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1.1  BACKGROUND 
The metropolitan Bakersfield area has 

experienced significant growth since the 1970’s, 

with population more than doubling from under 

200,000 in 1970 to over 400,000 in 2000. This 

sizeable growth, coupled with the region’s 

increasing role as a central hub for goods 

movement and interregional travel, has 

generated considerable strain on the area’s 

transportation system. Throughout the last three 

decades, relatively modest improvements to the 

existing roadway network and some increased 

bus service have helped to slow the growing 

community’s impact on mobility. However, the 

majority of the area’s primary highway network 

has seen little increase in capacity. As a result, 

the metropolitan Bakersfield area is faced today 

with severe transportation problems, which 

steadily worsen as the area continues to grow. 

The need for major transportation 

improvements has been recognized by the public 

and jurisdictional planning agencies for decades. 

A number of studies have been conducted in an 

effort to address the growing transportation 

concerns. Several solutions have been 

considered and improvement projects 

recommended, but it had not been possible to 

reach consensus among governing agencies and 

the public.  Therefore, none of these major 

improvement projects have been moved forward. 

With the population projected to grow to 870,000 

by 2030, metropolitan Bakersfield is at a critical 

point for determining transportation solutions. 

Faced with unresolved and growing 

transportation problems, the Kern Council of 

Governments (Kern COG) and various local 

planning and transportation agencies conducted 

a study in 1997, called the Metropolitan 

Bakersfield Major Transportation Investment 

Strategy (MTIS) to identify overall transportation 

needs in metropolitan Bakersfield and develop a 

strategy for implementation of long-term 

transportation improvements. The MTIS provided 

a comprehensive review of transportation and 

transit needs, and considered many facets of 

transportation modes. Mass transit options 

including increased bus systems, transportation 

systems management, commuter/light rail transit, 

etc. were considered in the study. However, the 

MTIS concluded that in metropolitan Bakersfield, 

stand-alone mass transit solutions would not 

provide the same benefits that improvements to 

the roadway network would provide. It was 

determined that metropolitan Bakersfield’s 

inefficient highway system was the primary 

transportation element in need of significant 

improvement to address metropolitan 

Bakersfield’s transportation issues. 

In July 2000; Kern COG, the City of 

Bakersfield, the County of Kern and the 

California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) jointly commissioned the Bakersfield 

Systems Study to perform a comprehensive 

evaluation of the region’s roadway network. The 

study was to focus on the transportation needs 

and issues stemming from inadequate highway 

infrastructure and develop an implementable 

solution to address the identified deficiencies in a 

systems approach. This Summary Report 

highlights the key elements and results of the 

Bakersfield Systems Study. 

 

 

 -2-  



 

1.2  STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
The Bakersfield Systems Study was 

funded through a demonstration grant from the 

federal government along with the Governor’s 

Traffic Congestion Relief Program and matching 

funds from the City of Bakersfield and County of 

Kern. 

The study participants consisted of local and 

regional transportation agencies including the 

City of Bakersfield, County of Kern, Kern COG 

and Caltrans. Key staff members from these 

agencies formed a Project Development 

Team (PDT) to act as a steering group for policy 

decisions and study oversight. The PDT 

generally met monthly to review study progress, 

discuss and resolve technical issues and 

coordinate inter-agency efforts.  

 
 

P R O J E C T  D E V E L O P M E N T  T E A M  

Kern Council of Governments 
Ron Brummett, Executive Director 
Roger Taylor, Deputy Director Planning 
Joe Stramaglia, Senior Planner 
Rob Ball, Senior Planner 

City of Bakersfield 
Jacques LaRochelle, Assistant Public Works Director 
Ted Wright, Senior Engineer 
Arnold Ramming, Senior Engineer 
Steve Walker, Traffic Engineer 

Kern County Roads Departments 
Craig Pope, Director 
Pat Ebel, Transportation Development Engineer 
Barry Nienke, Transportation Development Engineer

Caltrans District 6 
Alan McCuen, Deputy District Director 
Mehran Akhavan, Project Manager 
Sharri Ehlert, Senior Planner  

 

Jeff Chapman, Project Manager 
Patti Tiberi, Project Engineer 
Jeff Mills, Project Engineer 
Doug Smith, Traffic Engineer 
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1.3  STUDY OBJECTIVES AND GOALS 
Recognizing the constraints of the 

existing transportation system serving 

metropolitan Bakersfield, the PDT established a 

set of objectives and goals to guide the course of 

the Bakersfield Systems Study. “Study 

Objectives” were broad considerations that 

should be met by the project, while “Study Goals” 

were more specific improvement conditions that 

the solution alternatives needed to include to be  

successful. The primary objectives of the project 

are to improve existing connectivity and mobility 

in and around metropolitan Bakersfield and to 

accommodate future growth. The specific 

objectives and goals of the study are identified 

below. 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

G O A L S  A N D  O B J E C T I V E S  

STUDY GOALS 
Decrease future congestion and accommodate growth 

Reduce system discontinuity 

Minimize environmental impacts 

Develop cost-effective transportation systems 

Develop and implement an integrated and  
meaningful public involvement program  

Enhance economic vitality of the region 

STUDY OBJECTIVES 
Improve interregional connectivity 

Improve regional connectivity 

Relieve metropolitan Bakersfield traffic congestion  

Accommodate projected growth  
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1.4  STUDY PROCESS 
Over the twelve-month study period, the 

URS consultant team worked together with key 

staff from the City of Bakersfield, County of Kern, 

Kern COG and Caltrans to define, develop and 

evaluate a wide array of potential transportation 

solutions for addressing mobility issues within 

metropolitan Bakersfield. The following describes 

the process that was undertaken: 

1. Identification of Transportation 
Deficiencies  

Through public input at a citywide public 

workshop and analysis of the existing 

transportation system including consideration of 

current and future traffic demands, specific 

transportation deficiencies were identified.  

2. Development of Candidate 
Alternatives  

Alternatives having potential to address 

metropolitan Bakersfield’s transportation issues 

were identified and developed to a conceptual 

level. Each of the initial alternatives consisted of 

a system of improvements comprised of several 

projects; which, as a system, provided needed 

relief to the region’s transportation network. 

These initial alternative concepts were defined as 

Candidate Alternatives. 

3. Candidate Alternatives Screening  
Each Candidate Alternative was modeled by 

Kern COG using the Kern County regional travel 

demand model to determine the effects on future 

traffic volumes that each alternative could be 

expected to have. Candidate Alternatives were 

evaluated and compared and subsequently 

narrowed down to a number of viable alternatives 

to be carried forward into more detailed study. 

Candidate Alternatives that were found to be 

infeasible, that did not appreciably meet the 

project’s goals and objectives or that did not 

provide a substantially differentiating benefit over 

other similar alternatives; were screened out at 

this stage. 

4. Select Project Alternatives  
Candidate Alternatives that were deemed 

feasible and had the potential to most 

successfully meet the project’s goals and 

objectives were carried forward as Project 

Alternatives.  

5. Project Alternatives Analysis  
Conceptual engineering for the Project 

Alternatives was refined and more detailed 

analyses and cost estimates were developed to 

help in the evaluation and comparison of these 

alternatives.  

6. Selection of a Preferred Alternative  
The Project Alternatives were compared resulting 

in the PDT recommendation of a preferred 

alternative that balanced benefits, costs and 

impacts. The Bakersfield City Council and the 

Kern County Board of Supervisors unanimously 

endorsed the PDT’s recommendation. An 

Implementation Plan, which took into account 

estimated funding revenues and project 

improvement phasing, was developed to help 

prioritize proposed improvements. 

7. Preparation of Project Study Reports  
Caltrans Project Study Reports (Project 

Development Support) [PSR (PDS)] were 

prepared for several of the proposed projects 

that were included in the preferred plan. 

Preparation of the PSR (PDS) document is the 

first step in the State’s project development 

process and is used to program funds for 

detailed studies of the proposed improvements 

known as the Project Approval/Environmental 

Document phase. 

The following graphic depicts the Bakersfield 
Systems Study process from beginning to end. 
Numerous factors including public and agency 

input as well as social, environmental and 
engineering factors were integral parts  

of the study process. 
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B A K E R S F I E L D  S Y S T E M S  S T U D Y   
W O R K F L O W  P R O C E S S  A N D  P O I N T S  O F  P U B L I C  I N P U T  
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1.5  COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
P U B L I C  W O R K S H O P  F L Y E R  Community involvement played a critical 

role in the Bakersfield Systems Study. The PDT 

recognized that successful resolution of 

metropolitan Bakersfield’s transportation 

deficiencies could only be achieved through 

community consensus obtained through 

cooperation and active involvement of the 

community and their elected officials. Early in the 

study, the PDT committed to conduct an 

extensive community involvement program that 

enabled local residents, property owners, 

business representatives, transportation-related 

organizations and other special interest groups to 

actively participate in the Bakersfield Systems  

Study. 

During the course of the study, this 

effort was proven effective in reaching the 

community through a series of successful public 

workshops and focus group meetings. In addition 

to the workshops and focus group meetings; 

bilingual newsletters and informational materials, 

newspaper articles and radio and television 

interviews disseminated project information 

throughout the community. The City of 

Bakersfield also maintained a web page posting 

the latest study information. 

Workshop notices were distributed throughout the community and printed  
in the Bakersfield Californian. 

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 
Three public workshops were held as 

forums for the Bakersfield community to provide 

their input and voice their support or concerns. 

The workshops were conducted as open houses, 

where the attendees viewed informational 

exhibits and provided input on the project 

through discussions with the various members of 

the PDT and participating agency staff or by 

writing their input on comment cards. After each 

public workshop, a Summary Report was 
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prepared summarizing public comments. The 

Summary Reports are available at Kern COG’s 

offices in Bakersfield. 
 

On 26 September 2000, the first public 

workshop for the Bakersfield Systems Study was 

held at the Beale Memorial Library. The intent of 

the first workshop was to introduce the 

Bakersfield Systems Study to the public and to 

allow an opportunity for the public to express 

their perceptions of the transportation issues in 

metropolitan Bakersfield. Approximately 75 

members of the Bakersfield community attended 

the workshop. A broad range of transportation 

issues were noted by the workshop attendees. 

The public generally supported the concept of an 

integrated transportation systems solution 

approach. There were concerns about potential 

impacts to the environment; particularly with 

respect to the Kern River, groundwater recharge 

basins and residential neighborhoods. The 

following is a more specific list of transportation, 

mobility and circulation issues voiced by the 

public at the workshop: 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Congestion on east-west highways; 
particularly Rosedale Highway, Stockdale 
Highway, Brimhall Road and 24th Street 

24th Street/Oak Street intersection 
congestion 

Lack of a regional freeway between I-5 and 
SR99 

Discontinuity of SR58 

Discontinuity of SR178 

Discontinuity of local streets  

Poor connectivity between northeast and 
southwest Bakersfield 

Poor north-south circulation in west 
Bakersfield 

P R O J E C T  N E W S L E T T E R  SR99/SR58 East interchange merge safety 

High volume of truck traffic on Rosedale 
Highway and 24th Street 

Poor coordination of traffic signals 

The second public workshop was held 

on 7 February 2001 at the Bakersfield Centennial 

Garden and Convention Center. At this 

workshop, the 20 Candidate Alternatives were 

presented to the public. Approximately 75 people 

attended the workshop and provided comments 

on the systems alternatives. Highlights of the 

public comments were: 

Combine internal and external transportation 
solutions 

Mitigate impacts of the Kern River Freeway 
(if included) 

Retain alternatives that improve east-west 
circulation 

Preserve the downtown Bakersfield core 

Protect neighborhoods and communities 

Incorporate solutions on 24th Street 

Include the Hageman Road flyover in all 
alternatives 

Newsletters were published to keep Bakersfield  
citizens and their community leaders informed of  

the Bakersfield Systems Study’s progress. 
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P R O J E C T  A L T E R N A T I V E S  
W O R K S H O P  

 
 

Approximately 300 members of the Bakersfield community 
attended the public workshop on 19 June 2001  

to review the proposed Project Alternatives. 

 
 

The third public workshop was held on 

19 June 2001 at the Bakersfield Centennial 

Garden and Convention Center. Exhibits of the 

five Project Alternatives, which had been refined 

since the Candidate Alternatives screening 

phase, were presented along with information on 

costs, benefits and impacts. Approximately 300 

local residents, elected officials, public agency 

staff and other interested parties attended the 

workshop and more than 400 community 

members provided comments at, or subsequent 

to, the workshop. There was general support for 

Project Alternative No. 15, which was considered 

by many of the attendees to be the least intrusive 

to residential communities. 

FOCUS GROUP MEETINGS 
As an additional way to keep the 

community active in the study process, a number 

of smaller presentations and discussions were 

made to particular special interest groups in the 

community including homeowners, business and 

economic-interest groups, environmental groups 

and transportation related organizations. Each of 

the community groups was asked to help identify 

transportation issues and needs as well as to 

provide ideas for the transportation 

improvements. Although feedback from the 

community groups varied, the general consensus 

was that there existed a crucial need for major 

transportation improvements. Between October 

2000 and April 2001, the project team met with 

representatives from the following community 

groups: 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Westchester Homeowners Association 

24th Street Homeowners Association 

Rio Bravo Property Owners 

Oleander – Sunset Park Homeowners 
Association 

Westpark Homeowners Association 

Southeast Political Action Committee 

Del Rio Area Concerned Citizens 

Citizens Lobby for Esthetic Areas and 
Neighborhoods 

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 

Building Industry Association 

Kern Transportation Foundation 

Bakersfield Association of Realtors 

Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce 

Smart Growth Coalition 

California Trucking Association 
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E L E C T E D  O F F I C I A L  
C O N S U L T A T I O N  

ELECTED OFFICIAL CONSULTATION 
Consultation with the City of 

Bakersfield, County of Kern and Kern COG 

elected officials, along with Caltrans senior 

management staff, was conducted throughout 

the course of the study to ensure complete 

partnership of all involved agencies. Periodic 

presentations were made before these governing 

bodies and Caltrans staff at key milestones in the 

study process.  

After the Project Alternatives were 

refined and relevant engineering data developed, 

these systems alternatives were again presented 

to the governing bodies and Caltrans for final 

evaluation and selection of the preferred systems 

alternative. 

Consultation at the Beginning of the Study  
11 December 2000 Bakersfield City Council 
11 December 2000 Kern County Board of 

Supervisors 

Consultation During Development of 
Candidate Alternatives  
16 January 2001  Caltrans Management  
30 January 2001  Kern County Board of 

Supervisors  
31 January 2001  Bakersfield City Council 
15 February 2001  Kern COG Board of Directors  

Consultation During Development of Project 
Alternatives 
19 April 2001 Kern COG Board of Directors 
25 April 2001 Bakersfield City Council 
1 May 2001 Kern County Board of 

Supervisors 

Selection of Preferred Systems Alternative  
23 July 2001 Bakersfield City Council 
23 July 2001 Kern County Board of 

Supervisors 
27 July 2001 Caltrans Management 
18 October 2001 Kern COG Board of Directors 
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2. ISSUES AND NEED 
EXISTING NETWORK DEFICIENCIES 

EXISTING TRAFFIC PATTERNS AND CONGESTION 
PROJECTED GROWTH 
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2.1  EXISTING NETWORK DEFICIENCIES 
Three State highways; State Route 58 

(SR58), State Route 99 (SR99) and State Route 

178 (SR178) form the backbone of the 

metropolitan Bakersfield highway system. SR58 

is the primary east-west route out of the 

metropolitan area. Its connection to Interstate 5 

(I-5) west of Bakersfield and to Interstate 15 near 

Barstow in San Bernardino County make it a 

major interregional corridor and a heavily used 

truck route. SR99, the primary north-south route 

through metropolitan Bakersfield, is an important 

commuter route linking north and south 

Bakersfield. Regionally, SR99 is a main shipping 

corridor for agricultural products in the Central 

Valley. SR178 begins at SR99 and extends east 

through Bakersfield to Lake Isabella, and 

continues east beyond Kern County. SR178 is an 

important route that serves the downtown area of 

Bakersfield and provides connection to east 

Bakersfield communities.  

Evaluation of metropolitan Bakersfield’s 

primary highways revealed a number of 

deficiencies in existing conditions. Several 

problems emanated from discontinuity of SR58 

and SR178, inadequate east-west corridors and 

poor circulation in west Bakersfield. Some of 

these deficiencies are discussed in more detail in 

the following sections. 

DISCONTINUITY OF SR58 
The discontinuity of SR58 in 

metropolitan Bakersfield has been a difficult 

transportation problem for the City, County and 

Caltrans for many years. East of SR99 in 

Bakersfield, SR58 is a four and six-lane freeway 

that was originally planned to continue west from 

SR99 and eventually connect with I-5. However, 

due to development west of SR99, extension of 

SR58 west faced organized public and political 

opposition and as a result, the freeway was 

terminated just west of SR99 at Real Road. An 

interchange at SR99 provides continued routing 

for SR58, concurrent with the SR99 freeway 

alignment, north approximately two miles to 

Rosedale Highway. To continue west toward I-5, 

travelers must exit SR99 at the SR99/Rosedale 

Highway local access interchange and use 

Rosedale Highway, which is a four-lane divided 

highway that becomes a two-lane undivided 

highway west of the metropolitan area.  

Discontinuity of SR58 in Bakersfield 

results in several problems. First, the 

combination of two heavily traveled freeways 

(SR99 and SR58) onto one single alignment 

compounds congestion within the combined 

segment. This segment of the SR99 freeway 

carries the highest volume of traffic in Kern 

County, a significant number of which are trucks. 

Second, the existing SR99/California Avenue 

interchange is located halfway between the 

points where the east leg of SR58 and the west 

leg of SR58 connect with SR99. California 

Avenue is one of the few convenient east-west 

routes in the City and is an important point on 

SR99 for access to Bakersfield’s Central 

Business District (CBD). Within this two-mile 

segment of SR99, interchanges at two locations 

for SR58 plus the California Avenue interchange 

in the middle, creates weaving maneuvers on 

SR99 that contribute to congestion. 

REGIONAL CONNECTION BETWEEN I-5 
AND SR99 

Despite the fact that SR58 is a 

significant east-west interregional route between 

I-5 and SR99, this segment of SR58 (Rosedale 

Highway) is primarily a four-lane arterial with 

signalized and stop-controlled intersections and 

driveway accesses in mid-block locations. 

Several stretches of Rosedale Highway are 

fronted by industrial and commercial properties 

that access directly onto the arterial contributing 

to operational problems. Rosedale Highway is 

heavily traveled by commercial trucks, local 

delivery trucks and commuters because of its 

direct access to many commercial, industrial and 

residential communities in northwest Bakersfield.  
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DISCONTINUITY OF SR178 
Mobility between the northeast and 

southwest quadrants of the City has been 

another of Bakersfield’s transportation issues. 

Connection between these two areas is primarily 

served by SR178.  SR178 begins at SR99 as a 

local arterial, extends east as a four-lane facility 

through residential neighborhoods then splits into 

a six-lane, one-way couplet in the CBD. These 

one-way arterials are designated locally as 23rd 

and 24th Streets, eastbound and westbound, 

respectively. Leaving the CBD, the couplet re-

combines onto a single alignment and continues 

east as a six-lane divided freeway that extends 

through the remainder of the metropolitan area. 

SR178 provides relatively direct access 

from the northeast to the CBD; however, the 

residential segment between SR99 and the CBD 

and the arterial segments of 23rd and 24th 

Streets operate poorly. These streets form the 

northern “backbone” of access into downtown, 

distributing traffic among existing north-south 

cross streets. 

West of downtown, 24th Street (SR178) 

is affected primarily by inadequate capacity 

within the four-lane residential segment. This 

stretch is fronted by residential land use 

(Westchester neighborhood) along both sides of 

24th Street. Some of these properties have 

access directly onto 24th Street, which adds to 

operational conflicts. 

Multiple access points and intersections 

in the commercial segment downtown affect the 

one-way couplet arterials of 23rd and 24th 

Streets. 

Traffic volumes on both arterial 

segments of SR178 (24th Street) are relatively 

high because traffic from Rosedale Highway, 

west of SR99, feeds directly into 24th Street, 

which is combined with traffic exiting SR99 at 

24th Street. Oak Street, a major north-south 

arterial, also contributes significant traffic 

volumes to 24th Street.   

The 24th Street/Oak Street intersection 

has historically been one of Bakersfield’s most 

congested intersections. Caltrans has widened 

and improved the intersection, which increased 

the level of service (LOS) from LOS E to D. The 

intersection’s capacity is essentially maximized 

at this point and traffic volumes are continuing to 

grow. It will not be long before the intersection is 

gridlocked again.  

NORTH-SOUTH CIRCULATION WEST OF 
SR99 

North-south circulation throughout both 

the southwest and northwest quadrants of 

Bakersfield is limited and incomplete. This is in 

large part due to the Kern River and the limited 

number of crossings that bridge the river. North-

south arterials are important in the western 

portion of the City to help collect traffic and 

distribute it to the available east-west routes that 

access downtown Bakersfield.  

 
I S S U E S  S U M M A R Y  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Deficiencies 
• 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Discontinuity of SR58 

Inadequate regional connection 
between I-5 and SR99 

Discontinuity of SR178  

Inadequate north-south circulation 
west of SR99 

Impacts 
Inadequate regional mobility 

Incomplete interregional connectivity

Poor downtown access 

Local congestion  
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2.2 EXISTING TRAFFIC PATTERNS AND CONGESTION 
Limited east-west corridors, the 

discontinuity of SR58 and SR178 and poor north-

south circulation in west of SR99 have already 

led to congestion on some local roads and 

highways. In addition, a high percentage of truck 

traffic is prevalent on the highways in and around 

Bakersfield. This is particularly true on SR58, 

which is the key east-west corridor for the region. 

During the past thirty years, the 

southwest quadrant of the City grew primarily as 

a residential area. Located roughly between 

Buena Vista Road and SR99 and between 

Panama Lane and the Kern River, this 

concentrated area of residential land use 

typically commutes from the southwest sector to 

the CBD in the morning and flows the reverse 

path in the evening. 

The CBD is generally located between 

SR99 and Union Avenue and between 24th 

Street and California Avenue with a core of civic 

center buildings clustered along Truxtun Avenue. 

Much of Bakersfield’s employment base is within 

the CBD; therefore it has always been a 

commuter destination for outlying residential 

areas. Morning commuter traffic coming from 

residential communities in the northwest and 

southwest, traveling to the CBD puts a major 

strain on existing east-west streets, such as 

Rosedale Highway, Truxtun Avenue and 

Stockdale Highway. In the evening, these same 

east-west routes are congested in the opposite 

direction when commuters return home. 

This general traffic pattern places great 

emphasis on east-west arterials that access 

SR99 and adds a significant amount of traffic to 

SR99 between White Lane and Rosedale 

Highway/24th Street. 

Since the mid-1980’s, the northwest 

quadrant of Bakersfield has seen an explosion of 

development, which is again largely residential. 

Due to changing land uses in the area, continued 

development is expected, particularly in the area 

of the old North of the River Sewer Treatment 

Plant. Again, a large amount of traffic from 

residential areas in the northwest quadrant 

commutes to the CBD region of the City. Existing 

east-west arterials to the CBD from the northwest 

region include Olive Drive, Rosedale Highway, 

Truxtun Avenue and to a lesser extent SR204 via 

a relatively circuitous route. Traffic on Olive Drive 

is currently extremely congested during morning 

and evening peak hours. The other major east-

west corridors in this region are also heavily 

congested and will provide declining levels of 

service over the next 5 to 10 years. 

As the southwest and northwest 

quadrants of Bakersfield continue to grow, an 

emerging area of congestion is the north-south 

arterials in Bakersfield west of SR99. North-south 

arterial streets in this area are constrained in 

large part due to the limited number of Kern 

River crossings. The mainline of the Burlington 

Northern Santa Fe railroad also divides the 

northwest from the southwest and limits crossing 

locations. 
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L E V E L  O F  S E R V I
Level of 
Service  Tra

A Free-flow traffic conditions, with minimal d

B Reasonably unimpeded operations at ave
flow speed. 

C Stable operations, with average travel spe
D Some delays, with average travel speed o
E Significant delays, with average travel spe

F Jammed conditions.  Intersection conges
delays, high volumes and extensive queu

The population of metropolitan Bakersfield 

has more than doubled over the past 30 years. 

There is no indication that this growth rate is going 

to diminish in the near future. Using California 

Department of Finance projections, metropolitan 

Bakersfield’s population is anticipated to grow from 

404,000 in 2000 to 876,500 by 2030. The chart at 

right shows that the population of metropolitan 

Bakersfield will again more than double over the 

next 30 years. The high level of growth projected 

affirmed that a comprehensive transportation plan 

must be adopted to plan adequate transportation 

facilities. Along with accelerated population growth, 

traffic volume projections by Kern COG indicated 

that traffic in metropolitan Bakersfield is expected to 

increase by two and a half times over 

 

 

2.3  PROJECTED GROWTH 

1000000

C E  D E F I N I T I O N S  

ffic Condition 

elay to stopped vehicles. 
rage travel speeds, usually about 70 percent of free-

ed of about 50 percent of free-flow speed. 
f about 40 percent of free-flow speed. 
ed of 33 percent or less of free-flow speed. 

tion is likely at critical signalized locations, with high 
ing. 

the next 30 years. With these projected traffic 

volumes, traffic operations are expected to degrade 

to very poor levels of service throughout the 

metropolitan area. A review of 88 sample roadway 

segments showed that 83% of these segments 

would operate below LOS D in the year 2030 under 

the no-build scenario. Roadway LOS is measured 

on a scale of A through F based on average daily 

traffic volume capacities of each roadway segment 

studied. The table at left defines the general 

characteristics of the various levels of service. 

M E T R O P O L I T A N  B A K E R S F I E L D  P O P U L A T I O N  

0

200000

400000

600000

800000

Population

1970 1980 1990 2000 2030

Year
Source:  Department of Finance Census Population of California Cities. 
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3.  ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 
BASELINE ALTERNATIVE 

CANDIDATE ALTERNATIVES 
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
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3.1  BASELINE ALTERNATIVE 
A no-build scenario was formulated to 

portray a baseline condition in 2030 for 

comparison with the alternatives. The baseline 

condition was defined as the highway system 

that primarily exists today, augmented by those 

additional projects for which a funding 

commitment has been made or which are 

reasonably expected to be in place in the 

planning horizon year of 2030. This is the 

Baseline Alternative. The Baseline Alternative 

requires no capital expenditure at this time. 

However, it is anticipated that the cost for 

operating and maintaining the existing 

transportation system would increase as traffic 

operations continue to degrade. 
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3.2  CANDIDATE ALTERNATIVES 
The Bakersfield Systems Study involved 

performing a comprehensive review of potential 

solutions to reduce traffic congestion and 

improve mobility and circulation. The study 

combined improvement ideas from previous 

studies with new ideas to create new systems 

alternatives in an integrated systems approach. 

These wide-ranging improvement alternative 

concepts were defined as Candidate 

Alternatives. In utilization of an integrated 

systems approach, each of the Candidate 

Alternatives was developed, consisting, not of 

one or two related improvement elements, but of 

several individual improvement components that 

together provide overall benefits in regional and 

interregional mobility and connectivity. 

 
See Appendix A for Exhibits 

of the 20 Candidate 
Alternatives 

Twenty potential transportation 

solutions (Candidate Alternatives) were 

developed, each attempting to respond to the 

objectives and goals that were established for 

the study. In this initial development of 

alternatives, the focus was on engineering 

factors such as facility location, traffic operations 

and primary environmental effects. 
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CANDIDATE ALTERNATIVE SCREENING 
The Candidate Alternatives were 

screened to eliminate those with fatal flaws and 

to narrow down the number of alternatives to be 

carried forward for further analysis. Ongoing 

public involvement helped to identify issues and 

assess the viability of alternatives under 

consideration. The emphasis of the screening 

process was to broadly assess benefits and 

impacts of these candidate transportation 

improvement alternatives.  

The primary criterion used to evaluate 

the Candidate Alternatives was traffic congestion 

relief. The impact of each Candidate Alternative 

on existing roadway segment LOS was 

compared to the future Baseline Alternative. 

Eighty-eight sample roadway segments 

representing various areas of metropolitan 

Bakersfield were selected for LOS comparison. A 

scoring system was developed which assigned 

each alternative one point for every LOS 

improvement that occurred on each of the eighty-

eight roadway segments. Conversely, one point 

was deducted for each roadway segment on 

which the LOS worsened. For example, if a 

roadway segment improved from LOS E to LOS 

D, one point was assigned. If a segment 

worsened from LOS C to LOS E, two points were 

deducted. This scoring system indicated that 

Alternative 15 ranked best at improving LOS on 

existing roadway segments when compared to 

the Baseline Alternative. The scoring and ranking 

of the Candidate Alternatives using this analysis 

is tabulated below: 

C A N D I D A T E  
A L T E R N A T I V E  R A N K I N G S  

Rank Alternative No. Score 
1  15 38 
2   9 33
3 1 31 
4 5 27 
5   6 27
6 11 27 
7   3 26
8 18 25 
9   13 23
10 10 22 
11 7 20 
12 16 20 
13 19 20 
14 4 19 
15 12 19 
16 20 16 
17 14 15 
18 17 15 
19 2 13 
20 8 5 

 
The top ten Candidate Alternatives that 

ranked best at improving LOS on existing 

roadway segments were carried forward, the 

bottom ten alternatives were eliminated from 

further study. Following this evaluation, the PDT 

continued the screening process using initial 

socioeconomic information and public comments 

as a basis. This resulted in the withdrawal of five 

more Candidate Alternatives for the following 

reasons: 

  

  

  

  

  

Candidate Alternative No. 1 was withdrawn 
because it precluded the Hageman Road 
flyover project and that project had strong 
community support. 

Candidate Alternative No. 5 and Candidate 
Alternative No. 6 were nearly identical, both 
impacting commercial and residential land 
uses along Wible Road east of SR99. 
Candidate Alternative No. 6 was carried 
forward because it had fewer land use 
impacts along the Wible Road corridor than 
Candidate Alternative No. 5. 

Candidate Alternative No. 11 was withdrawn 
because it required substantial residential 
and commercial acquisitions in comparison 
to most of the other Candidate Alternatives, 
particularly in the Westchester and Westpark 
neighborhoods. There was nearly 
unanimous community opposition to this 
option.  

Candidate Alternative No. 18 was withdrawn 
because it proposed a very circuitous route 
outside the metropolitan Bakersfield area 
and provided minimal improvement with 
respect to access to downtown Bakersfield. 
There was very little community support for 
this alternative. 

Candidate Alternative No. 3 and Candidate 
Alternative No. 10 were similar. Candidate 
Alternative No. 3 had the added 
improvement of connecting to SR99 via the 
SR204 corridor, which was considered a 
desirable feature; therefore Candidate 
Alternative No. 10 was eliminated from 
further study. 
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3.3  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
Through the screening process, the 

twenty Candidate Alternatives were narrowed 

down to five alternatives that were considered 

to be suitable for refinement and further study. 

These remaining Candidate Alternatives were 

defined as Project Alternatives. Candidate 

Alternative Nos. 3, 6, 9, 13 and 15 were carried 

forward for further study including refinement of 

the geometrics, additional traffic analysis, cost 

estimating and a cursory review of associated 

right of way and environmental impacts. Based 

on information collected in the initial studies, 

input from the public and further engineering 

evaluation; some adjustments were made to the 

geometrics of the alternatives. However, none 

of the adjustments changed the 

primary concept or components of the 

alternatives. Engineering data including the 

number of residential and commercial 

acquisitions, the amount of open 

space/agricultural land conversion and 

construction costs in 2001 dollars were 

developed for each of the Project Alternatives. 

A summary of these estimates for each of the 

Project Alternatives is tabulated below:  

 

P R O J E C T  A L T E R N A T I V E S  I M P A C T S  A N D  C O S T S  

Project 
Alternative 

No. 

Estimated Number 
of Residential 

Property 
Acquisitions 

Estimated Number 
of Commercial 

Property 
Acquisitions 

Estimated Open 
Space/Agricultural 
Land Conversion  

(in acres) 

Estimated 
Costs  

(in billions) 

3 330 420 400 $1.3 

6 230 410 400 $1.3 

9 400 180 400 $1.0 

13 580 460 400 $1.6 

15 350 520 690 $1.5 
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EVALUATION OF PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVES 

Various factors were compared to 

evaluate the Project Alternatives including traffic 

operational benefits; construction and right of 

way costs; estimated right of way impacts on 

residential properties, commercial properties 

and agricultural land and economic benefits. 

Economic considerations were related to 

mobility. Transportation and mobility were 

identified as critical elements affecting 

socioeconomics within the project area; 

therefore, a comprehensive review of 

metropolitan Bakersfield’s socioeconomic 

characteristics and the effects of 

transportation development on the 

socioeconomic setting was performed. This 

review was documented in a technical 

memorandum entitled, Economic 

Development and Transportation in the 

Bakersfield Metropolitan Area. 

The table below summarizes all of 

these evaluation factors and compares the 

advantages and disadvantages associated 

with each of the Project Alternatives.  

The PDT considered these various 

comparison factors and concluded that Project 

Alternative No. 13 was the least desirable of the 

five alternatives considered and Project 

Alternative No. 3 was relatively neutral with 

respect to the other alternatives.  While Project 

Alternative Nos. 6 and 9 each had some 

desirable advantages, the PDT agreed that 

Project Alternative No. 15 provided the greatest 

number of advantages versus disadvantages. 

Therefore, the PDT recommended Project 

Alternative No. 15 as the preferred systems 

alternative.  

P R O J E C T  A L T E R N A T I V E  C O M P A R I S O N S  

Project Alternative No. 
Area of Comparison 

3 6 9 13 15 

Traffic Improvement      

Economic Opportunity      

Costs (Right of Way and Construction)      

Public Acceptability      

Residential Acquisitions      

Commercial Acquisitions      

Agricultural Land Conversion      

Downtown Access Enhancement      

  Least Advantageous Alternative     Most Advantageous Alternative  
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3.4  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
On 23 July 2001, the Bakersfield City 

Council and the Kern County Board of 

Supervisors met in an open public forum to 

review and discuss the five Project Alternatives 

and select a locally preferred systems 

alternative to be carried forward into 

subsequent project development activities. After 

listening to over two hours of public input and 

considering each Project Alternative’s benefits, 

costs and impacts; both governing bodies voted 

unanimously to adopt Project Alternative No. 15 

as the locally preferred systems alternative to 

be implemented. On 18 October 2001, Project 

Alternative No. 15 was presented to the Kern 

COG Board of Directors, which includes one 

member from each of the 11 cities in Kern 

County, two members from the County of 

Kern and one ex-officio member each from 

Caltrans District 6 and Golden Empire 

Transit. Project Alternative No. 15 was 

received without significant comment by the 

Board.  

The final, recommended plan (Bakersfield 
Systems Plan) presented in this report 
was a result of engineering analyses of 

the highway infrastructure issues and cost 
evaluations, in conjunction with an active 

community outreach program and 
extensive agency consultation. 

With consensus support from the 

Bakersfield community, local agencies and 

elected officials, Project Alternative No. 15 

became designated the Bakersfield Systems 

Plan, the blueprint for transportation 

improvements in Bakersfield for the next 30 

years.  
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B A K E R S F I E L D  S Y S T E M S  P L A N  

 

Cost data based upon Funding and Phasing Plan in Section 4.2. Costs are estimated in year 2001 dollars. 



 

The Bakersfield Systems Plan includes 

six major improvement elements as described 

below. 

  1. WESTSIDE PARKWAY - Four to eight-
lane local parkway from Heath Road to 
SR99, estimated at $208 million. 

 

 
  2. CENTENNIAL CORRIDOR - Six to eight-

lane freeway from SR99 to SR178 joining 
SR178 near Beale Avenue, estimated at 
$335 million. 

 

 

  3. HAGEMAN ROAD FLYOVER - Four to 
six-lane extension of Hageman Road from 
its current terminus near Knudsen Drive to 
SR204, via flyover structures passing over 
SR99, estimated at $21 million. 

  

 

 
  4. 24TH STREET WIDENING - Six-lane 

arterial from Oak Street to D Street, 
estimated at $38 million. 

 

 

5. 24TH STREET/OAK STREET 
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS - A new 
grade-separated interchange, estimated at 
$21 million. 

 

 
  6. SR58 REALIGNMENT - Four to eight-

lane freeway connecting existing SR58 near 
Washington Street to I-5, passing through 
the downtown area via a parallel route to the 
SR204 corridor and continuing west via the 
Seventh Standard Road corridor, estimated 
at $877 million. 

 

Although realignment of SR58 is included 

in the Bakersfield Systems Plan, was subsequently 

agreed that Caltrans would conduct additional 

studies to select a specific route for the realignment 

potentially north or south of the metropolitan 

Bakersfield core. 
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4.  IMPLEMENTATION 
FUNDING SOURCES 

PROGRAMMING STRATEGIES 

 -25-  



 

 -26-  

4.1  FUNDING SOURCES 
The Bakersfield Systems Plan is 

estimated to cost approximately $1.5 billion (in 

2001 dollars). The majority of funding for the 

Bakersfield Systems Plan is expected to come 

from the regional choice portions of state and 

federal transportation funding programs 

(primarily the Regional Surface Transportation 

Program and the State Transportation 

Improvement Program). Kern County currently 

receives approximately $90 million from these 

funds through the Regional Improvement 

Program every two years. Using the 2002 fund 

estimate by the California Transportation 

Commission, Kern County is projected to receive 

approximately $2.2 billion through 2031.  

Of the $2.2 billion projected revenue, 

approximately $1.5 billion is expected to be 

available to fund the Bakersfield Systems Plan. 

Funding for transportation improvements in Kern 

County is under an agreement that was 

established in 1998 by the Kern COG Board of 

Directors, allocating 60 percent of the County’s 

funds to transportation infrastructure 

improvements within the Kern COG-defined 

metropolitan Bakersfield area with the remaining 

40 percent available to projects outside of the 

defined metropolitan Bakersfield area. This 

agreement is in effect until fiscal year 2014/2015. 

For purposes of this study, it was assumed that 

the same agreement would be extended through 

fiscal year 2030/2031. The table below shows a 

breakdown of funds between metropolitan and 

non-metropolitan areas. 

The Interregional Improvement Program 

(IIP) portion of the state and federal 

transportation programs may also be a potential 

funding source for certain elements of the 

Bakersfield Systems Plan. The Bakersfield 

Systems Plan includes realignment of SR58, 

which provides an interregional connection 

between Bakersfield and I-5. Because 

realignment of SR58 has value to interregional 

mobility, it may be eligible for some IIP monies.  

K E R N  C O G  R E V E N U E  P R O J E C T I O N S  

Projected Revenue (in million dollars) 
Revenue Sources 

(Regional State/Federal Funds) Through 
2014/15 

Through 
2030/31 

Total Revenue $824 $2,202 

Metro Bakersfield Share $639 $1,466 

Non-Metro Area Share $330 $881 

Source:  
Kern County Regional Transportation Revenue Projections by Kern COG 

Assumptions: 
 - Metropolitan Bakersfield share of funds is 60% through year 2030/31 STIP cycle 
 - Estimated 2.5% annual increase in gasoline usage 
 - Includes $145 million programmed prior to 1998 

 



by the 

Bakersf

Bakersf

various

 
 

 

 

4.2  PROGRAMMING STRATEGIES 
A programming strategy was developed 

PDT for phased implementation of the 

ield Systems Plan. Projects within the 

ield Systems Plan were arranged in 

 usable and fundable project elements. 

Those individual project elements were 

prioritized generally in the order of greatest 

immediate need and maximization of projected 

benefits. The chart below provides a timeline for 

implementing the various 

Bakersfield Systems Plan elements based on 

cash flow estimates. Caltrans will develop an 

implementation plan, which includes realignment 

of SR58, in conjunction with upcoming route 

realignment studies. 

 

A L T E R N A T I V E  N O .  1 5  F U N D I N G  A N D  P H A S I N G  P L A N  

Funding and Phasing Plan developed by ad-hoc Kern COG committee based upon information during development of the Bakersfield Systems Study. 
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5.  REFERENCES 
BAKERSFIELD SYSTEMS STUDY 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDA AND 
REPORTS 

  

  

  

  

    

  

  

  

The following reports and technical 

memoranda have been prepared as part of the 

Bakersfield Systems Study and contain the 

analyses which are summarized in this Summary 

Report. The itemized reports and technical 

memoranda are available at Kern COG’s offices, 

1401 19th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, 

California 93301. 

Traffic Analysis Report, February 2001 

Issues Analysis Report No. 1, September 
2000 

Issues Analysis Report No. 2, February 
2001 

Issues Analysis Report No. 3, June 2001 

Economic Development and Transportation 
in the Bakersfield Metropolitan Area, July 
2001 

RELEVANT STUDIES AND REPORTS 
The following documents contain 

information that is relevant to the Bakersfield 

Systems Study or is referred to in this Summary 

Report. These reports are available at Kern 

COG’s offices in Bakersfield. 

Project Study Report for the Route 58 Route 
Adoption Project, January 1992 

Route 58 Route Adoption - Tier I EIS/EIR, 
May 2000  

Metropolitan Bakersfield Major 
Transportation Investment Strategy, 
December 1997 

1998 Regional Transportation Plan, 
September 1998 
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APPENDIX A 
EXHIBITS OF 20 CANDIDATE ALTERNATIVES 
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E L E C T E D  O F F I C I A L S  I N  O F F I C E  D U R I N G  P R E P A R A T I O N  
O F  T H E  B A K E R S F I E L D  S Y S T E M S  S T U D Y  

 
 

KERN COG BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
John Olivares, Arvin 
David Couch, Bakersfield 
Nicholas Lessenevitch, California City  
Art Armendariz, Delano  
Aileen Throop, Maricopa 
Ben Garza, McFarland  
Ron Carter, Ridgecrest 
Garry Nelson, Shafter  
Paul Ackerman, Taft 
Philip Smith, Tehachapi 
Cheryl Wegman, Wasco 
Jon McQuiston, Kern County 
Pete Parra, Kern County 
Alan McCuen, Caltrans District 6 
Howard Silver, Golden Empire Transit 
 

BAKERSFIELD CITY COUNCIL
Harvey Hall, Mayor 

Irma Carson, Ward 1 
Sue Benham, Ward 2 

Mike Maggard, Ward 3 
David Couch, Ward 4 

Harold Hanson, Ward 5 
Jacquie Sullivan, Ward 6 

Mark C. Salvaggio, Ward 7 

KERN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Jon McQuiston, District 1 

Steve Perez, District 2 
Barbara Patrick, District 3 

Ken Peterson, District 4 
Pete Parra, District 5 

 

CALTRANS DISTRICT 6
Mike Leonardo, District Director
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