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Introduction

Task Objectives
Th e assessment of land use and infrastructure conditions in Fresno County is the largest and most complex task of the 
Public Transportation Infrastructure Study. Th e outcomes and recommendations of this task can set the agenda for future 
studies and help the county move towards successful implementation of enhanced transit services. Th e methodologies 
used in assessing the transportation and land use infrastructure of the study corridors also establish a model for further 
study of these and other potential transit corridors in the County.

Th e work for this task was undertaken with a broad range of objectives. Th e key goal for this process was to create a work 
product that was not only valuable for understanding existing and planned conditions in the county, but could also be 
a model for future public transportation implementation studies:

n Work with the PTIS Steering Committee to develop a methodology for assessment that can be replicated in 
future studies;

n Gather consistent base information on land use and infrastructure conditions in the county;

n Develop comprehensive county-wide mapping of key land use and infrastructure patterns (see Figure 1, 
below);

n Identify corridors within Fresno County with the potential for future enhanced transit services;

n Develop detailed assessment of land use and infrastructure conditions within identifi ed corridors; and

n Develop detailed recommendations for implementation steps necessary for enhanced transit services on 
identifi ed corridors.

Figure 1: The Study Area included all of Fresno County.
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S Task Process—Overview Only
To meet these objectives, the consultant team worked for nine months to gather and analyze base information, receive 
input on progress and methodology from the Steering Committee, and draft the recommendations contained in this 
report. Th e following outlines the process of this task:

n Collect base information and begin countywide analysis of land use and infrastructure conditions [initial 
presentation to Steering Committee in May 2005 and presentation of draft mapping in June 2005];

n Finalize countywide analysis, recommend corridor framework, and identify pilot study corridors [presentation 
to Steering Committee in July 2005];

n Develop corridor analysis methodology, pilot corridor assessment, and approach to remaining study corridors 
[presentation to Steering Committee in September 2005];

n Complete assessment of study corridors, draft land use and infrastructure recommendations [presentation to 
Steering Committee in November 2005]; and

n Finalize land use and infrastructure recommendations [Final Task 3 report January 2006].

Key Findings
Th e  assessment of existing and planned land use and infrastructure in Fresno County was used to develop a county-wide 
approach to enhancing transit. Th e following are a summary of the key fi ndings at the county and corridor levels, which 
are explained in greater detail later in this report:

Countywide Findings
n Residential and employment uses outside of the cities of Fresno and Clovis are largely concentrated in small, 

distinct nodes of activity;

n Outside of the existing nodes both residential and employment uses are so dispersed as to be diffi  cult to serve 
with transit, especially in the western part of the county;

n Within the cities of Fresno and Clovis, both residential and employment uses are clustered around major 
transportation corridors; and

n Commute patterns in the outlying communities do not demonstrate a dominant geographic draw to the 
Fresno/Clovis core, but do support transit corridors oriented towards serving the core.

Corridor Findings
n Detailed analyses of smaller outlying communities, such as Reedley, Sanger, and Selma, suggest these 

community cores already possess relatively transit/pedestrian supportive infrastructure and land use contexts;

n Th e BNSF corridor in Fresno has good potential for transit with several activity nodes along the corridor;

n Th e Southeast Corridor (Sanger, Parlier, Reedley, and Orange Cove) has good existing conditions for transit 
supportive development and potential for future transit supportive growth;

n Th e Highway 99 Corridor in both Selma and North Fresno presents challenges in terms of transit supportive 
infrastructure and likely high costs for quality transit stop and access infrastructure;

n Th e Highway 99 and UP Corridors in Fresno lack basic infrastructure and land use to be pedestrian-oriented 
transit corridors in the short term; and

n Service to outlying areas should be focused on existing cores, with potential future expansion to growth areas.
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Overview of Recommendations
Th e nine months of assessment and analysis has produced valuable recommendations for how to support the development 
of potential transit corridors and transit-supportive transportation and land use infrastructure in Fresno County. Th is 
study recommends the following actions, which are explained in greater detail later in this report:

n Develop a countywide framework of corridors allowing future fl exibility and building from previous planning 
eff orts;

n Focus County planning eff orts on connecting the Fresno/Clovis core with outlying community centers;

n Focus initial implementation eff orts on corridors that show the most transit-supportive existing conditions 
and future growth potential;

n Focus on outlying downtowns and other relatively dense, mixed-use centers, rather than park-and-ride lots or 
other land use contexts, to anchor transit corridors;

n Utilize a fl exible framework of diff erent “Place Types” to provide policy direction that focuses on the unique 
conditions in transit corridors;

n Support substantial increases in residential densities and encourage infi ll development that includes vertical 
mixed-use (residential over retail or offi  ce) at transit-supportive densities (minimum 30 dwelling units/acre) 
within town centers in areas outside of the Fresno-Clovis core;

n Integrate commercial and service uses into residential and employment areas to support transit access by 
providing services within walking distance of home and work; 

n Improve existing arterial streets to provide safe, comfortable pedestrian and bicycle access;

n Improve pedestrian and bicycle safety by retrofi tting existing grade separations and providing new multi-
modal (pedestrian and bicycle) separations near potential transit stops (such as Highway 99 and rail 
corridors);

n Provide more direct pedestrian and bicycle circulation choices by connecting disconnected street networks in 
suburban-style developments (e.g. using cul-de-sac cut-throughs or pedestrian and bicycle trail networks); 

n Continue to develop the methodology employed in this study for detailed further study of potential transit 
corridors;

n Provide local governments with technical assistance in the form of guidelines for transit-supportive land use 
plans and analysis of the potential for and barriers to transit-supportive infi ll development; and 

n Develop ongoing funding streams to make transit-supportive pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure 
improvements and to support land use planning in potential transit corridors.
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Th is section describes the process carried out by the consultant team in analyzing current Fresno County conditions and 
needs in order to arrive at the recommendations to better serve future growth and improved transit service.

Compiling Data and Analyzing Current and Future Conditions
CD+A and Spatial Dynamics compiled data on existing and future land use, transportation infrastructure conditions, 
demographic information, and existing travel patterns from a variety of sources. Th e existing data allows analysis that 
assisted the Steering Committee and consultant team in identifying potential future transit corridors by highlighting 
existing transportation and land use patterns, as well as future activity centers and anticipated transportation demands. 
Th e base information is not all at the same level of geographic detail, ranging from parcel data to aggregated traffi  c 
analysis zone (TAZ) data. An important component of the work was to achieve consistency and accuracy in data and 
determine the appropriate scale for detailed analysis (see Figure 2). Table 1 (on following page) shows some of the data 
that was collected and processed.

Figure 2: Sources of Countywide Land Use Data
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Table 1: Mapping Data CollectedTable 1

Data Source Geography

Existing Land Use County Assessor Parcel

City of Fresno (City Only) Parcel

City of Clovis (City Only) Parcel

Land Use Associates (Millerton Only) GP Land Use Category

Fresno County (Eastern County) GP Land Use Category

General Plan Land Use

CSU Stanislaus (remainder of county) GP Land Use Category

Demographic Data COFCG/US Census TAZ

Travel / Origin-Destination
Data

COFCG Traffic Model/US Census CTPP TAZ

Employment Data InfoUSA Parcel (Geocoded to 90%
accuracy)

CaSIL/Caltrans VariesBase/Infrastructure
Information

Regionally Significant Roadway Network
(COFCG)

Roadways

Existing Transit Network FAX/Caltrans/Digitized Information Transit Routes

Data Notes:

The Steering Committee had concerns about the reliability of employment figures from the Census Transportation
Planning Package (CTPP) from the 2000 Census. A comparison of the CTPP data to the data from the CoG traffic
model data shows the variance of data is pervasive, particularly in areas outside the core of the cities of Fresno and
Clovis, but varies in significance.

After consultation with CoG staff, the consultant team decided to use the CoG’s traffic model for existing
employment trips and future trips, and use the CTPP for household demographic data related to travel
characteristics, etc . The CTPP remains the only available data for origin-destination analysis. Although the origin-
destination data in the CTPP varies significantly from the CoG model employment data, it can still be valuable to
assess trips on a corridor-wide scale.

Table 2

Title Information Geography Purpose

Land Use Information by
source

Source of General Plan Data Various Show source of General Plan
land use data

Existing Transportation
Infrastructure

Existing transit lines, rail
corridors, bike routes, major
streets, topography

Various Show existing and potential
transit corridors

Existing Residential
Density (see Figure 3)

Assessor’s data for existing
residential density

Parcel Identify residential
concentrations that could be
served by transit



6  Fe b r u a r y  1 3 , 2 0 0 6  . Te c h n i c a l  M e m o  # 3

n F r e s n o  P u b l i c  Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n  I n f r a s t u c t u r e  S t u d y  ( P T I S )

P
O

T
E

N
T

IA
L

 T
R

A
N

S
IT

 C
O

R
R

ID
O

R
 A

N
A

L
Y

S
IS

 A
N

D
 R

E
C

O
M

M
E

N
D

A
T

IO
N

S Based on the collected and processed data, CD+A and Spatial Dynamics generated the mappings outlined in Table 2 
(below) to illustrate important land use, demographic, and transportation characteristics of Fresno County.

Table 2: Countywide Mappings
Table 2

Title Information Geography Purpose

Land Use Information by
source

Source of General Plan Data Various Show source of General Plan
land use data

Existing Transportation
Infrastructure

Existing transit lines, rail
corridors, bike routes, major
streets, topography

Various Show existing and potential
transit corridors

Existing Residential
Density (see Figure 3)

Assessor’s data for existing
residential density

Parcel Identify residential
concentrations that could be
served by transit

Existing Employment
Density (see Figure 4)

Employment from InfoUSA
database and Assessor’s data
for existing employment density

Parcel Identify employment
concentrations that could be
served by transit

Existing Employment
Centers

Major employers from InfoUSA
database

Parcel Identify employment areas that
could be served by transit

Existing Employment
Concentrations

Total employment per Census
information

TAZ Identify employment
concentrations that could be
served by transit

Future Employment
Concentrations

2025 projected employment trips TAZ Identify future employment
areas that could be served by
transit

Future Land Use (see
Figure 5)

General Plan designations Parcel/Other Identify future land uses that
could be served by transit

Existing Transit/Carpool
Usage

Shows % of residents who do
not commute by single-
occupancy automobile (from
2000 Census)

TAZ Identify potential transit market

Income Distribution Shows % of residents below
poverty line (from 2000 Census)

TAZ Identify potential transit-
dependent population

Auto-Ownership Shows % of households with
zero and % of households with 1
or fewer vehicles available (from
2000 Census)

TAZ Identify potential transit market

Environmental Justice
Populations (see Figure
6)

Shows concentrations of
minority, low-income, elderly,
and disabled populations

TAZ Identify transportation equity
concerns.

Existing Commute
sheds

Samples of linked origins &
destinations (from 2000 Census)

TAZ/TAZ
Groups

Shows existing travel behavior
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Figure 3: Existing Residential Density

Figure 4: Existing Employment DensityFigure 4: Existing Employment Density
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Figure 5: General Plan Land UseFigure 5: General Plan Land Use

Figure 6: Environmental Justice Populations (from CoFCG Environmental Justice study, March 2005)Figure 6: Environmental Justice Populations (from CoFCG Environmental Justice study, March 2005)
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Th ese maps were used to analyze and then identify potential transit corridors. Future transit corridors should be planned 
for areas where they can generate the highest ridership levels while maximizing service to people who rely on transit for 
mobility. 

Identifying the Proposed Corridor Framework
Th e consultant team used the following considerations along with countywide mappings to develop a conceptual 
framework for potential transit corridors in Fresno County.

Countywide Assessment and Findings

Initial GIS mapping of land use and demographic characteristics yielded important qualitative assessments of conditions 
within the Study Area that infl uence the potential for future transit corridors. Th e following is an overview of key 
fi ndings from the initial assessment:

n Residential and employment uses outside of the cities of Fresno and Clovis are largely concentrated in 
small, distinct nodes of activity—primarily historic town centers, but also including population or job 
concentrations—especially in the southeastern area of the county.
Outlying communities such as Reedley, Kingsburg, Selma, Sanger, and Fowler are all examples of these nodes.

n Outside of the existing nodes both residential and employment uses are so dispersed as to be diffi  cult to serve 
with transit, especially in the western part of the county.
Outlying communities such as Coalinga, San Joaquin, Huron, and Firebaugh are existing nodes of development, but 
are not proximate enough to larger job or population concentrations to support signifi cant transit enhancements.

n Within the cities of Fresno and Clovis, both residential and employment uses are clustered around major 
transportation corridors, such as Ventura/Kings Canyon, Shaw Avenue, and the Blackstone corridor, with 
lower densities in between.
Th ese corridors have been studied in past eff orts and are not the focus of this study.

n Planned growth over the next 25 years will mainly reinforce the existing pattern of development, with most 
growth concentrated in existing nodes or new growth centers adjacent to the cities of Fresno and Clovis, and 
the preservation of agriculture and agricultural-related employment activities in the County.
New growth areas in Fresno and Clovis are primarily clustered around existing transportation corridors, while many 
of the outlying communities plan for incremental growth with substantial preservation of agriculture.

n Analysis of origin-destination information from the 2000 US Census shows that commute patterns in the 
outlying communities do not demonstrate a dominant geographic draw to the Fresno/Clovis core.
Th is suggests that the countywide framework should provide comprehensive, interconnecting network of corridors 
linking the outlying centers to each other as well as connecting the smaller centers to the Fresno/Clovis.However, 
existing commute patterns from outlying centers do support corridors oriented towards serving the Fresno-Clovis core, 
and the continued growth of the Fresno/Clovis core and intensifi cation of existing outlying centers will likely create 
increased demand for connections to the core in the future.

n Serving the “Environmental Justice” communities (defi ned in the CoG study as concentrations of low-
income, disabled, elderly or minority populations) is a challenge.
While minority and elderly concentrations are often located near population nodes, low-income and disabled 
concentrations are often more dispersed in less populated areas that are diffi  cult to serve with transit. Th is does not 
mean that transit corridors will not serve members of these various communities, but that improving service in 
transit corridors will need to be supplemented with improving paratransit and non-traditional service to the more 
dispersed members of the transit-dependent community.
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Th e identifi cation of potential transit corridors takes into account three considerations related to demand for transit:

(1) existing and planned residential population patterns and clustering;

(2) existing and planned employment destinations patterns and clusters; and,

(3) the location of target transit-dependent populations.

In addition to these factors, there were some additional considerations, including:

n Consideration of connections to previously identifi ed potential high-capacity transit corridors in Fresno and 
Clovis;

n Potential regional connections to population and employment concentrations in adjacent counties; and,

n Making use of existing infrastructure (major roads and rail rights-of-way).

Conceptual Corridor Network

Th e key characteristics above, lead to the development of the conceptual transit corridor network described below. 
Providing transit service in a large, dispersed, and rapidly growing region with a strong agricultural employment base 
such as Fresno County is a challenge. Yet, the anticipated residential and employment growth in Fresno County presents 
interesting opportunities for enhancing transit service. Th e county-wide commitment to preserving agricultural lands 
means that new growth is fairly well focused on existing developed areas and new growth nodes.

Th is study recommends a three-tiered approach to transit corridors in Fresno County (see Figures 7 & 8):

n Tier 1 Corridors: Th e primary corridors within Fresno and Clovis—defi ned in the San Joaquin Growth 
Response Study building off  of the results of the Pre-Major Investment Study (Pre-MIS) for Fresno—
including the Highway 41/Blackstone corridor, Ventura/Kings Canyon corridor, Shaw Avenue (east and 
possibly west), and Clovis Avenue. Th ese corridors have the potential for high-capacity transit and signifi cant 
land use intensifi cation.

n Tier 2 Corridors: Th ese are secondary corridors serving outlying communities and connecting to Tier 1 
Corridors at key endpoints. Th ese corridors would serve the potential service nodes concentrated in the 
southeastern portion of the county, along Highway 99, as well as towns such as Sanger, Parlier, Reedley, and 
Orange Cove. Highway 180, to the west of Fresno as far as Kerman, is also a potential Tier 2 corridor due to 
the concentration of both residential and employment activity west of 99 and within Kerman. Tier 2 corridors 
are defi ned by their interaction with the Fresno/Clovis core, as well as the size of the activity nodes. Tier 2 
corridors are likely to have suffi  cient ridership potential to be served by traditional fi xed-route transit systems 
with some signifi cant investments. Where existing rail alignments exist linking some of these communities to 
the core, there could be the potential for relatively economical rail service.

n Tier 3 Corridors: Tertiary corridors serving mainly agricultural and rural residential areas, particularly in 
the western part of the county. Th ese corridors would link to Tier 2 corridors to provide access to Fresno 
and Clovis, but have more dispersed residential and employment activities. Tier 3 corridors could likely be 
most eff ectively served by non-traditional, point-to-point transit systems that do not rely on residential and 
employment intensity to provide ridership. Some Tier 3 corridors could intensify suffi  ciently over time to 
warrant Tier 2 levels of transit service.
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Th e Corridor Framework outlined in Figure 8 
(below) is the recommended approach for initial 
eff orts to enhance transit service in the County. Th e 
fi nal determination of the Corridor Framework 
should be made through collaboration between 
Countywide and local decision-makers and the 
public. Over time, with the implementation 
of transit-oriented development patterns and 
continued residential and employment growth in 
the county, some corridors may warrant further 
transit investment. Th e tiered approach to the 
corridor framework will allow Tier 3 corridors the 
possibility to develop into Tier 2 levels of service, 
and Tier 2 corridors to develop to Tier 1 levels. 
Th is fl exibility will allow corridors to develop over 
time, and will allow recommendations from this 
study to be tailored to corridors at diff erent stages 
of development.

Figure 7: Conceptual Corridor Heirarchy
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Th e conceptual corridor network was used to by the Consultant Team and the PTIS Steering Committee to select a set 
of Tier 2 pilot corridors for initial study and testing of the assessment methodology. Th is assessment was subsequently 
expanded to include additional areas, including some Tier 3 nodes.

Th e methodology developed for assessing the study corridors is described below. Th is methodology was successful in 
yielding a broad range of data on land use and infrastructure conditions, and can be applied to assessing additional 
potential transit locations in the future. Th e following outlines the steps taken during the corridor analysis stage. 

1. Set stop locations

CD+A, with input from the team, identifi ed potential stop locations along each corridor (see Figure 9). Because the 
PTIS project remains neutral on the subject of appropriate transit technology, stop locations were located close to 
selected geographic features, rather than by undertaking a detailed analysis of existing and required infrastructure. 
For the Highway 99/UP corridors, stops were located at key interchanges/arterial crossings at approximately 1/2 mile 
spacing and at arterial cross streets that have existing interchanges on Highway 99. Due to the context of the BNSF 
corridor, stops were spaced slightly closer (approximately 1 mile apart). Th e stop locations and spacing do not preclude 
any eventual transit technologies, but are rather a tool to develop a realistic understanding of infrastructure and land use 
conditions as they may relate to future transit operations, rather than a blanket analysis of the corridor in its entirety.

2. Analyze 1/2-mile stop area walking distance

In order to realistically assess the pedestrian catchment area of each stop, CD+A and Spatial Dynamics developed 
1/2-mile walking distance radii from each stop location using the existing street network (see Figure 10). Th is analysis 
highlights issues of pedestrian connectivity and can be compared visually on each map with the “true” 1/2-mile walking 
distances from the stops.

3. Analyze infrastructure and land use conditions in 1/2-mile stop areas

Using the 1/2-mile walking distance, CD+A and SD were able to identify all parcels within accessible walking distance 
of the stop location. Th e Assessor’s database and General Plan designations for the parcels were then used to compile 
existing and future land use profi les for each station (see Figures 11-22). Tables 5 and 6 (on following pages) present key 
data for each station, as well as station, corridor, and countywide averages, for studied station areas.

Infrastructure analysis included several measures of existing conditions related to transit accessibility outlined in Table 3 
(on following page). Land use assessment in the corridors included analysis of both existing and planned land uses and 
looked at both the 1/2-mile and 1/4-mile walking radii, outlined in Table 4 (following).
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Figure 9: Step 1 of the assessment was to set stop locations and 1/2-mile corridor buffers.      

Figure 10: Step 2 and 3 analyzed the 1/2-mile walking distance and existing and planned land 
uses within the 1/2-mile area.
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1/2-Mile
Infrastructure

Condition
Assessment Measure Importance and Key Data Points

Street Connectivity

� Street segments/street
intersections

� Street length/street
intersection

� Measures accessibility and “grain” of street network.

� �2.0 street segments/intersection and �750
feet/intersection = good connectivity

� >3.0 segments/intersection and >1,500
feet/intersection = bad connectivity

Sidewalk Connectivity
� street sides with

sidewalks/total street
length (2.0 max)

� Measures continuity of pedestrian access

� >1.5 feet of sidewalk/foot of street = good pedestrian
facility connectivity

� �1.0 feet of sidewalk/foot of street = bad pedestrian
facility connectivity

Intersection Conditions

� Pedestrian amenities
(including crosswalks,
pedestrian signals,
protected medians,
bicycle loops/ push
buttons)

� Assesses ease of pedestrian access

� �50% of intersections with crosswalks = good
intersection conditions

� <25% of intersections with crosswalks = bad
intersection conditions

Bike Lane Density � Bike lane length/total
street length

� Measures continuity of bike facilities

� >25% of streets with bike facilities = good bike
connectivity

� <10% of streets with bike facilities = bad bike
connectivity
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Table 4: Land Use Assessment Measures

Table 4

1/4-mile and 1/2-mile
Land Use Conditions

Assessment Measure Importance and Key Data Points

Station Area Existing Built
and Existing Policy Land
Uses

� Summary of single-family
residential units, multi-
family residential units,
residential density,
commercial and office
uses.

� Measures potential origin and destination catchment for
each stop and each full corridor

1/2-mile Walking Distance
Residential Focused Station
Areas

� Residential net density

� Total residents

� Walkability index

� Measures residential density and origin catchment

� >12.0 du/acre or �4,000 residents = good intensity level

� �6.0 du/acre or � 500 residents = bad intensity level (or
employment-focused stop area)

1/4-mile Walking Distance
Employment Focused
Station Areas

� Total jobs

� Walkability Index

� Measures employment activity and potential destination
trips

� >500 jobs = good employment level

� <250 jobs = bad employment level (or residential-focused
stop area).

“Walkability Index”
(Land use mix)

� Commercial uses as a
percentage of residential
+ office

� Measures proportion of commercial use to indicate
potential for residents and workers to walk to services [mix
of uses indicates some measure of “walkability” and
access to services]

� 0.1 – 0.5 = optimal Walkability Index score

� 0.05-0.1 or 0.5-1.0 = acceptable Walkability Index scores

� 0.0-0.05 or >1.0 = poor Walkability Index scores

Corridor land use attributes

� Aggregate and average
stop-area residential and
employment uses along
corridor to prioritize
corridors

� Assesses relative existing and planned development level
of different corridor catchment areas

Data notes:

� Land use data was prioritized at the 1/2-mile radius for residential uses and at the 1/4-mile radius for employment uses,
since employment-end trips are more sensitive to distance from stops than residential uses.

� CoFCG conversion factors for unit, resident, and job yields were used to develop the future land use figures. In some
cases, where planned land uses are less intense than existing uses, this may result in growth figures that slightly
underestimate future capacity of station areas. However, the analysis conducted is to a level of detail that is sufficient for
the purposes of this project.
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Figures 14-16: Step 3 resulted in existing land use, General Plan land use, 
and infrastructure maps for stop locations. These fi gures show maps for the 
Highway 99 Corridor at Second Street in Selma.
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Figures 17-19 : Step 3 resulted in existing land use, General Plan land use, 
and  infrastructure maps for stop locations. These fi gures show maps for the 
Southeast Corridor at Academy Avenue and Jensen Avenue in Sanger.
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Figures 20-22: Step 3 resulted in existing land use, General Plan land use, and  
infrastructure maps for stop locations. These fi gures show maps for the stop 
locationsat Elm Avenue and Cherry Lane in Coalinga.
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S 4. Detailed infrastructure analysis

Working from aerial photographs, CD+A developed detailed 
infrastructure assessments of sidewalks and intersection 
improvements for a subset of stations (see Figure 23). Th e 
sample of stops gave the team the ability to assess additional 
stations based on basic visual assessment and other place type 
characteristics while developing the fi nal infrastructure needs 
analysis. Th is basic visual assessment included a windshield 
survey of the 1/2-mile walking distance to fi eld check the aerial 
survey. Current, high-quality aerial photographs are essential 
for accurately assessing existing infrastructure, which can be 
diffi  cult in rapidly growing or changing areas. 

Figure 23: Site analysis helped confi rm assessment 
of aerial photographs (Orange Cove).

Figures 25-26: Field checking helped identify gaps 
in the assessment and identify areas for future 
study (Sanger, top; Kerman, bottom).

5. Field checking and adjustments

Following initial analysis, CD+A and VRPA conducted 
fi eld assessments of stops to assess the reliability of the aerial 
photographs and better understand existing conditions. 
After this fi eldwork, the team decided to modify several stop 
locations slightly in order to fi t better with existing land use 
and infrastructure conditions (for example all three Fresno 
corridors originally had stations located at Olive, but the 
Belmont stations provide better access to the west and to 
Roeding Park when compared with Olive).

6. Defi ning and assigning Place Types

CD+A outlined a series of idealized “place types” and a set 
of ranges for various criteria that can be used as a tool for 
assessing future infrastructure needs at each stop where detailed 
infrastructure analysis is not feasible. Th e place types are also 
used to structure the detailed land use and infrastructure 
recommendations for the Study Area later in this report.

Figure 24: Step 4 included analysis of the presence of sidewalks 
in a sampling of station areas.
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Land Use and Infrastructure 
Assessment

Corridor/Study Findings
n Detailed analyses of smaller outlying communities, such as Reedley, 

Sanger, and Selma, suggest these community cores already possess 
relatively transit/pedestrian supportive infrastructure and land use 
contexts.
Th e cores of these outlying communities are characterized by a highly 
connective street network with nearly continuous pedestrian facilities, 
pedestrian street crossing improvements, and some areas of pedestrian-
oriented streetscape design. Th e community cores are also generally 
characterized by a mix of land uses including residential densities over 
6 du/acre and some substantial employment uses. 

n Th e BNSF corridor in Fresno has good potential for transit with 
several activity nodes along the corridor.
Th e BNSF corridor has a generally connective street and pedestrian 
facility network and substantial residential densities surrounding 
potential stop locations when compared with other study corridors. Th e 
1/2-mile walking distance is planned for substantial growth, as well, 
and average General Plan densities in station areas will be in excess of 
10 du/acre at build-out.

n Th e Southeast Corridor (Sanger, Parlier, Reedley, and Orange 
Cove) has good existing conditions for transit supportive 
development and potential for future transit supportive growth.
Th is study assessed two stop locations each in Sanger, Parlier, and 
Reedley, and one in Orange Cove. In each location, one stop location 
was set at the core of the community, with a secondary location in 
a potential growth area or near potential activity generators. Th e 
primary stop locations, excluding Orange Cove, have good pedestrian 
infrastructure conditions and existing residential densities over 6 du/
acre.

n Th e Highway 99 Corridor in both Selma and North Fresno 
presents challenges in terms of transit supportive infrastructure and 
likely high costs for quality transit stop and access infrastructure. 
Th e interchanges on Highway 99 are generally older and present 
challenges for vehicular access, as well as environments that do not 
provide good access for pedestrians or bicyclists.

n Th e Highway 99 and UP Corridors in Fresno lack basic 
infrastructure and land use to be pedestrian-oriented transit 
corridors in the short term.
Th e Highway 99 corridor, as stated above, lacks adequate pedestrian 
infrastructure, and existing land uses are not at transit-supportive 
intensity levels. However, planned growth along these corridors, 
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S if coupled with improvements in pedestrian infrastructure and 
improvements in connectivity, may support future transit service along 
the corridor. For example, future improvements to interchanges along 
Highway 99 should include improved pedestrian and bicycle access and 
safety improvements along the arterials that pass through the interchange. 
Similarly, the Union Pacifi c corridor in areas north of Olive has a 
challenging pedestrian environment with generally large intersections 
with the closely adjacent Golden State Boulevard north of Ashlan and 
Weber Avenue south of Ashlan. Closer to downtown Fresno, the UP 
Corridor does not suff er from as many of these issues as the Highway 99 
corridor.

n Rural or outlying centers that are not part of a cohesive corridor, 
such as Coalinga, Mendota, and Orange Cove, can serve as nodes for 
Tier 3 corridors.
Th ese centers possess some of the characteristics of more transit supportive 
outlying communities, but are not tied to potential corridors (as in 
Coalinga) or do not yet possess transit supportive infrastructure and land 
use, but have future potential to develop into transit supportive places (as 
in Mendota and Orange Cove).

n Rural areas that do not have characteristics of nodal development 
(such as Friant) should not be prioritized, but can be eff ectively 
served as part of a Tier 3 corridor connecting rural nodes.
Friant and Orange Cove, the only examples of this type of stop location 
assessed as part of this study, do not possess existing residential intensity 
(<6 du/are) to be a focus for transit service. In Friant, there is also 
no discernable community core or transit supportive infrastructure 
that could be used to focus short-term transit improvements with the 
goal of long-term transit supportive development patterns. However, 
this assessment does not mean that places like Friant cannot be served 
eff ectively as part of a larger corridor, such as any potential transit to the 
casino further to the east, especially if conceived as a Tier 3 corridor with 
more fl exible, non-traditional transit service. Orange Cove, on the other 
hand, has planned residential intensities that could support transit in 
the future, as well as a community core that could support transit service 
with some signifi cant infrastructure investments.

n Service to outlying areas should be focused on existing cores, with 
potential future expansion to growth areas.
Th e stop locations studied outside of the outlying community cores often 
lack substantial existing pedestrian infrastructure of transit-supportive 
land use (the Mountain View locations in Selma, are a good example). 
While these areas are planned for substantial growth in the future, the 
planned use types and intensity levels may not support future transit 
investment. Th is suggests that an approach connecting the outlying cores 
to Fresno and high-capacity transit corridors within Fresno and Clovis 
should be prioritized over serving trips within outlying communities, 
until growth warrants expansion of transit service. If needed, stations 
outside of existing community cores, on corridors linking the cores with 
Fresno, could provide park-and-ride access outside of the core areas.
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Detailed Infrastructure Assessment of Study Corridors
Table 5 (below) summarizes the infrastructure data for the study corridors. For all data, green shading indicates data 
points within the preferred range of values, yellow shading indicates data points within the acceptable range of values, 
and red shading indicates data points outside of the acceptable range of values (the value ranges are indicated at the 
bottom of the table). Corridor-by-corridor assessment of the data is provided below.

Table 5: Infrastructure Summary Data

ID City
Stop
Type Cross Street Corridor

Street
Segment/

Intersection
Street Length/
Intersection

% Int. w/
Crosswalks

Sidewalk
Length/
Street
Length

% Bike 
Lanes % Bike Infra

1 Selma ROAD HIGHLAND HWY 99 2.53 1,078 ft 21% 1.02 0.00% 0.00%
2 Selma RAIL HIGHLAND HWY 99 2.24 1,085 ft 14% 0.77 0.00% 0.00%
3 Selma ROAD SECOND HWY 99 1.94 605 ft 26% 1.74 0.00% 0.00%
4 Selma RAIL FIRST HWY 99 1.96 588 ft 38% 1.69 0.00% 0.00%
5 Selma ROAD MOUNTAIN VIEW HWY 99 4.50 2,870 ft 0% 0.00 0.00% 0.00%
6 Selma RAIL MOUNTAIN VIEW HWY 99 4.75 3,214 ft 0% 0.00 0.00% 0.00%
7 Fresno RAIL HERNDON BNSF 2.24 957 ft 10% 1.07 23.97% 24.72%
8 Fresno RAIL SIERRA BNSF 1.85 615 ft N.A. N.A. 19.37% 19.37%
9 Fresno RAIL BULLARD BNSF 1.77 709 ft N.A. N.A. 10.38% 10.38%

10 Fresno RAIL BARSTOW BNSF 1.74 621 ft N.A. N.A. 32.20% 32.20%
11 Fresno RAIL SHAW BNSF 2.04 807 ft 15% 1.58 0.00% 0.00%
12 Fresno RAIL WEST BNSF 2.03 758 ft N.A. N.A. 15.89% 15.89%
13 Fresno RAIL ASHLAN BNSF 2.25 841 ft N.A. N.A. 8.88% 8.88%
14 Fresno RAIL PALM BNSF 1.87 614 ft N.A. N.A. 4.58% 4.58%
15 Fresno RAIL SHIELDS BNSF 2.76 900 ft N.A. N.A. 7.76% 11.56%
16 Fresno RAIL CLINTON BNSF 3.13 1,078 ft N.A. N.A. 2.11% 2.11%
17 Fresno RAIL BLACKSTONE BNSF 2.15 761 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.31%
18 Fresno RAIL OLIVE BNSF 1.89 582 ft 11% 1.40 0.00% 0.55%
19 Fresno ROAD HERNDON HWY 99 2.38 1,272 ft 0% 0.00 0.00% 0.00%
20 Fresno RAIL HERNDON HWY 99 2.22 1,067 ft 0% 0.00 0.00% 0.00%
21 Fresno ROAD SHAW HWY 99 1.76 769 ft 10% 0.49 0.00% 0.00%
22 Fresno RAIL SHAW HWY 99 2.15 1,200 ft 15% 0.50 2.93% 2.93%
23 Fresno ROAD ASHLAN HWY 99 2.00 984 ft N.A. N.A. 13.39% 13.39%
24 Fresno RAIL ASHLAN HWY 99 3.20 1,742 ft N.A. N.A. 28.82% 28.82%
25 Fresno ROAD SHIELDS HWY 99 1.36 1,140 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%
26 Fresno RAIL SHIELDS HWY 99 2.00 720 ft N.A. N.A. 28.13% 34.76%
27 Fresno ROAD BELMONT HWY 99 2.03 722 ft 3% 0.66 0.00% 0.00%
28 Fresno RAIL BELMONT HWY 99 1.90 731 ft 10% 1.22 0.00% 0.00%
31 Sanger ROAD ACADEMY / JENSEN SOUTHEAST 1.93 718 ft 28% 1.32 0.00% 0.00%
32 Sanger ROAD ACADEMY / NORTH SOUTHEAST 2.00 908 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%
33 Parlier ROAD PARLIER / MENDCINO SOUTHEAST 1.58 675 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%
34 Parlier ROAD PARLIER / NEWMARK SOUTHEAST 1.75 750 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%
35 Reedley ROAD "I" ST. / 11th ST. SOUTHEAST 2.08 690 ft 32% 1.68 11.32% 0.00%
36 Reedley ROAD MANNING / REED SOUTHEAST 1.90 827 ft N.A. N.A. 9.83% 0.00%
37 Orange Cove ROAD PARK / CENTER-JACOBS SOUTHEAST 1.78 661 ft 13% 0.42 0.00% 0.00%
38 Kerman ROAD RT 180 / MADERA RT 180 1.84 901 ft 13% 1.09 0.00% 0.00%
39 Kerman RAIL "A" ST. / MADERA RT 180 2.16 719 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%
40 Mendota ROAD NAPLES / 6th St. RT 180 1.74 638 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%
41 Mendota RAIL MARIE / 6th St. RT 180 1.71 628 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%
42 Coalinga ROAD ELM / POLK OUTLYING 1.79 608 ft 2% 1.32 2.07% 0.00%
43 Coalinga ROAD ELM / CHERRY OUTLYING 2.02 795 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%
44 Friant ROAD FRIANT / PARKER OUTLYING 1.30 601 ft N.A. N.A. 0.00% 0.00%

Selma Road 2.12 758 ft 25% 1.35 0.00% 0.00%
Selma Rail 2.08 741 ft 33% 1.27 0.00% 0.00%
Fresno BNSF 2.08 744 ft 3% 0.29 9.57% 10.24%
Fresno Road 1.93 907 ft 6% 0.51 2.68% 2.68%
Fresno Rail 2.08 896 ft 4% 0.27 11.98% 13.30%
Southeast 1.86 721 ft 0% 0.00 1.91% 1.91%
Station Average 2.15 932 ft 7% 0.46 5.28% 7.52%
Standard Deviation 0.67 532 ft 10% 0.60 9.08% 11.00%
Countywide Data

≤2.0 ≤750 ft <25% <1.00 <10% <10%
2.0-3.0 750 ft - 1500 ft 25%-50% 1.0-1.25 10-25% 10-25%

>3.0 >1500 ft ≥50% ≥1.50 >25% >25%

Notes: sampled stops
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S Selma—Highway 99 Corridor 

Pedestrian conditions vary widely between the three 
stop locations. Th e core stop (at Second Street) had high 
connectivity of the street network (just over 600 feet of street 
per intersection) and good sidewalk coverage (a sidewalk 
connectivity index of 1.65). Th e stop at Highland lacks some 
of the connectivity and pedestrian amenities of the core stop 
(1,078 feet of street/intersection, sidewalk connectivity index 
of less than 1.0 and only 21% of intersections with pedestrian 
improvements). Th e southern stop (at Mountain View) is 
almost entirely lacking in pedestrian infrastructure. However, 
there is little existing development at this location, and future 
development, if proper policies are in place, could bring 
pedestrian improvements and improved connectivity. Selma 
lacks any bike lanes or multi-use facilities within the 1/2-mile 
stop areas of both corridors.

Pedestrian facilities are present at each stop location where 
land has been developed, but vary in character depending on 
proximity to the downtown core. Th e Highland Avenue stop 
at Highway 99 has generally acceptable pedestrian facilities 
that serve larger automobile-oriented retail centers and parking 
lots; while sidewalks are generally only on one side of the street 
around the interchange ramps there are protected medians 
in many locations as well as crosswalks at freeway ramps. 
Arterials are wide and there are often substantial parking lots 
separating retail and commercial buildings from the pedestrian 
facilities along the arterials. In the downtown, the stops 
have better pedestrian facilities, and serve more pedestrian-
oriented development patterns, with street-fronting retail uses 
and streets with fewer lanes. Th ere are few curb bulb-outs 
at corners on streets with diagonal parking, more bulb-outs 
would improve pedestrian safety and convenience.

Selma—UP Right-of-Way 

Th e Union Pacifi c right-of-way stops were roughly comparable 
to the Highway 99 stops, which is not surprising because of 
the close spacing of the two corridors. Th e core stop (at First 
Street) has slightly better connectivity and pedestrian crossing 
improvements, but roughly the same sidewalk connectivity as 
the core Highway 99 stop. Yet, the more immediate area around 
the transit stop has better connectivity and general pedestrian 
conditions than exist at the interchange on Highway 99. Also, 
the built environment is more transit-supportive, see land 
use discussion. Th e northern stop (at Highland) has similar 
characteristics to the comparable Highway 99 stop, and the 
southern stop is similarly lacking in pedestrian infrastructure.

Figure 27: Pedestrian conditions in some parts of 
Selma include continuous sidewalks and pedestrian 
street crossings, but with no buffer between traffi c 
and pedestrians. (Selma)

Figure 28: In other areas, sidewalks are 
discontinuous. (Selma)

Figure 29: Some basic pedestrian 
improvements are present, but 
could be improved to provide better 
pedestrian safety. (Selma)
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Figure 30: Pedestrian facilities in the Highway 99 
corridor are limited or, as in this case, they do not 
exist. (Reedley)

Figure 31: Arterial intersections highlight the 
problems with existing pedestrian infrastructure. 
(Fresno)

Figure 32: These problems lead to challenging 
conditions for those who do walk along these 
streets. (Fresno)

Pedestrian improvements are sparse and poor around these 
stops, with the exception of the downtown stop. At the outer 
edges of Selma, retail and commercial development focuses 
mainly along Highway 99 leaving little activity in and around 
the Union Pacifi c right-of-way stops. Th ere is nearby residential 
that provides opportunities for needed pedestrian connections 
and facilities that would allow movement to the retail and 
commercial developments along Highway 99.

Fresno—Highway 99 Corridor

Th e Highway 99 corridor in Fresno has poor existing pedestrian 
infrastructure, with an average of over 900 feet of street per 
intersection. Pedestrian amenities, such as sidewalks and 
crossing improvements are entirely lacking in some places and 
merely adequate in others. Existing amenities are not continuous 
and are products of the few newer developments. Th ere are 
almost no pedestrian facilities at and near the interchange exits 
and entrances giving little freedom of movement. Existing 
development is mainly industrial in character and does not 
have extensive pedestrian infrastructure. Recent residential and 
commercial developments have adequate pedestrian facilities. 
Ensuring that high-quality pedestrian improvements is 
provided in future development will be essential if this corridor 
is to support pedestrian access to transit. Detailed assessment 
and fi eld work around three stop locations (Herndon, Shaw, 
and Belmont) was used to verify the assessments made using 
aerial photographs and GIS data.

Th e 1/2-mile Herndon stop area is currently largely 
undeveloped. Existing developments are often separated by 
large undeveloped parcels, resulting in a fragmented pedestrian 
network. Th e Shaw Avenue stop location is also characterized 
by fragmented pedestrian facilities and the Belmont stop, 
while surrounded by more developed land, also lacks some 
connectivity in the pedestrian network mainly in the industrial 
area to the south and west of the potential station location.

Fresno—UP Right-of-Way

Th e UP corridor in Fresno generally has conditions that are 
similar to those along the Highway 99 corridor in terms of 
existing infrastructure. Many of the stop locations have 
very few pedestrian amenities while several have none, due 
to the industrial character of much of the corridor. Most 
existing pedestrian facilities are present around Golden State 
Boulevard which runs parallel to the rail line. Th e Union 
Pacifi c has slightly better coverage of sidewalks and pedestrian 
crossing improvements at the stops near Downtown Fresno, 
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S and several of the stop locations (Ashlan and Shields) have 
substantial bicycle infrastructure. Th e Herndon stop lacks any 
pedestrian facilities, while the Shaw Avenue stop has signifi cant 
gaps in the pedestrian network. Th e Belmont stop is located in 
a fairly intensely developed area, and the pedestrian facilities 
refl ect this context. Th e existing pedestrian network is fairly 
connective, with 1.22 feet of sidewalk for every foot of street 
(2.0 is the maximum possible). 

Fresno BNSF Corridor

Th e BNSF corridor in Fresno has good existing pedestrian 
infrastructure, with fairly continuous sidewalks and 
pedestrian crossing improvements. Arterial crossings are an 
issue, as pedestrians must navigate across multiple traffi  c 
lanes and often multiple turn lanes without adequate median 
refuges. but this is an issue at almost all stops within the fi ve 
corridors. Still understanding the needs for improvement to 
arterial intersection crossings will be an important aspect of 
the PTIS eff ort. In general, this corridor has a more intense 
levels of development and a fairly good existing pedestrian 
infrastructure. Th e stops at the northern edges of Fresno, such 
as the Herndon stop, and near industrial uses have less existing 
pedestrian infrastructure, as development is less dense or not 
currently designed for pedestrian use. However, these stops 
have potential for improvement and connected pedestrian 
networks as future growth and development occur.

Southeast Corridor

Th e Southeast Corridor assessment included two stops each 
located in Sanger, Reedley, and Parlier, and one stop in 
Orange Cove. In each community, one stop was located near 
the “core” while the second was located near potential growth 
areas or existing activity generators. In general, the “core” stop 
locations have good pedestrian infrastructure conditions, with 
good street connectivity, and acceptable levels of pedestrian 
and bicycle infrastructure. Orange Cove, as well as some of 
the growth area stop locations, lacks sidewalks and other 
pedestrian infrastructure in many locations, but recent public 
improvements have been aimed at improving pedestrian 
conditions in the public realm. Downtown Reedley has a very 
high level of connectivity for both sidewalks and bicycle lanes, 
and has a multi-use path that provides pedestrian and bicycle 
access within the downtown. Sanger and Parlier have both 
made some substantial infrastructure improvements in their 
downtown areas.

Figure 33: The BNSF corridor 
has slightly better pedestrian 
conditions than the Highway 99 
corridor in Fresno. (Fresno)

Figure 34: But major infrastructure improvements 
such as sidewalks and safe arterial crossings are 
still necessary in parts. (Fresno)

Figure 35: The Southeast Corridor has a number 
of station areas with quiet tree-lined streets with 
good pedestrian infrastructure. (Reedley)
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Figure 36: Some cities (such as Reedley) have made 
off-street pedestrian and bicycle connections.

Figure 37: This street in Kerman has recently been 
improved to provide safe pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities.

Figure 38: Outlying centers, such as Coalinga, have 
relatively good pedestrian environments.

All of the communities in the Southeast Corridor have the 
potential to improve the conditions along arterial streets and 
at intersections. Because these areas are not served by the 
County’s limited access freeways, the arterial street network is 
expected to carry high volumes of auto traffi  c. Balancing this 
need with the potential for future multi-modal improvements 
is an important consideration when discussing infrastructure 
conditions. 

Route 180 Corridor

Th e Route 180 includes stop locations in Kerman and Mendota. 
In Kerman, two stops were analyzed, one along Route 180, and 
one along the existing Union Pacifi c rail line. In Mendota, the 
rail line acts as a major barrier to street connectivity. One of the 
stop locations includes the rail line as a barrier, while the other 
does not. Th e stops are located between Route 180 and the rail 
line, near the center of the town. Infrastructure conditions in 
the Route 180 corridor are similar to those in the Southeast 
Corridor or Selma. Kerman has some substantial streetscape 
improvements and public amenities, especially near the Union 
Pacifi c right-of-way. Some newer streets in Kerman include 
bicycle lanes and good pedestrian conditions. In Mendota, 
the rail line acts as a major barrier to pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation, as only a few streets connect across the rail line. 
Th ese streets are expected to carry signifi cant volumes of auto 
traffi  c, but, to date, do not include pedestrian improvements 
that create pedestrian-supportive conditions.

Outlying Centers

Th e infrastructure assessment also included several outlying 
stop locations, two in Coalinga, and one in Friant. Th e Coalinga 
stops have adequate pedestrian infrastructure, although they 
have issues that are similar to those in Kerman in terms of the 
pedestrian treatment along arterials. Friant is more rural in 
character and lacks basic pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks 
and marked crosswalks. Friant is a good example of how a 
Tier 3 node would need to be improved to support transit 
access. Th e connectivity of the street network is fairly good, 
but pedestrian circulation is fairly diffi  cult because of the rural 
infrastructure conditions.

Future Infrastructure Improvements

In general, for all the study areas, there is the need to go 
beyond basic improvements to sidewalk connectivity and 
intersection treatments, there are some potential improvements 
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S to connectivity that would make additional area around stops 
accessible to the stops themselves. Pedestrian and bicycle 
connections through cul-de-sacs or paralleling the transitways 
on the UP and BNSF corridors can make additional areas 
accessible and improve potential ridership. Developments 
throughout the corridors, but especially in growth areas should 
be required to link to existing street networks as much as 
possible and provide high-quality multi-modal infrastructure, 
including an interconnected street system and pedestrian and 
bicycle network. 

Detailed Land Use Assessment of Study Corridors
Table 6 (opposite) summarizes the existing and planned land 
use data for the study corridors. Green shading indicates data 
points within the preferred range of values, yellow shading 
indicates data points within the acceptable range of values, 
and red shading indicates data points outside of the acceptable 
range of values. For some analysis, light blue and purple 
shading are used to indicate data thresholds useful in applying 
the place types described below (the value ranges are indicated 
at the bottom of the table). Corridor-by-corridor assessment 
of the data is provided below.

Selma—Highway 99 Corridor 

Existing land uses around the Selma stop locations are 
similar to the existing infrastructure conditions. Th e core 
stop location has fairly high residential density (7+ du/acre) 
but limited employment uses. Th e northern stop location 
has limited existing residential uses, but more substantial 
employment uses (600+ within the 1/4 mile walking distance). 
Th e southern location has very little existing uses (some 
limited employment) and plans for employment expansion. 
Th e Walkability Index scores for the three stops shows the 
diff erences between these three areas. Th e core stop has an 
index of 0.18 (approximately 1/5 as much commercial land as 
residential, offi  ce, and industrial) while the northern stop has 
a score of over 4 (four times as much commercial land as other 
types). Th ese diff erences underscore the potential for daily 
convenience needs to be met in the context of each stop, but 
also indicate that the northern stop may mostly serve transit-
dependent employees and patrons of the retail commercial 
uses that are expected to develop in the area as we expect that 
most of the development will be auto-oriented retail. Riders 
at the core stop will likely be able to walk from home or work 
to meet daily needs, while at other stops workers and residents 
are less likely to be able to walk to convenience services. 

Figure 39: Some locations in all corridors require 
basic improvements, such as sidewalks. (Orange 
Cove)

Figure 40: The Highway 99 corridor in Selma has 
some auto-oriented land uses, particluarly along 
arterial streets, as well as convoluted pedestrian 
improvements.
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Existing land uses around the UP right-of-way in Selma are 
similar to those around Highway 99. Th e core stop has a good 
mix of residential and employment uses, with slightly more 
employees (both existing and planned) in the vicinity of the 
UP stop. Th e Walkability Index score of 0.29 for the existing 
1/2 mile shows the existing mixture of uses, while the future 
score of 0.87 shows the trend towards additional employment 
uses. Th e future score is approaching a level where many 
future workers may not be able to walk to services which 
can discourage transit use. Th e Highland stop has substantial 
planned residential growth and signifi cant existing and planned 
employment (over 1,400 current employees). Th e Mountain 
View stop likely lacks existing and planned activity to support 
major transit investments. At build-out of the General Plan, 
there would be less than 500 workers within 1/4 mile of the 
stop and the area is only planned to have 312 residents within 
the 1/2 mile area. Th e future Walkability Index score of 3.72 
at the 1/2-mile shows the dominance of commercial uses in 
planning for the area.

Fresno—Highway 99 Corridor

Th e Highway 99 corridor in Fresno lacks substantial existing 
residential or employment uses. An average of only 650 
existing residents (at a density of just over 4 du/acre) live 
within a 1/2-mile walk of each stop. Existing uses are fairly 
balanced (as evidenced by a corridor-wide average Walkability 
Index of 0.43). What the corridor lacks in existing land uses, 
it makes up in planned growth, particularly in residential uses. 
Th e corridor is expected to add over 2,200 residents per stop at 
General Plan build-out, with substantial employment growth 
at several stations as well. Until this growth comes to fruition, 
though, existing land uses will not support signifi cant transit 
investment. Planned growth in the corridor, especially closer 
in towards downtown Fresno, includes substantial residential 
development (an average of over 2,000 new residents per stop) 
and a resulting change in the Walkability Index brining non-
employment uses more in line with commercial uses (future 
Walkability Index score of 0.36 for the whole corridor).

Figure 41: The core area of Selma includes a 
compact, walkable commerical district with 
the potential for future infi ll development, and 
additional pedestrian improvements such as curb 
extensions at corners.

Figure 42: The Highway 99 corridor in Fresno is 
predominantly characterized by auto-oriented 
development and isolated residential pockets.

Figure 43: The Highway 99 corridor does, however, 
have a great deal of potential for planned 
residential growth.
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Figure 44: The UP corridor in Fresno remains an 
important industrial and trucking corridor which 
could limit its potential for future transit-oriented 
development.

Fresno—UP Right-of-Way

Th e UP right-of-way in Fresno is similar to the Highway 99 
corridor, with some more substantial existing residential uses, 
particularly at the southern end of the corridor (at Belmont and 
Shields). Th e northern stops along both corridors (Herndon 
and Shaw) lack existing residential uses. Th e stop at Ashlan has 
substantial existing employment activity (over 1,000 jobs) and 
is planned for signifi cant residential growth as well. Th e UP 
corridor would have some transit-supportive stops currently, 
but would also require substantial development to become 
a fully supportive corridor in the future. Steps to make sure 
this growth is designed to support transit ridership will be 
important as development occurs. 

Planned development around the UP right-of-way is more 
mixed. While a great deal of residential growth is planned 
at fairly high densities (future use corridor-wide is planned 
to yield an average residential density of 11.5 du/acre) the 
Walkability Index score is 0.85, or higher than optimal. Th is is 
partly due to the planned employment growth in the corridor, 
mostly concentrated at the northern edge of the corridor, 
around Herndon (growth of 626 jobs) and Shaw (growth of 
517 jobs). 

Fresno BNSF Corridor

Th e BNSF corridor has the most supportive existing and 
planned land use pattern of the fi ve corridors studied to date. 
An average of 2,500 people live within a 1/2-mile walk of the 
stops, at a density of nearly 7 du/acre. With future growth, 
this fi gure could grow to over 4,000 per stop. Th e BNSF is not 
as strong of an employment corridor as the Highway 99 and 
UP corridors, but the connections to Tier 1 transit corridors 
within Fresno and Clovis and the employment concentration 
in downtown Fresno mean that the lack of employment along 
the BNSF right-of-way will not be a signifi cant issue.

Figure 45: The BNSF corridor has substantial 
existing residential density and the potential for 
future infi ll.
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Th e existing land uses in the core stop areas in Sanger, Parlier, 
and Reedley are characterized by generally transit supportive 
intensities and a walkable mix of uses with a corridor-wide 
average density of over 6 du/acre (and over 2,000 residents) 
and a Walkability Index of 0.17 in the 1/2-mile stop areas. 
Residential intensities range between 6.35 du/acre at the Parlier/
Newmark stop in Parlier to 7.13 du/acre at the Academy/Jensen 
stop in Sanger. At the secondary stop locations and in Orange 
Cove, existing residential densities are lower. Th e potential for 
growth is good, with planned growth of over 1,000 residents 
at a number of stations. Th e secondary stop in Sanger also 
has existing substantial employment uses, and the secondary 
location in Reedley is adjacent to Reedley College, which has 
the potential to be a primary activity generator.

Orange Cove has low levels of existing development, suggesting 
it could be classifi ed more as a Rural Center that could be Tier 
3 node, rather than the terminus of a Tier 2 corridor. However, 
current plans call for substantially increased residential density 
(growth of over 4,000 residents in the stop area) which, if 
coupled with targeted infrastructure improvements, could 
justify the level of investment of a Tier 2 corridor. Orange 
Cove is a good example of a location where existing plans call 
for the implementation of a transit supportive development 
pattern in a place that is not currently supportive of high 
transit ridership. Orange Cove also has a relatively high 
concentration of “Environmental Justice” population based 
on the Council of Fresno County Governments March 
2005 study. Th e immediate vicinity of the Orange Cove stop 
location assessed in this study includes concentrations of 
high poverty, minority populations, and elderly populations. 
Understanding the implementation steps necessary to actually 
achieve transit supportive intensity and to provide enhanced 
transit service to transit-dependent populations will be 
important considerations moving forward.  

Figure 46: The cores of the communities in the 
Southeast corridor have dense, walkable commercial 
districts with the potential for residential and 
mixed-use infi ll. (Reedley)

Figure 47: The commercial districts in the Southeast 
corridor have a fi ne, walkable grain and are 
surrounded by dense residential uses (Sanger).
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Figure 48: Parts of the Southeast corridor have 
lower residential densities. (Orange Cove)

Figure 49: Parts of the Route 180 corridor have 
signifi cant residential density in proximity to 
potential transit stops. (Kerman)

Figure 50: Commercial uses in the Route 180 
corridor have less intensity and activity than the 
Southeast corridor. (Kerman)

Route 180 Corridor

Th e Route 180 is an interesting blend between Tier 2 and Tier 
3 nodes. Both stop locations in Kerman have existing and 
planned intensities that could support enhanced transit in the 
near term. Th e Route 180/Madera stop location is planned for 
substantial growth, but already has some signifi cant levels of 
both residents and jobs in the stop area. Th e A Street/Madera 
stop location has an existing residential intensity of over 7 du/
acre and some employment activity, as well as a good mix of 
uses, as evidenced by the 1/2-mile Walkability Index score of 
0.38.

Mendota, on the other hand, has somewhat lower existing 
intensities (only 5.39 du/acre if both sides of the UP rail line 
are considered) and only limited planned growth potential. 
Due to the distance of Mendota from Kerman, a potential 
approach to public transportation enhancements would be 
to extend a Tier 2 corridor to Kerman, while focusing on 
Mendota as a Tier 3 node with connections to the Tier 2 
corridor in Kerman and the long term potential for extension 
of the Tier 2 corridor to Mendota.
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Coalinga and Friant were the primary outlying stop locations 
assessed in this study. Coalinga has good existing and planned 
land use intensities, with signifi cant planned residential growth 
at both stop locations (over 5,500 residents at each). Th e Elm/
Cherry stop is also located adjacent to West Hills Community 
College, a potential activity generator. Th e key consideration 
in planning for public transportation connections to Coalinga 
is the distance to any other major concentrations of population 
or employment. For this reason, Coalinga will likely remain a 
Tier 3 node for the foreseeable future.

Friant is a good example of rural area that lacks transit supportive 
intensity currently and may lack the long-term potential to 
develop into a Tier 3 node as well. Th e existing residential 
intensity in the 1/2-mile walking area is only slightly over 4 
du/acre, and existing employment is insignifi cant. However, 
Friant is along a corridor that could extend as far as Millerton 
New Town, which could provide a Tier 3 node. In this way, 
it might be more helpful to think of Friant as a potential area 
that could be served on a Tier 3 corridor but not one that 
could provide a node for service. 

Future Land Use Improvements

Land use patterns follow the observed infrastructure patterns 
closely. In existing core areas (Selma, the BNSF corridor, and 
southern stops along the three Fresno corridors) existing and 
planned land use are relatively transit supportive. At the edges, 
existing land uses are less supportive. While planned growth 
often would bring substantial residents and jobs, until the 
growth comes on line, there may not be a substantial market 
for transit service at these stops. However, if steps can be taken 
to ensure new development is designed to support transit 
ridership, these may develop into strong transit corridors in 
the future. In future development areas, there will be the need 
to provide a mix of uses and services within walking distance 
of each transit stop, including commercial uses that provide 
daily and convenience needs to area residents and workers. 
Providing residential and offi  ce/industrial employment 
adjacent to key commercial centers can also help encourage 
transit ridership.

Figure 51: Downtown Coalinga has a mix of 
commercial and residential uses in close proximity. 

Figure 52: Parts of Coalinga such as the area around 
West Hills Community College are lower intensity 
and more auto-oriented.
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Place Types and Transit-Supportive Planning
A set of place types is a useful tool to help categorize the 
individual areas around potential transit stops and stations 
in the study corridors as well as structure the land use and 
infrastructure recommendations in a way that will be valuable for 
future studies of this nature. Th is study has developed six place 
types to describe the diverse conditions in the study corridors. 
Th ese place types are somewhat idealized and are not meant to 
perfectly characterize every location in Fresno County—many 
locations are a hybrid of the basic place types. However, the 
place types provide a useful framework for understanding the 
existing and planned conditions in the county and methods 
for improving the land use and infrastructure conditions for 
enhanced transit service.

Five place types describe areas of the study corridors whose 
primary character is defi ned by existing development. A sixth 
type describes areas of the study corridors that will see major 
growth within the planning horizon of current General Plans 
that will substantially change their character. While the existing 
General Plan designations for these areas begin to defi ne them 
in terms of place types, existing policies give relatively little 
consideration of their potential relationship to transit and their 
function in relation to the larger future transit corridors. For 
these Growth Areas, their fi nal place type should be the result 
of future transit corridor and land use planning; several of the 
Growth Area station areas in Fresno are identifi ed as “Potential 
Activity Centers” or “Potential Linear Intensity Corridors” in 
the General Plan and this implies an intent for a more intense 
and potential mixed use character with the potential to support 
investment in transit. Th is type of analysis is particular to the 
Study Corridors assessed in this study. If future studies are 
expanded to include Tier 1 corridors, the place type discussion 
will need to be expanded to include the Fresno/Clovis core as 
well.

Th e following explanations of the Place Types developed for this 
study give an overview of the idealized conditions of each:

Town Center

Town centers are vital centers of activity. Town Centers blend 
community-serving commercial uses (grocery stores, drug 
stores, and larger retail stores) with local-serving retail (shops, 
restaurants, and entertainment), offi  ce, and residential uses. Th e 
residential uses transition from apartments over ground fl oor 
retail uses near the transit stop to condominiums and apartments 
to townhomes and stand alone houses at the perimeter of the 
1/2-mile walking distance. Th is transition allows a range of 
households and aff ordability with access to transit.

Figure 53: Example oof a mixed-use development 
typical of the Town Center place type. (San Jose, 
California)
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S Town Centers are walkable and bikeable places. Sidewalks 
provide enough space for pedestrians, and landscaping, 
and other streetscape elements that make for an interesting 
pedestrian environment. Intersections have pedestrian signals, 
crosswalks, and curb ramps. Streets provide space for bicycles 
as well as autos and transit. Off -street paths provide additional 
connections for pedestrians and bicycles and provide access to 
important open space amenities. Residents and workers can 
reach all of their daily needs on foot or transit, if they choose.

Downtown Reedley and the Shaw Avenue location on the 
BNSF right-of-way are good examples of locations discussed in 
this study that could become transit-supportive Town Centers 
with intensifi cation of land use and pedestrian infrastructure 
improvements.

Neighborhood Center

Neighborhood Centers diff er from Town Centers in that they 
are oriented primarily towards residential uses. Retail uses 
meet local needs (shops, restaurants, small groceries) and there 
are a variety of housing types (apartments, condominums, 
townhomes, and single-family homes. Residential densities in 
Neighborhood Centers are equal to those in Town Centers, 
but Neighborhood Centers do not contain a substantial 
employment component or entertainment uses that would 
draw from a much larger area than the neighborhoods that 
surround the center. Residential amenities (parks, schools, and 
playfi elds) are critical for a successful Neighborhood Center.

Neighborhood Centers are walkable and bikeable places. 
Streets have landscaping between the sidewalks and the street. 
Th e sidewalks also have ample room for pedestrians to stroll 
and sit outside at the local café. Some residential side streets 
incorporate traffi  c calming measures, such as neckdowns, 
chicanes, or roundabouts (see Table 12 for more detailed 
information on traffi  c calming measures) ) to allow for easy 
access from the neighborhood to the center, but to discourage 
fast cut-through traffi  c. Off -street paths connect to open spaces 
and other community uses. Residents can reach all of their 
daily needs on foot, if they choose, but may need to travel a 
short distance to meet shopping and employment needs.

Th e Belmont Avenue location along the UP right-of-way and 
Barstow Avenue along the BNSF right-of-way within Fresno 
are good examples of locations that could become transit-
supportive Neighborhood Centers.

Figure 54: Example of residential development 
typical of the Neighborhood Center Place Type. 
(Hillsboro, Oregon)
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Commercial Center

Commercial Centers are locations of intense employment 
activity. Retail uses (both community- and local-serving) as 
well as offi  ce and even industrial uses provide a high number 
of workers. Some low intensity residential uses are present at 
the perimeter of the 1/2-mile walking distance from transit. 
Some more intense residential uses may be mixed in with retail 
or employment activities at the “core” of the Commercial 
Center. Offi  ce uses are densely built to be served eff ectively 
by transit.

Commercial Centers have good pedestrian and bicycle access. 
Sidewalks are wide, to accommodate large fl ows of pedestrians 
as well as landscaping and other pedestrian amenities. Streets 
provide bicycle access as well as local transit amenities. 
Intersections have pedestrian amenities such as pedestrian 
signals, curb ramps, crosswalks, and pedestrian “refuges” 
within the medians of larger streets.

Th e Highland Avenue (Selma) location at Highway 99 and 
the Academy/North location in Sanger are good examples of 
locations that could become transit-supportive Commercial 
Centers with land use intensifi cation and pedestrian 
infrastructure improvements.

Institutional Center

Often, an institution (such as a college or hospital) provides 
a dominant activity generator in a station area. Institutional 
uses provide good transit ridership, and are often a focus of 
transit service. Uses surrounding Institutional Centers include 
a mix of local-serving retail and residential uses, and may 
include some employment areas that are associated with the 
institutional uses, such as doctors offi  ces. Residential uses can 
range from intense student apartments to lower density single-
family houses.

Institutional Centers have similar pedestrian infrastructure 
needs to Commercial Centers, with a focus on access to open 
space amenities, which are often incorporated into institutional 
campuses. Streets in Institutional Centers need to provide 
access for all modes, with an emphasis on pedestrian and 
bicycle access, as well as local transit. Transfer centers may be 
an important aspect of transit service to Institutional Centers 
in order to facilitate regional access to the institutional use as 
well as access to other regional destinations.

Th e Manning Avenue location in Reedley (near Reedley 
College) and the Cherry Avenue location in Coalinga (near 

Figure 55: Example of offi ce over retail use typical 
of the Commercial Center Place Type. (Oakland, 
California)

Figure 56: Example of development typical of the 
Institutional Center Place Type. (Tempe, Arizona)
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locations that could become transit-supportive Institutional 
Centers with pedestrian infrastructure improvements and 
some land use intensifi cation.

Rural Center

Rural Centers provide local-serving retail uses at the center of 
an area with a range of residential uses. Rural Centers often lack 
the intensity to be traditionally considered transit-supportive 
places, but pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure improvements 
can support transit ridership. Rural Centers have residential 
uses that range from some apartments over ground fl oor retail 
to some larger lot single-family residential uses at the perimeter 
of the 1/2-mile walking distance. Residential intensity is 
primarily concentrated within 1/4-mile of the transit stop.

Rural Centers often have low auto traffi  c volumes, but still 
require pedestrian infrastructure (sidewalks, safe crossings, 
curb ramps) to support transit ridership. Rural highways often 
pass through Rural Centers, and the design of these roads 
should refl ect the pedestrian scale and intensity of use rather 
than the design that results from the application of typical 
rural highway standards. Rural Centers sometimes lack the 
population concentration to make extensive infrastructure 
improvements economically feasible, so improvements should 
fi rst be made to primary routes and the areas immediately 
surrounding the transit stop.

Th e Park/Center location in Orange Cove is an example of a 
location that could become a transit-supportive Rural Center 
with land use intensifi cation and infrastructure improvements. 
Th e Friant/Parker location is an example of a location that 
will require substantial improvements in both land use and 
infrastructure if there is a desire for it to become a transit-
supportive Rural Center.

Growth Area

Some areas on many potential transit corridors in the County 
have not yet developed. Th ese areas can become any of the 
place types identifi ed in this study, and require coordinated 
land use and transportation planning to develop into transit-
supportive places. Prior to initiating planning for a growth 
area, some analysis of the overall transit corridor and the 
relationship of the 1/2-mile station areas to each other is 
required. By understanding the place types that already existing 
along a corridor, the community can decide what place type a 
Growth Area should become so that it best complements the 
mix of other place types on the corridor.

Figure 57: Example of small-scale mixed-use 
development typical of the Rural Center Place 
Type. (Flagstaff, Arizona)
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Growth Areas usually require substantial infrastructure improvements 
to support transit-ridership. New development must be intense enough 
to make infrastructure improvements feasible and support transit 
ridership.

Th e Herndon Avenue location along the BNSF right-of-way and the 
Route 180/Madera location in Kerman are good examples of Growth 
Areas that could become transit-supportive places in the future with 
careful planning and development.

Th e Place Type Table, Table 7, has the following fi elds, which were 
used to categorize the study stop locations:

n Walkability Range: Th is range is used to classify stop 
locations in terms of their existing walkability index rating. 
Th e classifi cations are broad because the place types are 
intended to be inclusive (this category is not applicable to 
Growth Areas until its ultimate place type has been selected);

n Residential Intensity: Diff erent place types have diff erent 
levels of residential intensity. Th is measure is intended to 
classify existing stop locations rather than recommend future 
conditions (this category is not applicable to Growth Areas 
until its ultimate place type has been selected);

n Jobs: Diff erent place types have diff erent levels of 
employment. Th is measure is again intended to classify 
existing stop locations rather than recommend future 
conditions (this category is not applicable to Growth Areas 
until its ultimate place type has been selected);

n Minimum Growth (Growth Areas only): Growth areas are 
characterized by their potential growth. Th e station areas 
identifi ed as Growth Areas are those stop locations that are 
primarily categorized by their growth potential.

n Case Study Examples: Th ese are provided to illustrate the 
Place Types and are real-world examples along the corridors 
that have been assessed in this study;

n Place Character: Th is row describes the basic characteristics 
of each Place Type both in terms of the existing land use and 
access characteristics and in terms of the proposed transit 
framework discussed previously; and,

n Transit Infrastructure Needs: Th is row identifi es minimal 
transit infrastructure need for each Place Type. Th e needs 
are broadly defi ned and may not be refl ective of existing 
conditions at all locations. Transportation investment plans 
can, and should, exceed these recommendations whenever 
feasible.
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ID City
Stop
Type Cross Street Corridor Place Type

1 Selma ROAD HIGHLAND HWY 99 Commercial Center
2 Selma RAIL HIGHLAND HWY 99 Commercial Center
3 Selma ROAD SECOND HWY 99 Town Center
4 Selma RAIL FIRST HWY 99 Town Center
5 Selma ROAD MOUNTAIN VIEW HWY 99 Growth Area
6 Selma RAIL MOUNTAIN VIEW HWY 99 Growth Area
7 Fresno RAIL HERNDON BNSF Growth Area
8 Fresno RAIL SIERRA BNSF Neighborhood Center
9 Fresno RAIL BULLARD BNSF Neighborhood Center

10 Fresno RAIL BARSTOW BNSF Neighborhood Center
11 Fresno RAIL SHAW BNSF Town Center
12 Fresno RAIL WEST BNSF Neighborhood Center
13 Fresno RAIL ASHLAN BNSF Neighborhood Center
14 Fresno RAIL PALM BNSF Neighborhood Center
15 Fresno RAIL SHIELDS BNSF Neighborhood Center
16 Fresno RAIL CLINTON BNSF Neighborhood Center
17 Fresno RAIL BLACKSTONE BNSF Neighborhood Center
18 Fresno RAIL OLIVE BNSF Neighborhood Center
19 Fresno ROAD HERNDON HWY 99 Growth Area
20 Fresno RAIL HERNDON HWY 99 Growth Area
21 Fresno ROAD SHAW HWY 99 Growth Area
22 Fresno RAIL SHAW HWY 99 Growth Area
23 Fresno ROAD ASHLAN HWY 99 Growth Area
24 Fresno RAIL ASHLAN HWY 99 Growth Area
25 Fresno ROAD SHIELDS HWY 99 Growth Area
26 Fresno RAIL SHIELDS HWY 99 Neighborhood Center
27 Fresno ROAD BELMONT HWY 99 Growth Area
28 Fresno RAIL BELMONT HWY 99 Neighborhood Center
31 Sanger ROAD ACADEMY / JENSEN SOUTHEAST Town Center
32 Sanger ROAD ACADEMY / NORTH SOUTHEAST Commercial Center
33 Parlier ROAD PARLIER / MENDCINO SOUTHEAST Neighborhood Center
34 Parlier ROAD PARLIER / NEWMARK SOUTHEAST Town Center
35 Reedley ROAD "I" ST. / 11th ST. SOUTHEAST Town Center
36 Reedley ROAD MANNING / REED SOUTHEAST Institutional Center
37 Orange Cove ROAD PARK / CENTER-JACOBS SOUTHEAST Rural Center
38 Kerman ROAD RT 180 / MADERA RT 180 Growth Area
39 Kerman RAIL "A" ST. / MADERA RT 180 Town Center
40 Mendota ROAD NAPLES / 6th St. RT 180 Town Center
41 Mendota RAIL MARIE / 6th St. RT 180 Town Center
42 Coalinga ROAD ELM / POLK OUTLYING Town Center
43 Coalinga ROAD ELM / CHERRY OUTLYING Institutional Center
44 Friant ROAD FRIANT / PARKER OUTLYING Rural Center

Corridor Overview

Table 8: Study Corridor Place Type Classifi cations
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Th e recommendations from the Land Use and Infrastructure Assessment are divided into four sections:

n Place Type Improvement Recommendations includes identifi ed needs and targets for each Place Type;

n Corridor Recommendations include priorities for enhanced service and further study;

n Land Use Recommendations include priorities for land use intensities and initiatives to support increased 
intensity; and

n Infrastructure Recommendations includes priorities for transit-supportive infrastructure and opportunities 
to leverage public investments.

While it is useful to consider the recommendations for each separately, it is essential that implementation coordinate 
all corridors and infrastructure into a comprehensive approach to creating the urban and rural conditions necessary to 
support transit ridership.

Place Type Recommendations
Th e description of the Place Types in the previous section included a discussion of the land use and infrastructure 
classifi cations for each Place Type. Th is section provides recommendations for improvements for each place type. Th e 
Place Type Recommendation Table has the following fi elds providing recommendations for improvements for each place 
type:

n Connectivity: Th is row identifi es the ideal range of connectivity for each place type. For built out places, 
improving connectivity can be achieved by adding street connections, creating pedestrian and bicycle cut-
throughs of cul de sacs, and other methods;

n Land Use Intensities: Th is row identifi es recommended land use intensities for each Place Type; and,

n Infrastructure Improvements: Th is row identifi es recommended improvements to the pedestrian realm for 
each Place Type. Th ese recommendations are not intended to de detailed or exhaustive for individual stop 
areas, but give an order of magnitude sense of what is necessary to improve transit access.
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One of the primary goals of the PTIS process has been to identify potential corridors for more detailed transit feasibility 
study. Th e PTIS Corridor Analysis has focused on corridors that connect the Fresno/Clovis core with the outlying 
community centers in the County (termed Tier 2 corridors in this eff ort). An important element of these corridors is the 
connection between them and the Tier 1 corridors (those corridors within the Fresno/Clovis core that have already been 
identifi ed for potential enhanced transit service in the course of previous planning eff orts). Additionally, Tier 3 corridors 
were identifi ed to provide basic coverage countywide and to craft an approach that provides opportunities to plan for 
future enhancement of transit service, while improving baseline service in the near term. Th e following are summary 
recommendations to be applied at the corridor level:

n Connect dense outlying centers with the Fresno/Clovis core along identifi ed Tier 2 corridors.
Th is will help reinforce ongoing revitalization eff orts in many cores and preserve agriculture areas from development 
pressures.

n Connect outlying town centers with surrounding rural centers.
Th e PTIS project identifi ed “Tier 2” and “Tier 3” corridors for further study. While Tier 2 corridors may support 
enhanced transit sooner, improvements to Tier 3 centers, as well as the integration with Tier 2 corridors are 
important and merits attention in the near-term.

n Focus initial implementation eff orts on Tier 2 corridors that show the most transit-supportive existing 
conditions and future growth potential along with the Tier 1 corridors in Fresno and Clovis that have been 
identifi ed in other studies.
Th e BNSF corridor within Fresno has the most transit-supportive land use intensities of the corridors studied in this 
process. Th e Southeast Corridor communities (including Sanger, Parlier, and Reedley) have relatively supportive 
land uses currently, and most have good transit-supportive infrastructure conditions in core areas. Th ese core areas 
also have relatively high-quality access to the BNSF corridor. Th e Highway 99 corridor, with either road- or rail-
based transit, lacks pedestrian infrastructure and intensity of existing uses, but with future growth and infrastructure 
investment, could be a valuable transit corridor, both within Fresno and to the southeast.

n Utilize a similar methodology to this study in assessing future transit corridors.
Th e methodology employed in this study has provided important information about existing conditions around 
potential transit stops. Building from this, future studies can look at alternative land use scenarios and potential 
infrastructure improvements to address questions of ridership for enhanced transit. Th ese methodologies can assist the 
county’s stakeholders in identifying transit corridors as well as station locations. Future studies should include more 
detailed assessment of existing infrastructure (including detailed sidewalk data, roadway conditions, exact ROW 
info, etc.) and opportunities for transit-supportive development (including market analysis, development capacity 
analysis, and development policies to facilitate implementation).

n Focus detailed transit corridor planning on corridors with several stops that will be located in existing or 
planned Place Types that support transit ridership.
Town Center, Neighborhood Center, and Institutional Center locations will likely be more supportive of transit 
ridership (especially in outlying county locations) than other Place Types. Commercial Centers have the potential 
to support transit ridership in localized areas, but the Fresno/Clovis core will be the primary employment node for 
service to outlying areas. Rural Centers can provide limited ridership along a corridor, but should not be considered 
anchors for Tier 2 corridors. 

n Work with local jurisdictions to develop transit-supportive land use plans.
Fresno COG and other county-wide agencies can support future transit ridership by encouraging local development 
policies to support denser, transit-worthy development, and setting countywide targets for development.

n Improve infrastructure conditions by working closely with local jurisdictions on street enhancements.
Countywide agencies can develop a set of guidelines for transit-supportive infrastructure improvements.



 Te c h n i c a l  M e m o  # 3  .  F e b r u a r y  1 3 ,  2 0 0 6  4 7

nF r e s n o  P u b l i c  Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  S t u d y  ( P T I S )
P

O
T

E
N

T
IA

L
 T

R
A

N
S

IT
 C

O
R

R
ID

O
R

 A
N

A
L

Y
S

IS
 A

N
D

 R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
A

T
IO

N
S

n Coordinate detailed corridor planning among the local jurisdictions along the transit corridor and provide 
detailed land use targets to support enhanced transit service.
Interjurisdictional cooperation is essential to develop transit corridors that serve supportive land uses. Corridor-wide 
land use targets can help the development of local land use plans that respond to unique conditions at each location 
while creating the desired mix of transit-supportive land use at the corridor level. MTC, in the San Francisco Bay 
Area, has recently adopted this type of policy for transit expansion corridors and is funding coordination eff orts to 
ensure close coordination among local jurisdictions; additional grants are also supporting the creation of transit 
station area plans that will implement desired land uses.

Land Use Recommendations
Th e following are recommendations for improving transit-supportive land uses in the study corridors in order to support 
enhanced transit:

n Focus on outlying downtowns and other relatively dense, mixed-use centers, rather than park-and-ride lots or 
other land use contexts, to anchor transit corridors.
Th e downtown cores in all of the communities studied in this process have the basis for TOD. Additional 
intensifi cation and land use policies that reinforce the downtown cores as centers of community activity will 
strengthen the transit potential of these areas. A target of 30 du/acre for all new residential development within 
1/4-mile of a transit stop and 12 du/acre between 1/4 and 1/2-mile from a transit stop and 0.5 FAR for all non-
residential developments within 1/2-mile of transit stops should be a goal.

n Draft model development guidelines and regulation to help facilitate implementation of transit-supportive 
development.
Th e county-wide agencies can take a lead role in providing technical assistance to small local governments around 
the county that are trying to implement TOD plans.

n Encourage mixed-use infi ll in downtown areas.
Th is should include vertical and horizontal mixed-use depending upon location and market support. Countywide 
agencies can support this eff ort through model guidelines, publicizing successful projects, and providing technical 
assistance to local jurisdictions looking to increase infi ll development activity.

n Encourage gradual intensifi cation in residential districts within target transit corridors and station areas.
Strategies such as new, compatible housing types, encouraging in-law or second-units in designated areas, and 
encouraging neighborhood-scale mixed-use projects can increase densities substantially while maintaining the 
existing character of a neighborhood.

n Integrate mix of commercial and employment uses into residential districts.
Nearly 20% of stop locations scored lower than the desired range on the “Walkability Index” for the existing 1/2-
mile walking area. Integrating small-scale, neighborhood-serving retail, as well as community-serving commercial 
uses into these areas will improve the potential for transit. 

n Integrate commercial and service uses into employment areas to improve transit and pedestrian access between 
place of work and services.
Workers need to have easy access to convenience retail and services during the day to support transit as a viable 
commute choice.
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n Provide adequate civic infrastructure (parks, schools, etc.) to support increased density.
Providing parks and other amenities is essential for making livable places that are also dense. Th is study has not 
quantifi ed this important aspect of existing and planned places, but studies have shown that the provision of civic 
infrastructure is important to creating highly-valued denser places.

n Channel low-density growth away from potential transit corridors in outlying areas.
It is likely that lower density neighborhoods and employment areas will be necessary given the market and 
demographic conditions of Fresno County, but these less transit supportive areas should not be located along transit 
corridors when possible.

Infrastructure Recommendations
Th e following are recommendations for improving transit-supportive infrastructure in the study corridors in order to 
support enhanced transit:

n Retrofi t existing arterial streets to provide safe, comfortable pedestrian and bicycle access.
Multi-modal design of streets, incorporating transit, bicycle, and pedestrian needs, and creating safe pedestrian street 
crossings are an essential infrastructure consideration in creating transit-supportive places.

n Develop street standards for new and retrofi tted transit corridors and station areas to improve pedestrian 
mobility.
County and regional agencies can take a lead role in drafting street standards for new streets and street improvements 
in transit areas to help guide multi-modal planning eff orts.

n Assist local jurisdictions, either fi nancially or logistically, with implementing pedestrian and bicycle access 
improvements.
Th ere are examples of “Transportation for Livable Communities” (TLC) programs around the state where MPOs 
use a portion of their funding to provide TLC planning and capital grants to local agencies to support the creation of 
transit-supportive environments.

n Utilize existing civic infrastructure, such as central squares and plazas as the future focus for transit activities.
Many of the outlying centers already have public open spaces that could be the focus for transit activity in the future. 
Where this civic infrastructure does not exist, future planning can identify future locations for civic uses.

n Improve connectivity of the street and pedestrian network by addressing grade separations (such as Highway 
99 and rail corridors) and disconnected street networks in suburban-style developments.
Highway 99 and active, at-grade rail rights-of-way are the two greatest barriers to pedestrian circulation in the 
study corridors. Developing strategies to address these connectivity barriers can expand the accessible area within 1/2-
mile of transit stops. Similarly, many suburban-style developments are not oriented to connect with the surrounding 
street network. Pedestrian enhancements, such as cul de sac cut-throughs and multi-use trail systems can also increase 
the eff ective 1/2-mile radius. Th is study did not look at these opportunities in any detail, but future studies should 
take this possibility into account.

Parking Management Strategies
Th e assessment of land use and infrastructure conditions in Fresno County has been primarily concerned with existing 
uses and infrastructure, and existing plans for growth. Public and private parking policy has not been an area of study. 
However, the land use and infrastructure improvements recommended above often require steps to overcome barriers 
posed by existing parking policies. Table 10 outlines important considerations for addressing parking policies. Th e 
listed policies should be treated as a menu of possible approaches, rather than a detailed set of recommendations. Th ese 
strategies have been provided to provide an overview of potential solutions as more detailed land use and transportation 
plans are developed for enhanced transit corridors in Fresno County.
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Implementation and Cost Considerations

Directions for Future Study
Th e Public Transportation Infrastructure Study serves as an example for future studies that will help arrive at a 
comprehensive and clear understanding of the transit implementation needs for the County. Related directly to the 
recommendations and work products of this study, further study of the major corridors, such as BNSF and Southeast 
Corridor, is the next step in reaching transit goals. Future studies should focus on priority Tier 2 corridors in more detail, 
looking at appropriate modes and technology, linkages to Tier 1 corridors, station locations opportunities, and detailed 
infrastructure assessment related to the corridor sites and the specifi c demands of the selected transit technology. In 
addition to looking at the corridors and their infrastructure, it is important to also look at land use and infi ll opportunities. 
Infi ll capacity analysis, market assessment, and local area plans all help coordinate land use planning with infrastructure 
development, which is critical in creating successful transit networks.

Th e following are recommended directions for future study:

n Further study of Tier 2 Priority Corridors (potential examples include the BNSF corridor in Fresno and 
Southeast Corridor) focusing on:

n Appropriate transit technology;

n Linkages to Tier 1 corridors;

n Station location and supportive land use opportunities; and

n Identifi cation of priority capital improvements

n Infi ll capacity analysis

n Market analysis of potential for infi ll, mixed-use, and TOD;

n Analysis of barriers and opportunities for infi ll, mixed-use, and TOD; and

n Detailed countywide policy directions with a focus on Tier 1 and Tier 2 communities.

n City of Fresno Activity Center Planning

n Consideration of relationship of these areas to Tier 1 and Tier 2 corridors and the function of potential 
station areas to support the overall functionality of corridors

n Potential Tier 1 Corridor Studies

n Consideration of linkages to Tier 2 and Tier 3 corridors in terms of place types, transit technology, and 
design of transfer facilities at connection points between corridors, as necessary
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Funding for coordinated land use and transportation planning is an important consideration. All of the recommended 
steps above require substantial short- and long-term funding to be successful. Incorporating the recommendations from 
the PTIS into ongoing countywide planning activities is an important fi rst step in implementing enhanced transit in the 
county. Th e following are potential sources for additional funding for future planning studies:

n Measure C Reauthorization (Countywide sales tax measure for transportation).
Th e proposed expenditure plan identifi es funding for detailed study of priority corridors as well as funding for 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements (both for local projects and for technical assistance from COFCG) and funding 
for regional transportation projects and transit improvements.

n Regional Blueprint Study
Several Central Valley counties have jointly applied for Caltrans grant funding for regional planning. Th is eff ort 
could be leveraged to highlight infi ll opportunities in Tier 1 and Tier 2 corridors and identify the land use steps 
necessary to achieve transit-supportive regional growth patterns. Th is study could also be used to examine connections 
between Fresno County potential transit corridors and potential nodes in adjacent counties, which this study was 
only able to examine at a cursory level.

n Th e Council of Fresno County Governments (CFCOG) could look to start program similar to Transportation 
for Livable Communities (TLC) Grant Program in Bay Area and Sacramento to fund local multi-modal 
planning and capital improvements that increase pedestrian and bicycle safety and access to transit.
Th e three-tiered transit network could be eff ectively applied to prioritize projects, with funding targeted towards Tier 
1 and Tier 2 corridors, but also supporting enhancements to Tier 3 nodes.

n Th e Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) in the Bay Area recently introduced a planning grant 
program funding station area plans (and CEQA compliance) for station areas around transit expansion 
projects to encourage the implementation of transit-supportive land uses.
Th is grant program supports MTC’s requirements for transit expansion projects that require compliance with land 
use thresholds for station-area housing units in order for the corridor to qualify for capital funding.
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Infrastructure Cost Information
Th is study focuses on the broad issues of identifying current transit infrastructure conditions and needs within Fresno 
County rather than the details of transit cost and technology. Th e recommendations made are general to serve as a 
starting point in identifying what issues are pertinent for further study. Th us, there is no determination of any specifi c 
types of transit or technology that should be implemented.  With further studies of Fresno County’s current transit 
conditions and needs, consideration of various costs and specifi c methods of reaching transit goals should be analyzed in 
detail. Below are tables that introduce important transit topics that should be evaluated in further studying the County’s 
transit needs. Th e tables that show cost estimates should be used as general tools and not as accurate estimates, as they 
are not related to any specifi c site in Fresno County and are derived from industry estimates unrelated to this project. 
For a more realistic refl ection of costs, further studies should be conducted at a stage when details of this scale can more 
carefully be considered. Th e following tables give an idea of what issues should be analyzed in future stages of developing 
the Fresno Region’s transit network such as:

n Table 11 describes implementation methods of improving bicycle and pedestrian conditions, such as sidewalk, 
crossing, and landscaping improvements;

n Table 12 describes recommended traffi  c calming standards for residential streets (including measures to 
narrow roadways and change intersection confi gurations);

n Table 13 outlines amenities at transit stops (such as signage, shelters, and benches) that improve and 
encourage usage of transit networks;

n Table 14 outlines the cost implications of various transit technologies, including BRT, LRT, and heavy rail) 
[Note: Additional information on Advanced Technologies will be included in the Final PTIS Report];

n Table 15 describes real time arrival information that helps make effi  cient and successful transit; and

n Table 16 outlines parking infrastructure costs to consider for station sites that would include a parking 
component.

(Unless otherwise noted, all information in the Infrastructure Cost Information tables is estimated in 2005 dollars.)
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