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1. INTRODUCTION

Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee Study

This report is one of a series of documents that were prepared as part of the Fresno County
Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee (RTMF) Study. The implementation of the RTMF is part
of the Measure "C” Extension approved by Fresno County voters in 2006. The RTMF is intended
fo ensure that future development contributes its fair share towards the costs of infrastructure to
mitigate the cumulative indirect regional transportation impacts of new growth, in accordance with
the Mitigation Fee Act'. The purpose of the RTMF Study is to develop the framework for the
RTMF including developing criteria for project selection, estimating the fair share of costs
attributable to new development, and recommending an appropriate level of fee to be charged fo
each unit of new development.

The overall structure of the RTMF Study is shown in Figure 1. The study was comprised of six
major tasks as follows:

Validate Traffic Model - The main analytical tooi used in the deficiency analysis is the
Council of Fresno County Governments’ (Fresno COG's) traffic model. The first step in
the study was to perform a series of tests to ensure that the model functioned properly
and could be used as a basis for the fee calculation.

Determine Existing and Future Levels of Service (LOS) — The existing and future
levels-of-service for the projects covered by the study were determined using the travel
demand modet.

Estimate Project Costs — The estimated cost for each project was checked and updated
using cost data from recent projects.

Determine Funding Shortfall - Future levels of funding that could be available for
funding the projects of interest were estimated for the twenty-year period of the RTMF.,

Attribute Demand to Sources — The extent to which the demand for each project stems
from existing traffic or future development was determined.

Compute RTMF Fees and Revenues - The final task was to compute the level of fee for
different land uses and the total amount of funding that would be generated by the RTMEF
under several different sets of policy assumptions.

This report describes the methodology used for the analysis and presents the results of the study.
Further details can be found in the three technical reports® produced in the course of this study.

Scope of the Analysis

Parsons Brinckerhoff's original proposal to Fresno COG was to make an open-ended analysis of
roads of regionatl significance throughout the county to determine which segments are likely to be
impacted by future development and whose improvements might be considered eligible for
funding by the RTMF program. However, the Project Development Team {(PDT) later concluded
that the open-ended approach was not consistent with the original infent of the Measure "C"
Extension. The PDT felt that the intent of the voters in passing Measure “C” Extension was that

' Assembly Bill 1600, which forms the basis for Sections 66000-66008 of the California
Government Code

* Deficiency Analysis dated December 2007, Project Identification and Cost Review dated May
2008, and Fee Calculation dated June 2008, all by Parsons Brinckerhoff,
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Figure 1: Overall Structure of the RTMF Study

the funds raised by the measure should be utilized for the projects specifically named in Tables 2
through 5 of the Measure “C” Extension brochure which covered, respectively, the Urban Tier 1,
Rural Tier 1, Urban Tier 2, and Rural Tier 2 projects of the Measure “C” Extension Expenditure
Appendix D of the Measure “C” Extension brochure also allows for consideration of

Plan.
projects identified in the Fresno-Madera County Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study (FIDS),

and so those projects were also included in the analysis.
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At the PDT's direction the scope of the current study was therefore [imited to projects named in
Tables 2 through 5 of the Measure "C" Extension brochure and those identified in the Fresno-
Madera County Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study (the projects in Fresno County only). The

consultants were directed to analyze these projects to determine the extent to which each was
suitable for RTMF funding.

The reader should note that the RTMF was only one of several types of funding named in
Measure “C” Extension. The suitability or unsuitability of any project for RTMF funding is not
related to its suitability for funds from the Measure "C" Extension sales tax or other funding
sources, but is dependent on the relative share of project need and the related cost attributable to
the impacts of new development in Fresno County.




2. VALIDATING THE TRAFFIC MODEL

Because the Fresno COG traffic model is a key analytical tool in this study, it was important {o
verify that it is capable of producing reasonable forecasts befora using it as the basis for the
nexus calculation.  Detalls of the model can be found in Fresno County Traffic Model
Calibration/Validation Report and Model Documentation®. The tests used to validate the mode!
and the adjustimenis made to the model are described in the sections below,

Tesis of the Trallic Model — Forecasis of Daily Volumes

Fresno GOG's traffic model produces both forecasts of daily traffic volumes and forecasie of
evening peak-hour volumes, These were {esled separately,

The study team selected a sample of recent traffic count data from twenty-five sites (a total of fifly
counts, since each site was counted in both directions) and compared the model's forecast of
traffic to the actual traffic volumes found in the counts. Figure 2 shows a comparison of the
mode! forecast of daily traffic fo the actual counted taffic. The shaded area shows the
acceplable deviation set forth in Caltrans' model vaiidation guidefines®. Figure 2 indicates that
there is no apparent bias in the daily model (under-estimates and over-estimates occur about
equally), that none of the errors is very large, and that more than three-quarters of the siles lie
within Calirang’ allowable deviations.

T T P —
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Figure 20 Maodel Forecast of Daily Tralfic versus Tralfic Counts

Tahiz 1 shows the resulis of the tesis of the daily forecasls with respect o Callrans’ validation
guidelines. As can be seean in the table, the daily forecasts produced by the Fresno COG traflic
mode! excesd every standard for acoeptability.

* Dowling Associates, September 2001
* Travel Forecasting Guidetines, Caltrans, Novembear 1902
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Table 1: Validation Test Hesulls for Daily Forecasis
Validation em Criterion for Draily Modeal
Acceplance

% of Links within Calirans’ - g
Deviation Standard Atleast 75% %
sum of 2-way Volume of Al Within 10% of - e
Counied Links Actual Within 2% *
Correlation between Counts R o
and Model Forecast Atleast 58% 98%

Tasis of the Traffic Model - Forecasts of PM Pealc-Hour Volumes

A simitar set of performance tesls were run on the PM peak-hour forecasts produced by the COG
traffic model. In this case, howsver, the results {see Figure 3) were not favorable. The errors are
larger and there appears to be a definite tendency towards over-estimating fraflic. The original
PM peak hour model therefore did not meet the acceptance criteria for use in the study.
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@ L
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2.000 w7 F p
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<// . ,
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4] e
3 2,000 4000 6 006 5,000 16,060
Traiffic Count

Figure 3: Orlginal P Peak Hour Forecasts versus Traffic Counts

in consultation with COG staff, it was determined that the most likely source of error in the peak-
hour mode! was the peak-hour Taclor, which s a model parameter that distributes daily traffic
amonyg different hours of the day. it was found that by adjusting the peak-hour factor & version of
thre model coud be crested that more accurately reflectad traffic use in peak-hour LOS
caloulations. This Is shown in Figure 4, which compares the revised model forecast of peal hour
traffic to the actual counted {raffic. The shaded area shows the acceptable deviation found in
Callrans’ validation guidelines. Figure 4 indicates that there ig no apparent bias in the revised
modst {urnder-estimates and over-esiimates ocour about equally), that none of the errors are vary
large, and that ninety percent of the validation resulis lie within Caltrans' allowable deviations.
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Table 2 shows the results of these tests with respect to Calfrans’ validation guidelines. As can be
seen in the table, the modified version of the model exceeds every standard for acceptability.
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Figure 4: Adjusted PM Peak Hour Forecasts versus Traffic Counts

Table 2: Validation Test Results for PM Peak-Hour Model

Critericn for

Original PM Revised PM

and Model Forecast

Validation Item Acceptance Peak Model Peak Model
% of Links within Caltrans’ X
Deviation Standard Atleast 75% 52% X 90% v
Sum of 2-way Volume of All Within 10% of o - o
Counted Links Actual 21% X within 1%
Correlation between Counts At least 88% 99% Ve 95% Ve

Source: Caltrans, Parsons Brinckerhoff

Once the traffic model had been independently tested and found to meet the acceptance criteria
recommended by Caltrans it was accepted by the PDT as a reasonable basis for the RTMF

nexus analysis.
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3. DEFICIENCY ANALYSIS

The Mitigation Fee Act permits agencies to collect impact fees based on the degree that new
development is expected to contribute to deficient traffic conditions. There are several key
aspects to this, including the definition of what constitutes deficient conditions, the amount of
traffic generated by new development, and the separation of the traffic associated with new
development from the traffic associated with existing developments. The sections below describe
how the deficiencies associated with new development were determined.

Traffic Level-of-Service

Traffic conditions are often described in terms of traffic level of service (LOS) which ranges from
LOS “A” indicating that drivers experience little delay, to LOS “F" indicating that drivers are likely
to encounter traffic congestion with low speeds and stop-and-go conditions. Like many agencies,
Fresno COG has elected to use the LOS tables developed by the Florida Department of
Transportation {FDOT) for general planning studies such as this cne. The FDOT tables are
documented in FDOT’s 2002 Quality/Level of Service Handbook® and were developed using the
methodologies found in the most recent edition of the Highway Capacity Manual®. The RTMF
study makes use of the tables that define the threshold volumes for the range LOS's for various
types of roads. These are shown in Tables 3 through 12. The values shown in the tables are the
maximum traffic volumes for each level of service (LOS). For example, the first value shown in
Table 3 is "11,200", which means that an average 2-way daily volume of 11,100 would be LOS
"C" while a 2-way volume of 11,300 would be LOS "D" since it exceeds the maximum volume of
11,200 for LOS “C".

Table 3: State Ciass ll Urban Arterials (2.0-4.5 intersections per mile)

Number bivided Daily Volume (2-way) Hourly Volume (1-way)

of Lanes | Roadway? | LOS | LOS | LOS | LOS | LOS | LOS
IICII IIDII IIEI! llcll llDlI llEll

Undivided | 11,200 | 15,400 | 16,300 580 810 850
Divided 26,000 | 32,700 | 34,500 | 1,360 | 1,710 | 1,800
Divided 40,300 | 49,200 | 51,800 | 2,110 | 2,570 | 2,710
Divided 53,300 | 63,800 | 67,000 | 2,790 | 3,330 | 3,500

WM | aIN

® State of Florida Department of Transportation, 2002
® Highway Capacity Manual 2000, Transportation Research Board, 2000.

13




Table 4: State Class Il Urban Arterials (more than 4.5 intersections per
mile)
Daily Vol - -
Number Divided aily Volume {2-way) Hourly Volume {1-way)
of Lanes | Roadway? | Los"¢" | LOS"D" | LOS "E” LgS LgS LgS
2 Undivided 5,300 12,600 15,500 280 660 810
4 Divided 12,400 28,800 32,800 650 1,510 | 1,720
5] Divided 19,500 44 700 49,300 1,020 2,330 2,580
8 Divided 25,800 58,700 63,800 1,350 |+ 3,070 | 3,330
Table 5: Major City/County Urban Roads
Numbar Divided Daily Volume (2-way} Hourly Volume (1-way)
of Lanes | Roadway? | LOos "¢" | LOS "D" | LOS "E" &g? l;g? l;g?
2 Undivided 9,100 14,600 15,600 480 760 810
4 Divided 21,400 31,100 32,900 1,120 | 1,620 | 1,720
6 Divided 33,400 46,800 49,300 1,740 | 2.450 | 2,580
8 Divided 44,1337 61,250 63,800 2,310 3,200 3,330

Table 6: Urban Freeways, Interchanges Less Than 2 Miles Apart
Daily Vol - -
Number bivided aily Volume (2-way) Hourly Volume (1-way)
Of Lanes Roadway? LOS ucn LOS an LOS LOS LOS LOS
|IEII "C!l . IIB“ l!Ell
4 Divided 52,000 67,200 76,500 | 2,660 | 3,440 | 3,910
6 Divided 81,700 105,800 | 120,200 | 4,180 | 5410 | 6,150
8 Divided 111,400 | 144,300 | 163,900 { 5700 | 7,380 | 8,380

" Italicized values are extrapolated from other figures in the Florida DOT tables.
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Table 7; Urban Freeways, Interchanges More Than 2 Miles Apart

Number Divided Daily Volume (2-way) Hourly Volume (1-way)
of Lanes | Roadway? | LOS "C" | LOS"D" | LOS"E" Lgs LgS LgS
4 Divided 55,200 67,100 74,600 2,840 | 3,580 | 3,980
6 Divided 85,300 103,600 115,300 | 4,550 | 5,530 | 6,150
8 Divided 115,300 140,200 156,000 | 6,150 | 7,480 | 8,320
10 Divided 175,500 | 213,500 237,100 | 7,760 | 9,440 | 10,480
Table 8: Uninterrupted Flow Rural Highways
Daily Vol 2~ Hourly Vol 14
Number Divided aily Volume (2-way) ourly Volume (1-way)
of Lanes | Roadway? | LOS“C" | LOS "D" | LOS “E" l:_g? Eg? l;g?
2 Undivided 7.900 13,700 27,500 420 730 1,470
4 Divided 40,800 52,400 58,300 2,200 | 2,830 | 3,140
6 Divided 61,200 78,600 87,400 3,330 | 4,240 | 4,710

Table 9: Rural Highways with Isclated Signalized Intersections

Daily Voiume (2-way)

Hourly Volume (1-way)

Number Pivided

of Lanes | Roadway? | LOS"C" | LOS"D"  LOS "E" ';gf l;g? i;g?
2 Undivided 8,000 10,700 12,100 430 580 650
4 Divided 17,400 23,000 25,200 940 1,240 1,360
6 Divided 27,100 35,500 43,100 1,460 1,910 2,320

Table 10: Rural Interrupted Fiow Arterials
Daily Volume (2-wa Hourly Volume {1-wa

Number | Divided y (2-way) y (1-way)

of Lanes | Roadway? | LOS"C" | LOS"D" | LOS "E" l;gf ':g? l;g?
2 Undivided 11,000 13,800 14,800 590 740 800
4 Divided 25,500 29,400 31,200 1,360 1,570 1,860
6 Divided 39,400 44,200 46,800 2,100 2,360 2,500

15



Table 11: Ali Rural Freeways
Number Divided Daily Volume (2-way} Hourly Volume (1-way)
of Lanes | Roadway? | L os "C" LOS LOS "E” LOS LOS LOS
“DI! llcll |IDII I'Ell
4 Divided 47,900 56,600 63,000 2,740 | 3,240 | 3,600
6 Divided 73,900 87,400 97,200 4230 | 5000 | 5560
8 Divided 1,000 118,400 | 131400 | 5720 | 6,770 | 7,520

Table 12: Freeway Ramps®

Daily Volume (2-way} Hourly Volume (1-way)

Ramp Type Los"C” | LOS"D" | LOS "E" Lg? L([.'JJS LgS
Loop Ramp 11,200 12,600 14,000 933 1,050 1,167
Diarmond Ramp 13,600 15,300 17,000 | 1,133 | 1,275 1417
Freeway-to-Fwy Loop 12,800 14,400 16,000 | 1,067 1,200 1,333
Freeway-to-Fwy Diamond 16,000 18,000 20,000 | 1,333 1,500 1,667

A key feature of these tables is that a distinction is made between rural and urban areas refiecting
the fact that drivers’ expectations vary depending on the type of area they are driving through.
Fresno COG directed the RTMF study team to consider all road segments located within the
sphere of influence of any incorporated city as “urban” and those located outside of the sphere of
influence of an incorporated city as “rural”.

The FDOT level-of-service tables do not cover freeway ramps, For projects in this functional
class the LOS thresholds developed for Fresno COG's Regional Transportation Plan were used.

Existing and Future Deficiencles

For the purposes of the RTMF Study, a “capacity deficiency” is defined as a condition where a
facility would not meet the level-of-service threshold mandated by Fresno CQOG, which is LOS
“D”. One of the first major steps in the RTMF Study is to identify where deficiencies are likely to
occur in the regional road network if the expected level of future development were to take piace.

Fees collected under the Mitigation Fee Act must be based on a nexus between the projecis to
be funded by mitigation fees and the impacts resulting from the development that is being
assessed the fee. Mitigation fees cannot be used to correct existing deficiencies and therefore
the analysis must distinguish between deficiencies that exist today and those that will arise only if
development takes place.

# L OS thresholds for freeway ramps were provided by VRPA Technologies. These figures are
consistent with those used to develop the Fresno COG Regional Transportation Plan,

16




Overview of the Deficiency Analysis Methodology

The methodology used in the deficiency analysis is outlined in Figure 5 below. The major steps

include:
1)

2)

3)

5)

The main analytical tool used in the deficiency analysis is the Fresno COG traffic model.
This model was first developed in 2001 and is frequently updated by the COG staff.
Existing land uses are classified by type and location and stored in a data file as a major
input fo the model.

A second major input into the model is a file containing details of the location, capacity,
and free-flow speed of the existing roads in the Fresno County. The model also has
other input parameters, such as trip generation rates, that were left unchanged during the
deficiency analysis.

The existing land use file, the existing road network file, and several other parameters
were used as inputs to the model to generate an estimate of existing traffic volumes on
each road section in Fresno County.

Fresno COG provided the study teamn with the resulls of recent traffic counts taken in
throughout the county

The traffic counts were compared to the traffic estimates from the Fresno COG traffic
model to determine whether the model was sufficiently accurate for use in the RTMF
study. This was described in the previous chapter.

The PM peak-hour component of the model was revised to correct for a tendency to over-
forecast traffic volumes prior to use in the study.

Existing Traffic.
. Volumes

CORCE Travel Demand Model

Revise

4 - Medel

_Recent Traffic

- Counts

S LOS:

Key - Thresholds.
Trafic.
‘Modsf. 8 4 @
' Otfar B
Inpusts
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7} Fresno COG established its level-of-service (LOS) thresholds based on the threshold

tables developed by the Florida Department of Transportation.

The Florida DOT tables

are widely used throughout the country as a transparent and easily-administered version
of the Highway Capacity Manual LOS methodology.

8) The existing traffic volumes were then compared to the LOS thresholds to determine

where deficiencies already exist.

9) Fresno COG's assumptions regarding future development were then entered into the

traffic model.

10) The model was run assuming future land uses (existing land uses plus future
development) but no changes to the existing road network. The output was a forecast of

future traffic volumes under these conditions.

11} The traffic volumes were then compared to the LOS tables fo determine where future
roagway capacity deficiencies were likely to occur.

The next section describes the future year land use assumptions used in this analysis.

Land Use Assumptions

Fresno COG's responsibilities for long-term planning entail the use of population and employment
forecasts. The forecasts currently used by Fresno COG were prepared for the 2000-2025 period
by the Central California Future Institute (CCFI} and were later extrapolated to 2030 by Fresno
COG staff’. These forecasts are summarized in Table 13 below.

Table 13: Summary of Development Assumptions

Total Average
Forecast ltem 2005 2015 2025 Growth Annual
Growth Rate
Population 899,288 1,086,432 1,280,264 | 43.5% 1.8%
Households 302,621 370,089 443,195 1 46.5% 1.9%
Total Employment 373,494 461,541 557,364 | 49.2% 2.0%
Retail 56,041 69,454 83,868 | 49.7% 2.0%
Service 81,760 115,412 151,442 | 85.2% 3.1%
Government 36,152 44,370 53,636 48.4% 2.0%
Educational 36,246 48,189 61,252 1 69.0% 2.7%
Other 163,288 184,548 207,166 | 26.9% 1.2%

® See 2006 Fresno COG Conformity Analysis Model Documentation
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The CCFI forecasts project an overall long-term rate of population growth of 1.8% which is the
same as the growth actually measured between the 1990 and 2000 U.3. Census for Fresno
County. These forecasts also predict a slightly higher rate of growth for employment than for
households, which is a continuation of an existing trend in California.

Cther forecasts of population and employment are available from the State Department of
Finance and the State Department of Transportation Office of Transportation Economics. The
CCFI| growth forecasts fall between the forecasts of these two agencies.

In terms of spatial distribution, the forecasts assume that most population growth will be
concentrated within the spheres of influence of the cilies of Fresno and Clovis. However,
moderate poputation growth is expected in a wide swath on hoth sides of Highway 99 (see Figure
6 below). The fastest growth in employment is expected to occur along the eastern edges of the
cities of Fresno and Clovis (see Figure 7 below). Qutside of the metropolitan area the growth of
employment is distributed more evenly than the growth in population.

Change in Pessons here
#% 40000 to 0.00
0.GtHe 610
L QA 050
% 080 100
100t 1450
BB 15040200
MW 20010 250
W 25640 100.00
E E] 18 27

Milaz

Figure 6: Spatial Distribution of Anticipated Population Growth, 2005-2030
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Figure 7: Spatial Distribution of Anticipated Employment Growth, 2005-2030

Determining Average Daily Volume and Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio

As stated earlier, the average daily volumes for each project were taken from model runs of the
Fresno COG fraffic model. Most projects consisted of more than one link in the model which
raised the issue of which link or links should be used to represent the project in the analysis. For
the purposes of this analysis the most congested link, as measured by the V/C ratio, was used to
represent the facility, based on the reasoning that the congested portion of the facility represents
the primary deficiency and therefore prompts consideration of an improvement project.

There were several special cases that required a somewhat different approach. The traffic signal
synchronization project and the traffic management center (Urban Tier 2 Projects EE and NN) are
not associated with identifiable links and so cannot be analyzed through an LOS test. They were
therefore excluded from the analysis. Certain other projects involve entirely new facilities and so
there is no existing traffic or V/C ratio. In such cases the volumes, capacities and V/C ratios of
the existing alternate routes that most closely serve the same function as the proposed project
were substituted. For example, for the SR-180 eastward extension (Urban Tier 1 Project A) the
traffic conditions on Olive Avenue and Belmont Avenue were used since those would be the
alternate routes if SR-180 was not extended.

Resuits to the Deficiency Analysis

The resuits of the deficiency analysis are shown in Tables 14, 15, and 16. The key results from
the point of view of levying a traffic mitigation fee are shown in the shaded cells in the tables. The
vellow-shaded cells in these tables indicate facilities that currently meet the Fresno COG's LOS
standard of "D", but will not meet that standard in the future if land development occurs as
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expected and additional road capacity is not provided. This combination of conditions indicates a
nexus between land development and a capacity deficiency and therefore indicates a project that
would meet the legal requirement for eligibility for funding through mitigation fees.

The green-shaded cells indicate facilities that already fail o meet Fresno COG’s LOS standard of
“D" and whose V/C ratio would worsen in the future if land development proceeds as expected
and additional road capacity is not provided. For such projects, a distinction will need fo be made
between the portion of the future deficiency that is attributable to existing fraffic and the portion
attributable to future land development. Only the latter portion has a nexus fo mitigating the
impact of new development and therefore wouild be eligible for funding through a mitigation fee.

Projects with no shading are expected to meet Fresno COG’s LOS standard of “D” even without
capacity improvements. By definition there is no deficiency requiring correction, so these projects
would not be eligible for funding through a fraffic mitigation fee. However, this does not mean
that the project may not be justified under some other criteria used for a different funding source.

Table 14: V/C ratio and LOS for Tier 1 Projects

. Existin Future
Pr?lj)ect Project Name viC 2 Vic
N LOS . LOS
Ratio Ratio
A | SR-180 East Segll * IR 7 E R R - R S
B ] SR-180 West Seg il * 159 - F 2t R
C | SR-41/SR-168/SR-180 0.90 8 A2 B
D 1 Willow Avenue 0.77 D 80 R
; E | Temperance Avenue 0.79 D G I
wi F | Ventura Boulevard 0.67 Corbetter | 0103 B
-1 G | SR-99 Monterey Bridge Retrofit 0.61 Corbetter | -1.01 L0 T E
2 | _H_{ Caliifornia Ave Widening 0.54 D 128 F
&3 | | Peach Ave Widening A N I e R T R
=t J | SR-41 Auxiliary Lane 0.51 C or hetter 0.70 C or better
K | Herndon Ave Widening 0.66 D o 0t e EE TN ~ e
L | Shaw Ave Upgrades U2 U R R 2Re T R
M | SR-99 North & Cedar Interchanges 0.17 C or better 0.65 C ar better
N | Veteran's Boulevard ORI R RN =R ENIEE] v th Iy S T N B
A | SR-180 West 0.62 B} 0.99 D
B | SR-180 East Seq il 0.95 D 262 p R
C | SR-180 East Seg IV oA00 Lo E o3 B
| D | SR-180 East Seg v 0.96 o Vi3 | E
ai| E | Friant Road Widening 0.24 C or better 0.39 C or better
[ F | Golden State Boulevard 0.18 C or better 0.47 C or better
"<" G _| SR-269 Bridge Improvement 0.57 C or better 0.90 D
% H | SR-180 West i5 Extension 0.35 C or hetter 0.57 C or hetter
wl i1 | Mouniain View Ave Widening 0.68 D - 1.26- B
J | Mendocino Ave Widening 0.22 C or better 0.30 C or better
K ] SR-99 Ametrican Ave Interchange 0.15 C or better 0.50 C or better
L | I-5/SR-198 Interchange Improvement 0.17 C or better 0.28 C or better
e
EEEE

Iililil
ilu
li
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Table 15: V/C Ratio and 1.0S for Tier 2 Projects

. Existing Future
Project Project Name
1D viC LOS ViC LOS
Ratio Ratio
AA | SR-99 Ramp Improvement 0.63 C or better 1.10 E
BB | SR-41 O Street Auxiliary Lanes 0.24 C or better 0.31 C or better
CC | Friant Road Widening 0.83 D 1.11 F
DD | SR-89 Shaw Ave Interchange 0.49 D 0.97 D
~ | _EE | Traffic Synchronization - -
| FF ] Herndon Ave Widening 0.39 C or better 0.87 D
#1 GG | SR-99 Auxiliary Lanes 0.61 D 0.86 D
=1 HH | Blackstone Ave Turn Lanes 138 L F 147 B
é il SR-99 Shields Ave Overcrossing” 0.22 C or better 0.45 1 Corbetter
xp JJ McCall Widening 0.12 C or better 0.30 C or better
KK Shepherd Ave Widening 0.26 C or better 0.61 C or better
LL | SR-41 Auxiliary Lanes 0.69 C or better 0.82 D
MM | SR-929 Widening 0.53 C or better 0.84 D
NN | Traffic Management Center - - - -
Q0 | Minnewawa 4-Lane Proiject 0.71 C or better 1.61 F
AA | SR-99 Interchange Improvement 0.84 D 1.42 F
BB | SR-145 Widening 0.60 C or better 0.84 D
] CC | SR-33 Widening 0.44 C or better G6.72 | Corbetter
] DD | Academy Parkway* 0.41 C or better 0.69 | Corbetter
F'é": EE | SR-41 Central & American 0.45 b 1.41 F
o interchange
L1 _FF ] Millerton Road Widening 0.63 D 0.79 D
2| GG |} Manning Ave Widening 0.68 D 0.94 D
@I HH | SR-43 Widening 0.96 D 1.41 E
il McCall Ave Connection® 0.17 C or better 0.73 | Corbetter
JJ | SR-180 E Seg VI 0.94 D 1.28 E
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Table 16: V/C Ratio and L.OS for FIDS Projects

Existing Future
Project ID Project Name
vic LOS vic LOS
Ratio Ratio
1 SR-99/Mountain View 0.34 C or better 0.47 C or better
2 SR-99/Floral 0.23 C or befter 0.24 C or better
W 3 SR-99/Manning 0.27 C or better 0.49 | Corbestter
o 4 SR-89/Central 043 C or better 0.32 C or better
Z 5 | SR99/Ventura 0.44 Corbetter | 0.86 | C or better
e 6 SR9%/Fresno 0.56 C or better 0.91 D
g 7 | SR99/Stanislaus 0.21 Corbetter | 0.71 | C or better
ﬁ 8 SR99/Beimont 0.72 Corbetter § LAd: |oiig o
Zz 2z 9 | SR99/Ciive 0.12 Corbetier | 0.78 | C or better
: EI 10 | SR99/Clinton 0.59 C or better 0.88 | C orbetter
= w| 11 | SR99/Ashlan 0.81 C or better 0.91 D)
ﬁ 5 12 SR98/Shaw 0.44 C or better 0.71 C or better
o E 13 SR99/Herndon (.26 C or better 0.57 C or better
E o 14 SR41/Van Ness 0,36 C or better 0.67 C or better
T ol 15 SR41/Tulare&Divisadero 077 Corbetter §5146 Lo vE i
; "c'a"l 16 | SR41/McKinley 0.65 C or better 0.77 | Corbetter
; 17 | SR41/Shields 0.59 C or better | 0.84 C or better
[ 18 | SR41/Ashlan .65 Corbetter - 1.06 - o E:
& 19 | SR41/Shaw 0.57 Cor better | 1.00 D
8 20 SR41/Builard 0.64 Corbetter J 118 F
E 21 SR41/Friant L R T e A D
22 SR180/N. Fulton & Van Ness (.68 Corbetter {104 | 0 B
23 SR168/Bullard Q.12 C or hetter 0.78 C or better
24 | SR168/Shaw 0.53 Corbetter | -1.02 0B
==
EmwE—
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4. COST REVIEW METHODOLOGY

Purpose of the Cost Estimate Review
The cost estimate review undertaken as part of this study is intended to serve several purposes:

+» To provide agencies an opportunity to update project cost estimates in light of situations
that may have changed since the Measure “C” Exiension brochure was developed

» To provide an independent check on the reasonableness of the estimates. This will
lessen the risk that the cost estimates are outside of reasonable parameters resulting in
the RTMF either over- or under-charging new development for required mitigations

« To ensure that project cost components meet the legal eligibility requirements set forth in
the Mitigation Fee Act and were handled in a reasonably consistent manner for projects
from different jurisdictions, taking into consideration the differences in settings

The cost estimate review was undertaken in the knowledge that Measure “C” Extension is a
twenty-year program with projects in different stages of preparation ranging from litile more than a
vague concept all the way to final designs ready for construction. In many cases detailed
information was not available because projects are still in the concept stage. Nevertheless, an
effort was made to accomplish the three goals described above to the extent possible. The
RTMF program is expected to incorporate a mechanism for regutar periodic reviews of the project
list that will enable further refinement of project cost estimates as projects progress through the
vartous stages of design

An overview of the methodology used to develop the forecasts is provided in the section below.

Overview of the Cost Review Methodology

The methodology used in the deficiency analysis is outlined in Figure 8 below. The major steps
include:

1) The first step was to contact each project's lead to request their most recent information
on the cost of Measure "C” Extension projects. This request was made either through the
agency representatives on the PDT, direct contact by telephone, or at meetings at the
agencies’ offices.

2) Two types of information were requested; namely cross-sections and layouts showing
what the project entailed and the cost estimates prepared by the agency

3) The consultants used the project layouts and cross-sections to estimate the quantities of
various components of the project, such as cubic feet of earth moved, square feet of
pavement constructed, and linear feet of curb and gutter to be provided. These
quantities were compared to the guantities used in the agency cost estimates and
discrepancies were identified.

4} Next, the various components of the project were reviewed to determine if any were
clearly ineligible under the Mitigation Fee Act. For example, an otherwise eligible
capacity expansion project might include a beautification component whose costs are not
allowable under the RTMF.

The agency budgets were also checked to determine if any allowable cost was omitted,
such as environmental mitigations during construction or the cost of relocating utilities.
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5} The product of the review of guantities and components was a revised estimate of
gquantities.

6) Unit costs for such things as asphaltic concrete, storm drainage, and lane striping were
taken from a variety of sources, and high- and low-end unit costs were determined for
each.

7y The high- and low-end unit costs were then multiplied by the revised quantities to
produce high- and low-end cost estimates for each project. The high- and low-end costs
defined the “expected range” of cost estimates for each project.

8) The agency cost estimates were checked for math errors.

9) The agency project cost estimates were then compared to the “expected range” to gauge
whether the agency estimates could be considered reasonable.

10) The draft cost review analysis for each project was sent to the lead agency and to the
COG for comment. In some cases the cost reviews were revised in light of agency
comments while in other cases the agency estimates were revised in light of the
reviewing engineers’ comments.

11) Once a project cost estimate was considered reasonable by all three parties (the COG,
the agency, and the reviewing consultants) it was considered complete and acceptabie
as the basis for the fee analysis.

The next sections provide additional detail regarding some of the key steps in the cost review
process.

Review of Quantities

Each lead agency was asked to provide project information, including preliminary cost estimates,
a complete project description and typical section. The information provided for each project
ranged greatly, from nothing more than the project description listed in the Measure “C” Extension
brochure to detailed tables using the Basic Engineering Estimate System. The information
provided for each project dictated the method of approach used to generate a project cost
estimate.

Litte or no detailed information was available for about half of the projects beyond the project
description in the Measure "C” Extension document. In such cases independent cost estimates
were generated by the reviewing engineer using this project description and generic unit cost
information for similar facilities {e.g. $4.7 million per mile for new 2-lane roads).

The baseline conditions for each project were determined using aerial photographs. In some
cases this task was complicated by the fact that the landscape had changed or was changing due
to development activities. In some images, construction equipment could be seen and so the
extent of existing improvernents was not clear, A limited number of field checks were made to
supplement the aerial imagery. in cases where construction seemed to be occurring in Measure
“C" Extension project locations, that portion of the project was assumed complete, or at least
funded, and was removed from the revised cost estimates and noted in the project assumptions.
Roadway standards for each jurisdiction were used to determine the typical section of the
proposed improvement for the purpose of establishing roadway quantities and associated costs.
The typical sections were also determined by examining adjacent roadway segments that have
already been improved and assuming that the roadway would have a consistent geometric
design. Agency design standards were used when available, otherwise Caltrans standards were
assumed. If no specific project information was provided, the typical section used to generate
pavemaent costs was assumed to be 6.5" of asphaltic concrete over 237 of aggregate base,
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The aerial imagery programs were also used to determine other potential impacts, such as utility
relocations, structure widening, signal improvements, full right-of-way takes, and potential
retaining and sound wall locations.

Review of Components

The cost estimates provided by the lead agencies were also checked to verify that the cost of ali
major items were included such as erosion control, traffic control, environmental mitigation, and
right of way. In addition, 31% was added to constructicn budgets to account for "soft” costs such
as design, environmental clearance, and construction management. A contingency factor of
20%-35% was used depending on the quality of the available data, with higher contingencies for
projects where the data was less complete. The cost for all roadway items includes ciearing and
grubbing, roadway excavation and placement of improvement, unless otherwise noted.

High- and Low-End Unit Costs

An independent reveiwer's cost estimate was generated using this information with a range of
costs associated with specific improvements. This range of costs was developed using standard
industry unif pricing. In some instances, the improvement costs were dependent on whether the
project was in a rural or urban area. For example, utility adjustments for rural locations tend to
cost less in urban areas because underground utilities are more commeon in urban areas than
- rural areas. Table 17 illustrates the improvement line items that were typically used in estimating
the Measure “C” Extension projects and the costs associated with each.

Table 17: Summary of Per-Jnit Cost Assumptions

Urban Rural
Typical Costs ] -
Low High Low High
12' Lane (AC) (Per additional Lane) $O0/MLF $1200F $90/LF $120/LF
12' Lane (PCCP) (Per additional Lane) $120/LF | $150/LF | $120/LF $150/LF
Curb, Gutter and Sidewalk {Both sides) $120/LF $120/LF {If required)
Storm Drainage (Both Side) $34/LF $40/LF - -
Drainage {Ditch Excavation) - - $12.50/LF $15/LF
Signing and Striping $7/LF $20/LF* $7/ILF $20/LF*
Traffic Control 5% 10% 2% 5%
Erosion Control 1% 3% 1% 3%
Shoulder (/ft Shoulder Width/LF of Project) $15 $15
14' Landscaped Median (w/ curb & irrigation) $60/LF $60/LF
Signal Interconnect $10/LF $10/LF
Utility Adjustment $15/LF $60/LF $15/LF ' $20/LF
Lighting $40/LF $60/LF 120,000/intersection

Note: * The high end for signing and striping is typically used for freeways and expressways.
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A direct comparison was made to the cost estimate provided by the lead agency along with a
check of the guantities using an assumed typical section if more detailed information was not
provided. The Caltrans 2006 Contract Cost Bata was used to determine unit costs for specific line
items. Both statewide and district averages were compared to give a range of costs, for those
items where such data was available. This check provided guidance on items that may be under-
or over-estimated. For example, some projects’ original cost estimates used $60/ion for asphalt
concrete when this item typically costs $80/ton. if the $60/ton estimate was used in funding the
project and the bids came at $80/ton, then these projects could potentially have substantial
budget shortfalls.

Selecting Which Cost to Use

Once the expected range of costs was defined, the next step was to determine a single cost
figure for use in the computation of the RTMF. It should be stressed that the only purpose of
these cost estimates was to provide a reasonable basis for collecting an impact fee; the estimates
do not imply official approval, nor are they meant to preclude future revisions as each project’s
situation evolves.

The method used for selecting the cost estimate is outlined in the form of a decision tree in Figure
9 below:

Tier 1 Tier2
Projects Prajects

Revisgd RTMF 5 2
"1 Budget is Zero
Adjusited Lse PR
Est, Higher Upper End
Yes ; Adpasted Lise
-—1! L9 Mssing } B £t Within|— Adjustag 8
i Range Estimate

__.{ Adjusted Use P53 2
Project Yes Components Est Lower Lowar End
Clesrly Missing?
ineligitle? ek
Undatég: Clse e
o Higher Uppar Engd
aripare S E e
Gistendt b : e
Updated - Hptated b » |- Updaisd 5 1
A N - Expacled, - [ peaea,
gency 1 | et “Estimate
Eatimate oREnge
Avaitable? N —
“Hpdated: - e PR
sLawer | Lovwesr End
vos_ [Ne Felort o]y s
Aganoy . Mid-Rangs
Estimate
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The first branch in the decision tree is whether the project was clearty ineligible for funding under
the Mitigation Fee Act. If the project was clearly insligible then no cost review was performed.
Then next guestion was whether or not the sponsoring agency provided an updated project cost
estimate. if an updated estimate was available, the next question was whether the updated
estimate covered all project components whether some were missing. For example, in some
cases agencies estimated consfruction costs but did not include soft costs such as environmental
clearance and design, while in other cases a project was to be implemented in stages and
estimates were made only for the initial stages. If components were missing, then PB estimated
the costs of the missing components and used these to produce an adjusted estimated. In either
case the estimate was then compared fo the expected range to see whether it fell within the
range and, if not, whether it was higher or lower. If the agency estimate fell within the expected
range then the agency estimate was used. If not, then if the agency estimate was above the
range then the upper limit of the expected range was used, and if it was below the range then
lower limit of the expected range was used.

In cases where the lead agency did not provide an updated cost estimate then the cost review
centered on the cost estimate in the original Measure “C” Extension material. If the scope of the
project had changed since Measure “C" Extension was passed but the agency had not yet
updated its cost estimate, then the middle of the range of the PB estimate was used. If there
were no changes to the project scope then the Measure "C" Extension estimate was compared to
the expected range to see whether it fell within the range and, if not, whether it was higher or
lower. If the Measure "C” Extension estimate fell within the expected range then the Measure “C”
Extension estimate was used. If not, then if the Measure “C” Extension estimate was above the
range then the upper limit of the range was used, and if it was below the range then lower limit of
the range was used.

Updated Costs for Each Project

The updated costs produced through the cost review process described in the previous section
are shown in Tables 18 through 21 below.

Table 18: Updated Costs for Urban Tier 1 Projects
Project Project Name Measure “C" Updated Cost
iD Cost Estimate Estimate
A SR 180 East Segment Il $33,479,701 $0
B SR 180 West Segment Il $6,995,758 $1,967,000
C SR41/168/180 $29,981,821 $114,000,000
D Willow Avenue $13,991 517 $19,656,767
E Temperance Avenue $5,996,364 $4,008,477
F Ventura Boulevard $5,000,000 $5,000,000
G SR89 Monterey Bridge Retrofit $1.000,000 $1,000,000
H California Ave Widening $7,985,152 $12,548,738
i Peach Ave Widening $24,984,851 $17,300,000
J SR41 Auxiliary Lane $3,000,000 $11,400,000
K Herndon Ave Widening $30,000,000 $42,200,000
L Shaw Ave Upgrades $31,580,852 $17,500,000
M SR 99 North & Cedar Interchanges $24,984 851 581,220,000
N Veteran's Boulevard $60,000,000 $117.978,600
Total for Urban Tier 1 $278,990,867 $449,352,582
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Tabie 19: Updated Costs for Rural Tier 1 Projects

Project Project Name Measure "C" Updated Cost
ID Cost Estimate Estimate
A SR 180 West $9,993,840 $8,614,915
B SR 180 East Segment il $14,491,214 $42,600,000
C SR 180 East Segment IV $38,976,368 $46,460,819
D SR 180 East Segment V $42,674,126 $59,015,560
E Friant Road Widening $16,490,002 $5,0900,000
F Golden State Boulevard $34,978,792 $34,978,792
G SR 269 Bridge Improvement $16,989,629 $16,989,699
H SR 180 West |5 Extension $39,075,762 $183,000,000
| Mountain View Ave Widening $5,496,667 $25,632,000
J Mendocino Ave Widening $1,098,788 $3,350,000
K SR99 American Ave Interchange $24 984 851 $24,300,000
L {-5 Interchange Improvement $7,995,152 $12,012,000
Total for Rural Tier 1 $255,045,361 $463,753,785

Table 20: Updated Costs for Urban Tier 2 Projects

Project Project Name Measure "C" Updated Cost
ID Cost Estimate Estimate
AA S8R-99 Ramp Improvement $7.995,152 $45,000,000
BB SR-41 O Street Ramps $162,000,000 $63,500,000
CC Friant Road Widening $9,993,940 $8,100,000
[B]W] SR-99 Shaw Ave Interchange $34,878,792 $34,978,792
EE Traffic Synchronization $24 984 851 $24,984 851
FF Herndon Ave Widening $5,796,485 $16,411,238
GG SR-99 Auxitiary Lanes $59,963,643 $59,963,643
HH Blackstone Ave Turn Lanes $1,008,788 $2,200,000

il SR-99 Shields Ave Overcrossing $59,963,643 $59,963,643

Jd McCall Widening $10,993,334 $10,993,334
KK Shepherd Ave Widening $15,490,608 $37.500,000

LL SR-41 Auxiliary Lanes $9,993,940 30
MM SR-99 Widening $29,981,821 50
NN Traffic Management Center $993,940 $993,940
Q0 Minnewawa 4-Lane Project $34,978,792 $17.,900,000
Total for Urban Tier 2 $470,107,729 $382,489,441
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Table 21: Updated Costs for Rural Tier 2 Projects
Project . Measure "C" Updated Cost

Ié Project Name Cost Estimate pEstimate
AA SRY9 Interchange Improvement $24,984 851 $50,000,000
BB SR 145 Widening $22,986,063 $12,800,000
cC SR 33 Widening $8,245,001 $9,069,501
DD Academy Parkway $23,386,250 $6,100,000
EE SR 41 Interchange Upgrade $49.969,702 $32,000,000
FF Millerton Road Widening $11,992,729 $29,034 327
GG Manning Ave Widening $3,697,758 $15,200,000
HH SR 43 Widening $89,945 464 $47,500,000
i McCall Ave Connection $34,978,792 $19,100,000
JJ SR 180 £ Segment VI $40,975,156 $53,267,703
Total for Rural Tier 2 $311,161,768 $274,071,531

The results are shown in a different format in Figures 10 and 11. In the figures the X-axis is the
original cost estimate used in the Measure "C" Extension brochure and the Y-axis is the updated
cost. An "egual cost line” is shown to indicale where the updated cost eguals the cost in the
Measure “C” Extension ballot materials. Dots shown above the equal cost line are cases where
the updated costs are higher than the originail estimates while dots below the equal cost line are
cases where the updated costs are lower. As can be seen in the figure, project cost estimates
were revised in both directions since the passage of Measure "C” Extension. However, for Tier 1
projects in particutar, the magnitude of the upward revisions for projects with cost increases tends
to be larger than the magnitude of the downward revisions for projects with cost decreases.
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Figure 10: Comparison of Measure "C' and Updated Cost Estimates, Tier 1
Projects
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Figure 11: Comparison of Measure "C" and Updated Cost Estimates, Tier 2
Projects

There were many reasons why the costs changed significantly between the time the Measure “C”
Extension ballot materials were being prepared and today. Some of the reasons include:

» The cost of construction materials has escalated rapidly in recent years as China
switched from being a major exporter of cement, steel, and plywood to being an importer
of such goods. The weakening U.S. dollar caused the price increases for other imported
construction inputs, particularly gasoline. This can be seen in Figure 12, which shows
Caltrans’ construction price index for the every vear since 1990. Note that prices rose
more in 2004 than they did in the previous twenty years combined, followed the next year
by a second similarly large price increase. Although prices have since fallen slightly, they
are still about double what they were when the original cost estimates were made for
most Measure “C” Extension projects.
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» Some of the cost estimates used in the Measure “C” Extension materials appear to have
been used by mistake. For example three totally unrelated projects (California Avenue
widening, the replacement of the North and Cedar Avenue interchanges, and
improvements to the American Avenue interchange} are all listed as having identical
costs of $24,984,851. In another example, the $3 million estimate given for the SR-41
auxiliary fanes between Tulare Street and O Street appears to have been the budget for
a much smaller project to improve the O Street off-ramp that had a similar-sounding
name.

» Some projects have moved forward using other funding sources since the Measure “C”
Extension materials were prepared, and so the remaining budget request is for less than
the original request. For example, the City of Clovis used funds from its own impact fees
to implement most of the Shaw Avenue widening project, reducing the funding needed
from Measure "C” Extension from $31.5 million to $17 million.

» In several cases additional information has come to light that resulted in changes to the
project scope. For example, the City of Parlier found that the plan to widen Mendocino
Avenue would have been considerably more expensive than originally thought due to the
need to remove several commercial gas storage tanks. The City is therefore revising
their plan to widen a parallel road, Academy Avenue, to serve the same purpose as the
original project. Similarly, for the case of the extension of SR-180 to -5, the original
alignment along Nees Avenue has been dropped in favor of a new alignment with
different cost characteristics.

= In other cases the lead agency changed the phasing of a project with consequent
changes to costs. For example, SR-180 East Segments IV and V were originally scoped
to be Z-lanes expressways within a right-of-way capable of accommodating iater
expansion to a 4-lane facility. Upon reconsideration Caltrans believes that the rapid
growth of demand in the area justifies implementing the extension as 4-ianes from the
start, especially as the additional cost of doing so is relatively low.

In all cases the approach used in this study was that it is the role of the sponsoring agency, not
the consuitant, to define or redefine the project. For example, if the lead agency’'s concept for the
project has evolved away from the concept originally used to prepare Measure “C” then there
would be litle point in basing the costs used for the RTMF on superseded information. Note,
however, that this does not mean that the updated costs will be automatically approved for
implementation; such a step could only be taken by the Measure “C" Extension oversight
committee.

Conclusions Regarding Project Costs

Measure “C” Extension is a long-term program that will require periodic adjustments as the
situation evolves over time. The original Measure “C" Extension materials incorporated the best
cost information available at the time. However since that time some projects have dropped out
of Measure "C" Extension as funds became available from other sources, other projects have
changed in scope, and prices for construction materials and right-of-way have escalated rapidly.
The overall estimated cost for the Tier 1 program has risen from about $534 million in uninflated
2006 dollars to about $913 million; an increase of 71%. Sixty percent of the 71% increase can be
atiributed to two projects, namely:
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s 38% of the net increase s attributable to the extension of SR-180 west to |-5. The
original alignment followed an existing road so much of the ROW had aiready been
purchased; while the new alignment would require the purchase of entirely new ROW.

o Another 22% of the increase is attributable to the SR-41/168/180 braided ramps project.
As this project moves through its design stages it is becoming clear both that the project
will require more structure than was originally thought and that the materials to be used in
these structures have increased in price.

The estimated costs for maost Tier 2 projects had a net reduction of 16% due to the fact that
several projects have already been fully or partially implemented using other funding sources.
The net reduction is also due in part to the fact that few Tier 2 projects have reached the design
stage, where unexpected cost items are most likely fo come to light.
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5. OTHER (NON-RTMF) SOURCES OF FUNDING

Measure “C" cites three sources of funding for projects, namely the Measure “C” sales tax, the
State Transportation mprovement Program (STiP), and the RTMF. This section describes the
levels of funding that can be expected from the first two sources so that the size of the expected
unfunded portion can be determined. The figures used in this section are all expressed in
uninflated 2008 dollars.

Measure “C” Sales Tax

The most important effect of the original Measure “C” was to establish a sales tax that could be
used to fund improvements to the transportation systemn. The sales tax raised $671 million over
the life of the original Measure "C”, $480 million (71.6%) of which was used for capital projectsm.

Sales tax revenues grew steadily over the course of the original Measure "C” and are expected o
continue to grow during the period of the extension, though a short downturn is expected in the
near term due to the current weak condition of the economy. The key difference between the
sales tax revenues in the original Measure “C” and the extension, from the perspective of road
improvement programs, is that 71.6% of sales {ax revenues were available for capital projects
during the original measure compared to onEy 29.4% being made available for road improvements
during the period of the measure extension'’. The overall effect is shown in Figure 13 below.
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Figure 13: Measure "C" Sale Tax Revenue

" another 25.0% was used to support local transportation and the remaining 3.4% was used to
cover administrative costs.

" The Measure “C” Extension also includes funding for public transit and transit-supportive
measures, local street maintenance and improvement, bicycle and pedestrian trails, and rail
consolidation, among other things.
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Based on the most recent estimates it appears that the Measure “C" sales tax will raise
approximately $517 million for road improvements over the life of the extension. In nominal terms
this is slightly more than was raised during the original Measure “C”, but when the doubling of
construction costs are considered the real level of sales tax support for road improvements will be
about half of what it was under the original measure.

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

State and federal funds for transportation improvements are channeled through the STiP, which
is administered by the California Transportation Commission (CTC). For the purposes of this
study there are two key features of the STIP; namely that the CTC allocates a share of statewide
funding to Fresno County which the Fresno COG then allocates among individual projects,
subject to later review by the CTC, and that STIP funding is difficult to predict and varies widely
from year to year depending on the budget situation on the state level.

Table 22 below shows the STIP funds for projects analogous to those in the Tier 1 and Tier 2 lists
for the period of the original Measure "C".

Table 22: Original Measure "C" STIP Funding for Road Projects
Year Project S(ﬂzlf::sc;s
1990 SR 180 - SR 99 to SR 41 $72.4
19080 SR 180 - SR 41 to Chestnut $75.9
1992 SR 168 - SR 180 to Bullard $53.2
1992 SR 41 - Audubon to Madera Co. Line $18.2
1998 SR 180 - Chestnut to Clovis $90.2
1999 SR 180 - SR 99 to Hughes/West Diagonal $39.3
2007 SR 180 - Clovis to Temperance $11.9
Projected SR 180 - Temperance to Academy $25.1
Total for 20-Year Measure Period = $386.1
Average STIP Funding Per Year = $19.3

The CTC’s current estimate for STIP funding for the first half of the Measure “C” Extension
period™ is $16.8 million per year. The Measure “C” Extension ballot materials state that 75% of
STIP funds will be made available for Tier 1 projects, which would mean that $12.6 million per
year" would be available for the projects relevant to the RTMF study. S$TIP funding would thus
be about 35% less during the Measure “C" Extension period than it was during the period of the
original Measure “C"™ in nominal terms. Moreover, since project costs have approximately
doubled in recent years, in terms of purchasing power for road construction the STIP will only
provide about one-third of the funding support that it did during the period of the original Measure
“C!!,

"2 Estimates are not yet available for the second half of the period
"> 75% of $16.8 million is $12.6 million
¥ $12.6 million is approximately 65% of $19.3 million

36




Comparing Project Costs to Funding Available

Taken together, the STIP and the Measure “C” sale tax are expec}ed to generate approximately
$769 million over the course of the Measure “C” extension period ™. This figure is compared to
the estimated costs of projects in Table 23 below.

Table 23: STIP and Sales Tax Revenues Compared to
Project Costs

Project STIP & Sales | Funding

Projects Included Costs Tax Revenues | Shortfall

Tier 1 Only $947 $769 $178
Tier 1 and FIDS $1.068 $769 $297
Tier 1, Tier 2, and FIDS $1,753 $769 3984

The table shows that the STIP and sales tax allocations would cover approximately 80% of the
costs of the Tier 1 projects, leaving a shortfall of approximately $178 million to be funded from
other sources. Fresno COG believes this to be a very conservative estimate of the shortfall since
it does not include an allowance for further inflation of project costs; If construction prices
continue to rise, the shortfall for Tier 1 projects could be as much as $500-$600 million. The clear
conclusion is that thare will be no surplus of STIP and sales tax aliocations for Tier 2 and FIDS
projects; if they are to be implemented they would have to be funded entirely from other sources
that could include RTMF.

This caleulation is intended to provide readers with a context for judging the role of the RTMF as
a source of funds for roadway improvements in Fresno County. Readers should note, however,
that the maximum fee that can be charged under the RTMF is based solely on the traffic impacts
attributable to new development and thus is unrelated to the size of the funding shortfall. In other
words, if the maximum revenues from the RTMF are insufficient to cover the funding shortfall then
the fees cannot be simply factored up to the desired level; by state law the fees cannot go beyond
the constraints stipulated in the Mitigation Fee Act.

'* Assuming that 75% of the STIP and 29.4% of the sale tax revenues are devoted to road
improvements, as siated in the Measure “C” Extension ballot materials.
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6. POLICY ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE PDT

The Project Development Team (PDT) considered a variety of issues in monthly meetings heid
over the course of the project. These discussions provided guidance to the consultants on how
these issues should be handled within the context of calculating the fee. The issues that
generated the greatest amount of discussion are described in the sections below.

Commitments Made in the Measure *C” Extension Ballot Materials

Perhaps the most important issue raised at the PDT meetings was the fact that the Measure “C”
Extension ballot materials included items that may have been consistent at the time the materials
were prepared, but now apparently contradict each other. Most pertinent to this study is the fact
that the RTMF is described in one section as providing, "Approximately $102 million from
developer fees” while another section says that, "Funds collected through the RTMF will provide
an anticipated 20% of Urban and Rural Measure “C” funds to deliver Tier 1 Projects over the
Measure “C” period”. The contradiction occurs because construction costs have since risen to
the point where $102 million now represents about 10% of Tier 1 costs instead of the 20%
originally anticipated. Some PDT members believe that the ballot materials imply a commitment
to the $102 million figure, while other members beligve that they imply a2 commitment to see that
new development bears 20% of Tier project costs.

Some PDT members also raised the issue of whether there was an implied commitment to
maintain an acceptable degree of mobility in the county. The COG has a policy of maintaining at
least LOS “D” on the regional road system, and the projects listed in the Measure “C” Extension
materials were intended to ensure that congestion does not exceed this threshold. if the RTME
failed to raise sufficient revenues to fund these projects, then portions of the system would
operate at lower levels of service than current poticy allows.

A consensus could not be reached on which of these commitments should take precedence.
Instead, the PDT chose to submit several options to the Fresno County Transportation
Commission so that the commission could make the determination as to which target level of
funding is most appropriate.

Conflicts with Existing Fee Programs

Several of the jurisdictions in Fresno County already collect fees from developers that are used to
mitigate impacts on the major street system. To the extent that these programs cover the same
projects that would be funded under the RTMF there would be an overlap that would need to be
resolved, because the Mitigation Fee Act does not allow the cost of any particular mitigation
measure to be charged twice.

The extent of the potential overlap varies by jurisdiction. The City of Fresno's Major Street Impact
Fee was purposefully designed not to include funding for any Measure “C” Extension projects, so
there would be no overlap. In contrast, the City of Clovis’s impact fee program includes several
projects on the Measure “C” Extension list that would either have to be dropped from the city’s fee
program, dropped from the RTMF, or dealt with in some other way to eliminate the overlap.
Fresno County represents a third situation, in that it does not have a formal traffic fee program in
place, but instead analyzes each project's impacts separately and then negotiates a settlement
for traffic impact mitigations. In some cases this could lead to an overlap, but neot in all cases.

The PDT dealt with this issue by recommending that the RTMF be applied only to state facilities
and exclude local roads, which would still be eligible for other Measure “C" Extension funds (sales
tax revenues, etc.). Local impact fee programs could then be applied to local road projects with
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no overlap. Limiting the RTMF to state faciliies would also remove any questions about whether
the proposed improvement was regional in impact as opposed to purely local.

Affordability

Another issue raised at PDT meetings was the extent to which the market could accept the cost
of a new fee program, especially given the recent downiurn in the housing market. The PDT
could not reach a consensus on this issue, with some members citing anecdotal examples of
houses being sold below cost, while others questioned whether current market conditions will be
representative of the 20-year life of the program.

This issue was ultimately resolved through a PDT decision not to recommend a single plan to the
Fresno COG board but instead to present several options {o the board allowing the board to
consider different levels of fees.

Comparability with Other Counties

An issue closely related to affordability was whether the proposed RTMF would be higher or
lower than analogous fees in other counties. This was viewed as an indicator of what the market
will hear and also address the specific issug of whether a fee in Fresno County would cause
investment to shift to a lower-priced location.

Figure 14 below compares mitigation fees for regional traffic impacts in eight other counties in
Californta. The fees vary significantly, depending on how ambitious the construction program is,
and also by how long the fee has been in place. There has been a definite trend towards
increasing impact fees as other potential sources of project funds appear to be in a long-term
decline. Nevada County, for example, is replacing its $576 traffic mitigation fee per single family
home with a new fee structure that charges $4,205 per single family home.

$12,000

$10,000 -

38,000

$6,000 -

34,000 A-b ok

Fee per Single-Family Dwelling

39




Based on Figure 14 it appears that county-level traffic mitigation fees are typically in the range of
$2,000-$4,000 per single-family dwelling.

Return-to-Source Issues

Some members of the PDT expressed a concern that RTMF monies would be collected in certain
parts of the county but spent in other parts, which would be politically unacceptable to the donor
areas. Concemn over this issue diminished over time as the analysis revealed that the imbalance
was much smalier in magnitude than originally supposed. Moreover the imbalance (namely that
more RTMF money would be collected in the metropolitan area than would be spent on projects
there) would be offset to some degree by other parts of Measure “C" Extension that
disproportionately favor projects in the metropolitan area (airport improvements, transit
improvements, efc.).

This issue was dealt with by conducting an analysis of where RTMF funds would be collected and
spent and, when the program was found to be reasonably balanced, not pursuing the issue
further.

Administrative Complexity and Administrative Costs

The costs involved in administering the RTMF program were the subject of debate in three or four
PDT meetings. There are several facets to this issue, including:

+ The Fresno County Transportation Commission has no funds to administer this program
other than whatever funds are raised within the program itself.

* Programs in other counties in California have established a precedent that administrative
costs for a fee program can be recovered as part of the fee. Administrative costs are
typically on the order of 3% of project revenues. For example, 3.4% of the revenues for
the original Measure “C” was used to cover the cost of administering the program.

+« Most PDT members felt that the RTMF should be collected by the local jurisdiction as
part of their regular development approval process, thus saving the developers the need
to go through a separate process at the transportation commission.

+ The cost to the local jurisdiction {o process the fee will vary from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction. The cost would be low for agencies that already collect fees (it would just be
one more fee on the list along with fees for fire protection, libraries, parks, etc.) but could
be substantial for local agencies that do not currently administer fee programs.

+ There is a trade-off between accuracy {in the immediate term} and administrative costs.
The most accurate system for computing the fee would be to categorize the proposed
development to the most detailed land use sub-category for which a trip generation rate
existed; for example, distinguishing “Convenience Mart with Gas Pumps ({ITE code 853)
from “Gasoline/Service Station with Convenience Mart (ITE code 945)". The difficulty is
that such categorizations are open to debate and challenge and, moreover, might only be
accurate for the building's first tenant. Aggregating land use categories into major groups
such as “retail’, “"service”, and “other commercial” would reduce administrative
complexity, preclude disputes for minor changes in building use, and lower the overhead
costs for everyone.

In addition to ai-the-counter administrative costs, the program would also incur costs for
consultants involved in periodic updates, possibly banking fees for financial transactions,
and auditing costs.
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The consensus of the PDT was to set the administrative fee initially at 2%, and then subsequently
review the appropriateness of this level during the program’s first update after the first two years
of operation. The 2% would be used to cover the transportation commission’s costs to administer
the program; local jurisdictions could choose to add a transaction fee if they felt it was needed to
cover their own costs of administering the program.

Pass-By Trips

The issue of pass-by trips was raised a number of times in the PDT meetings because of its
importance to developers of retail properties. Most jurisdictions allow retail uses to have some
reduction in the computed traffic impacts, either because they accept the theoretical justification
for such a reduction or because, as a practical matter, faiting to provide some relief may cause
retail uses to locate out of the jurisdiction which would reduce future sales tax revenues.

This issue is complicated by the fact that some retail uses, for example fast food restaurants or
video rentals, have a much higher rate of pass-by trips than other retail uses, such as appliance
stores. Given that retail space has a much faster turnover than other land uses, it is difficult to
determine what pass-by rate to use for a long-term calculation even if the first tenant can be
correctly identified, which is not always the case.

The PDT recommended including a flat-rate pass-by reduction of 43% for retail uses. The 43%
figure is the median recommended pass-by reduction for the retail land uses in ITE Trip
Generation for which a pass-by rate is given.

Exempt and Favored Land Uses

The terms of the Measure “C” Extension stipulate that essential public services will be exempt
from the fee. The PDT therefore exempted education and government developments from
payment of the RTMF. The terms of the Measure "C” Extension also stipulate that affordable
housing will pay only half of the fee collected from higher-priced housing of a similar type. This is
included in the calculations shown in the next chapter.

Vested Maps

Another issue raised in the PDT meetings was the fact that approximately ten thousand
residential lots have already been approved for development and are thus unlikely to be paying
the RTMF (since their project approvals predate the enactment of the fee). The term "unlikely” is
used because development approval for some of these lots may expire before anything is
constructed on them, in which case subsequent proposals for new development would be subject
to the RTMF. The PDT concluded that there was not much that could be done about this issue
other than to take it into account when computing the amount of revenue likely to be raised by the
RTMF program.

Period Used to Determine Levei-of-Service

Traffic impact fees can be based either on traffic conditions throughout the day or limited to traffic
conditions during the peak period. The PDT decided early in the study that daily traffic volumes
were the appropriate measure of fraffic conditions on most roads in Fresno County, and made a
decision to use daily traffic volumes as the basis for the level-of-service calculations.

As the study progressed, more attention came to be focused on the freeway ramps as criticai
bottlenecks in the regional road system. Congestion on this type of facility tends to be limited to
peak periods, so LOS calculations based on daily conditions tend to under-state the impact that
congestion at interchanges has on the overall traffic situation in the county. For this reason the

41




PDT ultimately recommended using daily traffic volumes to determine the LOS for most types of
facilittes and using PM peak hour fraffic volumes to determine LOS specifically for freeway
interchanges.

Selection of Scenarios for Testing

Based on the considerations described above, the PDT recommended that three options move
forward for further consideration, namely:

Option 1: - The RTMF would be used to fund whatever portion of the cost of
improvements to state facilities {only) on the Measure “C" Extension Tier 1 and Tier 2
lists, and those projects recommended in the Freeway Interchange Deficiency Study, that
could be attributed to new development. Educational and governmental developments
would be exempt from the RTMFE, and a fiat 43% reduction would be allowed for retail
developments to account for pass-by trips. The rationale behind this option is that it
represents the best chance for funding all of the projects listed in Measure “C" Extension
within the constraints of political acceptability.

Option 2: This is the same as Option 1, but projects on the Tier 2 list would not be
considered in computing the fee and would not be eligible for RTMF funding. The
rationale for this scenario is that the RTMF coflections are unlikely to be sufficient over
the life of the program to cover the full cost of some projects on the Tier 2 list and that no
alternate source of funding has been identified that could make up the unfunded portion,
Proponents of Option 2 feel that they cannot justify collecting money that is earmarked for
a project that has little apparent prospect of being built.

Option 3. This is the same as the Option 2, except that the RTMF would be phased in
over three years. The rationale for this option would be to reduce any negative impacts
that the RTMF might have on real estate development during the current weak market.

The results for these three scenarios are described in the next chapter.
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7. COMPUTING THE RTMF FEES AND REVENUES

An overview of the methodology used to compute the RTMF is provided in the section below,
followed by sections. describing the resulting fees and the revenues that would be raised by the
RTMF under the three sets of policy options described in the previous chapter,

Overview of the Fee Computation Methodology
The methodology used in the fee computation is outlined in Figure 15 below.
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Figure 15: Steps in the Fee Computation

The major steps include:

1) The starting point was the set of revised cost estimates prepared for each project as
described in Chapter 4.
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2) The costs of certain project components such as beautfification work were deducted
because they are ineligible by law to receive impact fee revenue. There are only a few of
such cases.

3) Next, certain items such as the cost to replace a flooded bridge or the cost to replace a
structurally deficient bridge were deducted since the purpose of the project is to correct
an existing deficiency. The Mitigation Fee Act does not permit the use of impact fees to
correct existing deficiencies.

4) Next, funding from other sources that is expected to be available for the listed projects
was deducted from the amount needed from the RTMF.

5) The product of the previous four steps was the interim maximum amount of funding that
can be sought from the RTMF. This interim amount was later finalized in Step 8.

6) The outputs from the Fresno COG traffic model were used to determine the voiume-to-
capacity (V/C) ratio and level-of-service {LOS) for each project under existing and 2030
conditions.

7) The Fresno COG traffic model was aiso used to determine the growth in vehicle-miles
traveled (VMT) that will be associated with residential and no-residential development.

8) The results of Steps 5, 6, and 7 were then combined to determine the portion of each
project’'s budget that could be attributed to new residential and non-residential
development. This is the maximum amount allowable by law that could potentially be
collected using the RTMF.

9) Next, the trip generation rate was determined for each land use type. For residential land
uses the unit of measurement was VMT per day per dwelling unit, while for non-
residential uses, trip-generation was measured in terms of VMT per day per job.

10) The number of new units of each land use type was taken from the Fresno COG traffic
model.

11) The number of new units for each development type was then muitiplied by the trip
generation rate to produce the total number of new trips associated with each type of
land use development.

12} The project funding attributable to residential and non-residential developments (from
Step 8) was then divided by the expected number of new trips {from Step 11) to produce
the maximum potential impact fee for each type of unit.

13) A percentage of trips was deducted from the certain land use types to account for pass-
by trips.

14) The PDT established a policy, based on language in Measure “C” Extension, that certain
types of land uses would be exempt from the RTMF. The fees from these land uses
types were therefore deducted from the expected RTMF revenues.

15) The total amount of RTMF revenues to be collected were then computed by multiplying
the expected number of new units of each type of non-exempt development by the fee
charged o each unit.

The next sections describe several key steps in the process in more detail.

Trip-Generation Rates by Land Use Type

Trip generation (trip-gen) rates are a key connection between future land development and its
expected traffic impacts. Fresnc COG’s travel demand model bases its trip-gen equations for
residential land uses on the vehicle ownership of the household, with different rates for
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households with zero, one, and two vehicles. While this approach makes sense for a traffic
moded, it is impractical to use for an impact fee program because when a new development is
proposed the only known quantities are the number of dwellings to be constructed; neither the
developer nor the jurisdiction has any way of knowing what the vehicle ownership rates of the
future residents will be. A similar situation occurs for non-residential development. The
developer and the jurisdiction only know the floor area of the buildings proposed for construction;
they have no way of knowing the number of employees who will work in the building (which is
likely to vary from year to year regardless of the size of the building). The employee-based trip-
gen rates used in the traffic model would be awkward to try to use for collecting an impact fee,
For these reasons, a different source of information on trip-gen rates is required.

By far the most commonly used reference for trip generation rates in the U.S. is ITE's Trip
Generation'® handbook, which was chosen by the PDT as the reference to be used in this study.

Residential and Non-Residential Shares of New Traffic

The amount of traffic generated by a new development is a function of the number of new trips
associated with the development and the average length of those trips. Together, these two
produce the total vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) associated with the development.

Outputs from the Fresno COG Travel Demand Model were used to forecast the growth in VMT for
five different types of trips. The growth in VMT from new development was attribuied to
residential and non-residential developments based on trip type. In this case, the PDT chose to
attribute all trips beginning or ending at the traveler's home to the residential trip purpose while all
trips not involving a residential location were attributed to non-residential land uses. This
approach is C{.)nsistent with the state of the practice for estimating trip generation as described in
NCHRP Report 187", which is a primary reference for travel estimation technigues used in travel
demand modeling. Chapter 2 of the NCHRP report, which details trip generation estimation,
states that "HBW (Home Based Work) and HBNW (Home Based Non Work) trips are generated
at the households, whereas the NHB (Non-Home Based) trips are generated elsewhere."

The growth in VMT for residential and non-residential land uses are shown Table 24.

Table 24: Growth in VMT
Trip Purpose VMT in 2007 | VMT in 2030 Growth In VMT
Residential Non-Res
Home-Work VMT 5,824,570 9,312,158 6,975,177 -
Home-Shop VMT 2,465,152 4,151,433 3,372,562 -
Home-Other VMT 6,702,090 11,038,334 8,672,487 -
Other-Work VMT 2,300,702 3,804,637 - 3,007,870
Other-Other VMT 6,409,288 10,709,570 - 8,600,565
Total Vehicle Trips 23,701,802 39,016,133 19,020,227 11,608,434
Percent of the Growth in VMT > 62% 38%

Source: Fresno COG Travel Demand Model, Parsons Brinckerhoff

*® Trip Generation 7" Edition, Institute of Traffic Engineers, 2003
" Quick Response Urban Travel Estimation Techniques and Transferable Parameters User's
Guide, Transportation Research Board, 1978
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Based on this calculation, 62% of VMT growth was atiributed fo residential deveiopment and 38%
was attributed to non-residential development.

Pass-By Trips

Some analyses of traffic impacts provide an aliowance for what are termed “pass-by” trips.
These are stops at intermediate destinations (coffee shops, gas stations, etc.) that occur in the
course of a longer trip taken primarily for some other purpose, such as a home-to-work trip. it
could be argued that such trips add little to the overall mileage driven and therefore have only a
minor impact on traffic conditions. The PDT chose to use a ftat reduction rate of 43% for all retail
developments.

Revenues Raised by the RTMF Program

Table 25 below shows the estimated amount of revenue that would be generated under the three
Options.

Table 25: Potential RTMF Revenues Under Different Options
Prcgzts;: or Tot ag Project gzzzsr ﬁliltci;;\;aﬁt:i Potential RTMF Revenues
Category osts Fee Act Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Tier 1 $947 M $458 M $247 M $247 M $235 M
Tier 2 $687 M $254 M $170M $0 M $OM
FIDS $125M $41 M $31 M 531 M $29 M
Admin. Costs - $23 M $9M $6 M $5 M
Total $1.758 M $753 M $447 M $278 M $264 M
As a % of Total Project Costs > 25% 16% 17%
As a % of Allowable Costs > 59% 37% 35%

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff

As can be seen from the table, all three of the options under discussion could raise more revenue
that the $102 million figure used in the Measure "C" Extension ballot materials. Option 1 would
be above the 20% figure used in the Measure “C° Exiension bailot materials for RTMF's
contribution to project funding, while Options 2 and 3 would contribute less than 20%. In every
case the amount collected would be well below the maximum amount that could theoretically be
collected under the Mitigation Fee Act due to the effects of restricting funding to state projects,
exemptions of some land use categories, and the pass-by trip reduction for retail developments.

Results in Terms of Fees Applied

Another way of comparing the options is by looking at the resulting fees for different land use
categories. This information is provided in Table 26. The land use categories shown in Table 26
reflect the categories cited in Appendix D of the Measure "C" Extension baltot materials. The
table includes a fifty percent discount for affordable housing, which is mandated in Appendix D.
The fees charged under Options 2 and 3 would be the same, except that for Option 3 the fees in
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the first year after the RTMF was enacted would be reduced by two-thirds, and in the second year
would be reduced by one-third.

Table 26: RTM Fee Levels under Different Options

Land Use Category Option1 | Options 2& 3

Residential Developments ($/dwelling unit)

Single-Family Dwelling {market-rate) $2,781 $1,727
Single-Family Dwelling (affordable) $1.390 $863
Multi-Family Dwelling {market-rate) $1,953 $1,212
Multi-Family Dwelling {affordable) $976 $606

Non-Residential Developments (§/sq.ft.)

Education Exempt Exempt
Government Exempt Exempt
Commercial/Retail $3.16 $1.96
Commercial/Office/Service $1.98 $1.23
Light Industrial $0.79 $0.49
Heavy Industrial $0.17 $0.10
Other Non-Residential $0.67 $0.42

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff
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6. CONCLUSIONS

The amount of revenue raised by the RTMF will depend on certain key policy decisions to be
made by the Fresno County Transportation Commission. The PDT was able o reach consensus
on most policies, but was unable to reach consensus as to whether the RTMF shouid be used to
raise funds for projects on the Tier 2 list. There was also a lack of consensus on the more minor
isstie of whether the fee should be fully applied from the start or if it should be phased in over
several years. The PDT therefore decided to submit three options to the Fresno County
Transportation Commission for their consideration.

Depending on the policy option selected, the RTMF has the potential to raise between $300
million and $580 million, which is far more money than the $102 million originally estimated in the
Measure "C” Extensicn ballot materials. There are three reasons for the difference:

¢ The original figure was made in the absence of a detailed study and represents a
placeholder for planning purposes rather than an estimate of what could actually be
collected.

+ Project costs have risen rapidly in recent years and new development’s share of those
costs have risen proportionately

+ Some projects have changed in scope and will involve more construction than originalty
anticipated.

The Mitigation Fee Act imposes constraints on the maximum amount that can be charged for an
impact mitigation fee, but does not impose a minimum (an agency is not required to charge any
fee at all). Any of the three options described above would be permissible under the Mitigation
Fee Act. However, if the RTMF is set at a level insufficient to fund projects that later prove to be
necessary, the opportunity to have collected fees from early developments will have been lost,
and the burden of funding these projects will be passed to others.

it is up to the Fresno Transportation Commission o determine which of the options is most likely
to fulfill the goals of Measure “C" Extension.
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BEFORE THE
COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS
RESOLUTION NO. 2008- 35

In the Matter of: ) RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT
) FOR THE FRESNO COUNTY
FRESNO COUNTY COORDINATED ) COORDINATED HUMAN
HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION ) SERVICES TRANSPORTATION
PLAN ) PLAN, PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN

WHEREAS, the Councii of Fresno County Governments (Fresno COG) is the designated Regional
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and the
designated Council of Governments (COG) for the Fresno County Region; and

WHEREAS, The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users—betier known as SAFETEA-LU—signed into law in 2005, requires that metropolitan planning
agencies such as Fresno COG applying for federal funding through the Federal Transportation
Administration’s Transportation for Elderly Persons and Persons with Disabilities (section 5310), Pubiic
Transportation for non-urbanized areas (section 5311}, Jobs Access and Reverse Commute (section 5316),
and New Freedom (section 5317) programs, complete a Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan,
Project Management Plan and

WHEREAS, SAFETEA-LU legislation also requires Fresno COG, when applying for federal funding
through any of the above mentioned programs, to prioritize and coordinate the grading process through a
Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan for Fresno County. Toward this end, this Coordinated
Human Services Transportation Plan inventories existing human services transporiation resources, identifies
imporiant projects, and identifies funding priorities; and

WHEREAS, Fresno COG staff has sought input from member agencies, citizens, affected public
agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private providers of transportation, other
interested parties and affected organizations, advisory committees, organizations representing the
traditionally underserved, low-income and minority households; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan, Project
Management Plan has undergone the required 45-day review and comment period; and

WHEREAS, the public hearing was held on January 24, 2008 to consider and hear comments on
the draft Coordinated Hurman Services Transportation Plan, Project Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan, Project Management Plan
document is considered to be a guide for work activity and may be considered for amendment by the Fresno

COG Policy Board at any time deemed appropriate by Fresno COG's management staff and Poilicy Board,
and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Fresno COG adopts the Coaordinated Human
Services Transportation Pian, Project Management Plan.

BE |T FURTHER RESOLVED, that the adoption of the Coordinated Human Services
Transportation Plan, Project Management Plan will become effective on July 31, 2008 and any comments
received will be made available via the COG website and by mail upon request.

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was passed and adopted by the Council of Fresno County
Governments this 31st day of July 2008.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT.

Signed:
ATTEST: Trinidad M. Rodriguez, Chairman

| hereby certify that the foregaing is a true copy of a
resolution of the Councl of Fresno County
Governments duly adopted at a regular meeting
thereof held on the 31st day of July 2008.

Signed:

Tony Boren, Executive Director
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INTRODUCTION

The Council of Fresno County Governments (Fresno COG) is the Regional Transportation
Planning Agency (RTPA) for the Fresno County region, a designation given by the State of
California. Under federal legislation, it is also designated as the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPQ). Working with technical advisory committees, interested citizens, and other
government agencies, a coordinated effort has been made to develop a multimodal regional
transportation system plan for Fresno County.

The 2007 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), adopted in May 2007, is a comprehensive
assessment of all forms of transportation available in Fresno County and of needs for travel and
goods movement projected into the future until the year 2030. Development of the RTP 1s a
process of intergovernmental cooperation, coordination and long-range planning which has
involved the fifteen cities, Fresno County, staff from related local public agencies, the Air
District, Caltrans, and the public. This process has been accomplished within the framework of
the Fresno COG, which is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for the Fresno
County area. Updated editions are required every four years and are refinements of the original
and subsequent plans. Tt is required under state and federal planning regulations; projects cannot
be programmed for state or federal funding, nor implemented, unless identified in the RTP.

Federal and State legislation mandate that long range transportation planning be done every four
years for a period of at least 20 years into the future. The 2007 version of the Regional
Transportation Plan is a reflection of the federal directives embodied in Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) and the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1991. These acts require that Regional Transportation Plans
include only those projects which can actually be delivered with funds expected to be available,
and that those projects will help attain and maintain air quality standards.

This plan specifies those projects and programs that can be funded throughout the life of the
plan, and evaluates them through a process of computer modeling, to determine their impacts
upon air quality. This is called demonstrating “conformity” with adopted air quality targets.
Projects will only be evaluated for conformity if they have a strong likelihood of being funded.
The financial element of the plan will advocate for a stable and equitable approach to statewide
funding, so that the entire Valley can respond appropriately to the needs of a growing population,
environmental quality, and the continuing needs of both maintenance and innovation in
transportation systems.

2007 RTP Administrative Modification #1

Policy Element

The Policy Element of the RTP addresses legislative, planning, financial and institutional issues
and requirements, as well as any areas of regional consensus. The Policy Element provides
guidance to decision-makers regarding the implications, impacts, opportunities and options that
will result from RTP implementation. The proposed Administrative Modification #1 continues
to support the goals, policies, and actions of the 2007 RTP.




Needs Assessment & Action Llement

The Needs Assessment & Action Element establishes a plan of action for the region to meet
identified transportation needs and issues consistent with the goals and policies of the RTP.
Administrative Modification #1 updates the Urban Mass Transportation section to address the
potential for Bus Rapid Transit within the City of Fresno.

Financial Element

The proposed modification incorporates changes in the FTIP project listing Exhibit 5-5. This
exhibit was updated to reflect new identification numbers, project costs, descriptions, and
information contained in the 2009 Interim FTIP.

Additionally, this modification incorporates changes in the financially unconstrained project list
to reflect priorities of local jurisdictions and regional agencies. Attached are several projects
added to the Unconstrained Project List, which incorporates the region’s unbudgeted “vision”.
These projects represent alternatives that could be moved to the constrained program if proper
funding can be identified. Status as an unconstrained project does not imply that the project is
not needed; rather, it simply cannot be accomplished given the fiscal constraints facing the
Fresno region. Unconstrained projects are not included in the air quality conformity analysis.
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4.4 Urban Mass Transportation

4.41 Overview

The purpose of the Regional Transportation Plan’s Mass Transportation section is to review the existing
and planned transit services and determines those improvements that will provide the greatest benefit

while maintaining a high level of system efficiency. The following section has been updated to incorporate
Bus Rapid Transit into the discussion

4.45 Proposed Actions

Short-Ranqe Transit Plan

Fresno Area Express

The most recent Short-Range Transit Plan (SRTP) for the Fresno-Clovis Metropelitan Area was adopted
on June 30, 2005. The Plan represents a short-range evaluation of transit needs and proposes specific
recommendations for implementing the long-range objectives of the RTP. The Plan guides the provision
of transit services in the FCMA over a five-year period, and sets forth an action plan commensurate with
reasonabie needs and available funding. The SRTP and this RTP are being amended to reflect the

findings and recommendations of the Long-Range Transit Master Plan that was competed February
2002.

In order to achieve the goal of maintaining financial stability, FAX must continuously seek improvements
in service productivity and cost effectiveness. Since the majority of FAX's budget is spent to provide
service on the street, it is critical that service be reguiarly monitored to ensure these resources are being
utilized to the fullest extent possible. FAX has addressed system productivity by instituting an ongoing

program of service evaluation tc identify inefficient use of resources and respond with corrective
measures.

The primary assessment of transit service is accomplished by measuring individual route performance
using FAX's route evaluation process. When appropriate, corrective action is taken to modify route
alignments, change the service schedule to ensure that resources are used in the most productive
manner. There are many methods for evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of public transportation
service. Because each method has unique strengths and weaknesses, FAX employs several service
evaluation methods. Among the methods used are: peer review analysis, system minimum/maximum
standards assessment, and passenger surveys.

Peer Review Analysis uses standard service measurement criteria to compare one agency's system
performance against another. This kind of analysis is most valuable when standard, well controlled data
sets are available, and when the systems being evaluated have similar operating environments.

The System Minimum/Maximum Standards Assessment uses standards that are established beth through
legislation and local effort. From a iegislative perspective, Federal and State regulations require public
transit operators to provide and maintain service in some very specific ways. The Federal Transit
Administration has regulations governing the provision of "Charter Service." Also, Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 states the following:
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“No person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin be excluded
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discriminations under any
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.”

As part of the Title VI regulations, FAX must provide a Title VI Evaluation Report every three years. There
are two sections to this report. The first section, General Reporting Requirements, contains information
concerning active lawsuits and complaints, & description of any pending applications for Federal financial
assistance, a summary of civil rights compliance review activities, FTA civil rights assurances, and
fixed-facility impact analysis. The second section, Program Specific Requirements, contains information
regarding the Title VI internal review process for service delivery, the internal monitoring process, the
service standard policies, and a description of service changes specific to the Fresno Area Express
fixed-route transit system and its impacts on the minority population. The Title VI assessment is designed
to ensure that FAX provides its services equally among various population groups. Specifically, census
tracts designated as "Minority Census Tracts” must be evaluated and compared to Non-Minority Census
Tracts to determine whether any discriminatory practices are evident.

The State Transportation Development Act (TDA) regulations require FAX to maintain a minimum 20
percent farebox recovery ratio. The TDA also places restrictions on the use of State Transit Assistance
{STA) Funds. Regulations require transit agencies to keep cost increases under the State Cost of Living
Index {CPY). If cost increases exceed the State CPl, transit agencies are not allowed to use STA Funds
for operating expenses. Finally, local and regional concerns are used to develop minimum productivity
standards. For FAX, these standards are developed through a coordinated, comprehensive, continuous
process carried out by the Council of Fresno County Governments (COFCG). The COFCG's Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Short-Range Transit Plan for the Fresno-Clovis Urbanized Area {SRTP),
set guidelines for service evaluation. Additionally, each year the COFCG prepares the Annual Transit
Productivity Analysis. This document assesses all public transit operators in Fresno County, and reviews
the most recent Triennial Audit recommendations.

in 1981, & Transit Corridor Analysis was completed which evaluated the efficiency and effectiveness of
service on a route-by-route basis. At that time, service measures were developed to assist in evaluating
individual route performance in relation to the system-wide performance. Those minimum performance
measures continue to be the basis of local service evaluation. At a minimum, an individual route should
exceed 60 percent of the system-wide average for a number of key passenger productivity indicators.
The 60 percent figure is an overall industry standard that assumes a transit system may tolerate some
low performing routes if they provide an important component of the system, and especially if the
component helps meet the needs of the transit dependant riders. Cost performance measures shouid not
exceed 140 percent of the total system average, with 140 percent representing the system maximum.

Passenger surveys allow public transit operators to include human aspects of service in the evaluation
mix. Measurements of satisfaction, friendliness, and of opinions about services provided are most
appropriately collected through customer surveys. Additionally, customer surveys provide an effective
way to measure customer expectations and needs, and provide valuable information for quality decision
making.

FAX utilizes a variety of survey methods including inexpensive self-administered surveys that are
provided in every schedule guide, and more detailed and expensive on-board interviews. These surveys
are used to collect information that is required by Federal and State agencies including passenger
demographics, origin/destination information, and travel habits. This data also provides FAX with insights
into the concerns of our passengers. For example, it was one of these passenger surveys that allowed
FAX to prioritize service improvement options and select night service in 1989.

Clovis Transit

Clovis Transit has also been affected by limited funding, which necessitated changes with an added
emphasis on efficiency. Route changes will be implemented based upon demand, reducing transfers and
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elimination of unproductive routes or portions of routes. Increased emphasis will continue to be placed on
peak-hour service.

Clovis Transit will continue to monitor existing services for productivity and internal efficiencies. Efforts to
coordinate services among transit systems for maximum delivery of service througheut the region will also
continue. Ongoing coordination and consolidation of all Clovis transportation service for social service
agencies will continue to be the focus of Clovis’ specialized services.

Long-Range Improvement Plan

Fresno, like other Central California cities, is expected to continue experiencing a high rate of growth and
development over the next twenty years. This growth will bring both opportunities (new iobs, new
housing and increased prosperity) and problems (increased traffic congestion, air poliution and general
over-crowding).

The Fresno urban area is no stranger to some of these problems. Fresno has experienced explosive
growth, especially in the northern neighborhoods abutting Herndon Avenue. On one hand, this growth
has been good because it has increased the stock of affordable housing and created thousands of jobs in
construction and related industries. On the other hand, the increase in automobile traffic associated with
this growth is having an effect on both traffic congestion (collector streets and arterials) and air pollution.

Will things get worse? The population of the FCMA, according to the State Department of Finance, is
expected to surpass 1 million within the next twenty years. According to the COG Travel Model, traffic
congestion throughout the FCMA will reach a ‘significant’ level by 2010 and ‘serious’ level 2020.

Increased congestion impacts not just cars but buses as well. How? An increase in congestion
increases the time it takes for a bus to make a round-trip, which, in turn, increases the number of buses,
needed just to maintain the current level of service. In other words, it ends up costing more to keep doing
the same thing. Even a small decrease in the average speed along a corridor ¢can translate into the need
to one or two extra buses on a route. This in turn can increase annual operating costs by several
nundred thousand dollars. In the near future as much as 25% of a bus’ total round-trip time could be
spent waiting at red lights or creeping along in stop and go traffic.

Public transit operators and policy makers must give serious consideration {0 how competitive transit can
or should be with private automobiles. If FAX, or any other transit operator, is expected to play an
earnest role in economic development, environmental justice or improving air quality, then it will be
necessary to offer a system which is competitive with the private automobile. If so, that system will look
vastly different from the system on the street today. The question then becomes, is the community ready
to commit the resources needed for transit to be a viable alternative to the ubiquitous automobile?

The Fresno Area Express (FAX) Long-Range Transit Master Plan (FAX LRTP) provides a vision of what
public transit might/should look like in twenty years based on adopted regional and local goals and
objectives. The Plan presents an evaluation of current and future transit needs and issues, plus
recommendations for creating a system to address those needs in an effective and efficient manner. The
Plan has two primary components: A long term (2020) vision for public transit, and a five-year short-term
plan that supports the longer term vision.

The current FAX system, as with many other areas around the county including those within Fresno
County, is one that primarily addresses social service transportation needs. The typical FAX passenger
tends to come from a transit dependent household and has few, if any options other than riding the bus.
If public transit is going to play a role in addressing mobility and air pollution challenges, the system will
need to be structured, or restructured, in @ manner that can attract choice riders. It must become
competitive with the automaobile.

With limited resources, shifting the service objectives of the FAX system could result in the need to make
some difficult trade-offs. A system that is designed to be competitive with the autcmobile is not always
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appropriate for serving social service needs. This could become an issue for current riders and social
service agencies. The question is, how limited resources will be distributed between competing needs.
The FAX LRTP identifies two short-term scenarios as well as long-term strategies that budd upon these
scenarios.

(1) Short-term scenario A focuses all resources toward maximizing system-wide ridership. This
scenario reduces service in areas that currently generate low ridership, while increasing the
frequency of service to every 15 minutes all day in areas of high ridership. The service assumes

a 25 percent increase in resources and suggests that ridership growth in the range of 35-50% is
conceivable.

(2) Short-term scenario B retains coverage to all areas now served, and even expands the
coverage area to include most developed parts of the city. Relatively few improvements are
made to increase productivity, although some frequencies are improved. This scenario is likely to
increase the growth rate in ridership slightly, but at a rate below that of Scenario A, To date, this
has been the scenario of choice for FAX and other Fresno County service providers,

For long-term growth, the service plan recommends the implementation of either of the short-term
scenarios, and then to grow service only as funding rescurces permit. The approach presumes that the
30% growth in travel projected for the region will occur overwhelmingly in the form of single-occupant
auto trips. The long-term recommendations urge Fresno to aggressively seek funding for a major
expansion and “reinvention” of the rubber-tired transit system, as well as for major high capacity transit
projects.

The 2002 FAX LRTP identified four corridors that could potentially support high capacity transit to be
considered in a future Federal Major Investment Study. The corridors include Ventura/Kings Canyon,
Shaw Avenue, Cedar Avenue and Blackstone Avenue. Data collected during the preparation of the FAX
LRTP including residential and employment densities, current and planned land uses, and current FAX
ridership travel demand analysis showed these corridors to be the most viable within the FCMA. As
recommended in the Plan, the City of Fresnc completed an Alfernative Mass Transportation Fre-Major
Investment Study. (PreMIS). This study was completed in two phases. Phase | of the study, “Developing
a Vision for High Capacity Transit’, conducted the outreach necessary to inform the public and key
stakeholders zbout the realistic potential for high capacity transit service within the study areas. This
phase also developed a set of policy and strategy recommendations that will enhance transit supportive
development. Phase il of the study focused on the choice corridor for more detailed cost, ridership and
mode-split projections.

FAX undertook an update of the Long-Range Transit Master Plan (LRP) update in January 2007. Much
of the work was the development of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Plan for the FCMA. The work has
included public outreach, corridor selection as well as ridership and cost modeling. The final plan
includes an evaluation of the steps necessary to seek federal Small Starts funding. In addition to the
service planning, the LRP includes a task to evaluate ‘Urban Growth Management Transit District’ or
similar development fees to support transit infrastructure.

The preferred corridor for the FAX's first BRT line will operate on Ventura/Kings Canyon Boulevard
between Fowler Avenue on the east and the CBD following the current FAX Route 28 alignment. A
possible interlined corridor traveling from the CBD to Manchester Transit Center via Fresno City Collage
is being considered as part of this first BRT service. The proposed corridor is comprised of segments of
FAX’'s most productive routes, Other corridors identified in the Plan include Cedar Avenue (FAX Route
38); Shaw Avenue (FAX Route 9) including service to Clovis; and Blackstone Avenue (FAX Route 30)

The current FAX system, as with many other areas around the county including those within Fresno
County, is one that primarily addresses social service transportation needs. The typical FAX passenger
tends to come from a transit dependent household and has few, if any options other than riding the bus.
if public transit is going to play a role in addressing mobility and air pollution challenges, the system will
need to be structured, or restruciured, in a manner that can attract choice riders. BRT service promises to
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provide significant reductions in travel time and improvements in service refiability that will attract more
choice riders.

The Fresno COG is also undertaking Phase Il of the Public Transportation and Infrastructure Study
(PTIS). The purpose of the PTIS is to evaluate mobifity needs and opportunities, and to identify
strategies for public transit and transit supportive infrastructure deveiopment that will result in wider
acceptance and use of non-automobile transportation modes such as public transit, bicycle and
pedestrian travel. !n addition to the development of viable alternative public transportation options for
Fresno County, this study seeks to deveiop ridership projections and cost estimates for various scenarios
that wil be used to establish a long-range plan leading to optimum connectivity within the region.

Phase | of the PTIS evaluated existing and planned land uses, mapped residentiai and employment
densities, and identified primary travel corridors for communities outside of the Fresno/Clovis Metropolitan
Area (FCMA). Phase | also reviewed existing land use policies and developed a set of transit supportive
recommendations.

Discussion
Coordination of Fares and Schedules

Management and staff from FAX, Ciovis Transit, Fresno County Rural Transit Agency, and Fresno
County Economic Opportunities Commission meet regularly o discuss ongoing planning projects and
reports, service issues, and connectivity among systems, Coordination of fares and schedules is an
ongoing topic at these meetings. FAX now includes Clovis Roundup schedules with the FAX Schedule
Guide, and in October 2004, Clovis Roundup and FAX initiated the Metro Pass, a new regional pass that
is accepted on both systems. Information for both systems is available by phone at 5598-621-RIDE.

In addition, a regional farebox system that could facilitate a regional pass program was included as part of
the COG's "One Voice” program. FAX is the lead agency in the procurement of a new Automated Fare
Collection System that will accomplish many of the benefits of forming a regional transit agency without
the necessity of forming a new regional political structure.

Transit Interface

COG continues to publish the Fresno County Transportation Guide. The Guide is a bilingual
(English/Spanish), user friendly booklet which describes in detail the availability of mass transportation
services throughout the county. The Guide includes information on regional, inter-City, and local
transportation providers; information on transporiation services to many popular destinations; and clear
direction on how to plan trips and make connections within and between systems and modes. The
document includes several colored maps. The COG continues to revise the document each time it is
published.

Public/Private Sector Coordination

FAX continues to contract with the private sector for many services which can be provided more reliably
and economically. The maintenance department contracts to private firms for a variety of services
including major overhauls and vehicle painting. FAX also coniracts with private firms for special studies,
surveys, marketing projects, technical training and administrative equipment servicing. Planning and
related services are now contracted with the Council of Fresno County Governmenis. Many
administrative support services such as legal, personnel, communications, finance, data processing and
purchasing are performed by other city departments. Municipal code and labor contracts preclude some
outside service contracting.
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inter-city Rail

Amtrak currently provides inter-city passenger rail service for six round trips daily. Freight is carried along
both the Burlington Northern Santa Fe and the Union Pacific railroads.

Passenger Rail Project Priorities:

Passenger rail priorities currently facing Fresno include:
s Preservation of abandoned railroad right-cf-way and trackage
e The California High Speed Rail Project
« Assessment of future light rail potential

A more detailed discussion of rait issues can be found elsewhere in this document (Section 4.8) under the
heading Rail.
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5.1 Introduction

The Financia! Element of Fresno COG's 2007 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is intended 1o provide
the costs and revenue assumptions necessary for decision makers to implement the RTP. These
assumptions include revenue estimates for specific governmental funding programs, local contributions
and tax initiatives. The intent of the financial assumptions is to provide a level of financial detall adequate
for options to be exercised by State and local decision makers.

5.6 Financially Constrained Project Lists

The financially constrained projects within Fresno COG's current Federal Transportation improvement
Program are programmed between the years 20008/09 thru 2011/12. Costs are current total project
costs, including a Rate of Growth of 3.5%, as required to be submitted to Fresno COG at the time of
application. Projects identified include those from the current and future Measure C programs, Regional
Choice program, RSTP, CMAQ, TE, SHOPP and various assorted federal and state programs. All
candidate projects are consistent with those identified in the Caltrans Interregional Improvement Program
(HP) and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). In addition, all candidate projects
are considered with the regional goals, policies, and objectives identified in Chapter 3.

Exhibit 5-5 has been revised and includes the complete fisting of all projects contained in the 2008 Interim
FTIP.

Exhibit 5-6(a) lists projects that have been added to the “vision”, or financially unconstrained project list
for Fresno County.

Exhibit 5-10 is the multi-modal list of projects that have been identified for funding through the
reauthorization of Measure "C”. All projects on this $1.7 bitlion list are to be funded by future Measure "C”
revenue. In total. all of the identified projects add up to approximately $4.48 biilion, including 3.5% Rate
of Growth. Additicnal information on the implementation of Measure C projects and programs is available
in Appendix E of the 2007 RTP and the Measure C Expenditure Plan.

Exhibit 5-11 shows the financial constraint summary for the 2007 RTP, including Administrative
Maodification #1.




Exhibit 5-5

rogram ... .. - Agency . {Project Description/Limits Total Cost 17} FRE
Federal Transit Administration Section 5317 Various Agencies Costs ,mmmanmm_ma with the competitively selectad projects derived from the 3 365,480 20300000486 |FREQT2302
) I . i . ! _ _ Coorginated Human Services Transpontation Plan for Fresno County.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Frogram {Non-transit) TCantral Unified School District | Lease to purchase and! or purchase- to repiace eight diese! school buses with [$ 2,317,300 20300000283 FREZOTO101
eighl compressed natural gas schooi buses.
Congestion Mitigation ang Air Quality Program {Non-transit} Clovis Unified School District rm,mm.m to m:ﬁgmwm andf of purchase- 10 CNG powered schoot buses to replace |$ 3,132,700 20300000387 [FREOTC105
exisling diesel schoot buses.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Nen-ransit) Clowvis, Clty of In Ciovis - Lump-Sum Traffic Fiow Improvements. Consistent with 40 CFR part 18 1,010,100 203060000206 (FREO20105
93,126, 127, 128 exsmpt tables 283
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quatity Program {Mon-transit) Clovis, City of i1 Clovis - Lump-Sum Traffic Signat Synchronization. Consistent with 40 CFR 1§ 223,500 20300006207 |FREG20108
. part 93,128, 127, 128, exampt lables 243 TS Project.
h\o:mmmﬂmoz e_wmommo: and >mq Ocm_mz Program Azo:,ﬂqm:m,ms o_o,_m.q: n.w.:\ of P._Bmmmm 18 CNG refuse trucks to replace 15 oider diesel refuse rucks. 3 3,118,000 20300000384 | FREO70102
Cangestion Mitigation and Alr Quality Program {Mon-transit) Ciovis, City of Traftic Flow Improvements along Herndon Ave., Between Willow and $ §17,700 20300000511 |FREO20101
Temperance Avgnues.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit) Clovis, City of _:mnwmn_wm:om of shoulder improvements along Clovis Ave., between Santa Ana |8 145,900 20300000512 FRE0SC1D2Z
ang Getlysburg.
Congestion Mitigation ang Air Quality Program {Non-transit} Clovis, City of Installation of shouider improvements along Nees Ave., between Sunnyside andl§ 338,700 20300000513 (FREQSO10Z
3 Armstrong Avenues.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-ransit) Clovis, City of on of Shawf DeWo! traffic signal. ] 821,700, 20300000514 |[FREC90104
Congestion Mitigation and Alr Quality Program (Non-transit) Clovis, Cily of instatiation of Temperance/ Sierra Traffic Signal, 3 812,000 20300000515 |[FREQ90105
Cengestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Nen-transit) Coalinga, City of In Goalinga - Construct Paved Shoulders for Bike Lane On Monterey Avenue $ 101,900 20300000196 |FRED20108
...... from Washington Street to Cambridge Avenue.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit) Fowler, City of Class It Bicycla Lanes- Construct lanes along the east side of Fowler Ave biw 3 106,400 20300000388 |FREOT0106
the State Highway 99 southbound enramp arkl Merced Straet, and along
. southside Adams biw Fowler Highschoo!l and Temperance,
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (MNon-transit} Fowier, City of Construct bicycie/pedestrian trail along the Golden State Cortidor from the City |$ 286,000 20300000633 |FREQSG123
» of Fowler sowth toward Seima, )
Congestion Mitigation and Alr Quality Program {Non-transity Fresno Area express (FAX) Prioritize trafic signais for certain fixed bus routes to decrease number of buses:§ 1,565,700 20300000521 [FRE0S011%
needed to maintain existing frequencies, and thereby reduce emissions.
Congestion Miligation and Air Qualily Program {Non-transit} Fresno County Horth and Maple intersection improvemants, Construct left turn lane for $ 133,700 20300000324 |FREQ40118
aastbound 3
(Congastion Mitigation and Alr Cuality Program (Non-lransit) Fresno County Central and Willow intersection improvements, Construct left furn tanes and $ 49,300, 20300000325 {FRE040119
pavemsnt improvements and remove a four-way stop.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit) Fresno County Shouider paving stabllization. Alta Ave._ to SR 63 - American Ave. $ 684,800 20300000326 |FRED4C12G
mmnnmw:oa Mitigation aneg Air Quality Program {Mon-transit} Fresno County Shoutder paving/stapilization on Cedar Ava petween Lincoin Ave. to Adams ) 363,200 20300000528 |FRE0S0118
Ave
Cangestion Mitigation and Air Quatity Program {Mon-transt) Fresna County Commute Green Fresno County, A travel demand management commuter $ 580,300 203000005729 |FREG20119
program for Fresno County employees designed to provide subsidies and
- incentives for program participants.
Cuongestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit)  Fresno County Lumg Sum shoulder improvements paving/stabilization at various locations. $ 2,372,100 20300000538 (FREDS0130
Cangestion Mitigation and Alr Cuality program (Non-transit) Fresno Unified School District  [Lease to purchase andf or purchase of & CHG schoal buses i raplace existing |§ 1,777,900 20300000393 |FREO7G111
fleet.
Congestion Miigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transity Frasno Unifiod Sonoot Distict | (Expand sxiting fast-ill CNG facility to include time-filling of 8 ea. duel hose, § 218,700 20300000531 |FRE9121
3600 psi tme-fill posts,
Conuestion Mitigation and Air Quaity Brogram (Non-ransit)  :Fresna, Cily of in Frasno: Al Interseclion of Chestnut Avenue and Kings Canyon Road, Instalt |5 1,717,800 20300000182 |FREG20122
Traffic Flow improvements including Duat Left-Turn Lanes & Intersection
. linproverments.
Congestion gw:mmmmr\mna Air Dtm:;ﬂﬁ&mﬂma {Non-transit} Fresno, City of In Fresnc - Lump-Sum Construction of New Tralis lo Serve Fresno/Clovis $ 1,244,00C 203000600227 (FRED20133
Metropotitan Area Trail Systern. Consistent with 40 CFR part 93.126, 127, 128,
exempt tables 283,
Congastion gw,.mlm..&n\m% Air Quality Progeam (Non-transit} Fresno, City of In Fresno - Lump-Sum Pedestrian Facilities to Inclutie Sidewalks and Signal $ 498,300 20300000228 [FRED20134
Upgrades for Pedestrians. Consistent with 4G CFR part 93,126, 127,
128 exempt tables 283,
Fresne, City of Replace axisting 4-way stop contral at intersection of Norln and Cedar with fully | $ 998,000 20300000315 [FREQ40108
activated raffic signat. 4 legs of intersection ba modified, o
G ongastion Miligation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit)  {Freano, City of Traffic synchronization and signal coordination aiong Shaw Ave. from Highway |3 4,189,800 20306000389 [FREC70107
99 to Highway 41. Install {TS conduils, fiber, communication cabinets and
2070L traffic signat controllers.
d A 744,200 20300000391 %mmguoaow

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit)

Fresno, City of

Completion of the Sugar Pine Trail from Ehesinut to Copper. a Class | bikeway 3
and pedestrian trail, i

|

e
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Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit) Fresno, City of 118 instatlation & signal coordination for Clovis Ave, from Dakota to American. {$ 1,000,000 20300000516 (FRE0S0106
instaii fiber, cabinels, vauils, cameras, radar, 2070L conlrofiers.
Congestion Miigation andg Air Quality Program {Non-ransit) Frasno, City of 1TS installation & signal coardination for Fresno Street from Herndon to Olive. |$ 220,000 20300000517 (FREGSO10Y
] . install wirgless communications and new controllers,
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit} Fresno, City of Bicycle lanws 1o fill in missing bikeway gaps and conngct 10 existing facilities on |$ 442 200 20300000518 |FREGS0108
Shieids Ave. from Wesl Ave. o Maple Ave. fro 4 mites of bikeway
improvements.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit) Fresno, City of (TS instaliation & signal coordination for Willow Ave, from Ashlan to k] 1.400,000 20300000518 |FREQI01CS
B internationat. Instali conduit, fiber, cabinels, poles, cameras, radars, 20701
conlroliars,
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit} Fresne, City of Park and Ride Lot construction te accommaodate 58 stails for long distance $ 647 60D 20300000520 |FREOS0110
. commuter vanpoois and carpools near SR 59
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Prograrn {Non-transit) Fresno, City of At intersection of Ciovis and Kings Canyon, construct westbound right turn lane. | $ 315,800 20300000540 [FREOSG131
Congesiion Miligation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit) frasno, City of Inglall dual left turn lanes for eastbound Nees Avenue at Cedar Avenue to $ 125,000 20300000541 |FRE0SC132
improve rafic flow.
Gongestion Mitigation and Air Quatity Program {Non-tfransit} Frasno, City of ITS inslallation & signal coordinalion for Clovis Ave - Dakota to Jensen and for % 1,386,3C0] 20300000542 (FREQ90133
Shaw Ave: 41 to 168
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit) Fresno, Clty of Bicycle ianes to fill in missing bikeway gaps and connéct to exisitng faciitios on |§ 467,600 20300000543 [FRECS0134
Cedar Ave. fram Floradora to Los Altos Ave, for 4.5 milas of bikeway
improvements.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit) Fresno, City of ) Lump Sum Sicewalks for various lecations within the City of Fresno, $ 500,000 20300000545 |FREGQ0136
Cengestion Mitigation and Alr Quality Program {Non-transit) Fresno, City of TS on Blackslone Ave. from Herndon Ave, to Nees, and on Friant Road from 1§ 2,213,200 20300000550 |FREQS0137
‘‘‘‘ Nees to Copper Ave.
Congestion Mitigation and Alr Quality Program (Non-transit) Huren, City of Ins Huron - Install Traffic Signats on Lassen Avenue at 4th and St Streats. $ 450,900 20300000022 (FREO20135
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit} Huron, City of In Huron - On Central Avenue Betwesn Huren and 8th Streets - Pravide Traffic |$ 128,300 20300000210 [FREO20136
. Flow Improvements and Expand Park and Ride Lot
Congestion Mitigation ang Air Quality Program (Non-transit) ‘Kermarn:. City of Construct CNG filling station at City Corporate Yard, ] 361 800] 20300000211 |[FREDBO124
Congestion Miligation and Air Quatity Program {Non-fransit} {Kings Canyon Unified Schoof Laase lo purchase and/ or purchase of 8 CNG school buses 1o repiace existing i$ 2,932 500 20300000384 |[FREQ70112
District fleet.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quaiity Program (Non-transit} Kingsburg, City of Construct Class § bike path along Goiden Stale Boulevard from Mountain View |$ 360,000 20300000392 [FREGTQ110
Ave 1o Bethel Ave.
Gengestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit) Kingsburg, City of Construct pedestrian facilities along Sierra Street at the UPRR track crossing 1% 410,300 20300000385 |FRECTO113

near Simpson Streel. ¥nprovements include sidewalks, curb ramps and track
platform improvements.

Congestion Mitigation and Alr Quality Program {Non-lransit} Kingsburg, City of Construct Class | bicyce and pedestrian palhway along Madsen Avenue k3 235,500 20300000396 |FREOT014
. petween the sastern edge of shoulder and the Cole Slough,
Congeslion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit) Kingsburg, City of Construct Class |! bicycle pathway along Lewis Street between Simpson Strest |3 303,800 20300000397 |FREOTC115
and 18th Avenue.
Congestion Mitigation and Alr Quality Program {Nen-transit} Kingsturg, City of Construct ransit stop facifities along Sierra Street east of Rafer Johnsen Drive. 3 108,500 20300000524 |FREQ90114
Congestion Mitigation and Air Qu Program {Non-transit} Kingsburg, City of Construct bikelanes along 14th Avenue from Sierra to Stroud Ave, ] 153,600 20300000534 |FREQS0125
Cangestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit) Mendota, City of in Mandota - Construct Al-Grade PedestrianiBike Crossing Across 2nd and 5th |3 445,500 20300000027 |FREC20141
Strests Over Railroad Tracks,
Congestion Mitigation and Alr Guality Program (Non-transit) Mendota, City of Pave three ynimproved alieys bounded by 7th Street and Bth Street, $ 182,600 20300000398 IFREQ70116
Congestion §§wm§.: and Air Quality Program (Non-tran Orange Cove, City of Rails 10 Tralls project. One and one half mile bike and pedesirian tral along 3 1,021,000, 20300000320 {FREQ40114
shandoned BNSF rail line &t a diagonal betwsen Hills Valley Rd and Adams
Ave,
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quaty Program {Non-transit) QOrange Cove, City of Install sdewalks on Fourth and Fith Streets from Soulh Avenue to Railroad $ 144,500 20300000535 |FREQ901Z6
Avenue,
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quatity Program {Mon-transit} Reediey, City of Install sidewalks and ramps on both sides of Manning Ave. between Frankwood |$ £89,600 20300000321 [FREQ40115
- . and Suttonwiliow Ave. H
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit} Reedley, City of Conatruction of & clean air alternative fusling center for compressed natural gas $ 1,166,200 20300000525 {FRECS0115
(CNG), wira Low Suifer Diesel, bio-diesel and E-8% ethano! tual 1o be jocated in]
: the Regional Transportation Center. ;
Cengeslion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transi) iReedlay, Tity of Purchase 3 CNG Garbage Trucks 1o raplace existing fieet. i$ 526,400 20300000526 [FREQS(116
Cangestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit) San Joaguin, Ciy of Lump sum traffic flow improvements, $ 96,600 20300000322 |FRES40116 e
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program {Non-transit} San Joaguin, City of Install concrele sidewslk at various locations where there is none along 3 52,800 20300000637 (FREOS0128

Colorado Avenue and Main St i
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Program 'Agency Project Description/Limits Total Cost 3 [FRE
Congestion Miligation and Awr Quetity Program {Non-ransit) Sangar, City of Iy Sanger - Lump-Sum Traffic Flow Improvements al Various Major e 386,300 20300000218 (FREO20180
intersections. Consistent with 40 CFR part §3.126, 127, 128, exempt tables H
283.
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non- -transit) Sanger, OWE of Purchase 2 CNG vehicles. o 73,400 20300000527 {FREQ20117
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Nen-ransit) Sanger, City of Construct CNG filting station at City Corporation Yard. 340,500 20300000536 (FREDR0127
Congestion Miligation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit) Seima, City of Purchase & GEM elactric vehicles and 2 Columbia Electric Vehicles to replace 138,000 20300000538 |FREOS0129
axisting city fieet vehicles,
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit) SouthWest Transportation Lease 1o purchase andf o purchase- 10 CNG scheol buses to replace 10 dissel|$ 3,057 800 20300000400 |FREQ7G118
X Agency school buses,
Congastion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Non-transit) chﬂﬁfemmm Transportation Purchasing a Rule 1186-certified CNG Strest Sweeper to replace diesel $ 150,600 20300000401 |FREQTOMAS
gency Sweeper.
nczmmmaom g&mmao: and >: Qualily Program Azgkm:mwz Various Agencies Replacement of 2 gross polluting school buses with cleaner Dissel Buses. $ 340,000 20300000532 (FREQS0122
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Transil Fresno Area Express {FAX} Purchase 15 CNG buses to replace 14 diesel buses, 3 10,266,800 20300600402 IFRECTO120 ”
Praiects)
Congestion Mitigation and Alr Quality Prograrm (Transit Frasno Area Exprass (FAX) Increase fraquency of service from 30 minute intervals to 15 minuts intervals on 3 11,982,600 20300000404 |FREGTO122
Projacts) high demand routes. Fresno Street, 15t Street, and Cedar. Three years of
funding.
Congestion Mitigation andg Air Quatity Program {Transit Fresno Arga Fxpress (FAX) City of Fresno, FAX, will purchase 6 CNG converted paratransit vehicies to $ 617,300 20300000522 |FRECQ0112
Projects) replace non-CNG venhicles in existing fleet,
Congestion Mitigation and Al Quatity Program (Transit Fresnc Area Express (FAX) City of Fresno, FAX will purchase 6 alternatie fuet (CNG), low emissiont buses | § 2,442,000 20306000523 |FREQ90113
FProjects) ta raplace diesel buses in the current fleet,
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Transit Fresne County Rural Transit Purchase of four 35 passenger compressed natural gas powered buses, % 1,850,000 20300000333 (FREO41405
Projects) Agency
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (Transit Fresno Counly Rural Transil Purchase 2, 22 passenger CNG Vans to replace fieel. i3 288,000 20300000530 (FREOS0120
Projects) Agency
Demonstration Projects Fresno County Rehagilitation, repair, andfor reconstruction of deficient two-lane roads that $ 3,500,000 20300000443 |FREQ70201
....... connect to Inferstate 5, SR 180, SR 41 and SR 99 countywide.
Demonsiration Projects frasno County Rehabifitation, repair, andior reconstruction of deficient twa-lane roads that § 1,875,000 20300000449 |FREQ70202
..... connect to intetstate 5, SR 180, SR 41 and SR 99 countywide,
Demonstration Projects Various Agencies Advance Gonstruction Conversion jump sum project for earmarked feders $ 3,808,000 20300000380 |FREQ40201
funds reimbursement
Emergency Repair Program Caitrans Various locations. &mergancy Repar Program. Consislent with 40 CFR pant $ 150,000 20300000166 (FRECT0801
- . 93126, 127, 128 Exempt Tables 283, B
Federal Transit Administration Section 5307 Program Fresno Area Exprass (FAX) Various Planring Project! COFCG StafffAnnual Planning O & M Expenses and $ 2,550,000 20300000147 {FREC21501
Special Projecls
Fedaral Transil Administration Section 5307 Program Fresno Area Exprass (FAX) FAX Facility Upgradss o Include Portable Life Equipment; Fare box Systerns; |§ 500,000 20300000144 |FREOG21509
i ite Pump and Cyiinders; Automated Passenger Counters; Bus VWashar,
Passenger InformationKiosks;ete,
Faderal Transit Administration Section 5307 Program Fresno Area Express (FAX) Baratransit Vericie Service Expansion/Reptacement of 17 Vehicles 3 861,500 20300000150 (FREO21508
Wmamﬂm_ Transit Administration Section 5307 Program fresno Area Express (FAX} Nan-Revenue Vehicie Service Expansion/Replacement {18 Vehicles) 3 460,006 20300000151 1FREDZ1S0T
Federal Transit Administration Section 5307 Program iFrasno Area Express (FAX) Preventive Maintenance Expense 3 34,030,900 20300000155 |FREDZ1503
Federal Transit Administration Section 5367 Program Fresno Area Express {FAX} Capital tease-Vehicle Tire Lease § 1,245,200 20300000156 |FRE021506
Federal Transit Adminisiration Section 5307 Program Fresno Area Exprass {FAX} Capital Lease-Handy Ride Facility g 553,500 20300000157 |FRE021505 i
Foderat Transit Admi stration Saclion 5307 Program Fresno Area Express {FAX) Conlracted Paratransit Service Dperations $ 14,803,100 20300000158 |FREQ21504
Foderal Transit Administration Section 5307 Program Fresno Area Express (FAX) Various Planming Projects/FAX Stafiiannual Planning O & M Expenses and $ 2,497,300 20300000258 |FRE021502
. Speciai Projects
Feaeral Transi Adgministration Section 5307 Frogram Fresnc Area Exprass (FAX) Passenger shelters/structures, benches, trash receptacles and lighting, On- kS 600,000 20300000260 FREC21510
H streat signs; Bus stop repairs; and miscellaneous amenities to benefit transit
_\passengers
Federal Transit Administration Section 5308 Program Frasna Area Express [FAX) Purchase of 5 Revenue Vehicles, 3 5,814,800 20300000268 |FREC22005
Fresno Area Express (FAX) Purchase low-smission non-revenue transit vehicles. $ 300,000 20300000552 |FREQ92001
Federal Transit Administration Section 3311 Frogram Fresna County Rural Transit Brograms FY 2006/07-08 FTA Section 5311 Apportionment- Annual Operating |$ 14,857 807 10300000192 |FREQ217G1
Agancy Assistance
Federal Transit Administation Section 5316 Various Agencies Costs assotiated with the competitively selected projects derived from the 5 1,011 454 20300000484 |FREQ72202
Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan in Fresna County.
£TA Referance Projects Fresno Area Express (FAX) tease vans for gowntows: vanpool program. Final year of three year funding $ 159,8C0) 20300000328 |FREQ40122
period.
7,227,200 20300000328 {FRE41401

FTA Reference Projecis

Frasno Area Express (FAX)

Bus replacement pragram. Purchase 20 low amission wban buses to replace 1S

20 1993 diese! vehicies
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Program . Project Description/Limits Total Cost D FRE
FTA Reference Projects Fresno Area Express (FAX) vwmr Servica Program. Increase the frequsncy of service from 30 minto 15 O 6.401.800 20300000330 [FREO41402
min intervals on two routes- Route 28 and Route 30. Final year of three year
! {funding period,
FTA Referance Projects ‘Frasno Area Fxpress (FAX) 0043_053 Circutator Program provide service throughout downtown Fresno $ 1,200,000 20300000331 FRE041403
. during pask commite hours. Purchase of 4 shutlle vehicles.
FTA Reference Projects Fresno Area Express (FAX) intermodal Facility Program. Davelop and construct intermodal facility in 5 1,000,000 20300000332 (FREQ41404
Southeast ares of Fresno,
FTA Reference Projects Fresno Area Express {FAX}) Purchase one 40 foot hydrogen powered hybrid eleclric transit bus and one $ 37250000 20300000403 |FREGFO21
......... eigctrolytic hydrogen fueling station.
Hazard Elimination Satety Program Caitrans Lump-Sum Highway Safety Improvement Program. Consistent with 40 CFR part |$ 10,266,320, 20300000278 |FREC404G1
- 93,126, 127 128, exempt tables 283,
Hagzard Elimination Safsty Program Various Agencies High Risk Rurat Road Pragram lump sum. Codified as section 148 of titte 23, |3 §58,532 20300000484 [FREQ40402
3 United States Code (23 115 C, 148}
Highway Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitaticn Program Caltrans Lump-Sum Highway Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation Program {(No additional |§ 42,030,400 20300000279 (FREQ40501
travel lanes). Consistent wiih 40 CFR part 93,1286, 127, 128, exempt tablas 283
Highway Bridge Repiacement/Rehabilitation Program Caltrans Planning of Bridge Preventive Maintenance Program by local agencies $ 1,000 20300000451 |BR_PREV_M
staiewide. Funds avaiable for FY 2005/06 enly. Planning only - for developing
) project lists, not for capital.
Highway Sridge Replacement/Rehabiitation Program Caltrans Scouwr local agency pian of action statewide. Funds available for current scour 18 1,060 20300000452 [SCOUR_PCA
critical list for FY 2005/06 only. Small set-aside availabie for bridges added to
. list after FY 2005,
Proposition 18 Caitrans In the City of Fresno and within Madera County, from 0.2 miles south of the $ 55 700,000 20300000549 FRED71203
Grantland Ave. Undercrossing to 0.6 miles north of the Ave 7 overcrossing,
. wigen exisitng 4-ane Freeway to 8-lane Freeway
Propasition 1B Cattrans n the City of Fresno, from the Ashian Ave. overcrossing lo 0.2 miles north of 1§ 37,300,000 10300000262 |FREQT1202
the Grantland Ave. undercrossing, widen exisitng 4-lans Freeway to G-lang
Freeway.
Propusition 18 Fresno Area Express {(FAX) Purchase CNG replacement buses. $ 2,500,000 20300000551 (FRED92403
Proposition 18 Fresno, City of Shaw from Highway 41 to Highway 168; Traffic Syrchronization, g 2,100,600 20300000547 (FREQS2401
Fresno, City of Clavis from Dakota to Kings Canyen; Traffic Synchronization. 3 2,100,000 20360000548 | FREDS2402
Regionai Surlage Transporlalion Program Clavis, City of Road repair along Ashlan Ave belween Peach and Minnewawa, 187,8G0] 20300000405 |FREQ7G602
.m...wmmc:m“ Surface ransponation Program Road repair along Peach Ave. between Alluvia) and Teague Avenues, 806,700 20300000406 |FREQT0603
Regionat Surface Transportation Program Road repair atong Shaw with reconstruction activities betwean Peach and 1,038,100 20300000407 (FREO70604
. _iMinnewaws Avenues
Regionat Surface Transportation Program Ciovis, City of Reconstruction of Shaw Avenug, between Minnewawa and Clovis Avenues. $ 883,000 20300000489 |FREGBOE0T
Regional Surface Transportation Program Coalinga, City of in Coatinga - Lump-Sum Various AC Overtays/Reconstruction on Eligible $ 274,000 20300000058 |FREQ20605
Routes. Consistant with 40 CFR part 93,126, 127, 128 exemgpt tables 243,
Regional Surface Transportation Program _iFirebauah, Cily of Reconstruct 13th Street belween N Street (SR 33) to 400 ft east of P Streat, 3 406,300 20300000408 [FREC70S05
nmc.onm_ Surface Transpontation Program Fresno County Marmning Ava. irom Crawford to Hill Ave. Reconstruct existing 2-lane road 1o $ 4,645,200 20300000343 [FREQ40612
leurrent standards -widening travel way, paving shoulders an improving
siructural section.
nmm_oam_ Surface Transportation Program Fresno County Lumg Sum listing from AC overlay projects in various locations. $ 3,930,400 20300000509 |FREDS0621
Regional Surface Transportation Program Fresno, City of in Fresna - Lump-Sum A/C Overlays or Cold Recycie Overtays on Various $ 4,749 800 20300000249 |FREO20617
Eligibte Routes (No Addiitonal Travel Lanes). Consistent with 40 CFR part
93,126, 127, 128, exempt tatles 283
Regicnat Surface Transpertation Program Frasno, City of in Eresno - Lump-Sum Sound Walls. Use for City Match To Caltrans Projects $ 1,016,600 20300000252 HFREQZ0E20
On Freeways for Noise Atlenuation. Consistent with 40 CFR part 93,126, 127,
128, exempt tables 283,
Regional Surface Transponation Program Fresno, City of in Eresno - Lump-Sum Landscaping and Plantings In Madian Islands, Cn Trails,\§ 510,00C 20300000263 |FREQZ0621
and Streetscapes. Consistent with 40 CFR part 93.126, 127, 428, exempl tables
i 283,
Regional Surface Teanspertation Program Frasne, City of iCold pavemant recycling of Clovis Avenue betwesn McKiniey Ave. 1o Shistds 1§ 1,254,000 20300000411 FREQ70608
Ave.
Regional Suriace Transporiation Program Frasno, City of Construct dual leit turn tanes for northbiound Clovis Avenues at McKinley $ 489,300 20300000484 |FREDS0B06
Avenue.
memo:mM Surlace Fransportation Program Frasno, City of Streelscape Baautfication projact on Broadway between Divisadero and 3 564,700 20300000485 [FREOS0607
Tuoiumne, including diagonal parking, pedestrian improvements and
landscaping. -
.............. installation of a traffic signal at the intersections of Mcltinley/Hughes and 3 1,241 6001 20300000496 |FRECS0608

Wm,mwoamw Surface Transportation Program

Fresne, City of

McKinley/ivarks
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Ragional Sudace Transportation Program Fresno, City of Construct momnamgﬁm at the intersections of Audubon/Del Mar and 5 245,900 20300000487 [FRECS0609
Jo— . Audubon/l.exington.
Regional Surface Transportation Program Fresno, Cily of dmﬁo flow ‘Em_d,\m:..m:ﬁ at Divisadero and SR 41, including new median $ 245500 202300000498 1FREQSOE10
- isiand and traffic signal modifications.
mMm“M”M MMMMH M“M”Mvomm&cn MEwﬂmB Fresng, Q:. of Lump mcﬂ AC Qvertays on various elgible B.Emm. _ i i $ 6,085,100 20300000498 |FREG0E611
3 portation Program Fresne, City of Surveying, development of roadway geometrics and preliminary engineering, $ 338,600 20300000500 |FREOS0612
plus a CEQA process for adoption of the OPL for various roagways within the
e Gity of Fresna.
Regional Surface Transportation Program Eresno, City of Streetscape Beaulification project on Olive Avenue between Paim Avenue and |¥ 200,000 20300000853 (FRENSOG04
. Van Ness Avenue.
Regional Surface Transportation Program Huron, City of i Huron - Lump-Sum Construction of Madian Islands and Landscaping on $ 239,700 20300000234 |FRED20624
Eligible Routes. Consistent with 40 CFR pant 93.126, 127, 128, exempt tables
283
Regional Surface Transpontation Program Kerman, City of On W, Kearney Bivé. from 3rd St to Del Norte Ave, Install median istands with 1$ 392,000 20300000412 {FREQT0610
landscaping, grind, and regrade existing pavement and install 3" AC pavement.
Regionat Surlace Transportation Program Kerman, Cily of Replace rough pavement on Stanisiaus Ave, rom Madera Ave. to Merlot Ave, |9 308,200 20300000510 |FRECD0613
Regicnat Surface Transportation Progeam Kingsburg, City of On 18th Ave. from Stroud Ave, to Tulare St Pavement reconstruction and 3 345,600 20300000413 |FREQ70811
- drainage improvemearts.
Regional Surface Transportation Program Kingshutg, City of Reconstruction of Sigra Street from Rafer Johnson Drive to SR 99, $ 243,900 S0300000501 FREQS0B14
Regional Surface Transportation Program Mendota, City of On Bih Street from Oller St to Marie 6. Reconstruction and resurfacing of $ 314,90G 20300000414 |FREQT0E12
existing road
Regional Surface Transportation Program Qrange Cove, C South Ave. from Anchor Ave. 1o Mongon Ava.ll $ 977,000 50300000415 |FRED7CE13 }
Reconstruction to standard and widen shoulder.
Regional Surfase Transportation Program Orange Cove, City of Reconstruct East Railroad Avenus from Hills Valley Road to Fourth Sireat, % 237 000 20360000502 [FRENS0615 .
Regional Surface Transportation Pragram Readley, City of Intersection of Dinuba ang Bultenwitiow Censtruct 2 moderm roundabout, widsn |5 581,300 20300000091 (FREC20633
and improve intersection approaches,
Regional Surface Transportation Program Readiey, City of Frankwood Ave. from 800 ft north of Parlier to Manning. Reconstruct & overlay, |$ 939,900 20300000340 [FRED40802
o remove & replace curb, gulter & sidewalks, ROW asguisition.
Regicnat Surface Transportation Program Reediay, City of N Frankwood Ave. batween Manning Ave, to the north and North Ave. to the 3 855,100 40300000416 iFREQT0514
south. Realignment and raconstruction. Move east curb Hine back 1o its proper
alignment matching the ex ng Gurb return
wmuwonm. Surface Transpertation Program Readiey, City of Construct medians on North Frankwood Ava. from Manning Ave. to northcity |$ 584,200 20300000503 |FRE090616
limits replaing the center dual turn fane & installing street lights & in-pavement x
o o wadt &t glemarntry school,
Regionat Surface Transportation Pragram San Joaguin, City of tain Street from Arizona Ave. to Blacer Ave. Remove and replace existing 3 396,900 20300000418 |FREC70616
asphall paving. .
Regional Surface Transportation Program Sanger, City of City of Sanger/ County of Fresno Jaint Project. North Ave. from Academy to 3 771,500 20300000342 |FREQ40611
..... Bethel Ave, Reconstruct existing two-lane road,
Regional Sutace Transpoftation Program —Isanger, City of Reconstruct Fiftn Street from Greenwood Ave. to Academy Ave, § 564,200 20300000504 |FREQICE17
Regional Surface Transportation Frogram Seima, City of in Salma - Reconstruct Floral Ave./ Seima Branch Canal Crossing. 6 f. block |[$ 130,600 20300000246 |FRE(20645
wall, wheelchair ramps, in-pavement crosswall lights, sphit-rail fencing, Warning
S Signs.
m‘m,mwo:mﬂ Surface Transportalion Program Selma, City of Flore Ave. baween McCall Ave and Dockery Ave. Cold plane pavernant, 3 851,000 20300000420 |FRECT0618
ovartay, constructfreconstruct handicappad access ramps and place in-
. _ ! ) pavement crosswalk with advanca warning lights.
memman Surface T wmm.mﬂwmmaol ._w.8|9.w_ﬂ R B Selma, City of Wright St batween Aitants 81 and Dinuba Ave. Cold plane pavement, overlay, i3 4,367,600 20300000421 (FREO70619
constructireconstruct handicapped access ramps and place in-pavement
: crosswalk with advance
.mﬂmmnmmm—wm.mmmm‘ﬂ}mnommaan Program iSelma, City of {Whitson Ave and Thompsaon Ave. intersection, Provide left and right turn S 451,800 20300000508 |FREOS0620
lchannetization and phasing for existing signal. Connect existing signal o i
. lirterconnect system o i
Safe Routes to School _u&mqu o Various Agencies Safe Routes to School lump sum listing of projects, 6th cycle projects 648,000 20300000480 (FREQ71801
State Highway Operationg and Protection Program Caltrans Lump-Surm "Bridge Preservation” Category 8HOPP: Non-capacity increasing 16,102,000 20300000422 [FREQ71003
projects reagside rehabifitation. Consistent with 40 CFR part 93.126, 127, 128,
— exempt tables 283 .
State Highway Qperationg ang Protection Program Caltrans Lump-Sum "Mobility’ Category SHOPP: Non-capacity increasing projects $ 22,747,000 20300000422 |FREQ71004
roadside rehabiiitation. Consistent with 40 CFR part 93,126, 127, 128, axempl
tabtes 2&3




Exhibit 5-5

{Agency iProject Description/Limits T
seription ofal Cost F1] FRE

State Highway Operaliong and Protection _uamqma Caltrans wcﬁ?mcs Coltision Reduttion" Category SHOPP: Non-gapacily increasing 3,313,000 20300000468 |[FREO71040

projects roadside rehabifitation. Consistent with 40 CFR part 93.126, 127, 128,
: _ y axemat fabies 283

State Highway Operationg and Protection Program Caltrans _.camwmca .Az_mnamm.mm: Omamo& SHOPP: Non-capacily increasing projects g 5,040,000 20300000546 [FRE0S1001

roadside rehabiitation. Consistent with 40 CFR part 93,126, 127, 128, exempt 1
i . tables 283

State Highway Operationg and Prolection Program Caltrans in Fresno- Bullard Avenue to Herndon Averue and northbound Herndon of-|$ 14,850,000 20300000439 [FREQV1005

i 3 ramp- add awdliary jane

State Highway Operationg and Protection Program Caitrans ”rn:.__u.wc:_ ..mmmaimv. n..wmm._émzo:: Calegory SHOPP: Non-capacily increasing |$ 31,894,90C 20300000448 |FREQGT1007
projects roadside rehablitation, Consistent with 46 CFR pant 93126, 127, 128,
axempt tables 283,

State Highway Operaliong and Protection Program Caltrans Lump-Sum "Roadside Pressnvalion” Category SHOPP: Non-capacily increasing |$ 16,009,000 3030000000C (FREC41001
projects roagside rehabiiilation, Consistent with 40 CFR part 93.126, 127, 128,
exempt tables 283,

STIP - ,nﬂm:mm.ﬁzmw Program Calirans In the cily of Fresno, on Route 41 at and near Friant Road. Tree planting. $ 1,745,600 10300000215 (FRED41202

STif - Interregional Program Calfrans Near Selma and Kingsburg, from the Juriction Routes 89 and 201 to north of $ 1,736,000 10300000208 (FREO41203

) Fioral Avenue, Repiacement plarting

STiP / Regionat Choice Caltrans Near Conterville, from Temperance Avenue ¢ Academy Avenue. Construct 4 1§ 86,871,000 10300000176 |FREQZ1106

. iane expressway on existing alignmant,

STIP f Regicnal Cholce ”nm_zm:m Near Centerviiie, from Academy Avenue to Trimmer Springs Road. Construct 4% 5,249,000 10300000177 |[FREO21107

o lane exprassway on exisling aligrment,

STIP f Regional Choice Celtrans Near Gentervilte and Minkler, on Route 180 from Trimmer Springs Road to east |$ 6,812,000 10300000178 |FREO21108
of Erankwond Avenue. Consiruct 4 lang expressway on existing alignment.

STIP ¢ Regional Choice Council of Fresno County Pianning, Programming and Monitoring. % 2,810,000 10300000044 |FRECO1101

Governmerts

Transportation Erhancement Activities Program Clovis, City of in the City of Clovis, east of Temperance Avenue and south of Nees Avenue K 260,600 40300000223 (FREQ41812 i

. along the mm»mizmm Canal. Construct a class | bicycle/ipedestrian trail.

Transportation Erhancement Activities Program Ciovis, City of I the City of Clovis, on Ashlan Avenue between Whillier Avenue and %nﬁm_é. 3 485,300 10300000224 FRED41813
Avenue  Construct a median island with langseaping and irvigation,

Transportation Enhancement Activities Program Clovis, City of Trai Head! Rest Area, SWC Sunnyside & Shepherd Aves. $ 1,772,360 20300000454 [FREQ71801

Transportation Enhancement Activities Program i Enhance “Gateway to the Sierras” Sign, Clovis Ave, between 4th and 5th 5 154,700 20300000455 (FREO71802
Strants,

Transportation Enhancement Activities Progra Fowler, City of Landscaging & sidewais, Merced Street between 3rd & Sth Streets. § 203,300 20300000456 |FREG71803

Transportation Enhancement Activities Program Fresno County Along the San Joaquin River from the Kerchoff Reservoir to the Lipper Redinger($ 537,000 10300000231 |FREC41820

o Reservsir. Construct muti-modal trait.

Transpertation Enhancement Activities Program Fresne County Plant Paim Trees, Keamey Blvd, between Marks and Westlawn Aves. 3 647,200 20300000457 [FREQ71812

Transporiation Enhancement Activities Program Fresno, City of Rahabilitate 2nd Floor of Historic Santa Fe Depot, Santa Fe Ave. and Tulare  |§ 1,486,400 20300000458 |FREO7T16813
St,

ﬁ:mncnwnu: Ennancement Activities Program Fresno, City of Median 1siand Landscaping, Clovis Ave. Betwean Kings Canyon and McKinley $ 485,700 20300000459 |FREOT 1805
Aves,

transportation Enhancement Aclivities Program +resno, City of Median lsland Enfancement, Shields Ave. Batween Palm Ave. and BNSF % 165,000 20300000460 (FREOT1806
Rairoad.

Transpartation Enhancement Activities Program Fresna, City of \nstall and landscape median island, Ventura Ave. between Broadway and 3 105,000 20300000461 |FREGT1807
SR84. .

ﬂwmmuonm, ion Enhancament Activities Program Fresno, Cily of Sugar Pine Trat Improvements, Between Naes & Chestnut Aves. ¥ 1B5,900 20300000466 (FREQ7 1804

Fransportation Erhancement Activities Program Kingsburg, Cy of i the City of Kingsburg, on $8th Avenue, from Hayward Street to Stroud $ 154,100 10300000222 |FREC41817
Avenue. Construct median istand with landscaping and irrigation.

aﬂ.wwwuonmao: Enhancement Activities Program Kingsburg, City of Insiali and landscape median istand, Sierra Street between Bethel Ave. and g 420,200 20300000462 |FREOT1808
SR9%

Transportation Enbancement Activities Program Mendota, Chy of Beaication/Reconstruction of Derrick Ave. (SR33) 7th St Intersection. 3 282.400 20300000463 (FREOT1808 o]

Transportation Enhancement Activities Program Sehna, City of In Seima, along the Consolidated Irrigation District's Selma Branch Canal from |§ 752,300 10300000229 F REC418189
Eloral Avenue to Lincoin Middis Schogl. Construct ciass | bicycle path,

Transponation Enhancement Activilies Program Selma, City of Class § Bikeway and two Rast areas, batween North an Third Streets. $ 283,600 20300000464 |FREQT4810

Transportation Enhancement Activities Program Selma, City of Class 1 Bikeway, Selma Branch Canal between Floral Ave. and Stifiman Street. '3 765,800 203000060465 [FREGY 811




2007 RTP Amendment #4
Exhipit 5-8(a) Financially Unconstrained Projects

Proposed o“_mw to Fraffic Date

Jurisdictioni Agency ty Name/Route Project Limits Type of Improvement Estimated Cost 2010 20%1 2014 2017 2020 3023 2639
1000 fi. north to 1060 ft. south on SR 89, 800 1. [Construct interchange improvements at SR 82 and Mountain View
Selma SR 89/Mountain View Ave.  {east and 80O R west on Mountain View Avenue Avenue $45,000,000.00 X
0.5 mi. N of SR9S/Floral Ave. Undercrossing {0 0.5¢
Selma SR 59/Dinuba Avenug mi. § of SR9Y/Manning Ave. Overcrossing Construct local interchangs on SR 89 at Dinuba Avenue Alignment $60,000,000.00 X
1000 it. north t¢ 1000 4. south on SR 99; 1000 i1, (Construct interchange improvements including structure replacemant,
Kingsburg SR 99/Bethel Ave. east and 1000 fi. west on Belhel Avenua widening, ramp signaization, and railroad grade separation $87,000,000.00 X
1000 ft. nonth to 800 fi. south on SR 89, 1000 # Construct intarchange improvements inchuding structure replacement,
Kingsburg SR 99/Mendocing Ave. east and 800 fi. west on Mendocine Avenue widening, ramp signalization, argd rallroad grade separation $63,000,000.00 X
Cily of Fresne (FAX) VenturaiKings Canyan Bus Rapid Transit along Ventura Ave. and Kings Canyon Ave. $35,000,000.00 X

Page 1




Exhibit 5-10

MEASURE "C” EXTENSION PLAN
Multi-Modal Funding Allocation Program
- AVERAGE
20 YEAR ANNUAL
MEASURE "C" | MEASURE "C" % OF
MEASURE "C" REAUTHORIZATION SALES TAX | FUNDING FUNDING MEASURE “C"
REVENUE ' TOTAL TOTAL FUNDING
$1,714,400,000 $85,720,000 100.00%

FUNDING ALLOCATION PROGRAMS

2 5 SRSt Prot (10,000 $20.605.000 4 0%

2Ll o 1 T
Public Transit Agencies $337,100,000 £16,865 000 18.7%
Fresno Area Express (FAX) $235,000,000 $11,750,000 13.7%|
Clovis Transit $33 760 009 $1,685,000 2.0%
Fresno County Rural Transit Agency (FCRTA) $68,400,000 $3.420,000 4 0%
Public Transportation infrastructure Stady (PTIS}/ Transit Consolidation $5,160,000 $255,000 8.3%
ADA f Senjers / Paratransit £43,706.000 S685,000 0.8%
Farmworker /CarVan Fools £19,900,000 $895,000 1.2%
i Farmworker Van Pools $9,950,600 $497.500 0.6%
| Carfvan Peols $9.950,000 $497 500 0.8%
~New Technology Resserve (If construction is not imminent in 15 years, money
$36,300,060 31,815,060 2.1%

will be realipcated based on greatest nee

$525.300,00 526,265,

L.ocal Alfogation
Street Mainlenance (50% of Local Aliocation) $262 650,000 $13.132 500 15.3%
ADA camngliance {1.75% of Local Allocation) ! $9.182,750 $459 838 0.5%
Flexible Funding {48.25% of Local Allocalion) $253.457,250 $12 872 883 14.8%
Pedesirian/Trails $53.3G6.008 £2, 665 000 3.11%
Urban (Clovis and Fresno Spheres of influance) $37,000.000 $1.850 000 2.16%
Rural $16.300,000 $815,000 0.85%
Bicyesis Facifities 315,600,000 £750,060 2.8%
Regions ANsSnoriang Frogrs - EU0L O hZ2o 080U .47
Urbah {50%} $251,860,6060 $12.6895,000 14.7%
Riural (50%) $2561,900,000 372,595,000 14.7%
Fresnp Airponis 317,000,000 3850,060 1.6%
4 AHemanve 2 bortatio Hroara n3l UE . U0 5 o0 602,
Rail Cansclidation (If construction is not imminent in 15 vears, money will be
used for grade separations instead) £102,500,600 $5,128,000 6.0%
+ enia 7 BINE Progra %59 800,600 52.990.000 Of
School Bus Replacement £35.900.000 51,995,600 2.3%
Transit Oriented Infrastructure for in-Fill i $15,900,000 £995,000 1.2%
by, A rationla G Progra . OO, OUU $ B0 G0 04
Fresno County Transportation Authority (FCTA} $17,06060,660 $850,000 1.0%
Cauncil of Fresne County Governmants (Fresno COG) | 58,600,000 | $430,000 0.5%

" urisdictions receiving less than $200,000 ennually from the fotai iocal transporation funds avaifable will be exempt from the provision. (Likely exempt
Jjurisdiclions would be Firebaugh, Fowler, and San Josquin].
"2 Name of Funding Program to be determined.

ESTIMATED TOTAL MEASURE "C" PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS - URBAN 67.5%, RURAL 32.5%



Exhibit 6-11
2007 RTP Amendment #1
Financial Constraint Summary

Projected Revenues
{includes 3% annual inflation)

Funding Source Life of RTP (24 Year)
Federal $1,201,268,589
State $2,169,679,605
Local $1,815,900,000

Total Revenue (All Sources)

$5,176,848,194

Projected Expenditures

Life of RTP (24 Year)

FY 2008/08-2011/12 Federal
Transportation improvement
Program

$287,071,000

Financially Constrained List of
RTP Projects-Modeled for Air
Quality Conformity

$2,526,850,000

2006 Measure C Extension
Expenditure Plan

$1,700,000,000

Total Expenditures
(Al Sources)

$4,629,711,000
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

The Council of Fresno County Governments (COFCG) has retained the firm of Kimley-Hom and
Associates, Inc., along with subconsultants Wilbur Smith Associates, and Cambridge Systematics,
to develop a Bus Rapid Transit Master Plan (BRT Master Plan). The BRT Master Plan has been
prepared in association with the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), comprised of staff
members from COFCG, Fresno Area Express, City of Fresno, City of Clovis, and Caltrans.

This report is divided into the following chapters:
+ Chapter | —Introduction. Provides brief introductions of the BRT Master Plan, Fresno
Area Express, and Bus Rapid Transit.

* Chapter 2 — Regional Planning Context. Provides current planning conditions in the
Fresno region and their potential impact on the BRT Master Plan.

s Chapter 3 — Stakeholder and Public Participation. Provides a summary of outreach to
community leaders in Fresno with regards to BRT in Fresno and public
comments/recommendations from the Community Open House.

«  Chapter 4 — Proposed Rapid Trapsit (BRT) Network. Identifies potential corridors in the
Fresno/Clovis metropolitan area for BRT implementation both in the short- and long-term.
Provides recommendation for initial BRT implementation in Fresno and eventual build-out
of a full BRT network.

s Chapter 5 ~ Ventura Avenue / Kings Road BRT Implementation Plan. Provides
description of a potential corridor for mitial BRT implementation and proposed stations
along the corridor. Describes improvements to the corridor, BR'T stops/stations, and
vehicles to improve access to key destinations and minimize travel time for riders. And
includes probable cost estimates for various forms of BRT implementation in Fresno.

» Chapter 6 — Funding Mechanisms for Implementing Bus Rapid Transit. Identifies funding
mechanisms to support the proposed capital and operating costs associated with a BRT
system.

1.1 Bus Rapid Transit Master Plan Motivation and Overview

The Bus Rapid Transit Master Plan provides a new perspective on rapid transit service in the
Fresno/Clovis metropolitan area. The COFCG has been studying the implementation of rapid
transit services in Fresno with rail modes as the proposed means of trangportation, Unfortunately,
due to high costs of implementing rail modes, it has been difficult to justify local investment in
rapid transit. Today however, with the introduction of the bus rapid transit (BRT) concept,
implementation of rapid transit is now more of a reality for many metropolitan areas from
communities wanting a rapid transit network, like Fresno, to communities expanding their transit
network such as Los Angeles or Boston.

Fresno is expected to grow and develop at a high rate over the next twenty years. As experienced
over the last ten years, growth can bring both opportunities and challenges to the region. With the
increase in employment and housing opportunities there 18 an increase m traffic congestion on both
local roads and highways and the related increase in air pollution. Traffic congestion and air
poliution are serious issues for the Central Valley, particularly air quality in Fresno and Clovis.
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These issues have led to community groups emphasizing the mitigation of poor air quality through
improved transi.

The overall vision of the BRT Master Plan is to demonstrate how improved efficiency, speed, and
service can attract new transit ridership, improve customer satisfaction, and benefit the broader
community by providing a quality of service similar to light rail systems through the use of bus
technology.

This master plan will assess the potential implementation of bus rapid transit in Fresno with the
following goals to support the above-mentioned vision:

1. Service Level — FAX will provide public transportation service to a maximum number of
people in the Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area. This goal includes 90% coverage of the
population within one-half mile of a FAX route; a maximum headway of 60 minutes and
service seven days a week.

2. Service Quality - FAX will provide quality, convenient public transit service. This goal
describes reliable service, clean and atiractive vehicles and facilities and system safety.

3. Provide Efficient and Effective Service — FAX will operate an efficient and effective bus
system. This goal describes a mintmum fare box recovery ratio of 28% and minimum
productivity of 40 passenger boardings per hour of bus service.

4. System Image — FAX will promote its service and image in the community. This goal
describes marketing and community relations efforts.

5. Private Sector and Citizen Involvement — FAX will provide opportunities for citizens and
private business to participate in public transportation operations.

6. Integrated Multi-modal Transportation — FAX will provide integrated multimodal
transportation which facilitates the movement of people. This goal 1s targeted at
connecting FAX services with the airport and passenger rail station.

7. Coordinate Transportation, Land Use and Air Quality Policies. This goal describes
support for transportation investments that work towards accomplishing air quality goals,
optimize utilization of land and encourage a stable economic base.

1.2 Fresno Area Express

Fresno Area Express (FAX) is the City of Fresno’s public transit system. FAX operates both fixed
bus routes and paratransit service seven days a week. The system consists of 20 bus routes
carrying over 12 million passenger per year. Many routes currently operate on 30-minute
headways in the peak hour; however, recently several routes have been increased to 15-minute
headways due to passenger demand.

Three of FAX’s routes currently serve more than 4,500 passengers each on a daily basis.
Passenger demand on Route 28 is approaching 8,000 passengers per day and is quickly filling
buses now operating every 15 minutes during the peak hour. The system has experienced
significant peak loads on these higher frequency routes; FAX anticipates that these routes will
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continue o grow substantially over the next five to ten years. FAX will need to implement
innovative and cost effective ways to address the increased demand.

1.3 Bus Rapid Transit

Definition

“Bus Rapid Transit” (BRT) is an integrated system of facilities, equipment, services, and amenities
that improve the speed, reliability, and identity of bus transit. BRT is, in many respects, rubber-
tired light rail transit (LRT) with greater operating tlexibility and potentially lower costs. The BRT
mode is quickly becoming an effective way to move people efficiently and in a cost effective
manner-—in terms of both capital and operating costs.

Why BRT as a rapid transit eption?
There are many reasons why the COFCG should consider BRT as a rapid transit option for the
region:

1. BRT can be implemented much quicker than rail modes and can be done in phases as the
passenger demand dictates. This provides the greatest flexibility in meeting transit
demand.

2. BRT provides flexibility for extending a line or developing branched services with the
existing road infrastructure.

3. BRT provides operating flexibility since it can operate on arterial streets; in freeway
medians, on freeway shoulders and alongside freeways; or in railroad and other separate
right—of-way.

4. It can effectively provide express and local services at a single transit facility.

5. Dueto mmproved speed and reliability, BRT can provide the same levels of service as LRT.
In some cases, BRT can provide the same capacity as light rail transit.

6. It can be significantly less costly to implement than a rail transit line while providing
similar benefits—especially in locations where right-of-way increases are constrained.

7. It can be effectively integrated into the surrounding environment and can generate
significant urban development benefits.

Elements of BRT Systems:
Bus rapid transit is a mode of transportation offering a great deal of flexibility. That flexibility is
brought about through the various elements of BRT systems. These elements consist of:
o Running ways (exclusive transitways, HOV lanes on freeways, dedicated transit lanes,
transit malls, mixed traffic, or bus only queue jump lanes at congested intersections.
o Fewer stops and faster service through higher station spacing to consolidate boarding and
alighting locations and reduce dwell time and delays.
* Accessible, safe, secure, and attractive stations from sheltered stops to stations with raised
platforms and encompassing structures.
» Fasy-to-board, attractive, and environmentally friendly vehicles
» Efficient (i.¢., off-vehicle, on-board through any door) fare collection
¢ ITS applications to provide real-titme passenger information and transit signal priority for
improved travel times
Frequent, all-day service
Distinctive system identity such as branding of vehicles/station or unique design elements
s Flexibility in route structure from a single linear route to a route with branching to local (or
suburban) destinations.
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The above list of BRT features should be regarded as a menu from which features can be selected
to suit local requirements. Typically BRT systems include most, but not all, of the features listed.

Three BRT Investment Alternatives

For planning purposes, three levels of BRT investment were considered to simplify the evaluation
of corridors for the master plan. These tier or investment alternatives are not meant to be
restrictive of the BRT options—this is contrary to the BRT concept— but instead the alternatives
are intended to show how varying levels of investment can impact capital and operating costs,
ridership, and implementation feasibility—particularly the travel way of the BRT. These
investment alternatives are defined as follows:

1. Basic Investment
Commonly known as “Rapid Bus”, this level of investment is considered a minimum
investment to achieve the benefits of BRT. This investment alternative includes:

Substantial transit stations or shelters. These are generally larger than standard bus
shelters and usually architecturally designed to contribute to the “branding” of the
line.

Traffic signal priority and signal coordination for improved travel times.
Off-board fare cellection to allow passenger to enter and exit through any door,
consequently reducing time at stations/stops.

Low-floor vehicles and level boarding, which minimizes the amount of dwell time
at stops by facilitating passenger entry into the vehicle, with particular benefit for
passengers with special needs such as wheelchairs or walkers.

Branded vehicles and stations providing a unique identity for BRT service, which
allows for casual transit users to identify the system easily,

High frequency (every 10 minutes in the peak hour / 15 mimutes off-peak), which
provides a higher level of service and ensures that BRT is implemented in
corridors that can support the minimum level of investment. This has alse been
established by FTA as the minimum frequency that allows patrons to arrive
randomly without having to consult a schedule.

Queue jumper lanes where necessary, which allow BRT vehicles to bypass traffic
queues at intersections to improve travel time retiability, Buses move to the front
of the queue In a dedicated lane, and then receive an advance signal allowing them
to proceed in front of other traffic.

For system operators wishing to obtain federal New Starts or Small Starts funding, all of
the above features, with the exception of off-vehicle fare collection and queue jumper
lanes, are mandatory project elements. For this level of investment, most or all of the BRT
alignment operates in mixed flow within general traffic lanes.

2. Moderate Investment
This level of investment focuses on incremental improvements to both right-of-way for
vehicles and passenger amenities at stations:

Dedicated side-running lanes for BRT vehicles. This minimizes the amount of time
BRT vehicles are delayed by general traffic.

Enhanced station investment such as landscaping, special paving, or way-finding
signage.

Real time arrival information systemn (e.g. Next bus technology)
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s Larger stations to accommodate more passengers with additional seating and
amenities such as bicycle parking.

3. High Investment
The high level of investment takes into consideration a full light-rail concept but with BRT
vehicles.

+  At-grade median ranning in dedicated lanes that are horizontally separated from
general traffic conditions. Grade separation may be considered at railroad
CIoSSIngs.

¢ Jull signal pre-emption at intersections to maintain a minimum operating speed.

e Major station investment to accommodate large pedestrian traffic and passenger
loads.

e More amenities for passengers, such as information kiosks, newspaper racks,
wireless access, or other amenities not commeon to bus transit.

The three levels of investments are not the anly options for BRT but provide points of reference in
the wide range of possible BRT systems that can be implemented and improved upon over time.
The advantage of implementing a BRT system is the ability to phase the investment and transition
from a “low” to a “higher” BRT. However, in the case of Fresno/Clovis area where BRT is being
considered as #he rapid transit mode, it is important that the implementation of BRT avoids the
resemblance of an ordinary bus service already being provided by FAX. The goal of BRT as a
rapid transit afternative to rail based service is the ability to attract new transit riders to the system
in a cost effective manner.
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Chapter 2 — Regional Planning Context

2.1 Market Characteristics

Population and employment information in the metropolitan area is maintained by the Council of
Fresno County Governments (COFCG) for planning purposes. COFCG projects distributions for
the year 2030. As population and employment are two major determinants of travel demand, these
distributions are helpful in understanding potential markets for public transit services. It should be
noted that the land use and population inputs to the travel model reflect where local agencies
anticipate growth to occur and this distribution is subject to land use policy changes. For example,
if development of high capacity transit service is seen as an efficient and environmentally friendly
strategy to support growth, current land use and development policies can be amended to distribute
more growth into the transit corridor(s). Figure 2.1 displays the current vision of 2030 population
distribution within the region. Noteworthy in this depiction is the growth occurring in fringe
development areas and the lack of pronounced development aleng major transit corridors.
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Substantial growth is envisioned for the southeast area of the city (South East Growth Area -
SEGA). This area is generally bounded by Temperance Avenue, Shiclds Avenue, Highland
Avenue and Jensen Avenue. It is located about one mile east of the Fancher Creek development.
Large scale development of the Southeast Growth Area is not envisioned for another ten years.

There are a number of trip types and trip-makers that do not lend themselves to transit use or have
no inclination to use public transit. This element of the travel market is generally referred to as the
“auto captive” market. There are other trip-makers that do not have access to a car and have no
choice but to use public transit. This element of the market is typically referred to as the “transit
captive” segment. A third segment of the market would use transit under the “right” conditions.
This is the “choice rider” market segment. Currently most FAX riders are transit captives.
Attraction of more choice riders requires provision of a better transit product, better pricing,
disincentives to car use, or some combination of these measures. A primary purpose of BRT is to
attract choice riders with an improved product. It should also be noted that travel patterns are not
independent of features of the transportation system. Good features not only can change the
geographic distribution of trips, but they can increase the number of trips made. Improved
transportation services can result in latent derand for travel being transformed into new trips.

2.2 Existing Transit Services

Fixed-route local public transit services in the metropolitan area are provided by Fresno Area
Express (FAX) and by Clovis Stage Lines. These operators generally provide services within their
municipal boundaries. The FAX network of bus routes is shown in Figure 2.2. Of the 20 routes
FAX operates, 12 routes serve downtown Fresno. The structure of FAX’s route network is grid-
like which simplifies passenger understanding of the service and tends to maximize opportunities
to transfer between bus routes. Many communities operate this type of “modified grid” bus route
network. What is unusual about the Fresno network is that the downtown is not near the center of
FAX's service. As development has continued to spread northward, the downtown transit hub has
slid towards the southwestern edge of the FAX service network. Almost all of FASs bus routes
are interlined through downtown (connected to another bus route rather than terminating
downtown). While this is good practice, it complicates insolating the performance of each “leg” of
the route and also it has implications for structuring BRT services.

FAX bus service operates seven days a week from generally 6 am to 10 pm. On weekdays, service
frequencies on most routes are generally 30 minutes, with buses on routes 28, 30, 34, and 38
operating on 15 minute headways. Uniform headways make it easier for passengers to remember
the schedules and facilitates coordination of schedule pulses that makes it easier for passengers to
transfer between lines. On weekends, the service frequencies for routes 28 and 30 increase to 30
rmnutes and the headways for routes 20, 22 and 26 increase to between 45 and 60 minutes.

Basic descriptors of FAX service are:

s Annual operating costs: $22 mitlion

s  Annual fare revenues: $6.4 million
s Annual operating subsidy: $15.6 million
s Annual bus-hours of service operated: 295,000

s Annual passenger boardings: 12,400,000

*  Average bus operating speed: 13.4 mph
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Figures 2.3 and 2.4 from FAX’s Long Range Transit Master Plan describe the most heavily
patronized bus routes and the most productive (measured in boardings per bus hour). Bus stop
spacing for local service is reported to be about three stops per mile, which is fairly normal in the
bus industry.

FAX buses are maintained and stored overmight at thewr Facility located on G Street near Divisadero
Street. This facility has a capacity to maintain about 150 buses; however, parking is limited to
about 100 buses. The facility is currently at capacity regarding parking. The facility also is not
designed to support maintenance of articulated buses. Thus, parking constraints and limitations on
servicing articulated buses are key factors affecting early implementation of an expanded service
plan featuring BRT. FAX is looking for a second operating base to support expanded service and
to reduce its deadhead costs. Deadhead costs result from unproductive shuttling of buses into and
out of service from the garage each day. The optimum location for this second garage appears to
be the SR-41 corridor somewhere near Shaw Avenue in a compatibly zoned area. Opportunities to
upgrade the current garage to service articulated buses have not been identified but probably exist.

2.3 Downtown Transportation and Infrastructure Study

The City of Fresno has recently completed its Downtown Transportation and Infrastruciure Study
(DTIS). As the downtown is a major market for potential BRT services, this plan is very important
to planning bus rapid transit. Key recommendations of the DTIS include:

s Increasing the importance of public transit as ap access mode to downtown via the
establishment of policy targets for transit mode share. BRT would help achieve these
targets and therefore 1s supportive of the DTIS plan.

¢ Transitioning away pulse operations at the current Courthouse Transit Center to a more
urban street corridor service with bus stops on both curbfaces of Van Ness Avenue. This
recommendation would eliminate the need for BRT to make circuitous turns to use current
transit center passenger bus stops.

* Relocating the BNSF service onto the UPRR corridor. This would help to mintmize train
delays to BRT services that cross the BNSF tracks.

¢+ Reducing downtown bus layvovers by interlining services.

e Supporting transit priority treatments, improved pedestrian facilities and improved
wayfinding in the downtown area.
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Figure 2.3 FAX Passenger Boardings by Route, FY 2000/2001
Source: City of Fresno Long Range Transit Master Plan Final Report
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Figure 2.4 FAX Productivity by Route, FY 2000/2001
Source: City of Fresno Long Range Transit Master Plan Final Report
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Increase Transit Market Capture

The DTIS recommended adopting targets for transit capture for the region as well as for the
downtown. Downtowns are generally the major markets for high capacity transit services and of
particular interest for planning transit tmprovements.

Daily trips to, from and within downtown Fresno by all modes of travel are forecast to increase 52
percent between 2006 and 2030, based on planned development. Some of today’s current capacity
1s unused and might be available to accommodate a portion of the projected future demand. Tt is
also true that as development density in the downtown area increases, a high proportion of new
trips will be captured by public transit. The DTIS targeted a transit mode share of 6 percent by
2030, which when combined with the increase in the total trips by all modes, would resultina 120
percent increase in the number of transit trips to, from and within downtown. By 2050 the number
of trips served by transit to, from and within downtown 1s targeted to increase fourfold from
today’s ridership. The capacity to serve this increased demand could come in a variety of forms
including:

* Increasing the frequency of service on existing bus routes,
» Deploying larger buses (articulated buses), and/or
+ Introducing new bus routes.

There is a desire is to reduce the proportion of future trips by car for environmental,
highway/interchange capacity and livability reasons. Thus, the challenge is not just to
accommodate a 50 percent increase in ridership but also to attain a 50 percent higher capture rate
by transit. This would translate to more than a doubling of transit trips to, from and within
downtown. From today’s base of about 17,000 daily transit trips, 2015 would experience an
increase to 28,000 daily transit trips, 2030 would increase to 37,000 daily transit trips, and 2050
would increase to 68,000 daily transit trips. These projections represent a conservative vision for
development and transit service growth in the downtown area. DTIS’s vision would increase daily
transit usage to/from downtown by 11,000 trips in 2015, by 20,000 trips in 2030 and by 41,000
trips in 2050. Introduction of BRT and other service enhancements would help to achieve these
targets.

Downtoewn Transit Center Transitioning to Urban Street Passenger Stops

The current Downtown Transit Center provides a number of functions. For passengers, the facility
is a comfortable, secure place to transfer between lines. Due to its central location it also provides
a convenient place to start and end trips to downtown. The current FAX route structure reduces
the need for transfers for most trips to downtown Fresno. This structure also simplifies operations
for the bus operator. However, the current Downtown Transit Center suffers from a mumber of
problems and its capacity limitations do not permit full pulsing of all bus routes. Wait times
between the three shelter locations at the transit center make it difficult for many passenger
transfers to be made within the pulse time period (several minutes). A full pulse of buses would
also adversely impact downtown intersections. Thus the current Downtown Transit Center has its
strengths and its weaknesses.

To support the target transit capture for downtown trips, bus service frequencies will increase, with
pethaps several new routes added for downtown service. Service frequencies are likely to be 10
minutes or better for BRT. The capacity limitations of the Downtown Transit Center will not
support major increases in bus volumes. The DTIS concluded that normal curb loading along both
sides of Van Ness Street would be a more effective concept for passenger loading.

12
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The best downtown alignment for BRT services seems to be Van Ness Avenue, which is near the
center of downtown and is at the heart of other bus services. Formalizing bus lanes on Van Ness
Avenue might be desirable to support a higher quality of bus service. Other options include N
Steet, M Street, and H Street. However, N street is too remote from the Fulton Mall. Use of M
Street would further confuse the circulation system and is also not close to the Fulton Mall, H
Street is on the edge of the downtown core and therefore not very attractive. Van Ness Avenue,
however, does not have these drawbacks,

Consolidation of BNSF Rail Services to the UPRR Corrider

The DTIS supports plans to relocate BNSF and Amtrak service to the UPRR corridor. It also
recommends trenching the UPRR corridor to serve the increased level of conventional rail service
and accommodate planned high speed passenger rail service. These recommendations have two
important bearings for BRT planning. First, they would eliminate at-grade rail crossings
downtown as well as outlying BNSF crossings. These at grade crossing currently adversely mmpact
existing bus schedule adherence and would complicate reliable BRT schedule adherence. Second,
with the relocation of rail traffic from the BNSF corridor, an opportunity would arise for operating
high capacity transit services in this corridor. Public sentiment is understood to favor use of this
corridor as a multiuse trail rather than as a transit corridor, but an opportunity might exist for transit
use of the corridor. It is unlikely that the relocation will occur within the next ten years. It is also
unlikely that high speed rail will be constructed in the next ten years. Thus for the next decade,
buses will need to continue using at-grade crossings.

Interlining of Buses Downtown
Almost all FAX bus routes currently are routed through downtown, with very few vehicles laying

over at an end-of-line downtown terminus. FAX buses do, however, pause at the Downtown
Transit Center for two to five mimutes to adjust schedules and facilitate passenger transfers as part
of the pulse operations. With the anticipated increase in bus volumes and possible introduction of
60-foot articulated buses, operating difficulties will increase due to the transit center being near
capacity, which would lead o deterioration m the quality of service within downtown. The DTIS
recommended that all local bus routes to/from downtown Fresno be through-routed and scheduled
with enough time to only board and alight passengers.

Transit Priority Treatments

The DTIS traffic circulation and parking elements attempt to re-direct traffic to the perimeter of
downtown without denying traffic the use of core area streets. Transit priority treatments
{undefined) are suggested for Van Ness Street, Fresno Street and other key transit streets. Among
the recommendations from the DTIS for downtown traffic control are to maximize the use of short
two-phase signal cycles which are pedestrian, bicycle and transit friendly, and to not use leff turn
phases and long cycles, which are car oriented.

13
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Chapter 3 — Stakeholder and Public Participation

The Fresno BRT Master Plan encompasses the metro area of Fresno/Clovis, which includes a wide
variety of communities. To effectively understand the issues affecting these communities with
respect to public transportation and the BRT concept, stakeholder outreach to leaders of
community groups and a city-wide community open house were undertaken. The following is a
synopsis of stakeholder interviews and the community open house.

The key objectives of the public outreach were to:
s  Gauge the current pulse of the community with respect to transit and mobility needs in the

Fresno region.

» Introduce the concept of BRT and ask the public’s opinion on the feasibility of BRT in

Fresno.

» FElicit specific stakeholder perceptions of how transit is working in the community today
and a vision of what gransit should be like m the future.
e Determine what corridors would be most suited for rapid transit, specifically BRT.

3.1 Stakeholders

The following is a list of community leaders who were personally interviewed for this report:

Community Leader

Agency

Steve Geil, President & CEO

Al Smith, President & CEQ

John Hemandez, Executive Director
Julie Hombeck, Executive Director
(including five staff members)

Ashley Swearengin, Director

Harmry Armstrong, Chairman

Lupe Perez, Sr. Project Coordinator
(including one staff member)

Bob Boyd, Director
(including two staff members)

Keith Kelley, President/CEQO

Fresno Economic Development Corporation
Frasno Chamber of Commerce

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Fresno County Employment and Temporary
Assistance

Office of Community and Economic
Development, CSU Fresno

Fresno County Transportation Authority
Member, Clovis City Council

City of Fresno Redevelopment Agency

CS5U Fresno, Facilities Management,

Woest Fresno Coalition for Economic
Development

14
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3.2 Stakeholder Interviews

This section provides a summary of the community stakeholder interviews. The interviews, done
with each individual community stakeholder, intended to gauge the current political and
community sentiment for implementing BRT in the Fresno/Clovis area. While their answers were
oriented towards the community the stakeholders represent, it was clear that there was a prevailing
desire to improve mobility {through travel time savings on fransit) across the metropolitan area
especially for home-to-work based trips. The following reflects the majority of comments received
during the stakeholder interviews.

Fresno Transit/Mobility Needs

Transportation is a high priority.

Stakeholders were supportive of public transit. Stakeholders had an overall perception that public
transit is well designed to meet basic transportation needs, particularly for those who are transit
dependent. However, another perception was that public transit’s role will become increasingly
important for the mobility needs of Fresno. Consequently, there were two areas of improvement
emphasized by stakeholders: 1) improving the frequency of service and travel time reliability for
existing customers—especially those dependent on the service for work-based trips; and 2)
providing a service (other than local bus} that overcomes the negative perception sometimes
associated with public transportation. The latter would attract additional riders to the transit system
and serve a new type of Fresno customer.

Travel time must be competitive with automobiles.

The stakeholders felt that public transit’s challenge in the community is competing with the
personal automobile, since it is still relatively easier and quicker than public transit. Many felt that
transit trip times must be reduced to effectively compete for non-captive riders and that increased
bus frequencies are needed.

Think owtside of the conventional transit bus.

Stakeholders mentioned that using more innovative or more attractively designed vehicles and
improved technology would be advantageous. Some feel that we need to “get out of the box™ with
a new and exciting concept and with an emphasis on amenities and service quality. Several
alternative public transit concepts were mentioned, including monorail, Personal Rapid Transit
(PRT) technology, BRT, and feeder vans. Those who suggested these alternatives, however,
generally were not familiar with what it would cost to implement them. One community leader
stated that it was more important to “do it the right way,” not rush implementation, and not ¢t cost
dictate the decision.

Specific Agency Transportation Needs

Reliable transit can help improve employment reliability.

Two stakeholders commented that access to reliable transportation is a very high priority for their
clients. The Fresno County Employment and Temporary Assistance Department helps low-income
and unemploved clients find jobs and improve their quality of life. This agency stated that public
transportation is the lifeline for many of its clients, and a transit system that is unreliable leads to
inability to maintain consistent employment. Clients would benefit greatly from increased FAX
bus frequencies and increased hours of operation, including non-traditional work hours, to provide
more effective and reliable access to employment centers. Both employee and employer would
benefit from improved public transportation.

Reliable transit is important to the region’s short- and long-term economic development,
The Office of Community and Economic Development of California State University Fresno
(Fresno State), leading a consortium of over 600 compames and non-profit groups, found that the
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greatest barrier to employment is the lack of adequate transportation--childcare being the second
highest barrier. Effective public transportation is one of the keys to the success of their five-year
plan to create jobs and economic vitality in the Fresno region.

Bus Rapid Transit in Fresno

Bus Rapid Transit is a relatively new transportation concept in the United States, thus stakeholders
were not familiar with BRT technology. An overview of BRT was provided, including (1) an
explanation of the different levels of BRT implementation, (2) its lower costs compared to more
expensive rail modes, (3) potential to use specialized BRT vehicles on existing roadways or
guideways, and (4) BRT amenities such as level platform loading, advance payment systems, etc.,
to efficiently transport riders to their destinations.

BRT can be Fresno's rapid transit mode.

The majority of stakeholders supported the concept of BRT implementation in Fresno.
Stakeholders agreed that rapid transit would improve mobility in the region, particularly when a
larger rapid transit network is established. BRT can be the mode to implement rapid transit service
in Fresno.

Corridor recommendations for Bus Rapid Transit,

Stakeholders were asked to comment on specific corridors that have been identified in previous
FAX studies as high-capacity transit priority corridors—including Blackstone Avenue, Cedar
Avenue, Shaw Avenue, and Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road—and to identify other streets
they perceived to be feasible transit corridors. Many stakeholders agree with the four identified
key corridors, commenting that the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road corridor would be a
reasonably favorable corridor on which to initiate BRT. This was particularly true given lower
property values relative to other areas, higher density of low-income residents who would readily
utilize the service, and relatively easier implementation within the existing road configuration and
infrastrecture. Some stakeholders mentioned Herndon Avenue, Clovis Avenue, Peach Avenue, and
Tulare Street as important thoroughfares. Most stakeholders were in favor of developing a phased
BRT network with the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road corridor and/or Blackstone Avenue
corridor as the first phase of a BRT network.

Focus on destinations along with corridors.

Some stakeholders recommended the need for transit service “destinations™ to complement the
“corridors”. Examples of such destinations were: Fresno Yosemite International Airport, with
primary transit access possibly via Peach Avenue and to two large emplovers—Pelco and the GAP,
on Clovis Avenue; telephone call centers located on Herndon Avenue at North Palm and in
Southeast Fresno; Fresno City College; and CSU Fresno.

Political and Institutional Barriers to BRT in Fresno

When asked about potential political and institutional barriers to implementing BRT in Fresno,
stakeholders agreed that key leaders must be engaged in the process. There was general consensus
that public outreach is critical to this process and that it needs to be both positive and powerful.

Stakeholders believed an effective public outreach campaign must be launched making BRT “tap
of the mind.” They favored newspaper articles on BRT early in the process and continuously
during the planning and implementation of the BRT system. They emphasized the need to focus on
the positive aspects of BRT, such as improved travel time, marketing (branding), and facilities, and
to allow the private sector, such as developers and local businesses, to help drive partnerships.
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3.3 Community Open House

On June 27, 2007, COFCG hosted a day of community and stakeholder outreach. The goal of the
community open house was to formally introduce the BRT concept to the public. To provide a
tangible element of a BRT system, a 60-foot articulated BRT demonstration vehicle was provided
through the cooperation of North American Bus Industries (NABI)—see Figures 3.1 and 3.2.

Figure 3.1: NAI 60" Stylized BRT Vehicle - Front View

The BRT vehicle was toured to three different sites in downtown to provide maximum exposure to
Fresno City residents, FAX customers, and transportation stakeholdersfadvocates. People were
allowed to board the vehicle and ask questions of COFCG and NABI representatives throughout
the day. FAX customers noted the amount of space in the vehicle since many were familiar with
the crowding on buses currently. Stakeholders viewed it as a step in the right direction for the
design of a transit system which can attract choice riders.

After touring the BRT vehicle through downtown, a community open house was held at Sunnyside
High School to formally introduce the BRT concept to the public. The forum was also opened to
public comment on which corridors in the Fresno region should be included in the master plan and
the order of their implementation. These comments were incorporated into the screenmg of
potential BRT corridors discussed in the following chapter.
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F}gure 3.2: NABI 60’ Stylized BﬁT Vehicle — Side View

While many people were intrigued by the idea of BRT being implemented in Fresno however there
were several concerns:

1. “Itis not a rail mode.” Those commenting that BRT is not the same level of service as rail
were informed of how BRT is being used in California and across the United States as a
cost-effective alternative to light- and heavy-rail modes. The e¢lements of BRT are
designed to reduce travel time—the number one factor for riding public transportation for
choice riders—and can be designed to achieve the same benefits of rail modes without the
high cost of a rail line. For some time Fresno has been discussing rapid transit options,
with light rail on Ventura Avenue/Blackstone Avenue as a desired project; however, the
cost and political barriers to implement light rail have made the project infeasible.

2. “Why BRT in Fresno?” Because a2 BRT system can be designed to closely emulate rail
level of service, this provides an opportunity to provide rapid transit service in Fresno.
Currently, on local buses it can take three to four times longer than driving to go from one
point of town to another. A BRT network would significantly reduce that travel time,
making public transportation a more favorable option for choice riders. More importantly,
the BRT mode is cost effective compared to rail. For the $1-3 billion cost of one light rail
line, FAX and COFCG would be able to implement a full network of BRT lines in the
Fresno/Clovis area.
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3. “How soon can BRT be in Fresno?” It was explained that implementation of BRT is very
much dependent on the level of investment the community wants. For example, a very
basic form of BRT with minimal construction could be implemented within two vears;
however, a BRT with dedicated lanes could {ake three to six years depending on the
environmental and design constrains. However, it was also mentioned that BRT can be
implemented faster than light rail due to the significant constraints with constructing and
operating trains in the middle of high-traffic arterial streets, Also, light rail sysiems are
under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commussion, which imposes
significant constraints on train movements and safety measures. BRT is not affected by the
regulations for light rail systems.
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Chapter 4 — Proposed Rapid Transit (BRT) Network

Recommendations for a network of BRT services and their relationships to the basic FAX local bus
services are presented in this chapter. A service concept is described for the BRT services along
with ridership estimates. This chapter begins with an overview of relevant public transit planning
goals and concludes with identification of the most promising corridor for early implementation of
BRT. This process of defining the recommended BRT network and early implementation corridor
built heavily on current FAX patronage profiles, inputs from the stakeholders and the public open
house meeting as well as land use coordination opportuntties in the region.

What is a network and why is it important for BRT implementation? FAX’s current Jocal bus
routes operate as a system, making it easy for passengers to transfer between bus lines.  This
network approach substantially increases the number of passenger trip origins and destinations that
can be made by public transit. The local bus network is structured in a “grid” with many transfer
opportunities. Most of the local bus lines also converge at their outlying terminus to afford transfer
opportunities. For maximum success Fresno’s future bus network needs to “knit” the BRT mode
into the local bus network and desirably work towards a group of regional BRT services that allow
passenger interchanges between these frequent and fast public transit corridors. As described in
Chapter 1, there are many forms of BRT services just as there are many forms of light rail services.
Over time lower forms of BRT service can transition into higher forms as travel demand and
ridership warrant. The BRT network and the overall bus network therefore will likely change over
time, but it is important that both modes maintain seamless transfer opportunities to maximize their
potential travel market.

4.1 Planning Parameters and Goals

As discussed in Chapter 2, The Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area population is projected to grow to
1,000,000 by 2050. While some of this growth will occur as infill development much of it will be
on the fringe of the current urbanized area. Thus, more trips will be made and many of these trips
will be longer distance due to the expanding geographic area of development. This adds to more
congestion and increases concerns about air quality. Public transit therefore will be asked to
increase it role in the overall multimodal transportation system and will need to provide enhanced
service to attract “choice riders”. With the longer distance trips, speed will become more important
for transit to be viable and effectively serve developments in outlying parts of the region.

In order to maximize transit’s potential to capture higher shares of the travel market, integration of
public transit service planning with land use planning will be important. To the extent possible,
growth should be located proximate to major transit corridors and pedestrian access elements of
developments and transit stops should be closely coordinated.

The Downtown Transportation and Infrastructure Study (DTIS) set forth a goal to increase transit
ridership to/from and within the downtown. It seems reasonable to strive for a similar goal for non
downtown trips in the region as well, perhaps looking at increases in current passenger boardings
along principal transit service corridors such as Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road and
Blackstone Avenue. This might result in 15 minute headways on many of the current 30 minute
headway routes and 10 minute or better headways on current 15 minute headway routes (FAX
Routes 28 and 30). While moving from 30 minute to 20 minute or even 15 minute service rarely
sustains current boardings per bus hour of service productivity levels, getting to less than 15 minute
service begins to attract “choice riders” to the service. The extent of choice rider patronage
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benefits depends highly on regional parking policies and employer/school partnerships with transit
service providers.

4.2 BRT Corridor Identification and Selection

Prior studies and plans developed for FAX and the City of Fresno have identified four promising
corridors for implementing BRT or other high capacity transit services. These four corridors are:

Blackstone Avenue

Shaw Avenue

Cedar Avenue

Kings Canyon Road / Ventura Avenue

These promising corridors formed the starting point for the current Master Plan project but did not
limit corridors for consideration. This section reviews the findings of previous studies and
identifies the corridors to be evaluated as potential rapid transit corridors.

Transit Master Plan (1994)

The development process of selecting these corridors dates back to the 1994 Transit Master Plan.
This document recommended that the City of Fresno define transit-specific corridors and include
them in its General Plan. It also recommended that Principal Transit Corridors be established so
future recommendations of high density development and major activity centers could occur. At
that time, the major corridors for consideration were identified as:

s Kings Canyon Road - Ventura Avenue
Shaw Avenue / Barstow Avenue

Palm Avenue

Blackstone Avemue

Cedar Avenue

Clovis Avenue, and

Shields Avenue

Although the concept of BRT was not yet mainstream in 1994, Cedar Avenue and Kings Canyon
Road were further identified as potential corridors for future light rail service. The BNSF rail
corridor was also considered for potential high capacity transit if the BNSF rail services are
relocated to the UPRR cornidor.

Transit Long Range Master Plan (2001)
The 2001 Transit Long Range Master Plan (TLRMP) called out three corridors as candidates for

high frequency or BRT service. These corridors were selected based upon the density (population
and employment) of the corridor or its potential for redevelopment and input obtained from various
stakeholders. The corridors were identified as Blackstone Avenue, Shaw Avenue (between
Brawley and Clovis) and Ventura Avenue. Ventura Avenue was further identified as the best
selection due to the demographics of the surrounding neighborhoods and the overcrowding that
was experienced on FAX Route 28,

The concept of BRT was first mtroduced in this 2001 TLRMP following the published success of
worldwide BRT examples in cities like Curitiba, Brazil and Ottawa, Canada. The system was
viewed as favorable for many communities because of the mobility gains achieved through low
capital investments,
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The 2601 TLRMP also identified similar corridors to be used for other high frequency service such
as monorail and light rail. Although the plan did not describe the methodology for selecting these
corridors, it identified Blackstone Avenue as the preferred location of the mainline, with five east-
west Intersecting lines running approximately along:

Kings Canyon Road
Dakota/Shields Avenues

Shaw Avenue

Herndon Avenue {east and west)

The plan went on to state that many other corridors would be candidates for any type of rail
service. These corridors were selected based solely on demand and not the availability of right-of-
way. The approximate ranking (highest to lowest potential) of these cormridors based upon demand
was:

* Downtown to Blackstone & Nees via some combination of Blackstone and SR 41, possibly
approaching downtown via the Tower District.

e A branch of the Downtown to Blackstone Line, traveling east on Shaw to CSU Fresno and
perhaps Clovis.

»  West Shaw from Blackstone to a new Regional shopping center at Shaw & Grantland (see
General Plan).
East Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road to Chestnut, or eventually to Clovis Avenue.

+ Herndon Avenue east from Blackstone to Chestnut. (Unlikely as LRT, conceivable as
monorail)

s Herndon Avenue west from Blackstone to Palm. (Unlikely as LRT, conceivable as
monorail)

2025 Fresno General Plan (2002)

The 2025 Fresno General Plan incorporated the recommendations of the 1994 Transit Master Plan
and specifically called out transit corridors/routes, and areas where increased development should
be focused to encourage transit usage. Figure 4.1 shows the principal and non-principal transit
corridors and transit routes in Fresno that are identified in the General Plan. According to the map,
the existing and proposed principal corridors in Fresno include Blackstone Avenue, Shaw Street
(east of Polk), Kings Canyon Road (west of Clovis), Ventura Avenue, and Fresno Street (from
Divisadero Street to California Avenue).

The land use element of the General Plan also designates the areas surrounding Highway 41 as mid
and high rise mixed-use corridor. Figure 4.2 shows this designated area, as well as other activity
center corridors that might lend themselves to enhanced public transit services. This area includes
the properties along the Blackstone corridor and those within the downtown core. The Highway 99
corridor and the Shaw Avenue corridor are prominently highlighted in this map.
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2025 Fresno General Plan
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Figure 4.2: 2025 Fresno General Plan Urban Form Components Map

Source: 2025 City of Fresno General Plan
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Fresno Alternative Mass Transportation Pre-MIS (2064)

The most thorough attempt to identify preferred transit corridors in metropolitan Fresno was
developed in the Fresno Alternative Mass Transportation Pre-MIS. The study used findings from
the 2001 TLRMP to identify four high capacity corridors to be studied in greater detail. These four
corridors were Blackstone Avenue, Shaw Avenue, Cedar Avenue, and Kings Canyon
Road/Ventura Avenue. Although Cedar was not directly pinpointed as a high-capacity potential
corridor in the 2001 TLRMP, it was added due to the strong current transit ridership, the available
right-of-way, the continuous north-south alignment, and the presence of several key trip generators
including CSUF, two high schools, the University Medical Center, and a regional shopping center.

The study did not identify BRT specifically for these corridors but rather left it open to “high
capacity transit” such as light rail, BRT, enhanced bus, and monorail. The objective was to
determine which of the four corridors is the most viable for implementation of “high capacity
transit” and also to identify the elements required to make the corridors mare favorable for
implementation.

Corridors Identified by Previous Studies
From the previously described studies, there are corridors that have consistently performed well.

These corridors have been identified as candidates for rapid transit improved that are considered
primary candidates for this study and investment as BRT lines:

Kings Canyon Road / Ventura Avenue
Blackstone Avenue

Shaw Avenue

Cedar Avenue

BRT Master Plan Stakeholder Suggestions

As described in Chapter 3, stakeholders were interviewed to gain an understanding of their views
on potential BRT services. These interviews led to a number of other corridors being identified for
possible BRT services. In addition to the four primary corridors that were identified at the cutset
of Chapter 4 the following corridors were mentioned by stakeholders:

Clinton-Peach Avenue
Herndon Avenue

BNSF rail corridor

Palm Avenue
Chestnut/Willow Avenue
Clovis Avenue

s  Highway 168

2 & ¢ & @

4.3 Proposed Bus Rapid Transit Network

In the development of the Master Plan the four highest ranked transit corridors from prior studies
and corridors suggested by stakeholder interviews were reviewed. Each corridor was field
reviewed and analyzed in terms of current FAX patronage. FAX currently does not provide any
service on Highway 168, BNST rail corridor, and Highway 99; and only provides short sections of
service on Herndon, and Clovis Avenues.  Therefore, ridership data is not available or limited in
there instances. The assessment of potential BRT corridors is summarized as follows (see Figure
4.3 - Metropolitan Corridor Identification Map).
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Current Ridership (Qualitative Assessment)

The designation of transit corridors 1n the various plans and studies described above was based on

pwltiple factors, including transit-supportive land use, roadway capacity and right-of-way
availability, stakeholder input, and existing ridership. Ridership data from fiscal vear 2006
provides additional useful information for identifying high demand transit corridors. Tabie 4.1
below shows the top ten FAX routes in terms of ridership. Three of the top four run along
proposed BRT corridors.

Table 4.1: Top Ten FAX Annual Ridership Routes - FY 2006
o EAX. - FY 2006 Annual L o PR
Route# | Ridership .. PrmaryCoridors |
28 1,789,025 Ventura/Kings Fulton/Van Shaw
Canyon Ness
20 1,367,566 Palm Broadway Butler
30 1,309,978 Blackstone
38 1,204,772 Cedar Jensen Fresno
32 1,077,497 Fresno MLK
41 945 758 Shields Chestnut
34 903,298 1!
22 776,969 West Tulare
20 634,969 Blackstone Hughes
9 621,047 Shaw

The routes generating the highest ndership tend to be those serving the major nortl/south corridors.
This reflects the shifting land use patterns that have displaced jobs and residences to the north,
away from the traditional downtown city center. There has also been an increase in capacity along
many of these north/south corridors with the diversion of regional traffic to newly constructed
Highway 41 and Highway 168,

Four Highest Ranked Rapid Transit Corridors from Previous Studies

g

Kings Canyon Road/Ventura Avenue — Downtown to near Fowler Avenue,

FAX's Route 28 serves this corridor with 15 minute headways on weekdays. The entire route,
which continues north of downtown to Fresno City Cellege, CSUF and downtown Clovis, is
FAX’s most successful route. One way running time for the entire route is one hour and 40
minutes. Despite its length and long run times, the route nearly 90% on schedule. Few people ride
the route from end to end. The southern segment between downtown Fresno and Winery
Avenue/Kings Canyon is 35 minutes. The BNSF at-grade crossing near downtown can adversely
impact schedule reliability when long freight trains pass through. The Ventura Avenue/Kings
Canyon Road leg of Route 28 serves the fairgrounds, Sunnyside High School and a number of
other activities/centers. Substantial opportunities exist for infill development and substantial
development is envisioned for the Fancher Creek project and ultimately the Southeast Growth
Area. Much of the traffic on Ventura Avenue and Kings Canyon Road has been siphoned off by
the opening of the Highway 180 in 2012, leaving opportunities for a more pedestrian and transit
oriented use of the public right-of-way. Implementation of BRT services would help brand the
corridor as a transit priority corridor and help shape land use proposals to be more pedestrian and
transit friendly. Implementation of BRT in this corridor appears to offer promise due to existing
high ridership and future development potential.
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Blackstone Avenue — Downtown to Riverpark or Audubon.

This 15 a strong transit corridor with good patronage and numerous activity centers. FAX operates
15 minute weekday service on its Route 30, so the corridor already has a high level of bus
resources allocated to it. Significant opportunities for land use intensification exist, and the
location of the Manchester Center along the corridor enhances its connectivity with local FAX
services. It has one at-grade railroad crossing near McKinley Avenue. Traffic is generally heavier
on the segment north of Ashlan Avenue. The running time from Nees Avenue to downtown is
scheduled at about 45 minutes, and therefore improved speed mmght attract more long distance
riders. If a Route 30 BRT is implemented, it will be important to coordinate it with local Route 30
service, including the West Fresno leg. Blackstone Avenue is a good candidate for BRT services.
After the completion of the 41 Freeway, most of the high speed traffic will be diverted from
Blackstone Avenue to the new freeway. Blackstone Avenue is expected to remain a high volume
facility but it is mostly for locally destined traffic whose speeds are more compatible with transit
and pedestrian activity.

Shaw Avenue — Highway 99 to Fowler Avenue.

Route 9 service along Shaw Avenue is not one of FAX's stronger performing bus routes. It
operates on a 30 minute frequency. Schedule reliability is reportedly a problem. Traffic
conditions are largely the cause of reliability problems and the right-of-way in the corridor is fully
used for traffic lanes, While Shaw Avenue is in many ways a linear, auto-oriented suburban
downtown for North Fresno, it is not very pedestrian friendly. Crossing the street is not easy as the
traffic signal cycle lengths are long and the high volumes of left turns at intersections limit the
amount of signal time allowed for pedestrians. Bus riders need to cross streets at least once for
most roundtrips on buses. Even the pedestrian links along the street and between developments are
not particularly inviting. Existing conditions are not conducive or supportive of public transit
service. However, there are opportunities for improving transit service, The location of the
California State University campus along the corridor is a major positive factor; also, pedestrian-
oriented downtown Clovis s a logical eastern terminus for the corridor. Shaw Avenue seems a
good candidate for enhanced Route 9 local bus service, using signal and minor traffic engineering
tactics to expedite service and to improve running times as well as deployment of better passenger
stop amenities,

Cedar Avenue — Sheppard Avenue to near Butler Avenue.

FAX Route 38 serves this corridor and Jensen Avenue (east/west corridor south of Ventura and
Butler Avenues) on 30 minute headways. It is the fourth best performing FAX route. In addition
to the California State University campus, several high schools and middie schools are located
along the corridor. Beside the university campus, the corridor is mostly residential with little to no
retail or emiployment centers. Route 38 is circuitous in reaching its terminus in downtown and
thereby adding about four miles to the total route length (or 15 minutes for trips starting north of
Ventura Avenue into downtown). A BRT service on Cedar Avenue should either terminate at the
corner Cedar and Butler Avenues (south of Ventura Avenue) or in downtown via Ventura Avenue.
Route 38 can remain as a local service overlay maintaining the existing local bus service on fensen
Avenue.
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Stakehoider Proposed Rapid Transit Corridors

Palm Avenue — Downtown (0 Rear Nees Avepuppe, = o m o s e s me s s [0 o s 2 It (o 50 5 . o a s

This cornidor is served by FAX’s 26 line. It has the second highest passenger boardings (behind
Route 28), with the majority of the 4,800 boardings occurring on the southern segment, which runs
along Butler Avenue. Palm Avenue runs parallel to the Blackstone Avenue, one mile to its west.
Fresno High School and Bullard High School are both located along Palm Avenue. It is not as
commercially developed as Blackstone Avenue and does not have as much opportunity for infili
development as Blackstone Avenue. Blackstone Avenue is therefore the more attractive BRT
alignment within North Fresno corridor. Enhancements to bus stops and existing local service are
merited for the Palm Avenue corridor.

Clovis Avenue - Downtown Clovis to Kings Canyon Roqd, v o es s s s m s s s ae s 2

Very limited bus service is currently provided on Clovis Avenue south of Shields Avenue, and
service on the northern segment is not continuous. South of Shields Avenue, Clovis Avenue
functions as a high speed, high volume arterial road with no pedestrian emphasis. The section
between Shields and Tulare Avenues also has little development along its east side from which to
draw bus patrons. Thus, Clovis Avenue is not currently a very promising BRT corridor.
However, the absence of development along the corridor can be an opportunity for future transit
and pedestrian oriented development. Advance planning for a BRT corridor could facilitate right-
of-way for BRT to be set aside by the proposed development for future installation of BRT
facilities.  Also, with the development of the Southeast Growth Area east of Clovis Avemue, the
corridor becomes a favorable alignment for integrating the developments north to south.

This corridor is a combination of two cross-town markets. Cross-town transit markets historically
are weaker than service oriented to downtowns. FAX’s Route 39 serves the Clinton Avenue
corridor, and the eastern end of Route 26 serves the Peach Avenue corridor. These routes currently
operate 30 minute on headways on weeckdays and on hourly headways on weekends. While this
corridor exhibits low ridership, it provides a connection to the Fresno Yosemite International
Airport with an opportunity for additional ridership when faster and more frequent service to the
rest of the city is offered through the BRT network. The corridor may provide be an opportunity
for transit oriented development along Peach and Clinton Avenues concurrently with the long term
implementation of BRT service.

R S SO N SR AR A S0 SR T R S A S NS VRSN R Y SIS G S SR G D D S AT SN R AV AN M S S S N A K R

Herndon Avenue

FAX Route 45 provides the only substantial bus service on Herndon Avenue. This service is on
the portion west of Blackstone Avenue. It is not heavily patronized. The road itself is a high speed
auto-oriented highway with limited pedestrian crossings and generally an unfriendly pedestrian
environment. The corridor is likely to remain highway oriented in the foreseeable future based on
current planning. Since Shaw Avenue fiinctions as the east-west urbanized corridor in northern
Fresno, mvestments in BRT should be focused on it rather than Herndon Avenue.

Chestnut Avenue/Willow Avenue

FAX Route 41 operates on the Chestnut Avenue section of this corridor. No bus service operates
on the Willow Avenue portion of the corridor. Service operates on 30 minute headways on
weekdays and 50 mimite headways on weekends. The Chestnut/Willow corridor does not have as
many major activity centers as the nearby Cedar Avenue corridor and therefore is less promising
for BRT services.
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If and when the BNSF and Amtrak trains are relocated to the UPRR rail corridor, the BNSF rail
corridor could be used for BRT or other forms of transit services. The corridor is in a high growth
area and directly connects to downtown on an exclusive right-of-way that could support high speed
transit services. It also directly serves City College and the Regional Medical Center. 1t could
make an excellent transit corridor. Disadvantages are that relocation of BNSF trains is not within
the control of COFCG and that the community might have other non-transit preferences for the
corridar. Given the outstanding long-term potential of this corridor for transit, it should remain a
candidate for future study if the railroad relocation becomes a reality. The BNSF corridor is not
feasible as an early-action BRT corridor.

Highway 168

Highway 168 is the most direct connection between Downtown Fresno and Downtown Clovis, also
passing near the California State University campus. These are the region’s three largest pedestrian
oriented activity centers. No bus service currently operates on this alignment. An illustrative
service would originate in downtown Fresno and terminate in downtown Clovis, following an
alignment along Fresno Street (Regional Medical Center); Tulare Street, Highway 41, Highway
180, Highway 168, Shaw Avenue, (Save Mart Center, CSUF), Chestnut Avenue, and Bullard
Avenue. The current option (Route 28) for travel between the two downtowns requires one hour.

A limited stop bus service with BRT-like stations might have merit in this corridor.

Other Potential Rapid Transit Corridors

Shields Avente — Alrport 10 g Wy B, o o o e i 0 0 0 0 S50 0 5 0 0 o 0

This corridor was suggested in the 1994 Transit Master Plan as a potential high capacity corridor.
FAX Route 41 presently serves the corridor on 30 minute headways. In terms of patronage and
boardings per hour, Route 41 is FAX’s most successful non downtown bus route, with more riders
than Route 9 on Shaw Avenue. The corridor is successful with local bus and with the airport as a
terminal it may be a candidate for BRT (or express) service for potential customers on the north
side of Fresno 1f Clinton is not selected as the corridor to access the airport from downtown or from
the north. At this time, Shields Avenue is under consideration as a complimentary route to a
proposed BRT network.

No bus services currently operated along Highway 99, which is centrally located within a high
growth corridor. Current market conditions do not appear to support a limited stop bus service in
this cormidor. It is possible that future development would strengthen the market for Highway 99
bus service, perhaps extending into Madera County. At this time, the City of Fresno and FAX
should monitor market demands and ensure that any redesign of Highway 99 interchanges provide
for potential future express bus service in the corridor,
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Summary of Recommended BRT Network
Four corridors stand out as the most promising corridors for introducing BRT services:

Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road
Blackstone Avenue

Shaw Avenue

Cedar Avenue

. 8 o 9

The first two corridors have benefited from the diversion of traffic onto freeways constructed
parallel to their alignments. Thus, they tend to have retail oriented land uses along former state
highways with somewhat reduced traffic congestion. Also, both corridors provide opportunities for
coordinated development of pedestrian/transit oriented land uses in conjunction with enhanced
BRT transit services. The two corridors could eventually develop into branch BRT services. For
example, the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road corridor could start with a single BRT line
terminating in or near the Fancher Creek development and upgrade with a future line continuing
past Fancher Creek to serve the Southeast Growth Area. The Blackstone Avenue corridor could
start with a single line operating between downtown and Nees Avenue and upgrade in the future
with a second branch to CSUF. These two corridors are considered a potential “spine” for the
rapid transit network. As such, the ridership assessment combined these two arterial streets into
one corridor,

The latter two corridors are adjacent to the California State University, Fresno—a major
employment center in the region. Shaw Avenue has substantial commercial and residential uses
along the corridor and can provide direct service into downtown Clovis. Cedar Avenue on the
other hand is mostly residential with several schools along the corridor—students are a major
customer market for FAX.

4.4 Ridership Assessment of Potential Corridors for Early
Implementation

Transit ridership and revenue forecasts were performed for three City of Fresno stand-alone BRT
alternatives to facilitate the phasing of BRT implementation. The stand-alone alternatives include
new BRT services in:

» Kings Canyon Road/Ventura Avenue/Blackstone Avenue
» Shaw Avenue
» Cedar Avenue

The assessment of ridership on potential BRT corridors is preliminary, As the BRT
implementation program advances, more refined forecasts will be made. Service enhancements
were similarly broadly defined. As such ridership forecasts for this master plan were to support
overall project feasibility, to help screen the range of alternatives, and to facilitate the selection of a
preferred corridor for implementation.

To sereen the three comridors, four ridership forecasts were developed for each corridor. These
alternative forecasts are: 1) Fast Bus, and the three level of BRT investment — 2) Basic, 3)
Moderate, and 4) High. The goal of these forecast alternatives was to determine whether BRT or
more limited improvement was best suited for the corridor.
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Current FAX Ridership
Council of Fresno County Governments (COFCG) Travel Demand Model

COFCG’s multimodal model was used for this siudy. This model is documented in the 2003
report, Fresno County Travel Model Mode Choice Update, available from the COFCG. The
cutrent model structure assumes Year 2000 as the base year and generates travel demand forecasts
for Year 2030. The model does cover all of Fresno County.

Transit Ridership Data

Two types of transit ridership data were cbtained from FAX: 1) automated passenger count {APC)
statistics of boardings and alightings by bus stop, and 2) monthly patronage data for every month
between 1999 and early 2007. The two sets of data were used to determine the weekday ridership
totals per route.

Establishing FAX Ridership Trends

These data were useful in establishing ridership trends — particularly when plotted against service
hours and revenues. The monthly data were also summed to annual totals. Daily ridership was
calculated using the available APC data by route and day of week to obtain weekday versus
weekend ridership patterns.

Breaking out the weekday from weekend ridership patterns allowed for development of route-level
annualization factors.' Typical annualization factors for operators like FAX range from 280 to 310
and the FAX system average was calcnlated to be 282. Ridership on routes missing APC data was
estimated using the FAX average annualization factor. Given total annual ridership and the route-
level annualization factors, weekday daily ridership totals were established. Table 4.2 shows
average weekday observed boardings per route for all years between 2000 and 2006,

Ed

Table 4.2 — FAX Observed Rldershlp by Route and Calendar Year Top Ten Routes

‘FAX Route. | : ] 'Average Weekday Ridership S

2060 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Route 28 5,904 5,488 5,206 5,025 5,005 6,344 7,534
Route 30 5,204 4,712 4,446 4,260 4,162 4,645 5214
Route 26 5,635 5,037 4,816 4,729 4,691 4,849 4,803
Route 38 4,908 4,365 4,258 4,085 4,105 4,272 4,340
Route 32 4,352 4,020 3,835 3,925 3,736 3,821 3,761
Route 41 3,519 3,239 3,151 3,119 3,236 3,354 3,546
Route 34 3,687 3,198 3,028 2,965 3,075 3,203 3,215
Route 22 3,546 3,097 2,805 2,788 2,720 2,755 2,765
Route 9 2,544 2,258 2,159 2,008 2,101 2,202 2,352
Route 20 3,601 3,386 3,219 3,008 2,886 2,252 1,732
Total All 44,800 40,801 38,925 38,005 37,721 39,702 41,268

! An annualization factor is a multiplier or divider used to convert average weekday daily
ridership to annual ridership. A route with weekday-only service has an annualization factor of
252, while a route with equal daily ridership on all seven days of the week has an annualization
factor of 356,
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BRT Ridership Forecasts

As mentioned in Chapter 1, many of the features and elements of BRT service (i.e. Transit Signal
Priority, Off-board fare collection, and increased stop spacing) are oriented at shorter travel times
and more efficient travel for transit customers. Currently, passengers in the Ventura Avenue/Kings
Canyon Road experience a travel time of 25-30 minutes from Peach Avenue to downtown Fresno
on the focal Route 28 bus—this translates to approximately 9 mph average travel speed. BRT
features and elements will be able to reduce the travel time closer to 14-17 minutes within the same
segment—a cumulative savings of about 11-13 minutes in travel time for an average travel speed
of approximately 17 mph.

This potential travel time savings and other BRT amenities can have a significant impact on
ridership. This section addresses the alternatives modeled and the modeling approach taken in
estimating the ridership impacts.

Alternatives within BRT Corridor: Fast Bus and BRT Investment Alternatives

The Fast Bus Alternative is a bus service that is faster than current local bus service through traffic
signal priority only. This alternative helps to estimate the general impact of implementing transit
signal priority and limited queue jumpers for faster travel speeds and shorter travel times. The Fast
Bus Alternative included a new bus route overlay (no other services were decreased or deleted) at
10 minute peak headways and 15 minute off-peak headways. In all cases, this additional Fast Bus
service was a substantial improvement over existing service levels.

The COFCG model is not capable of modeling BRT amenities other than improved travel time.
Consequently, TRB s Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) Report 118: Bus Rapid
Transit Practitioner's Guide 2007 was utilized to generate ridership changes associated with BRT
amenities not accounted for 1n the COFCG maodel. Ridership changes are based on actual
experiences of other transit properties in the United States that have implemented BRT services.

Three BRT investment options were evaluated- basic, moderate and high. Ridership forecasts
were prepared each of these options along with the Fast Bus Alternative for each corridor.

Three BRT Investment Alternatives

For planning purposes, three Ievels of BRT investment were considered to simplify the evaluation
of corridors for the master plan. These tier or investment alternatives are not meant to be
restrictive of the BRT options—this is contrary to the BRT concept—- but instead the alternatives
are intended to show how varying levels of investment can impact capital and operating costs,
ridership. and implementation feasibility. These investment altematives are defined as follows:

1. Basic Investment
Commonly known as “Rapid Bus”, this level of investment is considered a minimum
investment to achieve the benefits of BRT. This investment alternative includes:

* Substantial transit stations or shelters. These are generally larger than standard bus
shelters and usually architecturally designed to contribute to the “branding” of the
line.

Traffic signal priority and signal coordination for improved travel times.
Off-board fare collection to allow passenger to enter and exit through any door,
consequently reducing time at stations/stops.
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Low-floor vehicles and level boarding, which minimizes the amount of dwell time
at stops by facilitating passenger entry into the vehicle, with particular benefit for
passengers with special needs such as wheelchairs or walkers.

Branded vehicles and stations providing a vnique identity for BRT service, which
allows for casual transit users to identify the system easily.

High frequency (every 10 minutes in the peak hour / 15 minutes off-peak), which
provides a higher level of service and ensures that BRT is implemented in
corridors that can support the minimum level of mvestment. This has also been
established by FTA as the minimum frequency that aliows patrons to arrive
randomly without having to consult a schedule.

Queue jumper lanes where necessary, which allow BRT vehicles to bypass traffic
queues at intersections to improve travel time reliability. Buses move to the front
of the queue in a dedicated lane, and then receive an advance signal allowing them
to proceed in fromt of other traffic.

For system operators wishing to obtain federal New Starts or Small Starts funding, all of
the above features, with the exception of off-vehicle fare collection and queue jumper
lanes, are mandatory project elements. For this level of investment, most or all of the BRT
alignment operates in mixed flow within general traffic lanes.

2. Moderate Investment
This level of investment focuses on incremental improvements to both right-of-way for
vehicles and passenger amenities at stations:

Dedicated side-running lanes for BRT vehicles. This minimizes the amount of time
BRT vehicles are delayed by general traffic.

Enhanced station investment such as landscaping, special paving, or way-finding
signage.

Real time arrival information system (e.g. Next bus technology)

Larger stations to accommodate more passengers with additional seating and
amenities such as bicycle parking.

3. High Investment

The high level of investment takes into consideration a full light-rail concept but with BRT
vehicles.

Methodology

At-grade median running in dedicated lanes that are horizontally separated from
general traffic conditions. Grade separation may be considered at railroad
crossings.

Full signal pre-emption at intersections to maintain a minimum operating speed.
Major station investment to accommodate large pedestrian traffic and passenger
Toads.

More amenities for passengers, such as information kiosks, newspaper racks,
wireless access, or other amenities not common to bus transit.

A methodology for estimating ridership was devised for the alternatives listed above using the
COFCQG Travel Demand Model, the monthly ridership data provided by FAX, and the TCRP
Report 118: Bus Rapid Transit Practitioner’s Guide (BRT Practitioner’s Guide)”. The COFCG

% See Appendix B for detailed ridership estimation methodology and ridership increases attributed
to BRT amenities as defined by TCRP Report 118.
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Travel Demand Model was used to determine the ridership generated by the year 2030 Fast Bus
Alterpative in each corridor-—-since the model is only capable of defining frequency and travel
time, and not the variety of amenities that can be offered by a BRT service. The demand model
generated the growth trends for the network and the Fast Bus corridor and was then adjusted
according to the ridership trends from data collected by FAX.

Estimating ridership for the three levels of BRT investments (Basic, Moderate, and High) used the
Fast Bus Alternative ridership and the TCRP Report 118. The Fast Bus Alternative model
accounts for the increase in frequency and decrease in travel time attributes of BRT service,
However, the BRT Practitioner’s Guide was used to include the potential ridership increase from
other BRT amenitics and features that are not accounted for in the travel demand model— (e.g.
next vehicle arrival information or route branding and marketing). Table A-1 in Appendix B
defines which attributes are included in the three levels of BRT investment for ridership estimation.

Table 4.3 presents total system-wide ridership and within corridor ridership by route for all
alternatives and BRT investment packages.
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Key Findings Ridership
Overall, the Kings Canyon Road-Ventura Avenue-Blackstone Corridor has the highest ridership.

This is explained by two factors. First, existing in-corridor local bus boardings are much higher
than for the Shaw and Cedar Corridors; second, this Kings Canyon Road-Ventura Avenue-
Blackstone Corridor is longer, thus providing more opportunities for travelers to use the BRT/Fast
Bus service,

4.5 Proposed Corridor for Initial Implementation

The first phase BRT implementation is proposed along the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road
corridor beginning at Fancher Creek and interlining north through downtown Fresno to Fresno City
College or FAX’s Manchester Center transit facility for connections with FAX routes 28, 30
(local), 31, 32, 41,and 45,

Chapter 5 will demonstrate an implementation plan for the segment on Ventura Avenue / King
Canyon Rd between Fancher Creek development (Fowler Avenue) and State Route 41 / R Street,
However, further study is required to determine the best alignment for service north of downtown
Fresno where, Fresno City College is the next major destination north of downtown Fresno and the
fastest alignment that serves the college may be a combination of Blackstone Avenue out of
downtown Fresno, the along the south side of the BNSF tracks, then returning to Blackstone
Avenue via the new underpass, just east of the City College.
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Chapter 5 — Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road BRT
Implementation Plan

The potential for establishing BRT service along Ventura Avenue and Kings Canyon Road as an
early implementation element of the overall Master Plan is described in this section. The analysis
included field investigations to identify suitable locations for BRT stations and recommendations
for corridor improvements representing a range of investment levels.

The Ventura Avenue and Kings Canyon Road corridor was identified for additional study because,
in addition to being part of the most promising BRT corridor (see conclusion of Chapter 4), it also
serves the site of the proposed Fancher Creek development, a major master-planned community.
With Fancher Creek and downtown providing anchors for potential ridership at the ends of the
Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road corridor, the implementation of BRT would provide an
increase in the level of service that is much needed for the communities between Fancher Creek
and downtown.

5.1 Corridor Characteristics

The Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road corridor was formerly a California Department of
Transportation facility (former State Route 180). It begins on the southemn edge of downtown
Fresno and extends easterly to the newly developing suburban communities in the southeast
quadrant of the metro area. After leaving the downtown area by passing beneath the SR 41
freeway, the route extends for just over two miles through an area of primarily older commercial
development. This area is characterized by street-fronting businesses with many driveways and
extensive dependence on on-street parking. Residential areas in this segment consist mostly of
single-family neighborhoods located a block or more off the main corridor. Major traffic
generators along this segment include the University Medical Center, County social services
offices and the fairgrounds.

East of Chestnut Avenue, the corridor enters an area of newer development characterized by large
shopping centers on both sides of the street, centered on South Winery Avenue. Medium-density

apartment developments surround the shopping centers. This segment is approximately 0.6 miles
long.

Beginning at South Adler Avenue, the alignment enters an area consisting of medium-density
residential complexes interspersed with large tracts of undeveloped land. This segment extends 1.4
miles to a commercial node at Clovis Avenue. A dominant feature of this segment is the mature
palm trees that line both sides of the right-of-way, which are considered aesthetically and
historically important to the community and may reduce the feasibility of road widening. Major
traffic generators along this segment include Sunnyside High School, located at Peach Avenue, and
the IRS complex, located about a half-mile to the south. The extensive undeveloped parcels along
this segment present good opportunities for higher-density, transit-oriented development.

The area cast of Clovis Avenue consists of a mixture of land uses, including large-scale
commercial development and newly-developing land, such as the Fancher Creek planned
community. Since this area is near the outer limit of Fresno’s existing urban footprint, it is
proposed to be the terminus of the planned BRT route.
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5.2 Proposed Alignment and Station Locations

As mentioned in Chapter 4, Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road was one of four major arterials
proposed for high frequency service or rapid transit service. It is also a corridor that currently
expertences high transit ridership on FAX Route 28. The proposed Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon
BRT follows much of the same alignment as Route 28 beginning at the intersection of Van Ness
Avenue and Ventura Avenue in downtown Fresno to the last corridor station at Peach Avenue, and
continues ecast to either Clovis Avenue or Fowler Avenue, as described below—Figures 5.1a-¢
Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor Alignment and Stations.

Dewntown Fresne

The alignment of the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road BRT through downtown Fresno should
be coordinated with other planned BRT routes and ideally connect with the Blackstone Avenue
alignment. Final resolution of the BRT alignment through the downtown area would be
determined as part of future planning studies. However the Downtown Transportation
Infrastructure Study proposed Van Ness Avenue as the preferred transit corridor for downtown
Fresno because of its centralized location within downtown. One possibility is to operate the
Blackstone BRT on the one-way couplet of Stanislaus Street/Tuohumne Street to reach Van Ness
Avenue, and stop at a station or stations in the downtown core. The route would then become the
Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road BRT and proceed southeasterly to Ventura Avenue. Turning
left on Ventura Avenue, the BRT would depart from the downtown area by passing under the SR-
41 freeway overpass.

Perhaps the most significant design issue facing this segment of the BRT is the crossing of the
BNSF railway near the freeway overpass. Delays related to train movements can be lengthy and
are mmconsistent with the service goals of a BRT system especially those dealing with service
rehability. A grade-separated crossing would be a costly element of a BRT project but, at a
minimum, this should be considered and evaluated as part of the future design studies, especially
for the medium and high-investment concepts.
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Figure 5.1a; Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor Alignment and Stations -
1st Street and Cedar Avenue
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Figure 5.1b: Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor Alignment and Stations -
Peach Avenue and Winery Avenue
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Figure 5.1c: Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor Alignment and Stations -
Fancher Creek Development Loop and Clovis Avenue

42



BUS RAPID TRANSIT MASTER PLAN
Council of Fresno County Governments (COFCG)

Ventura Avenue/Kings Canvon Road Corrider
East of SR-41, the BRT would proceed along Ventura Avenue. BRT stations are proposed at

intervals of one-half mile to one mile, with the approximate locations being adjusted to gain
maximum proximity to major traffic generators. In addition, stations typically should be located
near the major cross streets on which transit lines are located, to facilitate transfers. In Fresno, the
major streets are located on roughly a one-mile grid, and the major FAX bus lines follow these
streets, so in most cases the logical station locations are adjacent to these one-mile arterial cross-
streets.

I* Street and Ventura Avenue

This intersection provides a connection to Route 34 on 1¥ Street. The station is located near
neighborhoods on the north and south. This is also the last station before entering downtown
Fresno—see Figures 5.2, 8.3, and 5.4,

Cedar Avenue and Ventura Avenue

Cedar Avenue is currently a major bus stop on Route 28 and is likely to be a major destination
within the proposed BRT system. The station is adjacent to the University Medical Center campus
operated by the County of Fresno—see Figures 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7. The county is currently
developing a master plan for the campus with an interest to integrate public transportation. This
station would provide convenient access 1o a new campus that integrates effective pedestrian access
{0 and from the BRT station. Also, the surrounding neighborhoods are transit dependent and would
greatly benefit from additional service along the corridor.

The distance between the first three stations along the corridor is approximately a mile. This mile
spacing means only half of this portion of the corridor would have access to a BRT station within a
quarter mile. While not recommended for initial implementation, mid-point stations at half-mile
intervals can be considered for future implementation when the demand warrants. The
implementation of the “mid-point” stations would provide guarter mile access to any station along
this portion of the corridor which currently contains the majority of the residential and commercial
development.

Winery Avenue and Kings Canyon Road

A station at this intersection is a compromise between providing connecting service to Route 41
and providing service to a cormmercial center surrounded by higher density residential apartment
and condos to the north. This site would serve a large FAX market of shopping trips while taking
advantage of potential redevelopment opporiunity of the area (parking lots) surrounding the
proposed station—see Figure 5.8,

Peach Avenue and Kings Canyon Road

This location shows substantial promise for a successful BRT station. The station is located near a
high school (serving one of FAX’s top markets — students) and adjacent to an empty lot, which
provides a great opportunity for transit oriented development. An additional characteristic of the
location is the width of right-of-way where transit-only lanes can be effective and inexpensive to
implement—see Figure 5.9.

Clovis Avenue and Kings Canyon Road

Clovis Avenue is a station proposed to serve an area with little to no bus service currently. High
density residential to the south on Clovis Avenue may provide some potential ridership; however,
the main premise for a station is to provide connecting service to possible future north/south bus
service on Clovis Avenue—see Figure 5.10.
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Figure 5.2: Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Read Corridor -
First Street Station and Venutra Avenue Approaching Downtown Fresno
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Figure 55 Ventura Avenue/ Ki ngs Canyon Road Corridor -
Cedar Avenue Station
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Figure 5.9 Ventura Avenue/ Ki ngs Canyon Road Corri dor
Peach Avenue Station
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Fancher Creek — East of Clovis Avernue

The master planned community of Fancher Creek occupies a large tract of land between Clovis
Avenue and Fowler Avenue, and is expected to be a major generator of ridership for the Ventura
Avenue/Kings Canyon Road BRT when fully developed. Two options have been identified for
providing service to Fancher Creek. The first is to follow a direct alignment along Kings Canyon
Road, with a terminal station near Fowler Avenue. A turn-around would need to be provided
near the intersection of Fowler Avenue, An advantage of the Kings Canyon Road alignment
would be the possibility of future extension to Highland Avenue (four miles east of Clovis
Avenue and three miles east of Fowler Avenue), which would allow this BRT alignment to bisect
the Southeast Growth Area. The Southeast Growth Area is a new master planned community for
the City of Fresno that is part of the 2025 Fresno General Plan. The growth area encompasses 14
square miles and is anticipated to have 55,000 residents. It is bisected north-south by Wolf
Avenue and east-west by Kings Canyon Road. The proposed alignment on Kings Canyon Road
would allow for future (2020) extensions of the BRT and branching into the Southeast Growth
Area.

This alignment, as shown in Figure 5.1c is the most direct and provides the shortest running time;
however, in the short-term a drawback 1s that it would provide only limited service to Fancher
Creek. The majority of the Fancher Creek residential units and all of its major shopping centers
would be outside the quarter-mile convenient walking radius from any station site along Kings
Canyon Road. This drawback can be resolved with effective shuttie or feeder service from the
surrounding comununities (incliding Fancher Creek) to connect to the BRT service.

The second option for BRT service to Fancher Creek would be to provide direct service by
making a one-way loop through the center of the development. In this scenario, the BRT would
turn left (north) onto Clovis Avenue and proceed north to Tulare Avenue, where it would turn
east into Fancher Creek. The BRT would then proceed along Tulare Avenue to Fowler Avenue,
where it would turn south to Kings Canyon Road, and then turn west to complete the loop and
begin the return trip to downtown Fresno. This scenario would provide two stations, one near the
commercial center and one along Fowler Avenue within the Town Center area. This alternative
would provide much more convenient service to Fancher Creek and higher near-term ridership.
This alternative would be less conducive to future direct extension into the Southeast Growth
Area. It would not preclude branching service to the growth area to the east.

Regardless of the routing of the BRT to and from Fancher Creek, transit customers would need to
use the pedestrian access links within Fancher Creek to and from the BRT Station. Pedestrian
friendly design is imperative for BRT’s success in attracting riders within the development. The
best way to promote pedestrian mobility and access is by providing clearly defined pedestrian
paths and uses. This includes locating main entrances to buildings along the sidewalk as opposed
to having a parking lot between the street and the building. In Fresno, shade trees along
sidewalks can be inviting for a more comfortable walk along the street. Other potential measures
include shortening pedestrian crossings with curb popouts along anticipated high traffic
pedestrian paths, providing a land use plan that encourages people to walk for short trips as
oppased to using their cars, and providing an environment that promotes comfort and safety for
pedesirians.

5.3 Conceptual Station Improvements

One of the required features for FTA-funded Small Starts and Very Small Starts projects is
“substantial stations”. There is some flexibility in the interpretation of this term. BRT stations
can include shelters that are larger and more attractive than standard bus shelters. The shelters
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and other station amenities contribute to the “branding” of the project image and the public
perception of the BRT as a high-quality form of transit. By being highly visible, the stations also
contribute to public awareness of the BRT alignment.
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Eeatures of BRT Stations/Steps

A variety of features can be incorporated into BRT stations. The following list should be
considered as a “menu” from which items can be selected depending on the project’s budget or
quality goals:

“Substantial” station structure (mandatory project element, usually architecturally designed)
typically having seats and space for wheelchair users

Ticket vending machines. This feature has several benefits for the BRT system: pre-paid
fares result in significantly faster boarding and reduced running times, customer convenience
is enhanced by the ability to accept credit/debit cards or make change, and the presence of
fare vending machines adds to the overall impression of a rail-like customer experience
“Next Bus™ announcement displays, based on data from an Automated Vehicle Location
(AVL) system, advising passengers of the waiting time until the next bus will arrive
Passenger information displays or kiosks, including transit information or maps of the
surrounding community

Ticket validation devices, if required by the fare collection system

Landscaping and/or trees may be included, especially where shade is needed

Increased curb height to allow for level boarding (floor of bus is approximately level with the
platform area).

Curb popouts the width of the parking lane, to move the curb line out to the edge of the right-
hand driving lane or transit-only lane. This allows the bus to stop at the station without
pulling over, and to move forward after boarding without having to merge into traffic. The
construction of curb popouts also affords an opportunity to transition to a higher curb face if
level boarding is being used. Curb popouts also provide extra space for the station facilities.
Station signage, with lettering large enough to be legible from inside the vehicle

Accessible boarding area that complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act guidelines
A separate boarding area for local buses. Local buses should not stop at the BRT platform if
possible because they usually lack provisions for expedited boarding and could delay the
BRT vehicle.

Pedestrian access enhancements in the surrounding area, such as improved crosswalks,
enhanced sidewalks, or additional curb popouts beyond those used for the station

Where BRT vehicles stop at larger transit centers, they should stilf have a special boarding area
with enhanced signage to reinforce the branding of the project.

Issues to be addressed in the design of BRT stations include:

Drainage issues associated with the curb popouts, since these typically block the gutter
Utility relocations, especially where underground utility lines may be in conflict with
proposed shelter locations

Visibility of businesses and their signage may be an issue where stations are located in front
of existing businesses

Pavement elevations and grading require careful attention especially where increased curb
heights are being used adjacent to existing zero-setback storefronts sometimes found in
business districts

Types of BRT Stations and Proposed Application within BRT Corridor

Even along a BRT corridor each station or stop has unique characteristics, from the type of
passenger to the number of passengers using the facility. Again, building on the theme of
flexibility with BRT components, stations can be defined as basic, moderate, and high level
station improvements—the key is to build in the flexibility with the initial design to ensure that a
basic station can eventually be upgraded to a high level station as demand dictates. Also, station
design should provide both continuity along the BRT corridor and distinguishable features
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reflecting the character of the surrounding community. The consistent recognizable style of the
stations is a key element of system branding and public awareness of the alignment. However,
many systems choose to also include some form of public art or other unique clement at each stop
to tie in to neighborhood themes.

The following “basic”, “moderate”, and “high” investment descriptions are point of reference in a
wide range of investment possible at stations. Certain elements once, included at one station
should be implemented across all stations, such as “next bus” display technology. The level of
investment at stations should be consistent along a corridor with variations for higher demand
stations where additional investment to accommodate that demand may be necessary—for
example, downtown Fresno or Cedar Avenue near the University Medical Center campus.

Basic stations—provide a minimum level of amenities, including a substantial BRT shelter and
BRT signage, plus essential station elements such as new paving, trash and recycling receptacles,
way-finding signage, landscaping, and ticket vending machines {assuming off-board fare
collection). Basic stations are recommended for stations integrated into existing sidewalks
without a popout.

Moderate stations—provide a broad range of amenities and station elements, including a
substantial BRT shelter and BRT signage, upgraded paving, trash and recycling receptacles, real-
time traveler information system, way-finding signage, landscaping, additional seating and
lighting outside of the shelter, and ticket vending machines. Moderate stations may include an
additional shelter unit for larger passenger volumes. Moderate stations are recommended at
locations where popouts are used and for stations located along segments of BRT-dedicated lanes
or where passenger volumes exceed the capacity of basic stations.

High investment stations—provide the highest level of amenities and station elements specifically
targeted to locations with the highest ridership and high visibility (such as downtown Fresno).
Amenities and elements include BRT shelter (possibly two units), BRT signage, and a full range
of elements in addition to those provided at moderate stations, including additional Jandscaping,
special paving, an information kiosk, and decorative features. High investment stations are
recommended for the downtown Fresno station and for stations along median running BRT
segment. High investment stations should be able to accommodate over 15-20 people per vehicle
arrival

5.4 Corridor Improvement Concepts

The Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road BRT corridor improvement concepts facilitate
convenient and passenger friendly transit services by improving transit facilities, such as BRT
stations, and providing preferential treatment to transit. Travel time is key element to BRT
service attracting patronage as well as helping FAX utilize their resources more efficiently. To
achueve a reduction in travel ttme for BRT patrons along the corridor, several strategies can be
employed, including:

= Traffic signal coordination

*  Queue jumper lanes

» Transit signal priority or preemption

»  Far-side bus stop locations (preferred) or near-side locations with countdown clocks
» Dedicated transit-only lanes

=  Off-vehicle fare collection
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= Level boarding and/or low floor BRT vehicles

The first five improvement categories help to reduce or even eliminate delays to transit movement
associated with traffic congestion. In addition to improving the overall speed of the BRT vehicle,
these measures also help eliminate variability in the travel time, resulting in more reliable service.
The last two items reduce the required dwell time within stations. Savings of up to 30 seconds
per station stop can be realized, resulting in an overall travel time reduction of several minutes
along an entire BRT alignment.

An additional benefit of these corridor improvements results from the overall “branding” effect
achieved by the combination of several measures. One obstacle to increasing “choice” ridership
beyond the transit-dependent population is the fact that many potential riders are unfamiliar with
the system and unaware of what services may exist that could meet their needs. Highly visible
BRT facilities create a higher degree of public awareness as to where the bus routes are located
and what destinations they serve. The branding of the system also contributes to a perception of
higher-quality service that can be attractive to customers who cwrrently assume the existing bus
service is too slow or unreliable to meet their needs.

Traffic Signal Coordination
Traffic signal coordination 1s an important measure for reduction of transit travel times and

improvement of travel time reliability. It also improves the overall flow of general traffic,
resulting in high community acceptance and environmental benefits including air quality, noise,
safety and traffic congestion. This measure has an excellent cost-benefit ratio and virtually no
negative impacts on the community.

A system of traffic signal coordination typically consists of a physical connection between traffic
signal controllers (conduits with wires or fiber optic cables) along the entire coordinated roadway
segment. Traffic signal timing is then designed such that vehicles moving in the peak direction at
ot near the speed limit receive a nearly-continuous sequence of green lights. Ideally, the timing
sequence is planned to also minimize delays in the off-peak direction to the extent possible.

Often one of the chief obstacles to creating coordinated signal corridors is the need to obtain
cooperation from multiple jurisdictions. Where BRT lines cross city limits, a regional agreement
or operating authority may be needed to take control of the signal timing and maintenance of the
system. For corridors that intersect Caltrans facilities, additional coordination is required if the
Caltrans signals are to be integrated into the regional system.

Queue Jumper Signals and Lanes

(ueue jumper lanes are a corridor improvement element with potential to reduce running times
along the corridor and improve schedule adherence. This improvement measure allows for BRT
vehicles to bypass the traffic queue at the intersection and move up to the stop line. An advance
signal lasting a few seconds allows buses in these lanes to move through the intersection ahead of
the adjacent traffic lanes.

There are two common forms of queue jumper lanes: 1} a transit only lane between the through
Ianes and the right turn only lane; and 2) a shared right turn only lane with BRT vehicles
exempted. The former provides BRT vehicles with an exclusive lane leading up to the stop line
at the intersection. The presence of a BRT vehicle within the lane activates a transit only signal
to proceed through the intersection ahead of other traffic. This type of quene jumper may require
increasing the right-of-way at the intersection to accommodate the additional lane for the BRT
vehicle. Since a separate lane is provided for the BRT vehicle, the system can use conventional
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detector loops to alert the signal to the presence of a bus. The second form, or the shared queue
jumper lane, provides a right turn signal phase to clear the queue in the lane when a BRT vehicle
is detected, and allows BRT vehicles to use the right turn lane to avoid the traffic queue and
obtain a transit-only signal to pass through the intersection. This alternative requires some form
of signaling device such as an optical transmitter to alert the signal to the presence of a bus (see
further discussion below under Transit Signal Priority). This second type of queue jumper is
often less costly (due to reduced right-of-way requirements) but also somewhat less effective
since the BRT vehicle still must wait behind vehicles making a right turn.

Queue jumper lanes are also a very effective marketing and branding tool due to their physical
presence at the intersection—imore so when BRT vehicles are seen using the lane to bypass the
traffic congestion. This serves to reinforce public awareness of the BRT route location as well as
enhance public perception of BRT as a rapid form of transportation.

Trapsit Signal Prierity er Pre-emption

Transit Signal Prionity (TSP} is a technique that reduces travel delays for transit vehicles due to
red signals. The most common form of TSP, known as “green time extension,” consists of traffic
signal modifications which allow the signal controller to recognize the presence of an
approaching bus. If the signal is currently green but about to turn red, the controller adds a few
seconds of extra green time to allow the bus just enough time to move through the intersection.
There are a number of variations of this concept, including shortening the red time when a bus is
already stopped at a signal. In headway based systems, another variation involves controllers
capable of determining whether the approaching bus 1s running on time or late, and giving the
TSP advantage only to late-running buses.

The highest level of transit priority would be full pre-emption, in which the signal automatically
turns green for all approaching buses. in practice this is seldom used due to the severe impact on
other traffic as well as issues with pedestrians who may be in the middle of 2 crossing,

Several forms of technology can be utilized in TSP systems to allow the controllers to detect
approaching buses, but the most commeon type is optical strobe systems such as the Opticom
system. Traffic signal systems along the corridor must have appropriate detector hardware and
controller firmware to be able to recognize and respond to the approaching transit vehicle, and for
older systems this usually requires an upgrade of the existing equipment. In addition, if similar
optical systems are already in use in the area for emergency vehicle pre-emption, then all signals
within line-of-sight of the transit line must be upgraded to allow them to distinguish transit
vehicles. This system also requires all BRT vehicles to be outfitted with emitters.

Far-side Bus Stop Locations or Near-side Locations with Ceuntdewn Clocks
To maximize travel speeds, the preferred location for BRT stations is on the “far side” of

intersections; in other words, allowing the bus to stop after passing through the intersection rather
than before. This allows the BRT vehicle to take advantage of coordinated green signals and TSP
as described above before making a stop. By comparison, at near-side stations a bus may stop to
load passengers while the signal is green, only to have the signal turn red just as the bus is ready
to move. An additional disadvantage of near-side stations is potential conflicts with right-tumning
vehicles which st turn directly in front of the stopped bus.

In spite of the preference for far-side stations, there are some locations at which local conditions
dictate a near-side stop. Examples include locations where there is a major traffic generator on
the near-side corner (such as the University Medical Center at Cedar Avenue and Ventura
Avenue), or where right-of-way conditions or obstructions make it impractical to locate the
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station on the far side. In these cases, the use of a countdown clock is recommended. Thisis a
digital display showing the mumber of seconds remaining in the red signal. This allows the driver
to prepare for immediate departure and to move forward to the stop line. In many locations, this
function can be served by countdown-style pedestrian walk signals.

Dedicated Transit-Only Lanes

Dedicated transit-only lanes provide the highest degree of priority to BRT vehicles, with a
correspondingly higher cost. There are three major categories of transit-only lanes:

»  Median-running transit lanes, see Figure 5.11

»  Side-running transit lanes (along the right side of arterial streets), see Figure 5.12

= Grade-separated transit lanes
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Figure 5.12: Side Running Transit L.anes Typical Section

Each of these concepts has advantages and disadvantages, and each segment must be assessed
individually to select the most advantageous option. The advantages and disadvantages of
median and side-running lanes are summarized in Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1: Transit-Only Lane Advantages and Disadvantages

Advantages
Side Running Transit Lanes

Fasier to co-locate BRT stations with
local bus stops, since local buses
already use the right lane. Transfers are
facilitated.

Allows use of standard vehicles with
right-side boarding.

Stations are located outside the
traveled way; patrons may feel safer
waiting at the side of the road near
pedestrians and businesses, rather than
in the center of the road.

Lane 1s shared with local bus services.

Median Transit Lanes

More efficient use of space atf stations,
since buses can board from both sides
of a single center platform.

Eliminates conflicts with right turns,
parking maneuvers, and bicycles,
Easier to implement completely
dedicated transit lanes, as opposed {o
shared lanes with general traffic.

Single “center platformy” station serves
both directions of travel, station costs
are lower for both initial construction
and ongoing maintenance. However,
left side boarding and alighting buses
are required.

Double platform “side median”
stations can  be served  with
conventional right side boarding and
alighting buses.

May be more acceptable to the
business community, since stations are
not located in front of businesses.

Disadvantages

On-street parking, if it remains, will partially
conflict with bus movements.

BRT lane is interrupted by right-turning
vehicles at intersections.

Requires two separate stations at each stop (one
for each direction) and therefore greater
infrastructure cost than “center” (or single)
median stations. Infrastructure costs are similar
or somewhat less than median transitway with
side median (or two} platforms.

Requires contra-flow configuration with buses
traveling on the left side of the centerline,
unless specialized left-boarding vehicles are
used.

Depending on available space, may require
reduction or elimination of landscaped
medians.

Requires all patrons to make a street crossing
to reach the station or to connect from local
buses.

Have higher construction and maintenance
costs than a single “center platform” and
stmilar or somewhat more than side running
transit lanes and stations.

Typically, the existing median width is already
being used for lefi-turn pockets. The median
transit lane would either remove the left-tum
lane or relocate it. Removal of the left-turn lane
would cause backups and safety concerns in the
through lane. Lefi turns across a transit lane
can cause line-of-sight difficulties and safety
1ssues. Some left-turn lanes may need to be
closed, which would concentrate access at
fewer intersections.
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Grade separated transit guideways are by far the most costly type of transit-only lane, and are
normally only employed in isolated locations where a significant travel time savings can be
gained. Additional considerations, where stations are to be elevated or below grade, include
pedestrian access, emergency egress, and security must be given special consideration since the
stations lack the direct access and visibility associated with street-side stations.

Off-vehicle fare collection

In addition to physical improvements along the corridor, running time can also be improved
through incorporation of systems to reduce vehicle dwell time at stations. An example of this is
off-vehicle fare collection in which the on-vehicle farebox s eliminated and replaced with one or
more measures for collecting pre-paid fares. The travel time savings result from the faster
boarding that occurs by eliminating on-board fare payment at the entry door. The exact time
savings vary depending on passenger volumes and the specific methods used, but savings on the
order of 15 to 30 seconds per stop could be anticipated.

Several methods can be used to accomplish off-vehicle fare collection:

»  Standard monthly passes are a form of off-vehicle fare collection. They require no new
investment since the distribution network already exists.

= Ticket vending machines (TVMs) at the BRT stations allow patrons to purchase a ticket
before boarding. An advantage of this system is that it allows the use of credit or debit cards,
eliminating the barrier to ridership that results from the requirement for customers to have
exact change. This can be highly attractive to “choice” riders. The cost of mstalling TVMs 18
significant (on the order of $50,000 or more per machine). In addition, a communications
system is required, including a central processing center and either a fiber-optic or wireless
link to each station to transmit payment data. This system also requires additional operating
costs due to the need to service the machines and collect cash. These costs can be partially
offset by increased ridership and ticket sales. The availability of TVMs also adds to the
image of the BRT system as a “rail-like” form of transit.

= Another method is the use of “smart cards”, which are proximity cards containing embedded
computer chips for processing fare information. These cards can be sold at retail distribution
locations, through mail order, or via TVMs. In a BRT application, the vehicle typically
would have a validation device near the entry (or entries), allowing passengers to simply tap
their card on the reader without stopping as they walk onto the vehicle. The decision to
implement a smart card system is a significant investment with benefits and costs affecting
the entire transit network; it would not be implemented solely for a single BRT line.

All of the above off-vehicle fare collection methods involve a decision by the agency regarding
whether or not multiple door entry is desired. Using all available doors for entry provides the
fastest boarding time by allowing passengers to disperse themselves to multiple entry points
rather than forming a single queue at the front door. However, this usually requires roving
inspectors to check for fare compliance, which adds to operating costs. The alternative is to
require all passengers to enter through the front door, which allows the driver to check for fare
compliance but with a penalty of somewhat longer boarding times.

Level Boarding and/or Low Floor Buses

The use of level boarding and/or low-floor buses can also reduce station boarding time by about
20 percent compared to standard high-floor vehicles, and in addition is a required project feature
for any system wishing to utilize FTA Small Starts or Very Small Starts funding. Level boarding
usually involves constructing new curbs at the station site that are somewhat higher than standard
curbs (from eight to 14 inches is typical) so that the elevation of the boarding platform is nearly
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level with the floor of the entry door on the vehicle, This facilitates entry by able-bodied
passengers, but wheelchair users may still require a ramp to be extended to the platform. Use of a
lift is usually not necessary in a level-boarding configuration since the elevation difference is
small. Most contemnporary buses that do not have stairs at their entries could be classified as
“low-floor” buses.

Other features can be incorporated in vehicles or stations to further improve the walking surface
at entry doors. These include magnetic, optical or mechanical guidance systems to maneuver the
vehicle as close as possible to the curb. These measures add cost to the system, but the most
sophisticated installations may achieve ADA-compatible bus access without the use of ramps.

5.5 BRT Vehicles

BRT vehicles can be an important element in increasing ridership, system performance, and
mitigating environmental impacts. Propulsion systems impact revenue, service times, emissions,
and operating and maintenance costs. Seating arrangements, floor height, and door configuration
impact dwell time at stations, BRT travel time, and passenger comfort. Physical vehicle size; aisle
width; and the number, width, and arrangement of doors influence BRT system capacity. Also,
as mentioned in Chapter 3, BRT vehicles can be the primary marketing device in attracting the
“choice” rider in Fresno.

Because BRT vehicles are “rubber-tire” technology, the BRT system has some flexibility as to
the type of vehicles that are used throughout the system., For example, peak hour conditions may
require articulated buses similar to the NABI 60° BRT Vehicle (see Figure 5.13 — NABI 60°
BRT Vehicle with FAX branding), which can carry more passengers than the standard 40° bus or
a combination of articulated and standard buses. Off-peak service may be better served with a
40° bus when the demand is not as great. However, procurement of two separate fleets—for peak
and off-peak service~—-is not recommended and service should be designed to maximize the use
of the available bus fleet.
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Source: Provided by NABI USA

The Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor offers an example as to how incremental
increases in service frequency and vehicles can better serve a community. For example, the
corridor is currently contributing a large portion of the 8,000 riders on Route 28, which operates
with 40 buses on 15 minute peak headways. Upon implementation of BRT service within
corridor, the demand can potentiatly be served with 40° BRT vehicles or 60° BRT vehicles at 10
to 15 minute frequency with a reduction in frequency to the local service to better correspond to
the adjusted demand.

For the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor implementation, it is recommended that
FAX design as much operating flexibility as possible upon initial implementation of a BRT
system. Articulated BRT vehicle 15 minute frequencies for Route 28— at the time of
implementation—is suggested. The 60" articulated BRT vehicles bave shown their appeal to
many Fresno residents. They are an icon on the road that would not be overlooked, and would
provide FAX operating flexibility from the beginning of BRT operations,

5.6 Probable Operating and Capital Costs

Based on the above recommendations on corridor and station improvements, estimates of
probable costs were developed for the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor.

5.6.1 Operating Cost Estimates

For weekday service it was assumed that the BRT service will follow the FTA funding guidelines
of 10 minutes headways in the peak hours and 15 minutes in the off-peak. Weekend service is
assumed to be every 15 minutes all day. This level of operating service provides a high level of
service that may not be necessary at the commencement of BRT service but can be considered an
operating goal in the short term (i.e. within three to five years). Frequencies and time periods are
assumed as follows:

Weekdays
*  Every 10 minutes from 6:30 AM to 9:30 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:30 PM
¢ Every 15 minutes from 9:30 AM to 4:00 PM and 6:30 PM to 10:30 PM

Weekends
s Every 15 minutes from 6:00 AM to 10:00 PM

Assuming an overall cycle time for a Fancher Creek to Downtown Fresno BRT line of 50
minutes’, the five peak buses are required. The BRT corridor would be served by approximately
150 bus trips (75 roundtrips) on weekdays and 130 bus trips {65 roundtrips) on weeckends. This
level of operating service translates to approximately 21,800 annual operating hours. Assuming a
high estimate for fully allocated operating cost of $90 per hour, the annual operating cost for the
7-mile, 7-station BRT corridor 1s expected to be approximately $2,000,000——see Table 5.2.

3 Using a conservative estimate of 20 minutes of one-way travel for a 7-mile trip {(average speed of
approx. 20 mph over the corridor) with an addition of 10 minute recovery time at the end of the
cycle.
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Table 5.2: Operating Cost Estimate
R | Approx. #of | Service Costper Cost for
Service: Roundtrips Hours Service Hour | Service Period
Weekday 80 15,800 90 $1.4 miilion
Weekend (& Holiday) 65 6,000 90 $0.8 milion
TOTAL 21,800 90 $2.0 million

5.6.2 Capital Costs Estimates

Capital costs have been broken into three levels of investment that are similar to the running way
and station descriptions given in earlier sections of Chapter 5—with vehicles procurement as a
separate capital cost since it remains constant across the three levels of investment. Using general
cost estimates for BRT elements from the Federal Transit Administration and other Kimley-Horn
BRT projects across California, the following are station and corridor improvement cost estimates
for the three levels of investment and the anticipated capital cost for procuring BRT vehicles.

Corridor Improvement Estimates

Transit Signal Priority (Cost per signalized intersection) — Implementation of TSP can cost
approximately $25,000 per intersection, which includes the detection equipment and
modifications to the traffic controliers.

Side Running Dedicated Lanes (Cost per corridor-mile) - Implementation of side running
dedicated lanes has varying costs on different portions of the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon
Road Corridor. In the segment of the corridor where the right-of-way is wider and includes on-
street parking, side running dedicated lanes can be created by removing the parking and re-
striping the road—i.e. no right-of-way increases for the BRT. This cost for striping a dedicated
lane without colored asphalt is approximately $300,000 per mile. The addition of a colored
asphalt overlay would increase the total per mile cost of dedicated lanes to approximately
$500,000 per mile. The typical section for side running dedicated lanes is shown in Figure 5.11.

Median Running Dedicated Lanes (Cost per corridor-mile} — Implementation of median running
dedicated lanes results in substantial increases in costs mostly due to reconstructing the road and
the addition of stations within the roadway. The cost range for median running lanes—including
the footprint for stations—can range between $3 million per mile to $10 million per mile not
including increases in right-of-way. For Ventura Avenue east of Winery Avenue where the right-
of-way is wider than portions to the east, assuming that median running dedicated lanes are the
appropriate running ways, the right-of-way increase would be approximately 12” feet between
stations and 227 feet at stations. This could cost between $15 million and $20 million per mile
because the increase may require acquisition of the street fronting properties. The typical section
for median running dedicated lanes is shown in Figure 5.12.

BRT Station Cost Estimates

Based on the station descriptions above, Tables 5.3 summarizes the approximate cost for a BRT
station with typical elements of a BRT system (a station is defined to cover the BRT station
facilities in both directions of operation). Other iterns were included in the cost estimate as
follows:

¢ Demolition — This line item includes removing pavement/sidewalk, curb-and-gutter,
existing striping or street markings, signage at station location, and landscaping in order
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to provide physical improvements to accommodate the BRT stations and their amenities.
For example, the existing curb may be only 6" in height while a BRT station would need
elevated curb in order to provide level boarding.

Utilities and Drainage Modifications — This line item is intended to quantify the
modifications to storm drain systems, utility pipes or structures, and electrical services.
These costs are site specific and can vary greatly depending on the design of the BRT
facilities and the existing conditions.

Street Improvements — These improvements encompass curb and gutter, pavement, and
landscaping (two trees per station, one on each side).

Sidewalk / Pedestrian improvements — BRT stations will likely require improvements to
pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks, curb ramps, and cross-walks to provide a higher

quality pedestrian environment for BRT patrons and the community surrcunding the

station.

e Traffic Control —~ The item accounts for impacts to traffic and pedestrians during

construction.

¢ Commnmunications and Electrical Service — Accounts for the provision of communication
and electrical service to the station shelters for ticket vending machines, lighting, and the

next bus signage.

Elements can be reduced or removed—and consequently the cost—based on the goals of the BRT

system.

Table 5.3: BRT Station Cost Elements

S c Approx.

BRT Station Cost Elements Qty Unit Cost | Element Cost
BRT shelters 2 EA $120,000 $240,000
PCC pavement at BRT stop 1,200 ¢ SF $12 $14,400
Station lighting (lump sum per station) 2 EA $8,000 $16,000
Station paving 2,000 | SF $13 $26,000
Detectable Warning Strip 320 ¢} SF $30 $9,600
Concrete pad for local bus stop (inc. AC removal) 21 EA $10,000 $20,000
Smart card readers 2 EA $5,000 $10,000
Ticket vending machines 2. EA $65,000 $130,600
Bike Rack 21 EA $500 $1,000
Trash Receptacies 21 EA $400 $800
Next-bus signage and electronic equipment 21 EA $3,000 $6,000
Photovoltaic system 21 LS $10,000 $20,000
Communications cabinet 11 EA $10,000 $10,000
Kigsk - Community Information 21 EA $35,000 $70.,000
Variable message signs 4| EA $4,500 $18,000
Demolition 11 LS 540,000 $40,000

$30,000 - $30,000 -
Utilities & Drainage Modifications 11 LS $100,000 $100,000
Street Improvements 1] LS $30,000 $30,000
Traffic Signal Modifications 1] L8 $100,000 $100,000

$10,000- $10,000-
Sidewalk / Pedestrian Improvements 11 LS $25,000 $25,000
Traffic Control 11 LS $50,000 $50,000
Communications and Electrical Service 11 LS $60,000 360,000
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1 ‘ ~$900,000-

Subtotal } l $1,000,000

Corridor improvements are elements proposed across the entire corridor such an trafiic signal
interconnect, installation of Opticom hardware and software, or restriping/construction of transit-
only lanes along portions of the corridor. The last item is not proposed as part of Ventura
Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor at this time.

Tabie S. 4 BRT Corrldor Improvement Cost Elements

) Approx. | ...
;Comdor Improvement Cost Elements o .-Qty‘ ' Unit Cost.| Element Cost
Traffic Signal Coordination 11 LS $120,000 $240,000
Opticom Sensors and Controllers 23 | EA $25.000 $600,000
Subtotal ~$900,000

BRT Vehicle Costs

Assuming the operating service levels will be as described in the previous sections, the peak hour
vehicle requirement would be five BRT vehicles. An additional two buses for spares is
recopunended for a special fleet (e.g. unique vehicle with specialized branding) brings the total
anticipated BRT fleet requirement to seven BRT vehicles. The following table shows the cost of
acquiring either 40° or articulated 60 BRT vehicles.

Table 5 5: BRT Vehicle Costs

- SRR S Approx. Total Vehicle
BRT: Vehlcle R . - Qty ' .Cost : Cost
60’ Articulated BRT Vehlcles 71 EA | $1,000,000 ~$7,000,000
40" BRT Vehicles EA $500,000 ~$3,500,000

-~

5.6.3 Probable Cost for Proposed Ventura Avenue /Kings Canyon
Road Corridor

Based on the recommendations above for both station and corridor improvements, the following
estimates are aggregated to determine the “order of magnitude” costs for initial implementation of
BRT on Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road corridor.

Table 5.6: Prehmmary Costs for Proposed Stations

- STATION L " Probable Cost
Fancher Creek Commermal Center Statlon $ 900,000
Fancher Creek Town Center Station $ 900,000
Clovis Avenue Station $ 900,000
Peach Avenue Station $1,000,000
Winery Avenue Station $ 900,000
Cedar Avenue Station $1,000,000
1" Street Station $ 900,000
Downtown Fresno Station $1,000,000
Probable Station Cost Estimate ~$7,500,000

SR -
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Table 8.7; Prekmmary Corrldor Improvement Costs

CORRIDOR -/ Recommended - | Distarice """ I Probable Cost
. |'Investment — Lang__-- REE lInterse_c_tmns}'.f.”-. B I
SRR e [TermStvyears | - oo
Fancher Creek Interior Dedicated Lane (One— I mile $1,000,000
way)
Kings Canyon Road 4 Queue Jumper Lanes 4 intersections £ 400,000
between Fowler Avenue and | @ Approx. $100,000
Winery Avenue
Traffic Signal Upgrade for 23 Intersections $ 600,000
TSP
Probable Corridor Cost ~4$2,000,000
Estimate
Table 5.8: Preliminary Capital Cost Estimate
VENTURA / I{INGS CANYON BRT PROJECT with - Prcbabie Cast
Dedicated Lanes on Ventura Avenuge between 1St & SR—41
Stations $7 500 000
Corridor Improvements $2,000,000
Central Control {AV]., Fare Collection and Next Bus) $2,000,000
Subtotal Construction plus 25% Contingency $14,375,000
Environmental Documentation and Design $2,875,000
Right of way acquisition inc. prof. fees (assumed value) $2,000,000
Final Design @ 12% of Construction inc. contingency $1,725,000
Plan Check Fees @ 2% of Construction inc. contingency $287,500
Construction Management @ 12% of Construction inc. $1,725,000
contingency
Administration @ 10% of Construction, Contingency, Engr. & $2,070,000
CM
Probable BRT Implementation Cost Estimate w/o Vehicles ~$25,000,000
Probable BRT Implementation Cost Estimate w/ Vehicles ~$32,000,000

5.8 Next Steps for BRT Implementation

FAX and the COFCG continue to work with the Technical Advisory Committee {TAC) and the
local community to receive imput on the project issues, develop guidelines for the BRT Master
Plan and prepare an implementation plan for Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon Road Corridor.

The following are next steps recommended to implement a BRT corridor within the next three to

five years:

1. Update Regional Transporiation Plan: Begin process to update the Regional
Transportation PPlan (RTP) for COFCQG to include the Ventura Avenue/Kings Canyon
Road, Blackstone Avenue, Cedar Avenue, and Shaw Avenue corridors for BRT
implementation over the next 3 to 10 vears. These corridors have demonstrated
substantial ridership and are the corridors with the largest potential for success in both the
short- and long-term. Additional corridors defined in Chapter 4 can be added by COFCG
and FAX to the RTP after the implementation and evaluation of the first corridor

implementation.
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2. Initial Contact with FTA: Section 6.3 below describes the federal funding programs that
may be available to provide capital development funds for one or more BRT lines. In
order to retain eligibility and improve the region’s prospects for such funding, it is
desirable to begin discussions with FTA staff early in the project development process.
FTA staff members can often provide helpful guidance on the most recent FTA policies
and guidelines which can help local agencies avoid delays or unnecessary issues in the
subsequent grant application process.

3. Perform Alternatives Analysis and Initial Environmental Assessment: Assuming that
FTA funding is desired, it is essential that the early phases of implementation be carried
out in accordance with FTA policy. Several volumes of guidance have been issued and
recently updated by FTA, providing current information about these policies. Because
these documents are revised frequently, it is advisable to maintain regular
communications with FTA staff members to ensure the most current approach is being
followed. In general, however, it is important to note that the alternative analysis process
must be carried out in strict conformance with FTA guidelines, which are coordinated
with NEPA requirements. A key point is that the development of project alternatives
must not proceed prematurely to a level of completion that could be seen as prejudicing
the comparisen of project alternatives under NEPA. However, initial environmental
assessments should be performed early in the process since the initial application for FTA
funding must contain information about the project’s impacts and an assessment of the
appropriate environmental approval decument. Also, depending on the type of FTA
funding, the ridership estimation as part of the alternatives analysis may require
significant refinements to the COFCG transportation demand model.

4. Public Quireach: A project that can demonstrate a strong level of public support will
have a higher probability of achieving FTA funding. Therefore, some level of public
involvement in the planning process can be helpful. A public workshop to introduce the
completed BRT Master Plan would be an example of an appropriate step. Another
necessary step is to obtain evidence of official approval of the decision to move forward
with the selected BRT line as the first stage of system implementation. This could be in
the form of an ordinance enacted by the Board of COFCG approving the Master Plan and
identifying a specific corridor for initial implementation.

5. Develop Funding Plan: At the conceptual development stage, an ritial operating plan
should be prepared. The plan should identify capital and operating costs, service levels,
and any system adjustments or cost saving opportunities that would arise from project
development. The application for FTA funding will need to include complete cost
breakdowns using FTA’s Standard Cost Categories as well as sufficient evidence that the
agency has adequately accounted for project costs and has sufficient resources to
construct and operate the system. Three years of audited financial statements will be
required to accompany the application.

6. Prepare Application for Small Starts or Very Small Starts Funding: The application
consists of a set of documents providing required information to FTA to begin the
process of seeking grant funding. The application process also allows the project to be
“rated” (1.€., given a priority ranking by FTA) and entered into the “pipeline” of projects
awaiting FTA approval to enter Project Development (PD). FTA considers “preliminary
engineering” to be a component of Project Development, and therefore it is important to
limit design activities to the very conceptual level prior to obtaining permission to enter
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PD. After receiving this permission, subsequent P1) and design activities may be
partially cost-reimbursable.

7. Environwmental Documents and Design: The appropriate environmental process varies
depending on the extent of impacts. Transit projects in California would in most cases
require both NEPA and CEQA documentation, assuming that federal funding is used.
Some BRT projects have been allowed to use the less-rigorous forms of environmental
documentation under NEPA/CEQA, such as Environmental Assessment/Mitigated
Negative Declaration. Some projects have been granted Categorical Exclusion (CatEx)
status and a basic level of investment within the corridor may be able to obtain a CatEx.
Preliminary engineering and final design should proceed only afier approval has been
granted by FTA.

8. Branding and Marketing: In general, these efforts occur later in the development
process. Durig the Project Development process, public relations activities and public
mvolvemnent can be used to build public support, enthusiasm, and overall awareness of
the system.
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Chapter 6 - Funding Mechanisms for Implementing BRT

BRT and other transit enhancements generally involve increased investment and therefore
funding plans are essential for their successful implementation.. The distinction between capital
and operating costs is very important. Not only are funding sources often focused on one or the
other, but operating costs are annually reoccurring costs whereas capital costs are often one time
costs.

The broad mission for transit in Fresno is to increase mobility, without increased dependence on
the private auto mode. Three actions are needed to accomplish this purpose:

1. Increased frequency of transit services that will be needed to make service sufficiently
convenient to attract choice riders will cost more money to provide and therefore
additional local funds need to be identified. It is unlikely that more state and federal
monies will cover anything more than proportional population increases.

2. New development needs to be encouraged to locate along existing major transit corridors,
including in the downtown area. This will help to maximize the number of local trips
that can be easily served by transit, with little to no increase in transit costs. Adding
transit fees to developments along identified principal transit corridor will discourage
rather than encourage this form of smart growth.

3. Subsidies for automobile use need to be reduced or eliminated. Requirements for
developers to provide off street parking result in very large subsidies in the form of free
parking. Parking is not free to provide and therefore zoning ordinances that mandate free
parking lead to auto use subsidies.

Funding expanded or higher quality transit services therefore needs to provide a revenue stream
for operating subsidies and capital costs, but respect the overall mobility mission that looks for
coordination between land use development and transit services. Developers should not be
penalized (taxed) for locating in principal transit corridors or within the core area of FAX service.
At the same time additional monies need to be gathered to fund desired transit improvements. So
the issue becomes how to raise funds for transit improvements without discouraging developers
Srom locating along “smart grawth corridors”.

The approval process for the Fancher Creek Development included a requirement to fund this
present BRT Master Plan Study and specifically to:

“address Urban Growth Management Transit ("UGMT"} Districts, an ordinance
establishing "UGM Transit Ihstricts,” or similar form of district, one of which would
encompass the southeast portion of Fresno, including the Fancher Creek development.
The purpose of the UGM Transit Districts shall be to collect fees to pay for the costs of
transit facilities within each UJGM Transit District. No portion of the fees collected shall
be used for transit facilities outside of the UGM Transit District generating the fees;
however, proportional shares from all UGM Transit Districts may be used to fund any
capital aspect of the BRT system that has a city-wide benefit. Fees shall be imposed on
all new development in each UGM District, including but not limited to the Fancher
Creek development. Payment by developers, including but not limited to Fancher Creek,
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shall not commence unless and until the UGM Transit Districts and fees are approved by
the City Council.”

Chapter 6 begins with a discussion of funding needs and is followed by a description of funding
sources {local, state and federal) and concludes with recommendations.

6.1 FUNDING NEEDS

Capital costs for FAX and other transit agencies typically include cost of obtaining and maintain
the fleet and passenger facilities. FAX's capital improvement program for FY06 through FY10 is
estimated to cost $45.6 million and focuses on the following projects:

s  Replacement, expansion, and retrofit of fleet (40” buses),
*  Replacement of Handy Ride and non-revenue vehictes, and
= Passenger amenities and faeility upgrades,

Thus, the average capital costs over the next five years will be about $9.1 million, of which the
local match requirement (for federal funds) will be about 25% or $2.3 million annually.

Based on the 2005-2010 SRTP estimates for operating costs, FAX’s primary costs in FY07 will
be generated by employee services (62%) and operations, maintenance, and training (16%)
associated with its fixed route operations. In 2004, Handy Ride operations accounted for 11.5%
of the District’s operating costs, a percentage that has been on the rise since it became part of the
Transit Division’s farebox calculation in 1980,

In FY07, revenues to fund these operating costs are anticipated to be generated primarily through
passenger fares, federal funding, and state funding sources. Figure 6.1 shows an anticipated
breakdown of these sources for FY07. For FY 2007/08 annual operating costs are estimated to
total $33.7 million. Fares are anticipated to cover $11.0 million of this total, leaving a subsidy of
$22.7 million to be covered by the public. The federal government is being looked to for $6.6
million, the state government for $13.7 million. Measure C would provide about $1.4 million.
No monies are being looked for from the general fund or private sector interests. Increases in
operating subsidies above cwrrent levels would need to come from local public and private
sources.

Broadly, the total publicly subsidized annual costs for providing transit services in Fresno is
about $31.8 million of which nearly $9.1 million (25% ) 1s capital cost and $22.7 million (75%) is
operating subsidies. A “rule of thumb” therefore is that for every dollar of annual operating
subsidy another 40% should be allowed to cover capital cost. Of this capital cost, some will be
covered by federal and state funds suggesting that local funds for capital are needed to cover a
surcharge of 10% of the annual operating subsidy for added service.
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Figure 6.1: FAX’s Operating Revenue Breakdown (FAX 2005-10 SRTP - Estimated FY07)

Local transit funding needs are primarily criented to operating subsidies, rather than capital
dollars. Future needs associated with increased investment in transit services will likely be linked
both to service arca wide improvements and also to project/corridor specific improvements (like
BRT in the Kings Canyon corridor).

Service Area-wide Improvements

Most federal and state funding for transit will increase proportionally with population and sales
tax increases. Thus, the future funding gap somewhat can be defined by the difference between
the current per capita spending for transit in 2008 dollars versus the future per capita spending for
transit associated with improved transit services. Additional investment in transit services will be
needed to attract “choice riders™ and increase transit’s capture of the local travel market. With an
annual operating subsidy of $22.7 million and a local annual capital cost of $2.3 million and a
population of about 428,000 persons within the FAX coverage area, the current annual transit cost
per capita 18 $50 (excluding federal and state capital subsidies).

As described in Chapter 1, the FAX coverage standard is for 90% of population is within one half
mile of 60 minute bus service and also provide complementary para-transit services to this
population. Any population or other development that is not within one half-mile of a transit
route will add transit operating and capital costs. The more fringe areas of the current service
area also tend to require higher subsidies than core parts of FAX's service area. Addition of
population and employment within FAX’s core service area, rarely results in increased operating
or capital costs and sometimes even provides more farebox revenue. Lastly, as bus routes need to
be lengthen beyond a 30 minute bus running time from downtown {about 5 miles), bus subsidy
costs tend to increase disproportionally. These increase subsidy costs for fringe area service
(greater than five miles from downtown) relate to the increased requirement for faster services
that are needed to attract “choice riders”.  Bottom line is that costs associated with development
in the core service area and corridors tends not to increase operating and capital cost, while
development beyond current service areas, substantially increase all costs.
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Project/Corridor Improvements

Some major investment projects and fransit investment elements specific to individual
development projects have yet to be defined costs. The proposed Kings Canyon BRT project for
example is estimated to involve capital costs of about $35 to $37 million and annually operating
costs of $2 million. Fares are¢ anticipated to cover about $800,000 of the annual operating costs,
leaving an annual $1.2 million operating subsidy need. If the average life cycle for the capital
investments is 15 years, the average annual capital costs for the BRT system would be $2.4
million. Much of this capital cost would be federally funded, with perhaps $1 million funded
locally. These simplistic estimates suggests that the total local anmual costs for the BRT would be
approximately $2.2 million which would be about equally split between one time capital costs
and annually reoccurring operating costs. Thus, unlike roadway projects that are mostly one time
capital expenses, upgraded transit services also have a significant need to cover annuatly
reoccurring costs. This 1s a major consideration in designing a local funding strategy for
improved transit services. If a one time assessment is levied, this assessment should provide for
some specified span of annual transit operating costs.

An argument can be made that the costs for large projects should be linked to the area where the
service benefits will acerue. Similarly, cost for new bus stops/shelters probably can be linked to
new developments that will directly benefit from the bus stop facility, This latter type of (ransit
improvement could be simply part of the conditions for project approval. The former type of
large transit investment is more complex. Are the beneficiaries of the faster and more reliable
BRT service all of those located along the transit investment corridor or only those located at the
far end? For example on the proposed Kings Canyon BRT project, patrons boarding at Cedar
Avenue will experience some added service and reliability, but very little travel time savings.
Patrons boarding at Clovis Avenne will experience both faster running times and improved
reliability. Also how are benefits to the downtown to be considered? A strong argument can be
made that the entire region benefits from a high investment transit project and therefore the entire
region should help to fund it.

6.2 Local Funding Options

A pumber of local funding options exist to generate revenues for transit. A number of these
funding sources compete with other forms of transportation for their dollars so often times it is up
to policy makers to support actions for transit to get their fair share of the pie. Six different local
financing sources are listed below and summarized in Table 6.1.

Sales Tax Measures

Taxing is one of the most common financing mechanisms used by municipalities to build and
maintain public infrastructure. This is typically done through a municipal, regtonal, or county
sales tax measure. Many counties across the country including Fresno, San Francisco, San Diego,
and Santa Clara in California use a portion of their sales tax revenues to fund focal transit capital
costs. Measure C in Fresno County and Measure A in Marin County are examples where sales
tax dollars are also used for funding the planning, operating, marketing, maintenance of the local
fixed route bus services.

Measure C is a half cent sales tax increase that is used to fund transportation improvements in
Fresno County, including capital operating expenditures for transit. Nearly 14% of the total $1.7
billion generated over the next 20 years will be allocated to FAX to improve bus service. In
FY07, revenues from Measure C are anticipated to account for 4.3% of FAX’s total operating
budget. At the next renewal of the transportation sales tax consideration might be given to
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increasing its share of funds commensurate with the county’s target transit mode capture
objectives.

Tax Increment Financing

Tax increment tinancing (TIF) is a tool that nuses future gains in taxes to finance the necessary
improvements needed to create those tax gains. This is often achieved when public projects
(schools, roads) are built which subsequently increases the value of surrounding real estate. This
increase in property value creates more taxable property which creates more tax revenues.

In California, TTF moust be done within 2 redevelopment district. Fresno current has 19
redevelopment project areas where this funding strategy could be used. These areas include a
significant portion of the Blackstone corridor running north from Highway 99, the Highway
99/UPR corridor, the Central Business District in Downtown, and along Kings Canyon (east of
Downtown).

Although TIF is more commonly used for public works projects such as roads, parking,
sidewalks, and sewers, its application has been used for transit. Major capital improvement
projects including significant portions of the Dearborn Subway and Randolph/Washington Station
in Chicago and elements of the Central City Streetcar in Portland have used this mechanism for
generating financing,

Benefit Districts

Benefit Districts have been established throughout the state of California as a tool to generate
revemues for improving downtowns or specific business districts. Benefit Districts differ from
Business Improvement Districts in that Benefit Districts do not tax the property owners, rather
they tncrease use fees to generate revenues. The best examples of Benefit Districts are Parking
Benefit Districts that place additional charges on parking to generate revenues to be used to fund
improvements in the District. Many cities in California have Parking Bepefit Districts including
Pasadena, San Luis Obispo, and Redwood City. The City of Ventura has recently adopted a
Commercial Parking Benefit District that will use dedicated parking revenues from its downtown
district to fund improvements in the District including transit infrastructure.

Transit Impact Fees
A transit impact fee program 1s designed based on the same principles as traffic impact fees.

Both are developed to provide funding for incremental costs of providing transportation to new
development. San Francisco has a transit impact fee program that was established in May of
1981. This fee applies only to new development located in the greater downtown area.

Delineated in Chapter 38 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the transit impact fee was
intended to recover the capital and operating costs of increased peak-period transit service
associated with new office construction in downtown San Francisco. The law says:

The demand for public transit service from downtown area office uses imposes a unique burden
on the Municipal Railway, qualitatively different than the burden imposed by other uses of
property in San Francisco. The need for that level of service provided by the Municipal Railway
during peak-periods can be attributed in substantial part to office uses of property in the
downtown areaq.

The Transit Impact Development Fee attempts to recover the cost of carrying additional
employees into downtown via public transit, capturing fees on office development on a square
toot basis at the time the development is occupied. The fee is intended to capture “all costs
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incurred by the Municipal Railway in meeting peak-period public transit service demands created
by office uses in each new development subject to the fee, including the expansion of service
capacity through the purchase of new rolling stock, the installation of new lines, the addition of
existing lines and the long term operation, maintenance, repair and replacement of those
expanded facilities.”

Impact fees, sales tax measures, and TIF are good funding sources for transit-related capital
projects but often times the operating costs of new service is the true challenge to finance for the
agency. Two types of taxing measures inchiding a County Service Areas and a Transit
Concurrency System have been used by jurisdictions and transit agencies to provide a continuous
stream of funds that can be used to cover the incremental operational costs of funding new
service.

County Service Area

A County Service Area is typically established to provide funding for basic services (water,
sewer, police, fire protection, etc.} to an unincorporated area. Often times adequate levels of
basic services are difficult to provide to areas that geographically diverse. Through the
establishment of a County Service Area, residents who live in these rural areas and want a higher
level of these services can choose to pay (through taxation) to get these services.

County Service Areas are established through an initial petition of registered voters or by
adoption of a resolution at the connty level. They have also been established as a condition of
approval for new developments in unincorporated areas. The majority of residents or land owner
in these areas must then vote in favor of the taxation for its approval.

The use of a County Service Area for transit funding was recently established in Contra Costa
County as a condition of approval on the Intervening/Alamo Creek residential development
project. The project is expected to add over 1,000 single family and 220 multi-family units to
609 acres just east of Danville and San Ramon. As a condition of approval, the County required
the establishment of “County Service Area T-1 (Public Transit)” requiring each homeowner 1o
pay a fee that will enable the County to finance extended public transit services to the new
development.

The fee is structured as an annual homeowner fee that is adjusted based on the inflation index.
These funds will be used to implement a transit service plan that is laid out in a phased approach.
The first phase will include either vanpool or maxi-taxi service, the second phase will provide a
shuttle bus service operated by a private contractor, and the third and final phase will integrate the
development into the County Connection service network.

Establishment of these County Services Areas requires support from land owners and residents
who must vote to tax themselves for these additional transif services. As observed in the Alamo
Creek case, requiring these as a condition of approval on a new development, prior to the
establishment of a large homeowner population, can be a good strategy toward a successful
implementation.

Transit Oriented Concurrency System (Broward County, FL)

A transit oriented concurrency fee system was recently established in Broward County, Florida to
create a revenue stream for increased transit operations in the County. Since the County is
nearing a build-out condition, the Board of Supervisors made a policy decision to require new
development to contribute to a fund used to support transit rather than toward the development of
new roadway infrastructure.
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The Transit Oriented Concurrency System assesses a fee to each new development project in the
County based on the project’s location within the County and the peak hour trip generation of the
project. Each of the ten Concurrency Districts each has their own fixed cost {per peak hour trip)
that is based on the current transit level of service for that area. In general, the more transit
service already provided to an area, the lower the cost for new development in that area, and vice
versa. The system was developed following a Countywide five-year Transit Development Plan.
Figures 6.2 and 6.3 below show the various concurrency fees by land use and district and their
corresponding locations on the map.

EXAMPLES OF CONCURRENCY FEES BY LAND USE AN DISTRICT

Cohemn & #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #3 #10
#of Trip HORTH NORTH SOUTH CENTRAL EASTERN SOUTH SAW PORT
iand Use Trips tength EAST CENTRAL | CENTRAL BISTRICT CORE EASY GRASS | AIRPORY
P Egctor DISTRICT | DISTRICT | DISTRICT| DISTRICT | DISTRICT] DISTRICT| DISTRICT
Cost per gip > 5986 $1,334 $1,430 51,641 51,535 $1,579 $1,219

50 Single

Family Units $43,818 $5%,283 363,549 §72.826 468,215 576,171 $54,472

50 f:t':e“ 305 0.8 526,160 sgsa6a | 35,805 | 438381 sa4,044 | s4L196 | 42,380 | 432718
50,000 sg 't .

it Al 1 1.60 s37.538 | sareer | ssuass | sssoss | ssaive | 4somes | senvor | g4693z
su,ggzcseq Tlm oo 583723 b osBaseb | osriassi | si22794 | si40913 | siansie | sisses | osieaes
so,gg!t)ai;; T 3974 1 oms | sosiasz | sesasos | smases | s369,383 | s423887 | 5396508 | s40vevl b 534880

Please note! Staff will be recommending substantial credits be made available for projects designed to encourage transit usage.
Hotes: (1) Al trips are p.m. peak hour Hips.
{2) Trip generation rates used are those adopted by Broward County Commission for TRIPS model (soe wel ink).

50 qule Farnily umts multiplied by mp qeneratmn rate fur single family {1.01 T.’F’Hj E SG STnps,’Pe.ak Hcmf (mlun‘m #1)
568.5 TripséPeak Hour maultiphed by (88 (tnp fength factor - column #2) = 44,44 Trips/Peak Hour
44.44 Trips/Peak Hour multpiied by the cost per trip per District (North East District - colurmn #3) $975 = $43,329

Figure 6.2: Fee Calculation Matrix by Land Use and District

The program is also designed to give concessions or credits to those projects that are designed to
encourage transit use. The credits can translate into 10% to 50% discounts depending upon the
specific site characteristics. Affordable housing and government uses that promote the health and
safety needs of the general public are given waivers from these fees.

To date the system has been deemed a success by the County in terms of generating revenue for
transit. However, since the program was designed to only cover the initial five-year capital costs
and three-year operating costs of the project, costs beyond this imtial start-up period are shifting
to the responsibility of the County who must look to other sources of revenue to continue the
expanded services. The program is currently being evaluated to determine if fees need to be
adjusted to address long term transit needs.
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‘The City of Fresno’s recently enacted traffic impact program is defined in a similar manner to the
Transit Concurrency System. The traffic fee system is based on vehicle miles traveled rather than
acres and distinguishes between development in infill and new growth areas as shown in Figure
6.4. Like the Transit Concurrency System, the new traffic impact fee recognizes that
development in areas where infrastructure is already in place should be charged less than areas
where new infrastructure is needed. This is reflected in the Concurrency System’s levels of
constant charges it placed on each district based on its location within the County. Since the
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boundaries of the traffic impact fee’s Infill Zone closely aligns with FAX’s service area, a parallel
developer impact fee program used to finance transit could be explored by the City.
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Source: Fresno Major Street Impact Fee Program Nexus Study, 2007
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6.3 State Funding Programs

FAX currently receives funds from the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) and the State Transit
Assistance Fund (STA), both are generated from the State’s Transportation Development Act
(TDA). InFY06, 1.4 billion dollars was collected from the LTF which is generated from a
statewide quarter-cent sales tax. This money is apportioned to each County in California based on
population. In Fresno County, the Council of Fresno County Governments (COFCG) distributes
these funds to each jurisdiction and also determines the quantity of distribution on population.
Revenues from the LTF will vary based on the economy and to continue receiving these funds,
FAX must maintain a 20% recovery from its farebox. The five year operating budget outlined in
the 2005-2010 FAX Short Range Transit Plan estimates the LTF to contribute nearly $12.8 million
or 39% of the District’s total operating budget in FY07.

STA funds for transit come from the Transportation Planning and Development portion of the
account which is generated from the statewide sales tax on motor vehicle fuel (gasoline) and use
fuel (diesel). Statewide allocation to the Fresno COG is 50% based on its proportion of population
compared o the rest of the state and 50% based on the proportion of FAX's previous year’s
revenues compared to the statewide total of transit operator revenues. Statewide STA expenditures
were nearty 200 million in 2005-06 or 29% of all state transif expenditures for that year. This
fluctuating and uncertain source of funds requires operators to meet an efficiency standard in order
to qualify for these funds. This efficiency standard is based on operating costs per hour beginning
inFY92. Since the inception of this funding source, FAX has received anywhere from $16,000 to
$1.4 million per year from STA funds. In FY07, FAX is estimated to receive $946,000 toward its
operating budget, accounting for only 2.8% of its total estimated operating budget.

From time to time voters have approved transportation bond measures that can be used to fund
public transit projects. Proposition 1B is an example. It was approved in November 2006 and it
includes $4 million statewide for transit improvements, These Proposition 1B funds can be used for
BRT projects and transit center projects.

6.4 Federal Funding Programs

Funding sources available at the federal level are achieved through the Federal Transit
Administration’s (FTA) capital investment program. Section 5309 Capital Investment Grant
program provides capital funding for transit related projects. To date, these funding sources have
been divided into three classifications; New Starts, Small Starts, and Very Small Starts. These
classification levels are based primarily on the size of the project and the amount of funds available
for request from the FTA.

The BRT project recommended for Fresno will likely qualify for funding under either the Small
Starts or Very Small Smarts program. The cost of the project will determine which of these two
funding sources should be explored. Small Starts is imited to projects with a total cost of $250
million and Very Small Starts is limited to projects with a total cost of $50 million and a per mile
cost less than $3 million (excluding vehicles). Both programs also require that the total cost of the
project accounts for no more than 5% of the agency’s operating budget.

The portion of the total project cost that is available from federal funds varies but will not exceed
80%. During the application process the FTA assigns a rating to each project to determine if the
project should ultimately be recommended for funding. If the local match of funds is 20%, the
project will receive a medium rating. If the local match is boosted to half the total project cost, the
project will receive a high rating and have increased changes of being recommended for funding.
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The FTA also requires agencies applying for federal funds to be able to demonstrate a local
financial commitment including:

= A reasonable plan to secure funding for the local share of the capital costs or sufficient
available funds for the local share (all non-New Starts funding must be committed before
receiving a Project Construction Agreement)

» The additional operating and maintenance cost of the project are less than 5% of the
agency’s operating budget

= The agency is in reasonably good financial condition

FTA has recently made an attempt to streamline the financial evaluation process. Under this new
process, FTA requires the project sponsor to submit the following pieces of information to prove
the above mentioned requirements:

*  The Small Starts Project Finance Worksheet, available for downlead from their website

= A detailed plan to secure funding for the local share of project costs which includes the
sources, amount, and steps needed to secure funding commitments

= A detailed operating and maintenance cost estimate

= The current agency budget documenting that the project’s operating and maintenance costs
would constitute no greater than 5% of the system wide operating and maintenance costs;
and

*  Three years of audited financial statements documenting the financial health of the transit
agency

Sponsoring agencies who are unable to proved the relevant information mentioned above are
subject to complete and submit a financial plan consistent with FTA’s June 2000 Guidance for
Transit Financial Plans, but only covering the period up to and including the opening vyear.

6.5 Recommendations

It is clear that if Fresno is to substantially improve its transit services to attract “choice riders” that
increased local funding will be needed. It is also clear that a fundamental means of increasing the
usage of public transit is to shape the travel market around a few principal transit corridors through
land use and development policies. The most effective means to accomplish the latter is to tikt the
development financial table to favor development locations and designs that are in principal transit
corridors, including in downtown. This tilting argues against financial penalties for developing
along principal transit corridors and instead using financial penalties to fully allocate multimodal
transportation costs to developments that are located outside of the principal transit corridors.
Complicating this desirable funding strategy is that a nexus or connection must exist between fees
and benefits.

The best means to favor transit oriented development with financial incentives/disincentives and
provide the required nexus between benefits and fees would be to broaden the nexus discussion.
Developments in transit corridors should be expected to have increased trapsit usage and
correspondingly reduced private car travel. As such they should pay lower traffic impact fees than
developments that are located outside of the principal transit cornidors. Offsetting these reduced
traffic fees revenue losses, should be higher traffic fees for other developments (fees were defined
based on averages and if some developments generate fewer vehicle trips the others will generate
above the average vehicle trips). Bottom-line a multimodal transportation fee is recommended,
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rather than a transit focused impact fee. The appropriate revenues, however, need to be clearly
directed to transit in accordance with the nexus framework.

How Much Funding is Needed (and when)?

This question is linked to how much service needs to be provided to achieve the regions goals,
objectives and targets for mobility, clean air, livability, economic vitality including congestion
management, The question therefore needs to be addressed within the broad context of local
general plans, and long range blueprint visions for the FAX service area. One of several possible
approaches would be to translate these broad goals into transit market capture targets as suggested
n the Downtown Transportation Infrastructure Study. The second phase of the Fresno County’s
Public Transportation Infrastructure Study, which is soon to commence, would be an ideal vehicle
to comprehensively and multi-modally define the amount of future transit services that are needed
and the required local funding that is needed to support these levels of enhanced transit services.
This multimodal approach is similar to the traffic planning approach that defined the street
improvement costs based on desired quality of service. The annual per capita transit operating
costs in the Sacramento RT service area is about twice that in the FAX service area. Thus there are
examples in other communities of stronger local funding for transit. It is clear that maximum use of
federal and state funds should be considered in defining the local funding needs. This
comprehensive planning process would provide the “legal nexus” that is needed to assess
developers with impact fees.

The 1ssue of cash stream should also be addressed in this effort. Transit needs a reliable flow of
funds, particularly to cover operating subsidies, some projects require upfront funding.

Fair Share Funding
Some current residents and businesses will also benefit from improved transit services in the form

of more frequent service. It therefore is reasonable to expect that these beneficiaries should help
fund the increased services. New transit coverage, however, is clearly oriented to serve new
developments and costs associated with expanded coverage should be borne solely by developers.
This suggests that expanded service coverage should be funded by developers and that improved
headway service should be funded both by developers and existing residents and businesses in
some yet to be defined shared fashion. Increased funding from current residents and businesses
probably will need to wait for future renewal of Fresno County’s sales tax or other manifesting
local funding opportunities as they arise in the future. The City of Fresno’s current Traffic Impact
Fee program defines an urban infill area (generally consistent with FAX’s service area) and a new
growth area. These boundaries could also be used for the proposed broader multimodal
transportation impact fee program,

Framework for Developer Impact Fees

The amount (number and length) of automobile trips that are generated by a development is
generally defined by the development size and type, its location in the region, the mix of land uses
in the surrounding area, proximity to transit and design features related to pedestrians and bicycles.
Thus, in defining a multimodal transportation impact fee that covers all the transportation systems
consistent with broad community goals on air quality, livability, mobility and economic vitality
these development features should all be considered,

Development Tvpe and Size
The City of Fresno’s current traffic impact fee program defines six types of land uses:

» Residential (low-medium) for six dwelling units or less per acre
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Residential {medium/high-high) for 6 to 28 dwelling units per acre
Commercial retail

Commercial office

Light industrial

Heavy industrial

Schools and institutional uses are not included in the impact fee program. Aside for the infill and
new growth areas, No recognition is given to proximity to transit (most conununities also ignore
transit in the simplified traffic impact fee calculation). High density residential is assessed about
twice the fee per net acre as the low-medium residential developments. Research has shown that
higher density housing tends to produce much lower annual vehicles miles of travel than lower
density housing (see Figure 6.5).  Vehicle miles traveled is in many ways a better indicator of
street capacity use than trips generated. From Figure 6.5, two dwelling units per acre generate
about 30,000 annual miles of vehicle travel annually compared to about 18,000 miles for ten units
per acre and 13,000 miles for 20 units per acre. Part of this is due to higher transit use and more
pedestrian travel. In general, higher density residential developments should be assessed less per
dwelling unit if transit is considered in the multimodal cost equation. The current traffic fee rate
schedule slight favors high density residential uses.

Figure 6.5 — Relationship of Residential Density to Automobile Use
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Development Location

As noted previously, developments that occur within the downtown area and along major transit
corridors generally do not increase transit operating costs. Thus the developer impact fees should
specifically recognize this factor. It is also true that developments located within a quarter mile of a
bus route more highly patronize trapsit than those that are located one quarter to one half mile away
(FAXs coverage criteria). This is particularly true of commercial developments more so than
residential developments. Some vehicle trip rate discount information related to these issues is
defined in the Urbemis model that was developed by Caltrans for air quality analysis purposes.
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+ Infill/New Growth Area - Development location based multimodal fees should start with
the infill/new growth boundaries that have been defined for the traffic impact fee program.

¢ Principal Transit Corridors and Downtown - Developments that are located downtown or
along the strongest transit corridors should be recognized for reduced multimodal impact
fees. The principal transit corridors that are currently shown in the City of Fresno’s
General Plan should be narrowed to no more than six corridors where high investment
transit would be the most promising ----- Ventura, Blackstone, Cedar, Shaw etc.

*  One Quarter Mile Coverage — The half mile population coverage standard that is used by
FAX’s, is good for assessing service coverage. Experience has shown that higher ridership
is achieved from residential uses that are located within one-quarter mile of a transit route.
This is even more true for commercial uses. Thus new developments within one quarter
mile of a transit route should be credited with higher transit ridership and reduced
multimodal transportation fees. Conversely, developments that are located more than one
quarter mile from a transit route should pay more than the average impact fee rate.

Parking

Off street parking ordinances tend to encourage free parking and higher automobile access profiles
for developments. This is particularly true for commercial projects, but it also applies to high
schools. Since high parking supply developments will be more automobile oriented than other
developments, it would be reasonable for them to be assessed higher impact fees.

Diversity/Mixed Use

Development projects that are in mixed use areas tend to have higher transit and pedestrian use and
lower automobile use. A mumber of studies have attempted to quantify the reduction in automobile
use and increased use of ransit. The Urbemis model has some general information on this topic.

Design

Similarly development project design that includes features that make walking, bicycling and transit
use more convenient tend fo result in lower automobile usage and higher transit usage.
Developments with cul de sacs and large suburban type blocks conversely resuit in higher
automobile usage and impacts on the transportation network and environment. The Urbemis model
has information on frip reduction aspects of project design.

Summary

The funding program for multimodal transportation improvements associated with new
development travel demands needs to be set to generate sufficient funds to cover projected capital
and operating costs for transit as well as for roadway projects. Developments within the infill area,
near transit corridors and with designs that favor transit, pedestrian and bicycle usage should be
assessed a substantially lower rate than other developments. Conversely projects that are located
outside of the infill area and that are not designed for transit, pedestrians and bicycle access should
be assessed higher impact fees.

Phase 2 of the Public Transit Infrastructure Study should define the amount of money that is
required for public transit to meet its desired future role in the county’s mobility system. A
geographically and multi-modally enhanced version of the City of Fresno’s Traffic Impact fee
program should be defined for growth revenues along with community wide revenue base for
current residents. The purpose would be to provide the required revenue stream without penalizing
growth along principal transit corridors or downtown,
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APPENDIX A — BUS RAPID TRANSIT: Elements Performance Benefits

BRT brochure provided by the Federal Transit Administration {see next page)
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APPENDIX B - Ridership Estimation Methodology and Ridership Increases
Associated With Specific Amenities

This appendix demenstrates the methodology for estimating the ridership forecasts for the corridors
identified in Section 4.4 and the percentage increase m ridership attributed to various elements of
the Fast Bus Alternative and the three levels of BRT investments (“basic”, “mediam”, and “high™).

Ridership Estimation Methodology
A ridership adjustment methodology was devised for each of the Fast Bus Alternatives and then

applied to the BRT Investment Alternatives. First, the existing route structure was analyzed to
determine the extent to which all routes fall within each BRT corridor. A judgment-based approach
was used. For example, for the Kings Canyon Road-Ventura Avenue-Blackstone corridor, six
routes were identified where each operates between 33 percent and 75 percent within that corridor.
Fewer routes operate in the Shaw and Cedar corridors; however, those corridors are also smaller
and do not serve downtown Fresno (the hub of FAX’s system).

It was then assumed that local bus ridership within and outside the BRT corridor under study was
gqual to the percent of the route within the corridor. For example, if Route 99 was determined to be
physically 50 percent within a BRT corridor, then it was assumed that 50 percent of the riders on
Route 99 were also within the BRT corridor. This assumes an even distribution of ridership across
the stops along the corridor. This assumption can be refined in future analysis with updated origin-
destination matrix from automatic vehicle location data collected by FAX. Corridor and non-
corridor ridership was then summed for the Base Year and 2030 No-Project Alternatives.

An adjustment was made for the 2030 Fast Bus Alternative. Local bus ridership was similarly
calculated with some exceptions. Total in- and out-of-corridor ridership growth was obtained from
the model outputs. In the Kings Canyon Road-Ventura Avenue-Blackstone Corridor, local bus
ridership changes were determined to be +18% within the corridor, and -three percent out-of-
corridor. These summary percentage changes were multiplied against the same line items in the
2030 No-Project alternative to determine total in- and out-of-corridor ridership changes.

Similarly, the individual within-corridor routes were adjusted based on model percentage change
between the No-Project and Fast Bus Alternatives, These percentage changes for each route were
multiplied against the Adjusted No-Project route-level boardings to determine the final local bus
boardings under the Fast Bus Alternative.

With these calculations, total within-corridor local bus ridership and complete within-corridor
ridership were both known. The difference between these two values was assumed to be the fast
bus route.

This methodology produced fairly conservative results. The raw model predicted 12,561 Kings
Canyon Road-Ventura Avenue-Blackstone fast bus riders, and with the model adjustments, fast bus
ridership was reduced to 9,396, a reduction of over 25 percent--compared to Route 28 current 7,800
daily riders, this is only a 20 percent increase over 23 year period (an annual ridership growth of
0.8%).

For the three BRT investment alternatives, the TCRP Report 11: BRT Practitioner’s Guide wag
consulted for estimated ridership changes. One key change is noted, relative to the methodology
for determining fast bus ridership. Under the Fast Bus Alternative, total within-corridor ridership
changes were calculated. For the BRT alternatives, ridership changes are attributed only to fast bus

87



BUS RAPID TRANSIT MASTER PLAN
Council of Fresno County Governments (COFCG)

or BRT route. Ridership on all other routes — both those inside and outside the corridor — is
assumed to remain constant across the remaining alternatives.

The TCRP report found that additional increases of ridership can be gained based on specific
amenities selected as part of the BRT program description. These incremental gains are additive,
such that systems incorporating a combination of amenities can anticipate ridership increases equal
to the sum of the gains for each individual amenity. In addition, a “bonus” of extra ridership was
found to occur in systems that achieve very high levels of perceived quality by incorporating most
of the major features. Ridership gains are itemized for each specific amenity category, and are
summarized at the bottom of the table.

Table A-l R:ders!np Increases bv BRT Attrlbutes and Amenities

. Basic Moderate High
Fast Bus . BRT. BRT | BRT

0% | 10% | m% 10%

lncreased Serwse . :
fromi mndef nat BRT handboak )

it

Grade Sep busways (spec:aE ROW)
At-grade busways (special)

Median arterial busways

All-day bus lanes (specially
delineated)

Rush-hour bus lanes

Mixed traffic

15%

10%

Generic sheiter

Unique/ aftractively designed shelter 2%
liumination 2% 2%
Telephones/security phones 3% 3%

Climate controlled waiting area
Passenger amenities
Passenger services

Corweﬂtlonai vehlcEes
Uniguely designed vehicles (external)
Air conditioning

Wide multi-door configuration
Level boarding {low-floor or high

5% 5% 5%

All-day service
High-frequency (10 minutes or less)
Clear, simple service pattem

Off-vehlcle fare collection

Passenger mformatson at stops
Passenger mformat:on on vehlc!es
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R

. . . Basic¢ Meoderate High
S _FastBus | BRT BRT BRT
Vehicles & Stations 4% 7% 7%
Brochures/schedules 3% 3% 3%
Running Ways 0% | 0% 0% 10% 15%
Service Patterns '~ 8% 1% 1% 1%
Stations _ 1B% 0% 0% 8% 12%
Vehicles 5% | 0% 15% 15% 15%
ITS applications | 10% 0% 10% 10% 10%
Branding ' ﬁ 0% 6.5% 10% 10%
Sub-total 8% 43% 64% 73%
BRT component synergy : ; % 0% 0% 15% 15%
{when subtotal is 60 or more) -
Increased Frequencies -~ 10% 10% 10% 10%
not in BRT handbook '

Change from Lesser Altemative
Source: TCHP Report 118, FCOCG Travel Model, Cambridge Sys
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What Is The Senior Taxi Scrip Program? What Are The Rules?

It is a Measure C funded program that provides *  You must be a resident of Fresno County.
alternative, reliable and affordable transporta-

tion to Fresno County residents who are 70 years * You must be at least 70 years old (proof of
of age and older. Eligible seniors receive a 75% eligibility is required by providing a copy of a
discount on taxi fares by purchasing taxi scrip. Califomnia driver’s license, California DMV issued
Fresno COG reserves the right fo limit scrip sales Identification Card or Medicare Card.

based on availability.

How Does It Work:

= You must first complete and submit an

eligibility application before purchasing taxi

scrip for the first time. You can pick up an

application and purchase Taxi Scrip at several -

Participants simply obtain and submit an eligibility
application. Once approved, parficiponts can «
purchase o $20 value booklet of taxi scrip {like -

approved Fresno and Clovis Taxi Scrip .
Distribution Service Centers (listed below). Fresno -
COG will send the application and fill taxi scrip

orders via US mail only if requested. Applications

are also available online at www.fresnocog.org.

coupons) from select locations for only $5. This is
a 75% discount! Up to (5) booklets of taxi scrip
can be purchased each calendar month, Scrip con
then be used like cash to pay for taxi cab fares
only. Taxi Scrip can be used ot any time, 24

hours a day, and 7 days a week when needed. How Can | Get More Information?
For full program details, please visit us on the
web ot www.fresnocog.org or call our office
during normal business hours.

.

.

R

Where Can | Apply & Purchase Taxi Scrip?

ERESNO
Fresno Area Express {FAX) Fresno Area Express (FAX)
3590 North Blackstone 2016 Tulare Street

CLOVIS
Clovis City Hall Clovis Senior Center
1033 Fifth Streef 850 Fourth Street

*Fresno COG will only accept mail orders and applications.
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Contact Person: Melissa Garza
Phone: 559-233-4148 Fax: 559-233-9645
E-mail: mgarza@fresnocog.org
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S —
&Qué es el Programa de Vales de Taxi Para An- £Cuales Sen Las Reglas?
cianos? » Debe ser residente del Condado de Fresno.
Es un programa fundado por la Medida C que
provee transportacién alternativa, confiable, v ¢ Debe tener 70 afios de edad o mas (se requiere
bajo en costo a los residentes del Condado de comprobante de elegibilidad por ejemplo licencia
Fresno que tienen 70 afios o mds. Personas elegi- de conducir del departamento de vehiculos de
bies recibiran un descuento de 75% hocia las tari- California, ldentificacion del DMV o tarjeta de
fas de taxi solamente comprando un librete de Seguro Medicare.
vales. Fresno COG reserva el derecho de limitar la
venta de vales dependiendo en disponibilidad. + Debe primero completar el formulario de -
elegibilidad antes de comprar vales de taxi por
primera vez. Puede recoger e! formulario vy
comprar vales de taxi en varias localidades de
servicio aprobadas en Fresno y Clovis {vea la lista
abajo de localidades aprobadas). Si deseq, Fresno
COG puede mandarle el formulario y venderle los
vales de taxi por correo solamente. El formulario
también estd disponible por Internet en
www.fresnocog.org.
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¢Cémo Funciona el Programa?
Participantes simplemente obtienen y Hlenan una
solicitud de elegibilidad. Ya que sea aprobadag,
podré comprar un librete de $20 vales (cupones)
por solamente $5.00 en localidades selectas so-
lamente. jEsto es un gran descuento de 75%!
Solamente se podrd comprar (5) libretes de vales
para servicio de taxi por mes. los vales se po-
drén usar como dinere en efectivo para pagar la
tarifa de taxi solamente y podrdn ser usados o £Como Puedo Conseguir Mas Informaciéon?
cualquier hora, 24 horas al dia los 7 dias de la Para mas detalles, visite www.fresnocog.org o fa-
$emand CoOMmo sed necesario. vor de llamar a nuestra oficina durante las horas
normcies de oficing.
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iDonde Puedo Aplicar y Comprar Vales de Taxi?

o

£

FRESNO
Fresno Area Express {FAX) Fresno Area Express (FAX)
3590 North Blackstone 2016 Tulare Street

CLOVIS
Clovis City Hall Clovis Senior Center
1033 Fifth Street 850 Fourth Street

*Fresno COG solamente aceptaro ordenes y aplicaciones por correo.
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Persona de Contacto: Melissa Garza
Teléfono: 559-233-4148 Fax: 559-233-9645 :
E-mail: mgarza@fresnocog.org 5 Coupsty Gavernm L




