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ES. 1 Introduction

In 2016, the Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) initiated

the Cross Valley Corridor Plan (Plan) to study connectivity and mobility
improvements in the Central San Joaquin Valley. The project aims to increase
transit service efficiency, enable communities and cities in the Cross Valley
Corridor (CVC) to promote developments that support transit usage, encourage
revitalization and economic development, and facilitate growth in support of
the California High-Speed Rail (HSR) investment. This project enabled TCAG to
evaluate a range of new public transit service alternatives that would be able to
accommodate future population and economic growth, while being compatible
with existing land uses and future development opportunities. By planning

for a CVC transit system well in advance, right-of-way and land needs can be
identified and protected now, avoiding costly acquisitions or eminent domain
processes later.

Project Background

The CVC is a vital existing east-west rail corridor between the cities of Huron
and Porterville in the Central San Joaquin Valley. With a proposed California
High-Speed Rail Station located in the middle of the Corridor, there is an
opportunity to improve connectivity and mobility throughout the communities
and cities in Tulare, Kings, and southwest Fresno Counties.

The introduction of California HSR will ultimately link the major cities within
California by a new form of transportation that has not yet been implemented
anywhere else in the United States. The fully developed HSR system will include
more than 20 stations, serving Sacramento, San Francisco Bay Area, Central
Valley, Los Angeles, Inland Empire, Orange County, and San Diego. The HSR
station that will ultimately link the Central Valley with the HSR system is located
near the City of Hanford, and will open as part of the first phase of the project
from San Jose to Bakersfield. The proposed Kings/Tulare HSR Station is unique
from the other planned HSR stations in that the Kings/Tulare HSR Station will not
be located in the center of the city. Other HSR stations, such as Fresno, Merced,
and San Jose, will be located in the downtown cores of these cities and will
function as a focal transit point that can easily connect with the surrounding
multi-modal amenities and destinations. This is not the case with the Kings/
Tulare HSR station. Instead, the proposed station site is to be located within a
rural agricultural area just outside of the city of Hanford while station-related
land use and mobility development will be planned in the downtown area. The
proposed HSR station site will be adjacent to the CVC, a freight railroad corridor
between Huron to the west and Porterville to the east that is active in certain
segments and abandoned in others. This existing corridor presents a unique
opportunity to unlock transit and mobility improvements for the region.




16 | Cross Valley Corridor Draft Plan | Executive Summary | Tulare County Association of Governments

Vision
As developed through stakeholder and public input, the Vision for the
Plan is to:

“Promote a safe, affordable, and efficient system that increases
transportation options while utilizing existing infrastructure, enhances
the environment and livability of the region, and promotes economic
development through a well-integrated corridor.”
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The Corridor

The Plan would follow the existing freight rail
corridor from Huron to Porterville, which also
roughly parallels much of State Routes 198 and

65. Figure ES-1 shows its location in central
California. A connection between the proposed
Kings/Tulare Regional High-Speed Rail Station and
the CVC could benefit the region by potentially
linking the communities to each other. These

cities and communities include Huron, Naval

Air Station (NAS) Lemoore, Lemoore, Hanford,
Goshen, Visalia, Farmersville, Exeter, Lindsay, and
Porterville. Unincorporated communities of Armona
and Strathmore may also be served by transit
stops. There is also a desire to provide easy transit
connections to the Cities of Tulare, Dinuba, and
Woodlake by utilizing their existing downtown transit
centers.

The History

After the completion of the first transcontinental
railroad in 1869, the Central Pacific Railroad began
building tracks south from Sacramento through
the San Joaquin Valley, intending to connect to
Los Angeles. In the years that followed, Goshen
became one of the leading Valley stations for
shipping wheat to other parts of the country.
Passenger rail service was established and
flourished in the Valley between Visalia and Exeter
until the widespread production and use of private
automobiles.

Today, the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and
Amtrak operate on segments of the Cross Valley
Rail Corridor. In 2000, the City of Lemoore worked
with the cities of Huron and Visalia to form the
Cross Valley Rail Corridor Joint Powers Authority
(CVRC JPA) to upgrade 45-miles of track from the
City of Huron, through Lemoore and Hanford to the
Visalia industrial park for approximately $15 million.
The tracks between Lindsay and Porterville were
abandoned in 2008 and removed in 2012, but the
right-of-way was recently acquired by the City of
Porterville with assistance from TCAG.

The CVC is approximately 75-miles long and could
serve as the backbone for the future transit corridor.
The majority of the corridor is currently occupied

by single track freight railway owned and operated
by the San Joaquin Valley Railroad (SJVRR). The
SJVRR serves a variety of key south valley industries
including building products, cattle feed, consumer
products, fertilizers, and petroleum projects. Many
structures, including railway, bridges, culverts, and
crossings, are aging and obsolete, and existing track

o
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Figure ES-1: Cross Valley Corridor

Tulare County

Population: 466,000 (2016)

Cities: Visalia, Tulare, Porterville,
Dinuba, Exeter, Woodlake, Farmersville,
Lindsay

Kings County
Population: 152,000 (2016)

Cities: Hanford, Lemoore, Naval Air
Station Lemoore, Corcoran, Avenal

Huron, Fresno County

Population: 6,900 (2016)
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) conditions are not yet suitable for passenger rail
Bus Rapid operations.

Transit (BRT) Overall, the right-of-way (ranging from 50-200 feet

wide) itself would be suitable for passenger rail
via a mixed use (freight and passenger rail). The
long, straight geometry featuring large turning radii,
virtually zero gradients, very few major geographic
obstacles, grade separations of major state routes,
and other features make the CVC appropriate
for future passenger rail service. The alignment
connects the Corridor cities’ downtown areas,
making it an ideal route to serve the region’s major
Light Rail Transit activity centers and populations. Wayside conditions,
(LRT) adjacent land use, and right of way boundaries are
also key to future passenger rail service.

The Communities

Each of the communities along the Corridor was
established by the Southern Pacific Railroad when
it first laid tracks, with the exception of Visalia. As a
result, the hearts of these communities developed
around the old train depots that were established
years ago. Several urban areas along the corridor
Heavy Rail have built modern transit centers and new
infrastructure in their downtown cores.

Modes Considered

The Plan considered six mode alternatives to
provide transit service in the CVC. Traditionally,
several of these modes use gasoline or diesel
combustion engines, but the growing technology
advancements have allowed for the use of
electric hybrid, fully electric, natural gas and even
. . hydrogen fuel cell engines. For most of these
D'es.el/EleCmC modes the propulsion type is not a major driver in
Multiple Unit the operational characteristics, and these engine
(DMU/EMU) systems will be considered for all modes unless
mentioned otherwise.

» Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

» Light Rail Transit (LRT)

» Heavy Rail

» Diesel/Electric Multiple Unit (DMU/EMU)
» Commuter Rail

» Other Modes: People movers, Streetcar,

Commuter Rail
Magley, etc.
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Key Stations
The cities along the CVC that are included in the Plan are:
» Huron » Farmersville
» NAS Lemoore » Exeter
» Lemoore » Lindsay
» Hanford » Porterville
» Visalia

Off-corridor cities that are included in the Plan are:
» Tulare
» Dinuba
» Woodlake

Unincorporated communities that are located on the CVC and are included in
the Plan are:

» Armona
» Goshen
» Strathmore

Figure ES-2: Cross Valley Corridor Cities
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ES. 2 Existing Conditions

Transit Services

Local agency-operated bus services in the communities on the CVC include
Fresno County Rural Transit Authority (FCRTA), Kings Area Rural Transit (KART),
Tulare County Area Transit (TCaT), Visalia Transit, Porterville Transit, Dinuba Area
Rural Transit (DART), and Tulare InterModal Express (TIME). The total annual
ridership of these bus services in the communities along the CVC is over 4.1
million passengers per year. Privately-operated bus services include Greyhound
and Orange Belt, along with Amtrak Bus Service, Amtrak California, and the San
Joaquin Passenger Rail, which is operated in partnership between Amtrak and
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

Figure ES-3: Tulare Tr§ns_it Center _ Table ES-1: Annual Transit Ridership 2015
Transit Service Annu?ggg)ershm
Fresno County
Rural Transit 420,300
Authority (FCRTA)
Huron Transit 73.300
Kings Area Rural
Transit (KART) 765,200
Tulare County
Transit (TCaT) E72IU0
Visalia Transit 1,719,800
Porterville Transit 686,000
E Tulare InterModal
f: Express (TIME) 455,800
P Dinuba Area
e - Regional Transit 72,000
= — (DART)
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California High-Speed Rail

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) is currently in the process

of constructing a high-speed rail system that would provide passenger
transportation throughout much of California. From the Authority 2018 Business
Plan, the first phase will connect Silicon Valley to the Central Valley potentially
as early as 2027. The Kings/Tulare HSR Station is part of this first phase and the
Authority participates in the planning processes for other HSR stations proposed
in the state to develop linkages and support increased economic activity around
the cities.

Figure ES-5: California High-Speed Rail Map
CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL
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Traffic Conditions

Like most developed and rural communities, travel by private automobile is
relatively affordable, fast, and convenient, and therefore the preferred way to
travel. This trend is exacerbated in rural communities around the CVC due to
limited transit options and long trip distances between communities. Today,
transit trip journey times are at least twice as long as trips taken in private
automobiles; thus transit services are currently unable to serve as a competitive
mode of travel. Current travel forecasts for the tri-county area show that this
trend will not change substantially. To be viable, the CVC project would need to
offer a competitive means of travel to private auto use.

The existing railroad tracks that would be utilized for future Cross Valley
passenger rail services link many of the cities in this region. Essentially, it is a
“string of pearls” structure from Porterville through Strathmore, Lindsay, Exeter,
Visalia, Hanford, Lemoore, and Huron. The nearby highway links that a future
rail project would need to compete against include:

» SR 65 — Connecting the communities of Porterville, Strathmore, Lindsay,
and Exeter

» SR 198 — Connecting the communities of Exeter, Farmersville, Visalia,
Goshen, Hanford, NAS Lemoore, and Lemoore

» SR 269 — Connecting Huron to SR 198

In the future, parts of the highway network are likely to become significantly
more congested as travel times for autos and transit vehicles between the cities
on the CVC are likely to deteriorate from what they are today.

Figure ES-6: Traffic Congestion |
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Demographics

The communities identified as potential Cross Valley station locations represent
about 67 percent of total Study Area population, up today from about 60
percent in 2000. This suggests that these communities have been growing
faster than the Study Area as a whole. TCAG projections suggest that future
growth patterns may reverse this trend slightly with more growth forecasted in
many of the smaller or unincorporated areas than recent patterns. Of course,
actual outcomes will depend on market considerations as well as local land use

policies and planning.

The Study Area population is projected to add over 550,000 residents by 2035
based on the California Department of Finance data, as shown in Table ES-2,.

If realized, this level of population growth represents an increase of nearly

90 percent over current levels, or an average annual growth rate of about

3.4 percent. As a point of comparison, the Study Area has exhibited average
annual growth rates of approximately 1.5 percent over the last 16 years, or an
increase of about 122,000 residents. Regardless of whether future population
growth reflects historical patterns or TCAG projections, in the next 20 years the
CVC would serve a much larger population than currently exists.

Table ES-2: Population Growth in the Cross Valley Corridor

Population Growth

2016 Population

2035 Population

% Increase

Tulare County 466,300 877,400 88%
Kings County 153,000 297,900 95%
Huron (Fresno County) 6,800 7,300 7%
Total 626,100 1,182,600 89%

Source: California Department of Finance, 2010-2014 American Community Survey, 2000 Census

There are also noteworthy differences in the nature and composition of the
housing stock in the study area. Specifically, the study area has a higher share
of single family housing as compared to the statewide average (78 percent
compared to 65 percent) but similar home ownership rates. These results are
likely attributable to relatively low land costs in the study area that reduce the
economic advantages of higher density housing. Overall, home ownership
rates in the study area are comparable to state (and national) levels at about 56
percent, consistent with its role as a relatively affordable housing market.
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Employment and Commute Patterns

The communities along the CVC remain dependent on agricultural sectors
which account to over 20 percent of total employment. For the most part,
agricultural sector jobs are poorly correlated with transit ridership, especially
commuter rail, since they tend to be geographically distributed rather than
concentrated. However, further analysis may determine how this general trend
might apply more locally, especially as economic development continues to be

on the rise with increased HSR infrastructural investments in these communities.

About 16 percent of the Study Area is employed in retail and hospitality and
these sectors are likely to benefit from improved transit access since these jobs
are typically clustered in commercial nodes near city centers.

Work-based trips coming in and going out of the cities is shown in Figure ES-7.
The commute patterns suggest that there are strong internal connections
between the Cross Valley Corridor communities.

Figure ES-7: In- and Out-Commute Patterns on the Cross Valley Corridor

Commercial Real Estate

Trends in the commercial real estate sector will have implications on the TOD
opportunities around the potential CVC station areas. Specifically, areas with
relatively strong and healthy commercial real estate sectors are more likely
to support future TOD opportunities. These locations tend to be positively
correlated with the employment hubs and in-commute destinations within the
study area.

The total commercial inventory of the study area is dominated by industrial
space at about 48 percent of the total, followed by retail at nearly 30 percent,
and office at about 9 percent. Generally, office and retail space are the

most complementary with TOD activity and space, although there are some
exceptions. This is because industrial sites are typically located in more
peripheral areas outside of traditional central business districts and tend to be
less walkable. Mixed-use districts, where office, retail, and housing co-exist in
proximity tend to be more supportive of transit due to the higher concentration
of complementary activity.

99% of the 96% of the
region’s office region’s retail real
real estate is estate is located
located along along the Cross
the Cross Valley Valley Corridor
Corridor

92% of the
region’s industrial
real estate is
located along

the Cross Valley
Corridor
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Existing Rail Conditions

A general existing conditions inspection of the railroad through the entire
75-mile corridor was conducted by physically driving, where possible, along the
right-of-way, checking the line at various places, and walking parts of the track.

The Project Team performed a general existing conditions inspection of the
railroad through the entire 75-mile corridor by physically driving, where possible,
along the right-of-way, checking the line at various places, and walking parts

of the track. A visual flyover drone survey was also conducted over the entire
CVC to gather current aerial footage of the general conditions of the rails, ties,
embankments, culverts, bridges, switches, crossings, roadway control devices
(crossbucks, signals, lights, crossing arms, etc.), and other railroad elements
within the corridor. Special attention was made to determine what/if any element
was suitable for a modern passenger rail transit system, such as light rail transit
(LRT), diesel or electric multiple unit (DMU/EMU), commuter rail, or other related
technologies.

Overall, the corridor/right-of-way is suitable for passenger transportation.
Additional land acquisitions may be required for rail service features such

as passing lanes, pocket tracks, and service facilities (maintenance facility,
operations centers, etc.). The railroad itself (rails, ties, plates, embankments,
switches, signaling, etc.) is not suitable for passenger rail service as it would

not meet current regulations (U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), others) for
passenger rail service. Many bridges, such as the Kings River bridge, may

need to be replaced or upgraded. Many of the crossings and traffic control
devices throughout each city would also likely need to be evaluated by the new
service provider to maximize safety for road vehicles as well as pedestrians

and bicyclists. New rail vehicles would also need to meet current regulations for
passenger rail systems.

The majority of the
corridor is currently
occupied by single
track freight railway
currently operated by
the San Joaquin Valley
Railroad.

Many significant
structures, including
railway, bridges,
culverts, and crossings
are aging and obsolete.

Current Plans and Policies

Policies, objectives, and strategies identified in the county and city general
plans, community plans, regional transportation plans, studies, and the San
Joaquin Valley Blueprint Plan encourage, promote, support, improve, enhance,
facilitate, or preserve alternative transportation modes such as light rail and
bus service and transit-oriented land uses around station sites, stops, and
corridors. None of the plans or policies identified contradict or discourage the
development of a CVC rail system and, in many instances, specifically support
it. Many other policies support higher density residential development around
transit stations, encourage street design that promotes transit and active
transportation connections, promotes funding that supports infrastructure
improvements for a balanced transportation system, and support passenger rail
to improve air quality in the valley. The following are a few notable policies and
strategies that support Cross Valley Rail.

» Kings County General Plan -- Policy C1.2.3. “Support Cross Valley Rail

Corridor planning efforts to consider long term provision of freight and
passenger rail service.”
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» Naval Air Station Lemoore Join Land Use Study. “Should high speed rail
come to the valley, the City of Lemoore’s planning policies have accounted
for two potential passenger rail stations along the Cross Valley Rail Corridor
to connect NAS Lemoore through Lemoore to high speed rail.”

» Lemoore General Plan -- C-G-6. “Support the activities of the Joint Powers
Authority of the Cross Valley Rail Corridor, which include freight and
passenger rail goals.”

» City of Hanford General Plan Policy E6 Transportation Connectivity.
“Enhance opportunities for economic development by pursuing greater
regional transportation connectivity for people and goods through
infrastructure improvements to railroads and highways.”

» Tulare County Regional Blueprint. “Coordinate with regional transportation
systems across county borders to ensure an efficient flow of people
and goods along key trade and interregional commuting corridors” and
“establish light rail between cities”.

» Tulare County 2014 — 2000 Regional Transportation and Sustainable
Communities Strategy. “Support the development, extension, and
maintenance of passenger rail service, including, but not limited to, Cross
Valley Rail, High Speed Rail, Amtrak, and light rail”

» City of Visalia General Plan Policy T-P-36. “Participate in the planning
process for a potential Cross Valley Rail Line, which could provide east-
west light rail service from Visalia to Huron and potentially connect to a
future High Speed Rail system.”

» Strathmore Community Plan Policy 6.1 “Consider development of an
integrated transit center within Strathmore where all transit services can
connect with each other as well as with private ridesharing” and “Policy
TC-2.1 Rail Service -- The County shall support improvements to freight and
expanding passenger rail service throughout the County.”

» City of Tulare General Plan Policy TR-P4.6. “The City shall support and
facilitate reasonable proposals to bring regional public transportation
service (including Amtrak or other passenger rail service) to Tulare.”

» City of Porterville General Plan Circulation Element Policy C-G-14. “Protect
the City’s rail corridor as an economic asset.”

» City of Dinuba General Plan Objective Policy 2.64. “Promote a variety of
public transit connections with other nearby cities and locations.”

In 2015, the Kings County Association of Governments analyzed the feasibility of passenger rail along
the San Joaquin Valley Railroad. The Cross Valley Rail Feasibility Study determined that the reservation
and potentially early acquisition of land developed with an interim carpool parking area, preservation

of the track structure and right of way, and increasing the residential population around future stations
to create ridership potential may help make the Cross Valley passenger rail option possible. The study
went even further in identifying proposed locations for each corridor community’s station site and a
land use pattern around each station. The sites identified in this document reflect the exact locations or
approximate locations for a station within each of the cities along the corridor.
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ES. 3 Economic Development

When fully operational, California HSR service throughout the Central Valley and
to the major employment hubs throughout the State can have a transformational
impact on local and regional economies. The Plan presents an opportunity to
better harness HSR’s statewide impacts, and enhance intra-regional connectivity
and economic integration. While these benefits are by no means guaranteed;
the communities served by the service must proactively and effectively plan for
and direct the manner in which they unfold.

This chapter contains a set of lessons learned and best practices related to the economic development
benefits of regional rail service that can serve as a toolbox for the cities along the CVC. It also considers
emerging trends and practices for financing and phasing commuter rail systems and associated station
area development and the implications for the CVC.

Regional Economic Impacts

At the most fundamental level, success of CVC passenger rail service will
depend on its role and relationship within the broader regional economy it
serves. While it is difficult to generalize about economic impacts of regional
commuter rail service, two broad themes stand out, particularly in smaller and
medium-sized communities: (1) the economic impacts are usually long-term,
unfolding incrementally over years if not decades, and (2) the size and form of
these impacts are inextricably linked to the broader economic context in which
they occur.

Out-Commute Impacts:

The “out-commute” model can facilitate economic development in smaller to
medium size cities, similar to those in the TCAG region, as illustrated in Figure
ES-8. Efficient transit and rail connections can increase the attractiveness

of housing further away from major employment centers, especially if it is
associated with improved commutes (e.g. time and/or experience) and access
to affordable and desirable communities. As this migration occurs, residential
communities continue to grow outside of mega-cities and are fueled by the
wages collected from large employment centers and reinvested in the local
housing market and other resident-serving uses.
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Figure ES-8: Out-Commute Diagram
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In-Commute Impacts

The “in-commute” economic development model, shown in Figure ES-9, of
transit and rail service represents the flip-side of the “out-commute” model
(i.e. the other trip-end). The model refers to the economic benefits conferred
on locations or communities with station areas that serve as destination for
workers and other commercially oriented trips. By providing increased access
to commercial and employment hubs, efficient transit or commuter rail service
allows these locations to accommodate more jobs and commercial space

in a concentrated, often walkable area. It facilitates growth in these areas

by reducing auto-congestion and / or the need for costly or space intensive
parking facilities.

Figure ES-9: In-Commute Diagram
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The successful completion of HSR service can potentially help reverse the
economic disparity between California’s coastal areas and communities within
San Joaquin Valley by facilitating access to higher paying job markets such as
Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Area regions. In the longer term, it may also
support the reverse pattern where employers decide to locate in the Valley,
where land and labor are relatively less expensive.

After completion of the HSR service, the initial economic benefits are likely to be
dispersed through the CVC with potentially increased consumer spending by

a growing number of residents and visitors with increasing incomes. However,
the extent and timing of this outcome is harder to predict, because the creation
and fostering of new industries and businesses centers often takes years, if

not decades, to mature and are highly subject to larger economic trends and
conditions.

Transit-Oriented Development

Transit-oriented development (TOD) generally refers to real estate investment,
usually a mixture of housing, office, retail, and/or other amenities, that is
integrated within walking distance (e.g. within a quarter to half-mile distance)
from high-quality public transportation. While the potential economic impacts of
HSR and CVC previously described relate to the regional or even mega-regional
benefits of increased accessibility, TOD focuses on how these impacts are
manifested at the neighborhood, station area, and/or site-specific level.

While TOD is a well-documented phenomenon in established urban markets
where land values and transit ridership rates are high, it is generally more
limited and slower to materialize in smaller communities located outside major
metropolitan areas. In these circumstances, two factors that appear to be
particularly determinant include (1) the existing and evolving land use and market
context, and (2) the planning and regulatory context surrounding the station
area. While current market conditions are challenging in many of the station
area cities, proactive planning efforts and strategic land use designations can
prepare cities to capitalize on transit access as the local economy improves and
specific opportunities arise. In the interim, cities can pave the way for future
development by providing catalytic infrastructure and public amenities that send
a positive signal to potential investors.

Looking more closely at the neighborhoods surrounding transit stations, the
facilitation of TOD projects around light rail stations is a well-tested strategy

to attract investment and spur market synergies between a mix of uses in a
walkable and well-connected environment. Initially, however, TOD may only be
viable in some of the larger cities along the CVC, such as Hanford and Visalia,
while in others, it may take years before market conditions support it. Therefore,
it is important that advanced planning efforts recognize the extended time frame
of development when considering station area development. In order to ensure
that future development can be accommodated near transit and in-line with
broader city and regional goals and standards, land adjacent to the station area
should be developed in the short-term with complementary or temporary uses
that will not prohibit future higher-density development. TOD planning efforts
should be somewhat flexible in the type and timing of development to allow

for appropriate uses, depending on the growth trajectory of each individual

city, as well as the region as a whole. Land uses like parking should be treated
delicately to allow for realistic development in the short term, while not inhibiting
TOD in the long-term.




30 | Cross Valley Corridor Draft Plan | Executive Summary | Tulare County Association of Governments

Financing and Phasing

The financing and phasing of commuter rail investments and service are
inextricably linked since costs will generally increase as the level and type of
service expands over time. Most transit services and operators rely on a variety
of funding sources which differ, depending on whether the funding is used

for capital (infrastructure) projects or operations. Farebox recovery generally
represents the largest single revenue source for operations and maintenance
(O&M), at about 33 percent nationwide, followed by state and federal sources
which account for 32 percent combined. In California, funding from State and
Federal sources trend slightly below the national average. For capital costs,
state and federal sources account for over 40 percent of total transit investment.
“Directly Generated” sources, which generally include non-fare revenue
associated with transit service from advertising, land leases, and taxes imposed
by transit agencies, are also important for both capital projects and operations.
Because the need for O&M is constant, transit agencies often seek to diversify
their funding sources to cushion the impacts of unforeseen fluctuations from any

one source.
Figure ES-10: National Averages: Funding for Transit Figure ES-11: National Averages: Funding for Capital
Operations and Maintenance Transit Projects
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State and Federal Sources
Source: The National
The federal government collects tax revenues from fuel purchases that are Transit Database, FTA,
The federal government collects tax revenues from fuel purchases that are 2015
deposited into the Highway Trust Fund and are then allocated to states, local *Directly Generated:
governments, and transit agencies through formula allocations. The Federal includes additional
Highway Administration allocates roughly $3.5 billion in annual funding to the passenger fare revenues,
State of California, 40 percent of which is passed on to local governments. advertising revenues,

Additionally, the Federal Transit Administration distributes roughly $1.5 billion to ~ donations, bond proceeds,

transit operators through various grant programs. taxes imposed by the
transit agency.

Meanwhile, the State of California collects gas taxes, diesel taxes, and
commercial vehicle fees, which make up the state-generated funds dedicated
to transportation projects. The State generally distributes funding to cities,
counties, and transit agencies based on funding formulas, with other programs
providing opportunities to receive grant funding. One significant source of
grant funding comes from California’s Cap-and-Trade Program. Cap-and-
Trade auction proceeds for transportation and sustainable communities
funding go to High-Speed Rail, the California State Transportation Agency, the
California Department of Transportation, the Strategic Growth Council, and
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the California Air Resources Boards, where funds are then made available
through grant issuance. While much of the currently available funding is for
transit programs, transit infrastructure and affordable housing, the State should
consider allocating more cap-and-trade funds for market-rate housing and other
programs that would effectively support economic development in low-income
areas seeking to promote in-fill and TOD since such efforts are consistent with
the overall program goals.

Federal and state grants for transit improvements have proven to be a main
source of capital funding, especially for rural or underserved communities. The
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) federal grant
program has been one of the main funding sources for the Redlands Passenger
Rail, Chattanooga Rail, and others from the case study list included in the Plan.
This program has been particularly popular for more rural communities given

a mandatory set-aside allocation within the grant application criteria, however,
Tulare and Kings county have not seen past success in securing TIGER grant
funding and therefore, it should be noted that this source is rather unreliable.
While there is on-going discussion for a major federal infrastructure initiative,
the timing and contours of these proposals remain uncertain. In general, both
federal and state funding sources are subject to fluctuation due to changes in
political control and business cycle considerations.

Local Financing Tools and Strategies

The Plan considers the potential for various local funding tools and programs
that could be pursued to help pay for CVC infrastructure and, to a lesser extent,
operations. Local funding sources are defined as those that would be enabled
and approved by the residents of the communities served by the CVC.

Value Capture Techniques:

Well-designed transit facilities and services can increase adjacent land values
and stimulate private investment in nearby neighborhoods or districts. The term
“value capture” refers to a range of public financing techniques designed to
recover some or all of the value that public infrastructure generates to private
landowners, usually as a basis for financing on-going improvements and O&M.

Popular value capture techniques analyzed in the Plan include:

» Project Specific Development Agreements, Incentive Zoning, and P3s:
Public private partnership (often referred to as PPP, 3P or P3) represent and
increasingly popular way to deliver transit services and facilities based on
the benefits they provide to a variety of parties. In general, a public—private
partnership is a cooperative arrangement between two or more public and
private sector entities that is designed to leverage the skills, assets, and
authority of each to effectively provide services or facilities for public use.
The participating parties collectively benefit from reduced risk, increased
resources and expertise, and more efficient delivery.

» Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District: Enhanced Infrastructure
Financing Districts (EIFDs) are a form of Tax Increment Financing (TIF)
currently available to local public entities in California. Cities and other local
agencies may establish an EIFD for a given project or geographic area
in order to capture incremental increases in property tax revenue from
future development and assessed value appreciation. In the absence of
the EIFD, this revenue would accrue to the city’s General Fund (or another
property-taxing entity’s revenue fund). Unlike prior TIF/Redevelopment law
in California, EIFDs do not provide access to property tax revenue beyond
the share agreed to by participating jurisdictions (e.g., City and County)!

1EIFDs are a relatively new tool with little track record of success, with a few exceptions. For example, in October of 2017

the City of La Verne approved an EIFD in connection with the future Metro Gold Line light rail station and surrounding transit
oriented development allowed by the Old Town La Verne Specific Plan previously adopted by City Council. About 15 specific
infrastructure projects were included in the EIFD with estimated cost of $33 million, including enhancement of connectivity
(parking, pedestrian, bikes, rideshare), beautification, and expansion of utilities.




32 | Cross Valley Corridor Draft Plan | Executive Summary | Tulare County Association of Governments

» Mello-Roos Community Facilities District: The Mello-Roos Community
Facilities Act of 1982 (authorized by Section 53311 et. seq. of the
Government Code) enables the formation of a Community Facilities District
(CFD) by local agencies, with two-thirds voter approval (or landowner
approval when there are fewer than 12 registered voters in the proposed
district), for the purpose of imposing special taxes on property owners.
The resulting special tax revenue can be used to fund capital costs or
operations and maintenance expenses directly, or they may be used to
secure a bond issuance, the proceeds of which are used to fund capital
costs.

Voter Approved Taxes or Fees:

Local governments and transit operators have a rather limited range of options
for raising revenue on the local scale. Voter-approved taxes is probably the
most common tool. Revenue collected from these taxes can be used to directly
fund operations and maintenance costs or repay municipal bonds or private
investment. In most cases, a %5 voter approval is required for passage. As
illustrated in Figure ES-12, a voter-approved sales tax represents the most
common approach, accounting for about 34 percent of local funding source for
transit.

However, initiatives that increase local taxes are limited by state constitutional
requirements and statues that require voter approval of greater than 50 percent
for “general taxes” and two-thirds approval for “special taxes” (i.e., revenues
are earmarked for a particular purpose). Specifically, local ballot measures or
initiatives that raise local taxes must follow one of two approaches:

» General Tax: The revenues from a General Tax are expended at the

discretion of the local government’s governing body on any programs or
services. Approval requires a simple majority, defined as over 50 percent.

» Special Tax: The revenue from special taxes is dedicated to a specific
purpose as defined in the ballot initiative. Approval requires two-thirds
voter support.

Figure ES-12: Local Funding Sources for California Transit, 2015
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Phasing

The strategic phasing of transit capital investments and service is a critical
component of effective project implementation. The critical areas of phasing
include phasing of type, of length of service, and of mode.

In many communities throughout the U.S., miles and miles of track have

been left unused due to the discontinuation of rail service combined with the
rail-owner’s desire to maintain coveted right-of-way. The existing track lines
often run through historic town centers or industrial hubs. Recently, there has
been an effort to reestablish rail service using the existing infrastructure in an
effort to reduce costs while maintaining the historic rail alignment. This process
can vary in complexity depending on ownership of the tracks and right-of-way
and the use of the tracks by freight services.

While much of the routing and service logistics of HSR and Cross Valley Rail
will be beyond direct local control, there are many ways for local communities
to incentivize transit use align local service and surrounding infrastructure

in constructive ways. In the case that large developments choose to locate
outside the city-center, shuttle service or feeder bus access can encourage
multi-modal transportation use and deter automobile use for accessing the rail
service. Additionally, the ways in which a community frames and introduces
new transit services can greatly affect how service is perceived and used.
Therefore, phasing of bus service and proper education and branding should
be used to help gain community support and ridership in initial phases.

The City of Chattanooga recently secured federal TIGER grant funding towards
the Chattanooga Rail Transit Implementation Plan, which aims to restore
passenger rail service to the small city located in Hamilton County, Tennessee.
The project proposes to use 21 miles of existing freight rail infrastructure to

establish a 23-mile long passenger rail route
through the city, as shown in Figure ES-13. The
rationale for using existing freight rail infrastructure
was three-fold*:

Figure ES-13: Chattanooga Passenger Rail Proposed
Service

» Rail tracks currently divide and limit access Wk 5 = T R ——
amongst certain neighborhoods of the city. ey y ; - ===t

m— Comiule Rail 3 -US Ppefiton ParkE aslake

Passenger rail would provide increased
connectivity, which is especially beneficial
considering that many employment centers
are located along the existing rail line and
currently suffer from a lack of access to
highways and transportation infrastructure.

» The existing tracks are currently an
underutilized resource that could be
repositioned into a key piece of the City’s
transit infrastructure.

» The use of right-of-way has been discussed
with the rail owners, who have indicated they
will be cooperative in planning efforts.

Chattanooga’s attention to the impacts of rail
development, varying by land use and population = 5] - S s ‘ by
type, is a key factor in planning for future rail and Source: City of Chattanooga Rail Transit Implementation

is a valuable lesson that should be considered in ~ Plan, TIGER VI Discretionary Grant Application
the CVC planning and implementation process.

& 2

2 City of Chattanooga Rail Transit Implementation Plan, TIGER VI Discretionary Grant Application
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Phasing Modes:

The process of designing and implementing a large-scale rail project can span
decades and come with a hefty price tag that may be alarming to stakeholders
that are unsure that the project benefits outweigh the costs. One tactic of
demonstrating value in the near-term is to implement a bus or BRT service along
the approximate proposed route to spark awareness among the communities
along the corridor while allowing for data collection in ridership and usage
trends that could be helpful in future rail planning efforts (see Figure ES-14).
Additionally, the use of an interim bus route can provide service during the
construction phase that will transfer into stronger initial ridership (if the service is
effective in demonstrating value).

In considering the impacts of high-speed rail on the CVC communities, it is
important to recognize that the transportation habits that are formed upon the
opening of high-speed rail will likely continue, even if further development
occurs. Interim transit service to allow cities to access HSR via transit could be
the first step to creating a comprehensive and effective transit network in the
region.

Feeder Transit Service

The proposed Cross Valley Rail service would operate along a corridor passing
through a number of small cities with generally only one stop per city. This
method is transportation planning is effective in offering quick and efficient
service to a broad base of potential riders. However, in many cases, large
employment and residential centers may be outside the station area and require
further planning efforts to accommodate transportation to the rail station. Where
land is available and near-term development is not feasible, parking lots may

be an appropriate use to allow for easy transportation to the rail line. Another
benefit of providing surface parking lots is that they can easily be transition into
higher-density uses at a later stage of development.

Figure ES-14: Los Angeles Metro Orange Line Bus Rapid
Transit - Dedicated Bus Lane

The Los Angeles Metro Orange Line is a
bus rapid transit (BRT) route that serves
the popular and growing employment
destination of the Warner Center. The
success of this line has sparked plans to
convert the BRT route into a light rail transit
(LRT) route in the long-term.

Source: The Transit Coalition, Opening Day Photos,
October 2005
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Economic Development Summary

Effective implementation and on-going operation of the Plan will likely require

a range of financial sources and tools. Since available and committed funding
sources from agencies such as TCAG and HSR are well below the amount
needed to cover the full cost of the CVC project as currently proposed, the
cities and counties involved will need to identify and establish additional funding
resources and financing tools to fill the gaps. The funding potential of select
mechanisms as applied to three station area cities is summarized in Table ES-3.

Funding mechanisms that rely on property tax increment may not be realistic
early on, since any increase in property value due to the presence of rail in the
station areas will likely take years to materialize. The establishment of value
capture strategies could be a useful tool in the long-term, depending on the
trajectory of station area development. As local communities continue to learn
about the benefits rail access could provide and see changes occurring with the
delivery of high-speed rail or other transit infrastructure improvements, a variety
of local measures to fund operations may become more viable.

Table ES-3: Funding Capacity Analysis - Summary
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ES. 4 Multi-Modal and
Circulation

This section lays the foundation for a set of multi-modal connectivity and parking
strategies for nine stations in the CVC. These strategies, which can be found

in Chapter 6, incorporate input gathered from the communities throughout the
Plan’s outreach program. Strategies follow the best practices for multi-modal
infrastructure planning and are consistent with and are supportive of the
Authority’s station access guidance and modal hierarchy. It addresses safe
access to all stations from all directions by all modes with primary consideration
of vulnerable travelers, e.g. pedestrians, bicyclists, and those using wheelchairs.
The following components are described in this section:

» Complete Streets analysis, designations, and streetscape improvements in
TOD and bus transit station areas;

» |dentification of key future transportation needs and development of
recommendations for consideration in future updates to local transportation
policies. These recommendations include strategies for parking policy.

This section also includes an analysis on future rail needs and improvements
developed throughout the Plan. It builds upon the findings on the existing
conditions analysis and transit mode evaluation conducted after the first phase
of the Plan’s outreach program.

The analysis conducted on each of the station areas focuses on the quarter-mile
radius around each potential station site. A quarter-mile is the distance that most
travelers are willing to walk to access transit. The analysis was conducted using
the Tulare-Kings combined traffic model for the near term (2020) and long term
(2040) to identify potential traffic conflict points in the station areas. Overall,
future traffic forecasts suggest minimal levels of traffic congestion that would

not impede the ability to accommodate traffic, transit, and active transportation
improvements within the station area.

Figure ES-15: Aerial View of the
Visalia Transit Center
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Complete Streets Analysis

Complete Streets are defined as streets that are designed for safe and inviting
travel by all modes, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and transit rides,
regardless of age or ability. At the local level, complete streets policies and
designs can help to support local and regional transit investments. Complete
Streets policies formally direct transportation planners and engineers to design
and construct balanced streets which safely accommodate all anticipated users.

Bicycles

Improving bicycle access to transit has the potential to increase
catchment areas around transit stops and provide improved
mobility. Improving bicycle facilities in and around transit corridors
can bring new riders to the system and help solve first- and
last-mile connections. This is especially useful in lower-density
urban environments where feeder bus service is not feasible.
Bicycle-friendly safety enhancements include bike-protected
intersections near transit stops, bike stations and transit centers,
bike parking at major destinations, racks for bikes on future CVC
vehicles and feeder buses, and bikeshare programs.

Figure ES-16: Bicyclists in
Tulare County

Pedestrians

Pedestrian friendly streets near transit stops provide a safer
and more pleasant experience for existing riders who arrive on
foot, and encourage choice riders to take transit. Traffic calming
improves the actual and perceived safety of pedestrians by
slowing or reducing automobile traffic.

As a rule, the average transit rider is willing to walk a quarter-mile to access
fixed-route bus service and up to a half mile for high capacity services (such
as the CVC rail service) that operate with higher frequencies and over longer
distances. It is not practical nor cost-effective for transit service to be within
walking distance of everyone, especially in lower density areas. However,
recognizing that walking is a primary mode for accessing transit, cities and
transit agencies have effectively improved accessibility for riders by making
improvements to pedestrian infrastructure within the typical walking distances
around transit stations. The 2017 TCAG Long Range Transportation Plan
describes the following strategy subjects for creating more pedestrian friendly
streets:

» Sidewalks

» Curb extensions

» Pedestrian refuges

» Well-marked crossings

» Pedestrian and traffic signal control systems
» Traffic calming

» Universal design and accessibility

» Lighting

» Wayfinding

» Land use, landscaping, and amenities
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Land Use

Integrating land use decisions with complete streets investments helps to
ensure the success of new land uses, as well as the success of the CVC rail
service and other local and regional transit investments. As population and
employment grow in cities throughout Tulare and Kings Counties, concentrating
population, employment, and retail and community services around the CVC
stations will both enhance regional mobility and enhance the performance of
the CVC rail service. At the local level, complete streets policies and designs
that provide safe and pleasant pedestrian and bicycle access to transit also
help to support transit investments. Pedestrian-friendly streets provide a safer
and more pleasant experience for existing and potential riders. Improving
bicycle access to transit increases catchment areas around transit stops, and
provides improved mobility. Improving pedestrian and bicycle facilities in and
around transit corridors in Tulare, Kings, and Fresno Counties can bring new
riders to the system and help solve first- and last-mile connections.

Parking Management

Many parking management and fee collection systems have been developed
since the advent of the automobile and these systems are currently evolving
at a rapid rate. Available and emerging technologies for parking provision,
monitoring, and wayfinding were reviewed, in addition to the successes of the
application of these technologies in other jurisdictions.

Parking for each CVC station city will need to be handled on a case-by-case
basis based on the city’s population and needs at the time of completion of
each phase of the project. Each of the cities and communities in the CVC are
unique and must address their parking policies in a matter that is consistent
with their General Plans and downtown communities. .

Future Needs and Improvements

Railway

Existing conditions of the current railway vary considerably throughout the
75-mile study alignment, ranging from very good to non-existent. As noted
in the existing conditions section of this report, the railway is currently built
and maintained to handle low speed freight rail traffic by San Joaquin Valley
Railroad, a Class Ill short line operation. To meet current FRA regulations
specific to passenger rail operations, the alignment may require railroad
improvements as the Cross Valley Rail service enters the implementation
phase, up to and including complete replacement of all rails, ties, fasteners,
switches, and other wayside equipment prior to commencement of revenue
passenger transportation on this corridor. Most existing ballast and other rail
bed base materials appear adequate for the proposed service, but will require
further evaluation to determine its suitability for the new service.

Positive Train Control

Positive Train Control (PTC) is a safety system designed to monitor and

control trains and eliminate collisions within its system by utilizing the latest
technologies of GPS and computerized tracking systems. It is specifically
designed to avoid accidents by monitoring the speed and positions of all trains
and implementing accident avoidance countermeasures should it detect that
an accident is imminent. The system will first warn the train operator, then ‘take
control’ of the train itself and bring the train to a controlled stop. The general
diagrammatic layout of typical PTC systems is shown in Figure ES-17.
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Figure ES-17: Positive Train Control Diagram
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Source: Jakes Associates Inc., 2017

This project will be subject to regulations as mandated by the Rail Safety
Improvement Act of 2008 and will require future system designers to develop
and implement a Positive Train Control system as required by 49 CFR Part 236,
Subpart | — Positive Train Control Systems.

Bridges and Other Structures

Bridges throughout the corridor primarily consist of waterway crossings,
including canals, ditches, and rivers. There is only one railway overpass crossing
(SR 198 in Visalia). A limited visual survey was conducted of nearly all bridges
within the corridor to primarily evaluate and assess each bridge’s overall
general condition.

Maintenance and Storage Facility

To provide proper maintenance (both light and heavy), a fully equipped
Maintenance and Storage Facility (MSF) was also considered. Such a facility
should be designed and constructed with the full build out capacity in mind.
Due to the phasing of this project, the MSF should be located along the CVC
Phase 1 alignment. Sites meeting the size and location requirements can be
found throughout the corridor, but should be selected in a rather centralized
location to minimize operational startup times and dead-heading distances.
Also, vehicle testing and commissioning requirements should also be taken into
consideration when selecting a MSF location.
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Mode Alternative Considerations

Six mode alternatives were considered and evaluated to provide transit service
in the CVC. These mode alternatives were evaluated on a qualitative basis
based on the following criteria:

» Vision, Goals, and Objectives: Does the mode meet the vision, goals, and
objectives of the Plan?

» Guideway: What type of guideway is required for the mode alternative? Is
the transit mode compatible with freight corridors?

» Mode Characteristics: What are the average speeds and how will that
impact travel time? How does the mode relate to safety reliability?

» Station: What is the average distance between stations?

» Investment: What are the capital and operating costs? What are the funding
options?

» Capacity: How many passengers can each mode alternative carry relative
to the other mode alternatives?

» Connectivity: To what degree can the new service be a “feeder”
connection with the high-speed rail infrastructure (station connections etc.)
as well as other transit services in the region? Improved access to jobs,
shopping, services and health care through mixed use communities and
transportation investment?

» Impacts: What are the potential environmental impacts and to what
degree?

» Community: What are the community benefits, land use implications, and
urban design? Are there economic benefits? Are there greater mobility
benefits? Are there impacts to growth management of farmland?

As a result of the mode alternative screening, a DMU transit system was
selected to move forward for further analysis. The CVC is a unique region

with its existing rail infrastructure, freight operations, future high-speed rail
connectivity opportunities, and varying communities. A DMU transit system

in this corridor has the highest potential to provide an efficient and flexible
transit service compared with the other mode alternatives in this study, and at
moderate costs relative to the other modes considered. Other propulsion and
passenger mode technologies are likely not appropriate for the characteristics
of this corridor.

Figure ES-18: Capital MetroRail DMU System in Austin, Texas

»
LT, ﬁl..\ ™
o u'j_'e"fu' et g

Source: Capital Metro

Bus Rapid
Transit
(BRT)

Light Rail
Transit (LRT)]

Heavy Rail

Diesel/
Electric
Multiple
Unit (DMU/
EMU)

Commuter
Rail

Other:
Streetcar,
Magley,
People
mover




41 | Cross Valley Corridor Draft Plan | Executive Summary | Tulare County Association of Governments

Source: MidwestHSR.org

Figure ES-19: Sprinter DMU at El Camino Real Station, Oéeanside:California

Benefits of DMU Transit Systems:

Propulsion

Guideway

Speed

Stations

Investment

Diesel-powered vehicles do not require the construction of
overhead electrical wires, which are costly and visually impactful,
or separate locomotives which are heavy and require longer
station platforms

DMU trains offer the most flexibility for guideways and can
operate in-street and on shared freight corridors such as the
Cross Valley Corridor

DMU trains can operate at speeds up to 65+ miles per hour, but
new models enable top speeds between 75 mph and 100 mph.
Faster acceleration and braking capabilities can reduce travel
times.

DMU station distances can vary greatly due to lighter vehicles
with faster acceleration and braking capabilities. Stations can be
as close as 2-miles apart.

Since DMU vehicles are able to operate in freight corridors, the
need to acquire property or right-of-way is minimized, which is
typically the most costly aspect of transit infrastructure.
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ES. 5 Community Involvement

State and federal transportation laws, regulations, policies, and guidance require
and encourage public involvement throughout the planning process, particularly
regarding environmental justice groups and underserved communities including
low-income and minority populations. Community involvement invokes a
problem-solving approach, bringing together community members and planners
to discuss complex issues facing communities and residents. Community
involvement is most successful when the process is transparent and access is
provided to all aspects of the planning process for all interested stakeholders
and community members.

Three objectives for the community involvement process were identified:

» To provide the public with multiple opportunities to learn about the Plan, to
review the proposed options, and to understand the implications that may
result with all options

» To create and distribute public information that is user-friendly and culturally
sensitive to communities that may be potentially affected

» To provide policy makers with information about the public’s opinions and
values regarding the Plan

Plan

Thorough and well-thought out plans simplify the engagement process by
providing a systematic approach, maximizing the use of available resources,
and minimizing delays by ensuring that community involvement activities
are coordinated throughout the planning process. A detailed Community
Engagement Plan (CEP) was prepared to identify a schedule of involvement
activities with consistent guidelines to ensure people had meaningful
opportunities to be involved throughout the process.

Meetings

As part of the overall work planning effort and to ensure success in the
development process, a Work Planning Team (WPT) was established to manage,
coordinate, and provide oversight for work planning activities and issues. The
WPT consisted of staff from TCAG and the Authority as well as members of

the Project Team. Early in the process, the WPT was expanded to include local
agency staff of cooperating cities and other identified key elected officials to
ensure that the Plan addresses multimodal connectivity between the planned
Kings/Tulare HSR Station and individual cities and communities. The WPT met
on a regular basis and was responsible for review and approval of all outreach
materials.
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Phase | Public Outreach

In early phases of the study, extensive community outreach activities were
completed to introduce the study and Project Team, provide an overview of the
planning process, and assist with the development of a vision for the CVC.

Regional workshops were planned throughout the CVC to allow for organized
group discussions with the goal of exchanging and gathering information.
Workshops were conducted in the cities of Hanford, Visalia, Farmersville,
Porterville, and Lemoore and included Spanish translation services. A variety of
topics related to the CVC were discussed at the regional workshops, common
themes included the following:

» More than half of all workshop attendees were in favor of connecting the
Valley cities from Huron to Porterville via a rail transit line on the existing
route. Other attendees were unsure of connecting the Valley cities until
they know what the costs and benefits are.

» Upon reading the first Vision Statement, the workshop attendees
recommended that it should be shorter in length yet concise as possible.
The revised statement was well liked by the attendees who felt that it
captured everything they wanted to see in the Vision.

» More than 40% of workshop attendees noted they would drive to and park
at the station in order to use the Cross Valley Rail.

» Per the Vision Exercise and Wrap-up Opinion Polling, workshop attendees
were interested in land use developments such as a public plaza, multi-
family housing, hotels, restaurants/retail, employment related uses, and
parking.

» When the California High-Speed Rail is operational, more than 40% of
workshop attendees said they would take the Cross Valley Rail to get to
the planned Kings/Tulare HSR Station.

Figure ES-20: Phase | outreach event in Porterville
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Phase Il Public Outreach

Using the Corridor vision developed during early study activities, Phase |l

of the study identified a list of common and specific station area strategies
developed for each recommended transit center on the Corridor. Phase

[l outreach activities included a media event, regional workshops, pop-up
events, newsletters, and information disseminated via the study webpage. The
discussions at the completed outreach activities covered a wide variety of
topics related to the CVC. Comment themes identified with the use of the survey
instrument included:

»

»

»

»

»

More than half of the respondents lived in Tulare County.

Less than 4% of the respondents were opposed to the proposed rail station
area plan(s) and proposed implementation phasing

71% of the respondents liked the proposed rail station area plan(s) depicted
at the event where they participated.

56% of the respondents liked, and would use coordinated local bus service
between Huron and Porterville for Phase 1 of the proposed implementation
plan while 64% liked and would use the initial passenger rail service (Visalia
to Hanford), supported by local bus service for Phase 2 of the proposed
implementation plan.

61% of the respondents liked, and would use the fully implemented
passenger rail service from Huron to Porterville.

Figure ES-21: Phase Il outreach event in Hanford
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ES. 6 Recommendations

The Plan contains a set of strategies that are common to all the CVC cities and
the three off-corridor cities (Dinuba, Tulare, and Woodlake) included in the Plan.
These strategies are applicable to either the quarter-mile radius around the
station or the immediate station site itself.

Right-of-Way and Site Protection

1. ldentify and, if needed, acquire a future station site. Protect
it from uses or development that would hinder future
development of the site into a corridor station. This strategy
would not apply to cities with existing developed station
sites.

2. Protect the existing rail right-of-way and land directly
adjacent to the CVC right-of-way from encroachment by
land uses or development that would hinder or significantly
increase the cost of reconstructing the existing rail right of
way for both passenger and freight service.

i Figure ES-22: Future
S LCERE LN RN intersection of CHSR and
"y L d= M L TIGT ) TN o the CVC

During the development
of the Plan, aerial drone
footage like this example
was captured over the
entire CVC to provide a
comprehensive and up-to-
date overview of the CVC
infrastructure and general
conditions.




46 | Cross Valley Corridor Draft Plan | Executive Summary | Tulare County Association of Governments

Land Use

3.

10.

1.

12.

Establish the transit station and surrounding area as a local,
citywide, and regional destination that emphasizes access
to transit, employment, cultural venues, and entertainment
uses.

Create a seamless connection between the city’s transit
station and the city’s downtown core by encouraging and
promoting urban development that frames the public realm
and generates pedestrian activity. Maintain an active
ground floor environment throughout the station area.

Ensure a mix and intensity of uses in the greater station
area that support increased transit ridership. This should
include a mix of employment and residential uses within a
ten-minute walk of the station, transit supportive uses (such
as rental car agencies, bike rentals, etc.), and associated
supportive neighborhood services and amenities.

Review planning principles, development regulations,

and public service, transit, and infrastructure policies and
programs to incorporate transit-oriented development near
the station.

Promote the development of a variety and range of housing
options within downtown and in adjacent areas, including
higher densities within a quarter-mile and up to a half-mile
from the transit station.

Discourage new auto-related sales and service uses (except
car rental) within one-quarter mile radius of the station site,
as they detract from the streetscape, transit-oriented uses,
and the pedestrian experience.

Discourage development and building orientation that
discourages walking, biking, and transit.

Support the location of key social services like child care
centers, health clinics, and other essential destinations close
to stations, particularly for transit-dependent populations.

Consider opportunities for phased development to take
advantage of value enhancements that may be able to
intensify over time, such as designing a surface parking lot
that can later convert to a parking structure.

Consider opportunities at existing transit centers for on-site
transit-oriented development.

Figure ES-23: Downtown
Visalia

Example of Mixed-Use
building with
ground-floor retail and
office space on upper
levels in Downtown
Visalia.
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Multi-modal and Circulation

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Support the planning and construction of the CVC using the
existing railroad alignment, which would directly connect the
population centers along the Corridor. Furthermore, include
a station stop directly adjacent to the planned Kings/Tulare
High-Speed Rail Station east of Hanford.

Coordinate common wayfinding signage, accessible transit
information, real-time technology, schedule coordination,
fare coordination, and connecting services.

Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian improvements such as
sidewalks, crosswalks, bikeways, and ADA-accessible curb
maps in the area within a half-mile radius of the station site.

Provide sufficient parking at the station for bicycles

and consider inclusion of bike
maintenance stations.

Provide for the necessary facilities
and services that support new
development intensities and
densities near the station site.

Provide parking in well-designed
facilities compatible with the
character of downtown.

Integrate existing and future transit
services into a joint facility with the
new Cross Valley Rail station.

Figure ES-24: Bus transit center in Downtown Tulare

Consider ridesharing and Transportation Network
Companies (TNC) to help augment transit service and
provide first/last mile connections in the station area. Pick-
up and drop-off facilities at each station must be able to
support TNC needs.

The overall parking needs at station areas will be modest
compared to other downtown users. Cities in the CVC
should seek to accommodate transit park-and-ride vehicles
in existing parking facilities that are shared with other
downtown users.

Provide real-time data on public and private parking
availability, location, and price through as many media as
possible. The most cost-effective manner of doing this is to
share databases with developers of web-based applications.

Since the corridor cities control only a fraction of downtown
parking, encourage the private sector to collect and share
parking utilization data on a real-time basis in a format
comparable to the city’s data.

Encourage downtown businesses to link real-time parking
applications to their websites.

Should paid parking be implemented, strive to keep parking
payment technologies as uniform and simple as possible
across the public and private parking facilities. Work to
facilitate as many forms of payment as possible, including
pay-by-phone, contactless smart cards, and in-car pre-paid
parking meters.
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Figure ES-25: City of Woodlake

26. Before implementing new policy or technology, provide
widespread education. Provide a period of “supplemental
education and forgiveness” during initial implementation
(e.g., one month). During this period, motorists will receive
a courtesy notice instead of a fine, along with short and
effective information on the new policy or technology.

Public Space

27. If space permits, plan and provide for highly visible, iconic
civic plazas or sitting and gathering areas that would include
a small urban open space area adjacent to the station,
with hardscape, landscaping, seating amenities, trash
receptacles, and lighting.

28. Encourage a transit plaza to act as a gateway and entrance
to the station that can include active uses such as vendors,
entertainers, artists, food and beverage sales, and public
amenities.

29. Maintain, and where feasible, improve pedestrian scale short
block street grids in the station areas, and discourage street
abandonment to improve pedestrian scale development and
walkability.
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Urban Design

30. Provide incentives for infill and development on
underutilized land or vacant land within the surrounding
station area that promotes mixed use and higher residential
densities.

31. Design the transit station to be one of the city’s identifiable
and memorable landmarks.

32. Use art as a defining and symbolic feature to create a strong
sense of place for the station area, and an identifier for the
City.

Figure ES-26: Proposed urban plaza planned for Huron’s CVC rail station area.
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Public Outreach

33. For new transit stations, involve the public in the decision-
making process of designing and planning the station site.

34. Organize a citizens’ advisory committee and a technical
advisory committee.

35. Assist the CVC implementing agency to educate the public
about plans for the Corridor and connecting cities.

Sustainability

36. Consider covered parking with solar panels at the transit
center parking lots.

37. Encourage green building design, energy efficient
construction, and other sustainable development measures.

38. Require “smart” irrigation controllers, low-water irrigation
systems and low water use or drought tolerant vegetation.

39. Use LED lighting in parking lots and pedestrian scale lighting
at the station site.

40. Promote alternative vehicle use by providing parking for
bicycles, scooters, mopeds, motorcycles, alternative fuel
vehicles, and vehicle charging stations.
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41. Purchase an energy efficient bus fleet for the Short-Term
Phase of CVC implementation.

42. Provide “triple-stream” solid waste bins throughout the
station for recyclables, compostables, and landfill trash.

Economic Development and Financing

43. Seek opportunities to attract new employment uses and
promote existing businesses associated with the CVC.

44. Improve the quality of life of residents through transportation
projects that create jobs and enhance the environmental
benefits related to air quality, energy use, noise reduction,
and land use.

45. Leverage the CVC system and its ability to connect cities as
an economic tool for the establishment of commercial and
industrial development and promotion.

46. If a city wants to provide special land use incentives to
encourage development around the station, identify and
delineate a station area around the station itself that may
be targeted for special consideration. Typically, a station
area extends beyond the station itself and includes the
immediately surrounding neighborhood or district that is
within walking distance, or within a quarter-mile radius. The
boundaries of up to a half-mile to a station area should be
based on the unique local land use and planning context
as well as related or synergistic land uses or activity nodes,
natural or political boundaries, community input and other
factors.

47. Aggressively seek State and Federal funding for
improvements associated with the Plan.

48. Consider opportunities for regional and/or multi-
jurisdictional funding commensurate with the regional
benefits conveyed by the service.

49. Seek to optimize the phasing and level of investment in the
Plan to ensure a financially sustainable system.

50. Consider public-private opportunities for financing
improvements.

City-Specific Recommendations

Additional strategies specific to the general plan or related planning documents
for each city, including the unincorporated communities of Armona, Goshen, and
Strathmore, were also developed for the Plan, and are included in Section 6.13.

City-specific recommendations are accompanied by exhibits graphically
displaying the strategies that each city should consider when making possible
amendments to the General Plan which is likely to result in the successful
implementation of the Plan. The first exhibit for each specific city depicts
recommendations for the area within a quarter-mile radius of the transit station,
and the second exhibit depicts a conceptual layout of the immediate station
area that may include, but not be limited to, vehicular and pedestrian access,
parking, transit platform, plaza, public art, and transit supportive uses or
buildings.
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ES. 7 Implementation

The implementation of the Cross Valley Corridor Plan could be achieved over
three phases with the strategies and efforts described in this section.

Short-Term: Phase 1

The short-term implementation phase, or Phase 1, focuses on interagency
coordination of bus service between cities and to the Kings/Tulare High-Speed
Rail Station. It also prepares for Phases 2 and 3 that would introduce passenger
rail service to the CVC. The recommended changes for Phase 1 of CVC service
implementation are summarized in Table ES-4 and illustrated in Figure ES-27..

Table ES-4: Phase 1 Recommendations

Phase 1: 0-10 Years

Launch coordinated bus service that will coincide with the opening of
California High-Speed Rail to connect the CVC to the Kings/Tulare High-
Speed Rail Station. Existing bus routes along the CVC are shown in Figure
ES-28 to show current gaps in service throughout the corridor. These routes
correspond with the recommended connectivity improvements to enhance
and streamline transit services throughout the CVC.

Conduct site selection for a passenger rail vehicle maintenance and service
facility

Secure environmental clearance and right-of-way protection for future rail
service along the CVC

Begin General Plan and zoning ordinance updates in cities and counties
to incorporate the new CVC system into Circulation Element and Land Use
Element changes to encourage development in each of the station areas

Conduct site selection and begin construction of transit stations in
communities without existing transit centers, such as Farmersville and
Lindsay
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All cities should begin
the process of updating
the zoning ordinances
and general plans
during the short-term
phase, or earlier, of the
Cross Valley Corridor
Plan.

Figure ES-27: Phase 1 Bus
Service Map
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Mid-Term: Phase 2

The mid-term implementation phase begins passenger rail service between
Lemoore and Visalia. It continues bus service connections between the other
cities. The recommended projects for Phase 2 of CVC service implementation
are summarized in Table ES-5.

Table ES-5: Phase 2 Recommendations

Phase 2:10-20 Years

Launch CVC passenger rail service between Lemoore and Visalia

Open new passenger rail stations in Lemoore, Hanford, Kings/Tulare HSR
station, and Visalia for CVC passenger rail service

Launch the first phase of the passenger rail vehicle MSF between the
stations in Lemoore and Visalia.

Continue feeder bus system to connect Huron and NAS Lemoore to the

The Maintenance

& Service Facility
should be located in a
centralized location to
minimize operational
startup times and
dead-heading

Lemoore CVC station, and all Tulare County cities to the Visalia CVC station distances.
Figure ES-29: Phase 2 Bus and Rail Service Map
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Long-Term: Phase 3

The long-term implementation phase, or Phase 3, would make full use of
the 75-mile corridor with passenger rail service from Huron to Porterville.
The recommended projects for Phase 3 of CVC service implementation are

summarized in Table ES-6.

Table ES-6: Phase 3 Recommendations

Phase 3: 20+ Years

Phase 2 assumes to
provide rail service

Complete full build-out of the CVC for passenger rail service

with 9 vehicles and

Exeter, Lindsay, and Porterville

Open new passenger rail stations in Huron, NAS Lemoore, Farmersville,

Phase 3 provides
for an additional 17

Complete procurement of rail vehicles for full fleet

vehicles for a total fleet

Complete full build-out of MSF to accommodate full fleet

size of 26 passenger

rail vehicles.
Figure ES-30: Phase 3 Bus and Rail Service Map
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Capital Costs

A summary of the potential capital costs for Plan implementation is shown in
Table ES-7. Right-of-way costs for station areas is not included as the station
footprints are up to the individual station cities’ plans and policies.

Based on the existing conditions analysis, most of the railway may need to be
replaced (not including ballast) in order for the railroad to be brought up to
modern FRA compliant passenger railroad standards. The estimated cost of this
work (rails, associated hardware, and ties) is between $1.5 to $2 million per mile
based on current industry price levels. For planning purposes, it is assumed that

the entire length of the corridor will require new rails.

Table ES-7: Capital Cost Summary

Capital Cost Summary

Storage Facility

Element Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Total
Railway N/A $43.5M to $72.5M $69M to $115M $112.5M to $187.5M
Replacement
Positive Train N/A $50M to $60M $45M to $55M $95M to $115M
Control
Bridge Repair N/A $1.8M $0.4M $2.2M
Maintenance & N/A $35M to $50M . $35M to $50M

Vehicles

$8.4M to $12M

$31.5M to $40.5M

$59.5M to $76.5M

$99.4M to $129M

Wayside
(Signaling
upgrades,
wayside
equipment,
crossings, etc.)

N/A

$0.5M

$5M

$5.5M

Total

$8M to $12M

$162M to $225M

$179M to $252M

$350M to $489M

Source: Cost estimate for MSF assumes green field construction based on similarly sized railcar facilities currently
planned or under construction in the U.S. such as those of Chicago CTA, Boston MBTA, and LAX APM.
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Operational Costs

Operational expenses for operator wages, fuels, vehicle maintenance are all
considered operational expenses and are averaged over an annual basis.
Operational expenses also vary by how often the vehicles operates (i.e.
headways and hours of the day) and the distance they travel. It is assumed that
all service will operate:

» Monday-Sunday

» Service from 6 am to 11 pm

» 30-minute peak headways

» 60-minute off-peak headways

National Transit Database (NTD) data was used for this study on existing bus
service in the project area to develop the Phase 1 estimates. Because there is
no DMU passenger rail service in the study area, comparable DMU systems
were used from Denton County Transportation Authority, New Jersey Transit
Corporation, and North County Transit District. The cost of living is likely higher
for these transit districts so operational costs may be lower for this project, but
for this level of analysis it is reasonable to compare to these in-operation DMU
services.

Table ES-8: Operational Cost Summary

Operational Cost Summary
. Annual Operatin
Phase Annual Cost Per Mile p* 9

Cost
Phase 1. Enhanced Express Bus from .
Huron to Porterville $90,000 $5 million
Phase 2: Initial DMU Operating -
Segment from Lemoore to Visalia $16 million
Phase 3: Full DMU Build-out from $515,000
Huron to Lemoore and Visalia to $20 million
Porterville
Full DMU Build-Out Total: N/A $36 million

* Operational cost of enhanced bus and/or discontinued bus service is included.
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Implementation Summary

The implementation of the Plan relies on the coordination of efforts among
stakeholders, communities, cities, and counties along the CVC. The intent of the
Plan is to serve as a guide through federal, state, and local plans and policies to
successfully identify funding opportunities and transit service improvements to
support future passenger rail service in the Central Valley. It is ultimately up to
the cities and counties to implement these strategies in a way that meets their
community and regional goals.

Fare Policy Strategies

The implementation of passenger rail service across three counties would

require a new fare policy to cover the service. The coordination of the region’s

transit operators would be required to facilitate the transfer between these

services. Common challenges with implementing fare policies over multiple

jurisdictions include:

» Public acceptance of new technology, which is largely driven by extensive

education outreach campaigns and steps made in favor of passenger
convenience

» Fare collection and enforcement across a larger region

» Flexibility of the chosen technology to meet the needs of a growing region,
or in the case of CVC, a phased transit system

» Accommodating transit users through the transition from existing fare
systems to a new one

Fare policy with the CVC must be financially sustainable to the operator and
equitable for its riders. Examples of fare structures used today include:

» Flat Fare: The same fare is charged for all trips.
» Distance-Based: Higher fares are charged for longer distance trips.

» Service Quality-Based: Higher fares are charged for higher quality transit
services such as express routes.

» Time-Based: Higher fares are charged for peak travel times.

The agency operating passenger rail services on the CVC must also
consider the compatibility and usability of fare media in the region. Fare
media technology is constantly evolving, from contactless card payments to
smartphone ticket integration. Fare media examples include:

» Cash

» Tickets and tokens

» Payment cards able to hold cash value and transit passes

» Smartphones

Fare policy across the CVC system should be streamlined to attract new
transit users in the region. It should consider the balance between customer
understanding, administrative ease, the impacts on operations, equity, and
revenue security for the operator.
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ES. 8 Conclusion

The Cross Valley Corridor Plan represents an initial step in implementing
passenger rail service on the Cross Valley Corridor. The recommendations
and strategies outlined in this Plan serve as a road map for the region and
incorporates feedback received from public agencies, community members,
businesses, and other stakeholders throughout Kings, Tulare, and southwest
Fresno Counties. Through further planning, stakeholder coordination, and
effective policy and financial strategies, we can strive to fulfill the mobility,
economic, and quality of life needs of our growing population.
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1 Introduction and
Project Purpose
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1.1 Study Background

In 2016, the Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) initiated

the Cross Valley Corridor Plan (Plan) to study connectivity and mobility
improvements in the Central San Joaquin Valley. The Cross Valley Corridor
(CVCQ) is a vital existing rail corridor between the cities of Huron and Porterville
in the Central San Joaquin Valley. With a proposed California High-Speed Rail
(HSR) Station located in the middle of the Corridor, there is an opportunity to
improve connectivity and mobility throughout the communities and cities in the

Central Valley.

The Plan represents an opportunity to completely transform public transit in
Tulare, Kings, and southern Fresno Counties. The existing railroad branch line

from Huron to Porterville already provides right-of-way that connects eight San

Joaquin Valley cities’ downtowns along
the line: Huron, Lemoore and Naval Air
Station (NAS) Lemoore, Hanford, Goshen,
Visalia, Farmersville, Exeter, Lindsay, and
Porterville. A passenger rail line provides
a unique opportunity to connect these
cities’ transit systems, not just to each
other, but also to the rest of California via
a transfer connection at the future Kings/
Tulare HSR Station.

The introduction of California HSR will
ultimately link the major cities within
California by a new form of transportation
that has not yet been implemented
anywhere else in the United States.

The fully developed HSR system will
include more than 20 stations serving
Sacramento, San Francisco Bay Area,
Central Valley, Los Angeles, Inland
Empire, Orange County, and San Diego.

The Kings/Tulare HSR Station that will
ultimately link the Central Valley with the
HSR system will be located near the City
of Hanford, and will open as part of the
first phase of the project from San Jose
to Bakersfield. The proposed station

in Hanford is unique from the other
planned HSR stations in that the Kings/
Tulare Station will not be located in a
city center. Other HSR stations, such as

Figure 1-1: California HSR
Map
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Fresno, Merced, and San Jose, will be located in the downtown cores of these
cities and will function as a focal transit point that can easily connect with the
surrounding multi-modal amenities and destinations. This is not the case with
the Kings/Tulare HSR station. Instead, the proposed station site is to be located
within a rural agricultural area just outside of the City of Hanford while station
development will be planned in downtown Hanford. The proposed station site is
also adjacent to the CVC, a freight railroad corridor between Huron to the west
and Porterville to the east that is active is certain segments and abandoned in
others. This existing corridor presents a unique opportunity to unlock transit and
mobility improvements for the region.

Figure 1-2: California High-Speed Rail Kings/Tulare Station

While the Kings/Tulare region is estimated to reach over one million residents
by 2035, the southern San Joaquin Valley region does not have the urban
densities typical of other California communities with commuter rail, bus rapid
transit, light rail transit, or similar systems. This means that a transit system
must be made as cost-effective as possible to be feasible for the region.
Right-of-way and land costs are typically higher when a transit system must be
retrofitted into an existing neighborhood or community. By planning ahead
for a CVC transit system well in advance, right-of-way and land needs can be
identified and protected now, avoiding costly acquisitions or eminent domain
processes later.
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1.2 The Corridor

The Plan would follow the existing freight rail corridor from Huron to Porterville,
which also roughly follows State Routes 198 and 65 as shown in Figure 1-4.

A connection between the proposed Kings/Tulare High-Speed Rail Station

and the Cross Valley Corridor could benefit the region by potentially linking

the communities to each other. These cities, include Huron, Lemoore,

Hanford, Visalia, Farmersville, Exeter, Lindsay, and Porterville. Unincorporated
communities of Armona, Goshen, and Strathmore, as well as NAS Lemoore may
also be served by transit stops. The Plan also includes transit connections to
the cities of Tulare, Dinuba, and Woodlake by utilizing their existing downtown

transit centers. Figure 1-3: Cross Valley

Corridor Cities
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Figure 1-4: Cross Valley Corridor Rouf&™
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1.2.1 Railroad History

After the completion of the first transcontinental railroad in 1869, the Central
Pacific Railroad began building tracks south from Sacramento through the

San Joaquin Valley, intending to connect to Los Angeles. The tracks reached
Goshen by 1872. At the time, the only existing community between Stockton and
Los Angeles was Visalia, which had been founded 20 years earlier. Negotiations
between the Central Pacific Railroad and Visalia leaders to connect the mainline
to Visalia had failed, resulting in the Railroad establishing a new, competing
community at Goshen. These tracks make up today’s Fresno Subdivision of the
Union Pacific Railroad, shown in Figure 1-6. In the years that followed, Goshen
became one of the leading Valley stations for shipping wheat to other parts of
the country.

The owners of the Central Pacific Railroad were Leland Stanford, Collis P.
Huntington, Mark Hopkins, and Charles Crocker, known as the Big Four. A
competing group of San Francisco investors formed the Southern Pacific
Railroad and received a land grant from the U.S. government in 1866 to build

a railroad line from San Francisco to Needles, crossing over the Coast Range
Mountains, through the San Joaquin Valley, over the Tehachapi Mountains, and
into the Mojave Desert. This new railroad line was intended to connect with the
Atlantic and Pacific Railroad (later renamed the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe
Railroad) at Needles.

Not wanting the competition, the Big Four took control of the Southern Pacific
Railroad in 1868 to obtain the land grant before revising their plans. They
decided to stop the San Joaquin Valley’s Central Pacific Railroad line at Goshen,
and planned to connect the Southern Pacific line from San Francisco over the
Coast Ranges to Goshen, then continuing over the Tehachapi Mountains to
Needles. Construction occurred in three locations. Tracks were built from San
Francisco through San Jose to Hollister, ending at Tres Pinos. Tracks were also
built from Needles over the Tehachapi Mountains to Bakersfield, and then to
Goshen. The third portion of construction started at Goshen and built west,
establishing the communities of Hanford, Lemoore, Huron, and Coalinga. This
section was completed in 1877. This third portion of construction is today’s
Hanford Subdivision of the San Joaquin Valley Railroad. The final planned
section of track over the Coast Ranges connecting Coalinga to Hollister was
never constructed, relegating the Hanford Subdivision to a branch line instead
of part of the originally planned mainline between central California and San
Francisco. Later, the town of Armona was established to be the connection
point between the Hanford Subdivision and a rail line extending from Armona to
Kerman in Fresno County. This line no longer exists.

Worried that they would be left behind economically because they were not
connected to the new railroads, a group of Visalia citizens formed the Visalia
Railroad Company and constructed a rail branch line from Visalia to Goshen

in 1874. They added a rail station and yard in Visalia near the intersection of
Conyer Street and School Avenue. This railroad was later extended eastward
down the middle of Oak Avenue into Visalia’s civic center in 1893. The Southern
Pacific Railroad purchased the Visalia Railroad in 1898. They then extended the
line eastward from Visalia through Farmersville to connect to their eastside line
at Exeter. This branch line is now the Goshen Subdivision of today’s San Joaquin
Valley Railroad.

The Southern Pacific’s eastside line was built to serve the communities on the
east side of the Valley that were booming from the success of farms that utilized
surface water irrigation systems to grow stone fruit, raisins, and citrus crops.
The eastside branch was completed from Fresno to Porterville, through the
cities of Reedley, Dinuba, Exeter, and Lindsay in 1888. This branch is now the
Exeter Subdivision.
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The Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad built competing lines in the Valley
between 1896 and 1901, including the north/south mainline used today by
Amtrak through Hanford, but they did not match the Southern Pacific’s vast rail
network. The Southern Pacific Railroad had established lines connecting all
parts of Fresno, Tulare, and Kings Counties to the rest of the nation within just
thirty years. Agricultural products could be shipped on a single railroad carrier
as far north as Portland and as far east as New Orleans, with connections to
other railroads that stretched throughout the United States.

From 1906 to 1925, the tracks from Visalia to Exeter were electrified with
overhead wires, allowing newly invented electric engines to operate passenger
service. Rail passenger service flourished, and in 1913 there were 32 passenger
trains running each day between Visalia and Exeter. Like most areas of the
country, passenger ridership began declining in the 1950’s. There has been

no passenger service on the lines within the Study Area since Amtrak was
established in 1971.

The Southern Pacific Railroad successfully operated for a little over a century
until 1996, when it merged with the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), taking on the
Union Pacific name. Today, the UPRR operates on the original mainline (Fresno
Subdivision) while the San Joaquin Valley Railroad, currently owned by Genesee
& Wyoming, Inc., has operated on the branch lines in the Study Area since

1992. The tracks between Lindsay and Porterville were abandoned in 2008
and tracks were removed 2012, but the right-of-way was acquired by the City of
Porterville, with assistance from TCAG.

Figure 1-5: Historic Tulare Southern Pacific Railroad Depot, circa 1911

S. P DERPOT
TULARE QAL

Source: Old Tulare County Pics, 2013
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Figure 1-6: Railroad Subdivisions within the Cross Valley Corridor
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1.2.2 Highway History

The “Golden State Highway”, formally known as US Route 99, was built through

the San Joaquin Valley in 1909 as a two-lane, paved roadway alongside the

Southern Pacific (how UPRR) railroad mainline. It was one of the original US

highways commissioned in 1926, and ran north-south from the Mexican border

to the Canadian border. US Route 99 was decommissioned by 1968 with the

completion of Interstate 5, and became State Route (SR) 99. This highway

became well known for carrying migrant farm workers of the Depression

Era through the San Joaquin Valley. Also referred to as the “Main Street of

California”, SR 99 was referred to in John Steinbeck’s The Grapes of Wrath as

the main road used by the Joad family during their travels through California. Figure 1-7: Major Highways
along the Cross Valley
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State Route 198 traverses east-west through Fresno, Kings, and Tulare Counties.
Built between 1909 and 1919, SR 198 was signed from US 101 to Sequoia National
Park beginning in 1934. It has been constructed to freeway standards through
from NAS Lemoore to the east side of Lemoore, from the west side of Armona

to the east side of Hanford, and from SR 99 to the east side of Visalia. Originally
passing through the downtowns of these communities, the freeway sections now
serve as a bypass near city centers. The most recent improvements include
upgrades to interchanges at 19th Avenue in Lemoore, 12th Avenue in Hanford,
and Plaza Drive in Visalia. The section from SR 43 in Hanford to SR 99 in Visalia
was also recently upgraded to a four-lane divided highway.

State Route 269 connects Huron to both SR 198 to the north and Interstate 5 to
the south. It was designated a state route in 1972.
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State Route 65 was signed from Famoso to Kings Canyon National Park in 1934,
passing through Exeter, Lindsay, Strathmore, and Porterville. It is constructed

to freeway specifications through Porterville. The section from Lindsay to
Porterville is a four-lane, divided highway.

1.2.3 The Communities

Each of the communities along the CVC was established by the Southern
Pacific Railroad when it first laid tracks, with Visalia being the only exception.
Because of this, the CVC railroad right-of-way passes through the heart of every
community. In the late 1800’s, the San Joaquin Valley was first known for its
wheat, with the Goshen freight station being one the largest shippers of wheat
in the State. With the construction of canals and ditches in the early 1900’s,
orchards and vineyards could be planted, yielding much higher value crops.
Due to the specific soils and microclimates in each community, towns began

to be known for specific crops. Exeter and Woodlake produced oranges and
lemons, Lindsay was well known for its olives, and Visalia specialized in walnuts.
Dinuba produced peaches and grapes. Cotton was by far the leading crop in
Hanford and Lemoore. Both Kings and Tulare Counties approved new, large
dairies in the 1980’s and 1990’s for dairymen who were moving out of southern
California due to urbanization.

Visalia grew more quickly than the other communities in the 1960’s and 1970’s,
becoming the largest regional commercial center between Bakersfield and
Fresno.

Naval Air Station (NAS) Lemoore was commissioned in 1961, approximately eight
miles west of Lemoore. It is now the only naval aviation base on the west coast,
housing the Navy’s entire west coast fighter and capabilities. There are now just
under 7,000 active duty personnel and their families living at the Base. Railroad
tracks run through the Base, but it remains to be the only community in the
Study Area that has never had a rail passenger station.

Amtrak service began in Hanford in 1972. In 1985, proposed federal budget
cuts were going to eliminate the service, but the citizens of Hanford organized
a “Save Amtrak Day” with a musical band, Native American dancers, and
sign-waving demonstrators. The train service continued and Hanford’s station
became one of the busiest on the line.

In 2000, the City of Lemoore worked with the cities of Huron and Visalia to form
the Cross Valley Rail Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CVRC JPA) to upgrade 45
miles of track on the CVC from the City of Huron, through Lemoore and Hanford
to the Visalia Industrial Park for approximately $15 million.

1.2.4 The Corridor Today

The existing Union Pacific/San Joaquin Valley Railroad branch line right-of-way
is already in place and could serve as a backbone for a future CVC transit
system. Rails have been removed south of Porterville at the Tulare County line
to a point approximately one mile north of the center of Strathmore. While some
cities will utilize existing stations as connectors for the system, others may need
to develop stations and provide transit services to the potential stations. The
Kings County cities of Lemoore and Hanford have public transit systems in place
through Kings Area Regional Transit (KART), and the Tulare County cities of
Visalia, Tulare, Porterville, and Dinuba have public transit systems. Four of these
cities have existing transit centers within a block or two of the rail line, and both
Visalia and Lemoore’s General Plans describe their transit centers as a future
light rail station.
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1.3 Vision Statement

Promote a safe, affordable, and efficient
system that increases transportation
options while utilizing existing
infrastructure, enhances the environment
and livability of the region, and promotes
economic development through a well-
integrated corridor.

1.4 Project Objectives

The project aims to increase transit service efficiency, enable communities and
cities in the Corridor to promote transit-oriented development (TOD), encourage
revitalization and economic development and facilitate growth in support of the
HSR investment by:

» Evaluating Existing Conditions;

» Developing Regional Station Visions;

» Conducting Economic, Real Estate, Fiscal, and Financial Analysis;
» Conducting Multi-Modal, Circulation, and Parking Analysis; and

» Developing Recommendations and Implementation Strategies.
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1.5 Preliminary Definition of
Alternatives

This section describes the modes and alternatives
that were considered in early stages of the Plan,
prior to soliciting feedback from communities and
conducting an evaluation and mode selection
analysis.

1.5.1 Modes Considered

The Plan considered six mode alternatives to
provide transit service in the CVC. Traditionally,
several of these modes use gasoline or diesel
combustion engines, but the growing technology
advancements have allowed for the use of
electric hybrid, fully electric, natural gas and even
hydrogen fuel cell engines. For most of these
modes the propulsion type is not a major driver in
the operational characteristics, and these engine
systems will be considered for all modes unless
mentioned otherwise.

1.5.1.1 Bus Rapid Transit

Bus rapid transit (BRT) is widely used throughout
the state, country, and the world. BRT generally
incorporates high capacity articulated buses, which
operate primarily on a dedicated right-of-way with
enhanced stations to provide a higher level of
service than is typical of standard bus transit service.
However, several cities in in the Central Valley have
used 40-foot buses in BRT service. Traditionally
gasoline or diesel propulsion, increasingly BRT
vehicles are either powered by natural gas, electric,
hybrid, or fully electric propulsion.

1.5.1.2 Light Rail Transit

Light rail transit (LRT) systems utilize electrically-
powered vehicles which can travel between suburbs
or within urban centers. These vehicles cannot
operate on freight railroad tracks unless approved
by regulatory bodies. Although shared use
arrangements involving light rail on mainline railway
tracks are common throughout Europe, they would
likely not be agreed to in the United States, primarily
due to regulatory differences but also because
freight railroads are much more conservative about
allowing other operations on their right-of-way.

Los Angeles, California
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1.5.1.3 Heavy Rail

Heavy rail systems generally operate in densely
populated areas. These trains have large passenger
capacity and are typically powered by an electrified
third-rail, which requires them to be completely
grade-separated. Heavy rail is commonly seen in
older transit systems and subways in the United
States.

‘San Francisco, California

1.5.1.4 Diesel/Electric Multiple Unit

Diesel multiple unit (DMU) and electric multiple unit
(EMU) rail systems are run by self-propelling railcars
that can operate in light rail transit corridors, in
dense urban areas, and in freight corridors as long
as the vehicles are compliant with Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) crash and operational safety
policies. The typical configuration of DMU vehicles
in the United States is that of a diesel engine
generating electric power for the vehicle’s traction
motors (so-called diesel-electric multiple units).
However, other propulsion systems have been
under development, such as hydrogen fuel cells
and natural gas-powered engines, which would be
used in place of diesel engines to generate electric
power for the vehicle’s traction motors.

I EETAE I

SPANTER

Several European systems employ so-called dual
mode propulsion configurations, the most common
of which includes a combination of diesel power
and electric propulsion. This configuration enables
the vehicles to operate on either electric power,
where an electric traction power distribution system
exists, or on diesel power where no electric power
is available. This model is typically deployed
where electric traction power already exists. Due
to the expense of necessary infrastructure, the
consideration of dual-mode propulsion options

is inadvisable where there is no existing electric
traction power source.

EMU are similar to LRT vehicles as they both use
an overhead catenary system. However, unlike LRT,
EMU systems can achieve FRA crash and operation
safety policies. Because they are powered by an
electric overhead power system they have higher
startup costs; however, they have operational
benefits (in terms of cost, acceleration, etc.) as the
system grows in size and scale.
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1.5.1.5 Commuter Rail

Commuter rail systems, or intercity rail systems,
are typically seen in large metropolitan areas to
provide long distance peak, commuter rail service
to suburban residents. They are able to share rail
corridors with freight operators given that shared
use is approved by regulatory agencies. Although
most commuter rail systems employ diesel-
electric powered locomotives that pull or push
unpowered passenger railcars, some commuter
rail operations are electrically powered, such as
those in New York City and Denver’s new line to the
airport. As with DMUs, several systems in Europe
employ dual-mode propulsion configurations, but
the use of such technologies increases both the
cost and complexity of both the vehicles and the
infrastructure in such arrangements.

i 1.5.1.6 Other Modes

Other corridor projects have examined a variety
of emerging and interesting technologies as
alternatives, ranging from monorails to automated
“minimetros” similar to modern airport people
movers to maglev and personal rapid transit
systems. However, most of these may not be
suitable for this corridor, either because they

are unproven in these applications or their cost
and complexity are not justified by the expected
ridership.

1.5.2 Key Stations

The cities and communities along the CVC that are
included in the Plan are:

Seattle, Washington

» Armona

» Exeter

» Farmersville
» Goshen

» Hanford

» Huron

» Lemoore

» Lindsay

» NAS Lemoore
» Porterville
» Strathmore
» Tulare

» Visalia
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2 Existing Conditions
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2.1 Existing Transit Services

This section summarizes the existing transit services available throughout
Tulare, Kings and southern Fresno Counties. The local agency operated bus
services include Fresno County Rural Transit Authority (FCRTA), Kings Area
Rural Transit (KART), Tulare County Area Transit (TCaT), Visalia Transit, Porterville
Transit, Dinuba Area Rural Transit (DART), and Tulare InterModal Express (TIME).
The total annual ridership of these bus services along the CVC is over 4.1 million
passengers per year. The privately-operated bus services are Greyhound

and Orange Belt, along with Amtrak Bus Service and Amtrak California
Passenger Rail, which is operated by California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans). TTable 2-1 shows the annual ridership of the transit services available
throughout the CVC regions.

Table 2-1: Annual Transit Ridership 2015

Transit Service Annual Ridership (2015)

Fresno County Rural Transit Authority (FCRTA) 420,300
Huron Transit 73,300

Kings Area Rural Transit (KART) 765,200
Tulare County Transit (TCaT) 374,300
Visalia Transit 1,719,800
Porterville Transit 686,000
Tulare InterModal Express (TIME) 455,800
Dinuba Area Regional Transit (DART) 72,000

2.1.1 Fresno County Rural Transit Authority

Fresno County Rural Transit Authority (FCRTA) provides weekday service

from Huron to Coalinga. In addition to the City of Huron, roundtrip service

is provided by Coalinga Transit to Coalinga, Five Points, Lanare, Riverdale,
Caruthers, Raisin City, Easton, and Fresno on Monday through Friday. Huron
Transit provides access to Harris Ranch, West Hills College, and Coalinga on
weekdays. Dial-a-Ride provides local service within the community of Huron.
Limited service is also available to cities in neighboring counties including
Hanford, Grangeville, and Avenal. FCRTA services are generally available
Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Currently, the FCRTA has 18
transit subsystems. The annual FCRTA ridership in 2015 totaled 420,315, and
the annual ridership for Huron Transit was 73,256 passengers®. The number of
passengers has increased from the previous year by 1.3 percent. The ridership
on the intra-city bus service in the City of Huron has consistently produced the

3 Fresno County of Governments Transit Productivity Evaluation FY 2015
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highest passenger counts per hour. The service has been provided by two
(2) twenty-two (22) passenger buses and operates from 7:00am to 6:00pm,
Monday through Friday. The City of Fresno also funds an intercity “life line”

service to Coalinga.

2.1.2 Kings Area Rural Transit

The largest single provider of public transportation within Kings County is
operated by Kings County Area Public Transit Agency (KCAPTA), a joint powers
agency comprised of the County and the cities of Hanford, Lemoore, and
Avenal (the City of Corcoran does not participate in the KART system). KCAPTA
oversees the operation of the Kings Area Rural Transit (KART) system. KCAPTA
establishes the operating policies and defines the services to be provided by
KART including service hours and days, fares, and routes.

KART is Kings County’s public rural Figure 2-1: KART Hanford Transit Route Map

LOCAL HANFORD ROUTES

and urban transportation service
provider that provides countywide
bus service. The Corcoran

Area Transit is another public
transportation service but has
limited service within the Corcoran
area. KART provides the City of
Hanford with six interconnected

Y2 hour routes, regular service to
most other communities in the
County and daily weekday service
to Visalia. KART also provides
service transportation to Fresno on
Monday, Wednesday, and Friday.
KART currently offers service to
the Visalia College of the Sequoias
Campus from the Hanford Transfer
Center (Downtown Hanford) three
times a day via its Hanford-Visalia
route.

Dial-A-Ride (demand response)
service is available for only those
residents of Hanford, Lemoore,
Armona and Avenal traveling more
than %2 of a mile from an existing
fixed bus route or for those riders
certified by KART as disabled. It is
the policy of KCAPTA Board that a
rider who begins and ends a trip
within a 2 mile of a bus route is to
use the regular route service and
not Dial-A-Ride. Where available,
public transit bus and Dial-a-Ride
services are utilized primarily by a
transit-dependent population that
has limited access to automobiles.
Transit ridership groups often
include the elderly, students,
low-income residents, and the
physically handicapped.
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