the county. 
 
"Right now, Bakersfield is on the road to ruin," said Ken Gosting, executive 
director of Transportation Involves Everyone, a Merced nonprofit that promotes 
public transit and better urban planning. "Although refinements in engines have 
decreased pollution (per car), when you have a population explosion of 
automobiles, it overcomes those benefits. You've got to look in a new direction 
because that air pollution has a direct correlation to sprawl." 



 
Yet Kern County's political leaders, for the most part, remain intoxicated by 
growth. After spending years on the sidelines watching coastal areas boom, they 
gleefully welcome rapid growth as a panacea for Kern's constant double -digit 
unemployment and stagnant economy. Few local leaders will consider growth 
controls or even a less-polluting growth pattern. 
Kern County Supervisor Don Maben laughed when asked about growth controls. 
"I think we're moving in the right direction," he said. 
 
Bakersfield City Councilwoman Jacquie Sullivan doesn't believe growth is a 
threat to air quality. 
 
"Air pollution is definitely a serious problem," she said. "But I just think it's a 
shame when people say we're growing too fast, or we have to limit growth. That 
is not healthy. That is not the answer. Why would we do that? Growth brings 
jobs. It brings a good strong community." 
 
Not everyone agrees. Kern County's unemployment rate of 13 percent is 
essentially unchanged from 20 years ago. And since 1980, personal incomes 
statewide have grown twice as fast as those in Kern County.  
 
"There's a concern that we have a very low per-capita income because we have 
an economic structure where the drivers are fairly low-paying jobs," said Mark 
Evans, a Cal State Bakersfield economics professor. "You're not going to change 
that by having more of the same kinds of development when that makes the air 
dirtier, because it affects the willingness of other industries to locate here."  
 
Ignoring the obvious 
Urban growth is the only polluter that remains unregulated. Refineries and other 
"traditional" polluters have either cleaned up significantly, or will soon confront 
new laws requiring them to clean up. Even farming, long exempt from most 
pollution controls, faces a fleet of new laws now moving rapidly through the state 
Legislature. 
 
Industrial controls have been so effective that Kern County's air now ranks 
cleaner than Fresno County's.  
 
But that is a dubious honor, and perhaps a temporary one. Fresno's pollution 
now ranks worse because it has a bigger population and more polluting vehicles. 
The tide is likely to turn again as Kern outgrows Fresno. 
 
Especially because of this: Leaders in Fresno and other valley towns have made 
important strides to manage growth, urban planning experts say, while Kern's 
leaders have not. 
 
"The growth creates pollution, and we just can't put our heads in the sand and 



say it doesn't," said Kings County Supervisor Tony Barba, a member of the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Governing Board. "Even though we 
don't talk about growth controls, if we're real serious about controlling pollution, 
that's one of the things we're going to have to do." 
 
By at least one measure, the San Joaquin Valley has the nation's worst air 
quality, exceeding the federal eight-hour ozone standard more often than any 
other region. It also has one of the fastest growth rates in America, driven by 
immigration and some of the cheapest housing in California. 
 
Throughout the valley, most of the growth has occurred as sprawl: unchecked 
expansion of city boundaries, excessive housing growth in rural areas, and 
monotonous development that divides housing from jobs and shopping. This not 
only has sacrificed thousands of acres of rich farmland, it has sacrificed air 
quality. 
 
Spreading out 
Sprawl makes smog worse by focusing growth at the edges of cities, forcing 
people to drive farther to reach work and shopping. It puts more cars on the road 
for short trips, increases idling time at congested intersections, and limits 
opportunities for walking, biking and public transit. 
 
The Brookings Institution found in a 2001 study that Bakersfield was the worst-
sprawling city in all of California, and fourth in the nation. The Texas 
Transportation Institute reports that Bakersfield traffic congestion has grown 10 
times since 1982. In the future, according to the Surface Transportation Policy 
Project, Bakersfield will experience more traffic growth than any other California 
metro area.  
 
"You're sprawling much worse than any other city in the valley, and I see no 
reason why that's not going to continue," said William Fulton, a Ventura-based 
urban planning authority and lead author of the Brookings report.  
 
"You're going to have a very large amount of urban spillover in the southern end 
of the San Joaquin Valley in the next 20 years. There will be lots and lots of 
people living in Bakersfield and driving to work in Santa Clarita and the San 
Fernando Valley. It's already happening."  
 
Among other disturbing findings, the Brookings report shows that while Fresno 
and Bakersfield grew at about the same rate between 1982 and 1997, 
Bakersfield's footprint grew three times faster. In other words, Fresno 
accommodated the same population growth in a smaller area.  
 
"It's clear that Kern County has some serious problems," said Mike Teitz, a 
senior fellow at the Public Policy Institute of California who is studying growth in 
the valley.  



 
"If it keeps going the way things are going, Bakersfield will be one of the more 
scattered forms of development over the next 20 to 30 years. Since you're stuck 
at the wrong end of the valley, so far as air pollution is concerned, there's the 
potential for significant problems." 
 
Better, not bigger 
Solutions don't have to be painful. Even critics say the solution isn't to stop 
building, but to build smarter.  
 
Building denser, pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods and requiring stores and 
offices to be built among housing is less-polluting. In its simplest form, these 
"smart growth" ideas replicate the neighborhoods our grandparents built, like the 
Oleander and Westchester neighborhoods, where it's possible to walk to work or 
shopping. 
 
"Everyone knows there's a problem. Does anyone question that we're going to 
double in population over the next 20 years? No," said Randall Beeman, a history 
professor at Bakersfield College. "Nobody is making a serious, visionary attempt 
to address the problem." 
 
Still, many believe there is no problem. Brian Todd, executive vice president of 
the Building Industry Association of Kern County, insisted that Bakersfield ranks 
among the best-planned communities in California. 
 
"We're one of the densest urban settlements in the state," said Todd. "There is a 
mistaken assumption that growth patterns and how we grow have a negative 
impact on air quality. There is absolutely no proof of that." 
 
But transportation experts and urban planners generally agree growth patterns 
have a huge effect on pollution. By building neighborhoods that favor walking 
over driving, and by improving public transportation and traffic flow, cities and 
counties can use their exclusive powers over development to fight pollution. Kern 
County's leaders have mostly declined to take up this challenge, even as the 
area's reputation as a smoggy cesspool has grown. 
 
"We love it here, but the air is scary. It makes me nervous for my family," said 
Jane Hutchinson, who lives in the Seven Oaks subdivision in southwest 
Bakersfield with her husband and two daughters, ages 2 and 4. 
 
Seven Oaks is one of Bakersfield's premier newer neighborhoods, with large, 
well-kept homes and beautiful parks. But like so many new subdivisions, its 
streets are laid out in a maze-like pattern that discourage walking, and it contains 
nothing but homes. There are no stores, cafés or small businesses within walking 
distance.  
 



Hutchinson would like to drive less and walk more, but her neighborhood makes 
that impossible.  
 
"There's not anything close enough to walk, especially when you're pushing a 
stroller," she said. "You have to get in a car to go to the store." 
 
Fresno acts, Kern watches 
Such problems aren't unique to Kern County. Indeed, sprawl and smog define 
the San Joaquin Valley. 
 
The difference is that other valley leaders have recognized sprawl and smog as 
related problems. They've jumped on the so-called "smart growth" bandwagon, 
which aims to reduce smog and traffic by forcing development to mirror older 
neighborhoods, with narrower streets and commercial mixed with residential. 
 
For example, two years ago, Fresno County's development, farming and 
government leaders got together to grapple with the county's rapid growth. The 
surprising partnership, called the Fresno Growth Alternatives Alliance, produced 
a set of sprawl-fighting standards later adopted by county leaders and every city 
in the county. They call it "A Landscape of Choice." 
 
Steve Hoyt of the nonprofit Local Government Commission, who helped develop 
those guidelines, said many city codes contain a host of rules that actually 
discourage smart growth. In Bakersfield, for instance, city rules require streets 
that are too wide and long to welcome pedestrians, and codes do not permit 
stores and small offices within neighborhoods. 
 
"Those kinds of mobility issues become more important. Those are the ones 
cities and counties only can control. No one else can do it for us," said Pauline 
Larwood, executive director of the Smart Growth Coalition of Kern County. "It's 
among all the things they have to do, and it doesn't seem that important to either 
staff or policymakers." 
 
Even some of the area's leading developers agree it's time for a change. Bruce 
Freeman, president of Castle & Cooke California Inc., said city development 
standards discourge the kind of dense, pedestrian-friendly development that 
could reduce air pollution. 
 
"The city rules need to be more friendly to compact growth," said Freeman. "The 
idea that everyone gets a 10,000 square-foot lot, where you just pave to the end 
of the universe, that's got to end around here. That's a cultural change we have 
to go through, but we can't reduce our air pollution if we don't."  
 
Yet local leaders have ignored the public's loud and repeated cries for better 
planning.  
 



In 1999, 13,000 Bakersfield residents participated in Vision 2020, an 
unprecedented 18-month effort to draft a picture of the area's future.  
 
Their No. 1 concern was air pollution. Sprawl ranked second. 
 
The finished Vision 2020 report included many good ideas to improve air quality 
and stop sprawl. Most were adopted as "policies" in the Bakersfield general plan, 
but few became laws that would require new development to look different and 
pollute less.  
 
Policies yes, rules no 
None of the city's basic residential zoning rules have been changed to require 
subdivisions that might pollute less. Yet when city and county leaders in 
December updated the metro Bakersfield general plan -- a once-a-decade event 
-- they claimed there was "no feasible mitigation" that could be imposed to 
reduce the enormous smog and traffic that will occur if the region grows as 
expected.  
 
They approved the general plan anyway, stating that growth is more important 
than air quality. Almost no one from the public wrote comment letters on the 
general plan or showed up at public hearings. 
 
City Councilwoman Sue Benham joined the unanimous vote to approve the plan. 
But she said recently she is troubled by the claim that "no feasible mitigation" is 
available to reduce growth-caused air pollution. 
 
"It's important to start demanding a little more of staff in terms of justifying this 
conclusion that there is no feasible mitigation," Benham said. "Just because it 
might make a project more expensive or less profitable doesn't mean we should 
say the mitigation is not feasible. We need to find a way to address the air quality 
impacts of the decisions we are making." 
 
The general plan is full of policies and guidelines that "encourage" and "support" 
infill housing, mixed-use development, and pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods. 
But few have been translated into strict rules to require a new way of growing, 
such as rezoning the vast tracts of housing to require narrower streets and 
corner stores, or to stop building neighborhoods walled like fortresses. 
 
"Our general plan historically has had some wonderful policies written within it 
that are ignored in their implementation," said William Slocumb, a Bakersfield 
attorney and Smart Growth Coalition board member. "Somebody's got to make 
the hard decisions. People are worried about the voter's vote today. They're not 
worried about the community we have tomorrow. I say malarkey. We can do the 
right thing." 
 
City and county officials note that developers can opt for special zoning that 



offers the flexibility to adopt smart growth ideas. But this requires special 
approval, meaning developers would face more red tape. Public officials admit 
these less-polluting ideas are not required and rarely adopted voluntarily by 
developers. They also say the public won't accept a different style of living 
anyway. 
 
"We've laid the groundwork for it to take place, but eventually developers have to 
jump off and go do it," said Marc Gauthier, principal planner in charge of 
Bakersfield's advanced planning division. "That usually means they have to think 
there's a market for it, too. Frequently, the guy on the street doesn't like narrower 
roads, so we don't make it mandatory or anything. People can't stand to have 
commercial in residential areas. They just freak out." 
 
But this view is contradicted by both the Vision 2020 report and a number of 
recent public opinion surveys.  
 
Buyers want options 
A poll conducted in April by the Public Policy Institute of California found that two-
thirds of San Joaquin Valley residents want new housing built in already-
developed areas near existing jobs and public transit, not on the edges of cities, 
to reduce traffic and preserve open space.  
 
Another survey by the institute found that 47 percent of those polled would prefer 
to live in a mixed-use neighborhood that places homes within walking distance of 
stores, schools and other services. 
 
"Where I'm at, I can't walk to the store," said southwest Bakersfield resident 
Maryann Wise, who moved from Ojai to Bakersfield 18 months ago with her 
husband and four children. Now the family is moving to Texas because of a job 
change, but Wise said she won't miss Bakersfield's filthy air. "In Ojai, I could just 
walk right around the corner and down the alley to get to the store. Here, I gotta 
drive to get anything." 
 
City and county officials also tout their plan to create regional "activity centers," 
like The Marketplace on Ming Avenue and the similar "Crossings at Riverwalk" 
proposed on Stockdale Highway. But while The Marketplace mixes shopping and 
entertainment in a pedestrian-friendly way, almost no one gets there by walking. 
In fact, it has become a magnet for vehicle trips by people who don't have any 
services in their own neighborhoods. 
 
The lack of attention to how growth affects air pollution may have reached a new 
extreme on Feb. 5, when the Bakersfield Planning Commission approved 316 
new homes on the Kern River bluffs, in part by claiming the area is immune to air 
pollution. 
 
At the time, Planning Commissioner Jeffrey Tkac justified his support by saying 



the bluffs are "the only place where you don't have smog. I'm not as concerned 
as I would be with a place at a lower elevation." 
 
When contacted recently, Tkac added, "You're at a higher elevation, and it 
seems that the wind blows up there more. Anytime I'm up there, it's always 
cooler and the winds blow. It just seems logical to me there would be less 
pollution up in that area." 
 
In fact, the bluffs may already experience worse air pollution than central 
Bakersfield -- not counting the thousands of homes the city intends to build there. 
Evan Shipp, a meteorologist with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District, said areas downwind of the vehicles and smokestacks in greater Kern 
County usually experience worse pollution than places like central Bakersfield. 
This is why rural Arvin and Edison often have the worst ozone readings in all of 
the San Joaquin Valley.  
 
"There is an area of a little bit higher (smog) concentration northeast of 
Bakersfield, too," said Shipp. "It's a good possibility that they are higher than the 
city core." 
 
The housing approved by Tkac and the other commissioners that day was 
proposed by a partnership that includes Tkac's brother-in-law, Craig Carver. The 
city attorney reviewed this relationship and found no conflict.  
 
"I have no knowledge of his business dealings and to be honest, I have no 
financial interest with him. Nothing," Tkac said. "It certainly isn't an issue." 
 
Public action needed 
Conflict or not, smart-growth advocates say the public must start paying attention 
to growth issues. Just as public pressure helped bring regulation to traditional 
smokestack polluters, so must the public demand cleaner growth. 
 
The Sierra Club's Kern-Kaweah Chapter recently sued the city over the 
subdivision Tkac and the other planning commissioners approved on Feb. 5, 
claiming air-quality issues were not studied adequately. It appealed two others to 
the City Council.  
 
By most accounts, this has never happened in Bakersfield before. City officials 
are questioning the group's motives, noting that Gordon Nipp, a member of the 
Sierra Club chapter's executive committee, lives just off Highway 178 near the 
looming growth explosion on the bluffs.  
 
But the fact remains that Highway 178 in this scenic gateway to the Kern River 
Canyon will be gridlocked by traffic in 2020 -- even counting an unfunded 
expansion to six lanes. According to projections, it will be just one of more than 
60 road segments throughout Bakersfield pitched into failure mode by growth, 



compared to just two today.  
 
Gridlocked roads and stopped traffic make smog. Los Angeles taught us this. But 
despite what we have learned about growth and air pollution, housing 
development on the unspoiled bluffs will look just like the sprawling subdivisions 
rising everywhere else in Bakersfield today. 
 
"It's an ocean of single-family dwellings. There's no commercial for a long ways 
around, and that's on purpose," said city planner Gauthier. "We would like to see 
a greater mix of uses out there, but the plan's been essentially the same since 
the late 1970s." 
 
  
Oil Patch gets a gold star -- it's the cars, the 
boats, the dust ...  
By Matt Weiser 
Bakersfield Californian 
June 14, 2003 
  
Controls on industrial polluters have made the San Joaquin Valley's air much 
cleaner over the past 20 years, but experts say the public will have to look 
elsewhere for further improvements. In fact, we'll have to look in the mirror. 
 
Regulations have been especially helpful in Kern County, where the oil industry 
has long been the area's biggest polluter. Emissions by stationary sources, 
including the oil industry, have been cut to one-fifth of their 1980 levels. 
 
Our air is now cleaner than Fresno County's. Since 1997, according to the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Kern County has recorded fewer 
days above the federal one-hour ozone standard than Fresno. And in the last two 
years, Kern has tallied fewer days above the eight-hour standard, a more 
rigorous test. 
 
"The petroleum industry has made huge progress," said Louise Bedsworth, a 
senior analyst with the Union of Concerned Scientists who is studying San 
Joaquin Valley smog. "A lot of it was that there were some easy reductions to get 
early on." 
 
For instance, the industry once stored oil in open pits to extract water, which 
allowed vapors into the air. The industry is now required to use closed tanks for 
the process and to filter or burn the fumes. Also, wellhead pumps were once 
powered by engines that burned raw crude oil without limit. Today those engines 
must include pollution controls or substitute electric or natural gas power. 
 
The air district is planning new stationary-source regulations for pipelines, gas 



turbines and boilers used by industry. But their benefits will be relatively small. 
 
"Ninety-nine percent of the reductions we can implement on the industrial side 
are in place," said Bakersfield City Councilman Mike Maggard, a member of the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Governing Board. "We will not 
see significant gains from stationary sources." 
 
And farms, long exempt from most smog rules, will soon be forced to clean up 
their act. Under threat of federal sanctions, state officials face a Nov. 23 deadline 
to withdraw the exemption. A host of new farm-related pollution laws proposed by 
Sen. Dean Florez, D-Shafter, have been approved by the state Senate and now 
await action in the Assembly. Farmers already face open-burning restrictions and 
a new permit process for stationary diesel engines. 
 
Driving more and farther 
Kern County's new pollution problem is vehicles. Better engine controls and 
cleaner fuels have slashed vehicle emissions and will continue to do so. But the 
full benefit of these changes has been hindered by a growing population that 
drives more cars and drives them farther than ever.  
 
Since 1990, vehicle registration in Kern County has grown faster than the state 
average. As of December 2002 there were 322,000 cars and light trucks 
registered in the county, according to the Department of Motor Vehicles. And the 
miles we drive have grown at twice the rate of population, in part because 
congestion and sprawl force us to drive farther to work, play and shop. Vehicles 
now travel 16.4 million miles in Kern County every day. 
 
"It's always going to be a problem, because we grow faster than most areas of 
California," said Dave Jones, air district planning director. "We're above the state 
average in most areas. That means that to get the (pollution) reductions we 
need, we have to overcome the emissions from that growth. That makes it more 
difficult on us." 
 
Even some long-awaited vehicle pollution controls will be partly offset by the 
growth effect. Starting in 2004, new SUVs will be required to meet the same 
emissions standards as passenger cars, and the first gas-electric hybrid SUVs 
will be offered, bringing clean technology to a vehicle sector consumers can't 
seem to resist. In 2010, consumers should get a crack at the first hydrogen-
powered fuel-cell cars, which emit only water vapor while offering performance 
that equals today's cars. 
 
In 2006, a cleaner diesel fuel will slash emissions from tractor-trailer trucks, to be 
followed by new diesel engine controls that will clean up the trucks even more. 
 
And that's a good thing, because the miles traveled by heavy diesel trucks are 
also climbing. Since 1984, truck miles in Kern County -- including pass-through 



trips -- have increased 66 percent, according to Caltrans, compared to statewide 
growth of 49 percent. At the same time, heavy truck registration has grown 
slower in Kern County than statewide.  
 
These conflicting patterns may reflect efforts by county leaders to lure warehouse 
distribution centers that draw trucks from elsewhere. 
 
Other polluters include off-road vehicles, boats, leaf blowers, and other gas-
powered tools and toys. Each pollutes far more than the average car. According 
to the California Air Resources Board, a dirt-bike or ATV makes as much 
pollution per mile as 118 modern cars. Ownership of these vehicles has grown 
10 times faster than population over the last two years. 
 
"As time goes on, mobile source emissions will be an increasing percentage of 
Kern County's pollution," said Stephen Shaw, an air quality project planner with 
the air district. 
 
Pollution is everywhere 
One troubling pollution category is so-called "area-wide" sources. These are 
widely dispersed everyday products and activities that release volatile organic 
gases and particulates, including deodorants and spray paints, tire and brake 
wear, barbecues and gas cans. Even new carpeting is a culprit: the fabrics and 
glues give off vapors that contribute to smog. 
 
Others include fumes from asphalt paving, construction dust and farming, and 
gases released by backyard pesticides and fertilizers. 
 
Area-source pollution gets worse as the area grows. Controlling these emissions 
is thorny. But manufacturers are starting to offer "low-VOC" products that pollute 
less. The California Air Resources Board also plans to regulate these polluters. 
 
"There's still a long way to go to meet air quality standards," said Bedsworth. "A 
lot of the low-hanging fruit has been picked. It's shifting from a lot of the 
traditional sources to sources that are harder to get a handle on. The need to 
look at area sources and consumer products is going to be very important." 
 
 Houses are not benign wood and metal boxes, and the neighborhoods we build 
them in are not just streets and sidewalks. In hundreds of small and routine 
ways, they are actually complex polluters. 
 
By far, the driving habits of new homeowners dwarf other pollution sources from 
new housing. And that is the category that generally receives the least attention 
from local officials charged with determining how new subdivisions are built. 
 
Other sources of pollution from new housing include emissions during 
construction and the consumer products homeowners use.  



 
Calculating all these emissions is a guessing game that depends on computer 
models. In the end, a single house doesn't make a lot of pollution. But multiplied 
by the average 3,300 homes built annually in Kern County, it becomes a large 
number. 
 
"It all adds up. They're not huge categories but they all contribute," said Dave 
Jones, planning director for the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 
 
For instance, Country Club Estates, a 558-home subdivision proposed on 
northeast Bakersfield's Kern River bluffs, will generate 123 tons of construction-
related pollution over the eight-year buildout of the project, according to a smog 
study prepared by the developer, Sage Community Group Inc. of Newport 
Beach.  
 
This includes direct emissions by construction vehicles, grading and paving 
activities, and it's equal to about six weeks of smokestack emissions from the 
familiar Shell Bakersfield refinery.  
 
In contrast, vehicle trips by the people who buy those 558 homes will cause 159 
tons of pollution annually -- more in a single year than eight years of 
construction-related emissions. 
 
"People don't seem to realize that when housing developments are built way out 
from the city center and people have to drive many, many extra miles to work or 
shop, all that driving increases air pollution. The already abysmal air quality gets 
worse," said Gordon Nipp, a board member of the Sierra Club's Kern-Kaweah 
Chapter. "The inertia to develop without looking at some of these issues is there. 
It's that inertia that we have to overcome." 
 
The Sierra Club has appealed the Bakersfield City Council's approval of the 
Country Club Estates project, arguing air quality and traffic issues were not 
adequately studied. It also sued the city to contest another bluffs development on 
similar grounds. 
 
When added to the vehicle trips caused by other new subdivisions, the pollution 
really begins to mount. The study for Country Club Estates, for example, also 
considered the cumulative effect of the emissions from seven other proposed 
housing developments within a one-mile radius. The eight projects include 1,740 
homes, and the vehicle trips by those residents will cause an estimated 727 tons 
of pollution annually. 
 
In comparison, the Shell Bakersfield refinery emits a total of 837 tons of 
pollutants annually. So the vehicle trips alone from those eight new subdivisions 
are nearly equal to building a new oil refinery on the Kern bluffs instead of 
homes.  



 
This comparison includes only a portion of the homes expected to be built in that 
one-mile radius and on the Kern bluffs as a whole. City officials anticipate18,000 
homes will eventually be built in northeast Bakersfield. Or, stated another way, 
the equivalent of nine refineries. 
 
Pollution during construction comes from many sources, starting when home 
sites and roads are graded. This raises dust that contributes to particulate 
pollution, which can cause allergies and breathing difficulties. Paving comes 
next: The fresh asphalt releases volatile organic gases that combine with other 
pollutants and sunlight to cause smog.  
 
The machines used for grading and paving are usually heavy diesel-powered 
construction vehicles, which have few pollution controls and pump more smog-
forming gases and diesel particulates into the air. Construction workers add to 
the smog picture as they commute to and from the job site in their personal 
vehicles.  
 
A variety of existing and expected rules aim to reduce these emissions. The 
valley air district forbids the use of certain worst-polluting asphalt types. It also 
requires dust-control measures during construction, such as watering freshly 
graded areas and cleaning up dirt that gets tracked out onto paved roads by 
construction vehicles.  
 
Also, builders are generally required to encourage employees to carpool and 
take public transit. They're also required to prevent excessive equipment idling 
time, and to use electric equipment whenever possible. They're even urged to 
hose off construction vehicles before they leave the building site, to cease 
grading during high winds, and to halt construction when pollution levels are high.  
 
A cleaner diesel fuel will be required for on-road vehicles in 2006, and the federal 
government recently ordered that heavy off-road construction vehicles will have 
to use this fuel as well.  
 
Similarly, the fuels and vehicles used by homeowners are getting cleaner, and 
additional rules are forthcoming to reduce other housing-related pollution. For 
example, the building industry supports a proposed air district rule to ban wood-
burning fireplaces in new homes, and state and federal rules are making lawn 
equipment and consumer products cleaner. 
 
But designing neighborhoods differently to minimize vehicle trips is a neglected 
area of pollution control. Builders today can earn credit against a project's 
expected emissions by building sidewalks and paths and shading them with 
trees. But this does little to reduce pollution and nothing to discourage driving 
unless those paths lead to something people need, like a neighborhood store, 
library, dry cleaner, post office, day care or restaurant.  



 
Planners and politicians don't require this kind of mixed-use development. Yet 
they often declare, as they did in the revised metro Bakersfield general plan, that 
there is no "feasible" way to reduce the vehicle-related pollution caused by 
housing construction.  
 
"We're responsible for encouraging new types of development," said Kern 
County Planning Director Ted James. "But do we dictate the market, do we 
dictate decisions by property owners? No. We have vehicles in our zoning 
ordinances and in our policies in the general plan to encourage mixed use. I think 
we can create the opportunity." 
 
But James could not think of a single example of a mixed-use project that 
resulted from this kind of encouragement.  
 
Ten years ago, the air district published a handbook of air-friendly development 
guidelines, and it's now updating that document. But they are guidelines, not 
rules, because only cities and counties can determine land use. 
 
"The bottom line is, most of the development is still automobile oriented -- the 
vast majority," said Dave Mitchell, air district planning manager. "We've made 
some inroads into making it more bike and pedestrian friendly, but we have a 
long way to go."  
 

Full of hot air: Some room 'fresheners' actually 
add to smog problem 
The Bakersfield Californian 
June 14, 2003 
As bad as the San Joaquin Valley's smog is, it may be tempting to run out and 
buy a plug-in air cleaner for the bedroom or living room. But unless you buy 
carefully, you may end up with a device that actually makes the valley's air worse 
and threatens your health. 
 
Many of these small appliances produce ozone, a key ingredient in the valley's 
smog problem.  It aggravates asthma, destroys lung tissue, causes coughing, 
chest pain and shortness of breath. 
 
In 1997 Canada issued a health warning urging citizens not to buy these devices, 
and later outlawed them. The California Air Resources Board, California 
Department of Health Services and the State of Alaska have also issued 
warnings. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency found that these 
appliances can boost indoor ozone levels 10 times beyond federal health 
standards. 
 
 If you already own an ozone generator, health experts say you should stop using 



it. If you're shopping for an air cleaner, avoid anything that advertises ozonation, 
ionization or electrostatic precipitation (ESP), which may produce ozone as a 
byproduct. Ozone generators also may be advertised as producing "trivalent" 
oxygen, "activated" oxygen, "allotropic" oxygen, "saturated" oxygen, "energized" 
oxygen, "superoxygen," or "mountain-fresh air."  
 
The safest and most effective air cleaners are those that simply filter air. By using 
fans to suck or blow air through a series of fine filters, these devices can remove 
up to 95 percent of particle contaminants. Filters that i nclude carbon or charcoal 
may also remove some polluting gases, though their effectiveness may be 
limited. 
 
For more information:  California Air Resources Board air cleaner report 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/indoor/acdsumm.htm>  Canadian government 
air cleaner health warning <http://www.hc-
sc.gc.ca/english/protection/warnings/1999/99_62e.htm>  American Lung 
Association air cleaner report 
<http://www2.lungusa.org/pub/cleaners/air_clean_toc.html>  U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency air cleaner report <  
  
  
Who's in charge here? 
Politicians say their hands are tied when it comes to development. 
Meanwhile, developers say it is the politicians tying their hands. 
What's really going on? 
 By Matt Weiser 
Bakersfield Californian 
June 14, 2003 
Kern County is in the midst of a growth boom that will double the population in 20 
years. All those people, their new houses and cars don't have to mean more 
pollution. 
 
Planning experts say we can accommodate that growth while cutting smog if we 
rethink present growth patterns.  But that will take strong political leadership and 
a willingness to break with the status quo. And that doesn't seem to fit with the 
prevailing attitude of most of Kern's political leaders. 
 
"For those that would like to keep Bakersfield where it's at today or where it was 
10 years ago, it's going to be a depressing time," said Bakersfield City 
Councilman Harold Hanson.  "You can't tell business where to grow or where to 
go. We're not going to get rid of pollution. We've just got to keep it at a limit that's 
acceptable to people so their lifestyle isn't ruined." 
 
Local politicians at the county and city level have total control over where and 
how growth occurs through zoning laws. Yet they're apparently unwilling to 



exercise that control in the name of clean air. Instead, they're forging ahead with 
more of the same sprawl development despite ample evidence this will bring 
more air pollution to what is already one of America's smoggiest places. 
 
In December, the Bakersfield City Council and Kern County Board of Supervisors 
approved an updated general plan to guide the metro region's growth over the 
next 20 years. They approved the plan for at least 37,000 new homes even 
though it will throw more than 60 roads into gridlock and cause 48,000 tons of 
smog-forming gases annually. That's more than double the amount of pollution 
produced by all the vehicles in Kern County today. 
 
Kern's leaders said this growth is more important than clean air.  "I do believe 
that growth is an issue with regard to quality of life, in terms of commuting and 
traffic congestion. But it's not a major issue in terms of air quality," said Kern 
County Supervisor Ray Watson.  Like all the area's elected officials, Watson 
firmly rejected any notion of growth controls, such as the urban growth 
boundaries or annual limits on new houses embraced by other cities. He also 
opposes new development codes that would help clean the air by requiring 
neighborhoods that encourage walking, biking and shorter commutes. Public 
officials, he said, should not decide what neighborhoods look like or how they 
function. 
 
"Those are things that have to be driven by the market. I don't think you can 
mandate those kinds of things," he said. "I don't think you can say you're going to 
put a ring around the city and not allow any development to occur outside it." 
 
 But even some developers say the rules may need changing. There's a growing 
market, they say, for quality neighborhoods that are more dense and pedestrian 
friendly, but existing development codes can make building these neighborhoods 
a headache. 
 
"You can't just say, 'Well, they won't sell.' They've been successful elsewhere. 
You never know until you try," said Roger McIntosh, a Bakersfield civil engineer 
who has planned neighborhoods for many of the area's leading developers. "The 
problem with all that is, again, the city has certain standards and they don't like to 
deviate from those standards. You've got to get the decision-makers to agree 
that smaller streets and more pedestrian-friendly is a good thing." 
 
Traffic creating pollution Bakersfield's biggest pollution problem could be its 
transportation system. In short, we've built a sprawling, freeway-dependent 
community without building freeways.  The city's population has grown faster 
than its road network, in part because elected officials have refused to charge 
developers the full cost of growth's impact on the road system. The result has 
been more air pollution caused by an exploding inventory of vehicles, all of them 
driving farther and slower -- and idling more in heavy traffic. 
 



Since 1981, the miles traveled by vehicles every day in Kern County have grown 
twice as fast as population and three times faster than the state average. In 
2000, according to calculations by the California Air Resources Board, vehicles in 
Kern County covered 16.4 million miles every day.  Meanwhile, our highways 
haven't grown in 30 years. And most of our housing growth hasn't occurred 
anywhere near the highways we do have. 
 
"One person doesn't think about their commuting distance going from, say, 
seven-and-a-half miles to eight miles," said Ron Brummett, executive director of 
the Kern Council of Governments, the county's regional transportation planning 
agency. "But when you do a half mile or a mile times the thousands of trips every 
day, it adds up pretty quickly." 
 
As a result, automobiles and the fumes they produce are expected to become a 
bigger pollution problem in Kern County in the years ahead. Drivers are just 
beginning to fume over the problem as they wait in traffic on notoriously crowded 
surface streets like Rosedale Highway and the Highway 178 corridor in 
downtown Bakersfield. 
 
As bad as those roads are, we've only seen the beginning. Today only two local 
roads are currently graded "F" for their traffic load, meaning they exceed their 
designed capacity and experience regular gridlock. Estimates in the metro 
Bakersfield general plan show that growth will push more than 60 roads into the 
"F" rating by 2020. 
 
"The goal is to not have congestion, because congestion means you have more 
air pollution than necessary for the length of trip, because you're not moving 
efficiently," said Pauline Larwood, executive director of the Smart Growth 
Coalition of Kern County. 
 
Running on empty 
 By giving builders so much influence over development, Kern's leaders have 
handed the public a transportation nightmare. The county is $2 billion short of the 
money needed for new roads just to meet current needs, according to the Kern 
Council of Governments. This is partly because politicians have been unwilling to 
make developers pay for the transportation impacts of the projects they build.   
 
Developers now pay a traffic impact fee of $2,197 for every new home. The 
money helps build new roads and is critical to preventing pollution: Gridlock 
causes more pollution, so ample and free-flowing roads are preferable. 
 
Way back in 1991, when the traffic impact fee was first proposed, consultants 
recommended a fee of $6,709 per home. Under pressure from developers, 
politicians set the fee at $1,179 and later raised it to the present amount.  Many 
believe it is long past time to raise the fee. Larwood called the current fee 
"grossly inadequate."  



 
"There's always special interests who oppose the fee amount," she said. "Without 
some public support, the tendency is to reduce the recommendation to a lesser 
amount. That happened the last time and we're paying the price today for that."  
Had the fee been set at $6,709 from the beginning, at least $90 million in 
additional road-building money would have been raised by now. Yet many 
elected officials are still reluctant to raise the fee. 
 
"We have to be very, very careful before we start increasing those fees, because 
I don't know how necessary it is at this time," said Bakersfield Councilman 
Hanson. "I'm afraid of hurting the home buyer. I am so sick and tired of 
government wanting more money. That is not the answer." 
 
Political test ahead  
But that is the answer being considered by at least one other governmental 
entity. 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District will propose another 
revenue source later this year. Called an "indirect source fee," it would force 
growth to pay for its damage to air quality. In this case, an indirect source is any 
pollution that can't be pinned on a particular smokestack, such as tailpipe 
emissions caused by new housing development or the polluting consumer 
products used in those homes. 
 
For example, a new housing subdivision would pay the fee based on the number 
of vehicle trips it causes. A project designed to be pedestrian friendly, or located 
near downtown, might pay less. The money would pay for other clean-air 
projects, such as helping build a light-rail system and bike trails or buying fuel 
cell-powered garbage trucks. Similar programs are proving effective in San 
Diego, Ventura County, Stockton and Turlock.  
 
 Kevin Hall, an air pollution expert with the Sierra Club's Fresno-based Tehipite 
Chapter, said the fee will be "the big battle" over clean air in the months ahead.  
 
"To me it's just the biggest step forward that we could make," he said. "In many 
areas we're spending more and more money after increasingly small amounts of 
pollution reduction. Those efforts are undermined by simply turning a blind eye to 
the distribution centers and the sprawl subdivisions and commercial centers." 
 
The air district proposed a similar program 10 years ago. It was quickly shelved 
after developers protested. This time it has already been included as a proposal 
in larger pollution-control plans to be filed with state and federal officials to show 
compliance with air quality standards and prevent federal sanctions. If it's 
rejected again, the air district will have to find equivalent smog reductions 
elsewhere. That won't won' t be easy. 
 



The air district could impose the fee and then turn the program over to city and 
county officials. This would ensure that fees raised locally are spent on local air 
quality projects. Such a fee could generate millions of dollars annually for clean-
air projects.  But already, politicians view the proposal warily. 
 
"We should explore it," said Bakersfield Councilman Mike Maggard, an air district 
Governing Board member. "The building industry does scream every time a new 
fee is imposed because they're concerned about suppressing their market. I'm 
always suspicious of government growing." 
 
Seeing the link  
Some elected officials at least recognize a link between growth and air pollution, 
including Maggard.  "I don't think it's likely the Bakersfield area is prepared to put 
a stop to growth," said Maggard. "Are we doing enough? Absolutely not, and I 
hope we can do more and find creative ways to do that. There's no question we 
need to shift toward a more densely populated neighborhood structure than 
we've had in the past." 
 
But again, Maggard won't consider requiring developers to build neighborhoods 
that pollute less. Instead, he favors "incentives" such as density bonuses and 
discounts on city fees to "encourage" infill and mixed-use development closer to 
the city core.  Even the development community admits this isn't enough. 
 
"We've talked with city officials about this before. There really needs to be some 
reform in the regulations because they are designed more for new development 
than redevelopment," said Brian Todd, executive vice president of the Building 
Industry Association of Kern County. "There are members of the BIA that would 
love the opportunity to do some mixed-use downtown. As far as we're concerned, 
we think it's a terrific idea." 
 
Todd declined to elaborate on the reforms he'd like to see.  Maggard and others 
say that if people want clean air, they must change polluting habits and start 
driving cleaner cars. Such responses do little to answer the question of what 
politicians will do to reverse polluting growth patterns. 
 
 "Fortunately, our automobiles and fuels are getting cleaner, and so we're not 
getting as much pollution from the traffic that we might have 10 years ago," said 
county Supervisor Barbara Patrick, one of three elected officials on the 11-
member California Air Resources Board. Patrick joins Maggard, Watson and 
others in the conviction that neighborhood function and appearance must be 
market driven.  "I hope the growth will tend more toward not gobbling up farmland 
and so forth. There are lots of communities in the valley that I'm hearing about 
that are doing more livable-community type things than we're doing in Kern 
County. We haven't seen a lot of that, have we?" Patrick asked. 
 
That is because Kern's leaders don't require it. Without forcing developers to 



provide housing variety, critics say, consumers are left with only one option. This 
option forces them to drive farther and pollute more.  Our San Joaquin Valley 
neighbors have already proved there's another way. In Kings County, the city of 
Lemoore last fall imposed new "smart growth" standards on all undeveloped land 
in the city. 
 
"The Building Industry Association and the Board of Realtors said if you do that, 
no one will ever build in Lemoore again. It didn't work out that way," said City 
Manager Steve Froberg, noting Lemoore has since approved three subdivisions 
under the new rules.  "We want the people who are going to come to have a 
choice," he said. "The developers know how to do it. They won't do it until you 
make them, and when you make them they will change the cookie-cutter 
approach and they will still make money. In the end you will have developed a 
more innovative community." 
 
Who's in charge? Critics charge that Kern County leaders are beholden to 
developers.  The vast majority of campaign contributions to the county Board of 
Supervisors between 1998 and 2001 came from development interests, 
according to a probe by the League of Women Voters. Carolyn St. Claire, who 
led that examination, doesn't believe this amounted to vote-buying. But she said 
it does buy access. 
 
"They have better access than regular people have," said St. Claire. The effect is 
similar at the City Council level, she said, but less pronounced because 
campaign donations are smaller there.  
 
"We're more worried about the profits that developers from outside our area 
might make than about our own community's well-being," said William Slocumb, 
a Bakersfield attorney and board member of the Smart Growth Coalition of Kern 
County. "Somebody's got to balance the community's needs against the 
individual's, and that's not happening."  
 
But Maggard pointed to something else: a legacy of high unemployment. He said 
many of today's leaders are the children of immigrants to the county who 
struggled constantly to find work. So today they are reluctant to upset the status 
quo with rules that might harm the building industry and the economy. 
 
"It is difficult to say 'no' to jobs in Kern County," said Randall Beeman, a history 
professor at Bakersfield College who specializes in environmental issues. 
"Regardless of whether you're a Republican or a Democrat, you don't care about 
smart growth. The mantra is always jobs. What really bothers me is that people 
never factor in the ecological costs of a project. I fault the politicians who fall all 
over themselves to make deals with developers." 
 
Mark Evans, an economics professor at Cal State Bakersfield, said it is fuzzy 
thinking to insist that housing growth drives the economy. In fact, he said, it's 



usually the other way around: The need for housing is caused by jobs that have 
already been created in the community. 
 
"You can get in a trap where you basically don't try to control land use decisions 
at all because you think it may adversely affect a construction job, but that in 
itself could end up creating more air pollution. That could feed back and affect 
your ability to attract cleaner jobs," said Evans. "Really, what we're concerned 
with is our well-being as a people, and the economy is one aspect of it. The 
asthma rate is another aspect." 
 
Bakersfield City Councilwoman Sue Benham also worries about jobs, but her 
fear is that job losses will be the result of continued poor air quality. Even so, she 
said local leaders can have only a limited effect on the issue. 
 
"Many of the decisions that need to be made to improve our air quality are 
beyond the scope of the city," she said. "It's a health issue, but I think it's also a 
prosperity issue. We are not going to be able to attract the kind of jobs and 
economic development that we want if we are seen as such an undesirable place 
to live."  
 
Times are changing  
Demographic trends suggest Bakersfield might miss out on other economic 
opportunities without a change of course.  
 
 Trends point toward a busier population that wants smaller yards, fewer chores 
and convenient walking and biking opportunities. Studies show retiring baby 
boomers are giving up their tract homes in favor of smaller homes, condos and 
apartments near urban services. Similarly, young adults who represent the future 
of the job market -- dubbed the Echo Boomers and Generation Y -- are turned off 
by suburbia. They want a lively downtown lifestyle convenient to work and 
entertainment. 
 
For all these reasons, the leading investment firm PricewaterhouseCoopers says 
the best real estate investment opportunities lie in luxury apartments and condos, 
downtown infill projects, and developments that mix housing and commercial. 
Not the housing tracts and strip malls of suburbia. 
 
"If cities haven't figured it out yet, the availability of attractive housing of all 
stripes ... will determine the future health of downtown markets," the firm wrote 
last year in its Emerging Trends real estate forecast. "New housing must be 
integrated into neighborhoods with service retail -- supermarkets, drug stores, 
cleaners -- plus parks and recreational space."  It so happens this kind of 
integration also causes less air pollution. But Bakersfield seems to be missing 
this change. It is forging ahead instead with yesterday's development pattern: 
tract homes separated from the world by high walls and huge boulevards. 
 



"I don't think we should start thinking we've got to limit this growth," said 
Bakersfield City Councilwoman Jacquie Sullivan. "We've doubled (population) in 
the last 20 years. We're supposed to double in the next 20 years, which seems 
amazing. So it just really puts the burden on government to make good 
decisions. ... I don't think we're ready to change our ordinances. Those are laws. 
Development and growth is really a very healthy thing."   
 

On the air: Politicians talk growth 
June 14, 2003 
 
"I would have preferred to see more specific policies in the general plan with 
regard to air quality. Ultimately, I think that's what we'll get. They just weren't 
there when it came to us for adoption.  
 
 "Growth by its very nature is going to cause some air quality issues. It will be a 
problem unless we mitigate it somehow, and there's a lot of different ways and 
schools of thought on how we do that. Some of these things are not mind-
boggling feats of engineering. They're just a little bit different requirements of the 
developers and you do solve some of the problems. We need to look at how we 
can design our neighborhoods so that they're not just subdivisions, but actually 
communities. That seems like a simple start." 
 David Couch, Bakersfield city councilman. 
 
"I'm not concerned about the growth, as long as we have planned growth and 
planned appropriately to meet the needs that come with growth. I think the city is 
doing as much as it can with what it has to work with.  "We do have a lot of things 
that contribute to air quality, though, and it isn't just development. I'm sure there's 
always more that one can do to improve air quality in the city. I think we have to 
look at all those things. It's what we do in our homes and in our gardens. We 
have to look at what we can change that's not so costly to our families."  Irma 
Carson, Bakersfield city councilwoman 
 
"I think the city has a desire to attain the best air quality possible. The city of 
Bakersfield, I think, is doing a good job as long as we have the money to do it, to 
make things happen in a positive way. As long as we have the affordable 
housing element that we do in Bakersfield, we're going to continue to grow and 
we're going to grow in the future as a bedroom community. 
"You can't impact private business. Private business has to buy in. I think that the 
building industry is doing the best they can with preventable measures to not 
impede the air quality. We do quite an active job now of having strip malls in the 
city. They may not be as convenient as we would like them to be, but as we 
develop new subdivisions and there are commercial opportunities for building, I'm 
sure the desire of not only developers but of the businesses will be to be closer 
to the neighborhoods. You can drive around and see there's a lot of that ongoing 
type of development."  Harvey Hall, Bakersfield mayor 
 



"I think we need to find a way to address the air quality impacts of the decisions 
we're making. As you build further and further out, you are imposing 
transportation costs, plus you're imposing air quality costs if the assumption is 
that people will be using automobiles to go out to these more distant residential 
areas.  "I do think it's important that we also scrutinize what mitigation measures 
we might ask for. Unless they are effective mitigation measures, I don't want to 
lean on a developer to implement them. We need all the players, so to speak, to 
think about what their industry or their family can do to address the air quality. It's 
going to take sacrifice and investment by all segments of the valley's population 
to turn the tide on our air quality. I truly think this can be done, but it's a huge 
challenge and it's going to take everyone agreeing to do their part."  Sue 
Benham, Bakersfield city councilwoman  
 
 "I'm sure that with growth there does come more traffic and more pollution, so 
it's just our responsibility, as we grow, to solve the problems as well as possible. 
At the same time, I don't think the solution should be thinking of limiting our 
growth. I don't think we're ready yet to change our ordinances. Those are laws.  
"I'm a very strong backer of private property rights. The developers are the ones 
that really think about and need to decide what the market will be, and they go 
along with the trends. We're fortunate to have very good developers in town that 
have quality projects. But maybe the trend does need to change a little bit 
because we are growing very quickly. In the past, we've really given a lot of 
freedom to developers. It's just been very easy to have projects approved, and 
it's been appropriate, I think, up until now. I am not a no-growth person in my 
thinking, but at the same time, a lot of new ideas are coming into our thinking."  
Jacquie Sullivan, Bakersfield city councilwoman 
 
"I think it's a very exciting time and we're planning wisely. (Bakersfield) will be 
bigger, but I think it will be better. People are going to have to sacrifice, and 
they're not going to have as large an acreage to live on. Some of that should 
have an impact upon our air quality. In the meantime, hopefully, we're going to 
have cleaner fuel to burn."  Harold Hanson, Bakersfield city councilman  
 
"I don't think it's likely the Bakersfield area is prepared to put a stop to growth. 
Are we doing enough? Absolutely not, and I hope we can do more and find 
creative ways to do that. There's no question we need to shift toward a more 
densely populated neighborhood structure than we've had in the past. Do I like 
government telling me what to do? Absolutely not. Tha t's why it's so critical to 
use incentives. We don't have adequate incentives now for infill development. 
The path of least resistance should lead to the behavior we want. I think 
Bakersfield can be a really great place to live even with the growth that's 
occurring."  Mike Maggard, Bakersfield city councilman, San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District Governing Board member 
 
"Hopefully some of the developers will come up with some innovative plans for 
some of these livable-community type strategies. I don't know that they should be 



required because developers respond to the marketplace. I think it should be 
mostly market driven. To a certain extent, folks have to say 'I'm willing to live in a 
place like that,' because always businesses are going to respond to the 
marketplace. 
"Like it or not, there are people that are very, very interested in living way out of 
the city. Of course, the city is rapidly catching up with them, so that's kind of a 
dilemma that we have in Kern County. We have to educate people about driving 
more fuel-efficient cars, getting out of their cars to rideshare, to take the bus and 
walk more. Everyone says they don't want to be like Los Angeles. So we need to 
make sure there's enough will in our community to make sure that we're no t."  
Barbara Patrick, Kern County supervisor, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District Governing Board member, California Air Resources Board 
member 
 
"We're at the mercy of population growth. Anytime you add another body, you've 
added pollution. Every person that's born is eventually going to have a set of 
wheels. It's critical that we plan accordingly. I think we're headed in the right 
direction.  "The future is in the hands of city and county planners. Our job is to 
make sure growth is managed and orderly so we don't have the problems that 
come associated with it. If you don't have to drive five miles to work, if you could 
get out and walk down to the corner and be there, that would be great. I don't 
know that that's feasible today. People still want large lots. Development is 
market driven just like automobiles are market driven. I think we have to look, if 
possible, at providing some alternate standards of living. Condos and things of 
that nature, I think, should be in the mix but I don't think we should force builders 
to do it if there's no market for it."  Don Maben, Kern County supervisor 
 
"I don't think (growth) is going to have as much impact on the air.  "I don't think 
you can say you're going to put a ring around the city and not allow any 
development to occur outside it. The borders are going to grow. It's just going to 
be the result of population growth. We can do a lot to educate the public in what 
kinds of development styles that are out there. If the consumer likes an idea, then 
I think the developer is going to be encouraged to do it. These are not things that 
I am suggesting that I or anybody impose. The consumer is the one that has to 
decide that it's a better idea. It has to be driven by the consumer."  Ray Watson, 
Kern County supervisor 
 
"I believe growth is good. I'm an advocate of jobs and continued growth, and with 
continued growth, that means more spending money that can add amenities, can 
add parks, can bring entertainment and support our quality of life.  
"With that growth we just have to plan our developments in such a way that 
makes sense. We're headed in the right direction. We need to pay attention to 
investments in public transportation. We all support the concept of higher density, 
but when you go out as a home buyer, you like to have a big yard and swimming 
pools. How do you require builders to do that when there will be no buyers? I 
think it goes beyond us passing ordinances. I'm not ready to say that's the 



direction we need to take. It's got to be a cultural change and the public has to 
support it."  Pete Parra, Kern County supervisor 
 
"It is true that additional population and the related vehicles and commercial 
establishments to support a growing population are going to have an air pollution 
impact. I'm not in favor of controlling growth. I'm in favor of people having the 
right to use their land.  "What I am concerned about is not so tied to the growth 
issue but the current situation where there is a growing popular myth that the San 
Joaquin Valley can ever have pristine  air quality. That simply is not true and it 
simply is not possible. People need jobs and it's extremely difficult under current 
conditions to bring additional jobs and employment opportunities into the San 
Joaquin Valley. Air quality regulations are part of the reason that businesses do 
not want to expand here or to bring new businesses which would create jobs. 
The solution to better air quality is going to be found in new technology. It is not 
going to be in some kind of restrictions on the way of life for people who live in 
the San Joaquin Valley -- by taking away their fireplaces or their lawn mowers or 
their backyard barbecues -- and that's the level of restriction that we're at today."  
Sen. Roy Ashburn, R-Bakersfield 
 
"I think there are things we can do within our own codes that would minimize the 
amount of urban sprawl. We can build smaller lots. We can incentivize builders in 
ways that minimize urban sprawl by just doing zoning type things. Legislation is 
needed to protect farmland from sprawl. By protecting more farmland, we prevent 
sprawl and protect air quality. Yes, the valley's going to grow, but I think ag land 
preservation is good for pollution, it's good for our kids and I think it's ultimately 
good for everyone else."  Sen. Dean Florez, D-Shafter  "(Growth) is our biggest 
problem with air quality in many respects and it will only become even more so in 
the future. 
 
"We're going to have to look at inventive ways to deal with mobile sources and 
it'll be difficult. Cities and counties have quite a lot of discretion in that regard. I 
really strongly believe in allowing the economics of things to determine how 
things should go as opposed to someone in government determining in their own 
mind what is appropriate. I'm very much opposed to infringing on personal 
freedoms if at all possible."  J. Steven Worthley, Tulare County supervisor, San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Governing Board member 
 
"The growth creates pollution and we just can't put our heads in the sand and say 
it doesn't. Do you want to control pollution or are you willing to say it's OK if the 
kids have asthma? Even though we don't talk about growth control, if we want to 
control pollution in the valley that's going to have to be one of the things on the 
table. I don't think that we'll see it, at least in my time as an elected official, for the 
simple reason that you've got too many developers out there with money that'll 
fight us."  Tony Barba, Kings County supervisor, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District Governing Board member 
 



"I think growth is a concern. It always stands to reason that the more people you 
have here, the more impacts it's going to have.  "We're kind of looking to bring 
more people in because we want the continued growth, but it seems like we're 
getting a lot of residential and not necessarily the business growth. We've got a 
lot of commuter impact from the Bay area. People are afraid of Merced turning 
into the next Santa Clara Valley. We all say we never want that to happen. But 
yet you start talking money, and developers want to buy land, and it's a hard 
balancing act."  Michael Nelson, Merced County supervisor, San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District Governing Board member  
 
"Regionwide, we are going to have to deal with mobile sources. The amount of 
vehicle miles traveled by all of us has increased over time. I think the public is 
certainly interested in getting cleaner air but I have not yet heard a trend that 
they're looking at their daily activities as part of the problem. The public still 
needs more education about how their choices impact the quality of the air we 
breathe. Everybody's looking for somebody else to change their behavior. When 
you have a problem, the first thing you do is you quit digging the hole deeper. 
Now, we've got to look at a lot of small changes that add up to big changes. 
Everyone doing a little is going to make a huge impact."  Judith Case, Fresno 
County supervisor, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Governing 
Board member 
 
"I've always been for good, sound development. What that would mean is a 
development that would bring in retail, where people can have a pedestrian 
walkway or a bicycle way where they can go right into the retail outlet. 
Development is good if it's planned, and planning for the air pollution is a biggie. I 
think we have to look at development with a really strong eye. I think we have to 
protect the agriculture we have to make sure that if there is any development it's 
not going to put out of business our agriculture community. That's our San 
Joaquin Valley."  Ronn Dominici, Madera County supervisor, San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District Governing Board chairman 
 
Did not return calls from The Californian:  Jack Sieglock, San Joaquin County 
supervisor, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Governing Board 
member  Sam Armentrout, Madera city councilman, San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District Governing Board member  Thomas Mayfield, Stanislaus 
County supervisor, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Governing 
Board member  Mark Salvaggio, Bakersfield city councilman  Jon McQuiston, 
Kern County supervisor  Assemblywoman Nicole Parra, D-Bakersfield  
Assemblyman Kevin McCarthy, R-Bakersfield -- <  
 
Mass transit: One ticket out of gridlock 
The more seats you fill, the more cars you take off the busy roads  
By Matt Weiser 
Bakersfield Californian 
June 14, 2003 



 
As new subdivisions turn Bakersfield into an ever-sprawling suburbia, public 
transit is getting left behind. 
 
Golden Empire Transit, the region's primary public transit agency, gets none of 
the traffic impact fees paid by developers for the homes they build. 
 
Every bus rider means one fewer car polluting the air, but GET's revenues have 
stagnated and it is unable to open new bus routes to serve a growing population. 
Ridership has jumped 52 percent since 1996, but the gains have flattened out in 
the past year as the system has stopped growing. 
 
In an all-too-familiar twist of fate in the modern world of public financing, state 
and federal grants provide ample money to buy buses but no operating revenue 
to hire drivers and put these buses on the road. 
 
As traffic worsens, the bus becomes an attractive option. To attract commuters, 
GET started a cross-town express bus in 1998. It's more popular than other 
routes, tallying 34 riders boarding hourly compared with a system average of 28. 
The route links the Southwest Transit Center near Valley Plaza to Bakersfield 
College, stopping only once on the way at the Downtown Transit Center. The 
cross-town trip takes 30 minutes and provides the kind of service that could 
encourage more people to leave their cars behind. 
 
GET wants to open other express routes, spokeswoman Cheryl Scott said, but 
lack of funding makes that impossible. 
 
"We would be happy to keep what we're running on right now, and that probably 
won't happen," said Scott. "A dedicated transportation funding source would go a 
long way toward helping us improve and expand our service." 
 
The answer, many observers believe, is a half-cent sales tax increase for 
transportation funding. Scott notes that Kern is the largest California county 
without such a tax.  
 
The money would identify Kern as a "self-help" county, creating a pool of local 
matching funds to lure millions in state and federal grants. Today Kern County 
misses out on this windfall. 
 
Most politicians support a sales tax increase, and a survey in March by the Public 
Policy Institute of California shows the public may, too: 67 percent of those polled 
in the southern San Joaquin Valley said they would support a sales tax increase 
for transportation -- just enough for the two-thirds majority required for approval.  
 
A future in rail? 
Ken Gosting of the Merced-based nonprofit group Transportation Involves 



Everyone says a light-rail commuter train, not freeways, must become 
Bakersfield's transportation priority.  
 
More freeways may be needed in the future, but numerous studies show they 
actually cause more traffic. In the long run, freeways encourage people to drive 
more and build even more far-flung homes, which then gridlocks the new 
freeways.  
 
"Traffic is like a liquid. It will expand to cover whatever surface it can possibly 
reach," said Gosting. "The more asphalt your pour, the more traffic you get." 
 
Light rail may seem farfetched and impossibly expensive. But there are many 
ways to build light rail, some simpler and cheaper than others. Gosting notes that 
Sacramento began planning its successful light-rail system 20 years ago when it 
was about the same size as Kern County today.  
 
Bakersfield's most basic problem, Gosting said, is that like so many American 
cities it has been planned backward. Public officials have struggled to fit 
transportation around housing. Instead, transportation should be the planning 
priority. Home buyers will then make their purchases based on ease of 
movement, which naturally produces communities that are denser, transit-
centered and pedestrian-friendly. 
 
An example of the problem is the Westside Parkway, a new freeway expected to 
start construction in 2005. It has already been dubbed a "road to nowhere" 
because it won't connect to Highway 178 as originally planned. Nor will it link to 
Highway 99, though it will spill onto surface streets just a stone's throw away. 
Instead it will parallel the Kern River between Heath Road and Mohawk Street, 
providing a quick trip across west Bakersfield but no link to other highways. 
 
Elected officials didn't buy right-of-way for the new freeway early enough to make 
these connections and aren't willing to buy and demolish existing homes to do it 
now. 
 
"Most enlightened planners see that transportation is really what drives 
planning," said Gosting. "If Kern County continues to go back to the thinking of 
the 1940s, it's really not economically sound. You can't afford not to start looking 
at light rail." 
 

Builders: Rigid policy hinders good intentions 
Developers say they're open to change, but codes discourage 
thinking outside box 
 By Matt Weiser 
Bakersfield Californian 
June 14, 2003 
There's a market in Bakersfield for homes and neighborhoods that look and 



function differently -- and pollute less -- according to a number of local builders. 
We don't see more of them, they say, partly because local development codes 
add red tape, hassle and expense. 
 
Building neighborhoods with narrower streets, corner stores, more density and 
other pedestrian-friendly features generally isn't allowed by local development 
codes. It can be done, but it often requires a special exemption from the rules. 
This usually means extra expense for the builder, a longer approval process, 
more permits and public hearings. 
 
"There are ways to design neighborhoods and communities to reduce the length 
of (car) trips and put jobs and housing near each other," said Roger McIntosh, a 
Bakersfield civil engineer who has planned subdivisions and commercial projects 
for many local builders. "It's not always easy to make those types of projects 
work without being very expensive. It's always a battle trying to do something that 
goes against the general plan or the ordinances, because people think you're 
trying to get away with something when, in fact, you're trying to do something 
better." 
 
McIntosh and others in the development business say the market for compact, 
pedestrian-friendly development is small in Bakersfield, but growing. Only the 
largest builders can afford to take the risk to go after this market, but that may be 
changing. Local leaders could help stimulate demand by loosening or rewriting 
the rules to make innovative projects easier to build. 
 
"The way we've designed lots of communities in the past -- for lots of reasons, 
including city standards -- it has been more of an engineering model that has 
maximized the amount of asphalt you put down. Street standards are excessively 
large here," said Bruce Freeman, president of Castle & Cooke California Inc. 
"There are ways of planning communities in much better ways. All of them will 
produce less air pollution if we do them right."  
 
Freeman's company is one of the large builders that has tried something 
different. Its Grand Island Place subdivision, for example, is much denser than 
most, but the homes and the neighborhood give up nothing in terms of quality 
and amenities. Many buyers want smaller homes and lots, he said, but they don't 
want to make sacrifices in the bargain.  Castle & Cooke is buying more than four 
square miles of farmland west of Buena Vista Road. The company intends to 
annex this land into Bakersfield as the city's new western frontier of housing 
development. Many would say this is just more sprawl development. Freeman 
disagrees. The entire project will break from the usual Bakersfield mold, he said, 
with narrower streets, smaller lots, more trees and parks, and a better system of 
paths and sidewalks for walking and biking.  
 
"Bakersfield will have to learn to live with smaller lots. If you create a nice 
environment with more parkways and parks, people will accept smaller lots," said 



Freeman. "There isn't any choice when you really get down to it. We have to 
think of the air as a scarce resource and the land as a scarce resource. I don't 
think in Bakersfield we've really had to think about it in the past. If you want to 
reduce pollution, these are the things you have to do."  
 
City and county planning officials say their rules include enough flexibility to allow 
innovative housing projects, though they admit this often requires additional 
steps. And it almost always happens for other reasons, like senior housing 
projects or luxury homes. Bakersfield also offers incentives for building infill or 
mixed-use projects in the downtown area, but again, such projects are rare. 
 
  "Bakersfield's getting of sufficient size to where I think you'll see more of that," 
said Marc Gauthier, principal planner in charge of advanced planning for the city.  
One of the exceptions is Parkview Cottages, a 74-home infill housing project 
planned on a 10-acre former industrial parcel north of Central Park in downtown 
Bakersfield. The city redevelopment agency is donating the site, and the single-
family homes will be restricted to buyers who earn less than 120 percent of 
median income. 
 
Builder Greg Petrini of Petrini Construction Inc. said he had 35 inquiries from 
buyers, mainly young professionals looking for starter homes, even before the 
City Council approved the project.  "I would say this lends itself to people who 
could actually bike to work while living downtown," Petrini said. "Wherever we 
can do redevelopment and infill situations, and not break into our more virgin 
ground, that's a positive." 
 
On Bakersfield's eastern frontier -- the Kern River bluffs -- a new water treatment 
plant is opening nearly 10,000 acres to development. Most of it will be large-lot 
single-family housing just like new neighborhoods in the southwest and 
northwest. But at least one developer plans something different: General 
Holdings plans to add some neighborhood commercial development to its vast 
housing tracts on the bluffs.  
 
Consultant Dave Dmohowski said General Holdings must obtain a general plan 
amendment to add commercial to its land because current zoning doesn't allow 
it. He said it will be essential to home buyers there, because the nearest 
commercial center as planned by city officials is at least two miles away. The 
company envisions building corner coffee shops, day-care centers and the like. 
 
 "It's an amenity to that community because it's going to be so isolated from other 
retail centers," Dmohowski said. 
 
All builders say consumer attitudes must change if growth is to occur alongside 
air quality improvements. Home buyers, they say, must vote with their dollars for 
neighborhoods that pollute less. And the public must first accept and then 
demand a different development pattern.  The builders of one new housing tract 



hope to convince buyers they can have it both ways. Stone Meadows advertises 
its large lots, lack of traffic and easy access to shopping and Highway 99. 
 
Trouble is, the new neighborhood sits on Bakersfield's southern border, near Taft 
Highway, so anyone who lives there will have a long drive to work. 
 
That's a given for some: At least 10 percent of Stone Meadows buyers will 
commute to jobs in the Los Angeles area, said Bruce Fraser, broker for Mahan 
Homes, one of five builders in the 68-lot subdivision. Only four lots remain 
unsold. 
 
"We're going with the wider lots because that's what the people really want," 
Fraser said. "Our subdivisions we're developing  now are out in areas where there 
isn't any net traffic. It's further away and people kind of like to get away from all 
that congestion. If you're down in that area, it's just not that congested. I'm not 
saying it won't be, it just isn't at this time." --  
 
Breathing uneasy: Residents want solutions -- now 
By Matt Weiser 
Bakersfield Californian 
eJune 14, 2003 
At a recent gathering of the Moms' Network of Kern County, an informal poll 
revealed that all 16 moms in attendance drove to the event. Two carpooled, and 
two more said they could have walked but didn't. 
 
The group met at Windsor Park in the upscale Seven Oaks subdivision in 
southwest Bakersfield. The occasion was a farewell potluck for six families 
moving out of Bakersfield. In every case, the moves are the result of a job 
change. But also in every case, Bakersfield's horrible air quality was the second 
issue to roll off their lips. 
 
"It's a big concern to me, because my son has asthma," said southwest 
Bakersfield homeowner Kelsey Barklow, who is moving to Iowa so her husband, 
Tom, can begin his hospital residency as a physician. Four-year-old Riley 
developed asthma soon after the family moved to Bakersfield 18 months ago. 
"He coughs a lot, and in the summer it's really bad. If we weren't moving for the 
job, we'd probably leave anyway. I just had a new baby and I don't want her to 
get it too." 
 
Many of Kern's public officials don't believe there is a link between sprawl and air 
pollution. They also say people won't buy a home within walking distance of a 
store, and that Bakersfield neighborhoods look the way they do because that's 
what people want. 
 
Many Bakersfield residents don't agree with these assumptions, including some 
of the gathered moms.  



 
Bakersfield is growing too fast, they believe, and sprawling onto surrounding 
farmland excessively. They understand this means more traffic and more air 
pollution. Some said they have to drive for short errands more than they'd like. 
 
"That's one of the things I liked about Bakersfield as opposed to other areas: It 
wasn't so big and spread out. But it will be," said Seven Oaks homeowner Lilly 
Vaughn, who has three children. "Traffic is bad here now. Here, you can't be 
without a car, even to take your kids to school." 
 
Others agreed. 
 
"It's overpopulated now in Rosedale," said southwest Bakersfield resident 
Elizabeth Howard, a mother of two. "It's just getting overpopulated and big. It 
used to be a nice, quiet place and now it's not quiet anymore." 
 
No one walked to the potluck, in part, because like so many other new 
neighborhoods, Seven Oaks is surrounded by high cement walls punctuated only 
rarely by streets allowing entry and exit. Most streets do not connect to streets 
beyond the neighborhood, but loop back on themselves or end in cul-de-sacs. 
 
Walls and looping streets that fold in on themselves rather than connect to 
outside streets force pedestrians and bicyclists to cover long distances before 
they can enter or leave a neighborhood. The walls also produce a bland 
streetscape and reflect summer's withering heat, further turning pedestrians 
away. This differs from the grid-patterned neighborhoods of 50 years ago, where 
residential streets empty onto arterials bordered by homes and businesses. 
 
Also like all new Bakersfield neighborhoods, Seven Oaks includes no commercial 
development. There are no stores, cafes or offices near homes, either inside or 
outside the walls. Except for an elementary school and parks, Seven Oaks is an 
unbroken landscape of tract homes. 
 
"A lot of people don't want a convenience store in their neighborhood. Frankly, I 
do," said Jane Hutchinson, also a Seven Oaks homeowner and mother of two. "I 
would definitely walk if I could get to a 7 -Eleven for milk or whatever. Frankly,  I 
would love that and I would walk with my kids." 
 
There's plenty of evidence people buy homes in neighborhoods like Seven Oaks 
because they have few alternatives. Many older pedestrian-friendly 
neighborhoods have fallen into decay because cities spend their time and money 
on new areas rather than maintaining what they have. This creates the 
perception that older areas are unsafe or less desirable. Reinvesting in older 
neighborhoods, and building new neighborhoods in the old way, could change 
this perception. 
 



"I think it depends a lot on the type of business they allow in and how it's run," 
said Vaughn. "When I grew up in New York there were stores everywhere and 
you didn't have people worried about blight. We would walk everywhere and only 
get in the car, like, once every two weeks." 
 
Even for those who approve of how Bakersfield has grown, the air has become a 
problem. Tracy Cazares and her family are moving to Bear Valley Springs 
because Bakersfield is "getting real busy and built up." Husband Ernie will now 
commute to Bakersfield to run the family business, Sparkle Steam Carpet 
Cleaning. 
 
"When we built our house four or five years ago, there was nothing but cows and 
fields. I think the progress is great. The homes they're building are great. 
Development is not a bad thing," Cazares said. However, she added, "It got to 
the point where we would go on vacation and we would come back and look at 
the sky and say 'Oh my gosh, is this really what it's like?'" 
 
Others recognize the link between sprawl and pollution, but fear it is too huge to 
solve. Maryann Wise and her family are moving from Bakersfield to Texas 
because of a job change -- reluctantly, she emphasized, because they love the 
community. She said many people are able to overlook the area's smoggy air, 
but her family never could. They previously lived in Ojai, and on visits since then, 
they couldn't help noticing the smog during the trip home. 
 
"I don't like seeing what I see when I come over the hill. It just kind of depressed 
the kids to come down into this, and it depressed me," Wise said. "It's amazing 
how fast things are growing here. I don't know what we can do about it, because 
everyone's driving SUVs and driving up to the drive-up window and burning wood 
in their fireplaces. It's the big picture." 
 
For those who have lived in the area longer, the changes of the past 10 to 20 
years have been especially jarring. Kern County native Wendy Kaess, for 
instance, believes the area has grown so fast that local officials haven't been 
able to plan for it properly. As a child growing up in Taft, she enjoyed riding her 
bike to the neighborhood convenience store. Now her two daughters don't have 
that opportunity in their own neighborhood.  
 
"My house sits where there used to be a cornfield when we would drive from Taft 
to Bakersfield on Sundays for shopping trips," said Kaess. "Just like anyone else 
who's lived here for any length of time, I've noticed the air quality deteriorating. I 
remember when you could see the hills all the time, not just when it rained. It 
used to be pretty. I don't know what happened." 
 
 

Readers respond to the issue of urban sprawl  
June 14, 2003 



Participants of The Californian's Readers Respond program over the past few 
days answered this question: "The San Joaquin Valley's air quality has long been 
a concern for Kern County as well as the state of California. Do you think urban 
sprawl is a significant contributing factor, and if so, what do you think should be 
done to minimize its impact on our air?"  
 
"One thing we must do to improve our air quality is to improve our road 
situations. We may be on the right track with plans, but the amount of time spent 
traveling to all the new housing tracts opening up must be decreased. This 
means better planning of roads and traffic light synchronization. These plans 
must be twofold: Catch up with the housing tracts already open and include it in 
builders' plans for future tracts.  "I actually have more questions than solutions. I 
just don't see how we are going to feed ourselves and the nation when our family 
farms and even the large farming outfits are either selling out for profit from 
housing, or going under due to losses. We are seeing more and more crops 
being imported from other countries, which decreases our farming profits and 
increases our chances of illness from food grown with less pesticide and hygienic 
control. As our farmland decreases and our housing projects increase, we see 
more traffic, more asphalt parking lots and more people moving here and 
traveling to L.A. to work. We seem to be in a vicious circle."  -- Katherine Bann, 
Bakersfield 
 
 "Urban sprawl is a major factor leading to poor air quality. It is tough for local 
government to affect things when the citizens love malls and suburbs. One's 
quality of life is improved with centers for town community, but we insist on large 
(uninteresting) houses and vehicles that gobble up our resources. Poor air quality 
and other public goods may be alleviated with stronger incentives to burn less 
fossil fuel. Tax incentives would reduce health problems here (and dollars that 
unsavory countries acquire because of our dependence)."  -- Jay Bancroft, 
Bakersfield 
 
"Our technology hasn't kept up with our growth here. There are too many people 
living here and our ecology cannot clean itself enough to keep up. The state 
needs to pass laws that include: No building permits can be issued unless proof 
of a local supply of water is available, and a method of waste disposal; no new 
construction on existing farmlands; a reliable, dependable and affordable means 
of public transportation be built, i.e. monorail, high-speed rail systems; clean up 
the diesel trucks that travel our roads; if out-of-state trucks don't meet the 
standards they should not be allowed into the state; improvements to the local 
road system to eliminate gridlock and a good electric bus system that would run 
24-7 to ALL areas of the city; make all the state, county and city vehicles conform 
to the smog laws. Issuing fines to stationary pollution sources does not cure the 
problem -- a fix has to be found."  -- Fred Evenson, Bakersfield 
 
"I don't know the stats on urban sprawl vs. farmland and all that that entails, but I 
think it all contributes to the air quality. What to do?  "Long term: Use 



environmentally safe pesticides and drive cars with cleaner burning fuel. Short 
term: car pool and vote in better politicians."  -- Carol Lair, Bakersfield  
 
"YES, I do think that urban sprawl is contributing to our air problem, and I think 
that if we, in a community effort, would tell all these developers to pack up and go 
someplace else (not my/our back yard) and pedal their wares, we would have 
better air quality. One such organization that comes to mind is the one in Arvin, 
"The East Los Angeles Community Union" (TELACU). This is an organization 
that has came to Arvin to build low-income houses so that people can 
communicate from Arvin to their work place in the L.A. area as well as to 
farmworkers locally, and when I say locally, I mean they go to Delano, Shafter 
and other outlying cities to work. All they do is sleep here in Arvin, and I cannot 
see any good it has done for this city. I have lived here since 1968 and all I have 
seen is that the city has gone downhill and not progressed. The more people, the 
more cars, the more outdoor barbecues and outdoor cooking, thereby more air 
pollution. I don't know any other way to say it."  -- Larry H. Allen, Arvin 
 
"I have lived in the San Joaquin Valley all of my 48 or so years on this planet and 
there is no doubt to me that urban sprawl is the primary reason for the air quality 
problems here. I used to travel up and down the 99 by Greyhound bus as a child 
and you could see the mountains on both sides of the valley almost every day, 
even as recently as the early 1980s. As the valley became more populated with 
more people and cars, the air got worse, even though oil and agriculture have 
been cleaning up their act to minimize their effects on our air. Everywhere you 
go, from Bakersfield to Redding, the ag land has turned to shopping centers and 
residential housing. Depending on whose figures you believe, asthma in children 
is three to six times greater in the valley than anywhere in California. 
 "The solutions are simple, but draconian. Who has the intestinal fortitude to 
advocate that we quit giving developers a free ride on the REAL costs of more 
infrastructure, raise water connection fees on new developments to deal with the 
water problems that are surely coming, prohibit drive-through windows, establish 
high-speed rail NOW, convert to electric cars, require new schools and 
government buildings to install solar power, or limit growth? We have the 
opportunity to learn from and not repeat the mistakes of the Los Angeles basin, 
but not with most of the local leadership we currently have."  -- Richard Crane, 
Bakersfield 
 
"I do believe that urban sprawl plays a major role in air quality. ...As long as there 
is a demand for housing there will be builders to build. ...I do believe that the 
building can be slowed down. ...The roads must be wider right from the start to 
allow the flow of traffic to move. ...This would help stop the pocketing of junk in 
the air from cars..."  -- Irene Edmonds, Bakersfield 
 
"One aspect of urban sprawl is the need for basic affordable housing to serve the 
growing population. Unfortunately, in our region, this means single-family 
dwellings that require huge amounts of land to build them on. I believe that an 



urban society needs to direct its focus more on building up instead of out. High-
rise apartments providing affordable luxury such as those constructed in large 
metropolitan areas must figure into this equation before we lose more farmland to 
sprawl. I believe the first step to this would be a moratorium on the development 
of existing farmland, or at the very least, a curtailment of such."  -- Corey Miller, 
Bakersfield 
 
"The problem with the San Joaquin Valley is not so much from the urban sprawl 
of Bakersfield. It is from the air that gets blown down the valley of the Bay area 
because they do not have the smog requirements that most of the rest of the 
state has. If the California Air Resources Board was really concerned with OUR 
air they would require all cars in the San Francisco Bay area to get smogged just 
like we here in the Bakersfield area have to. 
"Were it not for the BRAVE, there would be no 'Home of the free.'" -- U.S. 
Senator Fred Thompson  -- Robert Collins, Bakersfield 
 
"Clean up the upper valley (Sacramento down to us). Winds carry their smog 
down here. 
"I don't care what the experts say, they're wrong. Our pollution level is lower than 
what they say. Not all Bakersfield people are as dumb as they think. 
"Sure we have our pollution problems -- one reason is we are a hub for state 
traffic changing to other parts of the state. How to clean our air -- who knows?  
"Exactly what is our contribution to the problem?"  -- Kevin Charles, Bakersfield 
 
"The quality of air in Kern County, and specifically Bakersfield, is becoming the 
most serious problem we are facing. I teach Business and Society at CSUB and 
we address the problem of economic development versus its impact on the 
environment. I use Bakersfield as an example of the conflict between economic 
needs versus environmental needs. To answer the question if urban sprawl 
contributes to our air pollution problem, you first need to know what causes our 
air pollution. According to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 
most of our pollution is from vehicle traffic and particulate matter and not from the 
Bay area. 
"So the answer is yes, urban sprawl is making our air quality worse. Mega-dairies 
will increase our particulate matter and more growth with major development will 
create more vehicle traffic. 
"Limiting our growth limits job growth, tax revenues for public projects and 
economic growth. 
"We must take into account the cost of polluted air on our society, and the day of 
reckoning when we will be forced to clean our air at our expense when we weigh 
the benefits of economic growth versus the cost of added pollution and declining 
quality of life. 
"It is difficult for people to view the long-term costs of pollution when the 
economic benefits are more immediate. We are deferring the added cost of 
pollution to our future generations in order that we can have the immediate 
benefits of economic growth now."  -- Thomas Mishoe, Bakersfield  



 
"Urban sprawl is only part of the problem. The farmers add greatly to the poor air 
quality here. But if someone suggests they try to fix their problems, the farmers 
get up in arms. No one wants to take responsibility for the problem. Last winter, 
when people were asked not to use their wood-burning fireplaces, the response 
was "I'll use my fireplace if I want to." If you care about the air quality in Kern 
County you must be one of those "environmentalists." What a narrow view!"  -- 
Sherry Kelley, Bakersfield 
 
"As long as there is flat land, developers are going to build. The L.A. basin is built 
out. They've built on all the flat land, and most of the hills down there. When 
builders get a gander at our side of the Grapevine, their jaws drop. They can 
hardly wait to start grading.  "I'm all for progress -- as long as it's well-planned. I 
worked in the foothills for years, and had a good view of Bakersfield in the early-
morning hours. I can tell you our smog doesn't just float down from the Bay area, 
as the common myth goes. It rises directly up from the city in a greenish haze -- 
it's either all that "morning breath" being exhaled, or the result of tens of 
thousands of vehicles being started -- take your pick!  "We need a greener city. 
More trees. More waterways. More bike paths. We need light rail for mass transit 
to supplement our city buses. We need to encourage the use of hybrid and 
electric vehicles within the city. Subsidies and other incentives need to be 
provided to steer stubborn consumers down the sensible, progressive path to 
breathable air.  "Leaf blowers need to be banned. They can be replaced with leaf 
vacuums -- with mufflers to make the noise tolerable, please. There is no excuse 
for stirring up dust when we have some of the worst particulate matter pollution in 
the world, not to mention valley fever spores everywhere."  -- Eddie Ruff, 
Bakersfield 
 
"Yes, I do believe urban sprawl is a significant factor in our horrible air quality. 
Development should stop until we find a solution. Our development prices are 
way too low. Developers come here from L.A. and rape our land. It should cost 
as much money to develop property in Kern County as it does anywhere else in 
California. They do this because we let them. We need to think about the 
particles in the air that the children are breathing. We never do anything until it is 
too late.  "Students cannot even go out on the playground anymore."  -- Eydie 
Alba-Gamblin 
 
 "Urban sprawl is definitely a factor which contributes to our air quality. I came to 
Bakersfield in 1969 to get away from this very same thing that was taking place 
in Orange County. I grew up there when there was only orange trees, and 
strawberry fields and a few dairies to the northeast of us. When I came here this 
was a small town. Over the past 30 years I have seen the weather pattern 
change so much that if I was thinking about moving here I'd have second 
thoughts. Just look at what has taken place down south. Local government 
needs to stop looking at the growing tax base and start considering the 
ramifications of converting so much farmland at such a rapid pace. They need to 



learn to say "no."  "Already they are looking at the northeast, and before you 
know it, we will be spreading out in three directions . And our once-beautiful 
community will be just like the smog-choked areas down south."  -- Roy Hall, 
Bakersfield  
 
"The more homes built in Kern County, the less open country for fresh air. More 
homes mean more cars. More cars, more smog. Stop building before Bakersfield 
coughs to death!"  -- Jean Foote, Bakersfield 
 
"Urban sprawl -- or any additional housing/population growth -- mainly 
contributes to the valley's air quality problems only to the extent that it increases 
vehicle traffic. Ergo, the major area to attack is mobile sources. How do we do 
this?  The first inclination is to control location of new building, or in the extreme, 
adopt (and enforce) a strict no-growth policy. Poor choice, as most households 
have two or more wage earners and seldom are their places of employment 
closely co-located. Example: an oilfield worker in Taft and his spouse at State 
Farm in Bakersfield. Also contributing to the mobile sources are out-of-area 
commuters, i.e. from the Patterson area on the west side to the Bay area and the 
southern valley to L.A. basin. Encouraging "infill" only helps slightly on a local 
basis. Result: Limiting trips significantly is impossible to achieve. Solution: More 
effective reduction of mobile emissions though better utilization of technology. 
We now have the ability to monitor emission on location as vehicles drive by at 
highway speeds. Use funds from current smog programs to use drive -by tech to 
go after gross polluters, as every G.P. is equivalent to 40 or more "new" vehicles. 
Then buy out G.P.s and remove them permanently from the road."  -- Henry 
Heinrichs, Bakersfield   
  

Status of landmark Vision 2020 growth strategies: 
No progress noted 
The Bakersfield Californian  
June 14, 2003 
The Bakersfield Vision 2020 process brought together 13,000 people over 18 
months to paint the city's future. Pollution and sprawl were the top concerns.  
Many of the ideas that resulted were adopted as "policies" in the metro 
Bakersfield general plan. But four years later, few have become laws that would 
require the city to grow in a different way.  
 
Growth-related recommendations from Vision 2020 and their status, according to 
reports by committees overseeing the plan:    Planning 
* Create a walkable city by discouraging "maze" developments and "island 
cities." Make shopping areas pedestrian friendly.  Time frame: 2010.  Status: No 
progress noted.  
 
* Retrofit existing neighborhoods to be pedestrian friendly; create pedestrian 
thoroughfares in new subdivions.  Time frame: 2003-05.  Status: No progress 



noted. 
 
* Discourage annexations that create "islands."  Time frame: 2001-02.  Status: 
No progress noted. "Annexations are the responsibility of the Local Agency 
Formation Commission." 
 
* Require "leapfrog" developments to pay higher development fees.  Time frame: 
2001-02.  Status: Deemed unconstitutional without special study.  
 
* Create buffer zone between city and farmland.  Time frame: 2001  Status: 
Deleted. 
 
* Change zoning and ordinances to create mixed-use developments downtown.  
Time frame: 2001.  Status: Current zoning downtown permits mixed uses. 
 
* Develop ordinances to encourage infill development.  Time frame: 2001-02.  
Status: No progress noted. 
 
* Provide for more compact development and less sprawl; create incentives for 
higher-density development near transportation areas.  Time frame: 2001-02.  
Status: No progress noted. 
 
Transportation 
 * Encourage more right-turn lanes.  Time frame: ongoing  Status: Required in 
some new developments, but no criteria available to measure progress.  
 
* Expand use of alternative fuel vehicles to 10 percent of public and private 
fleets.  Time frame: 2001  Status: Some public fleets already exceed 10 percent; 
little progress in private fleets. 
 
* Create infrastructure to support alternative fuel fleets.  Time frame: 2001-03  
Status: City installing natural gas fuel station for city vehicles. No progress on 
public facilities. 
 
* Add curriculum at local colleges to train mechanics for alternative fuel vehicles.  
Time frame: 2001.  Status: No progress. 
 
* Create ordinance encouraging public agencies to use alternative -fuel vehicles.  
Time frame: 2001  Status: Deleted; ordinance deemed unnecessary. 
 
* Encourage beltway freeway to get cars off surface streets.  Time frame: 2001  
Status: City and county adopted a proposed route for the beltway. 
 
* Encourage carpool parking lots and carpool lanes on freeways.  Time frame: 
2001.  Status: No progress noted. Carpool lanes declared "not feasible."  -- 
Source: Greater Bakersfield Vision 2020 <../>   </terms/> Lightspeed   



 
Additional information 
June 14, 2003 
Visit the following sites for more information:  
Consumer products and air pollution 
Montana State University indoor air pollution site 
www.montana.edu/wwwcxair/ <http://www.montana.edu/wwwcxair/>  
U.S. EPA on polluting consumer products 
<http://www.epa.gov/iaq/voc.html>  
California rules on consumer products 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/html/brochure/consprod.htm>  
California proposal for additional regulations 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/emisinv/nscpac_fees/nscpac_fees.htm>  
50 things you can do for clean air 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/html/brochure/50things.htm>  
 
 
Yard care and smog 
U.S. EPA guide to clean yard care 
<http://www.epa.gov/otaq/19-yard.htm>  
U.S. EPA rules on landscaping engines 
<http://www.epa.gov/otaq/regs/nonroad/equip-ld/hhsfrm/f00007.htm>  
U.S. EPA rules on lawnmowers 
<http://www.epa.gov/otaq/regs/nonroad/equip-ld/ph2frm/f99008.htm>  
 
 
Choosing a less-polluting vehicle 
U.S. EPA Green Vehicle Guide 
<http://www.epa.gov/greenvehicles/index.htm>  
Buyers Guide to Cleaner California Cars 
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ccbg/ccbg.htm>  
 
 
Surveys 
Public Policy Institute April 2003 Central Valley survey on growth and smog 
issues 
<http://www.ppic.org/main/publication.asp?i=418>  
 
 
Urban planning and sprawl 
Brookings Institution report on sprawl 
<http://www.brook.edu/es/urban/fultonpendall.htm>  
Texas Transportation Institute reports on sprawl and transportation 
<http://mobility.tamu.edu/ums/>  
Local Government Commission community design resources 
<http://www.lgc.org/community_design/index.html>  



U.S. EPA: Linking land use and air quality 
<http://www.epa.gov/otaq/transp/traqsusd.htm>  
A Landscape of Choice: Fresno County's effort to  reduce sprawl (American 
Farmland Trust site) 
<http://www.farmlandinfo.org/fic/ft/landcal.html>  
Smart Growth Network 
<http://www.smartgrowth.org>  
 
 
Local information 
Bakersfield Municipal Code 
<http://bpc.iserver.net/codes/bakersfld/index.htm>  
Metro Bakersfield General Plan 
<http://www.ci.bakersfield.ca.us/cityservices/devsrv/planning/genplan.htm>  
Kern County development ordinances and planning documents 
<http://www.co.kern.ca.us/planning/plandoc.asp>  
Greater Bakersfield Vision 2020 
<http://www.bakersfieldvision2020.com/>  
Smart Growth Coalition of Kern County 
<http://www.kernsmartgrowth.org/>  
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
<http://www.valleyair.org/default.htm>  
Kern Council of Governments: transportation plans and studies 
<http://www.kerncog.org/> 
 
Valley faces third Spare the Air Day of year  
By Marc Benjamin 
The Fresno Bee 
June 17, 2003 
 
The Valley is facing its third Spare the Air Day this month, according to the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.  
Warming conditions combined with stagnant air will leave ozone lingering as the 
most potent pollutant from Merced to the Grapevine, south of Bakersfield, said 
Josette Merced Bello, Valley Air District spokeswoman.  
Air quality will be in the unhealthy range.  
"Everyone should consider limiting strenuous activities during peak ozone 
periods, which are from 4 to 7 p.m.," she said.  
Exposure to ozone -- even at relatively low levels -- can reduce lung function, 
and cause chest pain and coughing.  
Repeated exposure can make people -- especially children, the elderly and those 
with respiratory diseases such as asthma -- more susceptible to respiratory 
problems.  
Ozone is formed through a chemical reaction of nitrogen oxides and volatile 
organic compounds, which come from cars, trucks, buses and farm equipment. 
Other sources are power plants, refineries, solvents, and consumer products.  



Wednesday is forecast as a Spare the Air Day in Kings, Tulare and Kern 
counties.  
Merced Bello said a slight improvement is expected because breezes from the 
northwest are forecast to pick up in the central and northern portions of the 
Valley.  
Two previous Spare the Air Days were declared June 6 and June 7, the only 
others so far this year.  
High temperatures today will range from 97 to 106 degrees, but will drop to 
between 88 and 98 degrees on Wednesday, according to National Weather 
Service forecasts.  
Through Friday, high temperatures are expected to range from the mid-80s to the 
mid-90s.  
The reporter can be reached at mbenjamin@fresnobee.com or 441-6166. 
 

Air board bill on county's agenda 
By Glen Faison 
Sentinel Executive Editor 
June 17, 2003 
HANFORD - The Board of Supervisors is being asked to weigh in on a bill that 
would dilute local influence over the Valley's air pollution control efforts. 
 
Mary Gallegos of the county's administration, in a prepared report to supervisors, 
said SB 999 was approved by the state Senate and moved to the Assembly. It 
has been assigned to the Local Government Committee for a hearing 
Wednesday. Gallegos said the bill, if passed, would add state appointed 
members to the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control Board, those 
members not accountable to the voters of the Valley. 
"To add additional members to the SJVUAPCD governing board who are 
appointed by state officials representing the State of California, rather than 
officials elected by the people who live  in the San Joaquin Valley, is an affront to 
the citizens of this valley and to representative democracy ... ," the proposed 
letter states. 
 
"Adding additional members to the board who are not accountable to the voters 
of the San Joaquin Valley cities and counties will do nothing to improve the 
valley's air quality, and quite likely will slow down an already tedious process," 
the letter states. 
 
The letter, if approved Tuesday by supervisors, would be sent to the Assembly 
Local Government Committee, state Sen. Dean Florez, and Assemblywoman 
Nicole Parra. 
 
Spare the Air Day set for Tuesday 
By Sentinel Staff 
June 17, 2003 



FRESNO - The second Spare The Air Day of the season is forecast for Tuesday 
in the Central (including Kings County) and Southern Regions as well as Merced 
County in the Northern Region. 
 
The Spare The Air Day was forecast by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District as air quality is expected to be unhealthy due to hotter 
temperatures this week. 
Valley residents can help reduce and control air pollution levels in the following 
ways: 
 
€ Avoid unnecessary vehicle use, including personal automobiles, watercrafts 
and off-road vehicles; 
 
€ Drive smart if you must drive, and reduce emissions by obeying the speed limit, 
accelerating gradually, using cruise control on the highway and avoiding "topping 
off" at the gas pump; and 
 
€ Take the train for personal and business trips out of the area. 
 

SPARE THE AIR  
Caution urged in Merced  
By Modesto Bee staff 
June 17, 2003 
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Board has declared today a "Spare 
the Air" day for Merced and counties south. Though the district is not issuing a 
health advisory at this time, smog levels are rising and officials urge children and 
adults with breathing problems to take it easy outdoors. 
 
 
Letters to the Editor 
The Bakersfield Californian 
June 16, 2003 
 
Readers fume over air pollution 
Air 'better', not 'worse' 
A Californian headline announcing a recent series of stories read: "Why our air 
isn't fit to breathe." This is despite the fact that since 1990:  
Total NOX emissions are down 35 percent; total ROGs are down 43 percent; 
PM10s (a newly proclaimed and unproven problem with no known solution) are 
unchanged; vehicles and miles traveled are up 25 percent; and population is up 
55 percent. It seems this is a success story of epic proportions.  
Why do The Californian, state and federal agencies, and almost all news media 
continue to insist we have a terrible air problem that's getting worse?  
Why the struggle to convince the populace that we must embrace Draconian 



measures to address a problem that the data shows is being successfully 
addressed by measures taken to date? How clean is clean?  
The Californian made a good start with these articles, but more research must be 
presented before readers can form an intelligent position on air issues. Other 
facets to be examined:  
Where's the pre-1990 air quality data? I suspect that if this was published it 
would show we have made significantly more progress on air quality than is 
shown by the post-1990 data thus weakening arguments for more restrictions on 
normal human activities.  
Present graphical data showing how air quality standards have changed over the 
past 30 years. Show the hard science (if any) that justify those standards. 
Readers will be astonished about how stringent air standards have become and 
how little science is available to support those standards.  
Compare health statistics between the San Joaquin Valley and "clean" air 
regions. Do they show a clear correlation between air quality and health 
problems, as we are led to believe, or are the health incidents associated with 
poor air quality simply "estimated" (made up to support a position) by some 
bureaucratic scientist?  
Does the unbiased science support a need for additional air regulations? Who 
really benefits from stricter air and growth regulations? "All of us" is the easy, but 
wrong answer. There are huge financial and credibility issues at stake here; it 
behooves all of us to get it right.  
A fully informed readership can make good judgments on air and growth issues. 
It would be refreshing not to have the debate driven by bureaucrats and 
hysterical "anti-" elements for a change.  
BARRY HANSON, Bakersfield  
 
Leaders: 'Damn the facts' 
As I awoke this morning and flung open my doors to the wonderful aroma of our 
valley's newest industry creating cow manure I reflected on your weekend 
articles about air pollution and growth. I was at first appalled, then became angry, 
as I read them. Who are these spineless elected officials who claim to have no 
control over the growth and accompanying problems that face us? Who else can 
control these matters but them?  
"Damn the facts, full speed ahead!" could easily be their motto. Now I know why 
they had to place the other motto, "In God We Trust," at City Hall. We sure can't 
trust them to act in our best interests!  
It is easy to become intoxicated with the wonderful notion of growth while 
ignoring the consequences. It happens all the time as communities struggle to 
find fresh sources of public money. (Could that be it? The new taxes that have 
these folks dazzled? Nah.)  
True leadership balances the need for growth with a quality of life.  
A tiny start, an indication that pollution concerns them, would be for them to order 
the city's traffic lights coordinated for smooth flow. Every day on my way to work 
and home, I see the main street filled with vehicles stopped to allow a single car 
to enter at a minor side street. How absurd!  



Sure these are tough issues. Here's another motto to consider: "When the going 
gets tough, the tough get going." Maybe going out of office is the answer.  
GREGG K. KNOWLES, Bakersfield  
 
'NIMBYs' are the problem 
Great articles on the "Air we can't breathe." It would seem one of the major 
pollution problems is again the dreaded N.I.M.B.Y. If one of the best solutions is 
"Smart Growth," translated build homes close to work/shopping/schools etc., the 
not-in-my-backyard group would appear to be a root cause of every major air 
pollution.  
Try putting homes and businesses anywhere close to where they live and they 
will drive their SUVs to their attorney's office and then caravan their SUVs down 
to the planning department. Hopefully they can all afford lung transplants.  
JAY McCARTHY, Bakersfield  
 
Elect officials who listen 
The Californian's series on pollution in our locale makes it clear that the problem 
continues to become more and more serious. It is exacerbated by the fact that 
we have people in positions of power who do not listen to or learn from experts in 
the fields of air pollution and smart growth.  
Councilwoman Jacquie Sullivan is quoted as saying, "It's a shame when people 
say we are growing too fast. Growth brings jobs." Jobs won't come if we can't 
attract new business. Growth brings cars and pollution and people buying homes 
relatively inexpensively and commuting to the Los Angeles area (not staying here 
for new jobs).  
Councilwoman Sue Benham says we need to demand accountability. So do it, 
Sue!  
The executive vice president of the Building Industry Association says there is no 
problem! Go figure!  
City and county leaders claim there is "no feasible mitigation" to reduce the 
pollution problems. Fresno is doing it!  
Public input from the carefully crafted Vision 2020 project made no dent 
whatsoever in the direction policy makers intend to go. We need to elect people 
who are open to listening and learning and who care about the well-being of their 
constituents and their community.  
Ultimately, the only way to express an opinion that ever really makes a difference 
is to "speak" at the voting booth. Otherwise we are going to have the same "good 
old boys and girls" running Bakersfield and Kern County --right smack into the 
honor of being the most polluted area in the United States.  
CAROLINE REID, Bakersfield  
 
Do people have to die? 
To our elected representatives: I understand that there are a certain number of 
people who have to die before you approve a traffic signal at a certain 
intersection.  
My question is: How many people have to die before you do something about air 



pollution?  
RICHARD St. CLAIRE, Bakersfield  
 
Voters, air is important 
Our elected officials are doing nothing about abysmal air quality because this 
issue is not something our citizens are basing their votes on.  
Everyone gripes, but like our summer heat and our winter fog, bad air has not 
become an issue that determines anyone's political fate.  
To the contrary, politicians perceive that doing anything about our air and sprawl 
will cost them the support of the development community and its money. Talking, 
but doing nothing is the safe thing.  
Until voters in this county make clean air the big Kern County political issue and 
make and break political fortunes on real clean air action, we'll just keep 
wheezing along.  
ANDREW HONIG, Bakersfield  
 
Valley headed for crisis 
I sincerely appreciate the fine work of The Californian staff in producing the 
series on regional growth and air pollution. Clearly, if more people, businesses 
and traffic are added to the valley, and air pollution, housing and commercial 
development strategies remain the same, we are headed for a crisis.  
Comments by some of our city and county political leadership quoted in these 
articles and their collective track records, illustrate that, except for the exemplary 
efforts of Sen. Dean Florez, the people of Kern County and the city of Bakersfield 
have some intellectually shallow or socially irresponsible people in key decision 
making positions.  
Air pollution is a valley problem. Kern County not only suffers from problems of 
its own making, but our air pollution is exacerbated by being downstream from 
growth and vehicle traffic throughout the valley. We, the public, are part of the 
problem, and we must take better responsibility for insisting on the development 
and implementation of solutions.  
There are reasonable ways to accommodate population growth while minimizing 
"sprawl" and pollution from vehicles. Appropriate approaches can yield an 
enhanced quality of life and more attractive and desirable communities.  
As a first priority, the public must elect representatives in key decision making 
positions who will give their concerns and interests primary consideration and 
who can provide vision and leadership in addressing air pollution and growth 
problems here at home, as well as at the state level. The public must make this a 
priority at every election; we must not accept elected officials who do not provide 
good vision and leadership in this regard.  
The Californian is to be commended for highlighting this critical problem.  
FRED DORER, Bakersfield  
 
 


