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Corridor 4: Mountain/Euclid Avenue 

This north/south corridor in the west San 
Bernardino Valley has been designated as 
much for its future growth potentia l as for its 
current activity. This corridor has three 
major north/south arteria ls that could 
accommodate BRT services: Euclid, 
Mountain and Central Avenues. The corridor 
runs from just north of Foothill Boulevard in 
the north to the Rive rside County Line in the 
south. It includes the agricultural preserve 
areas in the Cities of Chino and Ontario, 
which in the coming decades may be 
developed to house over 100,000 new 
residents. Current major activity centers in 
the corridor include Montclair Plaza, 
Montclair TransCenter, Ontario Civic Center, 
Ontario Transit Center, and the Chino 
prisons. 

As displayed in Figure 5-8, the BRT alignment 
serving Corridor 4 would transition to SR-71 
before continuing south to a possible future 
transit connection at the Corona Metrolink 
Station. 

Potential Alignment 

Three preliminary BRT alignments for 
Corridor 4 were analyzed as part of the LRTP 
and Euclid Avenue emerged as the strongest 
alignment. Sbx Route 4 runs north/south 
with a northern termina l station at Foothill 
Boulevard. The alignment follows Euclid 
Avenue south and services the Ontario 
Metrolink Station and Ontario Transcenter. 
The route continues south on Euclid where it 
crosses Holt Avenue and Corridor 6, and 
continues through Ontario and Chino where 
it connects with Corridor 7 Grand/Edison 
Avenue to a southern terminal station at SR-
71. This 12 mile alignment includes 14 transit 
stations and th ree park-and-ride lots. One of 
the stations is an optiona l station subject to 
elimination depending on the model
generated ridership potential. 

Corridor 5: San Bernardino Avenue 

There are two east/west routes that are 
being studied to provide BRT service 
between the western and eastern portions of 
the San Bernardino Valley: the northern strip 
t hat includes Corridors 2 and 3; and the 
southern strip that includes Corridors 5 and 
6. Corridor 5 is centered along San 
Bernardino Avenue from the South Fontana 
Transit Center to the western boundary of 
the E Street Corridor. This corridor is 
generally bounded by Randall Avenue on the 
north and Interstate 10 on the south. Major 
activity centers include the Arrowhead 
Regional Medical Center and the Fontana 
Kaiser Hospital. 

Potential Alignment 

Three alignment alternatives are available to 
connect Corridor 5 to destinations in the E 
Street Corridor (Corridor 1). The three 
Corridor 5 alignments studied include 
alignments connect ing Corridor 5 to 
downtown San Bernardino; to the Hospitality 
Lane commercial area; and to the city of 
Loma Linda. All three alignments use a 
western terminal station at the South 
Fontana Transfer Center and travel east on 
San Bernardino Avenue through the city of 
Rialto. The routes then transition via Pepper 
Avenue to Valley Boulevard to La Cadena 
Drive before diverting to different 
destinations. 

sbX Route 5 is the highest performing route 
heads east on Valley Boulevard, north on 
Mount Vernon Avenue, diverts north on 
Mount Vernon Avenue and east on Rialto 
Avenue to the planned downtown San 
Bernardino Transcenter and E Street sbX. This 
11 mile alignment includes 12 transit stations 
and one park-and-ride lot. Five of the 
stations studied are optional stations that are 
subject to elimination depending on the 
model-generated ridership potential. 
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An alternative route heads east on Valley 
Boulevard, north on Mount Vernon Avenue, 
then east on Fairway Drive to Hospital ity 
Lane where it connects with the E Street sbX. 
From Hospitality Lane the route turns north 
on Tippecanoe Avenue to a terminal station 
at the Tippecanoe Avenue Redlands Rail 
Station. This alignment includes 16 transit 
stations and one park-and-ride lot. Five of 
the stations studied are optional stations and 
three of the stations are also used by the E 
Street sbX (Corridor 1). 

The last alternative route diverts south on La 
Cadena Avenue, east on M Street, south on 
Mount Vernon Avenue, east on Washington 
Street to Barton Road where it connects with 
the E Street sbX before transitioning north on 
California Avenue to a terminal at the 
Cal ifornia Avenue Station of the Red lands Rail 
line. This al ignment includes 18 transit 
stations and three park-and-ride lots. Nine of 
the stations stud ied are opt ional stations four 
of the stations are also used by the extended 
E Street sbX (Corridor lA). 

Corridor 6: Holt Avenue/4th Street 

This corridor starts at the Pomona 
Transcenter in Los Angeles County. Centered 
along Holt Avenue and 4th Street, the 
corridor runs from Pomona through Ontario 
and on to the South Fontana Transcenter. 
This corridor also Connects the north/south 
corridors of Corridor 4 Mountain/Euclid 
Avenues and Corridor 10 Haven Avenue. 
Besides the transit centers mentioned above 
and Ontario International Airport (ONT), 
major activity centers in this corridor include 
the Ontario Convention Center, Ontario Mills 
Mall and the Ontario Transit Center. This 
corridor is one of three corridors studied that 
extends beyond the Omnitrans coverage 
area, into Los Angeles County. 
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Potential Alignment 

sbX Route 6 is an east/west BRT route with a 
western terminal station at the Pomona 
Transcenter in Los Angeles County. This 
route follows Holt Avenue through the cities 
of Montclair and Ontario to Ontario 
International Airport where it heads north on 
Archiba ld Avenue to In land Empire Boulevard 
east and then north on Milliken to east on 4th 

Street into the city of Fontana where 4th 

Street changes names to San Bernardino 
Avenue and the South Fontana Transit 
Center. This 19 mile alignment (the longest 
alignment studied here) includes 18 transit 
stations and three park-and-rid e lots. Three 
of the stations are optional stations, subject 
to elimination depending on the model
generated ridership potentia l. 

Corridor 7: Grand/Edison Avenues 

This east-west corridor is essential to connect 
the future developments in the Agricultural 
preserves areas with Chino/Chino Hills and 
possible inter-county transit connections to 
Los Angeles and Riverside Counties. A likely 
point of connection will be from the civic 
center in Chino Hills. 

This east-west strip south of State Route 60 
in the western section of the Valley serves 
the planned growth of the agr icu ltural 
preserve areas of Chino and Ontario. 
Significant development is planned for the 
preserve areas with over 100,000 new 
residents expected within 20 years. Activity 
centers include the Chino Community 
Hospital, the Chino Civic Center, and the 
Chino Transfer Center. This corridor crosses 
Corridor 4, Mountain/Euclid Avenues and 
Corridor 10, Haven Avenue. This corridor is 
one of three corridors studied that extends 
beyond the Omnitrans coverage area into 
Riverside County. 



Potential Alignment 

sbX Route 7 is an east/west BRT route with a 
western terminal station at the Chino Hills 
Civic Center. This route follows Grand 
Avenue across SR-71, heads north on Pipeline 
Avenue, east on Chino Avenue, and south on 
Central Avenue before continuing east on 
Edison Ave through the agricultural preserve 
areas of Chino and Ontario. This alignment 
eventually heads south via Milliken Avenue 
and to Limonite Avenue and the Limonite 
Shopping center in Riverside County where a 
terminal station is located. This 16 mile 
alignment includes 15 transit stations and 
three park-and-ride lots. Two of the stations 
are optional stations, subject to elimination 
depending on ridership potential. 

Corridor 8: Sierra Avenue 

This new north/south corridor, not analyzed 
in the previous system-wide plan, lies entirely 
within the City of Fontana, serving the 
Fontana Metrolink Station, South Fontana 
Transfer Center, and Kaiser Hospital. 

Potential Alignment 

sbX Route 8 is a north/south BRT route with 
a northern terminal station at a park-and-ride 
lot near Interstate 15. This route follows 
Sierra Avenue through Fontana to a southern 
terminal station at Kaiser Hospital. This 7 
mile alignment (the shortest alignment 
stud ied) includes 7 transit stations and three 
park-and-ride lots. The alignment serves as a 
spine connecting all four Cross Valley 
Corridors on Foothill Boulevard and San 
Bernardino Avenue. Two of the stations are 
optional stations, subject to elimination 
depending on ridership potential. 

Corridor 9: Riverside Avenue 

This north/south corridor, not analyzed in the 
previous system-wide plan, lies primarily 
within the City of Rialto, extending south into 
Riverside County and the City of Riverside. 

This corridor serves the Rialto Metrolink 
Station and the RTA Downtown Terminal in 
Riverside. This corridor is one of three 
corridors studied that extends beyond the 
Omnitrans coverage area, into Riverside 
County. 

Potential Alignment 

sbX Route 9 is a north/south BRT route with 
a northern terminal station at a park-and-ride 
lot near Interstate 15 and Sierra Avenue. 
This route follows Riverside Avenue 
Southwest and then south through the city of 
Rialto and then across the Riverside County 
line where Riverside Avenue Changes Names 
to Main Street to the RTA Downtown 
Terminal in Riverside. This Corridor connects 
with Corridor 2, foothill Boulevard East and 
Corridor 5, San Bernardino Avenue. This 16 
mile alignment includes 15 transit stations 
and three park-and-ride lots. Several of the 
stations are optional, subject to elimination 
depending on ridership potential. 

Corridor 10: Haven Avenue 

This north/south corridor, not analyzed in the 
original system-wide plan, lies within the 
Cities of Rancho Cucamonga, Ontario and 
Chino. This corridor serves Chaffey College at 
the northern Terminus, the Rancho 
Cucamonga and the East Ontario Metrolink 
Station, the Terra Vista Town center, the 
Ontario airport and would end at Edison 
Avenue where it joins sbX Route 7. 

Potential Alignment 

sbX Route 10 is a north/south BRT route with 
a northern terminal station at the park-and
ride lot at Chaffey College north of Interstate 
210. This route follows Haven Avenue south , 
past the Terra Vista Shopping Center and 
Corridor 3 Foothill Boulevard West, with a 
connection at the Rancho Cucamonga 
Metrolink Station and into Ontario. In the city 
of Ontario it connects to Corridor 6, Holt 
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Avenue/4th Street and then south to the East 
Ontario Metrolink Station to Edison Avenue 
where it connects to Corridor 7 Grand/Edison 
Avenue. The 10.4 mile corridor has 9 stops, 
park-and-ride lots and two connections to 
Metrolink lines. 

Additional Transit Services 

In addition, this alternative would introduce 
new express bus service from park-and ride 
lots to key destinations. Express buses would 
use the HOV lanes along freeways such as 1-
10 and 1-215. An initial route could operate 
from the park-and-ride at 1-10/Yucaipa Blvd. 
to San Bernardino. The following Rail 
Corridors are included in this alternative: 

• Redlands Rail Line Extension from 
Redlands to Mentone. This would require 
getting an easement from the MWD. 

• Gold Line extension from Montclair to 
Ontario Airport. 

• High Speed Rail connecting Los Angeles to 
San Diego with a station at the Ontario 
airport. 

• Maglev connecting Anaheim to Las Vegas 
with a station at the Ontario Airport and a 
Station in Victorville. 

• Aerial Tram to Big Bear from Highland 
would provide an alternative to the resort 
area of big bear then the current 
Highways 18 and 38. 

The analysis of the Vision Alternative began 
by coding all transit routes in the Omnitrans 
system with high service frequencies - 5-
minute headways for BRT services and 15-
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minute peak period headways for local 
services. Iterative model runs (equilibration) 
were used to fine tune the headways to 
provide cost-effective service with high 
seating probability throughout the system. 

5.5 2035 SUSTAINABLE 
LAND USE ALTERNATIVE 

In order to estimate the potential effect of SB 
375 and the potential for transit -oriented 
development, the LRTP is also analyzing the 
2035 Vision alternative using a modified land 
use not regionally adopted. The 
transportation networks for the Sustainable 
Land Use Alternative are identical to the 
networks studied for the Vision Alternative, 
as described in Section 5.4 above. This allows 
the analysis of the Sustainable Land Use 
Alternative to identify the magnitude of 
transportation demand impacts that can be 
directly attributed to land use changes. 

Using the regionally adopted land use 
forecast prepared by SAN BAG, the LRTP has 
reassigned some of the projected growth of 
each city into X mile station catchment areas. 
Station areas were increased in density by a 
maximum of 5 DU/Ac, and 10 Employees per 
acre. This resulted in an increase of 35-40% 
of planned growth moved into station areas. 
Figure 5-4, showing the Sustainable land Use 
Alternative, displays circles showing the walk 
area of a Yz mile around BRT stations where 
the higher density development would be 
encouraged to increase the potential transit 
ridership of this alternative. Figures 5-10 and 
5-11 display the results of this effect. 
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CHAPTER 6 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter begins with a description of 
existing regional transit plans and planning 
projects that are under study. These plans 
form the basis for the four future transit 
alternatives that are analyzed in the Long 
Range Transit Plan. The four alternatives are 
then analyzed for to be able to assess the 
ridership benefits of different levels of transit 
investment in the San Bernardino Valley. The 
four future transit alternatives include: 

• The Baseline Alternative, which includes 
existing transit services; 

• The Plan Alternative, which includes an 
increase in coverage and service 
frequency designed to serve the future 
growth in the region; 

• The Vision Alternative, which includes an 
investment in a higher level of transit 
services - BRT and rail - in the region; 
and 

• The Sustainable Land Use Alternative, 
which redistributes population and 
employment growth to transit corridors, 
allowing us to study the potential 
ridership benefits of public policy efforts 
to shape the transit/land use connection 
in the region. 

6.1 EVALUATION 
METHODOLOGY 

By definition, each alternative studied 
provides a higher level of transit service than 
previous alternatives. The evaluation process 
will be used to quantify the ridership impacts 
of each subsequent alternative. Finally, 
capital costs and operating costs will be 
estimated to quantify the relative costs of the 
alternatives. 

Several service standards are used by 
Omnitrans to judge the quality of service. 
Some of these standards are subject to the 
definition of the alternative, such as the 
standards for span of service, minimum 
service frequency and bus stop spacing. 
Other standards can be quantified from an 
analysis of the ridership impacts to judge the 
relative performance of the alternatives. The 
following service standards will be used to 
compare the alternatives: 

• Route coverage - 85% of population 
should be located within Yi mile of bus 
stops; 

• Vehicle loadings-
• 120% of seating capacity during peak 

periods; 
• 100% of seating capacity during off

peak periods; 
• Ridership levels -

• Tier 1 routes: 30+ boardings per 
vehicle hour; 

• Tier 2 & 3 routes: 15-20 boardings per 
vehicle hour. 

6.2 MODEL RESULTS FOR 
TRANSIT ALTERNATIVES 

BASE ALTERNATIVE 

The Year 2035 Base Alternative provides an 
idea of how the existing transit service would 
be used in the future if no service 
improvements were made to account the 
rapidly growing population in the San 
Bernardino Valley. Table 6-1 provides a 
summary of the Base Alternative transit 
ridership on each of the Omnitrans routes. 
This table shows that the Omnitrans bus 
routes in the Base Alternative will carry over 
61,000 riders in the Year 2035. This 
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Table 6-1: Year 2035 Base Alternative Transit Ridership Forecast 

rI - lt 
1 Local Bus Colton-Del Rosa 15 15 4,464 
2 Local Bus Cal State-E St-Loma Linda 15 15 5,559 
3 Local Bus Baseline-Highland-San Bernardino 20 20 5,423 
5 Local Bus Cal State-Del Rosa-Downtown SB 30 30 1,674 
7 Local Bus N San Bern-Sierra-Downtown SB 30 60 1, 127 
8 Local Bus San Bernardino-Mentone-Yucaipa 60 60 1,562 
9 Local Bus San Bernardino-Redlands-Yucaipa 60 60 1,811 
10 Local Bus Fontana-Baseline-San Bernardino 30 30 1,989 
11 Local Bus San Bernardino-Muscoy 30 30 1,091 
14 Local Bus Fontana-Foothill-San Bernardino 15 15 4,278 
15 Local Bus , Fontana-Rialto-SB-Highlands-Redlands 30 30 4,458 
19 Local Bus Redlands-Colton-Fontana 30 30 3,608 
20 Local Bus Fontana-Metrolink 30 30 270 
22 Local Bus S RJalto-N Rialto 30 30 1,701 
29 Local Bus Fontana-Cedar-N Rialto 60 60 124 
61 Local Bus Fontana-Ontario-Pomona 15 15 6,514 
63 Local Bus Chino-Ontario-Upland 30 30 1,385 
65 Local Bus Montclair-Chino Hills 30 30 1,987 
66 Local Bus Fontana-Foothill-Montclair 15 30 2,336 
67 Local Bus Montclair-Baseline-Fontana 60 60 1,133 
68 Local aus Chino-Montclair-Chaffey 30 30 2,799 
80 Local Bus Montclair-Onlarlo·Chaffey 30 30 1,607 
81 Local Bus Ontario-Ont. Mills-Chaffey 60 GO 930 
82 Local Bus Rancho-Fontana-Sierra Lakes 60 60 1, 111 
83 Local Bus Upland-Euclid-Chino 30 60 1,265 
215 Express Bus San Bernardino-Riverside Express 30 30 1,180 
Total 61 .386 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

represents a 25 percent increase over current 
ridership levels. This ridership increase is 
significantly less than the forecast population 
growth of 38 percent over the same time 
frame. 

to the population growth forecast for areas 
that are currently undeveloped and not 
served by transit. 

In the Year 2035 Base Alternative only 69 
percent of the future population will be 
located within walking distance of a bus stop, 
as compared to 80 percent of the existing 
populat ion with existing service. The 
coverage provided by the Base Alternative is 
significantly lower than existing coverage due 
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Table 6-2 provides a summary of system
wide performance and productivity measures 
for the Base Alternative . While the overall 
productivity of the system increases from 24 
to 29 passengers per hour of service, this 
productivity increase is accompanied by an 
increase in average vehicle loadings and the 
number of trips that exceed the maximum 
passenger load standard. 
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Table 6-2: Year 2035 Base Alternative Omnitrans Performance Measures 

Peak Vehicles 
Off-Peak Vehicles 
Spare Vehicles 
Total Fleet 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
VehK:le Hours Traveled 
Daily Riders 
Passenger Miles 
Riders per Vehicle Hour 
Average Load 
Average Speed 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

Performance standard summary: 

• Route coverage - 69% of population 
located within Yi mile of bus stops - does 
not meet standard; 

• Vehicle loadings -
• 35% of routes have maximum load 

exceeding 120% of seating capacity 
during peak periods; 

• 10% of routes have maximum load 
exceeding 100% of seating capacity 
during off-peak periods; 

• does not meet standard; 
• Ridership levels -

• Tier 1 routes: 36 boardings per vehicle 
hour-meets standard; 

• Tier 2 & 3 routes: 29 boardings per 
vehicle hour - exceeds standard 
(ridership warrants service increase). 

PLAN ALTERNATIVE 

The Year 2035 Plan Alternative tests an 
enhanced transit system where coverage is 
improved and service frequencies are 

139 
127 127 
28 28 

167 167 
32,100 32, 100 
2,100 2,100 

61,400 61.400 
263,000 263,000 

29.2 29.2 
B.2 8.2 

15.3 15.3 

increased. Table 6-3 provides a summary of 
the Plan Alternative transit ridership on each 
of the Omnitrans routes. This table shows 
that the Omnitrans bus routes in the Plan 
Alternative will carry over 109,000 riders in 
the Year 2035. This represents a 79 percent 
increase over Base Alternative ridership 
levels. This ridership forecast indicates that 
there is a very large potential for increased 
transit ridership if coverage, accessibility, and 
service frequency are improved. 

In the Year 2035 Plan Alternative 83 percent 
of the future population will be located 
within walking distance of a bus stop. This 
figure is an improvement over the current 
value of 80 percent with existing service and 
existing population. The coverage provided 
by the Plan Alternative provides a significant 
improvement over the Base Alternative due 
to the Introduction of service to areas that 
are currently undeveloped and not served by 
transit. 
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Table 6-3: Year 2035 Plan Alternat ive Transit Ridership Forecast 

c_ 
I; 

301 E Street sbX 5 8,686 
1 Local Bus Colton-Del Rosa 10 15 4,974 
2 Local Bus Cal State-E St-Loma Linda 20 30 1,757 
3 Local Bus Baseline-Highland-SB-Yucaipa 30 60 2,809 
4 Local Bus Baseline-Highland-San Bernardino 15 20 5,684 
5 Local Bus Cal State-Del Rosa-Downtown SB 30 30 1,366 
7 Local Bus N San Bern-Sierra-Downtown SB 15 30 2,234 
8 Local Bus San Bernardino-Mentone-Yucaipa 15 30 3,626 
9 Local Bus San Bernardino-Redlands.Yucaipa 20 30 2,983 
10 Local Bus Fontana-Baseline-San Bernardino 10 20 4,019 
11 Local Bus San Bernardino-Muscoy 30 30 1,073 
14 Local Bus Fontana-Foothill-San Bernardino 10 15 5,322 
15 Local Bus Fontana-Rialto-SB-Highlands-Redlands 10 15 10,379 
19 Local Bus Redlands-Colton-Fontana 15 15 6,802 
22 Local Bus s Rlallo-N Rialto 15 20 2,792 
61 Local Bus Fontana-Ontario-Pomona 10 20 7,963 

~ 63 Local Bus Chino-Ontario-Upland 30 30 1,660 

CB 65 Local Bus Montclair-Chino Hills 15 30 4,085 
66 Local Bus Fontana-Foothill-Montclair 15 20 3,827 

~ 67 Local Bus Montclair-Baseline-Fontana 15 30 2,880 
@j 68 Local Bus Chino-Monf clair-Chaff ey 15 30 4,418 

80 Local Bus Montclair-Ontario-Chaffey 20 30 2,463 
81 Local Bus Ontario-Ont. Mills-Chaffey 60 60 402 
82 Local Bus Rancho-Fontana-Sierra Lakes 20 30 2,506 
83 Local Bus Upland-Euclid-Chino 15 30 2,515 
84 Local Bus San Bernardino Street E/W Corridor 60 60 352 
85 Local Bus Mountain Avenue N/S Corridor 20 30 2,281 
86 Local Bus Chino-Ontario (Riverside/Miiiiken) 60 60 697 
87 Local Bus Francis Ave,nµe.flW Corridor 60 0 157 
88 Local Bus Edlsoh Avenue E/W Corridor 30 60 1,257 
89 Local Bus Haven Avenue N/S Corridor 20 60 1,761 
93 Local Bus Cherry Avenue N/S Corridor 60 0 190 
94 Local Bus Cedar/Ayala N/S Corridor 30 60 823 
95 Local Bus Santa Ana Avenue ~Corridor 60 0 313 
96 Local Bus Sierra Avenue N/S Corridor 30 30 989 
97 Local Bus Chino-Industry Metrolink 60 0 214 
98 Local Bus Yucaipa-Beaumont 30 30 748 
99 Local Bus Palm/Alabama N/S Corridor 30 60 528 
215 Express Bus San Bernardino-Riverside Express 15 30 1.73.3 
Total 109,268 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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Table 6-4 provides a summary of system
wide performance and productivity measures 
for the Plan Alternative. With the 
equilibration of the service frequencies in the 
Plan Alternative, the overall productivity of 
the system decreases from 30 to 29 
passengers per hour of service. This 
productivity decrease is accompanied by a 
significant improvement in the average 
vehicle loadings and the number of trips that 
exceed the maximum passenger load 
standard. 

Performance standard summary: 

• Route coverage - 83% of population 
located within Yi mile of bus stops -
Almost meets standard; 

• Vehicle loadings -
• 5% of routes have maximum load 

exceeding 120% of seating capacity 
during peak periods; 

• 2% of routes have maximum load 
exceeding 100% of seating capacity 
during off-peak periods; 

• Almost meets standard; 

ca.g;tg; ,; ""', tf) 

• Ridership levels -
• Tier 1 routes: 31 boardings per vehicle 

hour-meets standard; 
• Tier 2 & 3 routes: 17 boardings per 

vehicle hour - meets standard. 

VISION ALTERNATIVE 

The Year 2035 Vision Alternative tests a 
transit system where local bus routes are 
replaced by faster, higher capacity BRT 
services in ten corridors in the San 
Bernardino Valley. Table 6-5 provides a 
summary of the Vision Alternative transit 
ridership on each of the Omnitrans routes. 
This table shows that the Omnitrans bus 
routes in the Vision Alternative will carry 
almost 133,000 riders in the Year 2035. Th is 
represents a 21 percent increase over Plan 
Alternative ridership levels. Over 53,000 of 
the transit riders in this alternative use BRT 
routes. This ridership forecast indicates that 
there is a significant potential for increased 
transit ridership if vehicle speeds and service 
frequency are improved in key corridors. 

Table 6-4: Year 2035 Plan Alternative Omnitrans Performance Measures 

Peak Vehicles 304 21 
Off-Peak Vehicles 187 10 197 
Spare Vehicles 61 5 66 
Total Fleet 365 26 391 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 59,100 4,300 63,400 
Vehicle Hours Traveled 3,690 230 3,920 
Daily Riders 100,600 8,700 109,300 
Passenger Miles 449,000 34,000 483.000 
Riders per Vehicle Hour 27.3 37.8 27.9 
Average Load 7.6 7.9 7.6 
Average Speed 16.0 18,7 16.2 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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Table 6-5: Year 2035 Vision Alternative Transit Riciersh1p Forecast 

• tl 

301 BRT E Street sbX Redlands Extension 5 10 10.458 
302 BRT Foothill East sbX 5 10 8,485 
303 BRT Foothill West sbX - Foothill 10 15 4,628 
304 BRT Euclid sbX 10 15 5,504 
305 BRT San Bernardino Avenue sbX - San Bernardino 10 10 5,305 
306 BRT Holl/Fourth sbX 10 15 5,977 
307 BRT Grand/Edison sbX 10 20 2,123 
308 BRT Sierra sbX 10 20 1,561 
309 BRT Riverside sbX 10 10 6,360 
310 BRT Haven sbX 10 15 2,946 
1 Local Bus Colton-Del Rosa 10 15 4,280 
2 Local Bus Cal State-E St-Loma Linda 20 30 1,809 
3 Local Bus Baseline-Highland-SB-Yucaipa 60 60 2,136 
4 Local Bus Baseline-Highland-San Bernardino 20 20 4,817 
5 Local Bus Cal State-Del Rosa-Downtown SB 20 30 1,928 

• "1....) 
I 7 Local Bus N San Bern-Sierra-Downtown SB 20 30 1,843 

8 Local Bus San Bernardino-Mentone-Yucaipa 15 30 3,567 
f ~\.C-1 9 Local Bus San Bernardino-Redlands-Yucaipa 30 30 2,272 

( ,~-; ; 

10 Local Bus Fontana-Baseline-San Bernardino 15 30 2,741 
11 Local Bus San Bernardino-Muscoy 30 30 1,127 
14 Local Bus Fontana-Foothill-San Bernardino 20 20 1.747 
15 Local Bus Fontana-Rialto-SB-Highlands-Redlands 10 15 9,874 
19 Local Bus Redlands-Colton-Fontana 20 20 5,043 
22 Local Bus S Rialto•N Rialto 20 30 1,442 
61 Local Bus Fontana-Ontario-Pomona 20 30 3,316 
63 Local Bus Ch1no-Ontario-Uplard 30 30 1,760 
65 Local Bus Montclair-Chino Hiiis 15 30 3,055 
66 Local Bus Fontana-Foothill-Montclair 20 30 1,837 
67 Local Bus Montclair-Baseline-Fontana 20 30 2,333 
68 Local Bus Chino-Montclair-Chaffey 20 30 3,229 
80 Local Bus Montclair-Ontario-Chaffey 15 30 3,274 
81 Local Bus Ontario-Ont. Mills-Chaffey 60 60 363 
82 Local Bus Rancho-Fontana-Sierra Lakes 20 30 2,922 
83 Local Bus Upland-Euclid-Chino 30 30 844 
84 Local Bus San Bernardino Street EJW Corridor 30 60 652 
85 Local Bus Mountain Avenue NIS Corridor 20 30 1,847 
86 Local Bus Chino-Ontario {Riverside/Milliken} 30 60 980 
87 Local Bus Francis Avenue EJW Corridor 60 60 317 
88 Local Bus Edison Avenue ENJ Corridor 30 30 1,225 
89 Local Bus Haven Avenue N/S Corridor 30 30 828 
91 Local Bus Vineyard/Carnelian N/S Corridor 60 0 112 
93 Local Bus Cherry Avenue N/S Corridor 30 60 632 
94 Local Bus Cedar/Ayala N/S Corridor 20 30 1,714 
95 Local Bus Santa Ana Avenue E/W Corridor 60 0 257 

............. 
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96 Local Bus 
97 Local Bus 
98 Local Bus 

Sierra Avenue N/S Corridor 
Chino-lndL.tStry Metrolink 
Yucaipa-Beaumont 

30 
30 
30 
60 
30 

60 
60 
30 
60 
60 

99 Local Bus Palm/Alabama NIS Corridor 
215 Express Bus San Bernardino-Riverside Express 

BRT Sub-total 
System Total 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

In the Year 2035 Vision Alternative 83 
percent of the future population will be 
located within walking distance of a bus stop. 
This figure is identical to the coverage for the 
Plan Alternative because these two 
alternatives share common bus stop 
locations. As with the Plan Alternative, the 
coverage for the Vision Alternative 
represents an improvement over the current 
value of 80 percent with existing service and 
existing population. 

Tab le 6-6 provides a summary of system
wide performance and productivity measures 
for the Vision Alternative. With the 
equilibration of the service frequencies in the 
Vision Alternative, the overall productivity of 
the system is maintained at 29 passengers 
per hour of service. 

Performance standard summary: 

53.347 
132,683 

• Route coverage - 83% of population 
located within Yi mile of bus stops -
almost meets standard; 

• Vehicle loadings -
• 4% of routes have maximum load 

exceeding 120% of seating capacity 
during peak periods; 

• 0% of routes have maximum load 
exceeding 100% of seating capacity 
during off-peak periods; 

• Almost meets standard; 
• Ridership levels -

• Tier 1 routes: 32 boardings per vehicle 
hour -meets standard; 

• Tier 2 & 3 routes: 17 board ings per 
vehicle hour- meets standard. 

Table 6-6: Year 2035 Vision Alternative Omnitrans Performance Measures 

~u 

Peak Vehicles 256 120 376 
Off-Peak Vehicles 176 70 246 
Spare Vehicles 52 25 77 
Total Fleet 308 145 453 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 52,900 29.000 81,900 
Vehicle Hours Traveted 3,290 1,420 4,710 
Daily Riders 84,300 53,300 137,600 
Passenger Miles 332,000 247,000 579,000 
Riders per Vehicle Hour 25.6 37.5 29.2 
Average Load 6.3 8.5 7.1 
Average Speed 16.1 20.4 17.4 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY LONG RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

SUSTAINABLE LAND USE riders in the Year LU55. This represents an 8 
ALTERNATIVE percent increase over Vision Alternative 

The Year 2035 Sustainable Land Use ridership levels. Over 62,000 of the transit 

Alternative tests the impacts of a significant riders in this alternative use BRT routes, 

redistribution of the future growth in the San which represents a 17 percent increase over 

Bernardino Valley. Table 6-7 provides a Vision Alternative BRT ridership. This 

summary of the Sustainable Land Use ridership forecast indicates that there is a 

Alternative transit ridership on each of the significant potential for increased transit 

Omnitrans routes. This table shows that the ridership in the San Bernardino Valley if the 

Omnitrans bus routes in the Sustainable Land nature of future development can be 

Use Alternative will carry almost 144,000 controlled. 

Table 6-7: Year 2035 Sustainable Land Use Alternative Transit Ridership Forecast 

• 
301 BRT E Street sbX Redlands Extension 12j 165 
302 BRT Foothill East sbX 5 10,192 

~ 303 BRT Foothill West sbX - Foothill 10 5,557 
304 BRT Euclid sbX 10 15 6,508 

[@ 305 BRT San Bernardino Avenue sbX - San Bernardino 10 10 6,420 

~ 
306 BRT HolVFourth sbX 10 15 6,770 
307 BRT Grand/Edison sbX 10 20 2,386 
308 BRT Sierra sbX 10 20 1,893 
309 BRT Riverside sbX 10 10 7,342 
310 BRT Haven sbX 10 15 3,361 
1 Local Bus Colton-Del Rosa 10 15 4,427 
2 Local Bus Cal State-E St-Loma Linda 20 30 2,065 
3 Local Bus Baseline-Highland-SB-Yucaipa 60 60 2,097 
4 Local Bus Baseline-Highland-San Bernardino 20 w 4,764 
5 Local Bus Cal State-Del Rosa-Downtown SB 20 30 1,959 
7 Local Bus N San Bern-Sierra-Downtown SB 20 30 1,866 
8 Local Bus San Bernardino-Mentone-Yucaipa 15 30 3,573 
9 Local Bus San Bernardino-Redlands-Yucaipa 30 30 2,256 
10 Local Bus Fontana-Baseline-San Bernardino 15 30 2,695 
11 Local Bus San Bernardino-Muscoy 30 30 1.101 
14 Local Bus Fontana-Foothill-San Bernardino 20 20 1,996 
15 Local Bus Fontana-Rialto-SB-Highlands-Redlands 10 15 9,915 
19 Local Bus Redlands-Colton-Fontana 20 20 5.095 
22 Local Bus S Rialto-N Rialto 20 30 1,527 
61 Local Bus Fontana-Ontario-Pomona 20 30 3.775 
63 Local Bus Chino-Ontario-Upland 30 30 1,787 
65 Local Bus Montclair-Chino Hills 15 30 3,591 
66 local Bus Fontana-Foothill-Montclair 20 30 2,015 
67 Local Bus Montclair· Baseline-Fontan a 20 30 2,331 
68 Local Bus Chino-Montclair-Chaffey 20 30 3,138 
80 Local Bus Montclai r-0 nta rio-Chaff ey 15 30 3,090 

-
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81 Local Bus Ontario-Ont. Mills-Chaffey 60 60 381 
82 Local Bus RanchO-Fontana-Sierra Lakes 20 30 2,887 
83 Local Bus Upland-Eudld-Chlno 30 30 955 
84 Local Bus San Bernardino Street EfW Corridor 30 60 657 
85 Local Bus Mountain Avenue N/S Corridor 20 30 1,876 
86 Local Bus Chino-Ontario (Riverside/Milliken) 30 60 948 
87 Local Bus Francis Avenue ENV Corridor 60 60 285 
88 Local Bus Edison Avenue ENI Corridor 30 30 1,381 
89 Local Bus Haven Avenue N/S COrridor 30 30 874 
91 Local Bus Vineyard/Carnelian N/S Corridor 60 0 112 
93 Local Bus Cherry Avenue N/S Corridor 30 60 558 
94 Local Bus Cedar/Ayala N/S Corridor 20 30 1,573 
95 Local Bus Santa Ana Avenue EJW Corridor 60 0 274 
96 Local Bus Sierra Avenue N/S Corridor 30 60 614 
97 Local Bus Chino-Industry Metrolink 30 60 573 
98 Local Bus Yucaipa-Beaumont 30 30 760 
99 Local Bus Palm/Alabama N/S Corridor 60 60 823 
215 Express Bus San Bernardino-Riverside Express 30 60 543 

~ BRT Sub-total 62,594 
System Total 143,731 ~i 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. ~ 
In the Year 2035 Vision Plan Alternative 85 Table 6-8 provides a summary of system-

@ 
percent of the future population will be wide performance and productivity measures 
locat ed within walking distance of a bus stop. for the Sustainable Land Use Alternative. 
Th is figu re is higher t han t he coverage for the With t he service frequencies maintained 
Plan and Vision Alternatives because much of from the Vision Alternative, the overall 
the population growth in the Sustainable productivity of the system increases from 29 
Land Use Alternative is redistributed to BRT to 31 passengers per hour of service. 
stat ion areas. 

Table 6-8: Year 2035 Sustainable Land Use Alternative Omnitrans Performance M easures 

Peak Vehicles 256 120 376 
Off-Peak Vehicles 176 70 246 
Spare Vehicles 52 25 77 
Total Fleet 308 145 453 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 52,900 29,000 81,900 
Vehicle Hours Traveled 3,290 1,420 4,710 
Daily Riders 86,100 62,600 148,700 
Passenger Miles 357,000 294,000 651 ,000 
Riders per Vehicle Hour 26.2 44.1 31.6 
Average Load 6.7 10.1 7.9 
Average Speed 16.1 20.4 17.4 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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Performance standard summary: 

• Route coverage - 85% of population 
located within Yi mile of bus stops -meets 
standard; 

• Vehicle loadings -
• 4% of routes have maximum load 

exceeding 120% of seating capacity 
during peak periods; 

• 0% of routes have maximum load 
exceeding 100% of seating capacity 
during off-peak periods; 

• Almost meets standard; 
• Ridership levels -

• Tier 1 routes: 35 boardings per vehicle 
hour-meets standard; 

• Tier 2 & 3 routes: 18 boardings per 
vehicle hour - meets standard. 

6.3 COMPARISON OF 
ALTERNATIVES 

All Four Alternatives are compared according 
to three sets of criteria: Omnitrans 
Performance Measures; Fleet Expansion and 
Capital Costs; and Operating and 
Maintenance Costs. 

Omnitrans Performance Measures 

As Omnitrans is the local transit provider in 
the San Bernardino Valley comparing the 
alternatives has a direct impact on Omnitrans 
service and operation requirements. The 
performance statistics documented here 
display the results of the equilibration efforts 
described earlier in this chapter. 

Table 6-9 presents a summary comparison of 
Omnitrans fixed-route system-wide 
performance measures for the four 
alternatives. The four alternatives range in 
vehicle requirements and total fleet size from 
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167 vehicles in the Ba!>e Allernative, up to 
391 vehicles in the Plan Alternative and 453 
vehicles in the Vision and Sustainable 
Alternatives. Other service measures (VMT 
and VHT) exhibit similar growth through the 
alternatives. Ridership statistics (riders and 
passenger miles) increase along with service 
growth for the Plan and Vision Alternatives. 
Additional ridership growth is associated with 
the development changes in the Sustainable 
Land Use Alternative. 

Fleet Expansion and Capital Costs 

Table 6-10 presents a summary comparison 
of the Omnitra ns fixed-route fleet expansion 
programs for the Base, Plan and Vision 
alternatives. These expansion programs 
assume that t he fleet expansion will be 
constrained for the next five years, due to 
existing funding constraints, and that fleet 
expansion in the Plan and Vision Alternatives 
will begin in Year 2014 and continue at a 
rapid pace through the Year 2035. The 
replacement schedule for both standard and 
BRT vehicles assumes a 12-year lifespan for 
each vehicle. 

Table 6-11 presents a summary comparison 
of capita l costs for Omnitrans fleet expansion 
for the Base, Plan and Vision Alternatives. All 
tables display the capital costs in constant 
Year 2009 dollars, and bus costs are assumed 
to be $517,000 for standard coaches and 
$998,000 for articulated coaches for BRT 
service. This table shows that the total cost 
for vehicle purchase will almost double from 
$182 million in the Base Alternative to $343 
million in the Plan Alternative. Under the 
Vision Alternative the total cost for vehicle 
purchases will be $473 mill ion, almost 40 
percent higher than in the Plan Alternative. 



Table 6-9: Comparison of Alternatives for Omnitrans Performance Measures 

Peak Vehicles 
Off-Peak Vehicles 
Spare Vehicles 
Total Fleet 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Vehicle Hours Traveled 
Daily Riders 
Passenger Miles 
Riders per Vehicle Hour 
Average Load 
Average Speed 
Annual Riders 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

Base AlternatiVe 
Standard Bus 
Peak 
Off-Peak 
Spare 
Total Standard 
Replacement 
Expansion 
Total Standard Purchase 
Total Fleet 

Total Purchase 
Plan Alternative 

Standard Bus 
Peak 
Off-Peak 
Spare 
Total Standard 
Replacement 
Expansion 

Total Standard Purchase 
BRT Bus 
Peak 
Off-Peak 
Spare 
Total BRT Bus 
Replacement 
Expansion 
Total BRT Bus Purchase 
Total Fleet 

Total Purchase 

139 
127 
28 

167 
32,100 

2,100 
61,400 

263,000 
29.2 
8.2 

~5.3 
18,911,000 

139 
127 
28 

167 

167 

139 
127 

28 
167 

0 
0 
0 
0 

167 

·ff 
325 
197 
66 

391 
63,400 
3,920 

109,300 
483,000 

279 
7.6 

16.2 
33,664,000 

139 
127 
28 

167 
70 
0 

70 
167 
70 

134 
122 
27 

161 
64 
0 

64 

11 
7 
3 

14 
0 

14 
14 

175 
78 

139 
127 

28 
167 
84 
0 

84 
167 
84 

169 
138 
34 

203 
84 
42 

126 

11 
7 
3 

14 
0 
0 
0 

217 
126 

I 

376 
246 
77 

453 
81.900 

4,710 
137,600 
579,000 

292 
7.1 

17.4 
42,381,000 

139 
127 
28 

167 
70 
0 

70 
167 
70 

205 
153 
42 

247 
67 
44 

111 

11 
7 
3 

14 
14 
0 

14 
261 
125 

376 
246 
77 

453 
81,900 
4,710 

148,700 
651,000 

31.6 
7.9 

17.4 
45,800,000 

139 139 
127 127 
28 28 

167 167 
70 70 
0 0 

70 70 
1'67 167 
70 70 

249 304 
169 187 
50 61 

299 365 
85 103 
52 66 

137 169 

21 21 
10 10 
5 5 

26 26 
0 0 

12 0 
12 0 

325 391 
149 169 
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Vision Alternative 
Standard Bus 
Peak 139 134 161 188 219 256 
Off-Peak 127 122 135 147 160 176 
Spare 28 27 33 38 44 52 
Total 167 161 194 226 263 308 
Replocement 64 84 67 81 94 
Expansion 0 33 32 37 45 

Total Standard Purchase 64 117 99 118 139 
BRT Bus 
Peak 0 11 32 59 93 120 
Off-Peak 0 7 19 34 54 70 
Spare 0 3 7 12 19 25 
Total 0 14 39 71 112 145 
Replocernent 0 0 14 16 30 
Expansion 14 25 32 41 33 
Total BRT Bus Purchase 14 25 46 57 63 
Total Fleet 167 175 233 297 375 453 

C85 Total Purchase 78 142 145 175 202 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

~ 

~ Table 6-11: Omnitrans Fleet Replacement and Expansion Capital Costs for Alternatives ...... t I I t I 

Base Alternative 
Tolal Standard Purchase 84 70 70 70 70 364 

Fixed Cost ($M 2009) 1 $43.43 $36.19 $36.19 $36.19 $36.19 $188.19 
Other Costs $71 .2 S59.3 $59.3 $59.3 $59.3 $308.4 
Plan Alternative 
Total Standard Purchase 79 111 111 137 169 607 
Fixed Cost ($M 2009)1 $40.84 $57.39 $57.39 $70.83 $87.37 $313.82 
Total BRT Bus Purchase 14 0 14 12 0 40 
Fixed Cost ($M 2009)2 $13.97 S0.00 $13.97 $11.97 $0.00 $39.90 

Total Fixed Cost $54.81 $57.39 $71.35 $82.80 $87.37 $353.72 
Other Costs $67.9 $85.8 $103.3 $102.6 $197.8 $482.9 
Vision Alternative 
Total Standard Purchase 77 104 99 118 139 537 
Fixed Cost ($M 2009) 1 $39.81 $53.77 $51.18 $61 .01 $71.86 $277.63 
Total BRT Bus Purchase 14 25 46 57 63 205 
Fixed Cost ($M 2009)?. $13.97 $24.94 $45.89 $56.86 $62.84 $204.49 

Total Fixed Cost $53.77 $78.71 $97.07 $11 7.86 $134.71 $482.12 
Other Costs $66.6 $81 .3 $95.5 $110.3 $141.3 $495.0 

1Assumes replacement cost of $517,000 per standard bus. 
2Assumes cost of $998,000 per BRT vehicle. 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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This table also includes an estimate of other 
capital costs that are likely to be incurred 
through the year 2035. These other capital 
costs include the costs for preventive 
maintenance, non-service vehicles, 
Transcenter construction, faci lity upgrades 
and security elements that are currently 
funded by capital funding sources. These 
elements are projected as a function of the 
vehicle capital costs, and reflect the higher 
capital costs that will be required to maintain 
a larger vehicle fleet. 

Table 6-12 presents a summary of capital 
costs for BRT projects in the Vision 
Alternative. The cost estimates include 
capital costs that are subject to possible FTA 
New Starts/Small Starts funding. These costs 
include running way, stations, and full fleet 
requirement for the year 2035, not just the 
opening year fleet requirement. The costs in 
Table 6-12 don' t account for replacement 
costs for BRT vehicles after their 12 year 
lifespan. Replacement vehicle costs are 
covered in Table 6-11. 

The capita l cost estimates are allocated to 
potential BRT projects using the capital cost 

CH.Jii§i.1 11 t§.ifj 

estimates for the E Street BRT project as a 
basis. The total cost estimate for the E Street 
Corridor Project between Palm Station in 
northern San Bernardino and the VA Hospital 
in Loma Linda is $170 million (in Year 2009 
dollars). The E Street Project includes 5.3 
miles of exclusive guideway along a 15.7 mile 
alignment, with 16 stations and 11 vehicles in 
peak service. The E Street capital cost 
estimate is used to allocate costs for other 
BRT projects, based on the relative alignment 
lengths, and numbers of stations and peak 
vehicles in service. 

Table 6-12 shows that the total capita l cost 
for the ten BRT corridors under study in the 
Vision Alternative will amount to over $1.67 
billion in Year 2009 dollars. 

Table 6-13 presents a summary comparison 
of capital costs for major transit investments 
in the San Bernardino Valley that vary for the 
Base, Plan and Vision Alternatives. This table 
is in a preliminary form that will require 
further research to refine the cost estimates 
and timing for several of the capital cost 
elements. The Base Alternative includes only 

Table 6-12: Capital Costs for BRT Corridors in Vision Alternative 

E Street Corridor (to Calffomia) 18.3 $235.0 

Foothill Boulevard East 16.6 16 21 $214.5 

3 Foothill Boulevard West 16.2 15 10 $165.5 

4 Euclld Avenue lo Corona 17.9 14 12 $179.3 
5 San Bernardino Avenue 11.0 12 7 $1187 

6 Holt Avenue/4th Street 20.4 16 13 $207.6 

7 Grand/Edison Avenues 17.4 16 11 $178.7 

8 Sierra Avenue 7.6 7 5 $78.7 
9 Riverside Avenue 16.4 16 11 $173.6 
10 Haven Avenue 10.4 10 7 $109.4 

Total 1522 140 121 $1,661.1 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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Table 6-13: Total Capital Costs for Alternatives 

Base Alternative 

Omnitrans Fleet $43.43 $36.19 $36.19 $36.19 $36.19 $188.19 

ADA Fleet. $11.25 $13.50 $11.25 $11 .25 $11.25 $58.50 

Omnitrans Other Costs $71 .2 $59.3 $59.3 $59.3 $59.3 $308.4 

Metrolink Strategic $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $000 $0.00 $0.00 

Base Alternative Total $125.88 $108.99 $1 06.74 $106.74 $106.74 $555.09 

Plan Alternative 

Ornnitrans Fleet (exclude NS) $40.84 $57.39 $71 .35 $70.83 $87.37 $327.78 

ADA Fleet. $11.25 $13.50 $11 .25 $11 .25 $1 1.25 $58.50 

Omnitrans Other Costs $67.9 $85.8 $103.3 $102.6 $197.8 $482.9 

BRT Corridor New Starts $170.65 $0.00 $0.00 $36.00 $0.00 $206.65 

Redlands Rall $0.00 $240.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $240.00 

Gold Line $0.00 $50.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50.00 

~ Metrollnk Extension $0.00 $40.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $40.00 

~ Metrolink Strategic $120.00 $110.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $230.00 

~ 
Plan Alternative Total $410.65 $596.69 $185.90 $220.68 $296.42 $1 ,635.84 

Vision Alternative 

omnitrans Fleet (exclude NS) $39.8'1 $53.77 $65.15 $76.97 $101.79 $337.48 

ADA Fleet• $11.25 $13.50 $11.25 $11.25 $11.25 $58.50 

Omnitrans Other Costs $66.6 $81.3 $95.5 $110.3 $141.3 $495.0 
BRT Corridor New Starts $170.65 $375.70 $375.70 $375.70 $375.70 $1 ,673.45 

Redlands Rail $0.00 $240.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $240.00 

Gold Line $0.00 $50.00 $100.00 $100.00 $0.00 $250.00 

Metrollnk Extension $0.00 $40.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0,00 $40.00 

Metrolink Strategic $120.00 $110.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $230.00 

Vision Alternative Total $408.31 $964.27 $647.60 $674.22 $630.04 $3.324.43 

"Assumes 00 vehicle fleet size and 4-year life span for ADA vehicles with $100,000 replacement cost. 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

the $555 mill ion cost for replacement of extension to Montclair, Metrolink extension 
standard coaches for Omnitrans fixed-route from the Santa Fe Depot to the San 
services, and other capital costs associated Bernardino Transit Station, and funding 
with the cu rrent fleet. The Plan Alternative elements of the SCRRA for the 2015 and 2020 
adds the costs of expanding the Omnitrans A Scenarios. These projects will increase the 
fixed-route services, plus introduction of t he capita l cost burden of the Plan Alternative to 
E Street sbX BRT service, t he Redlands Rail over $1.1 billion dollars over the next 26 
Commuter Rail service, MTA Gold Line years. 
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The Vision Alternative adds the costs of 
completing a system of ten BRT corridors, 
and extending the MT A Gold Line to Ontario 
Airport. These projects will increase the 
capital cost burden of the Vision Alternative 
to almost $3.3 billion over the next 26 years. 

Operating Costs 

Tab les 6-14 through 6-16 present operating 
and maintenance cost summaries for the 
Base, Plan and Vision Alternatives. These 
tables display the gross operating cost 
estimates for six representative years from 
2009 to 2035, before accounting for farebox 
recovery revenue. The operating cost 
estimates are calculated as function of the 
total vehicle hours of service operated by 
each service component in the alternative. 

Operating and maintenance costs for the 
Base Alternative are summarized in Table 
6-14. This alternative includes the provision 
of Omnitrans fixed -route services, Omnitrans 
ADA services (Omnilink and Access), and 
Metrolink services. The costs for Omnitrans 
services are derived from Omnitrans' Year 
2009 operating plan and budget. The cost of 
Metrolink services includes only San 
Bernardino County's share of the total 
Metrolink costs, based on the Year 2009-
2010 SCRRA budget. Table 6-14 shows that 
the O&M cost of the Base Alternative will 
remain constant into future years. 

Operating and maintenance costs for the 
Plan Alternative are summarized in Table 6-
15. This alternative includes the provision of 
Omnitrans fixed-route, BRT and ADA services, 
Metrolink, Redlands Rail and Metro Gold Line 
(to Montclair) services. The O&M cost of 
Metrolink service include the implementation 
of the Extension of Metrolink services to the 
San Bernardino Transit Center and 
implementation of the Metrolink Strategic 
Plan. The cost of Redlands Rail services are 

Id.pl§ ;.lulJ,\iji 

based on preliminary operating plans and 
cost estimates for the Redlands Rail 
Alternatives Analysis. The cost of Metro Gold 
Line services includes only San Bernardino 
County's share of the planned Gold Line 
extension into San Bernardino County, with 
operating unit costs based on recent MTA 
documentation. Table 6-15 shows that the 
yearly O&M cost of the Plan Alternative will 
increase steadily from less than $90 million in 
Year 2009 to more than $170 million in 2035. 

Operating and maintenance costs for the 
Vision Alternative are summarized in Table 
6-16. This alternative includes the provision 
of Omnitrans fixed-route, BRT and ADA 
services, Metrolink, Redlands Rail and Metro 
Gold Line {to Ontario Airport) services. Table 
6-16 shows that the O&M cost of the Vision 
Alternative will increase steadily from less 
than $90 million in Year 2009 to more than 
$207 million in 2035. 

Table 6-17 presents a summary of net O&M 
costs for the Base, Plan and Vision 
Alternatives. This table uses constant 
farebox recovery ratios to convert gross 
O&M costs to net O&M costs for each of the 
systems in the alternatives. The farebox 
recovery ratios are based on recently 
collected data. The data in Table 6-17 shows 
that the net O&M costs for the Plan and 
Vision Alternatives would increase by 90 
percent and 130 percent, respectively, from 
current levels. 

Table 6-18 presents a summary comparison 
of system-wide O&M costs aggregated to 
different time periods through the year 2035. 
This table shows that the total net O&M cost 
burden for the Base Alternative through the 
year 2035 will be approximately $1.62 billion, 
as compared to $2.35 billion for the Plan 
Alternative and $ 2.63 billion for the Vision 
Alternative. 
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Table 6-14: Gross Operating and Maintenance Costs for Base Alternative 

omnitrans · Standard Bus 
Annual VHT 646,800 646,800 646,800 646,800 646,800 646,800 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $57.03 $57.03 $57.03 $57.03 $57.03 $57.03 
Omnitrans • ADA Vehicle 
Annual VHT 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 

Metrolink • 
Annual VHT 48,950 48,950 48,950 48,950 48,950 48,950 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $21.54 $21.54 $21.54 $21 .54 $21 .54 $21.54 

Total O&M Costs ($M) $89.47 $89.47 $89.47 $89.47 $89.47 $89.47 
•san Bernardino County share of total. 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

Table 6-15: Gross Operating and Maintenance Costs for Plan Alternative 

~ - t • 

-M~·· 
~J Omnitrans - Standard Bus 

~ 
Annual VHT 646,800 622.200 736,100 850,100 979,400 1,136,500 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $57.03 $54.87 $64.91 $74.96 $86.36 $100.22 - Omnitrans - BRT Bus 
Annual VHT 0 30,600 43,100 43,100 70,800 70,800 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $0.00 $3.91 $3.80 $3.80 $6.24 $6.24 
Omnitrans · ADA Vehicle 
Annual VHT 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 
Metrolink • 
Annual VHT 48,950 74,809 92,015 92,015 92,015 92,015 
Annual O&M Cost ($M} $21.54 $32.92 $40.49 $40.49 $40.49 $40.49 
Redlands_ Rail 
Annual VHT 0 0 20.400 20.400 20.400 20.400 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $0.00 $0.00 $9.18 $9.18 $9.18 $9.18 
MT A Gold Line • 
Annual VHT 0 0 8,400 8,400 8,400 8.400 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $0.00 $0.00 $3.19 $3.19 $3.19 $3.19 

Total O&M Costs $89.47 $102.60 $132.47 $142.52 $156.36 $170.22 
*San Bernardino County share of total. 
Source:Hexagon,2009. 
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Table 6-16: Gross Operating and Maintenance Costs for Vision Alternative 

'Mi1* •Ntir 1......ml:m 
Omnitrans - Standard Bus 
Annual VHT 646,800 622,200 714,600 800,800 896,300 1,013,300 
Annual O&M Cost (SM) $57.03 $54.87 $6301 $70.61 $79.04 $89.35 
Omnitrans - BRT Bus 
Annual VHT 0 30,600 117,000 212,500 335,700 437,400 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $0.00 $3.91 $10.32 $18.74 $29.60 $38.57 
Omnitrans - ADA Vehicle 
Annual VHT 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 164,900 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 $10.90 
Metrolink • 
Annual VHT 48,950 74,80$ 92,015 92,015 92,016 92,015 
Annual O&M Cost (SM) $21.54 $32.92 $40.49 $40.49 $40.49 $40.49 
Redlands Rail 
Annual VHT 0 0 20,400 20,400 20,400 20,400 
Annual O&M Cost ($M) $0.00 $0.00 $9.18 $9.18 $9.18 $9.18 
MT A Gold Line • 
Annual VHT 0 0 8,400 8,400 49,000 49,000 
Annual O&M Cost (SM) $0.00 $0.00 $3.19 $3.19 $18.62 $18.62 ~ Total O&M Costs $89.47 $102.60 $137.09 $153.11 $187.83 $207.11 
•san Bernardino County share of total. ~3 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. t':::::i 

@) 
Table 6-17: Net Operating and Maintenance Costs for Alternatives 

(SANBAG Costs in $M 2009) 

Base Alternative 
Omnitrans - Standard Bus 24% $43.40 $43.40 $43.40 $43.40 $43.40 $43.40 
Omnitrans - ADA Vehicle 12% $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 
Metrolink • 57% $9.35 $9.35 $9.35 $9.35 $9.35 $9.35 

Total Net O&M Costs $62.34 $62.34 $62.34 $62.34 $6234 $62.34 
Plan Alternative 
Omnitrans - Standard Bus 24% $43.40 $41.76 $49.40 $57.04 $65,72 $76.27 
Omnitrans - BRT Bus 24% $0.00 $2.98 $2.89 $2.89 $4.75 $4.75 
Omnitrans - ADA Vehicle 12% $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 $959 $9.59 
Metrolink • 57% $9.35 $14.29 $17.57 $17.57 $1757 $17.57 
Redlands Rail 25% $0.00 $0.00 $6.89 $6.89 $6.89 $6.89 
MTA Gold Line 15% $0.00 $0.00 $2.71 $2.71 $2.71 $2.71 

Total Net O&M Costs $62.34 $68.61 $89.05 $96.70 $107 23 $117.78 
Vision Alternative 
Omnitrans - Standard Bus 24% $43.40 $41.76 $47.95 $53.73 $60.15 $68.00 
Omnitrans - BRT Bus 24% $0.00 $2.98 $7.85 $14.26 $22.53 $29.35 
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Omnitrans - ADA Vehicle 12% $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 $9.59 
Metrolink* 57% $9.35 $14.29 $17.57 $17.57 $17.57 $17.57 
Redlands Rall 25% $0.00 $0.00 $6.89 $6.89 $6.89 $6.89 
MTA Gold Line 15% $0.00 $0.00 $2.71 $2.71 $15.83 $15.83 

Total Net O&M Costs $62.34 $68.61 $92.57 $104.76 $132.55 $147.22 
•Recovery ratio includes other operating revenue. 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

Table 6-18: Total Operating and Maintenance Costs for Alternatives 

Base Alternative 
Gross O&M Costs $536.82 $447.35 $447.35 $447.35 $447.35 $2,326.22 
Net O&M Costs $374.04 $311.70 $311.70 $311.70 $311.70 $1,620.84 

~ 
Plan AJtemative 
Gross O&M Costs $589.34 $602.61 $692.50 $754.12 $823.38 $3,461 .95 

~ 
Net O&M Costs $399.12 $404.37 $468.19 $515.08 $567.79 $2,354.56 
Vision Allernative 

@) Gross O&M Costs $589.34 $616.47 $733.51 $869.71 $996.99 $3,806.02 
Net O&M Costs $399.12 $414.92 $499.40 $607.17 $706.n $2,627.38 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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CHAPTER 7 VICTOR VALLEY TRANSIT ALTERNATIVES 

7. 1 VICTOR VALLEY TRANSIT 
AUTHORITY 

Victor Valley Transit Authority (VVTA) is a 
Joint Powers Authority (JPA) established in 
1991 and comprised of five jurisdictions; the 
cities of Adelanto, Hesperia, and Victorville, 
the town of Apple Valley, and several 
unincorporated areas of San Bernardino 
County including Phelan, Pinon Hills, 
Wrightwood, Lucerne Valley, Helendale, and 
Oro Grande. The Board of Directors of the 
Victor Valley Transit Authority includes 
representatives from the above jurisdictions, 
who contract out management and 
operations. 

VVTA is the second largest transit operator in 
San Bernardino County and operates 18 local 
fixed routes with a mixed fleet of 38 buses. 
The local bus routes include eight core bus 
routes that connect at least two major 
activity centers, seven circulator (or 
deviation) routes that connect sparsely 
populated neighborhoods to the core routes, 
and three remote routes that connect 
remote unincorporated areas to the heart of 
the Victor Valley cities. 

The eighteen fixed bus routes currently 
operated by VVTA are summarized in Tables 
7-1 and 7-2. Table 7-1 displays the type of 
service, service frequency, and number of 
peak vehicles used on each route. Table 7-2 
summarizes the cities and activity centers 
served by each route. The city of Victorville 
is served by 12 routes; the city of Hesperia 
and the town of Apple Valley are each served 
by five routes; and the city of Adelanto is 
served by three routes. Buses operate from 

6:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Monday through 
Friday and from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on 
Saturday. There is no Sunday service. In 
addition to the 18 fixed-route schedules, 
VVTA operates a fleet of 27 cutaway vehicles 
for ADA Complementary paratransit bus 
services for the Victor Valley Area. Additional 
deviated service to Wrightwood, Pinon Hills, 
Phelan, Helendale, and Lucerne Valley is 
available by reservation. 

The most recent comprehensive analysis of 
transit service in the Victor Valley is 
documented in Operations and Growth 
Analysis - Victor Valley Transit Authority -
Draft Final Report (March 2007). This data 
resource shows that, in 2006, VVTA fixed 
route service carried approximately 3,300 
daily transit riders. Significant system-wide 
performance statistics from this report 
include: 1.07 average boardings per vehicle 
mile and 17.3 average boardings per vehicle 
hour. The average mode share for fixed 
route transit is less than 0.15% of total trips 
in the Victor Valley. By comparison, the 
average mode share in the San Bernardino 
Valley is 0.77%. 

The VVTA system is designed primarily to 
provide reliable coverage to a sparsely 
populated area. GIS estimates show that 
over 80 percent of the Victor Valley 
population is within one-quarter mile of a 
VVTA bus route. Almost all of the local fixed 
routes operated by VVT A are less than 12 
miles in length which allows them to operate 
at 60 minute headways, thus allowing each 
route to be served by a single vehicle while 
providing easy to use clock-face service. 
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Table 7-1: Exist ing VVTA Transit Routes 

"1: I~ mi 
21 T rt-Community county 33.2 90 
22 Helendale County 48.1 120 
23 Lucerne Valley County 50.7 90 
31 Adelanto-Victorville Core 17.8 60 
32 Adelanto-Victorville North Core 20.6 60 
33 Adelanto Circulator Orculator 25.0 60 
40 Apple Valley North Orculator 15.1 60 
41 Apple ValleyNictorville Core 23.7 60 
43 Apple ValleyNictor Valley College Core 17.8 60 
44 Victor Valley Mall/Hesperia Core 28.5 60 
45 Vlctorvllle/Hesperia Core 47.9 ~o 
46 Hesperia Deviation Circulator 11.4 60 
47 Apgle Valley South Deviation Circulator 11.7 60 
48 Hesperia West Circulator 20.0 60 
51 Victorville Clrculator Circulator 116 60 
52 Victorville/Mall Circulator 17.3 60 
53 Victor Valley College/Mall Core 14.7 60 
54 Victorville West Circulator 15.4 60 
Total Vehicles 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

Table 7-2: VVTA Transit Route Service Areas 

Adelanto x x x 
Apple Valley x x x 
Hesperia x x x 
Victorville x x x x x 
Activity Centers 
Adelanto City Hall x x 
Apple Valley City Hall x x 
Apple Valley High School x 
Apple Valley Post Office x x x 
Desert Valley Hospital x 
Hesperia High School x 
Hesperia Post Office x x 
Mall of Victor Valley x 
Rile Aid x x x x 
Saint Mary's Hospital x 
SCLA x 
Silverado H.igh School x 
Sultana High School x x 
Victor Valley Community College x x x 
Victor Valley Hospital x 
Victor Valley Transit Center x 
Victorville City Hall x 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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Transit service into the San Bernardino Valley 
is currently provided by Greyhound Lines. 
SAN BAG and VVTA have implemented a 
ticket subsidy program that provides 
discounted fares for trips from Victor Valley 
into San Bernardino Valley and into Barstow. 

7 .2 EXISTING ACTIVITY 

CENTERS 

Seven major activity centers are used to 

anchor the core transit routes in the existing 
VVT A transit network. These include 
Adelanto City Hall, App le Valley Post Office, 
Hesperia Post Office, Mall of Victor Valley, 
7th and Lorene (Rite Aid), Victor Valley 
College, and Victor Valley Transit Center. 

The Mall of Victor Valley, located on Bear 

Valley Road in Victorville is one of the largest 
regional shopping centers between San 
Bernardino and Las Vegas. The mall is 
anchored by major department stores and 
serves as a major trip generator for VVTA. 
Bear Valley Road east of 1-15 includes the 

largest concentration of strip-mall and big
box retail uses in the surrounding area, and 
this commercial area is continuing to 
intensify. Additionally, there are multiple 
shopping centers and strip malls that offer 
shopping and dining options. 

The Victor Valley Community College, located 
off Bear Valley Road, generates many trips, 
as well as the various high schools dispersed 
around the valley. 

-
With more than 200 physicians and surgeons, 
the Victor Valley area provides many medical 

facilities, clinics, and hospitals. The largest of 
these are Desert Valley Medical Center, St. 
Mary Regional Medical Center and Victor 
Valley Community Hospital. Desert Valley 
Hospital is located on the campus of Prime 
Care Desert Valley Medical Center on Bear 

Valley Road. St. Mary's Hospital in Apple 
Valley is located on Kasota Road, just off 
Highway 18; and Victor Valley Community 
Hospital is located on Eleventh Street in 
Victorville. 

7.3 EXISTING 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

The socioeconomic data is derived from the 
SCAG RTP, aggregated to 60 TAZ in the Victor 
Valley. The population and employment for 
the individual cities in the Victor Valley is 
displayed in Table 7-3. 

The Victor Valley currently has very low 
density development that is not conducive to 
efficient high-capacity transit service. The 
average existing population density in the 
Victor Valley cities is approximately 1.6 
persons per acre, as compared to 5.2 persons 
per acre in the San Bernardino Valley. The 
existing population and employment 
densities for the TAZ in the Victor Valley are 
displayed graphically in Figures 7-1 and 7-2, 
respectively. 

Table 7-3: Victor Valley Population and Employment 

"' 
p t!ll:J1riD 

Adelanto City 24, 156 

Apple Valley Town 65.760 

Hesperia City 78,284 

Victorville City 90,913 31,425 

Total Victor Valley 259,113 63,972 
Source: SCAG, 2009. 
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Figure 7-1: Victor Valley Existing Population Density 
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Figure 7-2: Victor Valley Existing Employment Density 
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7 .4 PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS 

The Victor Valley region is a pro-growth 
region that has experienced rapid 
development during the last economic 
growth cycle. It is expected that the pro
growth attitude will continue once favorable 
economic condit ions return. Growth in the 
area has been characterized by low-density 
development, however to comply with SB 
375 it is expected that any future growth 
take into consideration the Vehicle M iles 
Traveled (VMT) generated. 

SOUTH ERN CALIFORNIA L OGISTICS 
A IRPORT (SC L A ) 

By far, the largest generator of economic 
activity in the Victor Valley region is 
anticipated to be the Southern California 
Logistics Ai rport (SCLA). SCLA encompasses 
some 5,000 acres and, according to plans, 
when it is built out it will accommodate up to 
6,000 employees. Currently, there are 60 
tenants on the airport site. Some of t he uses 
that either now or will occur on this site are 
expected to include: 

• Air cargo services 
• Aviation maintenance 
• Military Defense Programs 
• Flight Testing 
• Advanced Flight Training 
• Charter Passenger Service 
• Business & Executive Jet Travel Center 
• Warehousing and logistics 
• Automotive and manufacturing support 
• Rail distribution 
• Office and other commercial 

development 
• Foreign trade zone 
• Real Estate Development 

According to the SCAG 2030 Regional 
Transportation Plan, air cargo activity at the 
airport will rise to 81,000 tons by 2010. There 
are currently over 100 businesses housed at 
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SCLA. The majority of these activities are in 
the warehousing, logistics activities and 
aviation related activities. Current 
employment is estimated at around 2,500. 
SCLA is currently undergoing construction 
and will operate a warehousing and 
distribution complex contain ing 64 million 
square feet of space. 

At present, there is no commercial passenger 
service or iginating from SCLA. While the 
primary function of this airport will continue 
to be air cargo and ot her aviation related 
activity, there will also be some modest 
demand for passenger service however 
Ontario International Airport will still 
primarily serve trave l needs. Almost none of 
the demand for this airport will originate 
from outside the Mojave desert. In order to 
accommodate this service, this airport is 
planned for a new passenger terminal facility, 
passenger parking, ground access 
improvements and ramp improvements. 
With a 2030 forecast of 4 million annual 
passengers, the airport would be similar to 
current passenger activity at Reno/Tahoe 
International Airport. 

7.5 TRAVEL DEMAND 
FORECASTING AND FUTURE 
CONDITIONS 

The Victor Valley Transit Alternatives were 
tested using the San Bernardino Valley Focus 
Model (see Chapter 4). The Victor Valley 
portion of this model was calibrat ed to 
existing cond itions using current transit 
routes and recently collected transit ridership 
data. This model maintains the SCAG zone 
system in the Vector Valley area, which is less 
refined than the focus zone system in the San 
Bernardino Valley. This zone system is 
sufficient for testing the ridership and 
operational impacts of core transit routes in 
the VVTA system. 



As shown in Table 7.4, the Victor Valley is 
forecast to experience rapid growth in the 
next three decades. The existing population 
of less than 300,000 is forecasts to grow to 
over 600,000 by the year 2035. The year 
2035 population and employment densities 
for the TAZ in the Victor Valley are displayed 
graphically in Figures 7-3 and 7-4, 
respectively. 

In spite of this growth spurt, the overall level 
of density in the Victor Valley will remain 

relatively low. The population density for the 
Victor Valley cities is expected to grow from 
its current level of 1.6 persons per acre to 

approximately 3.4 persons per acre in the 
year 2035, as compared to an existing 
population density of 5.2 persons per acre in 
the San Bernardino Valley. 

7 .6 DEVELOPMENT OF 
TRANSIT ALTERNATIVES 

As it is currently structured, the VVT A system 
is designed primarily to provide reliable 
coverage to a sparsely populated area (the 

average population density in the Victor 
Valley is only 1.6 persons per acre). The 
existing Core Transit routes operated by 
VVTA are typically less than 12 miles in length 
which allows them to operate at 60 minute 
headways. These core routes are 
supplemented by several circulators and 
deviated routes t o provide coverage to 

populated areas. 

As population and employment density grow 
in the Victor Valley region it will become 
beneficial for the VVTA system to evolve into 
a grid-like system of trunk routes, with a 
similar system of and circulator services. This 
evolution of services is described in the 
development of the transit alternatives for 
the Victor Valley. 

Three transit alternatives were developed to 
study potential transit service scenarios in 

the Victor Valley: the Base Alternative; the 
Plan Alternative; and the Vision Alternative. 

Table 7.4: Victor Valley Population and Employment Growth Forecasts 

Growth 2005-2035 

' -•il4idMI 
Population 

Adelanto City 24,156 56,674 86,629 114,398 90,242 374% 
Apple Valley Town 65,760 77, 115 86J49 95,681 29,921 46% 
Hesperia City 78.284 126,456 170,384 211,108 132,824 170% 
Victorville City 90,913 122,205 153,376 182,275 91 .362 100% 
Total Victor Valley 259,113 382,450 497,138 603,462 344,349 133% 

Employment 
Adelanto City 5,125 10,501 15,232 20,884 15,759 307% 
Apple Valley Town 12,488 16,243 18,500 23i662 11 ,174 89% 
Hesperia City 14,934 25,706 32,787 47,998 33,064 221% 
Victorville City 31,425 49, 131 61,972 84,335 52,910 168% 
Total Victor Valley 63,972 101 ,581 128.491 176,879 112,907 176% 
Source: SCAG, 2009. 
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WTA VISION Population Density Year 2035 
DRAFT LONG RANGE TRANSIT PLAN (LRTP) for the Victor Valley 

Figure 7-3: Victor Valley Population Density Year 2035 
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WTA VISION Employment Dem;,ity Year 2035 
DRAFT LONG RANGSTRANSIT PLAN (LRlP) for the Victor Valley 

Figure 7-4: Victor Valley Employment Density Year 2035 
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY LONG RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

BASE ALTERNATIVE 

The Base Alternative for the Victor Valley, as 
shown in Figure 7-5, is coded and modeled in 
coordination with the Base Transit 
Alternative for the San Bernardino Valley. 
This alternative includes the existing transit 
services operated by VVTA, as described in 
Section 7.1. Base Alternative t ransit routes 
and operating statistics are summarized in 
Table 7-5. This alternative operates 23 
vehicles in peak se rvice. 

PLAN ALTERNATIVE 

The Plan Alternative for the Victor Valley, as 
shown in Figure 7.6, is coded and modeled in 
coordination with the Plan Transit Alternative 
for the San Bernardino Valley. This 
alternative includes the Base Alternative 
t ransit routes with headways equilibrated to 
serve the Year 2035 transit demand. 

Additional circulator services are also 
included to provide coverage to newly 
developed areas of the Victor Valley. 

The Plan Alternative also introduces express 
bus services between the Victor Valley and 
San Bernardino Valley. Two express bus 
routes are coded, providing services between 
major activity centers and transfer locations 
in Victor Valley and two destinations in San 
Bernardino Valley: the Palm Station of the E 
Street BRT route in San Bernard ino; and the 
Metrolink Station and Ontario Mills Mall in 
Rancho Cucamonga. These express bus 
routes are displayed in Figure 7-6. 

Plan Alternative transit routes and operating 
statistics are summarized in Table 7-6. This 
alternative operates 40 vehicles in peak 
service. 

Table 7-5: Year 2035 Base Alternative - Weekday VVTA Transit Service 

• 
Tri-Community 
Helendale 
Lucerne Valley 
Adelanto-Victorville 
Adelanto-Victorville North 
Adelanto Circulator 

40 Apple Valley North 
41 Apple Valley/Victorville 
43 Apple ValleyNictor Valley College 
44 Victor Valley Mall/Hesperia 
45 Viotorvi lie/Hesperia 
46 Hesperia Deviation 
47 Apple Valley Sou1h Deviation 
48 Hesperia West 
51 Victorvi lle Circulator 
52 Victorvi lle/Mall 
53 Victor Valley College/Mall 
54 Victorville West 

Total 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
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2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
23 

17.5 
14.2 
14.6 
23.8 
14.9 
15.0 
14.9 
29.1 

503 20.8 
355 29.8 
901 38.9 
169 14.8 
223 14.9 
296 150 
174 14.9 
261 14.9 
345 28.5 
240 150 

6,559 351 
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Table 7-6: Year 2035 Plan Alternative - '1lt!eekday \lV'TA Transit Service 

Victor Valley-CSU/Rialto 120 180 544 20.2 
2 Victor Valley-Fonlana 120 180 2 706 26.4 

21 T ri-Communlty 90 90 366 17.5 

22 Helendale 120 120 1 385 142 
23 Lucerne Valley 90 90 1 558 146 
31 Adelanto-Victorville 30 30 2 626 32.3 
32 Adelanto-Victorville North 20 30 5 830 55.4 
33 Adelanto Circulator 45 60 2 435 24.5 
40 Apple Valley North 60 60 1 323 14.9 
41 Apple Valley/Vlctorvllle 30 30 2 821 35.1 
43 Apple ValleyNictor Valley College 30 60 2 425 197 
44 Victor Valley Mall/I lesperia 20 30 3 843 39.1 
45 Victorville/Hesperia 15 30 5 1,239 60.5 
46 Hesperia Deviation 60 60 1 169 14.8 
47 Apple Valley South Deviation 60 60 223 14.9 ~ 
48 Hesperia West 60 60 296 15.0 ~ 
49 South Hesperia Choulator 60 60 1 335 16.5 @ 51 Victorville Circulator 60 60 1 174 14.9 
52 Victorville/Mall 30 30 2 523 24.1 
53 Victor Valley College/Mall 15 30 3 583 28.2 
54 Victorville West 60 60 240 15.0 

Total 40 10,644 518 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

VISION ALTERNATIVE The Plan Alternative circulator services are 

The Vision Alternative for the Victor Valley, maintained to provide coverage to the Victor 

as shown in Figure 7-7, is coded and modeled Valley communities. These transit routes are 

in coordination with the Vision Transit coded with headways equilibrated to serve 

Alternative for the San Bernardino Valley. the Year 2035 transit demand. Vision 

This alternative includes a restructuring of Alternative transit routes and operating 

the Core Transit routes to provide more statistics are summarized in Table 7-7. This 

direct service between major activity centers alternative operates 42 vehicles in peak 

at a higher level of service. Seven Core service. The fleet requirement and VHT for 

Transit routes are combined and restructured the Vision Alternative are almost identical to 

to create four trunk routes, which are the operating statistics for the Plan 

displayed in Figure 7-7. Alternative, which allows us to directly 
compare the ridership and productivity 
impacts of the revised service plan. 
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Table 7-7: Year 2035 Vision Alternative- Weekday VVTA Transit Service 

Victor Valley-CSU/Rialto 544 20.2 
2 Victor Valley-Fontana 120 2 706 26.4 
11 AdelantoNictorville/Apple Valley 20 5 1,382 6~.3 

12 Hesperia/Apple Valley 15 30 5 1,122 526 
13 Victorville/Hosperia 30 30 3 893 411 

14 AdelantoNiclorvi lie/Hesperia 15 30 11 1,795 108.1 
21 Tri-Community 90 90 1 366 17.5 
22 Helendale 120 120 1 385 14.2 
23 Lucerne Valley 90 90 558 14.6 

33 Adelanto Circulator 45 60 435 24.5 
40 Apple Valley North 60 60 323 14.9 
46 Hesperia Deviation 60 60 169 14.8 
47 Apple Valley South Deviation 60 60 223 14.9 
48 Hesperia West 60 60 1 296 15.0 
49 South Hesperia Circulator 60 60 1 335 16.5 &-5 
51 Victorville Circulator 60 60 1 174 14.9 (~~ 
52 Victorville/Mall 30 30 2 425 19,5 E\. 
54 Victorville West 60 

--1 

60 1 240 15.0 @ 
Total 42 10,371 508 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

7.7 EVALUA'TION OF BASE ALTERNATIVE 

AL 'TERNA'TIVES The Base Alternative for the Victor Valley 

The Year 2035 Victor Valley Transit 
includes the existing transit services operated 

Alternatives described in the preceding 
by VVTA, including fixed-route and 

section were tested using the San Bernardino 
paratransit services. Ridership, operating 

Valley Focus Model. These model runs 
statistics and performance statistics for the 

employed a single set of land use and 
Base Alternative transit routes are 

socioeconomic assumptions to test three 
summarized in Table 7-8. This transit 

transit alternatives. The model was used to 
alternative, which operates 23 fixed-route 

produce ridership estimates for each transit 
vehicles and 25 ADA vehicles in peak service, 

route. These ridership estimates were used 
is forecast to carry over 5,000 daily transit 

to estimate system-wide operating 
trips in 2035. The annual net operating cost 

requirements and efficiency statistics for the 
of approximately $8.25 million is comparable 

transit alternatives. All costs are expressed in 
to the existing operating cost of VVTA fixed 

constant Year 2009 dollars. 
route services. 
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Table 7-8: Year 2035 Base Alternative- VVTA Performance Measures 

Peak Vehicles 14 3 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 3,908 1,309 
Vehicle Hours Traveled 231 46 
Daily Riders 3,944 287 
Passenger Miles 14,904 954 
Riders per Vehicle Hour 171 6 .2 
Average Load 3.8 0.7 
Average Speed 17.0 28.3 

Gross Annual Cost $4,174,200 $992,700 
Fare Revenue $623, 100 $160,600 
Net Annual Cost $3,551,100 $832,100 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

The system-wide operating statistics include 
10.5 passengers per VHT, which is to the 
statistics reported in the recent FY 2006-2008 

Triennial Performance Audit of Victor Valley 
Transit Authority. This level of ridership 
reflects an average mode share of 0.12%, as 
compared to a 0.17% mode share for existing 
transit services. This decrease from the 
existing mode share is due to the expansion 
of development in the Victor Valley into 
areas not currently served by circulator or 
deviation bus services. 

Total net O&M costs for the Base Alternative 
are summarized in Table 7-9. This alternative 
will cost over $214 million to operate for the 
years 2010-2035, after accounting for fare 
revenue. 

The VVTA fleet and capital cost requirements 
of the Base Alternative are displayed in Table 
7-10. The Base Alternative assumes that the 
standard bus fleet for fixed-route services 
will be maintained at 30 vehicles through the 
year 2035, and the ADA fleet will be 

136 ] PARSONS 

6 0 25 48 
1,342 0 2,200 8,759 

75 0 126 477 
425 0 370 5,026 

1,652 0 4,700 22,209 
57 29 10.5 
1.2 2 1 2.5 

18.0 17.5 18.3 

$1,352,700 $0 $3,0671800 $9,587,400 
$201,900 $0 $350,600 $1.336,200 

$1,150,800 $0 $2,717,200 $8,251,200 

maintained at 33 vehicles. The vehicle 
replacement estimates assume that standard 

buses have a life span of 12 years, and ADA 
vehicles have a life span of 4 years. Capital 
cost estimates assume that standard buses 
cost $400,000 to replace and ADA vehicles 
cost $85,000 to replace (in constant year 
2009 dollars). 

Table 7-10 shows that the total capital cost 
for fleet replacement through the year 2035 
for the Base Alternative is almost $45 million. 
This table also includes an estimate of 
additional capital costs for the Base 
Alternative. The additional capital costs for 
the 2010-2015 time period covers the cost of 
a new administrative facility in Hesperia. The 
additional capital costs for the subsequent 
time periods are estimated as a function of 

the fleet replacement and expansion costs, 
similar to the methodology used for 
estimating Omnitrans capital costs in Chapter 
6. The total capital cost for the Base 
Alternative through the year 2035 is 
estimated to be over $107 million. 



Government$ 

Table 7-9: VVTA Operating and M aintenance Cost - Base Alternative 

Total O&M Costs 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

r-O. 
$49.5 $41 3 $41 3 $214.6 

Table 7-10: VVTA Fleet Requirement and Capital Cost - Base A lternative 

Standard Bus 
Peak 23 23 
Spare 7 7 
Total Fleet 30 30 
Fleet Replacement 15 

Fleet Expansion 0 
Total Standard Purchase 15 
Capital Cost ($M) $6.00 
ADA Vehicle 
Total Fleet 33 33 
ADA Vehicle Purchase 50 
Capital Cost ($M) $4.25 
Total Fleet 63 63 
Total Purchase 65 
Total Fleet Cost ($M) $10.25 

Other Capital Costs ($M) $19.00 
Total Capital Cost ($M) $29.25 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

PLAN ALTERNATIVE 

The Plan Alternative for the Victor Valley 
includes an improved level of service on 
existing Core Transit routes operat ed by 
VVTA, increased circulator service to newly 
developed areas of Victor Valley, and new 
express bus service to the San Bernardino 
Valley. Ridership, operating statistics and 
performance statistics for the Plan 
Alternative transit routes are summarized in 
Table 7-11. This transit alternative, which 
operates 40 fixed-route vehicles and 25 ADA 
vehicles in peak service, is forecast to carry 
approximately 9,100 daily transit trips in 
2035, which is 82 percent higher than the 

23 23 23 23 

7 7 7 7 
30 30 30 30 
13 13 13 13 67 
0 0 0 0 0 

13 13 13 13 67 

$5.20 $5.20 $5.20 $5.20 $26.80 

33 33 33 33 
41 41 41 41 214 

$3.49 $3.49 $3.49 $3.49 $18.19 
63 63 63 63 
54 54 54 54 281 

$8.69 $8.69 $8.69 $8.69 $44.99 
$10.86 $10.86 $10.86 $10.86 $62.43 
$19.54 $19.54 $19.54 $19.54 $107.42 

ridership forecast for the Base Alternative. 
This ridership includes approximately 300 
daily trips between the Victor Valley and San 
Bernardino Valley on new express bus 
services. The annual net operating cost of 
$10.46 million for the Plan Alternative 
represents a 27% increase over the Base 
Alternative costs. 

The system-wide operating statistics for the 
Plan Alternative, including 14.6 passengers 
per VHT, is a modest improvement over the 
productivity rating for t he Base Alternative. 
This level of ridership reflects an average 
mode share of 0.21%. While this mode share 
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Table 7-11: Year 2035 Plan Alternative-VVTA Performance Measures 

Peak Vehicles 27 3 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 6,695 1,309 
Vehicle Hours Traveled 333 47 
Daily Riders 7,159 352 
Passen~er Miles 28,105 1,088 
Riders per Vehicle Hour 21.5 7.5 
Average Load 4.2 0.8 
Average Speed 20.1 27.7 
Gross Annual Co&l $6,041,000 $~.014,~00 

Fare Revenue $901.700 $164, 100 
Net Annual Cost $5,139,300 $850,100 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

represents a significant improvement over 
both the existing mode share (0.17%) and the 
Base Alternative mode share (0.11%), it is still 
very small in comparison to the mode shares 
observed in more densely populated areas, 
such as the existing 0.8% mode share in the 
San Bernardino Valley. 

Total net O&M costs for the Plan Alternative 
are summarized in Table 7-12. This 
alternative will cost over $243 million to 
operate for the years 2010-2035, after 
accounting for fare revenue. 

The VVTA fleet and capital cost requirements 
of the Plan Alternative are displayed in Table 
7-13. The Plan Alternative assumes that the 
standard bus fleet for fixed-route services 
will grow from 30 vehicles to 49 vehicles by 
the year 2035, and the ADA fleet will be 
maintained at 33 vehicles. The vehicle 
replacement and capital cost estimates use 
the same assumptions described for the Base 

Alternative. 
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•• 
6 4 25 65 

1,390 1,250 2,200 12,844 
74 47 126 627 

337 931 370 9,149 
1,318 15,251 4,700 50,463 

4.6 20.0 2.9 14.6 
0.9 12.2 2.1 3.9 

18.9 26.8 17.5 20.5 
$1,334,300 $728,300 $3,067,800 $12,185,600 

$199,200 $108,700 $350,600 $1,724,300 
$1,135,100 $619,600 $2,717,200 $10,461,300 

Table 7-13 shows that the total capital cost 
for fleet replacement through the year 2035 
for the Plan Alternative is over $56 million, 
which represents a 26% increase over the 
fleet capital costs for the Base Alternative. 
This table also includes an estimate of 
additional capital costs for the Plan 
Alternative. The add itional capital costs for 
the 2010-2015 time period covers t he cost of 
a new administrative facility in Hesperia. The 
additional capital costs for the subsequent 
time periods are estimated as a function of 
the fleet replacement and expansion costs, 
similar to the methodology used for 
estimating Omnitrans capital costs in Chapter 

6. The total capital cost for the Plan 
Alternative through the year 2035 is 
estimated to be over $131 million, which 
represents a 22% increase over the capital 
costs for the Base Alternative. 
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Table 7-12: VVTA Operating and Maintenance Cost - Plan Alternative 

Total O&M Costs $50.8 $44.8 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

~ 

$47.0 $51.4 $243.3 

Table 7-13: VVTA Fleet Requirement and Capital Cost- Plan Alternative 

Standard Bus 
Peak 
Spare 
Total Fleet 
Fleet Replacement 
Fleet Expansion 
Total Standard Purchase 
Capital Cost ($M) 
ADA Vehicle 
Total Fleet 
ADA Vehicle Purchase 
Capital Cost ($M) 
Total Fleet 
Total Purchase 
Total Fleet Cost ($M) 
Other Capital Costs ($M) 

Total Capital Cost ($M) 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

VISION ALTERNATIVE 

23 
7 

30 

33 

63 

28 
7 

35 
15 
5 

20 
$8.00 

33 
50 

$4.25 
68 
70 

$12.25 
$19.00 
$31.25 

The Vision Alternative for the Victor Valley 
includes a restructuring of the Core Transit 
routes to provide more direct service 
between major activity centers at a higher 
level of service. Ridership, operating 
statistics and performance statistics for the 
Vision Alternative transit routes are 
summarized in Table 7-14. This transit 
alternat ive, which operates 42 vehicles in 
peak se rvice, is forecast to carry 

approximately 9,900 daily transit trips in 
2035, which is eight percent higher than the 
ride rship forecast for the Plan Alternative. 
The annual operating cost of $10.3 1 million 
for the Vision Alternat ive is slightly lower 
than the Plan Alternative costs. This 
ind icates that the revised service plan in the 

32 35 38 40 
7 8 8 9 

39 43 46 49 
13 15 16 18 77 
4 4 3 3 19 

17 19 19 21 96 
$6.80 $7.60 $7.60 $8.40 $38.40 

33 33 33 33 
41 41 41 41 214 

$3.49 $3.49 $3.49 $3.49 $18.19 
72 76 79 82 
58 60 60 62 310 

$10.29 $11 .09 $11.09 $11.89 $56.59 
$12.86 $13.86 $13.86 $14.86 $74.43 
$23.1 4 $24.94 $24.94 $26.74 $131.02 

Vision Alternative will generate a reasonable 
improvement in transit ridership for a slightly 

lower cost. 

The system-wide operating statistics for the 
Vision Alternative, including 16.l passengers 
per VHT, is a significant improvement over 
the productivity rating for the Base 
Alternative . This level of ridership reflects an 
average mode share of 0.25%, which is also a 
significant improvement over the Plan 
Alternative mode share (0.21 %) 

Total net o&M costs for the Vision 
Alternative are summarized in Table 7-15. 
This alternative will cost over $241 million to 
operate for the years 2010-2035, after 
accounting for fare revenue. 
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Table 7-14: Year 2035 Vision Aiternat1Ve - VVTA Performance Measures 

Peak Vehicles 24 3 4 25 67 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 5,192 1,309 1,250 2,200 12,571 
Vehicle Hours Traveled 265 47 47 126 617 
Daily Riders 7,409 266 929 370 9,915 
Passenger Miles 31 ,907 923 15,352 4,700 56,585 
Riders per Vehicle Hour 27.9 5.6 19.9 2.9 16.1 
Average Load 6.1 0.7 1.4 12.3 2.1 4.5 
Average.Speed 19.6 27.7 19.8 26.8 17.5 20.4 
Gross Annual Cost $4,804,700 $1,014,200 $2,393,100 $728,300 $3,067,800 $12,008, 100 
Fare Revenue $717,200 $164,100 $357,200 $108,700 $350,600 $1 ,697,800 
Net Annual Cost $4,087,500 $8'50,100 $2,035,900 $619,600 $2,717,200 $10,310,300 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

Table 7-15: VVTA Operat;ng and Ma;ntenance Cost- Vision Alternat;ve 

....,.,....--~[-
Total O&M Costs $50.7 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

The VVTA fleet and capital cost requirements 
of the Vision Alternative are displayed in 
Table 7-16. The Vision Alternative assumes 
that the standard bus fleet for fixed-route 
services will grow from 30 vehicles to 51 
vehicles by the year 2035, and the ADA fleet 
will be maintained at 33 vehicles. The vehicle 
replacement and capital cost estimates use 
the same assumptions described for the Base 
Alternative. 

Table 7-16 shows that the total capital cost 
for fleet replacement through the year 2035 

for the Vision Alternative is over $57 million, 
which represents a 28% increase over the 
capital costs for the Base Alternative. This 
table also includes an estimate of additional 
capital costs for the Vision Alternative. The 
additiona l capital costs for the 2010-2015 
time period covers the cost of a new 
administrative facility in Hesperia. The 
additional capital costs for the subsequent 
time periods are estimated as a function of 
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the fleet replacement and expansion costs, 
similar to the methodology used for 
estima ting Omnitrans capital costs in Chapter 
6. The total capita l cost for the Plan 
Alternative through the year 2035 is 
estimated to be over $133 million, which 
represents a 24% increase over the capital 
costs for the Base Alternative. 

ANALYSIS 

The existing ridership in the Victor Valley is 
very low because the existing development 
patterns (and socioeconomic profile) of the 
Victor Valley aren' t conducive to a larger 

transit ridership and the existing transit 
service is able to attract only transit 
dependents. Our analysis shows that, while 
new transit service in the Victor Valley can be 
designed to improve the productivity of the 
system, it is not likely to attract significant 
transit ridership or mode shares similar to 
transit service in more densely populated 
areas, such as the San Bernardino Valley. 



Ill 
Table 7-16: VVTA Fleet Requirement and Capital Cost- Vision Alternative 
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Standard Bus 
Peak 23 28 33 36 39 42 
Spare 7 7 7 8 8 9 
Total Fleet 30 35 40 44 47 51 
Fleet Replacement 15 13 15 17 18 78 
Fleet Expansion 5 5 4 3 4 21 
Total Standard Purchase 20 18 19 20 22 99 
Capital Cost ($M) $8.00 $7.20 $7.60 $8.00 $B.80 $39.60 
ADA Vehicle 
Total Fleet 33 33 33 33 33 33 
ADA Vehicle Purchase 50 41 41 41 41 214 
Capital Cost ($M) $4.25 $3.49 $3.49 $3.49 $3.49 $18.19 
Total Fleet 63 68 73 77 80 84 
Total Purchase 70 59 60 61 63 313 
Total Fleet Cost ($M) $12.25 $10.69 $11.09 $11 49 $12.29 $57.79 
Other Capital Costs (SM) $19.00 $13.36 $13.86 $14.36 $15.36 $75.93 

Total Capital Cost ($M) $31 .25 $24.04 $24.94 $2584 $27.64 $133.72 ~ Source: Hexagon, 2009. 
00)3 
@ 
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CHAPTER S RURAL TRANSIT AGENCIES 

8. 1 FUTURE CONDITIONS 

According to regiona l growth forecasts the 
majority of the rural areas of the county are 
forecasted to grow at a rapid pace from 2005 
levels over the next 25 years. However the 
ability and desire to attract and maintain jobs 
and the necessary corresponding population 
is currently being debated. Rural transit 
agencies current ly operate in a difficult 
environment that provides significant 
challenges to providing mobility and 
accessibility to transit dependent 
popu lations. In 2007, SANBAG prepared the 
Public Transit-Human Services Transportation 
Coordination Plan for San Bernardino County 
to identify service improvements for five 
rura l areas of the county. It is anticipated 
that many of the challenges that result from 
the geographic isolation of these areas will 
be addressed in the upcoming Rural 

Connectivity Study. Growth in these areas 
will present new opportunities for transit as 
new employment centers are created and 
new populat ions arrive, but it is anticipated 
that these opportunities are best addressed 

in a short range planning process. The long 
range transit plan for the rural areas focuses 
on maintaining existing transit service and 
funding sources over the life of the plan. 

Table 8-1 provides populat ion and 
employment data by city boundaries 
prepared by SCAG in 2007. Barstow, served 
by Barstow Area Transit (BAT) and 
Twentynine Palms, served by Morongo Basin 
Transit Authority (M BTA), are expected to 
grow and a rapid rate, however this growth is 
tied to the potential growth of the nearby 
military installations of Fort Irwin and 
Twentynine Palms. Yucca Valley, also served 
by MBTA, is also expected to grow as nearby 
Twentynine Palms expands. The city of Big 
Bear, served by the Mountain Area Regional 
Transit Authority (MARTA), is expected to 
grow as a tourist destination, providing 
transit opportunit ies to both t ourists and 
employees of the ski resorts and hot els. 
Needles, served by Needles Area Transit 
(NAT}, is expected to maintain existing levels 
of popu lation and employment. 

Table 8-1: Population and Employment Growth 

~ilJJ 
I 1 •• • 

Ba-stow 23.601 69.533 195% 8,123 25,079 209% 12,209 35.527 191% 
city 
Big Bear 6.173 10,657 73% 2.514 4,466 78% 5,887 11,546 96% 
Lake city 
Needles 5,622 5.840 4% 2.134 2.246 5% 3,049 3,049 0% 
city 
Twentynine 27,442 69,823 154% 7,139 19,205 169% 3,020 14,786 390% 
Palms city 

Yucca 20,155 37,485 86% 7,869 16,856 114% 4,313 11 ,308 162% 
Valley town 

Source: SCAG, 2009 
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8.2 FUTURE SERVICE 

The Long Range Transit Plan for the rural 
areas of the county provides the focus of 
SAN BAG and rural transit operators on the 
maintenance of existing transit services and 
funding sources. In addition to maintaining 
the current level of transit service over the 
next 25 years, opportunities identified 
include increased transit service to military 
installations, as well as increased mobility 
and accessibility for health and human 
services, both of which will be looked at in 
further detail in the short range planning 
process in these areas. 

FLEET REQUIREMENTS 

The majority of the rural operators fleet 
consists of 8 passenger to 24 passenger 

paratransit vehicles. MARTA operates one 30 
passenger coach vehicle. The current vehicle 
fleet for the rural operators and replacement 
cost over the next 25 years is shown in Table 
8-2. The replacement assumes a 12-year 
service lifespan and Year 2009 dollars. 

OPERATING COST 

Gross operating costs, included ADA service, 
for the rural operators are shown in Table 8-
3. The costs assume similar levels of service 
from current conditions and costs are shown 
in Year 2009 dollars. Net operating costs are 
shown in Table 8-4 with the respective fare 
recovery ratios. 

Table 8-2: Fleet Size, Average Age and Replacement Cost 

NAT 
MBTA 
MARTA 
BAT 

7 

31 
30 
29 

Source: Parsons, 2009. 

NAT 
MBTA 
MARTA 
BAT 

Source: Parsons, 2009. 

NAT 
MBTA 
MARTA 
BAT 

Source: Parsons, 2009. 

262,596 
1.692.886 
2,110,972 
2,544,276 
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2003 
2002 
2003 

Table 8-3: Gross Operating Costs 

2951991 
2,074,516 
2,357,023 
2,884,999 

Table 8-4: Net Operating Costs 

6,564,899 
42,322,146 
52,774,290 
63,606,894 

6.2 
6 

5.8 

7,399,769 
51,862,895 
58,925,579 
72,124,965 

11 .28% 
18.40% 
10.44% 
11.58% 
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CHAPTER 9 PUBLIC OUTREACH 

9. 1 PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 

SAN BAG convened a series of community 
workshops and agency outreach efforts 
regarding the LRTP for San Bernardino 
County. The initial public workshop efforts 
occurred between July 18 and August 1, 
2006. City outreach meetings were held in 
May 2009 with city staff of jurisdictions with 
identified BRT corridors. Final public outreach 
efforts were held August 18 -20, 2009. 
Complete Public Workshop summaries are 
provided under separate cover. 

INJTIAL PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 

SANBAG's initial public outreach efforts in 
2006 were held in conjunction with 
workshops on the Redlands Passenger Rail 
Extension. The purpose of the initial 
workshops was to inform community 
members about the potential transportation 
options being considered for the County of 
San Bernardino, and in particular the San 
Bernardino Valley, as well as to receive 
community feedback on the LRTP 
Alternatives. 

The workshops occurred in the San 
Bernardino Valley and approximately 85 
community members signed in as 
participants in the workshops. Participants 
were encouraged to provide both verbal and 
written comments, and overall impressions 

T7 
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were primarily positive. Meeting materials 
included separate workshop booklets and 
discussions were provided for each subject. 

Each workshop involved self-paced visits, 
facilitated by agency and consultant staff, 
where participants could view, discuss and 
provide input on options for transit 
technologies, routing, stations and proposed 
"transit villages" that could include housing, 
retail centers, offices, entertainment venues 
and parks near each station. 

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS 

In both the written and verbal comments, 
participants provided many positive 
responses. They indicated strong support for 
completing a Long Range Transit Plan and 
phasing projects for development. 
Participants expressed considerable 
frustration about traffic and were interested 
in options that would best address current 
conditions. Some expressed frustration with 
the length of time it takes to get mass transit 
projects built and wanted the projects 
delivered sooner. 

While there was overall support for the local 
bus service, many participants believed that 
frequency, hours of service and bus stops 
needed to be improved. There were also 
requests for more information on the service. 
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In terms of technologies, participants' 
preferences ranged from bus transit, to bus 
rapid transit, to passenger rail, to 
combinations of these modes. Others 
expressed interest in energy efficient 
technologies such as low emission, self
generating, electric, and hybrid vehicles. A 
few expressed interests in Maglev or 
monorail technologies, but others expressed 
concerns about their feasibility and cost. 

Participants reviewed five (5) alternatives for 
long range transit plan. The five transit 
alternatives include: 

• Year 2035 Baseline 
• Year 2035 Planned 
• Transit Vision #1- Bus and Bus Rapid 

Transit Emphasis 
• Transit Vision #2 - Rail Emphasis 
• Transit Vision #3 - Ultimate 

As part of the LRTP Process, the three Vision 
Alternatives were combined into one Vision 
Alternative, combin ing the best performing 
elements of each. 

9.2 CITY AND AGENCY 
OUTREACH 

During May of 2009, SAN BAG held City 
outreach meetings at the SAN BAG office with 
jurisdictions with premium transit corrido rs 
identified. Representatives from SANBAG's 
transit department and planning department 
staff were in attendance as well as 
OMNITRANS staff. Topics of discussion 

146 I PARSONS 

included a review of the identified Transit 
Corridors, growth forecasts for the each city 
in the travel demand model, an update of the 
SB 375 process, land use plans and policies, 
Federal Transit Administration guidelines for 
project development and OMNITRANS role in 
the development of the corridors. Overall, 
most of the city staff supported the transit 
corridors identified. Almost all of the planned 
development areas expected to 
accommodate future growth were deemed 
to be satisfactorily served in the plan. The 
City of Ontario requested that Haven Avenue 
also be identified as a potential transit 
corridor, and this request was analyzed and 
included in the LRTP. 

9.3 FINAL PUBLIC 
MEETING(S) 

SANBAG hosted Final Public Meetings on 
August 18, 19, and 20, 2009. The purpose of 
the meetings was to provide an update on 
the planning process and new developments, 
review the potential alternatives for 
expanding the transit system in the County of 
San Bernard ino, and in particular the East San 
Bernardino Valley, the West San Bernardino 
Valley, and the Victor Valley, and answer 
questions and receive feedback from the 
community. 



Approximately 36 community members 
signed in as participants in the public 
meetings. Each public meeting was 
composed of two parts: a self-paced open 
house featuring informational exhibits, 
followed by a presentation and group 
discussion. Participants learned about the 
purpose, need, process and objectives of the 
LRTP, and viewed and discussed potential 
alternatives, or scenarios, of transit 
infrastructure improvements from the LRTP. 
Participants also viewed illustrations of new 
types of development and transit 
technologies proposed in the LRTP, including 
transit oriented development (TOD) and bus 
rapid transit (BRT). 

Afterwards, a presentation was given 
expanding on topics covered in the open 
house exhibits. Each meeting concluded with 
a discussion session where participants 
shared questions or comments. During this 
portion of the meeting, project team 

Governments 
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members recorded discussion points on a 
large piece of paper at the front of the room. 
Participants also provided written feedback 
via a comment card. 

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS 

The greatest number of questions and 
comments from participants addressed BRT 
fuel efficiency and technology. Participants 
also expressed concerns about how new 
transit technologies and route changes would 
impact street configuration and traffic flow. 
Additionally, many participants inquired as to 
how LRTP improvements would be funded, 
and specifically, how much of the cost is 
covered by local, state and federal sources. 
Participants also asked questions about 
Senate Bill (SB) 375 and how it affects the 
LRTP. Finally, participants had specific 
questions about the plan itself, including 
routing and placement of stations. 
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CHAPTER 10 FINANCIAL PLAN 

10. 1 FUNDING SOURCES AND 
AMOUNTS 

FEDERAL TRANSIT FUNDS 

The Federal Public Transportation Act of 
2005 authorizes funding under the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act -A Legacy for 
Users {SAFETEA-LU) legislation for FY 2005 
through FY 2009. The Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) administers these funds 
primarily on a formula basis. 

Federal funds for San Bernardino County are 
allocated under three separate urbanized 
areas in addition to the rural area allocations. 
Urbanized area funds are made available to 
individual transit operating agencies that are 
designated recipients or grantees. Rural 
transit systems receive funds from the FTA 
through the State of California Department of 
Transportation {Caltrans). 

Revenue estimates have been provided for 
four Federal transit programs, as summarized 
in the following. 

• Federal 5317 New Freedom Program The 
FTA Section 5317 New Freedom Program 
began in FY 2006. This program provides 
funding for new transportation services 
beyond those required by the Americans 
with Disabilities (ADA). Development of a 
plan to coordinate transportation services 
with other federal human service 
programs is required prior to use of these 
program funds. Funds are allocated 
using a formula based on the disabled 
population of an area (using 2000 Census 
data), with 60% going to urbanized areas 
with population greater than 200,000, 
20% to states for use in small urban areas 
with populations less than 200,000, and 
20% for use in rural areas. 

• Federal 5316 Job Access & Reverse 
Commute (JARC) Program The FTA 
Section 5316 Program provides maximum 
flexibility to job access projects designed 
to meet the needs of individuals who are 
not effectively served by public 
transportation. The program requires 
coordination between public, private, and 
non-profit transportation providers and 
other federal programs in the JARC 
Program, New Freedom Program, and 
Elderly and Disabled Program. The JARC 
Program was changed in FY 2005 to a 
formula program from a competitive 
discretionary program. Funds are 
allocated using a formula based on the 
number of eligible low-income and 
welfare recipients in each area (using 2000 
Census data), with 60% going to urbanized 
areas with population greater than 
200,000, 20% to states for use in small 
urban areas with populations less than 
200,000, and 20% for use in rural area. 

• Federal Section 5311 Rural Program The 
FTA Section 5311 Program provides 
formula funds for ru ral transit systems. 
Funds are allocated based on population 
with land area receiving 20% of these 
funds as of FY 2005. 

• Federal Section 5307 Urbanized Area 
Formula Program The FTA Section 5307 
Program provides formula funds to 
urbanized areas with population of 
200,000 or more according to the 2000 
Census. Funds are apportioned based on 
formula involving population, population 
density, and revenue miles. Categories 
include fixed guideway incentive and 
basic bus/urbanized areas, as well as new 
programs for smal l-urbanized areas, small 
transit intensive cities, and growing and 
high-density states. 
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• Federal Section 5309 Rail and Fixed 
Guideway Modernization Program The 
FTA Section 5309 Program provides 
formula funds for the modernization and 
improvement of existing fixed guideways. 
A fixed guideway refers to any transit 
service that uses exclusive or controlled 
rights-of-way or rails, entirely or in part. 
Funds are allocated by a statutory 
formula to urbanized areas with rail 
systems that have been in operation for 
at least seven years. 

Federal funds are also available for fixed 
guideway Transit Projects in the form of 
Federal 5309 New/Starts Small Starts funds. 
This competitive funding source is distributed 
by project ranking and is an expected source 
of funding for BRT corridors and new rail 
projects. Flexible funds are also available to 
transit providers in the form on Surface 
Transportation Program (STP) funds and 
Congestion Management and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) funds. 

STATE FUNDS 

Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds 
include revenues available from the local 
Transportation Fund (LTF) and the State 
Transit Assistance (STA) Fund. STA has been 
suspended by the State and is not included in 
the forecasts. The LTF is derived from a X 
cent of the general sales tax collected 
statewide and returned to source-county by 
the State Board of Equalization (BOE). 

MEASURE I FUNDS 

Measure I is a half-cent sales tax collected 
throughout San Bernard ino County for 
transportation improvements. 
San Bernardino County voters first approved 
the measure in November 1989 to ensure 
that needed transportation projects were 
implemented countywide through 2010. In 
2004, San Bernardino County voters 
overwhelmingly approved the extension of 
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the Measure I saies tax, with 80.03% voting 
to extend the measure through 2040. 

SANBAG administers Measure I revenue and 
is responsible for determining which projects 
receive Measure I funding, and ensuring that 
transportation projects are implemented. 

Funds are distributed geographically, with 
the county divided into subareas, shown in 
Figure 10-1. Table 10-1 summarizes measure 
I funding. Measure I funding for Express 
bus/BRT modes is currently funded at 5% of 
total revenues and this amount can increase 
5% to 10% in 2015, if approved by SAN BAG. 

10.2 POSSIBLE INNOVATIVE 
FINANCIAL STRATEGIES 

Private Publlc Partnerships 

U.S. DOT cites the following as the six basic 
examples of PPP with some transit 
applications. 

• Private Contract Fee Services - This is a 
broad arrangement where the private 
sector can be responsible for a variety of 
services, such as operations and 
maintenance {O&M) and management 
and administration of a public endeavor. 
Foothill Transit is a good example of this 
arrangement for overall transit 
outsourcing by a public entity. A classic 
transit industry practice is private 
operation of certain services - specific 
routes or types of bus service; paratransit 
services; heavy maintenance activities or 
even fare and revenue collection and 
management. In Southern California, Los 
Angeles County contracts for part of the 
Catalina Ferry service as part of its public 
transit program. The Metrolink system 
contracts out all operations for the SCRRA 
commuter rail operation. 
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Table 10-1: M easure I Funding Estimates 

FY 10/11 - FY 14/15 34,678 8,669 34,678 
FY 15/16 - FY 24/25 77,441 34,819 77.441 
FY 25126 - FY 34/35 99,890 62,432 99,890 
TOTAL 212,009 105,920 212,009 
Source: SANBAG, 2009. 

• Design-Build (DB)- This arrangement 
combines two services that are 
tra~itionally separated into a single 
process, project design and project 
construction, into a single continuous 
contract . The public will retain ownership 
of the faci lity and operate the faci lity. The 
Minneapolis Hiawatha LRT is an example 
of this concept. In Southern Ca liforn ia, 
the Los Ange les County MT A's Mid-Cities 
Exposit ion LRT and Gold-Line LRT are 
both examples of this arrangement. Both 
Houston's MTA and Denver's RTD are 
advancing transit projects under this 
concept. 

• Design-Build-Operate-M aintain (DBOM) 
- This arrangement is a further 
development of the DB into one where 
the private entity designs, builds, 
operates and maintains the facility under 
contract to the public sector. The public 
sector is respons ible for financing the 
project. The 21-miles Hudson-Bergen LRT 
in New Jersey is a DBOM project. 

• Long-Term Lease Agreement - In this 
arrangement typica lly a public faci lity is 
leased to a private firm for a specific 
period and considerations, such as an up
front concession fee or long-term 
payments. The private firm collects 
revenues and maintains and operates the 
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564 
1.401 
2,075 
4,040 

486 
1,213 
1,808 
3,508 

652 
1,390 
1,688 
3,730 

2,922 
7,932 

13,143 
23,997 

faci lity to set standards. Fees or 
payments charged to users reimburse the 
privat e investment. There is no good U.S. 
transit example for this arrangement. It 
has on ly been applied to existing toll 
roads sold to private invest ors and some 
airport cases (e.g. the Chicago Skyway, 
the Indiana Toll Road and proposals to 
sell off t he Pennsylvania Turnpike and 
Florida's Alligator Alley Toll Road and 
recently the City of Chicago t urned 
Midway Airport over to private investors 
under this concept.) 

• Design Build-Finance-Operate (DBFO) -
This concept goes one step beyond t he 
DBOM example and requires to private 
sector to finance t he project as we ll. 
Again, user fees, typically toll road 
charges reimburse the private investors 
over a set time-period. There could be 
public sector grants to the project from 
taxes, right-of-way or in-kind support. In 
the U.S. this example has been applied to 
the Du lles Airport Toll Road in Northern 
Virginia. Florida is proposing severa l road 
projects that fall under this concept (1-
595 HOT lanes and the Port of Miami 
tunnel). There is no transit example in the 
U.S. However, a foreign example is in 
Dublin, Ireland where the region's LRT 
system (LUAS) is being developed under 
this arrangement. The government 



guarantees a return to the private sector 
based on an assumed cost to build and 
operate the facility. If fare box or other 
revenues collected by the private 
operator fall below set indicators then 
government subsidies the difference. 
Financing and O&M costs are borne by a 
private entity that designed and built the 
system to government specifications as 
set-up by the Dublin Transit Office (OTO) 
and the Rail Procurement Agency (RPA). 
At the end of a period (30-years) the 
facility reverts to full public control. Tax 
laws and government practices influence 
the viability of this arrangement. 

• Build-Own-Operate (BOO) - In this 
arrangement the government grants the 
private sector the right to design, build, 
operate, maintain and own a facility in 
perpetuity (or a very long-term). Usually 
the private sector initiates this concept. 
The Las Vegas Monorail system is an 
example of this concept and is owned and 
controlled by the Las Vegas Monorail 
Company, a private venture, but 
incorporated as a non-profit entity, 
permitting government assistance in bond 
financing by the State of Nevada. BOO was 
common in the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries to develop railroads and street 
car systems throughout the United Sates. 

FACILITY NAMING RIGHTS 

Naming rights are an interesting and 
innovative method to raise capital funds, 
long-term O&M funds or a blend of the two 
for transit projects. Common in the sports 
world internationally through naming rights 
to stadiums and sponsorships of all types of 
highly visible sporting events, public transit in 
the U.S. and abroad have sought to use 
techniques from th is concept in the 
development of new transit facilities and to 
maintain older ones. Below is an overview of 
some specific examples. 
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• Dubai Metro - United Arab Emirates12 
-

Dubai's Roads and Transportation 
Authority (RTA) will open the first line of 
the Metro rail system in late 2009 and the 
second in 2010 with continuous 
expansion programmed through the 
decade. The system capital costs are 
estimated at $5-6 billion. 

Twenty-three (23) of the 47 stations on 
the two lines were opened for naming 
rights purposes. The RTA gained nearly 
$500 million in revenue from 
sponsorships, which in some cases 
included the private sector actually 
building the stations. Many major 
developers along the line were successful 
bidders. Terms and conditions of the 
arrangements were not open and it is not 
clear how long the rights are in place or 
how payments are structured. Needless 
to say the real estate development 
climate and need for development 
exposure are important in influencing the 
number of bidders and their investments 
in the corridor or at a specific location. 
Thus, shopping developer interests bid 
for stations near their properties and 
office space, banks, airline and hotel 
interests did likewise, tying a station to 
their buildings or commercial activity. 

• Cleveland Silver Line - Euclid Avenue 
BRT - Cleveland Ohio 13

- In 2008, the 
Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) 
for greater Cleveland developed a 
substantial 10-mile BRT facility through 
the city's eastside that serves the region's 
main hospital complex. The Cleveland 
Clinic Foundation and University Hospitals 
of Cleveland have sponsored the facility 
now known as the "Health Line." There is 
a 25-year agreement that will generate 
$250,000 yearly in revenue to help RTA 

12 Dubai Gulf News, 22 December 2008 
13 The RTA Letter - Volume 91, Issue 2 
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maintain the corridor and provide 
amenities. The total sponsorship will 
contribute $6.25 million toward facility 
operating and maintenance costs. There 
is a special logo for the facility and it will 
appear on the 32-stations and 21-buses 
dedicated to the corridor. 

• TECO Streetcar -Tampa, Fl14 
- Tampa 

Electric Company (TECO) is paying $1 
million over 10-years for naming rights to 
the City's 3.5 mile streetcar system. Time
Warner and Sun-Trust Bank both obtained 
car naming rights for $250,000 each for 10-
years. The streetcar system opened in 2002 
and is operated by the Hillsborough Area 
Regional Transit (HART) Authority, but 
owned by a special non-profit foundation. 
Stations on the line are available for 
individual sponsorship of $100,000 
annually for a 10-year term. Purchasers 
had 3-years to complete payment to HART. 
The trolley website identifies sponsors. 
Rights have been sold at 8 of the 10-
stations. The line connects Tampa's 
business district with its convention center, 
port and tourist oriented Ybor City historic 
district. Because the trolley is under the 
control of a non-profit foundation, 
sponsors get state tax credit for 50% of 
their contribution. 

• Las Vegas Monorail - Las Vegas 
Convention Center Station - Las Vegas, 
NV15 

- Nextel Communications sponsors 
the Convention Center station of the 
privately funded and operated Las Vegas 
Monorail system. The naming rights cost 
$50 million for 12-years at the nation's 
largest Convention Center. 

14 
Toronto Transit Commission (TIC), August 28, 2008, 

Report - Sale of Naming Rights for TTC Stations and 

• River Rail - Little Rock, Arkansas16 
-

Opened in 2004, this 2.5 mile street car 
has 11 stations. The entire line, individual 
stations and streetcar vehicles are 
available for sponsorship. Naming rights 
for the entire line are available for 
$1 million for a 10-year period; street cars 
cost $250,000 each for a 10-year period; 
and stations cost $100,000 each for a 10-
year period. To date only 3-stations have 
been successfully tendered. Sponsors will 
be able to have private use of the facility 
a few times a year for specia l events. 

• Rapid Ride Bus Line - Albuquerque, NM17 

- In 2004 the transit authority opened an 
11-mile BRT with 28-stops. Sponsorship of 
23 individual stops is on offer, but there 
has been limited interest to date. Funds 
will go to defray O&M costs. 

ADVERTISING AND SPONSORSHIPS 

Some transit systems have created very 
innovative and aggressive advertising 
campaigns with fixed guideway elements. 
Some examples of innovative advertising 
efforts are cited below. 

• The Trolley - Galveston, Texas - The 
system yields about $100,000 monthly in 
advertising revenue from car interiors 
and exteriors. Vehicle wraps are also 
available. The Trolley serves a very active 
tourist area and market. 

• Tri-Met - Street Car and LRT - Portland, 
Oregon - Sponsorships raise nearly 
$200,000 toward O&M costs of $2.4 
million annually. Streetcar sponsorship is 
$15,000 yearly with the sponsor's name 
and logo on the vehicle. A station 
sponsorship is $400 per month, or $500 a 
month for two stations. The sponsor's 
name and logo appear on the station. 

Transit Lines. 
16 

Ibid 
15 Ibid 
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BULK TIC KET SALES 

In Seattle, one of the ideas to obtain revenue 
for a new street car line was to offer bulk 
sales to institutions and users along the line 
to raise fare box revenues for the new street 
car. The report noted that typically these are 
system-wide efforts, but given the nature of 
the transit line, specific sites might be 
interested in a street car specific prepaid bulk 
fare arrangement. They noted that when 
coupled with changes in parking policies and 
parking rates, the fare program could both 
induce transit ridership and raise revenues. 
The study cited the following18

: 

• The Trolley - Galveston, Texas - The 
University of Texas Medical Center pays 
the Galveston Trolley $250,000 annually 
for free service to patients and 
employees. The Port of Galveston pays 
$300,000 annually for passes on the 
trolley for cruise ship passengers to tour 
the city. Merchants and social service 
agencies along the corridor also buy 
tickets for customers and employees. 

• Memphis Trolley- Memphis, Tennessee 
- The Convention Center purchases bulk 
tickets for convention attendees allowing 
them to use the streetcar which links the 
convention center and the city's tourist 
area along Beale Street. Memphis is not 
a major convention destination and 
revenue has not been great. 

• University Pass Sales - varied sites
Several universities such as the University 
of Colorado in Boulder, the University of 
Washington in Seattle, and an example 
from Halifax, Nova Scotia were cited for 
bulk pass sales to colleges. These bulk 
sales can be system-wide or limited to 
one facility or a specific shuttle service. 

18 Michael Mann, City of Seattle Office of Policy and 

The University of Washington combined 
bulk sales with changes in on-campus 
parking policies resulting in a surge in 
transit use. Recently the University of 
Miami (Florida} Medical Center 
undertook a similar program, with 
increases in parking fees and bulk 
purchase of transit passes, resulting in 
increased transit use. 

OPERATING ENDOWMENT 

This is an unusual arrangement where a large 
amount of capital is set aside with interest 
and other earn ings dedicated towards 
operating the transit line or public facility. 
Extensively used at universities, colleges and 
charitable institutions, use for public transit 
service is innovative. A business improvement 
district (BID} could act as a foundat ion or be a 
major source of endowment funds. The prime 
example is the endowment set-up for 
Tampa's TECO streetcar.19 

• TECO Streetcar -Tampa, Fl - Tampa 
Electric Company (TECO) established a 
non-profit foundation to operate the 
street ca r. As a non-profit charitable 
foundation there are a number of tax 
benefits to this arrangement. A separate 
board governs the operation, which is 
contract to the local public transit 
operator, HART. An $8 million 
endowment was created to cover O&M 
costs after accounting for other revenues. 
Contributions to the foundation were tax
deductible and came from major 
corporate sources. Endowment income is 
dedicated towards system O&M costs. 
The concept has had success, but recently 
O&M costs are exceeding endowment 
income and the foundation has used 
principal to maintain servlce 20

. 

Management, Summary of Financing Options for 19 Ibid 
South Lake Union Streetcar, April 4, 2005 20 Ibid 

PAf!15 NS I 155 



SAN BEHNARD NO COUNTY LONG RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

LEVERAGE REVENUES FOR EQUJTY 

INVESTMENT 

The impetus to build street cars and 
downtown transit malls or guideways is often 
connected to urban redevelopment as much 
as transit service. Therefore, the creation of 
Program-Related Investments (PRls) could be 
a financing vehicle. Improvement 
beneficiaries or non-profit interest groups 
can act as investors in the project with 
promise that the improvement will repay the 
private investors. Since these are typically 
foundations or other non-profit groups -
long-term repayment of private loans or 
other equity can be structured to guarantees 
financial returns at a lower cost than other 
financing mechanisms. The interest groups 
can use the benefit of the improvement in a 
faster and less costly way than typical 
financing. Usually non-profit foundations 
invest in housing, historic buildings, open 
space, conservation areas, etc. But transit 
investment could be a use of these 
instruments. A BID could act as the investor. 
In Houston and Philadelphia, Bl D's backed 
bonds that were used in transit 
improvements created in their districts. 
Economic development agencies could also 
carry some of the investment effort. Bl D's 
have been important in New York MT A's 
restoration efforts at many subway stations 
through financing the improvement. No BID 
or non-profit investment in a BRT is reported, 
but the mechanism could help local property 
owners and other interests to directly invest 
in improvements that will increase their 
business and property values through capital 

d . d . . 21 investment an improve transit service. 

21 Ibid 

1 0.3 REVENUE FROM 
DEVELOPMENT AND 
TRANSIT ORIENTED 
DEVELOPMENT (TOD)22 

This description of potential Transit Oriented 
Development (TOD) schemes is taken from 
Mass Transit Magazine cited below. It is a 
concise statement of potential strategies to 
raise revenue from land use tie-ins and TOD 
in connection with transit infrastructure 
development. The 10-points below outline 
various development opportunities that the 
authors deemed interesting possibilities for 
revenue generation in conjunction with new 
transit facilities. 

Overview - One of the most powerful 
techniques to solve any "gap financing" 
requirements is to optimize non-tax income 
generated by government-owned land 
serving as the TOD site and from any 
proposed public facilities on site. 

LAND LEASES TO DEVELOPER.$ 

Public partners should view the ir real estate 
assets as a potential major source of income. 
Under a land lease arrangement, the 
government entity, or public partner is able 
to retain ownership of the project site and 
also realize any appreciation in land value 
achieved to date and in the future . 
Developers like land lease arrangements 
because they can avoid upfront cash outlays 
required to purchase a TOD site. Depending 
on the results of preparing a developer pro 
forma, the public partner, and their 
consultant should structure a land lease, 
which includes up to nine types of land lease 
payments paid by the selected developer to 
the public partner, the land owner. The nine 
types of land lease payments include: 1) 

22 A 10-Part TOD Finance Plan, Mass Transit Magazine 
June 2007 by John Stainback, President/CEO of 

Stainback Public/Private Real Estate, LLC (SPPRE) and. 
Will Reed, Vice President for finance with SPPRE. 



construction rent, 2) base rent, 3) index rent, 
4) participation rent, 5) participation in any 
sale proceeds, or refinancing, 6) 
maintenance, operation and security (MOS) 
payment, 7) home-run insurance, 8) land 
lease payouts, and 9) interest income. 

Public partners should also be able to 
generate non-tax income, or operating 
income from any on-site public facilities. 
Many public facilities throw off traditional 
operating income, such as user fees, or 
admission charges, but there are other 
creative types of operating income that can 
be realized. These more creative types of 
income include: 

• Introduce complimentary retail space, 
such as a coffee shop or cafe. 

• Lease advertising space in appropriate 
areas of the facility. 

• Lease naming rights. 
• If the facility or system is large enough, 

lease pouring rights. 

Public partners should also consider 
leveraging selected types of non-tax income 
generated by the proposed commercial 
development and public facility. The land 
lease payments which are not contingent on 
developer performance can be used to cover 
the debt service on a revenue bond. For 
example, the base rent described above can 
often be structured to be a guaranteed 
annual payment by the private developer to 
the public owner of the project site. The 
revenue bond supported by the base rent can 
be used to cover all, or a portion of the cost 
of the transit station and/or any transit 
improvements required by the TOD. This 
revenue bond is often referred to as a land 
lease-backed revenue bond. 

The use of air rights over stations, 
maintenance yards, and parking facilities is 
common. Los Angeles transit agencies are 
seeking developers for air rights at 
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Metrolink's Taylor yard facility and che MTA 
for its Red Line yard. In Chicago an old 
Chicago Transit Authority rail yard's air space 
is now becoming a mixed-use development. 
Small scale examples are very common at 
commuter rail stations, LRT stations, and 
metro stations, as well as, yard and garage 
sites. 

TAX REVENUE GENERATED BY THE 
PROJECT 

Another important source of income from a 
TOD is the multiple types of tax revenue 
generated by commercial leasehold 
improvements developed on government
owned land. In addition, if the project site is 
owned or purchased by the private 
developer, the land will generate property 
tax annually. Depending on the building types 
included in the commercial development 
portion of the proposed TOD, projects will 
generate substantial tax revenue, such as: 

• Property tax 
• Personal property tax 
• Sales tax 
• Hotel occupancy tax 
• Corporate income tax 
• Local and state income tax 
• Utility taxes 

In most instances, these taxes are distributed 
to varying government jurisdictions, such as 
the city, county and state, as well as school 
districts and other government entities. For 
most public/private development projects, 
the focus is on capturing the property and 
sales tax generated by the commercial 
development portion of a TOD. One of the 
most powerful economic development tools 
available to public partners is tax increment 
financing (TIF). TIF is an economic 
development tool available to a city (a 
potential partner with a transit agency) to 
publicly finance specific needed 
improvements consisting of, but not limited 
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to, buildings, streets, parks and other 
improvements within a defined area 
commonly known as a TIF District. 

TIF is not a new or additional tax imposed by 
a government entity. Therefore, citizens and 
property owners are not required to pay any 
new or additional tax. If the city is the 
primary public partner, city officials and their 
consultant will need to determine the annual 
tax revenue generated by the redevelopment 
project for each government entity. Using the 
results of this analysis, city officials should 
approach each entity receiving tax revenue 
from the project to negotiate using their 
respective portion of the property and/or 
sales tax increment. City officials should then 
leverage their portion, or all of the annual tax 
increment to support a TIF-backed revenue 
bond. Like the non-tax income, the tax 
increment generated by the TOD can be 
leveraged to fully support a sizeable revenue 
bond, which covers all, or a major portion of 
a TOD and transit-related facilities and 
improvements. In other words, for many 
TODs the income realized by the public 
partner can cover 100 percent of the transit 
facilities, amenities and improvements, so 
there is little, or no capital outlay required of 
the transit agency. 

F EDERAL FUNDING PROGRAMS 

There are a multitude of Federal funding 
programs available from several agencies. 
The limitations of this single chapter does not 
allow a comprehensive listing of funding 
programs, so the focus will be on programs 
directly re lated to TODs. The Federal 
agencies focused primarily on real estate 
development include: 

• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) 

• U.S. Department of the Treasury 
• Federal Housing Administration (FHA) 
• Fannie Mae 
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• Freddie Mac 
• Federal Home loan Bank 
• Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

These Federal agencies have established a 
wide variety of financial assistance 
techniques, which include: 

• Direct investment 
• Below-market rate subordinate loans 
• Grants (direct investment or as additional 

security for a loan) 
• Interest rate buy-downs on third-party 

loans 
• loan guarantees 
• Soft second mortgages 
• Credit enhancement 
• Tax credit programs 
• Program to increase a homebuyer's 

purchasing power 

Conduits for these funds vary from state and 
city governments, community development 
entities (COE), syndication partners and 
private developers. 

S T AT E AND LOCAL F UNDING 
PROGRAMS 

Like Federal funding programs, there are a 
multitude of state, county and local 
government funding programs and an 
enormous number of finance instruments. 
State and local governments have the power 
to tax and the ability to issue tax-exempt 
debt. Under the U.S. Internal Revenue code, 
the interest payments on most debt issued 
by state and local governments are exempt 
from Federal income taxes. Based on this 
policy, investors accept a lower interest rate 
on tax-exempt municipal debt than on 
taxable debt. Debt issued by state and local 
government entities is categorized by the 
source of revenue pledged to cover the debt 
service. General obligat ion (GO) bonds are 
backed by the full faith and credit of the 
issuing government entity, while revenue 
bonds are backed by the pledge of specific 



income stream(s) generated by the project. 
GO bonds are used to finance facilities which 
are considered essential to a functioning 
government. 

In addition to traditional municipal bonds, 
state and local governments provide a wide 
range of financial assistance to finance 
redevelopment projects or solve the required 
"gap financing". At last count there are 
nearly 30 public/private finance instruments 
available to state and local partners to 
finance redevelopment projects. Instruments 
such as: 

• Tax increment financing (TIF)-backed 
revenue bond 

• Certificates of participation (COP) 
• Assessment district bonds 
• Special tax bonds (supported by the levy 

of special taxes) 
• Lease revenue bonds 
• Tax lien bonds 

In addition, many state governments have 
established funding programs such as: 

• State infrastructure bank (SIB) 
• State revolving loan funds 
• Economic development programs 

FEDERAL. STATE AND LOCAL 
OPERATIONAL, DEVELOPMENT AND 

INVESTMENT INCENTIVES 

There are two fundamental types of 
incentives provided by government entities 
to private companies: Tax and non-tax 
incentive programs. Tax related incentives 
include tax credits, exemptions, abatements 
and deferrals. Non-tax incentives include: 
grants, loans and/or guarantees provided 
directly to private companies or indirectly to 
communities. The primary objectives of 
government provided incentives are to 
create jobs, income and tax revenues, which 
can be used to improve the quality of life of 
residents. Incentives can reduce cost and/or 

enhance cash flow for three aspects of 
business: 1) development of facilities and 
infrastructure, 2) investment in facilities, 
equipment, and/or technology, and 3) 
business operations. 

TAX CREDITS 

Tax credit programs are increasingly 
important to private developers, and while 
the limitations of space in this chapter does 
not allow a detailed description of the tax 
credit industry, public and private partners of 
redevelopment projects should be aware of 
the four primary federal tax credit programs: 
1) historic preservation tax credits, 2) federal 
brownfield expensing tax credits, 3) new 
market tax credits (NMTC}, and 4) low
income housing tax credits (LIHTC). 

TRANSIT STATION OPERATING 

INCOME 

There are at least five types of non-farebox 
income that transit agencies should attempt 
to capture in order to enhance cash flow, or 
solve a financing shortfall. These sources of 
income other than the fare box include: 

• Tenant lease income from support retail 
space for commuters. 

• Income from advertising placed on the 
exterior and interior of transit stations 
and commuter parking facilities. 

• Income from the shared use of commuter 
parking facilities. 

• Income from naming rights and possibly 
pouring rights for the entire transit 
system. 

• Interest income from Land Lease Payouts 
{a payment based on the Present Value of 
the land lease payment for land under 
condominium housing developments). 

• If the financial feasibility of the TOD 
and/or transit station is in the balance, 
these types of non-farebox income could 
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income stream(s) generated by the project. 
GO bonds are used to finance facilities which 
are considered essential to a functioning 
government. 

In addition to traditional municipal bonds, 
state and local governments provide a wide 
range of financial assistance to finance 
redevelopment projects or solve the required 
"gap financing". At last count there are 
nearly 30 public/private finance instruments 
available to state and local partners to 
finance redevelopment projects. Instruments 
such as: 

• Tax increment financing (TIF)-backed 
revenue bond 

• Certificates of participation (COP) 
• Assessment district bonds 
• Special tax bonds (supported by the levy 

of special taxes) 
• Lease revenue bonds 
• Tax lien bonds 

In addition, many state governments have 
established funding programs such as: 

• State infrastructure bank (SIB) 
• State revolving loan funds 
• Economic development programs 

FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL 
OPERATIONAL, DEVELOPMENT AND 

INVESTMENT INCENTIVES 

There are two fundamental types of 
incentives provided by government entities 
to private companies: Tax and non-tax 
incentive programs. Tax related incentives 
include tax credits, exemptions, abatements 
and deferrals. Non-tax incentives include: 
grants, loans and/or guarantees provided 
directly to private companies or indirectly to 
communities. The primary objectives of 
government provided incentives are to 
create jobs, income and tax revenues, which 
can be used to improve the quality of life of 
residents. Incentives can reduce cost and/or 
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enhance cash flow for three aspects of 
business: 1) development of facilities and 
infrastructure, 2) investment in facilities, 
equipment, and/or technology, and 3) 
business operations. 

TAX CREDITS 

Tax credit programs are increasingly 
important to private developers, and while 
the limitations of space in this chapter does 
not allow a detailed description of the tax 
credit industry, public and private partners of 
redevelopment projects should be aware of 
the four primary federal tax credit programs: 
1) historic preservation tax credits, 2) federal 
brownfield expensing tax credits, 3) new 
market tax credits (NMTC), and 4) low
income housing tax credits (LIHTC). 

TRANSIT STATION OPERATING 

INCOME 

There are at least five types of non-farebox 
income that transit agencies should attempt 
to capture in order to enhance cash flow, or 
solve a financing shortfall. These sources of 
income other than the fare box include: 

• Tenant lease income from support retail 
space for com mute rs. 

• Income from advertising placed on the 
exterior and interior of transit stations 
and commuter parking facilities. 

• Income from the shared use of commuter 
parking facilities. 

• Income from naming rights and possibly 
pouring rights for the entire transit 
system. 

• Interest income from Land Lease Payouts 
(a payment based on the Present Value of 
the land lease payment for land under 
condominium housing developments). 

• If the financial feasibility of the TOD 
and/or transit station is in the balance, 
these types of non-farebox income could 
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be the difference between a "go and no
go" decision. 

TRI-PARTY AND PUBLIC-PUBLIC 
PARTNERSHIPS 

Another source of funding or cost sharing is 
"Public-Public Partnerships" or 
Intergovernmental Agreements between a 
transit agency and other governmental 
entities, such as a city, county or state 
governments. If public-public partnerships 
were structured a transit agency could share 
the cost, risks and responsibilities for 
financing, designing, developing and 
constructing a TOD. Before transit agencies 
approach a potential public partner, they 
should document how the TOD will generate 
economic benefits and improve the quality of 
life for local residents. 

For situations where a transit agency does 
not own any, or adequate land around a 
transit station, the agency may have to 
structure a Tri-Party Agreement between the 
agency, private landowner(s) and a private 
developer. If the transit agency does not 
have sufficient funds to acquire the land, 
they will need to demonstrate the financial 
return for the landowner(s) to provide the 
land in exchange for an equity position in the 
TOD. 

INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDS 

Over the last few years Infrastructure Funds 
have been formed in the capital market. 
Infrastructure funds allow investors to own 
part of a professionally managed portfolio of 
infrastructure assets, such as: 

• Rail facilities and other transport assets 
• Toll roads 
• Utilities 
• Airports 
• Communications assets, such as 

broadcasting towers 
• Materials handling facilities 
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Most of these funds include one to three 
asset allocations: transportation, utilities and 
building development. The five largest funds 
include: 

• Goldman Sachs: $6.5 billion 
• Macquarie: $4.0 billion 
• Deutsche Bank/RREEF: $3.0 billion 
• JP Morgan: $3.0 billion 
• CIT Group: $2.5 billion 

THE BASIS FOR GOVERNMENTS TO 
RECEIVE A RETURN ON THEIR 

INVESTMENTS 

Transit agencies and governments across the 
country have made substantial investment in 
land, infrastructure and transit systems. 
Commercial developments at transit stations, 
or TODs should generate enormous amounts 
of non-tax income and tax revenue for the 
participating government entities. In other 
words, private developers of TODs should 
provide a competitive ROI to the government 
entities, which have invested in the land 
around transit stations, infrastructure 
required by the TOD, and the transit system. 
The transit system can be heavy rail, light rail 
and/or bus rapid transit (BRT). In addition to 
the major investments made by 
governments, private developers are 
achieving premium rental rates for housing, 
retail and office space at TODs. 

IMPACT AND CONCURRENCY 

DEVELOPMENT FEES 

A number of jurisdictions have been able to 
fund significant portions of transit 
infrastructure requirements through the use 
of various types of developer impact fees or 
special assessments that can be used to 
provide funding (or repay bonds) for major 
transit facility development. The procedures 
vary from state to state and are not legally 
available for use everywhere. Ca lifornia has 
some significant examples of this type of 
development. In almost all cases, the impact 



tee program is created and managed by the 
local government with land use powers, not 
the transit agency. But municipal levies can 
be transferred to the entity building the 
project or can repay the local government for 
contributions or funds given to the transit 
agency to develop the project. In most places 
funds can only be used for capital costs. 
Some examples are summarized below. 

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

The City of San Francisco has a general transit 
impact fee ordinance - Transit Development 
Impact Fee (TDIF). This assessment based on 
non-residential development funds both 
capital and O&M costs resulting from new 
development and the increased need for 
capital and increased transit service. This 
dual nature is unique, but has been upheld in 
California courts since its adoption in 1981. It 
funds only the direct local costs for the 
service or facility impacted. A life-cycle of 45-
years is used. The TDIF has gone through 
extensive legal challenges and minor 
modifications have been made, but the TDIF 
has survived a II major rulings. 23 

CITIES OF PORTLAND, OREGON AND 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 

Both use standard impact fee legislation to 
fund transit capital projects. The project 
needs to be part of a planned improvement 
and the development is then assessed for its 
impact on that facility - showing a direct 
connection or "nexus." The development 
then pays the portion of the impact that the 
development will have on the proposed 
improvement. Cities use similar systems to 
assess impacts for school, public safety and 
other improvements. In Portland, over $30 
million in city funds went to partly fund a 
light rail line and $7.S million was given to a 
streetcar project. The City will repay the 

23 Transit Cooperative Research Program - Legal 
Research Digest 28, December 2008 - page 11 

_.., ____ s. 

debt, wh ile the projects are developed by the 
Tri-Met Transit District. 24 

TAX INCREMENT FINANCING 

This method has already been described. The 
growth in property taxes in the impacted 
area connected to the improvements are 
dedicated towards repayment of part or all of 
the costs related to the capital improvement. 
In Texas, the City of San Antonio is 
considering this concept to help VIA, the 
transit district, build a BRT system. In Miami, 
this concept was used to fund extension of 
the downtown automated people mover 
system - Metromover. In Chicago, the City of 
Chicago allocated $773 million for specific 
transit improvements to Chicago Transit 
Authority's infrastructure. Again, the 
municipal government collects the taxes and 
works out payment with the transit operator. 
In Pennsylvania, municipal governments have 
created Transit Investment Revitalization 
Districts (TRIO) under 2005 state legislation 
to assist in TOD facility investments. There 
are numerous examples for transit and other 
types of public improvements.25 

TRANSIT CONCURRENCY FEES 

This is another type of impact fee. It is used 
in Broward County, Florida (Fort Lauderdale) 
to fund capital improvements including bus 
system growth, expansion of transit support 
facilities, bus stops, and transit centers. The 
fee, known as the Transit Oriented Currency 
(TOC) is levied on new development 
throughout the county. Fees are adjusted 
based on planned sub-regional 
improvements (10-districts) so that the 
developer impact fee is related to 
improvements that are connected to the 
specific development and area. Broward 
County with about 1. 7 million people and a 
200-bus t ransit operation expects to receive 

24 Ibid. page 12 
25 Ibid. page 23 
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a few million dollars annually toward transit 
capital needs. Portland, Oregon has a similar 
charge known as the System Development 
Charge (SOC) on new development to 
develop transit capital improvements. The 
charge is based on the development's impact 
on the proposed facility or specific project. 
Both the City of Portland and Broward 
County have adopted transit improvement 
capital plans that legally underpin these 
assessments on new development. The 
project program has the capital cost for each 
project. 26 This permits development impacts 
to be measured and fees can be calculated 
on a fair proportional basis. Plans are 
adjusted about every five years with updated 
projects and capital costs. 

1 0.4 FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS 

Financial Projections were prepared for the 
LRTP through FY2035 and are shown in Table 
10-2. Both historical data and recently 
prepared short range estimates were used to 
prepare the forecasts. Given the current 
economic climate, including the suspension 
of STA funds, projections were prepared for 
federal funding and local Transportation 
Funds. Measure I, the half-cent sales tax 
collected throughout San Bernardino County 
for transportation improvements presented 
earlier in this chapter, estimates were 
provided by SAN BAG. Federal Funds for New 
Starts/Small Starts funds are also available 
for individual projects based on specific 
requirements. Since these funds are 
distributed on a project-by-project basis 
projections are not available for this funding 
source. It is expected that most capital 
projects identified in the LRTP would have 
these funds available to them. 

METHODOLOGY 

The Financial projections are included in 
Appendix C and summarized in Table 10-1. 
The projections were prepared using 
historical data and short-term estimates to 
develop straight-line projections through 
FY2035 for a variety of transit funding 
sources. Because the current economic 
recession that started in FY2008 is expected 
to produce lower than average funding for 
some years, SAN BAG determined that new 
straight-line projections would not be 
appropriate at this time. 

Instead, SANBAG provided actual numbers 
for FY2008 and estimates for FY2009 through 
FY2014. From there the FY2014 estimates 
were escalated from FY2015 through FY2035 
using the historical escalation rate annual 
percentage of change found in the 2006 
report worksheets. Where the percentage of 
change in the SAN BAG estimates through 
FY2014 and the 2006 report figures for 
FY2015 differ, the numbers are smoothed 
over six years. After that the 2006 report 
figures are used. 

Some revenue sources for San Bernardino 
County are a!locate,g based on urbanized 
area (UZA). San Bernardino County receives 
allocations from the Riverside I San 
Bernardino UZA, the Victorville I Hesperia I 
Apple Valley UZA and the Los Ange les I Long 
Beach /Santa Ana UZA. 

26 ibid. pages 27-29 
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Table 10-2: Funding Projections 

FTA Section 5317 New freedom Funds 

San Bernardino Valley $2,782,130 $6,153,932 $8,197,128 $17,538, 191 

Victor Valley UZA $494,630 $1,096,405 $1,460.427 $3, 123,262 
FTA Section 5316JARC Funds 
San Bernardino UZA $6,859,360 $15,438,585 $20,664,404 $43,958,348 
Victor Valley UZA $1,072,560 $2,413,476 $3,230,415 $6,871,451 
FTA Section 5371 Rural Area Revenues 
Rural Areas $7,508,255 $16, 102,540 $20,486,145 $45,186;739 
FT A Section 5309 Rail Modernization Funds 
San Bernardino Valley $26,249,822 $55,210,726 $70,240,779 $160,171,107 
FTA Section 5307 Urban Formula Funds 
Hesperia/Apple ValleyNictorviUe UZA $16,815,911 $36,033,061 $45,842,365 $101,115,037 
San Bernardino Valley Rxed Guideway $33,412,400 $68,437,883 $84,469,679 $191,019,962 
Formula Apportionment 

~ San Bernardino Valley Bus Formula $99,174,200 $211,316,230 $268,842,990 $593,933,420 
Apportionment ~ 
Federal Funds $194,549,268 $412,202,837 $523,434,332 $1, 162,917,517 ~ 
LTF Funds· $398,813,633 $85Z, 769,306 $1,084, 919,Z68 $2,479,614,378 @J 
Measure I Funds $82,715,973 $201, 748,933 $281,023, 753 $565,488,659 
Total Projected Funding $676,078,874 $1.466,721,075 $1.889,377,353 $4, 130,956,686 
*Does not include County apportionment of LTF. 

Source: PP&A, SANBAG, Parsons, 2009. 
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CHAPTER 1 1 RECOMMENDED LONG RANGE TRANSIT 
PLAN 

1 1 . 1 SAN BERNARDINO 
VALLEY ALTERNATIVES 

The LRTP aims to provide the best possible 
future transit network for San Bernardino 
County. This chapter begins with an analysis 
of the alternatives studied for the San 
Bernardino Valley, followed by the choice of 
the Recommended LRTP for the San 
Bernardino Valley in Section 11.2. Section 
11.3 summarizes the Victor Valley 
alternatives and chooses a recommended 
Plan. Section 11.4 summarizes the future of 
the rural operators in San Bernardino County. 

Acknowledging the challenges and 
opportunities that are inherent in planning 
for the future, four alternatives were 
developed for the San Bernardino Valley, and 
presented in Chapter 5, to provide a range of 
options for recommending the LRTP. The 
four alternatives are compared in Table 11-1, 
which presents the annual boardings and 
passenger miles as well as capital and 
operating cost. This table also provides a 
summary of two performance measures 
designed to evaluate the relative cost 
effectiveness of the alternatives. 

Table 11-2 presents a summary of the 
funding projections for the valley and the 
costs of the alternatives. The funding 
sources listed in Table 11-2 are limited to 
sources that are in available funding 
projections, and don't include possible 
sources such as FTA 5309 New Starts, STA, 
CMAQ, STP funds or bonding mechanisms. 

The Baseline Alternative assumes the lowest 
total cost option, provides the lowest level of 
service to the residents and communities of 
the valley, and attracts the lowest transit 
ridership at close to 19 million annual riders. 

No operational shortfalls are expected for the 
Base Alternative, as shown in Table 11-2. 
This alternative has the highest ratio of 
service for operational costs and the highest 
ratio of service for capital costs. 

The Plan Alternative provides transit service 
to 34 million annual boardings at double the 
annual cost of the baseline. Due to the 
planned implementation schedule of current 
projects, Table 11-2 identifies funding gaps of 
$300 million during the 2010-2015 time 
period and $535 million during the 2016-
2025 time period. The table also shows that 
the funding gap would narrow during the 
2026-2035 time period to $155 million. The 
larger funding shortfall during the early life of 
the plan occurs because many of the capital 
projects are phased for implementation in 
the earlier years. The availability of Federal 
Small Starts fund ing for both the Redlands 
Rail Project as well as the E Street sbX would 
cover some of the projected funding gap 
during the early time periods. 

The Vision Alternative serves almost 10 
million additional annual boardings, as 
compared to the Plan Alternative, and serves 
30 million additional passenger miles 
annually. The cost is tied for the highest of all 
four alternatives, and the Vision alternative 
achieves the second best ridership. For this 
alternative, the performance measure of 
operating costs divided by annual riders 
provides the second highest ratio. Funding 
projections identify an increased shortfall of 
funds available for capital projects; however 
the alternative is operationally affordable. 
Other funding sources, such as FTA New Starts 
funds or bonding mechanisms would be 
needed in order to fund the capital 
improvements in this alternative. 

-··---
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Table 11-1: SB Valley Alternatives Comparison 

I•· /'lo l t.(;Jf 

Baseline 18,911,000 81 ,004.000 1,621 62.3 555.09 188.2 51 7 114 1 165.764 303.352 710,040 1,299,386 
PIM 33,664,000 148,764.000 2,35.? 00.6 1,635.84 353.7 142.8 233.4 144,236 371 ,731 637.389 1,642,711 
Vis-00 42.381.000 178.332.000 2.627 1011 3,32443 482.1 278.9 380.0 111,542 419,393 469,350 1.764.733 
Sustainable 45.800.000 200.508.000 2.627 101.1 3,324.43 4821 278.9 380.0 120,541 453,226 527.715 1,984.182 

Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

Table 11-2: SB Valley Alternatives and Financial Projections 

Measure I $78,023,002 
LTF $290,410 703 
Federal* $142,228,090 
Total Funding $510,661,796 
Net Operating Costs 
B~eline $374.041140 
Plan $399, 123,820 
Vision (and Sustainable LU) $399, 123,820 
Capital Costs 
Baseline $125,878,000 
Plan $410,647,000 
Vision (and Sustainable LU) $408,313,000 
Revenue Surplus (Oericit) 
Baseline $37, 172.478 
Plan $(272,679,202) 
Vision (and Sustainable LU) $(270,345,202) 
*Excluding 5309 New Starts Funding. 
Source: Parsons, 2009. 

The Sustainable Land Use Alternative, which 
includes the same level of service and costs 
as the Vision Alternative, looks only at policy 
changes and higher development densities at 
locations around transit stations. 
Consequently, 3 million annual boardings and 
over 20 million passenger miles are added to 
this alternative over the Vision Alternative, 
with the same costs. These increases result 
from focused population and employment 
growth along BRT corridors. The funding 
sources project the same capital shortfa ll as 
the Vision Alternative. Because of the higher 
ridership forecasts for this alternative, the 

---··-··-
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$189,698,002 $262,211,001 $529,935,003 
$628,916,538 $800,81 7,777 $1,825,004,607 
$301,346,630 $382, 17 4,201 $846,449,921 

$1,119,961,170 $1,445,202,979 $3,201,389,531 

$623,401,900 $623,401 ,900 $1,620,844,940 
$872,561 ,630 $1 ,082,875,500 $2,354,560,950 
$914,317,700 $1,313,942,860 $2,627J 84,380 

$215,730,000 $213,480,000 $555,088,000 
$782,589,000 $517,102,000 $1,710,338,000 

$1 ,611 ,864, 187 $1 ,304,252,187 $3,324,429,375 

$336,039,995 $678,561 ,858 $1,185,627,698 
$(479,978,735) $(84,533,7 42) $(703,338,312) 

$( 1,351,009,992) $ (1 ,102,751,289) $(2,590,253,, 16) 

performance measures exceed the values 
calculated for the Vision Alternative. 

1 1 .2 SAN BERNARDINO 
VALLEY RECOMMENDED 
LRTP 

The Sustainable Land Use Alternative provides 
the most annual board ings and serves the 
highest annual passenger miles. Additionally, 
this alternative provides the opportunity to 
guide development in line with the 
implementation of SB 375 and provide the 
communities of the San Bernardino Valley a 



vehicie to promote economic development. 

SAN BAG recommends the entire Sustainable 

land Use Alternative as the recommended 

LRTP. SANBAG further recommends that 

partnering cities adopt policies to support 

transit as recommended in Chapter 3. It is 

anticipated that future project development 

will progress only when the transportation/ 

land use connection is appropriately 

addressed. 

The deficit of the alternative can be 

addressed by the inclusion of Federal New 

Start/Small Start funding as well as altering 

the implementation schedule of the sbX BRT 
Corridors. Table 11-3 prioritizes the sbX 

corridors and groups them into funded 

projects and unfunded projects. Corridor 6 is 

recommended as a funded corridor to serve 

the Ontario Airport and the key attraction 

centers of the Ontario Civic Center, 

ca.pig;,1 ut4,iijl 

§El 
Convention center, and new colony model 
colony area. The unfunded projects are likely 

to be funded in future updates of the LRTP as 

other funding sources become available. 

Funding for Maglev, High Speed Rail, Aerial 

Tram to Big Bear Valley and the Metro Gold 

line extension to Ontario is not included in 

this analysis and these projects are currently 

identified as unfunded. 

Table 11-4 shows the financial impact of New 

Starts funding, including Small Starts funding 

for the Redlands Rail and the four sbX 

corridors, and the potential implementation 

schedule. A funding deficit is shown for the 
life of the plan and reaches 1.1 billion dollars. 

Measure I funds for Express Bus/BRT, if 

increased in 2015 to 10% would result in 

$120,804,000 over the last 20 years of the 

plan. 

Table 11-3: BRT Corridors 

Funde.d Corridors 

1 E S!reet Corridor (to CC1li fomia) 

2 Foothill Boulevard East 

6 Holt Avenue/4th Street 

4 Euclid Avenue, to Corona 

Total 

Unfunded Corridors 

5 San Bernardino Avenue 

3 Foothill Boulevard West 

7 Grand/Edison Avenues 

8 Sierra Avenue 

9 Riverside Avenue 

10 Haven Avenue 

Total 

*If additional funding becomes available. 
Source: Hexagon, Parsons, 2009. 

18.3 16 

16.6 1.6 
20.4 18 

17.9 14 

73.2 64 

11 12 

16.2 15 

17.4 16 

7.6 7 

16.4 16 

10.4 10 

79.0 76 

12165 

10192 

6770 
0508 

35635 

6420 

5557 

2386 

1893 

7342 

3361 

26959 

$241.9 
$215.3 

$208.4 

$180.0 

$845.6 

$119.2 

$166.2 

$179.4 

$79.0 

$174.2 

$109.9 

$827.9 

2012 

2015-2025 

2025-2035 

2025-2035 

2025-2035* 

2025~2035* 

2035-2045 

2035-2045 

2035-2045 

2035-2045 

PARSONS I 167 



SAN BERN.ARDINO COUNTY LONG RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 

Table 11-4: Recommended LRTP 

Omnltrans Fleer• (exclude NS) 
BRT Corridor New Starts** 
Omni!rans Other Costs 
Redlands Rail 
Metro Goldline lo Montclair 
Metrolink Extension 
Metrollnk Strategic 
Total Capital Costs 

!l('I fl · t T 

$51,060,000 
$170,650,000 

$66,600,000.00 

$120,000,000 
$408,310,000 
$399,123,820 
537,091,618 

~ I I • ~ 

$143,670,000 
$21 4,500,000 
$176,800,000 
$240,000,000 
$50,000,000 
$40,000,000 

$110,000,000 
$974,970,000 
$914.317,700 
1,1 75,171,895 

f li.f!}' b 1 

$174,500,000 
$346,200,000 
$251,600.000 

$813,000,000 
$1 ,313,942,860 
$1 ,515,443,758 

•lll 1®){@ 

$369i230,000 
$772,050,000 
$495,000.000 
$240.000,000 
$50,000,000 
$40,000,000 

$230,000,000 
$2, 196,280,000 
$2,627,384,380 
$ 3,361,560,638 

Total Net Operating Costs 
Projectet:J Revenue 
Projected 5309 Funding of 
Recommended Corridors~-* 

Total 
$75,000,000 

$(195,342,202) 
$150,000,000 

$(564,1 15,805) 
$150,000,000 

$(461,499, 102) 
$375,000,000 

$(1 ,087, 103,742) 
*Includes ADA Fleet 
**E Street without Extension 
***Redlands Rail and four sbX Corridors 
Source: Hexagon, Parsons, 2009. 

1 1 .3 VICTOR VALLEY 

The three alternatives studied for the Victor 
Valley were evaluated based on a cost
effectiveness measure, by calculating the 
ratio of annual boardings over the annual 
cost of the system. A comparison of the three 
alternatives is shown in Table 11-5. 

The Baseline Alternative serves the least 
amount of future riders and provides no 
additional services to future travel markets. 

The Plan Alternative serves a larger number 
of riders, and contains new services that 
provide additiona l transit connections. This 
alternative is also the most costly. 

The Vision Alternative serves the largest 
number of people and reduces the 
operational cost of the system by 
restructuring key routes to provide more 
efficient service. 

As shown in Table 11-6, all three alternatives 
are well within the fund ing projections, and 
no shortfall in funding is expected for these 
alternatives. It is anticipated that only a 
percentage of the LTF funds will be utilized 
by the transit network for the area, providing 
fund ing for short term services identified in 
the Public Transit-Human Services 

Transportation Coordination Plan. 

Table 11-5: Victor Valley Alternatives Comparison 

Baseline Al ternative 

Plan Alternative 
Vision Alternative 
Source: Hexagon, 2009. 

h 

• 11 T ~riJi 

4,556 
8,779 
9,445 
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17,109 
45,763 
51,485 

4.95 
8.25 
8.08 

920 
1,064 
1,169 

3,456 
5,547 
6.372 



Table 11-6: Victor Valley Alternatives Costs and Financial Projections 

Total Federal Funding $21 ,846,074 
Total LTF Funds $89,811 ,125 
Measure I Funding $2,921,001 
Total Funding $114.578.200 
Net O&M Cost 

Baseline $49,510,000 
Plan $50,830,000 
Vision $50,740,000 
Capital Cost 

Baseline $29,250,000 
Plan $31 ,250,000 
Vision $31 ,250,000 
Revenue Surplus (Deficit) 

Baseline $35,818,200 
Plan $32,498,200 
Vision $32,588,200 
Source: Parsons, 2009. 

The Vision Alternative, as the highest ranked 
alternative, is the Selected LRTP for the 
Victor Valley. Victor Valley is a key growth 
area in the county and with the 
implementation of SB 375 it is unclear what 
effect the legislation will have on the 
development patterns of this valley. Transit's 
role in providing a choice in mobility to 
residents of the valley is expected to remain 
a challenge, and due to the low density 
nature of the Victor Valley, new services will 

be implemented primarily as they become 
feasible in the short range planning process. 

11.4 RURAL TRANSIT 
OPERATORS 

if,f :~ U•. ~·1 
$41,086,975 $52,434,927 
$151,358,521 $192,562,954 
$7,932,000 $13, 142,001 
$200,377,497 $258,139,881 

$82,520,000 $82,520,000 $214,550,000 
$91 .790,000 $100,630,000 $243,250,000 
$91 , 160, 000 $99.400,000 $241 ,300,000 

$39j082,500 $39,082,500 $107,415,000 
$48,082,500 $51 ,682,500 $131,015,000 
$48,982,500 $53.482,500 $133,715,000 

$78,774,997 $136,537,381 $251 I130,578 
$60,504,997 $105,827,381 $198,830,578 
$60,234,997 $105,257,381 $198,080,578 

opportunities. The LRTP assumes that 
operational costs will remain similar to 2008 
levels with fleet replacement as the only 

substantia l capital costs identifiable in the 
long term. Table 11-7 provides a summary of 
costs and funding sources for the rural 

operators. All costs are shown in Year 2009 
dollars, and Measure I and LTF fund ing are 
both distributed geographically. The County 

portion of the LTF is distributed based on 
2007 distribution percentages to the transit 
agencies to cover any projected shortfalls as 
needed. Federal 5311 funds are distributed 
to the Victor Valley and to the rural transit 
operators by population. 

The Rural Transit Agencies of San Bernardino 
County each operate in unique circumstances 
from the remainder of San Bernardino 
County. The operating characteristics of each 
se rvice are dependent on local land use 
patterns and short range planning 

Needles Transit Authority is projected to 
operate in the short term in a deficit of $1.3 
million dollars, but over the life of the plan 
remains viable. MBTA is projected to operate 
in a $14 million surplus, and not receive any 
portion of the county's LTF. MARTA is 
expected to operate in a deficit of $42 million 
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over the life of the plan, due to high 
operating costs and low regional LTF 
distributions. However, the county LTF 
distribution could rise to 20% for MARTA, 
which would result in a $10 million surplus 
over the life of the plan and leave the County 
LTF Funding source with $168,155,362 over 

the life of the plan. BAT is expected to 
operate in a shortfall the first periods of the 
plan and overall operate in a $6.7 million 
surplus. In summary, there are enough 
funding sources to ensure the current levels 
of transit services over the life of the plan. 

Table 11-7: Rural Transit Operators 

1 • I I 

NAT 
Operating and Fleet Costs $2,960,672 $3, 175,190 $3,175,190 $9,311,052 
Measure I Colorado River $66,793 $111,456 $98,011 $276,260 
LTF $1,127,647 $2,442,041 $3,109,523 $6,679,211 
Federal 5311 Funding $12,751 $24,416 $31,090 $68,257 
County LTF Distribution $454, 103 $991,855 $1.262.958 $2,708.916 
Surplus/(Oeficit) $(1,299,377) $394,579 $1,326,391 $421,592 
MBTA 
Operating and Fleet Costs $9,680,583 $19,361,166 $19,361,166 $48,402,915 
Measure I Morongo Basin $563,837 $1,401,377 $2,074,700 $4,039,913 
LTF $9,560,616 $20,704,523 $26,363,67 4 $56,628,813 
Federal 5311 Funding $245,907 $470,884 $599,590 $1,316,382 
County LTF Distribution 
Surplus/(Deficit) $689,777 $3,215,618 $9,676,798 $13,582, 193 
MARTA 
Operating and Fleet Costs $11,731 ,781 $23,463,562 $23,463,562 $58,658,905 
Measure I Mountains $485,691 $1,213,444 $1 ,808,469 $3,507,604 
LTF $1,214,838 $2,630,863 $3,349,955 $7,195,657 
Federal 531 1 Funding $23,680 $45,344 $57,738 $126,763 
County L TF Distribution 908,200 1,983.710 2.525,915 5,417,833 
Surplus/(Deficit) $(9,099,365) $(17,590,200) $(15,721.484) $(42,411 ,049) 
BAT 

Operating and Fleet Costs $13,859,071 $27.718,142 $27.718, 14 2 $69,295,356 
Measure I North Desert $652,445 $1,390,286 $1,687,508 $3,730,240 
LTF S4,651,178 $10,072,618 $12,825,758 $27,549,553 
Federal 5311 Funding $158,474 $303,459 $386,403 $648,335 
County L TF Distribution 6,951.275 15,183,011 19,332,971 41,467,258 
Surplus/(Deficit) $(1,445,699) $(768,768) $6,514,498 $4,300,431 
Source: Parsons, 2009. 
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Par~-ana-nde taam1es u-e l'.bnlda~ Tran~11er. ;;no possible tu:u·e ccimmlier raJ terminals. ID t!1e City's civlcccnte• area. 
Acton A3-42 1 RJdeshar ng Maleh Service ReqUtre employers ""1h 100 or more !\Jl-t•rne r.rnployees lo panopote 1n ndesha'1ng 'l'IS!ChcllQ serv•CH as a 
cora••on o! tuscress pern1t approval and bus1ness llGens1ng P¥tcc•palion ineludes lane dedlCatloos !or pa11<-n·nde tocolrty , in lieu lt:es. and .ic~ve 
emfioy.,e eocouragement programs 
ACDQrl A3·A 2 2 Shul!!e serv.ce Require errc>!oyers with 100 or more full-time employees and major retaJers to pro·Jide shutt e ser·,1ce lrom loC!Ji parJ.-o· 
ride faalcties to !he e~oyment or shopping certer 
Acbon A3-5 1.2 Fee Assessments Establ sh I~ assessmenn tor new develop~nl proiects not prollld1n9 transrt lacllities: base lees oil artic1pated 
trens1t trip generation Encourage employers to pay tor tr11nsit passes for their employee! who ag-ee not to drive to wort<. 
PolJC) P34 1 TOM Faolita1o11. fnduC'!ments, and Infrastructure ReQUor<i all new 1ndustnal and commercial dll\'elopments to be aNa:e ot and. as 
appropn;ite participate fn TOM programs 

Parking Management Strategies 

TOO Polleles 

Urban Design Policies 

Growth Manago1nan1 

Regional Coordin:ulon 

Fcnanclal Slralegies 

Acbon A3-41 5 Park-n-Ride. lnvesbg<!te the ~lbMy of loeabng piirk·rwlde or slmlt<Y facilities alor-.g SR60. SR71 and the Euclid Avenue con-.dors, 
Possible sites could inciude e•isllllg parking struc!ure,, 11nd "'faoes whl::h llr& utdlled mainly <ilring everung or weekends. (c.Q fraternal 111eeting 
houses. religloos ;acilities. movie theaters. or public proptlrtles) Establii;h a progam to assess fees fOf the land acquis1oon. eonstruct~n. 2nd 
ma1nlan;ince of suc'1 parl<ing !acilitles if none currently exist 
Actm A3·4 1.6 Pafl(·n·Ride F8;iiitles R~ulre large oevetopmeots 1comrn«clat or 1ndustna1 Clevetopmentwltll on agg~ate of 100 or more e!T¥)1oyees) 
to either dedicate land or particiOate ftnancially to assist 1n h! development of future par\ •• n-nde !acilctres. 

rtie Ci1y's owrail lancl use pattern shaW sueet hogller den11ty developm;int In the Central portcn of !he City and along Euclid Avenue. Md tooer density 
deve1opme:-.t in the outlying areas. 
Higtler denstty res-·demar development shaR be located conVW1i•ntly kl maior cuciiation and traisportatJon comdors such arter14l st,.,,ets. 011ns11>°' 
shllt~ 1n general dectease as ll"ce d'stance lton- ma,or attenab increases 

Shopp•"'" arees v.hcch serve a comr•1w11ty-··.ide lunclJa1 "'"'' l>tl locat..cJ elok to or acmg Cer11ra1 Averue snopp1ng cenlers .... nlCll setv~ ll'W.' dJ11:r 
shopping needs o• an inrredra~ neghbofhood shati be localed 'llMJY frD:"I Central A\eom b"1 lhey shDu.d be no closer to each e.lier tl1'1n one mito • 

Acoon A3-4 t 4 Pedestrian Faa.ties Require sidewai.ls Oil arterill•s and other rcadwa1s withn 1nd;.1atJlal and comMeraa. areas. L,nk b..s lodd1n9 ba)s 
e:nµoyment centefS. and emll(Oyee services (resllJurarts . etc) wr.n Sldewalks 
Builcings shall be well destg>ed, shaU respect the sul:lllban i~ ot the CDn-mun.ty and shall be designed With an <Mlareness of easbng neighbonng 
buildings. aPp<opnate axhilec!ual relcel will be encou:aged. with · la:-ge expanses cl blar.k, unreieved walls being avoided especr3Uy where !Jonting on 
a maior streilt 
To tl'le max:murn extent possible, iand use pall.ems shal be plllnned so llS to rnirirrize Vehicles miies traveled. 
Hlg~er tlens:ty proiecs S11aU t:>e kept to a smal scale (number cl units. he.ghts etc ) and stall. in genetal. reflect design cnaracte,shcs rl smgte family 
h0rre5 

Actoo ~- ti 1.10 SCAG - City d Ch:llo Reg10nal Commuter Rall Study, Work with SCAG to include the ~ulhem Pacific. Ct.no Br3nch and the Santo Fe 
Rael Luie en •ts regional corrcnuter "'''study 

The City shall ,V()(k ctosety with developecs "and other Interested parties to develop means by Which needed capital facllioes can be prov1t:1ed on a tong 
term basis at little or no eap~al cost to !tie City Ths cou1d Include the u:se cl spoaal assessment districts. developet reimbursement te<.hncques. P11va1c
publlc ioirw: venues. tax increment financng (rede11er~ment), and the such 
Tile City shall extllore !llternativa financing techniques which are not subject to tile provisions of recent tax legiilation such as Proposruon 13 .:>nd 
Propcs.t1on 4 
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Chtno Hills 
19S4 

Maximum Density 

Tran sit Policies 

Parking Management Strategies 

TOO Policies 

Urban Design Policies 

Growth Management 

Regional Coordination 

Financial Strategies 

@if@fla 

Residential DenS1ties up to 35 DU/AC 

Local transit servi=es should be expanded to serve more of the residential areas of Chino Hills and provide access to the 
major new developments to be built under the Land Use Plan. These new local services should 1nclode; Service along 
Peyton Drive from Riverside Drive to Soque! Canyon Road to Central, and along Central Avenue lo Chino Hills Parkway; and 
increased frequer cy on Omnitrans route #72 along Grand Avenue, Chino Hills Parl<way, and Pipeline Avenue In addition to 
these local services, regooal transit service should be provided to prc>vide transit access to other counties. These reg•onal 
services should mdude: Grand Avenue service from Chilo to Diamond Bar, passing through Chino H~ls. Carbon Canyon 
Road service from Chino to Breil, including !he Breil Mal pasSlng through Chino Hill$; The Chl'lo Valley Freeway commuter 
express service to Los Angeles via SR-60; and Park-and-Ride lots near the Chino Valley Freeway. 

Park-and-nda areas shall be provided al v1la9e cores. general commercial areas and mixed land use areas. These facilities 
shall be designed to maximize security and provide ease of access. Each park-and-<ide lot shall have a capacity equal to 
Hl% of lhe required pariling of the adjacent commercial area, except that no more than 50 spaces per facility shall be 
constructed. 

All park-and-tide lots shall be acquired. constructed and maintained by the appropriate local entity. 

Bus luinouls a11d bus shttllersshall ~ proviuad i1 village co1e a1eas ;md othel comr11m:i;ll , intluslrial 11ml publrc: use a1e<1s 
These fao6ties s~all be designed to maximize securi:y features and shall be localed in proximrty to both traffic signals and 
pedestrian crosswalks, so as to provide for ease of irgress for buses and ease of access for pedestrians respectively 

Policy 1-2. Preserve significant natural features such as ridges, knolls. and vistas, Inducing lhose identified on the City of 
Chino !-fills Visual and Scenic Resources Diagram. through special development standards and gu1deknes. 

Policy 3-8. Woll< with local agencies and jurisdictions to promote employment growth co:>rdinated with the availability or 
adequate housng and transportation. 
Objective 3-1 Cootmue to strive towards the Southern Callfom1a Association of Governments (SCAG) projected jobs.'housing 
ratio for the year 2010 for the West San Bernardmo Valey, which indudes the aty of Chino Hills ol 1.16 jobs per housing 
unit. 
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Colton 
May.S7 

Mixed Use Designation 

Maximum Density 

Transit Policies 

Parking Management Strategies 

TOD Pol icies 

Urban Design Policies 

Growth Management 

Regional Coordination 

Financial Strategies 

Special Designation - Multi Use area 
This area has been established along the Mount Vernon corridor for Ille purpose of creating a long-term vehicle for upgrachng the economic 
and aesthebc environment The multi-use area designation permits a two-pronged approach by allowing extStmg parcels to be used for 
res1dent1al or comme1C1al actMbes subject to aesthetic upgrades and by encouraging more significant residenbal and commercial p!"qects 
1n the ruture usirg density bonuses ana design modifications based on the size of tile development site The multi-use aesignauon is not 
intended to create an immediate or near term transformation of the Motnt Vernon Corridor. but rather to estabhsh significant investment 
and community improvement opport1..r11ties \'A'lk:h may be eventuall'J realtZed as surroundi'lg land costs continue to increase. 

Residential Densities up to 22 DU/AC 

Goal 2 Encourage the use of alternative transportation modes 

Policy 2 1. Continue to cooperate with Omnitrans for the provision cA public bus service in the planning area 
Policy 2 2: Establish bus Shelters at Omnitrans stops to Increase pub~c recognition and use of the local and regional transit system. 
Polley 2.3 Cooperate with canrans and the County of San Bemarano in providing sites and 1mp<ovements for parl<-and-ride facil~ies 
Policy 2 4 ' take a leadership role in regional planning efforts to provide commundy rad service throughout the planning area whole 
proced•ng railroad right-of-way 
lmplementauon MeastXe 3 Transportauon Demand Management (TOM): Fo:lowing the air "1ality management plan for the south coast arr 
basin, employers of ovei- 100 employees wi!! be 111\/olved in a program aimed at reducing the number of vehicles ustng the roaway system 
dunng peak hoJrs thoogh vanpoo;ing. nde sharing staggered worlc hours and other methods 
Public transportation linkages between residentia areas and maj0< commercial corridors are necessary to make purchase opoonumties 
avafable to all segments of the community 

Implementation Measure 8. Off-street (parking) requirements· the City's Zoning Ordinance includes off-street parking requirements for 
various types of development. allowances for parking reductions of development incentives where eHected demand management programs 
are utilized. and allowances for joint use of parking facilities where an appropriate mix of land uses exist. 
Establish minimum improvements and standards. such as off-street parking. lo be required on all properties based on lhe scale of 
operabons and proposed development 

Wcll-Oesigned humarl-scaled commercial developments featuring an attractive and efficient pedestrian environment should be encouraged 
as they add to the responS111eness of commercial gONth to localized needs 

The City shall seek and utilize any available Federal funds and programs 1n implementing qualifying portions of the Land Use Element and 
other elements of the General Plan. ThtS includes taking advantage of !tie "Enterprise Zone" designation to be granted along the Agua 
Mansa and Mount Vernon corridors in the near future 
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Fonun1 
OCl..03 

Mi•ed Use Designation 

Nl'••mu~ 0o'l$rty 

Tr.:trKfl Pol1Ctf>S. 

Par1<1ng l'll•n•gem•mt Strateg18' 

TOD f'ollti1s 

Urban D•sign Policies 

Gro'W1h Ma"'!Jfment 

R.•~iOl"al Coominat.ion 

rJnanc1RI Str;itagies 

@ll&JL'a 

Re&i«'al l.l1<ed l.'1e (RMU) 
0 1-1.C FAR (Of OOIWHcl~ 12..24 ckillae !or retWlential 
Prefelred llD< a."ld Ralge o.'Uxs 1~"- relail 5 15% o!lce: I ~:!0% 

l;gtt i<><llstnallbutineu '*"' 25-35'11. reli6ent11i. 4-~ po.blic -" 
$pace 

Res;cl-.al0~supto2~ C\JIAC 

.rrplement •~ "ll""'•)'Sllms and ntollgont tanapora•on s~s t1T$) ccmoon..-11 (ncl lm1ed to"'"" cOt<111nat lOf\ r.111tiw..-1 ad>"•"') rad o , ocs~ 
<:.rmil \tleYlsien, emergency whde Sip pree111pboo. e:c )along anenat •tellwaya and sub-ateas 1n aeCOttl:H>te lo the C•tl• <rathc ~,,... Sys!o-n 
Cooceptual Buldot.t Plan and m compla"Cle "''" regoona l •nd lllll>f'Oll' 'lle ITS Are'>ltec\.re Master PIOtls 
To encou"'ge transl n~$1\op aid 11an•portnon ~n,and management 1nek.ld•r>g ca'J'(>oli119 required vanpool !)3t1<1n9 sp:ic ... P·• n '"' 1m i:ro.is10n of 
actc<lional t:anspor1"1.on cenlm; lo t>e used u a l"'f~·••od-<t<le for rdes•.al'lng . high-oo::upancy vehde lanes reg-nnal w. •nd J>«•5""9tf ro• .er>'l<:CS 

Recogruze •harnatrve and pnvale ~ar.sPOrtat>on $1!MOM (Vans . buses . Shutles, rax·s and ijmo..is•rleSi as an m11!gral part ol putllc 1ran,p0ttatoon 

WI~ needed and apPrcpnate. requ1·0 new ctt'\l'elopmenr to PfOVide transt &alrtes ano accornmooaunns such •s bu~ t..nene1s aoct hWK>UI~ .:.on11s1ent 
wlh rtglooal agency plans a(1(t existing aiid af11C•J"le4 dem:mds 
Encou<age commuRrt and tmployera to reduc:e llehi<:UJarttips by otfenng inomtive& su<ti as reduced price ll'lln•( i>ass.>s and prele"'n~•l J>'rl<n9 Jor 
tl<lesh.alillg 
Prgy1de appropnata rranapo<tOon 1erm1n'" lac>loUe$ I« lfller-<:ty alld regonal tJavel by pubic end private un1por1a•on modes 

Parking areas shar cof11noe IO be bulleted liom ine street and provide, wllele P"i'clical. a pedestrian spine'°' ufe aece" to shopping and acbvlly a<t-u 

lmprownients wl be made to ltanljlOrtabon corndors thal promote ~Kol a>11~vi!y end 1ea-c0<!$1$l~llf l'llgh te>lhecc va·""• 
CornricrcM1lancl 1nduS1nel usesadJlcenl to or "''"" deslgnalt<! comoors Sllell b<! d.,..,loped and rev1ta:~ to reflectcontempcr•')' d~S1gn >1ai,dard1 as 
l!ull<ll:igs 111 il01l'!y ¢ellW$ .w1 be or;.ntt<i toward mf!Or tho<oughfa<u . sic:ewat4'Scancl publ<:Space$ w.dl cO<Wen eii but n:>i "''""lly oominatmg ""'·Nrig 
on Sile 

:..c:i11t11y cenltn sl'oouldbe taioedlNllhr.:sOent>I ntight:<>thcod1and II'! iicc~ibll: by muWpe !Nde>dlrsn~n-.ic on 
Am~ KJDC*ll 1~ ''°'""Y and ina,or 111C11al cc:1u1Gts 1t1al 1>e 9ven spaciol l.nd use •'!Cl dif\.'<tiqlfl1'!nl $1lll\ll¥dJ ..,~e 
Ooo.'tl-.i. II• Mdr:ilonl SI•""' Jnd or8t'Sll Pl:an Md lhe •unOIJl>d"'O ~ shal be '""'°' .. ~and ComPd.-.1 by rn .. ltipl• ~ Cd~ ol t B.'1SPC•Uhon 
"1Clud~ pede$1nJn , bcy:le , nin 1ric1 aulCll!IOblo. 
Re;;;uire .,,,,., dedl:;alans iom•tlj<mntpr.pen•av.bon 111• IJlld I> ne:usarflO< addlto'lal lrans~O'\ c:apae"! and •nl>a,.;ed mol:iJy 10< I~-''••• 
A v.e ><!'flegrate<I nelw"A of t-h and peeen11n C»ll'15 sl1olJd comea resldcrtol ;;rea$ U> s:hoc>s, e.trl<s.. ano Sl>QCllt<IG Ctfl'.t<S 
Ma1:ir a renal hlgnway~ sNll ce ·~roved KCDRling Ill o.is!:inced ~ g.iuiance w1."l<n an!! ~ It putloc n;~1$..:·f.~1 
Adopt....,,. 6\rCCUQpe OTC>rc. cmcntplano as pmitd -.cC1ty:.c..pu.11m,..,..emcn1P"'9"'"'-Capelll P.e--.•ntn1ero?rgy,...,,_ 
Adqlt dffi!ln gu119'.- tor Foell~l 8Qllevllrd , Va1ey Sool<va rd and Sien• A, emu fl..: ~a<ah! L.,., 1J11jQU• q.1all!;,,,. :Jl ... c1, 11>0.-ougr~"' e 

Woll<woti Colt'MIS S.. 8em11rllono Coun:y, andoe.gllbon"ll C•Ges toe_,_ dial lullCliorw .rid oe51tieoaUy ~ .. ing t'fl>ig• ot lr"1mpor1'ttion con1<10r.1 os 
eon&ISl"1tly !R'lf)e<r.enled (9eC At;Nn, . llt>O .... rei.te11 $j>e<:oikall\' lo itl• 1-1 D COlnOor) 
Conl oue to ooonlinalll tran1111 pl..,,...no w1dl the Soulllern Cahfom.aAnooaon d GCN1Jmn>eo1S (SCAG1. the San Bemardono Asooaated Go .. rni~tot• 
(SANBAG) lhe Loe Angelo• Co.inty Mllropollc.n Transportation Aulhcr'!y (lffA), lhe Sauthem C"111omoa Regional Rall.l.ulnonty •.Me!"Cl"li<\ Omn..-..,,s 
and 1djacen1 CX>nlmunofes 
Wolk w1:n the Catr.lnt lor Tra~1portattor1 Enhancemrm Activrl•e5 funding lrcm TEA-21 (TranspoJt<ltlon Equity f'd. 1958) 
Coorthllllte sttoet sys18m impro1·ernenis and tl'lllfc Sign e~ution wih regional transportaton ellorts "' p;,rticular on roattways thal "'* at ,,. C11y'• 
boundan~. ate shared wtfl MIJlhbo•"ng )"risd;ctions, alldior ar• patt of regionolly signo~e•nt comdO<a lnciodlll!I t'1oso 111..r ore on Congooon 
~Aa,ageniant Plan IOUll!'S 
Conflnue to support ine regional ous si•stem 10 ptOVl<le 1nt11-<:11y service ln1er-<:ily sel\lioe tomapr emplOyment centers. and eonnec11on looltler re~ oonal 

tf3flspo~aiion ~ansler points 

CJ) 
)> 

z 
OJ 
rn 
:::0 
z 
)> 

Al 
0 
z 
0 
() 
0 
c: 
z 
-i 
-< 
r 
0 
z 
C) 

::u 
)> 

.Z 
(i) 
m 
~ 
;o 
)> 

z 
((\ 

i 
1J 
r 
)> 

z 



l> 
D 
Ul 
0 z 
Ul 

..... 
-...J 
vi 

Grand Terrace 
Deo-88 

Mixed Use Designat ion 

Maximum Density 

Transit Polrc1es 

Parking Management Strategles 

TOD Policies 

Urban Design Policies 

G•ow1h Management 

Rogional CoordJrtation 

F1nanaial Strategies 

Mixeduse development which can demonstrate superior use of land. more effioent utilization o1 public facilities. and more effective 
conseivation of natural resources shall be strongly encouraged by the city of Grand Terrace. 

Medium Residential Density - 12 OUFAC 

Public transit wiU be encouraged by city P.articipation in local and regional transit programs and, by special consideration in large. 
new developments wherever feasible. 
Encourage the continuance of a public transportation system that wiH: 1) provide a viable alternative to the automobiie: 2) satisfy 
the transportation needs of commuters, the economically disadvantaged, the aged. the young, and the handieappecl, 3) promote 
service at a reasonable and equitable cost both to the users and the general community. 

Design of nf!N development shall respect and preseNe the view opportunities of existing development in the area 

The city wili work closely with the regional tral'\Sit agencies to ensure tne convenient and affordable bus service continues to be 
avaijable to l«:at residents. 
Encourage State. regional, and local governments and agencies to achieve a coordinated and balanoed regional transportation 
$ystem consister'lt with th.~ dty's soescal, &eonorT11c. iin(j envlronrnent:.il needs :.tnd goals 

Commitment of public funds to p<ovlde necessary off-site improvements fordevefopment of vacant private property will consider 
the net revenue which the development win produce for the city over the time. 
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Highlon<I 

Mlf-06 
Mbcod Uao O.•lgn;aUOn 

Madrf'IUR\ Dlloetty 

Tr.tn.art Pol.ici.1 

@ff®OO 

"1i>:ed·IJse iMU!Meximum tntensiry: 18 d\NObllgu-v11 per i o aae, or t_OFAA 

R...,dont•l O.ns<1· 1.0 to 8 OIJIAC 

f'i o 1i:10 ~' tQ rruJ~ O'QO&.s of tta~\ ~OAQ' p01MU'1an1 oicydeo. V8"U and <>l.llorncmle 
F.r.eou~e ""'JO' emplo)'>l'S b redvce VW.a;lar 1r1)S by of'9nog lllC4'*"" C011Ce>U dilOUSSO<I " u... °"'" Plill\ C«euats:>n e-. mut"!I but""' limited to "'d<IC:l!d transt Pl ..... and pre'9reotl•I 
"°"ill',) for rldeoh«ll'il 
Conti,..e 10 ,.,ppor1 tlle<e;tonol oue syslem top""""' •-cily .. nnce. loter,cey MrvC<I 10 mljorerr-ploj'menteenter.. ancfe<nnection to 1991ona1 trll'll)Ol1ation U61'1$hrr ~nts 
W.0.1< 'llo·ith <>"on!trans.toer.suto ttii• tram1t ~ •reextendect to sarvtt rNdents intlie ee.alem po:-bOo otthe atu:t1 ar&&. 

CooroMle "'11h 0m"1!llns to pro.-r:i. s~te. Clean ana ~lltf>Q:lle l:los Sl>ele<s 11 bua SIOJl'I ano nr>Sfef Sl8li0111. 
Pm1119Mamgwntnt $nttgi<t• 

TOO Pok• 

Urban De-..tian Pottc•.s 

Growth M.ana9«'1•nt 

~~IOr,.I COli<c!ltll!CIOn 

Flnanclll StrattglH 

l~glte tht "'P•.INHWMn c.fVaubl• Padl.i"'9 Oittnct 0.-e:rtsys tiloos- Base line, ~la'f'td Hb:1onr;:: Oiltflct and ottier •~as where ~:rop0•. to toco~ the •Man.-cf:ment ot C.¥-Jibrg pri.it'!Q~ 
~~w.ntoev•lo?""ent 

..., .... 11>1 """'""~Yd ••l&tu>g 0< prq>o1<Kl or>- •nd ofl.tll'MI paf1<ing •• nHdid, ospe<:ialt ir> u.rt»n~llll <>Om1114<t>al a1'1as, to""""'" \/>al an ~eQUQtt supplf ;s :>rovi<!4c 
&t>lote •l,.teQtff for It.<> managem"'1l of p>t1cing SlJPPIV.""' d> can onclll:le poo\lng ""'5 metered ...-1 par1<'°' ""d1tagg101•1<l v.<Ulo 1clledt.i" 
0e .... e1op stJett19ioa kl the c.ontrol of p~ng de~d tuch as rnproved tran:siit service. ~rte' for~cyetbus ono tidost.n> v~ 

Pcrvot>p <<rott.g.<>$ tor $hore~ P""<tl'9 QJ'l'OllUr>boo ;n ""'.., . ..., >M 1111>tp1&...,.e doVelol)mol'll 
Erco.r"')e t~ LM of ~•-d&•igr.o, oe$1hi~cal~ onhane«:I parltng llfl>C(ures as "" llittrMb,. to la'llQ. e-nsl'Ve s.,m.:. oa!l<ing lots ;n ieta~ '"" trnPlo)"llent -.te<• 
J:tro"'Qe eo,.ri:ntt/11 aJ\j eofl"5ohc:~:.o {IC)iiti.'Q....,,19"8 cars.** ~ed ftom "'"""' wnw.*" 0011~-.i11t 
Scgogo~ row.)emaa. por'tdrg tram commtrcial ord office> p.-Ona 
•1in.m2e t~• \•1sua1 mpact of surf_,. r>artd1>11 by pn>•dlllg l>GftnS. lan<!Gpe bulle.·ong on0!00'10f,ab119 par.lo~ lots I'> tile"'"' or@ ~ buldongs « bo>bW Du~W9• 
LO;.lle W~~ arJ:J oUitiing, tron~es dose to th• strNt a,., 5V«l com«s Wflh ptll'k1ng Detii1o Of 'D tne !Ide of tre bu~ '.~ if,is ~' f'ot: PC>58.1Dfe er prac&ca aMuttt tNit &treet·facino nana~ 1§ 
;iiek»dt~>;h l8tt'fOl:eeo•f"'9"" 0etmi. 

f".educ~ aie ~sL&J rnpoe.t of p.oung tbrougt. (.'On.Sr.I~ ~rioo9•n~r:'erts, ~ter«t '!Jt.1v~'llf access. a.l"'t....:ceuea OOJ9'11- lancl3C8po llUtfers •.:I 1oc::eneo, co~..:t p*1-tf1'q stru:tixes 

Pt"'' for ••• "'°"'"" of ;;ie$S wohoi lt.e C.ly to ~e used as p•n.-.a~ooe 1ei11on11 cus and Qll pool tac.lb<>< 

"'9vent fuw.-. otnp commorCQl dtwlopm•l'll by enc:ouragu'!l le>tconsoldll~on ""th"' conm .. c1:.i1~ deg,gn•od ""'"' #rldty im~ng cormie(tfai oe.•!!l'«<ons "'*'""' ol ><Aflt>e<>t J«e to <>.xx>m°""""tt 
large1 scalfl. Quarly devele>oment 

COl!""cl t~ Town Center phyocaly end visualy with""' l"rsl<l(ic Viia91' Dilll!ctw!h f)ecler>\n.IW\ connec~ons. histooc:ally C()(Tlpelil:.le at<Moctl.l'O. aigr t;io la"""'1piOQ ara ocher »11etb~e •1-15 
Prorua\ ireesiai·<J.-.;i di-ti>~ <.am!TKllc.al su.q ... •s and co-- corrni.IC>l> u-. •~-'al tlle "'"JO' in1«1saelion 01 Pllm Avenue and Beso u"" 
E!>O<o.1•11\l~ al'd ""'"'"e podostn.Jn connr>CI~ from reoi<ltriial ooighbootiooos to rllC.01 aciNltjl c.J'Urs. emolo)lmei>t ~Tl $d'<>ol., p:wl<s. Ol)Oln ~ a•os and e<o,.....•"'1)' C<!<'l9" 
J.dd "'sto l.anos:.:;apeo medsans aiM l>Ult>G1..:tS. Mete~· to 1'94uce t.itPOSl.A'e to-ems. trlf-f1ca1 street i;1os1i~s.-
P\iMua uofyang $lr~s;.a~ ~m b' trYlfJ'I wrrido" n;h . .dhg coadinlted ~tr110tlghb. lanh~og. pubic :sigoagc, -atfoot hsnture and t'l•Osapi~ 

l0<:0"' eommete<allrotaol useo •e.r th• •"8•llll< IO P«><todo hgh vlst>irly lrom \ht s\1'"41 
In. m..li.o.se d&i.-e:bpm~t, be.ate feia'.11 Af~ com"tlef0al~s:meft d~ to s~et b' h;Qher wsbi•v and fftSdMhal uses c;.,:Nnd for t;Ortven~ M-1 Ctrv11Cf 
J>itove2• peo~tnan aca:ss alld 001VHJCt.:Jrw \o n.Nfby retail, Wanspoctato/\. f~at>on •nd edue1;b0r., t.fW\l*l'S. wh..-. f,.'lfactieal 
tncoroorat~ sr·.ci• 1itiing ~ueas .a.ncuor 1hadta co.11t,ardr; dOM to thOc:iC>"9 •••but bulfered from p..;w'.<h'9 W\d lrllfftc trlt*cts. 

Clearty :fel11eatf podcstri:ln r<AAes fr()f!l par1(<1g are11s 11> 111111~10 aibweasy •"" •al•P«118111anrnowment 

P•rfii)p;u 1n I "Clb tsr&I> Of~ t~~tOI' ~lanr11'1g arcs Ctr>Qtllllllr fl) "1Ptove tte CllOXily 6lliW'!!i allCI sal•tt ol lhe sl'laril\I :;i,Callbon >1'1""' 
l".i11cipe 1n •U ll'Jilonf>i lnll'JpenlllOf\ camt\tlll)tt• iWld tftglllMtt «IOldll\llll'v.lhOll>W IOC.l lllj.noo 1119Mling ll'f• claM Plf>9'•l'S lllCI M(Vfad 111'1,.[ie!:t fllto <11411)'0...0 sa("'f ol U"' ffighlMd ro111'way 
_,,,.,k.111 

~lruitb .1 .... 1 •yst?on "'l>ro..-m ~,.., !rallle .ign..t -rdi,..bon '"tll rog0r.ll 1'*1a>«l.iioo •lfO<b 
Cooninale tt11101\ pflinrng will! \IJoS<lJ\llm\-CaibJf\.a AUOC1111i<>f1 cJ Go•.,nrnlfnl~ S""'8AG. Orn"il~ ard ~l<:<>.,nlUm..... 
'Worl<.,.<11>1he Soi.Jllem(;aflorn.,COtm1UlerA41 Cocru;ll ~r.i the s.n Boml!ldroo""'°c.nl>ond Gtwmrn<im i1Jld Otll,.tr.:ma to~ll:!b!Wt11L>n!it<X>Meciionwftnthe MelrOlnkC<immuter R<lil ::lf•te-.,,, 
• .... fr'<P.v>1 lhrorctu11>g•&i\lltlrA•Avenu• ondloltdilit•awtblbluo!id...,v~ro-rb 

~1a><n>oa •fll••t.,.'9('renotJ•911•illl tnrwgt tn0 lllrBl&;l;l....rlcn of 00tn!119fc:io.f 1111U Ol<ll<:lilwli 11 0-1\'i<Utel\a~eo, "'""'"' inl9~. and 'MIM Ill• T<:NVn<:oolor ano<;otdtn n.,,,.io ,,.., 
61$0 Tovm CMtor, Gc131to Trl5111)1'1 •"1V~r;i1';-.:>11* Ccnlllt CW.111~~Y Pollc.y Ar,... I 
Et10)Urll09 ao 3".DfOGl(dk': mot of rt-i.I. otfu;:e•N C4''" uaei k>~mum Uleecooom1r;vatM1Y ot Ur aea. 
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Loma Lind3 
Jun-06 

MiJt!>d Use Designation 

Maximum Density 

Transit Pohcies 

Parking Management Stralegios 

TOD PoliC:ICS 

IJ rllt'fl Oesi9f1 Polidt-s 

GroWlh Management 

Regional Coorctination 

Financial Strategies 

Special Pfaming Areas A-F. H, I 

Residenbal Oensrt es up to 20 DUJAC 

F aclldate me synchronization of traffic signals along Redlands Boulevard. Barton Road. Anderson Street. and Mountain Vle\v Avenue 
Where a series of traffic signals is provided along a route. lac~ilate the coon1inabon of ira!fic signals 10 QIXimlu traffic progression on a given route. Traffic 
signaJization shoold emphasize facMating access from neighborhood areas onto the City's primary roadw<lf network. and should work to discol.Jf'age thro.igh 
ltafflc from using local streets. 
Preserve options for Mure transit use when designing roadway and hig1way improvemerts 
When applicable. such es adjaceflt lO E Street Locally Preferred.Alternative station(s}. include Omritrans in the 1eview of new devetoprnent projects. and 
require new development to povide transit impn:>lli!ments in proportion to traffic demands created by the project Tran sit improvements may include direct aoc 
paved access to trarisi{ stops. :xovision of bus turnout areas. and bus shelters: and roadway geomeiric designs to accommodate bus traffic. 
Encourage ric:lerShip on pubUc itansit through use of City ioformation soorces (e.g .• C~y web stte. and mad-outs) to provide itlformation on transit services 
Requi re community care facilibes and large age-restricted developmenu (SO units or more, but excludmg faci~tie11 designed for ·ac1Jve" !Jdults) to provicl6 
11anspor1ation services for the convenience of resident& as a condition of devetopmert, 

ThougtJ pede$trian access is tlte focus, also p10111de convenient vehicular paoong via nearby parking in an adja~nt parking let lo;ated to the side or rear o 
the building and.for on-slteet parking (where feasible considering traffic). Pe-mit off-street parking standards to be met with a convenient off-sife parking 
Pursue construction o( parking structures within the down1own area to seive projected pall<ing demand and facilitate mixed-use development without lhe need 
to meet off-street parking standards on each Individual parcel. 

Support transit-oriented devek<pment in proximity to E Street locally P111ferred Alternative stalion(s). Such devebpment wo.Jd include a variety of retai I 
housing, empl9yment opportunity. healthcare, and civic/governmental uses in Walkil\Q distJnees of stations to encourage tra~~ ridership and address air 
quality and t1affic congeistion coocems. In addtion. $14>POrt integration of E Street Locally P~cred Alternati~ transit stations into nearby planned 
devefopments and anra¢1ively ..andscaped pedestrian 6nkages interconnecting transit sopponive uses to the transit stations.. 

Place commercial and office development so that it has a sttong relationship with lhe street such as by sit\ng ·the buildings so that they are dose to the street. 
or for buijdings that need to be set back from fl6 street with a large parting lot, locate pad buildings along lhe slreet to maintain an attraelive street edge ;ind 
visually buffer the pa1l<1ng lot 
Oes.i9n streets to aecommodal!! slow n moderate moving local traffic (e.g., ~lanes mrucim~m each dire~n) or close s'"*ts to provide: br pedestrian use 
only. Thus. thn:>ugh traffic on a'terials would be p1t1vide on the periphery of pedestrian oriented developmeot. 
Ensure that lhe site design of new develOpments pmlndes for pedestrian access to exis,ng and future transit rot.1es and lransit centers through specilic 
review during the development reN"iew process. 
3.1 1. 1 Pedestrian-Onented Development Guiding Policy 
For pedestrian oriented development (loceted wil:tlin eomme..w:it or mixed-use land use designations as indicated in the Lana Use Element) ensure that the 
features that make tot attractive and fQnctiona pedestnan-oliented development are prtl\lided. 

The Public opiffi Spaee land use category applies 10 lands within t:he Loma Lmda South Hills area that is owned by the City. and intended for long-term natur: 
open space and trails The illte nt of this designation is to preclude the development of buadings. aod lo permit 011ly such improvements and lacoliMs as ;ire 
consistent with the perrnanerit protection or natural open &pace. Thus. while recreational trails are encouraged within this area, their design and use is to :ie 
consistent with the environmental values of the lands they tiaverse. 

Attract new. and mamtam eJ<isting: com~cial and office uses to better serve the retail and seivice needs of the community. to ke.,p the sales tax reven~es 
from purcllases by the Loma L nda community f1t1m going elsewhere. tc reduce the length of trips necessary to meet ll!tail and service needs and to exp30d 
employment opp0r1unilies witl1 n the community. 

@£l&J00 

1· ~1 2 " 
03 > · 
~ 



~ 
....... 
00 

~ 
JJ 
U) 

0 
2 
Ul 

Montclair 
Jun-99 

Mixed Use Designation 

M;i~lmum Denslly 

iransJt POlic:les 

Parking MMagemont Strategies 

TOO Policies 

Urban Design Pollcie3 

Growth M<1n;1gemcnl 

Regional Coomin.11.1011 

Financial Strategies 

@[f@Cfa 

Residential Medium Density up to 14 DU/AC 

CE- t .1.10. Promote tfle provision of publlc modes of transportation between strategic locations such as the Montclair Plaza Shopping Center. and 
other traffic geneiators. $Uch as~ MOott&air Transoenter and potential Metrolil'lk slation on the Riverside Line. 

CD-t .6.0. To encourage the development of parcelS: along central Avenue a,nd Holt and Mission Boutevards where devetopment has previOusly t>eeo 
hindered due to parcel ~e and oonfigutatiOn. access and muhiple ow.nel'$hi!i. 

LU-1.5.0. To e11SUre that oommercial areas within the City are coovenlentfy located, efticieilt, attr!ldive. safe for pec:le$trian and veh~lar circufati!ln 
and concentrated into districts and cente11> in order to better serve a larger p()Jtion afttie City's needs. whlle alSo continuing to provide regional 
commercial services as the dominant proportion of the regio~ market in re<:0g11ition of !tie economic contribution and image identification associated 
with regional centers. 
LU-1 1 5. Promote the assembla9e of.commeictal parcels round in snip commercial areas along Central Holt. Moreno and Mission. 
LU· 1. 1 .25 Encourage the deslgn of these propertll!$ to create an enjl)yable enwoornent for shopping by .promoting improved archttectural 
appearance of bl;lldings, excellent landscaping. ~nd appropriato regulated signing parking and traffic circulation 
CE-1 1.5. Promote the beau\ifical1on of street$ by prorn01Jn9 and inalnl3inlt'19a tree plat\tu19, tree replacemem. tree maintenance ana landscap!Og 
pr-0gram on all streets. with special emphasis on the entrance to the city, to screen from view servi<:& road amas. and along major/minor roadway 
comdors an~ median dividers 
CD-1 .1.1. Continue the establishment of an indlllidual and distincti\16 identity by encouraging the hfghest quality design in architecture. landscape 
arehitecture. 519n graphics. arid in the design of $reel tumiture and fixtull!S. 

LU· 1.1 4. Participate in and support the regiooal activities of the Southern California 
Associated Governments. the San Bernerdino Associated Governments, 
C1ty/Couoty Planning Commissioners Conference. and Oll'ler such agencies. 
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Rancho Cucamonga 
Mar-06 

Mixed Use Deslgna1lon 

Maximum Oenstty 

Transit Pohc1es 

Parking Management Strategies 

TOD Policies 

Urban Design Policies 

Growth Management 

Regional Coordinab on 

F inancial Stratagics 

r:::.:'\ n...., 
lii Jrn rC1, 
LYjt&lu11 

2.5.3 6 M•·)(ed Use !Probable FAR of 0.40 and 
Maximum FAR of1.0) 

Res.denfial Densities up to 30 DU/AC 

3.5 5 We shall pursue trip reduction and transportation systems management measures to reduce congestion on roadways and al 
intersections. 
3.5.8 we shall continue to coordinate with Omnirrans to provide lrans~ service (bus or shuttle; to our major centers of acuvity. 
employ~nl and hoosing. 
6 4,4.3 Require the design of transit stops to be compatible with adjacenfdevelopment and povide for adequate seating. signagi:. 
and shade 

2 6 1. 5.7 Developrr ent projects should be designed to facilitate non-'lehicular and transit system access ar.d use. 

6 4. 1.5 Mixed use areas should be developed as higher lnteosity "urban renters" where there 1s sensitive integration of land uses, 
convenient modes of transportation. and a focused ·sense of place· that emanates from the architectural and landscape design 

Include ao integrated circulation system of arterial access. intemal circulation, parking faci~lies. pedestrian pathways. bicycle roues. 

transit stops (where appUcable). and related signage. It is intendeo lhat movementwittnn the entire cpportunity area be feasible O'I 
site without being forced to u.se adjacent arterial highways lo move to olhe.r portions of the mixed-use development 
2.6 1 2 .1 Key opportunity areas should be given priority in the further development of lhe City by focusing City efforts on bonging 
about their development or con$ervation. as appropriate, as soon as possible. 
2 .6.1.3.2 Restrict slnp commercial development In favor of more focused commercial or mixeouse centers 
2 6 1.3.3 Commercial and office development should have equaUy convenient access for pedestrians. bicycles, buses and 
automobiles. 
2.6.1 3.9 Allo.v medium and high density residential uses along transit routes in mixed-use areas and in the vicinity of activity 
ceniers. 

3.5.11 We shall require the implementation of sidewalks and paths to enable safe and convenient pedestrian travel within our 
community. 
6.4 1.6 The int&fseciiorrof FoothPI Boulevard and Haven Avenue, extending south to 411'1 Street, should form the central business 
hub of the City with higher intensity office. commercial. and public/quasi-public uses. 
6 4.4 4 Continue to pursue the placement of public art in prominent locations. partlcularly along major travel conidors and 
inlersections within the Cily. 

2.6. 1 1.2 Regionally oriented uses, should be located ne3r the regional transportation network 

2 6 1 1.3 Access to re9>0na1 serving uses shall be designed to provide maximtm access cap3biltty and permit maximum dispersal of 
traffic. 
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Redlands 
1995 

An-ended Dec 1997 
M1xed lbe Dnienadon 

Maximum Oon1i:y 

Transit Policies 

Parking Management Strategies 

TOD Po licies 

Urban Design Policies 

Growth Mana9emont 

Region al Coordln:iticm 

fin;m{;ial Smiteglos 

Reside"lhal OenSllteS up te> 27 DUIAC 
Density lirrital100: Under IAeaS<Jte N. a zoning ordna"ICe nc land designated by the General Plan as urban reserve as of June 1. 1987 is to be 
redesignated for a higher densrty lllan one dwelhng unit per 14.000 square feet of net site area. except by a lour-fifths vote of the City Council with 
findrngs of •no signif"lcant adveBe anvtronmental impact• 
Current City policy that spearies a maximum dens4y ori slopes of 15 to 30 percent atone unj perlwo i¥ld one-half acres and, on slopes 
exceeding 40 percent one Ulllf per 10 actes On slcpes betv.een 30 and 40 percent required sita a-aa tncree"9 •R>•oximetely proportionally 
from five aaes to HJ aa-es pei unit depending on slope and soil type. 

5 40e Ensure that employers implemeot TOM programs IX> reduce peek period trip '9~tneiation 
5 40b Cooperate with public agencies and other juri$die1ions to promote local and regiooal public transit serving Redlands 
5.40c Support the Congest!On Management Program for San Bemard•no Coun~/ 
S.40e FaVQr TOM measures thqt hmil vehicle use over those that extend the commute hour 
Programs such a11 Bdesharing and public 1ransit reduce overall vehicle travel while flex time and staggered work hours simply shift traffic to less 
congested times. of day 
5 40f Support Ioctl 19eder bua service to and from current and future raglOllal trall$it ~nes. 
5.40g Preserve option$ for futtSe transit use when designrn,g 1mp<ovemen1S to roadways. 
5 40h Work with 0-nnil/aris to plan for 1oca1 bus routes that are better able to penetrate neighbomoods to rmprove seNice for potential •iders 
Designate loca bus routes in Specific Plan areas 

5.40i F~ure oom!T'Mer rail services ire planned v.dllin the Sania Fara~ cornd<lf. w:th &ops a CalifQm,a Street. Orange Street and Mentone 
sr11d Improvements to these streets should be planned for feeder trans.1 services, and park-and-ride provisions should be made at :hese 
locations Anolher -09ical stop would be at University Street IO serve the campus 81 the Unwer.;ity of P.edlands Other p<:ilential stops could oe at 
Judson Street and ot Crafton Avenue Re61dents in these areas might use short. trip commu1er rail to jo.vntown Redlands , ertner ta work or sh:>p 
5 40j IM>rk wth Omn1rans to plin for bus she~ers and turnouts. 
S 40k Incorporate bus shelters and turnouts into desgn and approvalS of new developments as necessary 

4 409 Locale high :ind Mlldium-OeoSlfy devetopmenl near regional access routes employment centers, shopp1n9 areas and publlc services 
4 401 Enooura99 111COq>oralion of residential units in Downtown m1xed-u~ projects . 

1A .40 Pnnoole Four 
Ag~cultural uses of .and are important to the culture, econorry and stab~ny of the City of Redlilnds and shall be prese-ved to Ille greatest elCtenl 
poss.'bl9 consistent with the wiQ of the people as expressed in PrC4>0sotion R and Measure N. and consis:ent with the policies of the Stale of 
Ca11fornia set forth in GOYernment Code Section 51220 
2 Oe Encourage end promote orde<ly deVelopment and growth of Ult>an areas While maintaining and encourag1rg the best possd:tle use of 
<19ncuttural land. protectJng 11 against piemature encroachment of non-ogricultural develOpment. Consider the costs of extend•ng urban 1acilrt1es 
arid services in the ~>11ew of ur~n developmenL 

w --pff ~"Ii 
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Updates Com~led JUI •992 
Cr cu1at101l & Land Use 1996 

Mixod Uso O.signation 

l\lt)1:im:um Dens:ity 

T r:.Jtttn1 Pohc1c-S 

Parting Mon1QGmentS1ratei1les 

TOO Poliel0$ 

Ullun Design Poll.,ies 

Grcw.-th M~ni!J!.!maot 

R~glon31 CoottllnAUon 

Fln>f1Cl>I Str.1101>~ 

r·"'\ 0f1 
I r1 irp~~ ,1 r 
t!!_,J i..1 '~?w !J CJ 

Mi1re<f Un Com1nercialllnduslrial - R.aesogn illdllSlllaVcom~laJ sllss 0t allowb adaptive reusaof 
mduS1J"'I areas tn1D1J9h reaesigna!i<>n of land uae II> "'91()1)81 commercial 
or ifl<lusttii!Uc:ommllftial nned use designa1on. 

Med>1m R1u1delllial !JelsJdes UD 1020 00/AC 

Pul>IC b'8nspot\a!ioll ~es shall be pfO~ fl8t. (1) prollide. a \liable a!ttlmllliw IO 1he automobile: 12) salisly Che Janspon;iiion needs ot the corrmuiers. 111• 
eoonomh::ally dindvaniaged. the aged. the young. and the d.sable<t and (3) pron:Olll seM<:a 81 a reasonable and equilable cos: to bolh the users and the general 
o:>mmutilty 
Regional eollmuler mil seMoe ohl! I be eneouca9ed. 
Increased lflUlf"-a>mDM114'and 19\lil;>nal l)US se!VIC1'shal beencousaged. 

Patloing coooepts that relate IO j°"1t or shared patl<ino u.e to maxirme utibtallon :>f elOSlng and prapo5<!d -p;n1un9 facilibes $Ila.I be oons<dered. 
Whene- • dell9lopmonl pfOPOSec to prOllide "'11$ ~rtllng tllan Ulal requted by the City Zoning ~. tho applicant fut that ci.-.ietopment IJMll •lllm•I a p,111<11\y 
demand analy$1$ l<> the C.ty Public 'Noth Oi.ec:tof fofr~ and appr<Mll. 

Pro-..~ for Ule developmenl or Foo:hll Boulevaid frontage$ lo< commetcial as wetl as rewentlal uses S<lbjed to cle•eiOPflll!llt Jtandar<IS intende<I IO control 11Ch1cu1ar 
ao::ess and unprove -isual quah!y d the thoil)tll)l1fare 
Consider the imp'ementalioo of a variety ofRedell&loj)menl Agency ncentM;s wilhln Ille FooNI Con!dor PrQJed 8'ea. 
Rev1oe the ZO!\illg Orc1111ance 
B c$1ablisl!rnenl at ~rd5 kl Bllharn:e the pedes:trnn dlara~ar cl si.reel.\ in the 001m1orual 111dui.tnal dlStllC!.& 1mh.lll11!1 t"-types cf ~S!2. arch10G1uml desiDn. liUld 
•1l•ng <ll suuotu"" at the grQulid ~O)f ~tllm. 

l et Cons°*61'11Qn ?fQof8lTI 
1 ~CllY "'CQQperalio~ wtti 1l1e R•O•.,,."'PITlllnt Agency amt local p<opeltf owrnin may ~vclop a prOll'Jill]l lor Ille QO!l~~atal cl ~~II lot$ In];> lllf'J'lf p~n;c!> Qf 
j)t@ak'f ~ 'J\>ibllllY <n 1119 TOIV~ (.eiilet In ltlll ;" a,14 91115~ Wily areas. anti FOOUlUI BCHJ!Jl.,;\ld -hi~ $1\~00(ieUIV.111 ~p.i:llle Mon t.;fol1 ~VGl:'ltll'l\&11 
11t09t311't for t"-a;&as al)d devetl!)4jf plllti:pauan 
l.ll!Mln O.W9n lrtl'fO""mllftls 
T~ Coty shall prc~lda lol fom111~i1lcn ol Uiban Dotlgn Gulllalln.:;. llef!M a l~ntlll~~ pt0gram, aild ltnplern.tl\I f>Ubllc ipac.;lmpmvements ror 1o.ey actlvil\I areas and enoy 
po001S to t!MI City. u d~lilllld b; Iha ~1nd use sirai.gy . This w~I Ulc!Uil,; sue..t tret!s oJlld Lindscape suel?I rw nlUle. llgltling. »1ft\39"- sidewall< >nd special pavilg other 
llE'lli$lilnn amenHri!s,;ind ~h\lloleal tuL'l)l~Uoo cJ lndllllduol l!evetopmenicfot oertililrl.in And 11Utilool;rcustom111 ~n~noe. loc:idons ror"'11le1l l)laru >hOUIO toe 
ptepare<i an<l il>Pt'O>fmeht:. 111.p1W1e11100 irldude 
C!tyen.l.ties. 

·TO'"" Cefll(ll'. 
-Major cx1m neroallinduslnal COflido<s. 
·foothll BouleV<Ord. 
·Eudll:I A>;e1\ue. 
Pedestrian oonoocbons shalJ be ooc::ouraged batwoon oommere1<1I us.es and adjacent 'e"denbal tlevctlopment lhrough tf\e City ~10 pl;;amng rel.licw prQC9ss 

EncoUTage' rormoni119 vellic:ulal' anc pede$lllan 1iafl!c pan ems telW8e!l separ,!1• ll1Joi""'9 develOpmeots to reduce hard sutf<l<P. DSpeCl at>ng '""JOI ccrndors. 
A l ~ dewlopme"t $1\ail be eoooyragtd to P«>Wfe IMdsaiped parMys 9ppr<;priate pe~trian am1mlties 80l:I of\~ sir~ m ptovements that in1>f0Ve lhe 
aASlhe~ ofl1><HOlldway to l>oth -ar '""' pedestnan trafk 

Rehab~irauoo/Renovauon lncenllve& 
Tl>e City $hall oomlnue lo oxpatid p'ograms ot loW Interest loans aud grants fol ~ renov.mon. renablttalioll. and/or adaptive roose ci e;ostng 1~ial. commeff:lal, 
and n<luslrlal sttudures. Add~ional!y. the C~y shall esta111!sh educ~onal pmgrams to train prope11y owners al>d lel\llrlts in reo0¥9tlon and reh3b<ilalion conMnlClion 
ttlCIWquu aod prov® lechnical au1S1anee to Jaw irlc~ lndilriduab. The latter shoWd lndude buoldiog suNeys and improo1.....,nl •~on• ty •llucl1.11al and 
medlanie<Jl engineers and atdlit&ds ana ooos!JIJctiOil assi .iance by oootcactotg. The City &llould &old l)tlJllrams of ~•Y ~anic•paticn by local arGhitects. 
~ineers. cootraCIOls, and cons11t.dbn WQJlcers. 
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Mixed Use Designation 

Maximum Density 

Transit Policies 

Parking Management Strategies 

TOD Policies 

Urban Design Policies 

Growm Management 

Regional Coordination 

Financial Strategies 

Planned Developmenl (PD). (Future Land Use) 

Medium Residential Densities up to 8 DU/AC 

Identify long-range transportation corridors in conjunction with !he plans of regional transportation agencies; develop a program to 
protect lhe right-Of-way for long range transit corridors. 
Develop and implement a TOM ordinance 

Coordinate with Omn~rans for the provision of appropriate public transit routes <!nd issues for the elderly and other city residents. 
Develop incentive programs for the usu of altematiVe transportation modes such as city sponsored vanpools and other measures 
such as flexible working hours and four-day work weeks. 
Design land use patterns in new developments that minimize the number of automobile trips by providing neighborhood shopping 
facilities and pedestrian and blcycle paths. 

Because public transit is a vital element in meeting transp:irtation demands in urban areas, I.he city shall implemenl the following 
actions: 
-Assist Omnitrans and other transit agencies in coordinating the location and scheduling of p1;bfic transit services and facilities. 
-Urge the timely extension of public transit between residential areas and industrial/urban employment centers. 
-Support the establishment of transportation services and public transit between Ontario airpc-rt. orange county airport and Los 
Angeles International airport 

Designate existing park and ride facijities on the GP circulation maps, work with CaJtrans to identify appropriate future park-and
ride facilities, and develop a program (o acquire and develop sites for such facijities in areas where there is an identified need. 

Adopt regulations encouraging innovative residential development. Continue lo use the planning development process to permit 
flexible design and slti1g standards such as setbacks, yards, and building relationships. Promote clustering as a means of 
achieving more efficient housing construction and providing larger areas of common open space. Establish a system to award 
density bonuses in return for special design. infrastructure improvements, extra amenities. useable open space or other developer 
efforts. 
Encourage the design and implementation oftand uses, development standards. and capital improvement programs which 
maximize the use of public transit 

Ulifize the provisions of the 'Mrtiams<m act to further the pre&e1Vation of commerciaUy viable egricultural open space. 
Require site development plans to provide adequate sidewalk and safe pedestrian trails . 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Malinda Markland, do hereby certify that copies of the foregoing "Petition for Special 

Relief' were sent this 161
h day of March, 2015, via electronic mail, to the following: 

Craig A. Gilley, Esquire* 
Mintz Levin Cohn Ferris Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 
701 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Suite 900 
Washington, DC 20004 
Email: CAGilley@mintz.com 

Steven Broeckaert, Esquire 
Senior Deputy Chief, Media Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 
Email: Steven.Broeckaert@fcc.gov 

Steve Gamer 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 
Email: Steve.Gamer@fcc.gov 

* Also sent via Federal Express 

Malinda Markland 


