CITY OF MONTEREY PARK, AND
THE CITY COUNCIL ACTING ON BEHALF OF THE SUCCESSOR
AGENCY OF THE FORMER REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING
Monterey Park City Hall Council Chambers
320 West Newmark Avenue
Monterey Park, CA 91754
WEDNESDAY
December 3, 2014
7:00 PM
MISSION STATEMENT
The mission of the City of Monterey Park is to provide excellent services
to enhance the quality of life for our entire community.
Communication by the Public is an important part of the Local Government Process. Staff reports, writings, or other materials related
to an item on this Agenda, which are distributed to the City Council/Agency Board less than 72 hours before this scheduled meeting
are available for public inspection in the City Clerk’s Office located at 320 West Newmark Avenue, Monterey Park, CA 91754, during
normal business hours. Such staff reports, writings, or other materials are also on the City’s website subject to staff’s ability to post the
materials before the meeting. The City’s website is located at www.montereypark.ca.gov. Copies of staff reports and/or written
documents pertaining to any item on the Agenda are on file in the Office of the City Clerk and are available for public inspection during
regular business hours.
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEMS
For members of the public wishing to address the City Council regarding any item on this Agenda including the Consent Calendar or
Oral Communications, please fill out a speaker card and return it to the City Clerk before the announcement of the Agenda Item.
Speakers are provided five (5) minutes per individual on each published agenda item. Individual speakers may consolidate time with
another speaker’s time; the total consolidated time cannot exceed two (2) minutes per speaker giving up time. However in the interest
of ensuring that all members of the Public have an equal opportunity to participate, a single speaker cannot speak for more than ten
(10) minutes on an individual Agenda item. If there are a large number of speakers on a particular agenda item, the Mayor, as
confirmed by the City Council may reduce the amount of time allotted to each speaker or limit the total amount time allowed for
speakers to address the agenda item. At the conclusion of that period of time, the speaker will be asked to please conclude their
remarks so that the next speaker may begin their comments.
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please call City
Hall, (626) 307-1359. Please notify the City Clerk’s Office twenty-four hours prior to the meeting so that reasonable arrangements can
be made to ensure availability of audio equipment for the hearing impaired. Council Chambers are wheelchair accessible.
PLEASE NOTE that this Agenda includes items considered by the City Council acting on behalf of the Successor Agency of the former
Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency, which dissolved February 1, 2012. Successor Agency matters will include the notation of “SA”
next to the Agenda Item Number.

CALL TO ORDER Mayor
FLAG SALUTE
The Monterey Park Fire Explorers
ROLL CALL
Peter Chan, Mitchell Ing, Hans Liang, Teresa Real Sebastian, and Anthony Wong
AGENDA ADDITIONS, DELETIONS, CHANGES AND ADOPTIONS
[1.] PRESENTATIONS: None.
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ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS
CONSENT CALENDAR -- ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS
Items on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine, ongoing business and will be enacted by one motion. There is no
separate discussion on consent items unless a Council Member/Agency Member or citizen so requests, in which event the item is
removed from the Consent Calendar and considered separately. The City Clerk will not accept cards after the item has been taken
up.
Consent Calendar – Approval By Minute Motion

[2.]

SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY (SA)
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS 2A-2B

2-A.

WARRANT REGISTER FOR SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER COMMUNITY
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF DECEMBER 3, 2014
It is recommended that the City Council (acting on behalf of the Successor Agency)
(1)

approve payment of warrants and adopt Resolution No. _______of the Successor Agency to
the former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency allowing certain claims and demands per
warrant register dated December 3, 2014 totaling $15.31 and specifying the funds out of
which the same are to be paid; and

(2)

take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA:

2-B.

Exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15061 (b).

SUCCESSOR AGENCY MINUTES
It is recommended that the City Council (acting on behalf of the Successor Agency)
(1)

approve the minutes from the special meetings of November 3, 2014 and November 15, 2014,
and the regular meeting of November 5, 2014; and

(2)

take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA:

Exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15061 (b).
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[3.]

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS 3A - 3C

3-A.

WARRANT REGISTER FOR THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK OF DECEMBER 3, 2014
It is recommended that the City Council
(1)

Approve payment of warrants and adopt Resolution No. _____ allowing certain claims and
demands per Warrant Register dated December 3, 2014 Totaling $1,090,500.94 and
specifying the funds out of which the same are to be paid; and

(2)

take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA:

3-B.

Exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15061 (b).

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
It is recommended that the City Council
(1)

approve the minutes from the special meetings of November 3, 2014 and November 15, 2014
and the regular meeting of November 5, 2014; and

(2)

take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA:
3-C.

Exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15061 (b).

2013-2014 COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT
It is recommended that the City Council
(1)

Receive and file the City's 2013-14 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report; and

(2)

take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA:

Exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15061 (b).
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[4.]

PUBLIC HEARING

4-A.

A REQUEST TO CHANGE SPECIFIC TERMS OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (DA-13-01)
BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK AND LINC COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION
It is recommended that the City Council consider
(1)

Opening the public hearing;

(2)

Continue the Public Hearing until a date certain (to be determined by the City Council); and

(3)

take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA:

[5.]

The City reviewed the project’s environmental impacts under the California Environmental
Quality Act (Public Resources Code §§ 21000, et seq., “CEQA”), the regulations
promulgated thereunder (14 Cal. Code of Regulations §§ 15000, et seq., the “CEQA
Guidelines”), and the City’s Environmental Guidelines. This project is categorically exempt
from additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §§ 15191, et seq. The
project consists of the construction of six affordable housing units. The project includes a
General Plan Amendment so that the land use can be consistent with the zone. The
subject property is zoned R-3 (High Density Residential) and the land use designation is
Low Density Residential. The General Plan Amendment will change the land use from
Low Density Residential to High Density Residential. According to the Land Use Element,
the High Density Residential land use category provides for a broad range of dwelling unit
types which may be attached or detached. The residential units consist typically of
apartments, condominiums, and townhomes built at a maximum density of 25 units per
acre. The proposed development occurs within City limits on a project site of no more than
five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. The subject property is 13,406 sq. ft.
(0.31 acre) in area. The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or
threatened species. The project site was previously developed and is currently used as a
paved parking lot for the civic center. Currently, there are no plants on the property.
Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise,
air quality, or water quality. The zone allows for residential developments. The project is
not anticipated to generate a substantial amount of traffic, noise, air quality or water
quality impacts. The site can be adequately served by all require utilities and public
services.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

None.
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[6.]

NEW BUSINESS

6-A.

APPROVAL OF MONTEREY PARK BICYCLE MASTER PLAN.
It is recommended that the City Council
(1)

Adopt Resolution to adopt the Monterey Park Bicycle Master Plan Report; and

(2)

take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

CEQA:

Exempt per Public Resources Code § 21080.20

[7.]

COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS AND MAYOR/COUNCIL AND AGENCY MATTERS

[8.]

CLOSED SESSION

None.
ADJOURN
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City Council Staff Report
DATE:
AGENDA ITEM NO:

December 3,2014
(SA) Consent Calendar
Agenda Item 2-A.

TO:

The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Chu Thai, Director of Management Services
Annie Yaung, CPFO, Controller

SUBJECT:

Warrant Register for Successor Agency to the Former Community
Redevelopment Agency of
December 3,2014

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the City Council:
(1) Approve payment of warrants and adopt Resolution No.
of the
Successor Agency to the former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency
allowing certain claims and demands per warrant register dated December 3,
2014 totaling $15.31 and specifying the funds out of which the same are to be
paid; and
(2) take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Disbursements will be made from the funds referenced in the attached Resolution in
Warrants numbered 258.

BACKGROUND:
The claims and demands on the attached warrant register have been duly audited.
certify that the said claims and demands are accurate, are proper charges against the
City of Monterey Park, Acting as the Successor Agency to the Former Community
Redevelopment Agency (SA). I also certify that there are monies available for the
payments thereof. Please note that amounts being paid by the SA funds in this warrant
register represented expenditures incurred, which are pending for approval by the
Oversight Board.
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FISCAL IMPACT:

Disbursements from all funds total $15.31.

Respectfully submitted:

Prepared by:

Chu Tliai
Director of Management Services

Approved By:

2

L

c-GsQ--

Paul L. Talbot
City Manager

Attachments: Warrant Register

Page 8 of 778

3
RESOLUTION NO. SA-_ _ _ __

A RESOLUTION OF THE
SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY (SA)
ALLOWING CERTAIN CLAIMS AND DEMANDS
PER WARRANT REGISTER DATED
3RD DAY OF DECEMBER 2014
TOTALING $15.31 AND SPECIFYING THE FUNDS OUT
OF WHICH THE SAME ARE TO BE PAID

THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
DOSE RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. That the following claims and demands have been audited and that the same
are hereby allowed from various funds in the following amounts:
Atlantic/Garvey Projects

Total

$

15.31

$

15.31

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THE 3RD DAY OF DECEMBER 2014.

Hans Liang, Mayor
City of Monterey Park, California

ATTEST:

Vincent D. Chang, City Clerk
City of Monterey Park, California
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Resolution No. SAPage 2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
) ss.
SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY)
OF CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
)

I hereby certify that this resolution was duly adopted by the
Successor Agency to the Former Community Redevelopment Agency,
at a regular meeting held on the 3rd day of December 2014 by the following vote.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Vincent D. Chang , City Clerk
City of Monterey Park, California
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------.---------------------------------CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL ~T REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

5

12/03/2014

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AT&T

0860 - 801-1203 - 32050

AMOUNT

15 . 31

DESCRIPTION

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

258
15.31

TOTAL FOR PREPAID

11/25/2014 4:42:08 PM

~S

15.31
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

TOTAL FOR PREPAID WARRANTS
TOTAL FOR PRINTED WARRANTS

15.31
0.00

TOTAL WARRANTS
TOTAL VOID CHECKS

15 . 31
0

TOTAL PREPAID CHECKS
TOTAL CHECKS PRINTED
TOTAL CHECKS ISSUED

11/25/2014 4:42:08 PM

6

12/03/2014

1
0
1
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

7

12/03/2014

FUND SUMMARY

FUND

DESCRIPTION

0860

ATLANTIC/GARVEY CAP
TOTAL

11/25/2014 4:42:08 PM

PROJECTS

PREPAID

PRINTED

TOTAL

15.31

0.00

15.31

15.31

0.00

15.31
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City Council Staff Report
DATE:
AGENDA ITEM NO:
TO:

The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Vincent D. Chang, City Clerk

SUBJECT:

Successor Agency (SA) Minutes

December 3,2014
(SA) New Business
Agenda Item 2-B.

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the City Council (acting on behalf of the Successor
Agency)
(1)

Approve the minutes from the special meeting of November 3,2014,
regular meeting of November 5, 2014 and the special meeting of November
15,2014 and;

(2)

Take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
None.
BACKGROUND:
None.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.

\

RespeCtfUII\jmitl d,

preparlQ]u

Vincent D.
City Cler

APP~ . ~~
\. ~~-

~

Paul L. Talbot
City Manager
Attachments: November 3, 2014 (Special),
November 15, 2014 (Special)

November 5, 2014 (Regular) and
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62-XXX
November 3, 2014
MINUTES
MONTEREY PARK CITY COUNCIL
SUCCESSOR AGENCY (SA)
SPECIAL MEETING
NOVEMBER 3,2014

The City Council of the City of Monterey Park held a Special Meeting of the Council in the
Council Chamber, located at 320 West Newmark Avenue in the City of Monterey Park,
November 3,2014 at 6:30 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER:
Mayor Anthony Wong called the meeting to order at 6:40 p.m.
FLAG SALUTE:
The Monterey Park Fire and Police Explorers led the flag salute.
NATIONAL ANTHEM
Led by Veronica Summer Ramirez, 2011 Miss Monterey Park.
INVOCATION:
Eddie Chism, Assistant Pastor of Total Deliverance Church presented the invocation.
In addition, Lani Liang, Hans' wife, lead the students of Children of Chiao Hsin Chinese
School in a prayer.
ROLL CALL:
City Clerk Chang called the roll.
Council Members Present: Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang, Wong
Council Members Absent: None
ALSO PRESENT: City Manager Talbot, City Attorney Hensley, City Treasurer Leon,
Public Works Director/Assistant City Manager Bow, Police Chief Smith, Fire Chief Haberle,
Human Resources Director Cody, Recreation and Community Services Director Costley,
City Librarian Arvizu, Director of Community and Economic Development Huntley.
NEW BUSINESS
1. REORGANIZATION OF MONTEREY PARK CITY COUNCIL

Appoint the Mayor in accordance with Resolution No. 11507.
Action Taken: The City Council appointed Hans Liang as Mayor in accordance with the
City Council policy established by Resolution No. 11507.
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November 3, 2014

Motion: Moved by Mayor Anthony Wong and seconded by Council Member lng, motion
carried by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, lng, Chan, Liang, Real Sebastian
None
None
None

Action Taken: The City Council appointed Peter Chan as Mayor Pro Tem in
accordance with the City Council policy established by Resolution No. 11507.
Motion: Moved by Mayor Anthony Wong and seconded by Council Member Real
Sebastian, motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, lng, Chan, Liang, Real Sebastian
None
None
None

INTRODUCTIONS
Mike Eng, Los Angeles Community College Board of Trustees was the masters of
ceremonies. He recognized special guests in attendance, including elected officials and
current and former leaders of the community.
OATH OF OFFICE FOR INCOMING MAYOR PRO TEM PETER CHAN
The Oath of Office for Incoming Mayor Pro Tem Peter Chan was implemented by
Assembly Member of District 49, Ed Chau. Jenny Chan, wife of Mayor Pro Tem Chan,
presented him with his name badge. Kevin Chan, Mayor Pro Tem Chans' son presented
him with his business cards. Mayor Pro Tem Chan gave his incoming address.
MAYORAL INSTALLATION CEREMONY OF HANS LIANG
The Oath of Office for Incoming Mayor Hans Liang was implemented by United States
Congresswoman, Judy Chu.
PRESENTATION OF GAVEL, NAME BADGE, AND BUSINESS CARDS
Frank and Melinda Liang, parents of Mayor Hans Liang presented him with his gavel and
name badge. Lani Liang, wife of Mayor Liang presented him with his new business cards.
MAYOR'S ADDRESS
Mayor Liang gave his incoming Mayor address.
ADJOURNMENT
City Clerk Chang adjourned the meeting at 8:00 p.m.

Vincent D. Chang
City Clerk
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62-XXX
November 5, 2014

MINUTES
MONTEREY PARK CITY COUNCIL
SUCCESSOR AGENCY (SA)
REGULAR MEETING
NOVEMBER 5,2014
The City Council of the City of Monterey Park held a Regular Meeting of the Council in the
Council Chamber, located at 320 West Newmark Avenue in the City of Monterey Park,
Wednesday, November 5,2014 at 7:00 p.m.
The minutes include items considered by the City Council acting on behalf of the Successor
Agency of the former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency, which dissolved February 1,
2012. Successor Agency matters will include the notation of "SA" next to the Agenda Item
Number.

CALL TO ORDER:
Mayor Liang called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.
FLAG SALUTE:
The Monterey Park Fire Explorers led the flag salute.
ROLL CALL:
City Clerk Chang called the roll:
Council Members Present: Wong, Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang
Council Members Absent: None
ALSO PRESENT: Assistant City Attorney Berger, City Treasurer Leon, Public Works
Director/Assistant City Manager Bow, Police Chief Smith, Fire Chief Haberle, Human
Resources Director Cody, Community and Economic Development Director Huntley,
Management Services Director Thai, Recreation and Community Services Director Costley,
Controller Yaung, Battalion Chief Harper, Battalion Chief Leasure, Battalion Chief Khail,
Assistant City Engineer Alfonso, Lieutenant Coday, Management Analyst Bow
AGENDA ADDITIONS, DELETIONS, CHANGES AND ADOPTIONS
None.
1.

PRESENTATIONS: None.

ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS
-Jessica Ramos represented the Monterey Park Police Explorers and invited the
public to attend a fund raising event supporting the Police Explorer program. The
fund raising event takes place on Saturday, November 15, 2014 at the Monterey Car
Wash.
-Abraham Mercado, representing Metro spoke about the SR710 North study update
and the Draft Environmental Report that will be released in 2015.
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2.

SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCY (SA) CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM NOS. 2A-2B
Matters listed under consent calendar are considered to be routine, ongoing business
and are enacted by one motion unless specified.
Action Taken: The City Council acting on behalf of the Successor Agency of the
former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency approved and adopted Item Nos. 2A2B and reading resolutions and ordinances by title only and waiving further reading
thereof.
Motion: Moved by Council Member Wong and seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Chan,
motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang
None
None
None

2A. WARRANT REGISTER FOR SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE
COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF NOVEMBER 5, 2014

FORMER

It is required that the City Council (acting on behalf of the SUCCeSSOi Agency) appiOve
all disbursements. CEQA: Exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15061 (b).

Action Taken: The City Council acting on behalf of the Successor Agency of the
former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency approved the payment of warrants and
adopt Resolution No. SA-82 of the Successor Agency to the former Monterey Park
Redevelopment Agency allowing certain claims and demands per warrant register
dated November 5,2014 totaling $3,310.22 and specifying the funds out of which the
same are to be paid on Consent Calendar.
Resolution No. SA-82, entitled:
A RESOLUTION OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER COMMUNITY
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY (SA) ALLOWING CERTAIN CLAIMS AND DEMANDS
PER WARRANT REGISTER DATED 5TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2014 TOTALING
$3,310.22 AND SPECIFYING THE FUNDS OUT OF WHICH THE SAME ARE TO BE
PAID
2B. SUCCESSOR AGENCY MINUTES
Approval of Minutes from the regular meeting of October 1, 2014 of the Successor
Agency to the former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency. Exempt per CEQA
Guidelines § 15061 (b).
Action Taken: The City Council acting on behalf of the Successor Agency of the
former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency approved the minutes from the
Successor Agency to the former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency regular
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meeting of October 1, 2014 of the Successor Agency to the former Monterey Park
Redevelopment Agency on Consent Calendar.
This is the end of Successor Agency (SA) items.
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MINUTES
MONTEREY PARK CITY COUNCIL
SUCCESSOR AGENCY (SA)
SPECIAL MEETING
NOVEMBER 15, 2014

The City Council of the City of Monterey Park held a Special Meeting of the Council at the
Emergency Operations Center, located at 329 W. Newmark Avenue in the City of Monterey
Park, Saturday, November 15, 2014 at 12:00 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER:
Mayor Liang called the meeting to order at 12:00 p.m.
ROLL CALL:
City Clerk Chang called the roll:
Council Members Present: Wong, Real Sebastian, Chan, Liang
Council Members Absent: Ing

Also Present: Fire Department Staff
NEW BUSINESS
1.

EOC TRAINING SESSION
The Council will be provided an overview of the Emergency Operations Center and
what part they will play in case of an emergency situation.
Discussion: The Monterey Park Fire Department provided the Mayor and City
Council with a general overview on their roles and duties should the Emergency
Operation Center be activated during an emergency situation.
Action Taken: No action taken.

ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS
None.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business for consideration, the meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m.

Vincent D. Chang
City Clerk
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City Council Staff Report
DATE:

December 3,2014

AGENDA ITEM NO:

Consent Calendar
Agenda Item 3-A.

TO:

The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Chu Thai, Director of Management Services
Annie Yaung, CPFO, Controller

SUBJECT:

Warrant Register for the City of Monterey Park of
December 3,2014

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the City Council:
(1)

(2)

Approve payment of warrants and adopt Resolution No.
allowing
certain claims and demands per Warrant Register dated December 3,2014
totaling $1,090,500.94 and specifying the funds out of which the same are to
be paid; and
take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Disbursements will be made from the funds referenced in the attached Resolution in
Warrants numbered 301747-301941.

BACKGROUND:
The claims and demands on the attached warrant register have been duly audited.
certify that the said claims and demands are accurate, are proper charges against the
City of Monterey Park. I also certify that there are monies available for the payments
thereof.

Page 22 of 778

2

FISCAL IMPACT:
Disbursements from all funds total $1,090,500.94.

Respectfully submitted:

Chu THai
Director of Management Services

Prepared by:

~
Controller

Approved By:

?~~
Paul L. Talbot
City Manager

Attachments: Warrant Register
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RESOL UTION NO.
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MONTEREY PARK, CALIFORNIA ALLOWING CERTAIN CLAIMS AND DEMANDS
PER WARRANT REGISTER DATED
3RD DAY OF DECEMBER 201 4
TOTALING $1,090,500.94 AND SPECIFYING THE FUNDS OUT
OF WHICH THE SAME ARE TO BE PAID
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK DOES RESOLVE:
SECTION 1. That the following claims and demands have been audited and that
the same are hereby allowed from various funds in the following amounts:

General Fund

$

591,996.26
3,300.32

State Gas Tax Fund

242.08

Sewer Fund

11,597.93

Refuse Fund
City Shop Fund

5,273 .25

Separation Benefits Fund
General Liability Fund

3,667.00
8,625.00

Technology Internal Service Fund

21 ,085.43

Payroll Clearing Account

8,012.44

Special Deposits Fund
Business Improvement Area #1

149,979.87
5,540.24

Workers Compo Fund

6,866 .67

Water Fund

47,523.14

Water Treatment Fund

15,511 .84

OPA Proposition A

(410.37)

Measure R Fund

1,526.00

Library Tax Fund

3,209.25

STC StandardsfTraining/Corrections

380.00

POST

935.94

EI Civic Education Grant

624.71

Home Housing Program

13,704.50

Asset Forfeiture

2,096.14

Prop C

68,441 .79

CDBG Fund

30,605.44

Maintenance District 93-1

32,978.01

Used Oil Recycling Block Grant

95.00
41,157.50

Used Oil Competitive Grant

514.12

SR Pedestrian & Bicycle Safety
Maintenance Grant (075)

2,790.00
139.16

ELAC Instructional Serv Prog

8,214.63

MTA S Garfield Transit Village
Teacher In A Tablet

146.02
4,131 .63

Urban Area Initiative 2013
TOTAL

$

1,090,500.94

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THE 3R D DAY OF DECEMBER 2014.

Hans Liang , Mayor
City of Monterey Park, California
ATTEST

Vincent D. Chang, City Clerk
City of Monterey Park, California
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RESOLUTION NO.
Page 2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) SS.
CITY COUNCIL OF THE)
CITY OF MONTEREY PARK )

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the City Council of the City of
Monterey Park at a regular meeting held on the 3rd day of December 2014 by the following
vote of the Council:

AYES :
NOES:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

COUNCIL
COUNCIL
COUNCIL
COUNCIL

MEMBERS:
MEMBERS:
MEMBERS:
MEMBERS:

Vincent D. Chang, City Clerk
City of Monterey Park, California
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ATTACHMENT 1
Warrant Register
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

5

12/03/2014

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AAHS SIGNS GRAPHIC & ENGRAVING

0166-801-4201-39300

AMOUNT

45.00

DESCRIPTION

710 FWY STREET BANNER-FREIGHT

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

301767
45.00

ACCOUNTEMPS

0010-801-1403-31950

740.16

TEMPORARY STAFFING SERVICES

301747
740.16

AMC CARD PROCESSING SERVICES INC

0075-450-0075-08370

400.00

0010-801-1801-32200

9.95

EE SERVICES PROGRAM (TRUST)

301768

EE SERVICES PROGRAM

301768
409.95

AT & T

0010-801-3112-32050

5.10

PHONE SERVICE

301749

0010-801-3114-32050

4.33

PHONE SERVICE

301749
9.43

0010-801-3113-32050

40.08

PHONE SERVICE

301748
40.08

AT&T

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0010-801-1404-32050

49.37

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-1408-32050

126.02

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0043-801-1404-32050

25.13

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0092-801-1404-32050

30.52

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-3112-32050

3,076.75

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-3113-32050

14.97

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-3114-41100

17.04

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-4209-32050

255.50

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-1801-32050

15.39

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-1301-32050

15.26

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-3201-32050

983.57

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-3230-32050

2,623.70

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-6001-32050

195.37

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-6502-32050

148.04

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010-801-6517-32050

71.05

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0022-801-4206-32050

298.40

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0109-801-6511-32050

66.88

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE
1 2 / 03 / 20 14

6

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O .

AT&T

0092 - 801 - 4220 - 32050

200 . 28

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0092 - 801-4222 - 32050

691. 78

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010 - 801 - 1404 - 32050

414 . 43

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0043 - 801 - 1404 - 32050

305.37

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0092 - 801 - 1404 - 32050

370 . 81

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010 - 801 - 1408 - 32050

1,260 . 84

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010 - 801 - 3112 - 32050

840 . 56

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010 - 801 - 3201 - 32050

420 . 28

I NTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

0010 -8 01 - 6001 - 32050

140 . 09

I NTERNET/ PHONE SERVICE

301769

0169 - 801 - 2201-32050

140 . 09

INTERNET/PHONE SERVICE

301769

TOTAL

CHECK #

12,797 . 49
BANKCARD CENTER

11/25 /20 14 4:34 : 00 PM

0010 - 801 - 1101-39400

11. 25

10/14 STMT- REFRESHMENTS

301750

0010 - 801 - 1201 - 21350

119 . 39

10/14 STMT- SUPPLI ES

301750

0010 - 801 - 1201-39400

625.00

10/14 STMT - LCC MEETING

301750
301750

00 1 0 - 801 - 1403 - 39400

85.00

10/14 STMT - TRAINING

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 34100

1 5 . 00

10/14 STMT-JOB AD

301750

0010 - 80 1-1801 - 39550

289 . 63

10/14 STMT - RE FRESHMENTS

301750

00 1 0- 80 1- 3101- 33400

105.54

10/14 STMT - CHIEF'S CONVENT I ON

301750

0010 - 801 - 3101 - 39250

139 . 23

10/14 STMT - HOLIDAY CARDS

301750

0010 - 801 - 3101 - 39350

10 . 00

10/14 STMT - SUBSCRIPTION

301750

0010 - 801 - 3102-24100

249 . 00

10/14 STMT - TRAFFIC SOFTWARE

301750

0010 - 801 - 3104 - 31950

348 . 32

10/14 STMT - TRAINING

301750

0010 - 801 - 3113-22600

15 . 00

10/14 STMT - BI BLES

301750

0010 - 801 - 3115- 38400

1 , 026 . 87

10/14 STMT - TRAFFIC SOFTWARE

301750

0060 - 801 - 3210-38400

115.21

10/14 STMT - PARTS E65

301750

0075 -4 50 - 0075 - 08420

980 . 11

10/14 STMT - GO LF (TRUS T )

301 7 50

0136 - 80 1- 3101 - 33250

204.00

10/14 STMT - POLICE POSTTRAINING

301750

0160 - 801 - 3101 - 39400

277 . 92

10/14 STMT - TRAINING

30 1 750

0330 - 801 - 3102-39250

514 . 12

10/14 STMT- OTS FLYER

301750
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

7

12/03/2014

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

BANKCARD CENTER

0349-801-3201-39400

139.16

10/14 STMT-CHIEFS' CONFERENCE

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

301750
5,269.75

CHARTER COMMUNICATIONS

0010-801-6505-38400

95.14

INTERNET/CABLE SERVICE

301751

0010-801-3230-32050

130.00

INTERNET/CABLE SERVICE

301751
225.14

0010-801-1404-32050

31. 04

INTERNET/CABLE SERVICE

301770

0010-801-3112-32050

59.85

INTERNET/CABLE SERVICE

301770

0043-801-1404-32050

22.87

INTERNET/CABLE SERVICE

301770

0092-801-1404-32050

27.77

INTERNET/CABLE SERVICE

301770
141.53

CPFIT

0065-464

525.00

301771

FIRE LTD INSURANCE

525.00
CRESTLINE COMPANY

0010-801-4212-24100

242.08

PUBLIC WORKS-SUPPLIES

301752

0092-801-4220-21350

242.08

PUBLIC WORKS-SUPPLIES

301752

0042-801-4204-22750

242.08

PUBLIC WORKS-SUPPLIES

301752

0010-801-4212-31500

242.08

PUBLIC WORKS-SUPPLIES

301752
968.32

DMR TEAM, INC.

0010-801-5004-91525

9,615.00

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753

0010-801-5004-91527

1,373.57

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753

0010-801-5004-91528

1,373.57

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753

0010-801-5004-91529

1,373.58

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753

0010-801-5004-91531

1,373.58

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753

0010-801-5004-91532

1,373.57

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753

0010-801-5004-91533

1,373.57

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753

0010-801-5004-91534

1,373.57

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753

0010-801-5004-96048

5,104.99

PARKS CIP PROJECTS

90371

301753
24,335.00

EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0092-801-5102-35700

6,116.50

UNEMPLOYMENT INS Q3 2014

301754

0043-801-5102-35700

6,116.50

UNEMPLOYMENT INS Q3 2014

301754
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL ~T REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

8

12/03/2014

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

12,233 . 00
ENDEAVOR PRINT INC .

0166 - 801 - 4201 - 31960

4,458.88

SPIRIT BUSES GRAPHICS

90420

301772
4,458 . 88

SHIN ENG

0010 - 701-0010 - 07950

50.00

REFUND AMBULANCE MEMBERSHIP

301773
50. 0 0

GOLDEN SUN FIRM & CO INC .

0010 - 801 - 5004 - 91527

15,897 . 01

BARNES PARK PICNIC SHELTERS

90410

301755
15,897.01

JENKINS & HOGIN, LLP

0010 - 801 - 1601 - 31600

392 . 00

LEGAL- VILLA GARFIELD

301756
392 . 00

JWA URBAN CONSULTANTS INC

0010 - 801 - 1701 - 31950

9,136 . 00

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90372

301757

0010 - 801 - 1701 - 31950

1,027 . 00

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90372

301757

0169 - 801 - 2201 - 31850

5,097.50

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90468

301757

0152 - 801 - 2206 - 31850

5 , 131.75

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90469

301757

0169 - 801 - 2201 - 31850

3,616.50

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90468

301757

0152-801 - 2206 - 31850

3,933 . 50

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90469

301757

0169 - 801 - 2201 - 31850

534.75

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90468

301757

0152-801 - 2206 - 31850

302 . 25

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90469

301757

0169 - 801 - 2201-31850

4,317 . 75

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90468

301757

0152-801-2206 - 31850

4,337.00

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90469

301757
37,434.00

LIFE SAFETY CONSULTING & ENGINEERI} 0010-701 - 0010 - 06330

937.50

FIRE PLAN CHECK

90272

301774

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 06330

1,275.00

FIRE PLAN CHECK

90272

301774

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 06330

1,462.50

FIRE PLAN CHECK

90272

301774
3,675.00

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TAX

11/25/2014 4 : 34:00 PM

0092 - 801 - 4222 - 41100

293.62

14 - 15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

0092 - 801 - 4222-41100

171.78

14 - 15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

0092 - 801 - 4222 - 41100

75.00

14 - 15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

0092 - 801 - 4222 - 41100

122.44

14 - 15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

0092 - 8 0 1 - 4222 - 41100

3,216.31

14-15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758
PAGE 4
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

9

12/03/2014

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TAX

0092 - 801-4222-41100

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

98.77

14-15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

0092 - 801-4222-41100

68.35

14-15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

0092-801 - 4222 - 41100

254.32

l4 - 15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

0092-801-4222-41100

302.68

14 - 15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

0092 - 801 - 4222-41100

79.59

14 - 15 PROPERTY TAX

90463

301758

TOTAL

4,682.86
CHIA CHI LUO

0136 - 801 - 3101 - 33250

150.00

301775

POLICE POST TRAINING

150.00
MARK KRIKORIAN

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 06330

250.00

PLAN CHECK

90273

301776
250.00

METRO EXPRESSLANES

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22750

26.75

FIRE TOLL LANE FEE

301759
26 . 75

MONTEREY PARK PETTY CASH

0075 - 450 - 0075-08550

5.45

PETTY CASH- SUPPLIES (TRUST)

301760

PETTY CASH-TOOLS

301760

PETTY CASH-REFRESHMENTS

301760

PETTY CASH-PARKING

301760

0092 - 801 - 4221 - 24100

87.01

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 22670

181.00

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 39400

10.00

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 38400

100.00

PETTY CASH-REPAIR

3017 60

0010 - 801 - 1703 - 33200

39.54

PETTY CASH-MILEAGE

301760

0010-801-6517-23100

9.25

PETTY CASH- SUPPLIES

301760

PETTY CASH- KEYS

301760

0010 - 801-6506-22750

26 . 99

459 . 24

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0075-450-0075-08550

26.94

PETTY CASH- REFRESHMENTS (TRUST)

301777

0010-801-3210-22750

16 . 34

PETTY CASH- SUPPLIES

301777

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08550

38.14

PETTY CASH-SUPPLIES (TRUST)

301777

0010 - 801-6505 - 21350

28.87

PETTY CASH-OFFICE SUPPLIES

301777

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08500

27.25

PETTY CASH-SUPPLIES (TRUST)

301777

0010 - 801 - 3230- 39700

19.38

PETTY CASH- REFRESHMENTS

301777

0010 - 801 - 6502-31950

70.00

PETTY CASH-TRAINING

301777

0010-801-4212-22700

66 . 38

PETTY CASH-SUPPLIES

301777

Page 31 of 778

PAGE 5
10

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

10

12/03/2014

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

293 . 30
MOUNTAIN VIEW POOL REMODELING

0010 -850-5 002 -9157 6

43,082.50

ELDER PARK POOL REPLASTERING

80580

301761
43,082.50

PITNEY BOWES POSTAGE BY PHONE

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0010 -8 01 - 1301 - 32200

9.59

POSTAGE

301778

0010 -801-14 03 - 32200

109.77

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801-1406-32200

28.02

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801 - 1407 - 32200

4 . 80

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801 - 1701-32200

38.57

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 32200

161.52

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801-1703-32200

5.05

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801 - 1704 - 32200

10.56

POSTAGE

301778

0010-801-1801-32200

12 . 60

POSTAGE

301778

0010-801-1802-32200

3.78

POSTAGE

301778

00 10-801-31 01-32200

17.30

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801 - 3102-32200

26 . 06

POSTAGE

301778

0010-801-3104-32200

3 . 95

POSTAGE

301778

0010-801-3111-32200

2.88

POSTAGE

30 1778

0010 - 801 - 3113 - 32200

2.86

POSTAGE

301778

0010-801-3114-32200

86 . 78

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801 - 3120 - 32200

112 . 32

POSTAGE

301778

00 10-801- 3201 - 32200

20 . 58

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801-3205-32200

37.34

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801-3201-32200

26 . 41

POSTAGE

301778

00 10-801-322 0- 32200

744.96

POSTAGE

301778

0010 - 801 - 6001-32200

43.82

POSTAGE

301778

0010-801-6502-32200

40.20

POSTAGE

301778

0043 - 801-4208 - 32200

0.48

POSTAGE

301778

0043 - 801-4212-32200

6.71

POSTAGE

301778

0060 -80 1 -42 11 - 32200

1. 92

POSTAGE

301778

PAGE 6
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGIS TER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

11

12 / 03 / 201 4

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

PITNEY BOWES POSTAGE BY PHONE

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 09230

20 . 20

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

POSTAGE (TRUST)

301778

0077 - 801 - 1111-31950

138 . 24

POSTAGE

301778

0092-801 - 4223 - 32200

5 . 39

POSTAGE

301778

0169 - 801 - 6005 - 32200

14.40

POSTAGE

301778

TOTAL

1,737 . 06
PRIVATE MEDICAL CARE, INC .

0010 - 801 - 5102 - 12330

7 , 493 . 64

DENTAL INSURANCE

301779
7,493 . 64

0065 - 461

2 ,765.61

DENTAL INSURANCE

301780
2, 7 65. 61

REGAL ENTERTAINMENT GROUP

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 083 7 0

400 . 00

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 32200

8 . 00

EE SERVI CE PROGRAM (TRUS T )

301781

EE SERVI CE PROGRAM

301781
408.00

JOHN W. ROJAS

0061 - 220

3,667.00

ADVANCE DI SABILITY PENSION

301782
3,667.00

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER ASSOC

0010 - 801 - 4212-31500

50 . 00

QUARTERLY LUNCHEON

301762
5 0 . 00

SBC LONG DI STANCE

00 1 0 - 80 1- 1408 - 32050

1 03 . 00

PHONE SERVICE

30 17 83

0010 - 80 1- 3112 - 32050

68 . 67

PHONE SERVI CE

301783

0010 - 801 - 1408 - 32050

34.34

PHONE SERVICE

301783

0010 - 801 - 6001-32050

11. 45

PHONE SERVICE

301783

0169 - 80 1- 2201 - 32050

11. 45

PHONE SERVI CE

301783
228.91

SEE'S CANDY SHOPS, INC

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08550

2,148.09

LANGLEY HOLIDAY LUNCHEON- TRUST

301784
2,148 . 09

SMART & FINAL #321

00 1 0 - 801 - 3210 - 22 1 50

1 05.04

FIRE CLEAN I NG SUPPL IE S

301763

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22750

115.00

FI RE CLEANING SUPPLIES

301763
2 20 . 04

TEAK MASTER, INC

11/25/2014 4 : 34:00 PM

0075 - 450 - 0075-08550

660 . 00

LANGLEY- PATIO FURNITURE(TRUST)

301764

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08550

85.00

LANGLEY- PATIO FURNITURE (TRUST)

301764
PAGE 7
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT RE GI STER
COUNCI L MEETING DATE

12

12/03/2014

PREPAID WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O .

CHECK #

TOTAL

745 . 00
THE GAS COMPANY (DBA)

0010 - 801-3114 - 36200

266 . 91

GAS SERVICES

301765

0060 - 801 - 4211 - 22250

117 . 24

GAS SERVICES

301765
384.15

MARICELA VASQUEZ

0010 - 801 - 6506 - 22750

200 . 00

DAY CARE SUPPLIES

301766
200.00

VERIZON WIRELESS

0010 - 801 - 3 1 12 - 32050

835 . 43

WIRELESS VOI CE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 170 1- 32050

38.01

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

00 1 0 - 801 - 1701 - 32050

1. 08

WI RELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 1703 - 32050

12 . 58

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

00 1 0- 801 - 1702 - 320 5 0

2 . 81

WIRELESS VOI CE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 32050

4 . 18

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 32050

8.01

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 1701 - 32050

36 . 99 -

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 1701 - 32050

0.50

WIRELESS VOI CE & DATA SERV I CE

301785

0010 - 801 - 1703 - 32050

21.13

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801-1702 - 32050

2.05

WI RELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 32050

3 . 08

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 32050

7 . 44

WI RELESS VOICE & DATA SERV I CE

301785

0010 - 801 - 600 1- 32050

51. 87

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785

0010 - 801 - 3104 - 31950

38 . 01

WIRELESS VOICE & DATA SERVICE

301785
989.19

TOTAL FOR PREPAID WARRANTS

11/25/2014 4 : 34:00 PM

18 9 , 628 . 08
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

13

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

3M COMPANY

0010-801-3115-38400

AMOUNT

4,500.00

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

POLICE EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE

90439

CHECK #

TOTAL

301786
4,500.00

ABBA PEST CONTROL , INC

0010 -801-321 0- 22750

195.00

REMOVE BEE SWARM

301787
195 . 00

ACCELA INC

0010 - 450-1703 - 02520

23,l73.20

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

301788

90313

23,173.20
ADLERHORST INTERNATIONAL INC .

0160 - 801-3103-22800

266 . 66

POLICE TRAINING

301789

0160 - 801-3103 - 22800

266.66

POLICE TRAINING

301789
533.32

ADVANCE PEST TERMITE CONTROL

0010-801-3113-38100

39.00

PEST CONTROL

90000

301790

0010-801-3210 - 22750

47.00

PEST CONTROL

90210

301790

0010 -801- 3210-22750

35 . 00

PEST CONTROL

90210

301790

0010-801 - 3210-22750

42.00

PEST CONTROL

90210

301790

0010-801-3113-38100

39.00

PEST CONTROL

90000

301790
202 . 00

ADVANCED ELECTRONICS

0063 - 801-5002-99055

5,954 . 93

POLICE RADIO EQUIPMENT

301791

90414

5,954.93
AFFILIATED SYSTEMS, INC.

0010-801 - 1801-31900

500.00

301792

PRE - EMPLOYMENT/DMV/DOT PHYS.

500.00
AIR EXCHANGE, INC

0010 -801-3210-384 00

ll8.81

301793

FIRE- REPAIR ENGINE 62

ll8.81
ALLSTAR FIRE EQUIPMENT INC .

2,102.05

FIRE SUPPLIES

90425

301794

0010-801 - 3210-22300

988 . 63

FIRE SUPPLIES

90226

301794

0010 -801-5002-9 9725

llO.60

FIRE SUPPLIES

301794

0010 - 801-5002-99725

882.14

FIRE SUPPLIES

301794

0461 - 801-3201 - 54250

4,083 . 42
AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION

0075 - 450-0075-08250

60.00

TRAINING-LIBRARY

90453

301795
60.00

ANTHEM BLUE CROSS
11/25/2014 4 : 34 : 00 PM

0010 - 701 - 0010-07960

275.18

REFUND AMBULANCE FEE

301796
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

14

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

275.18
ARC IMAGING RESOURCE - CALIFORNIA

0092-801-4212-37500

1,708 . 35

ENGINEERING PRINTER

90244

301797

0092 - 801-4212 - 37500

99.47

ENGINEERING PRINTER

90244

301797

0092 - 801 - 4212 - 37500

165.07

ENGINEERING PRINTER

90244

301797
1,972.89

ARMSTRONG MEDICAL INDUSTRIES

0010 - 801 - 3220 - 24200

142 . 53

MEDICAL SUPPLIES

301798
142.53

ASTRO PLUMBING SUPPLY CO (DBA)

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 23300

319.49

PLUMBING SUPPLIES

90169

301799

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 23300

66.52

PLUMBING SUPPLIES

90169

301799
386.01

B & H FOTO & ELECTRONICS CORP.

0449 - 801 - 6005 - 38400

146.02

LIBRARY VIDEOMIC

90454

301800
146 . 02

B W GRAPHICS

0010 - 801 - 4212 - 39250

33.79

BUSINESS CARDS - C ARRIOLA

301801

0010 - 801 - 4212 - 39250

38 . 15

BUSINESS CARDS - R ALFONSO

301801

0010 - 80 1- 3103 - 39250

42 . 51

BUSINESS CARDS - D SALAZAR

301801

0010 - 80 1- 3 1 04 - 39250

40.33

BUSINESS CARDS - R MINOR

301801

0010 - 801 - 3114 - 39250

42.51

BUSINESS CARDS - J REZA

301801
197.29

BAKER & TAYLOR INC

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0131-801 - 6002 - 40000

352 . 88

BOOK(S) 29

301802

0131 - 801 - 6002 - 40000

147.80

BOOK(S) 20

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

8.92

BOOK(S) 1

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

10.84

BOOK(S) 1

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

72 .20

BOOK(S) 5

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

14 . 79

BOOK(S) 2

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

96 . 39

BOOK(S) 8

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

5.27

BOOK(S) 1

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

52 . 71

BOOK(S) 3

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

103 . 97

BOOK(S) 10

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

1,159 . 99

BOOK (S) 89

301802
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

15

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

BAKER & TAYLOR INC

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

18.06

BOOK(S) 2

301802

0131 - 801-6006 - 40000

11. 47

BOOK(S) 1

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

10.19

BOOK (S) 1

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

129 . 65

BOOK(S) 10

301802

0131 - 801 - 6006 - 40000

11. 45

BOOK(S) 1

301802

TOTAL

2,206.58
BRODART COMPANY

0010 - 801 - 6003 - 22450

7.85

LIBRARY SERVICES

301803
7.85

CALIFORNIA CONTRACT CITIES ASSOCIA1 0010 - 801 - 1201 - 39400

51 . 00

CCCA MEETING

301804
51. 00

CALIFORNIA FITNESS SOURCE INC

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 38400

115.00

301805

FIRE EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE

115.00
CALOX, INC

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22750

29.75

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90228

301806

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22750

21. 25

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90228

301806
51.00

CANON SOLUTIONS AMERICA, INC

0010 - 801 - 1301-37500

8.87

COPIER MAINTENANCE

301807

0092 - 801 - 4220 - 39250

181.45

COPIER MAINTENANCE

301807

0092 - 801 - 4209 - 37500

101. 85

COPIER MAINTENANCE

301807
292.17

CARL WARREN & COMPANY

0062 - 801 - 5101 - 35600

1,750 . 00

LIABILITY CLAIMS - P THOMPSON

301808

0062 - 801-5101 - 35600
0062 - 801 - 5101 - 35600

750.00

LIABILITY CLAIMS - J DAY

301808

375.00

LIABILITY CLAIMS - N KAZEIAN

301808

0062 - 801-5101 - 35600

750.00

LIABILITY CLAI MS - A CHIANG

301808

0062 - 801 - 5101 - 35600

750 . 00

LIABILITY CLAIMS - C GARCIA

301808

0062 - 801-5101 - 35600

750.00

LIABILITY CLAIMS - P MOYA

301808
5,125.00

JOSEPH CARTER

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08360

2,500.00

EE COMPUTER PROGRAM (TRUST)

301809
2,500.00

CENTURY MANUFACTURING CORPORATION
11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0010 - 801 - 4202 - 23950

575.21

STREET GRAFFITI SUPPLIES

301810
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE
12/03/2014

16

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O .

CHECK #

TOTAL

575 . 21
CHANNING L BETE CO INC

0010 - 801-3230 - 39400

652.15

FIRE TRAINING SUPPLIES

301811
652.15

CITATION MANAGEMENT (DBA)

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 03630

2,715.86

PARKING CITATIONS SERVICE

301812
2,715.86

CITY LASER SERVICE

0010 - 801 - 3104 - 38400

154.16

COPIER MAINTENANCE

301813

0010 - 801 - 3115 - 38400

121. 46

PRINTER MAINTENANCE

301813
275.62

COAST LABEL COMPANY

0010 - 801 - 1406-39250

1,818.40

VEHICLE LICENSE

301814
1,818 . 40

COBRA FIRE PROTECTION

0092 - 801 - 4210 - 38100

159 . 20

FIRE SYS/EXTINGUISHERS SERVICE

90166

301815

0092 - 801 - 4210-38400

295.91

FIRE SYS/EXTINGUISHERS SERVICE

90166

301815

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 38400

329.91

FIRE SYS/EXTINGUISHERS SERVICE

90166

301815

0010-801 - 6517 - 38400

111.80

FIRE SYS/EXTINGUISHERS SERVICE

301815
896.82
/

CODE R DECALS AND GRAPHICS

0010 - 801 - 5002 - 99725

400.00

FIRE DECALS

301816
400.00

COME LAND MAINTENANCE COMPANY

0010-801 - 3113 - 38250

1,958 . 33

JANITORIAL SERVICE

90006

301817

0010 - 801 - 3113 - 38250

1,958.33

JANITORIAL SERVICE

90006

301817

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 38250

188.00

JANITORIAL SERVICE

90302

301817

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 38250

1,661.00

JANITORIAL SERVICE

90449

301817

0010 - 801 - 3114 - 38250

755 . 00

JANITORIAL SERVICE

90449

301817

0092 - 801 - 4220 - 38250

279 . 00

JANITORIAL SERVICE

90449

301817

0092 - 801-4222 - 38250

132.00

JANITORIAL SERVICE

90449

301817
6,931.66

COMPLETE LANDSCAPE CARE, INC .

0176-801 - 6516 - 31190

5,800 . 00

IRRIGATION MAINTENANCE

90349

301818
5,800.00

CONTROL AUTOMATION DESIGN

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0092 - 801 - 4224 - 81860

8,528.86

SCADA SYSTEM UPGRADES

90471

301819

0093-801 - 4229 - 23300

1,134.00

SCADA SYSTEM UPGRADES

90471

301819
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

17

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

CONTROL AUTOMATION DESIGN

0093 - 801 - 4227 - 23300
0093-801 - 4226 - 23300

AMOUNT

CHECK #

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

1,134.00

SCADA SYSTEM UPGRADES

90471

301819

378 . 00

SCADA SYSTEM UPGRADES

90471

301819

TOTAL

11,174 . 86
CORVEL ENTERPRISE COMP INC

0080-801 - 8301 - 20000

6,866.67

CLAIMS ADMINISTRATION FEES

301820
6,866.67

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

0010 - 801 - 3111 - 31950

11,308 . 29

ANIMAL CONTROL SERVICES

90012

301821

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 02420

496.00 -

OTHER CREDIT

301821

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 02410

4,145.00-

LICENSES FEES

301821

0010 - 801 - 3111 - 31950

6,757 . 73

ANIMAL CONTROL SERVICES

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 02420

254.00 -

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 02410

1,360.00 -

90012

301821

OTHER CREDIT

301821

LICENSES FEES

301821
11,811. 02

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08400

60.00

SENIOR PET LICENSING (TRUST)

301822
60.00

DAI LY JOURNAL CORPORATION

0043-801 - 1301 - 34050

174.00

LEGAL NOTICE

0010 - 801 - 1301 - 31750

75.00

LEGAL NOTICE

90356

301823
301823
249 . 00

DAPEER

ROSENBLIT & LITVAK

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 31600

979.94

LEGAL FEES

90204

301824
979.94

DATA WEST CORPORATION

0092 - 801 - 4221 - 38400

1,050.00

SYSTEM SUPPORT

90286

3 0 1825
1,050 . 00

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

0010 - 701-0010 - 03710
0010 - 801 - 1801 - 39550

32 . 00

FI NGERPRINT PROCESSING

362 . 00

FINGERPRINT PROCESSING

90287

301826
301826
394 . 00

DOOLEY ENTERPRISES, INC .

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22620

5,599 . 80

POLICE AMMUNITION

90007

301827

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22620

1,317 . 60

POLICE AMMUNITION

90007

301827
6,917.40

DOUBLE TREE GUEST SUITES (DBA)

0136 - 801 - 3101 - 33250

381.94

POLICE POST TRAINING

301828
381.94

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

18

12/0 3 /2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
CHECK #

VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

DUNN - EDWARDS CORPORATION

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 23100

177.44

PAINT SUPPLIES

301829

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 23100

148.36

PAINT SUPPLIES

301829

P . O.

TOTAL

325.80
EDUARDO STARY

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08360

2,500 . 00

301830

EE COMPUTER PROGRAM (TRUST)

2,500.00
EMERGENCY RESPONSE CRIME SCENE CLEI 0010 - 801 - 3220 - 38400

150 . 00

MEDICAL WASTE PICK- UP

301831

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22750

650 . 00

BIOLOGICAL CLEANING SERVICES

301831
800.00

EMPIRE CLEANING SUPPLY

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 22150

87 . 85

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

90337

301832

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 22150

2,465 . 86

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

90337

301832

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 22150

147 . 37

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

90337

301832

0010 - 801 - 6001 - 22150

479.71

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

301832

0010 - 801 - 6001 - 22150

300.13

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

301832

0010-801 - 3210 - 22150

1,237.37

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

90209

301832

0010 - 801 - 3210- 22150

124.74

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

90209

301832

0010-801-3113 - 22600

1,782.20

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

301832

0010 - 801 - 6505 - 22150

1,844 . 04

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

301832
8,469.27

ENTENMANN-ROVI N COMPANY (DBA)

0010 - 801-3103 - 22750

70.31

301833

BADGES

70.31
ESI ACQUISITION, INC.

0010 - 801 - 3230-24150

9,900.00

FIRE-EOC SOFTWARE SUPPORT

90232

301834
9,900 . 00

FAILSAFE TESTING

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 38400

80.00

FIRE LADDERS REPAIR

90234

301835
80.00

FILEKEEPERS, LLC

0010 - 801 - 1802 - 31950

189.76

301836

STORAGE SERVICE

189.76
FS CONSTRUCTION

0010 - 850 - 1704 - 31860

23,996 . 50

ADA SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS

80609

301837
23,996 . 50

GALLADE CHEMICAL, INC .
11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0092 - 801 - 4222 - 23300

507 . 40

WATER CHEMICALS

90106

301838
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL ~T REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

19

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

CHECK #

P.O.

TOTAL

507.40
GARFIELD MEDICAL CENTER

0010 - 801 - 3113-22600

24 . 00

PHYSICAL

301839

0010 - 801 - 3113 - 22600

24 . 00

PHYSICAL

301839

0010 - 801-3113-22600

24.00

PHYSICAL

301839

0010-801-3113 - 22600

24 . 00

PHYSICAL

301839

0010-801-3113 - 22600

24.00

PHYSICAL

301839
120.00

GARVEY EQUIPMENT COMPANY

0010 - 801-3210-38400

27 . 09

FLEET SUPPLIES-E64

90235

301840

0010 - 801-3210 - 38400

73.13

FLEET SUPPLIES - E62

90235

301840

0010 - 801-5002-99725

783 . 71

301840

FIRE SUPPLIES

883 . 93
GOLDEN STAR TECHNOLOGY INC/DBA : GS1 0063-801-5004-99055

9,741.75

SERVER MAINTENANCE

301841

90314

9,741.75
GOVCONNECTION INC.

0010 - 801 - 3115- 38400

396 . 06

COMPUTER SUPPLIES

301842

0010 - 801 - 3115 - 38400

105.03

COMPUTER SUPPLIES

301842

0160-801 - 3103-22750

516 . 46

COMPUTER SUPPLIES

301842

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 32150

352 . 15

COMPUTER SUPPLIES

301842

0010 - 801 - 1801-32150

352 . 15

COMPUTER SUPPLIES

301842
1,721.85

GRAINGER

0176- 801-6516-22300

54 . 19

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES

301843

0176-801-6516 - 22300

12 . 37

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES

301843

0176-801-6516 - 22300

13.55-

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES-CREDIT

301843

0176 - 801 - 6516 - 22300

40 . 64 -

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES-CREDIT

301843

0010 - 801-6517 - 24100

335.89

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES

301843

0176 - 801 - 6516 - 22300

362.56

UNIFORMS

301843

0092 - 801 - 4210 - 23050

338.90

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES

90160

301843
1,049.72

GREEN GIANT LANDSCAPE, INC .

11/25 / 2014 4 : 34:00 PM

0010 - 801-5004-91544

34,345 . 92

IRRIGATION SYSTEM- CASCADES

90417

301844

0010-801 - 5004 - 91545

34,345.92

IRRIGATION SYSTEM-HIGHLANDS

90417

301844
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

20

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

68,691.84
GRM INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

0010 - 850 - 1301 - 31950

538 . 65

STORAGE SERVICES

80544

301845

0010 - 801-1301-31950

11.35

STORAGE SERVICES

90355

301845

0092 - 801 - 1301 - 31950

49.00

STORAGE SERVICES

301845

0092 - 801-1301 - 31950

35 . 00

STORAGE SERVICES

301845
634.00

HANSON AGGREGATES

0110 - 801 - 4202 - 23600

529.31

STREET SUPPLIES

90159

301846
529.31

HDL COREN & CONE

0010 - 801-1403 - 31400

4,200 . 00

CONTRACT SERVICES PROPERTY TAX

90358

301847
4,200.00

HEALTHFIRST MEDICAL GROUP

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 31900

161.00

PRE - EMPLOYMENT PHYSICALS

301848
161.00

HINDERLITER, DE LLAMAS & ASSOC .

0010 - 801 - 1403 - 31400

1,050.00

CONTRACT SERVICES - SALES TAX

0010 - 701-0010-01500

2,712 . 49

CONTRACT SERVICES - SALES TAX

90359

301849
301849
3,762.49

HOME DEPOT CRED I T SERVICES

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 22100

69.37

301850

HARDWARE SUPPLIES

69.37
IPMA

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 39300

783 . 00

HUMAN RESOURCES MEMBERSHIP

301851
783 . 00

IRON MOUNTAIN OFF- SITE DATA

0010 - 801 - 1403 - 31700

342.41

301852

COMPUTER TAPE STORAGE

342 . 41
JAMS, INC

0062 - 801 - 5101 - 35650

3,500 . 00

LEGAL SERVICES

301853
3,500 . 00

JHM SUPPLY INC

0010 - 801-6517 - 23300

14.29

PARKS SUPPLIES

90338

301854
14.29

JOHN L. HUNTER & ASSOC . ,INC.

11/25/2014 4 : 34:00 PM

90379

301855

USED OIL COMPETITIVE GRANT

90379

301855

USED OIL PROGRAM

80352

301855

0264-801 - 5004 - 96053

190 . 00

USED OIL COMPETITIVE GRANT

0264-801-5004 - 96053

40,967.50

0184 - 850 - 4208 - 31950

95.00
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL ~T REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE
PRINTED
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

21

12/03/2014

~TS

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

41,252.50
JSE EMERGENCY MEDICAL GROUP, INC

0010 - 801-3220 - 39400

500.00

MEDICAL DIRECTOR SERVICES

90211

301856
500.00

JWA URBAN CONSULTANTS INC

0169-801 - 2201 - 31850

7,373.00

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90466

301857

0169 - 801 - 2201 - 31850

3,500.00

CONTRACT PLANNER FEES

90467

301857
10,873.00

KNOWLES - MCNIFF

0010 - 801 - 1404 - 31700

888.16

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0043 - 801 - 1404 - 31700

4,674.00

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0092-801 - 1404-31700

4,746.92

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0010 - 801 - 3115- 31700

752.50

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0010 - 801 - 3220 - 31700

262.50

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0092 - 801 - 4221 - 31700

1,243 . 42

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0093 - 801 - 4226 - 31700

266.42

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0093 - 801 - 4227 - 31700

310 . 92

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0093 - 801 - 4228-31700

266.00

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0093 - 801 - 4229 - 31700

248 . 66

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0093 - 801 - 4231 - 31700

319.75

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0093 - 801-4232 - 31700

266.00

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858

0010 - 801 - 6001-31700

1,009.75

FINANCE SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

90030

301858
15,255 . 00

L N CURTIS & SONS

0461 - 801 - 3201 - 54250

1,170.66

FIRE SUPPLIES

90380

301859

0461 - 801 - 3201-54250

780.22

FIRE SUPPLIES

90380

301859

0461 - 801 - 3201 - 54250

78.70

FIRE SUPPLIES

301859
2,029.58

LANGUAGE LINE SERVICES

0010 - 801 - 3112 - 32050

29 . 14

TRANSLATION SERVICES

301860
29 . 14

LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0010 - 801 - 1601 - 31600

350.00

0010 - 801-1601 - 31600

97 . 50

0010 - 801 - 1601 - 31600

881.50

LEGAL- GENERAL

301861

LEGAL- R BARRERA

301861

LEGAL- G YEE

301861
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL ~T REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE
PRINTED

22

12/03/2014

~TS

VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE

0010 - 801-1601 - 31600

97 . 50

0010 - 801 - 1601 - 31600

6,105 . 00

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

LEGAL- J SANCHEZ

301861

LEGAL- VILLALPANDO

301861

TOTAL

7,531.50
LIFE - ASSIST INC

0010 - 801 - 3220-22350

684 . 61

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90275

301862

0010 - 801 - 3220 - 24200

1,050.55

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90275

301862

0010 - 801 - 3220 - 22350

162.66

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90275

301862

0010 - 801 - 3220 - 22350

660.00

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90275

301862

0010 - 801 - 3220 - 24200

603 . 02

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90275

301862

0010 - 801 - 3220-24200

531.05

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90275

301862

0010-801 - 3220- 24200

324.27

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90275

301862

0010 - 801-3220 - 24200

2,166.58

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

90275

301862

0010 - 801 - 5002 - 88550

775.31

FIRE MEDICAL SUPPLIES

301862
6,958.05

NICHOLAS LIMA

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08360

2,500 . 00

301863

EE COMPUTER PROGRAM (TRUST)

2,500 . 00
LOOMIS ARMORED US, INC .

0010 - 701-0010 - 03700

508.28

ARMORED CARRI ER SERVICE

301864
508.28

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT

0010 - 801 - 3104 - 31950

745.43

MUNI. CODE HEARING FEES

90011

301865
745.43

LOS ANGELES COUNTY REGISTRAR

0075-450-0075 - 08950

40,503.00

301866

ELECTION SERVICES (TRUST)

40,503 . 00
LOS ANGELES COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPAR1 0010 - 801 - 3113 - 22600

756 . 75

PRISONER MEALS

90010

301867
756.75

LU'S LIGHTHOUSE, INC .

0060 - 801 - 3210-38400

88.51

FIRE PARTS

301868
88 . 51

M & C WELDING

0060 - 801 - 4211 - 38410

1,500.00

WELDING SERVICES

301869
1,500 . 00

ALICE H. MA

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 07430

3.17

REFUND BOOK

301870
3.17

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

23

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

MANAGED HEALTH NETWORK INC

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 31950

840.84

EAP PREMIUM- 12/14

P . O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

301871
840.84

JOHN MARTINDALE

0136 - 801 - 3101 - 33250

200.00

301872

POLICE POST TRAINING

200 . 00
MARTINEZ LANDSCAPE CO . , INC.

0010-801-5004 - 91546

83,476.29

IRRIGATION SYSTEM- ELDER

90427

301873

0010 - 801 - 5004 - 91548

83,476.29

IRRIGATION SYSTEM- SUNNY SLOPES

90427

301873
166,952.58

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION

0109 - 900 - 6511 - 41200

3,018.00

301874

LANGLEY TAP CARD SALES

3,018 . 00
MIDORI GARDENS

0010-801 - 6517 - 31950

150.00

LANDSCAPING SERVICES

0344 - 801 - 5002 - 99290

2,790.00

LANDSCAPING SERVICES

301875
90330

301875
2,940.00

MISSION SUPER HARDWARE

0010 - 801-6517 - 23050

8 . 37

HARDWARE SUPPLIES

90309

301876
301876

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 23050

3 . 90

HARDWARE SUPPLIES

90309

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 23050

5.88

HARDWARE SUPPLIES

90309

301876

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 38400

89.05

HARDWARE SUPPLIES

90241

301876

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 38400

172 . 72

HARDWARE SUPPLIES

90241

301876

0010 - 801 - 3210- 38400

24.79

HARDWARE SUPPLIES

90241

301876
304 . 71

MOBILE VISION IN CAR VIDEO

0160-801 - 3103 - 22750

298.67

301877

POLICE CAMERA SERVICE

298.67
MUSIC GEM

0075 - 450-0075 - 08550

190.00

LANGLEY DANCE BAND (TRUST)

301878

0075 - 450-0075 - 08550

190 . 00

LANGLEY DANCE BAND (TRUST)

301878

0075-450 - 0075 - 08550

190.00

LANGLEY DANCE BAND (TRUST)

301878

0075 - 450-0075 - 08550

190.00

LANGLEY DANCE BAND (TRUST)

301878

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08550

190 . 00

LANGLEY DANCE BAND (TRUST)

301878
950 . 00

MV TRANSPORTATION, INC

0166 - 801-4201-31960
0109 - 701 - 0109 - 07680

11/25/2014 4 : 34 : 00 PM

59,778.16
3,495.25-

SPIRIT BUS OPERATION
SPIRIT BUS FARE

90360

301879
301879
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

24

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
CHECK #

VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

MV TRANSPORTATION, INC

0166 - 801 - 4201 - 31960

280.00

SPIRIT BUS GPS

90360

301879

0166 - 801 - 4201 - 31960

3,879.75

SPIRIT BUS FARE BOXES

90360

301879

TOTAL

60,442.66
NEC BUSINESS NETWORK SOLUTIONS

0010 - 801 - 3112 - 38400

1,652 . 72

PHONE LINE MAINTENANCE

90019

301880
1,652 . 72

LINA NGUYEN

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08360

2,295.47

301881

EE COMPUTER PROGRAM (TRUST)

2,295.47
O'REILLY AUTO PARTS

0060 - 801 - 3210 - 38400

17 . 43

FLEET PARTS

301882

0060 - 801 - 3210 - 38400

30.50

FIRE SUPPLIES

301882
47.93

OCLC, INC

0131 - 801 - 6003 - 31700

1,002 . 67

LIBRARY CATALOGING SERVICE

301883
1,002.67

OFFICE DEPOT INC .

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

0010-801 - 6001 - 21250

191.22

OFFICE SUPPLIES

301884

0010 - 801 - 6001 - 21250

20.54

OFFICE SUPPL I ES

301884

0010 - 801-6001-21250

47.09

OFFI CE SUPPLIES

301884

0010 - 801 - 6001 - 21350

62 . 69

OFFI CE SUPPLIES

301884

00 1 0 - 801 - 6001 - 22150

7.28

OFFICE SUPPLIES

301884

0010 - 801 - 1704 - 21350

17.45

OFFICE SUPPLI ES

301884

0043 - 801-1101 - 21350

263.79

OFFICE SUPPLIES

30 1 884

0043 - 801 - 1101 - 2 1 350

76.50

OFFICE SUPPLIES

301884

0043 - 801 - 1101 - 21350

208 . 18-

OFFICE SUPPLIES - CREDIT

301884

0043 - 801 - 1101 - 21350

128 . 49

OFFICE SUPPLIES

301884

0043 - 801 - 1101 - 21350

12.16

OFFICE SUPPLIES

301884

0010 - 801 - 1408 - 21250

72 . 79

OFFICE SUPPLIES

301884

0010 - 801 - 6502 - 21350

72.79

OFFICE SUPPLIES

301884

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 21350

72 . 80

OFFICE SUPPL I ES

301884

0010 - 801 - 1704 - 21350

50.24

OFFICE SUPPLIES

0010-801 - 3114 - 21350

581.81

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90022

301884

0010 - 801 - 3114 - 21350

42.86

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90022

301884

301884
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

25

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
CHECK #

VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O .

OFFICE DEPOT INC.

0010 - 801 - 3114 - 21350

540.51

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90022

301884

0010 - 801 - 3114-21350

20.37

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90022

301884

0010 - 801 - 3114 - 21350

17 . 43

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90022

301884

0010 - 801 - 3114 - 21350

387 . 08

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90022

301884

0010 - 801 - 3201 - 21250

44.35

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010-801 - 3201-21300

74.83

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3201-21350

71. 56

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3220 - 21350

33 . 29

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3220- 21250

46.67

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884
301884

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 21300

36 . 29

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 21300

55 . 91

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 21300

55 . 91

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3210- 21300

8 . 75

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801-3210 - 21300

63.98

OFFI CE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801-3210 - 21300

10 . 05

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 21300

4.97

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 21350

62 . 45

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90319

301884

0010 - 801 - 1703 - 21350

124.65

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90207

301884
301884

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 21350

37.98

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90207

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 21350

13 . 18

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90207

301884

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 21350

15.24

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90 2 07

301884

0010 - 801 - 1701 - 21350

3 . 95

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90207

301884

0010 - 801-1701 - 21350

77 . 58

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90207

301884

00 1 0- 801 - 6505 - 21350

165.72

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90280

301884

0010 - 801 - 6505 - 21350

5.43

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90280

301884

0010 - 801 - 6505 - 21350

8.98

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90280

301884

0010-801 - 6505 - 21350

185 . 85

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90280

301884

0010 - 801 - 6505 - 21350

14 . 75

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90280

301884

0010 - 801 - 6505 - 21350

64 . 09

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90280

301884

OFFICE SUPPLIES - CREDIT

90280

301884

0010 - 801 - 6505 - 21350
11/25/2014 4:34 : 00 PM

65 . 60-

TOTAL
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

26

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P . O.

OFFICE DEPOT INC.

0010 - 801 - 6505 - 21350

217.99

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90280

301884

0176 - 801 - 6516 - 21350

69.41 -

TOTAL

CHECK #

OFFICE SUPPLIES-CREDIT

90319

301884

0176-801 - 6516 - 21350

125.49

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90319

301884

0043 - 801 - 1101 - 21350

14 .16

OFFICE SUPPLIES

0043 - 801 - 1101 - 21350

14.05-

OFFICE SUPPLIES - CREDIT

0010 - 801 - 3201 - 21250

39 . 87

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3201 - 21250

44 . 35

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3201-21250

15 . 24

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 21250

8 . 16

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801 - 3210- 21300

274 . 75

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

301884

0010 - 801-3210 - 21300

16.18

OFFI CE SUPPLIES

90240

301884
301884
301884

301884
301884

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 21350

584 . 49

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 21350

511.17

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90240

5,466 . 91
OFFICE SOLUTIONS

0010 - 801 - 1407-22750

52.89

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90288

301885

0010 - 801 - 1408 - 22750

105 . 60

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90288

301885

0010 - 801 - 1407 - 22750

42 . 74

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90288

301885

0010 - 801 - 1407 - 22750

42 . 74 -

OFFI CE SUPPLIES - CREDIT

90288

301885

0010 - 801 - 1301 - 21350

74.55

OFFICE SUPPLIES

0010 - 801 - 1701 - 21300

39.68

OFFICE SUPPL I ES

90208

301885

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 21300

39.67

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90208

301885

0010 - 801 - 1703 - 21300

39.68

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90208

301885

0010 - 801 - 3205 - 21250

39.67

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90208

301885

0010 - 801 - 1701 - 21350

25 . 40

OFFICE SUPPLIES

90208

30 1 885

301885

417 . 14
PBS ENGINEERS, INC.

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 06100

1,400.00

PLAN CHECK

90202

301886
1,400 . 00

PEARSON EDUCATION

0142 - 801 - 6005 - 40000

624.71

BOOK (S) 25

301887
624.71

11/25/2014 4:34 : 00 PM
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL ~T REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

27

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

THE PHONE GUY

0063-801 - 5002 - 99055

AMOUNT

5,388 . 75

DESCRIPTION

P . O.

VOICE/DATA CABLING

90457

CHECK #

TOTAL

301888
5,388 . 75

PINNACLE TRAINING AND CONSULTING

0132 - 801 - 3101 - 33300

380.00

301889

POLICE TRAINING

380.00
PMC

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08660

9,527.50

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES (TRUST)

90365

301890

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08660

541.25

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES (TRUST)

90365

301890
10,068.75

PORTAGE NOTEBOOKS, LLC

POLICE SUPPLIES

301891

9.77

POLICE SUPPLIES-USE TAX

301891

9.77 -

POLICE SUPPLIES-USE TAX

301891

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22750

133.77

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22750
0010 - 431

133.77
PREFERRED ALLIANCE INC

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 31900

84.00

301892

DRIVER TESTING

84.00
PROGRESS PRINTERS

0092 - 801 - 4221 - 39250

1,744.00

ENVELOPES

90282

301893

0092 - 801 - 4221-39250

1,635.00

PRINTING SERVICES

90282

301893
3,379.00

PROSOURCE FACILITY SUPPLY

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 22150

287.76

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

301894

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 22150

339.91

JANITORIAL SUPPLIES

301894
627.67

PUN & MCGEADY LLP

0169 - 801 - 2201 - 31800

6,000 . 00

AUDIT SERVICES

301895

0092 - 801 - 1403 - 31800

4,000.00

AUDIT SERVICES

301895
10,000.00

RONALD QUART ON

0075 - 450 - 0075-08360

2,195 . 91

301896

EE COMPUTER PROGRAM (TRUST)

2,195.91
R C FOSTER CORPORATION

0093 - 801 - 4230 - 23300

11,188.09

AIR STRIPPER MAI NTENANCE

90105

301897
11,188.09

MARGARET RAMIREZ

0010 - 801 - 1301 - 31950

25 . 00

MAYOR INSTALLATION

301898
25.00

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

28

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

THE RAWLINGS COMPANY

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 07960

AMOUNT

2,032.86

DESCRIPTION

P.O .

REFUND- AMBULANCE FEE

CHECK #

TOTAL

301899
2,032 . 86

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 07960

1,849 . 50

REFUND- AMBULANCE FEE

301900
1,849.50

RBF CONSULTING

0447-801-1701 - 31950

8,214 . 63

301901

CONSULTING SERVICES

8,214.63
RENKOW MECHANICAL INC

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 38150

320.00

AIR CONDITIONING REPAIR

90182

301902

0010-801 - 4210 - 38150

1,117 . 10

AIR CONDITIONING REPAIR

90182

301902
1,437.10

DANIEL SABADIN

0010 - 801 - 6517 - 39400

80.00

301903

PARKS TRAINING

80.00
DANNY SALAZAR

0010 - 801 - 1801 - 39400

176 . 00

301904

TUITION REIMBURSEMENT

176 . 00
SAN ANDELL SWIMMING POOLS

0092 - 801 - 4222 - 23300

123 . 82

WATER SUPPLIES

90146

301905
123.82

SHELL ENERGY NORTH AMERICA (US) LP

0010 - 70 1- 0010 - 01900

467 . 54

301906

REFUND-UTILITY USERS TAX

467 . 54
JAMES SHELTON

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 07960

254 . 27

301907

REFUND- AMBULANCE FEE

254.27
SHRED-IT LOS ANGELES

0010 - 801 - 3114 - 38400

250 . 35

301908

SHREDDING SERVICES

250.35
SMARDAN SUPPLY COMPANY

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 23300

918.04

PLUMBING SUPPLIES

90132

301909
918.04

SMART & FINAL #321

0010 - 801 - 3230 - 39400

45 . 96

FIRE EOC SUPPLIES

301910
45.96

SMS INC

0010 - 801 - 3115 - 38400

682.00

SERVER MAINTENANCE

301911
682.00

SO CALIF PUBLIC MGMT ASSOC

11/25/2014 4 : 34 : 00 PM

0010 - 801-1801 - 39300

75.00

MEMBERSHIP DUES

301912
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL ~T REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

29

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

75.00
SOUTHEAST CONSTRUCTION PRODUCT

0110 - 801 - 4202 - 23600

520.13

CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY

90178

301913

0110 - 801 - 4202 - 23600

410 . 63

CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY

90178

301913
930.76

SPOK, INC.

0010-801 - 3112 - 32050

118 . 28

PAGING SERVICES - ll/14

90297

301914

0092 - 801 - 4220 - 32050

4.74

PAG I NG SERVICES - ll/14

90297

301914
123 . 02

THE STANDARD

0065 - 464

4,721. 83

LTD INSURANCE

301915
4,721.83

STATUS ONE MEDICAL INC

0010 - 801 - 1802 - 22750

48.34

FIRST AID SUPPLIES

301916

0010-801 - 1802 -2 2750

32.81

FIRST AID SUPPLIES

301916
81.15

SUPER PRINT LITHOGRAPHICS INC

0010 - 801 - 1702 - 39250

99 . 11

PRINTING SERVICES

301917
99 . 11

SUPERCO SPECIALTY PRODUCTS (DBA)

0010 - 801 - 4202 - 23950

367 . 33

GRAFFITI REMOVAL SUPPLIES

301918
367.33

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA - COU} 0010 - 701 - 0010 - 03620

9,676 . 64

CITATION PROCESSING

301919
9,676 . 64

SUPREME TROPH I ES & GIFTS CO .

0010 - 801 - 1101- 39250

26 . 16

BADGES

301920
26.16

TALLEY COMMUNICATIONS

0160 - 801 - 3103 - 22750

141.72

POLICE RADIO PARTS

301921
141. 72

TELOG INSTRUMENTS, INC .

0092 - 801 - 4223 - 31950

4,222 . 22

0092 - 801 - 4223 - 31950

377.01

WATER INSTRUMENT - USE TAX

301922

0010 - 431

37 7. 01 -

WATER INSTRUMENT - USE TAX

301922

WATER INSTRUMENT

90465

301922

4,222 . 22
THE CHRYSALIS CENTER

0077 - 801 - 1111 - 31950

5,402 . 00

BID MAINTENANCE

301923
5,402.00

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGI STER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

30

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

THOMSON REUTERS (LEGAL)

INC .

ACCOUNT

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

P . O.

0010 - 801-3104 - 39100

246.44

INFORMATION CHARGES

90026

CHECK #

TOTAL

301924
246.44

TIRE CENTERS, LLC

0060-801 - 3210 - 38400

3,402 . 44

FIRE ENGINE TIRES

90216

301925
3,402.44

TOM'S CLOTHING & UNIFORMS INC

0010-801 - 6517-22310

54 . 50

UNIFORM- D. SABADIN

90325

301926

0010 - 801 - 3112 - 22310

210.92

UNIFORM- J. WALTERS

90029

301926

0010 - 801 - 3102 - 22310

28.94

UNIFORM-B . PFLUGOFF

90029

301926

0010 - 801 - 3114 - 22310

211. 90

UNIFORM- L . SALAZAR

90029

301926

0010 - 801 - 3113-22310

275.18

UNIFORM- L. FLORES

90029

301926

0010 - 801 - 4209 - 22310

74.12

UNIFORM- R . QUART ON

90171

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22320

91. 02

UNIFORM- T . SASAKI

90219

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22320

91. 02

UNIFORM- M. VILLALBA

90219

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210-22320

259 . 97

UNIFORM-W . DENNICK

90219

301926

0010 - 801-3210 - 22310

185.30

UNIFORM- R . PRICE

90217

301926

0010 - 80 1- 3210 - 22310

239.80

UNIFORM- R. PRICE

90217

301926

0010-801-3210-22310

27 . 25

UNIFORM- T. STARK

90217

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22310

338 . 09

UNIFORM- G. NELSON

90217

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22310

517.75

UNIFORM- M. KRAlL

90217

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22310

665.09

UN I FORM- J . GIN

90217

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210-22310

43 . 60

UNIFORM- K. TEMPLEMAN

90217

301926

0010 - 801-3210 - 22310

45.78

UNIFORM- M. OLIVAS

90217

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 22310

109.00

UNIFORM- M. SILVESTRO

90217

301926

90217

301926

0010 - 801 - 3210-22310

92 . 65

UNIFORM- B . GOMERY

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22310

217 . 25

UNIFORM- B. ANDRUS

90029

301926

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22310

14.71

UNIFORM- V. CHANG

90029

301926

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22310

4 . 90

UNIFORM- R. ESPARZA

90029

301926

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22310

152.06

UNIFORM-V . VASQUEZ

90029

301926

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22310

19.62

UNIFORM- V. VASQUEZ

90029

301926
3,970.42

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

31

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
VENDOR NAME

ACCOUNT

DAVID TRIEU

0010 - 701 - 0010 - 07430

AMOUNT

DESCRIPTION

5.93

REFUND BOOK

P.O.

CHECK #

TOTAL

301927
5.93

U S ARMOR CORP

0010 - 801 - 3103 - 22300

689.43

BULLET PROOF VESTS

301928
689 . 43

UC REGENTS

0010-801 - 3220- 39400

2,656.02

FIRE-CONTINUED EDUCATION

90274

301929
2,656.02

VETERINARY HEALTHCARE CENTER

0160-801 - 3103 - 22800

328.05

VETERINARY SERVICE

301930
328 . 05

VULCAN MATERIAL CO

0110-801 - 4202 - 23600

65 . 93

ASPHALT

90464

301931
65.93

WALTERS WHOLESALE ELECTRIC CO

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 23400

322 . 02

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES

90174

301932

0010 - 801 - 4210 - 23400

872.00

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES

90174

301932

0010 - 801-4210 - 23400

245.26

ELECTRICAL SUPPLIES

90174

301932
1,439.28

WEST COAST ARBORISTS, INC.

0176 - 80 1- 6516 - 31190

26,747.00

TREE MAINTENANCE SERVICES

90347

301933

0010 - 801 - 6516 - 31190

18,06l.70

TREE MAINTENANCE SERVICES

90347

301933

0010 - 801 - 6516 - 31190

26,151 . 05

TREE MAINTENANCE SERVICES

90347

301933
70,959.75

WEST PACIFIC MEDICAL LABORATORY

0010 - 801 - 3210 - 31900

1,825.00

301934

FIRE PHYSICALS

1,825 . 00
WHITTIER FERTILIZER CO.

0010-801 - 6517 - 22100

103.l3

PARKS SUPPLIES

90317

301935
103 . l3

WITTMAN ENTERPRI SES

0010 - 801 - 3220 - 31400

5,658.00

AMBULANCE BILLING SVC. - 10/14

90316

301936
5,658.00

SWAIN WUKELICH

0010 - 801 - 3103-22300

83 . 39

301937

UNIFORMS

83 . 39
XEROX CORPORATION

11/25/2014 4:34 : 00 PM

0092 - 801 - 1408 - 38400

2,169.69

COPIER RENTAL

90294

301938

0092 - 801 - 1408 - 38400

1,169 . 86

COPIER RENTAL

90293

301938
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

32

12/03/2014

PRINTED WARRANTS
ACCOUNT

VENDOR NAME

AMOUNT

P.O.

DESCRIPTION

CHECK #

TOTAL

3,339.55
XIUZHEN PAN AND LICHANG, CHEN

0075 - 450 - 0075 - 08200

80,100.00

REFUND - GRADING BONDS

(TRUST)

301939
80 , 100 . 00

PETER YUNG

0075 - 450-0075-08360

1,455.56

301940

EE COMPUTER PROGRAM (TRUST)

1,455 . 56
ZUMAR INDUSTRIES, INC.

763.98

STREET SIGNS

90173

301941

0022 - 801 - 4206-23800

648.79

STREET SIGNS

90173

301941

0022-801-4206-23800

1,589.15

STREET SIGNS

90173

301941

0022 - 801 - 4206 - 23800

3,001. 92
TOTAL FOR PRINTED WARRANTS

11/25/2014 4 : 34:00 PM

900,872.86
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM

FOR PREPAID WARRANTS
FOR PRINTED WARRANTS
WARRANTS
VOID CHECKS
PREPAID CHECKS
CHECKS PRINTED
CHECKS ISSUED

33

12/03/2014

189,628.08
900,872 . 86
1,090,500.94
0
39
156
195
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

34

12/03/2014

FUND SUMMARY

PREPAID

PRINTED

TOTAL

124,741. 24

467,255.02

591,996.26

STATE GAS TAX FUND

298 . 40

3,001.92

3,300 . 32

0042

SEWER FUND

242 . 08

0.00

242.08

0043

REFUSE FUND

6,477 . 06

5,120.87

1l,597 . 93

0060

CITY SHOP FUND

234.37

5,038 . 88

5,273 . 25

0061

SEPARATION BENEFITS FUND

3,667 . 00

0.00

3,667 . 00

8,625.00

8,625 . 00

FUND

DE SCRIPTION

0010

GENERAL FUND

0022

0062

GENERAL LIABILITY FUND

0 . 00

0063

TECHNOLOGY INTERNAL SERV FUND

0.00

21,085.43

2l,085 . 43

0065

PAYROLL CLEARING ACCOUNT

3,290 . 61

4,721.83

8,012.44

0075

SPECIAL DEPOSITS FUND

4,791.18

145,188.69

149,979 . 87

138. 2 4

5,402.00

5,540.24

0 . 00

6,866 . 67

6,866.67

12,455.00

35,068.14

47,523.14

0.00

15,511.84

15,511. 84

0077

BUS I NESS IMPROVEMENT AREA #1

0080

WORKERS COMP FUND

0092

WATER FUND

0093

WATER TREATMENT FUND

66.88

477 . 25 -

410.37 -

0109

OPA PROPOSITION A

0110

MEASURE R FUND

0.00

1,526.00

1,526.00

0131

LI BRARY TAX FUND

0.00

3,209 . 25

3,209 . 25

0132

STC STANDARDS/TRAINING/CORREC

0.00

380 . 00

380.00

0136

POST

354 . 00

581.94

935.94

0142

EL CIVIC EDUCAT I ON GRANT

0.00

624.71

624.71

0152

HOME HOUSING PROGRAM

13,704 . 50

0 . 00

13,704.50

0160

ASSET FORFEITURE

277 . 92

1,818.22

2,096.14

4,503 . 88

63,937.91

68,441.79

13,732.44

16,873 . 00

30,605 . 44

0166

PROPOSITION C

0169

CDBG FUND

0176

MAINTENANCE DISTRI CT 93 - 1

0 . 00

32,978.01

32,978.01

0184

USED OIL RECYCLING BLOCK GRANT

0.00

95 . 00

95.00

0264

USED OIL COMPETITIVE GRANT

0 . 00

41,157 . 50

41,157 . 50

0330

SR PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE SAFETY

514 . 12

0.00

514 . 12

11/25/2014 4:34 : 00 PM
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
FINAL WARRANT REGISTER
COUNCIL MEETING DATE

35

12/03/2014

FUND SUMMARY

FUND

DESCRIPTION

0344

MAINTENANCE GRANT (075)

0349

ELAC INSTRUCTIONAL SERV PROG

0447

MTA S GARFIELD TRANSIT VILLAGE

PREPAID

PRINTED

TOTAL

0.00

2,790.00

2,790.00

139.16

0.00

139.16

0.00

8,214.63

8,214.63
146.02

0449

TEACHER IN A TABLET

0.00

146.02

0461

URBAN AREA INITIATIVE 2013

0.00

4,131.63

4,131.63

189,628.08

900,872.86

1,090,500.94

TOTAL

11/25/2014 4:34:00 PM
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City ofMonterey Park
FINAL TRAVEL EXPENSE REPORT
DATE:
EMPLOYEE:
DATES OF TRAVEL:

November 16, 2014

Department:

Anthony Wong
From September 3,2014

To

September 5, 2014

DESTINATION:

Los Angeles, CA

HOTEL NAME:

Los Angeles Convention Center

TITLE OF EVENT:

League of CA Cities 2014 Annual Conference

ACCOUNT NUMBER:

0010-801-1101-33200

ACCOUNT NUMBER:

Registration
Lodging
Per Diem
parking/taxi's
Mileage
Luncheon
TOTAL:

- - -CMO
---Vendor #
010060
-------

- - - - -555.00
-$
-------

$

500.00

55.00
555.00
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City ofMonterey Park
FINAL TRAVEL EXPENSE REPORT
DATE:
EMPLOYEE:
DATES OF TRAVEL:

Department: _______C_M_O.:....-_ _

November 19,2014
Teresa Real Sebastian
From September 3,2014

Vendor #

To

September 5,2014

DESTINATION:

Los Angeles, CA

HOTEL NAME:

Los Angeles Convention Center

TITLE OF EVENT:

League of CA Cities 2014 Annual Conference

ACCOUNT NUMBER:

0010-801-1101-33200

ACCOUNT NUMBER:

Registration
Lodging
Per Diem
parking/taxi's
Airflight
Luncheon
TOTAL:

- - -012048
----

$ _________5__
55_.0__0_

$_------

500.00

55.00

555.00
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City of Monterey Park
FINAL TRAVEL EXPENSE REPORT
DATE:
EMPLOYEE:
DATES OF TRAVEL:

Department: _ _ _C_M_O~_ _

November 19,2014
Peter Chan

Vendor # - - - . . . ;T19950
...;....:---

From September 3, 2014

To

September 5, 2014

DESTINATION:

Los Angeles, CA

HOTEL NAME:

Los Angeles Convention Center

TITLE OF EVENT:

League ofCA Cities 2014 Annual Conference

ACCOUNT NUMBER:

0010-801-1101-33200

ACCOUNT NUMBER:

Registration
Lodging
Per Diem
parking/taxi's
Mileage
Luncheon
TOTAL:

$ _ _ _ _ _5_55_.0_0_

$_------

500.00
0.00

55.00
555.00
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City Council Staff Report
DATE:
AGENDA ITEM NO:
TO:

The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Vincent D. Chang, City Clerk

SUBJECT:

December 3,2014
Consent Calendar
Agenda Item 3-B.

City Council Minutes

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the City Council (acting on behalf of the Successor
Agency)
(1)

Approve the minutes from the special meeting of November 3,2014,
regular meeting of November 5, 2014 and the special meeting of November
15, 2014 and;

(2)

Take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
None.
BACKGROUND:
None.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.

Preparell bY~

~(J

Paul L. Talbot
City Manager
Attachments: November 3, 2014 (Special),
November 15, 2014 (Special)

November 5, 2014 (Regular) and

Page 61 of 778

62-XXX
November 3, 2014
MINUTES
MONTEREY PARK CITY COUNCIL
SUCCESSOR AGENCY (SA)
SPECIAL MEETING
NOVEMBER 3, 2014

The City Council of the City of Monterey Park held a Special Meeting of the Council in the
Council Chamber, located at 320 West Newmark Avenue in the City of Monterey Park,
November 3,2014 at 6:30 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER:
Mayor Anthony Wong called the meeting to order at 6:40 p.m.
FLAG SALUTE:
The Monterey Park Fire and Police Explorers led the flag salute.
NATIONAL ANTHEM
Led by Veronica Summer Ramirez, 2011 Miss Monterey Park.
INVOCATION:
Eddie Chism, Assistant Pastor of Total Deliverance Church presented the invocation.
In addition, Lani Liang, Hans' wife, lead the students of Children of Chiao Hsin Chinese
School in a prayer.
ROLL CALL:
City Clerk Chang called the roll.
Council Members Present: Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang, Wong
Council Members Absent: None
ALSO PRESENT: City Manager Talbot, City Attorney Hensley, City Treasurer Leon,
Public Works Director/Assistant City Manager Bow, Police Chief Smith, Fire Chief Haberle,
Human Resources Director Cody, Recreation and Community Services Director Costley,
City Librarian Arvizu, Director of Community and Economic Development Huntley.
NEW BUSINESS
1. REORGANIZATION OF MONTEREY PARK CITY COUNCIL

Appoint the Mayor in accordance with Resolution No. 11507.
Action Taken: The City Council appointed Hans Liang as Mayor in accordance with the
City Council policy established by Resolution No. 11507.
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Motion: Moved by Mayor Anthony Wong and seconded by Council Member lng, motion
carried by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, lng, Chan, Liang, Real Sebastian
None
None
None

Action Taken: The City Council appointed Peter Chan as Mayor Pro Tem in
accordance with the City Council policy established by Resolution No. 11507.
Motion: Moved by Mayor Anthony Wong and seconded by Council Member Real
Sebastian, motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, lng, Chan, Liang, Real Sebastian
None
None
None

INTRODUCTIONS
Mike Eng, Los Angeles Community College Board of Trustees was the masters of
ceremonies. He recognized special guests in attendance, including elected officials and
current and former leaders of the community.
OATH OF OFFICE FOR INCOMING MAYOR PRO TEM PETER CHAN
The Oath of Office for Incoming Mayor Pro Tem Peter Chan was implemented by
Assembly Member of District 49, Ed Chau. Jenny Chan, wife of Mayor Pro Tem Chan,
presented him with his name badge. Kevin Chan, Mayor Pro Tem Chans' son presented
him with his business cards. Mayor Pro Tem Chan gave his incoming address.
MAYORAL INSTALLATION CEREMONY OF HANS LIANG
The Oath of Office for Incoming Mayor Hans Liang was implemented by United States
Congresswoman, Judy Chu.
PRESENTATION OF GAVEL, NAME BADGE, AND BUSINESS CARDS
Frank and Melinda Liang, parents of Mayor Hans Liang presented him with his gavel and
name badge. Lani Liang, wife of Mayor Liang presented him with his new business cards.
MAYOR'S ADDRESS
Mayor Liang gave his incoming Mayor address.
ADJOURNMENT
City Clerk Chang adjourned the meeting at 8:00 p.m.

Vincent D. Chang
City Clerk
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MINUTES
MONTEREY PARK CITY COUNCIL
SUCCESSOR AGENCY (SA)
REGULAR MEETING
NOVEMBER 5,2014

The City Council of the City of Monterey Park held a Regular Meeting of the Council in the
Council Chamber, located at 320 West Newmark Avenue in the City of Monterey Park,
Wednesday, November 5, 2014 at 7:00 p.m.
The minutes include items considered by the City Council acting on behalf of the Successor
Agency of the former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency, which dissolved February 1,
2012. Successor Agency matters will include the notation of "SA" next to the Agenda Item
Number.
CALL TO ORDER:
Mayor Liang called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.
FLAG SALUTE:
The Monterey Park Fire Explorers led the flag salute.
ROLL CALL:
City Clerk Chang called the roll:
Council Members Present: Wong, Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang
Council Members Absent: None
ALSO PRESENT: Assistant City Attorney Berger, City Treasurer Leon, Public Works
Director/Assistant City Manager Bow, Police Chief Smith, Fire Chief Haberle, Human
Resources Director Cody, Community and Economic Development Director Huntley,
Management Services Director Thai, Recreation and Community Services Director Costley,
Controller Yaung, Battalion Chief Harper, Battalion Chief Leasure, Battalion Chief Khail,
Assistant City Engineer Alfonso, Lieutenant Coday, Management Analyst Bow
AGENDA ADDITIONS, DELETIONS, CHANGES AND ADOPTIONS
None.
1.

PRESENTATIONS: None.

ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

-Jessica Ramos represented the Monterey Park Police Explorers and invited the
public to attend a fundraising event supporting the Police Explorer program. The
fund raising event takes place on Saturday, November 15, 2014 at the Monterey Car
Wash.
-Abraham Mercado, representing Metro spoke about the SR710 North study update
and the Draft Environmental Report that will be released in 2015.
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2.

SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCY (SA) CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM NOS. 2A·2B

2A. WARRANT REGISTER FOR SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE
COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF NOVEMBER 5,2014

FORMER

See Successor Agency minutes

2B. SUCCESSOR AGENCY MINUTES
See Successor Agency minutes

This is the end of Successor Agency (SA) items.
3.

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK CONSENT CALENDAR CONSISTS OF ITEM NOS.
3A·31
Matters listed under consent calendar are considered to be routine, ongoing business
and are enacted by one motion unless specified.
Action Taken: The City Council approved and adopted Item Nos. 3A-31 and reading
resolutions and ordinances by the title only and waiving further reading thereof.
Council Member Wong abstained on Item No. 3C due to a potential conflict of interest
as his business is located within the Business Improvement District No.1 (BID) area.
Council Member Chan abstained from Item No. 3G due to a potential conflict of
interest as he resides within 500 feet of Garvey Ranch Park.
Motion: Moved by Council Member Wong and seconded by Council Member Real
Sebastian, motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang
None
None
Wong on Item No. 3C, Chan on Item No. 3G

3A. WARRANT REGISTER FOR THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK OF NOVEMBER 5,
2014
It is required that the City Council approve all disbursements.
Guidelines § 15061 (b).

Exempt per CEQA

Action Taken: The City Council approved payment of warrants and adopted
Resolution No. 11699 allowing certain claims and demands per Warrant Register
dated November 5,2014 totaling $1,221,079.25 and specifying the funds out of which
the same are to be paid on Consent Calendar.
Resolution No. 11699, entitled:
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK,
CALIFORNIA ALLOWING CERTAIN CLAIMS AND DEMANDS PER WARRANT
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REGISTER DATED THE 5TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2014 TOTALING $1,221,079.25
AND SPECIFYING THE FUNDS OUT OF WHICH THE SAME ARE TO BE PAID
3B. CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
Approval of the minutes from the regular and special meetings of October 1, 2014.
Exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15061 (b).
Action Taken: The City Council approved the minutes from the regular and special
meetings of October 1, 2014 on Consent Calendar.
3C. CONSIDERATION OF BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO.1 (BID) ANNUAL
REPORT AND THE RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO SET THE PUBLIC HEARING
DATE TO CONSIDER THE 2015 ASSESSMENTS
The Business Improvement District No.1 (BID) was established in 1986. California law
requires the BID to file an annual report with the City Clerk summarizing its activities
and expenditures for the past year and proposing its budget for the upcoming year.
The law also requires the BID assessments to be renewed annually after conducting a
public hearing. The Advisory Board to the BID requested that the City Council set a
public hearing on November 19,2014 to consider the 2015 levy of Assessment Fees.
Exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15061 (b).
Action Taken: Council Member Wong declared a potential conflict of interest and
recused himself as his business is located within the BID area. The City Council
received and filed the 2014 Annual Report with the City Clerk and adopted the
Resolution of Intent No. 11700 and set the Public Hearing for November 19, 2014 for
consideration of the 2015 BID assessments on Consent Calendar.
Resol uti on No. 11700, entitled:
A RESOLUTION DECLARING THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK'S INTENT TO
LEVY AND COLLECT INCREASED ASSESSMENTS WITHIN BUSINESS
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 FOR PROGRAM YEAR 2015 AND SETTING A
PUBLIC HEARING.
3D. APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
TO RECORD NOTICES OF COMPLETION (NOCs) FOR PUBLIC WORKS
PROJECTS
This Resolution will allow the Public Works Director to record NOCs with the County
Recorder's office to ensure that all subcontractors are paid for their work, and make
final payments to the general contractor on public works projects. Exempt per CEQA
Guidelines § 15061 (b).
Action Taken: The City Council adopted Resolution No. 11701 authorizing the Public
Works Director to record Notices of Completion for public works projects, as amended
to rename Section 3 to Section 4 and add a new section 3 to read as follows: "Public
Works Director is directed to inform the City Council regarding the recordation of a
notice of completion as soon as practicable, but not later than thirty (30) days after
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such recordation. Failure to inform the City Council within this time period will not
invalidate the notice of completion" on Consent Calendar.
Resolution No. 11701, entitled:
A RESOLUTION DELEGATING AUTHORITY TO THE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
TO RECORD NOTICES OF COMPLETION PURSUANT TO CIVIL CODE § 3184.
3E. CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SERVICES FOR PARK MASTER PLAN
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS AND AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT
PROGRAMS -- ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION
The Park Master Plan Capital Improvement and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Programs consist primarily of play equipment and picnic shelter replacements, and
ADA accessibility improvements at several city parks. On March 5, 2014, the City
Council awarded a contract to DMR Team in the amount of $111,000 to provide
construction management services for the Park Master Plan Capital Improvements
and ADA Programs. The Council also authorized a 10 percent contingency ($11,000)
for any unforeseen construction changes and total funding allocation of $122,000.
In early April 2014, construction began simultaneously on seven Park Master Plan and
ADA projects, however, during construction, numerous change orders were
encountered due to unforeseen field conditions, as well as design changes directed by
staff. The change order work was summarized before the City Council on October 15,
2014, during acceptance of the completed projects.
All of the contract change orders were reviewed and processed by DMR Team. As a
result, DMR Team's final cost of providing construction management services
exceeded the original 10 percent contingency, and amounted to $141,230. Previously
determined to be categorically exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15301.
Action Taken: The City Council authorized the City Manager to execute an
amendment, in a form approved by the City Attorney, to the agreement with DMR
Team to increase the contract price from $122,000 to $141,230 to pay for the total
cost of the construction management services provided for the Park Master Plan
Capital Improvements and Americans with Disabilities Act Programs on Consent
Calendar.
3F. GEORGE ELDER PARK PARKING LOT IMPROVEMENTS -- ACCEPTANCE OF
WORK AND FINAL PAYMENT
On August 6, 2014, the City Council awarded a contract to Ben's Asphalt in the
amount of $46,050 for the George Elder Park Parking Lot Improvements. The Council
also authorized the Director of Public Works to approve change orders up to $4,605
(10% of the contract amount) for a total funding allocation of $50,655. The project
involved the construction of an asphalt concrete overlay on the rear parking lot of
George Elder Park, new concrete curbs and repainting of the parking stalls. The
project is now complete, and the work has been inspected and approved by the Public
Works Department.
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The final cost of the project was $60,408, which included $14,358 in change order
work that was not part of the original scope of the project. The change order work
included the construction of wooden headers and repaving of two asphalt walkways
that connect the backside of Elder Park to the dead-end street segments of Lupine
Avenue and Mancha Way. The existing walkways, which were severely cracked and
falling apart, serve as neighborhood connection for many students of Macy
Intermediate School and users of the park. Previously determined to be categorically
exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15301.
Action Taken: The City Council (1) accepted the George Elder Park Parking Lot
Improvements constructed by Ben's Asphalt as complete; (2) authorized the allocation
of an additional $9,800 in General Fund Capital Improvement Reserves to pay for the
final cost of the project; and (3) authorized the Public Works Director to file a Notice of
Completion with the Los Angeles County Recorder's Office and pay the final retention
35 days thereafter on Consent Calendar.
3G. BARNES PARK SERVICE CLUB AND GARVEY RANCH PARK PARKING LOT
IMPROVEMENTS -- AWARD OF CONTRACT
The Engineering Division prepared bid specifications for the Barnes Park Service Club
and Garvey Ranch Park Parking Lot Improvements. The Public Works Department
completed the bidding process and the Public Works Director recommends that the
City Council award a contract to United Paving Company in the amount of
$174,487.00. Previously determined to be categorically exempt per CEQA Guidelines
§ 15301.
Action Taken: Pro Tem Chan declared a potential conflict of interest and recused
himself as he resides within 500 feet of the Garvey Ranch Park. The City Council (1)
awarded a contract for the Parking Lot Improvements at Barnes Park Service Club
and Garvey Ranch Park to the lowest responsible bidder, United Paving Company of
Corona, in the amount of $174,487.00; (2) authorized the Public Works Director to
approve construction change orders up to $17,400 (up to ten percent of construction
contract amount) for this project; and (3) authorized the City Manager, or designee, to
execute the contract on behalf of the City in a form approved by the City Attorney on
Consent Calendar.
3H. GEORGE ELDER PARK SWIMMING POOL REPLASTERING -- AUTHORIZATION
TO AWARD ADDITIONAL WORK
The Public Works Director requests the City Council's authorization to award
additional pool rehabilitation work to Mountain View Pools in the amount of $120,000.
The additional work would be financed using Los Angeles County Regional Park and
Open Space District's grant funds awarded to the City in March 2014, for the purpose
of the rehabilitation and replastering the Cascades Fountain area. Previously
determined to be categorically exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15301.
Action Taken: The City Council (1) adopted Resolution No. 11702 authorizing the
City Manager, or designee, to award pool rehabilitation work to Mountain View Pools
in the amount of $120,000 for the rehabilitation and re-plastering of the Cascade
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Fountain area; and (2) authorized the City Manager, or designee, to execute an
amendment, in a form approved by the City Attorney, to the agreement with Mountain
View Pools on behalf of the City on Consent Calendar.
Resolution No.11702, entitled:
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE DESIGN AND PLANS FOR THE CASCADES
WATERFALL REHABILITATION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE § 830.6
AND ESTABLISHING A PROJECT PAYMENT ACCOUNT.
31.

FOURTH AMENDMENT TO THE CONTRACT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
BLOCK GRANT AND HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM GRANTS
(CDBG/HOME) WITH JWA URBAN CONSULTING TO FULFILL THE CITY'S
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT GRANT PROGRAM OBLIGATIONS
The City of Monterey Park and the Monterey Park Successor Agency each contracted
with JWA Urban Consultants. The first agreement (Agreement No. 1733-A) approved
on July 18, 2012, allows JWA Urban Consultants to administer, provide technical
assistance and monitoring City's CDBG/HOME programs. On October 17,2012, the
City Council acting on behalf of the Successor Agency approved a second agreement
(Agreement No. 1761-A) with JWA Urban Consultants to assist the Successor Agency
with asset management, housing related programs and projects such as LlNC
Housing, and with monitoring the housing affordability compliance regulations related
to the City's affordable housing units. Since that time, the City Council has approved a
number of amendments to both agreements. Since JWA has been providing services
to the City and SA during the last few years and staff is satisfied with its service, staff
is recommending that the City Council approve a fourth amendment to Agreement No.
1733-A with JWA Urban Consultants for Fiscal Year 2014-15. As part of the
amendment, staff is requesting that the Scope of Services related to Agreement No.
1761-A be incorporated into this agreement since the City Housing Funds are no
longer managed by the Successor Agency, but by the City of Monterey Park.
Previously determined to be categorically exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15301.
Action Taken: The City Council authorized the City Manager to execute the Fourth
Amendment to the agreement on behalf of the City, in a form approved by the City
Attorney, with JWA Urban Consultants, Inc., in the amount not to exceed $181,492 for
professional services to be performed in Fiscal Year 2014-15 on the Consent
Calendar.

4.

PUBLIC HEARING

4A. ADOPTION OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 8 OF THE MONTEREY PARK
MUNICIPAL CODE IN ITS ENTIRETY REGARDING THE REGULATION OF
ANIMALS WITHIN THE CITY'S JURISDICTION AND INCORPORATION OF TITLE
10 OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY CODE
The City of Monterey Park contracts with the Los Angeles County Department of
Animal Care and Control (LACDACC) for supplemental Animal Control services. In
order for LACDACC personnel to issue citations and take other regulatory actions, the
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City needs to amend Title 8 of the Monterey Park Municipal Code and Adopt Title 10
of the Los Angeles County Code regarding the regulation of Animals. At the October
1, 2014 City Council meeting, the Council approved the introduction and waived first
reading of the ordinance. The public hearing was set for November 5, 2014. The City
complied with regulatory notice requirements by posting notice of the public hearing
on October 16, 2014 and October 23,2014 in the Monterey Park Progress newspaper.
Previously determined to be categorically exempt per CEQA Guidelines § 15301.
Action Taken: The City Council (1) opened and closed public hearing at 7:43 p.m.
with no registered speakers; and (2) after considering the evidence, adopted
Ordinance No. 2114, an ordinance amending Title 8 of the Monterey Park Municipal
Code.
Motion: Moved by Council Member Wong and seconded by Council Member Real
Sebastian, motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang
None
None
None

Ordinance No. 2114, entitled:
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 8 OF THE MONTEREY PARK MUNICIPAL
CODE IN ITS ENTIRETY REGARDING THE REGULATION OF ANIMALS WITHIN
THE CITY'S JURISDICTION.
4B. PROPOSED SUBSTANTIAL AMENDMENT TO THE 2010·2015 CONSOLIDATED
PLAN
The five-year Consolidated Plan is a requirement of the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD). It must be developed by local governments in order to
receive funding under the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME
Investment Partnerships (HOME) Programs.
The Consolidated Plan is a comprehensive planning document that identifies overall
needs for affordable and supportive housing, homeless shelters and services, and
community and economic development. The Plan also identifies activities to be
undertaken to meet these needs, and serves as an application for entitlement fund
allocations for the CDBG and HOME Programs. The current Consolidated Plan was
approved for program years 2010-2015.
As an Entitlement City, Monterey Park is required to comply with the goals established
in the Consolidated Plan. As a result of the elimination of Redevelopment Housing
Set-aside funds and the continued reduction of CDBG and HOME funds, the City is
not able to meet the goals established in the Consolidated Plan. To ensure
compliance with federal regulations, staff is recommending changes to the 2010-2015
Consolidated Plan. CEQA: The City prepared an addendum to the 2001 Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Monterey Park General Plan. The Addendum
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found that adoption of the Healthy and Sustainable Community Elements would not
have an impact on the community above what had already been identified in the FEIR.

Action Taken: The City Council (1) opened and closed public hearing at 7:53 p.m.
with no registered speakers; (2) approved the proposed Substantial Amendment to the
2010-2015 Consolidated Plan; and (3) authorized the City Manager, or designee, to
execute and submit the necessary documents to U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) for its review and approval.
Motion: Moved by Council Member Wong and seconded by Mayor Liang, motion
carried by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang
None
None
None

RECESSED AND RECONVENED
The City Council recessed at 8:55 p.m. and reconvened with all council members present
at 9:08 p.m.
5.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

5A. FIRE STATION NO. 62 REDEVELOPMENT

At the City Council meeting of October 1, 2014, the City Council considered
purchasing 2000 S. Isabella Avenue to redevelop Fire Station No. 62. At that meeting,
the City Council asked the City Manager and Fire Chief to investigate the practicality
of relocating Station 62 to other potential sites prior to a final determination on 2000 S.
Isabella Avenue.
Public Speakers:
- Javier Garcia, a resident of Isabella Avenue opposed the purchase due to the
negative impact on the residential neighborhood.
- Nancy Arcuri, a resident of Monterey Park, opposed the development project.
- Linda Thai, a resident of Monterey Park, opposed the acquisition and urged the
Council to consider another location.
- Jing Wen Tan, a long time resident of Isabella Avenue, opposed the expansion and
expressed her frustration with the current problem of fire trucks blocking the road and
causing traffic, inconveniences and danger for residents and children traveling to
school. After Council's comments, Jing reiterated her opposition to the project.
- Jie Jin Chen, a resident of Monterey Park, opposed the expansion and acquisition.
She urged the City Council to consider another location.
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- Chris Li, a long time resident of Isabella Avenue, spoke of his opposition of the
acquisition amount.
- Gilbert Baligad, a resident of the property next to 2000 S. Isabella Avenue opposed
the expansion. He cited that the acquisition does not coincide with certain criteria in
the City of Monterey Park's Home Occupation Zoning Regulations.
-Adriana Zulaiva, a long time resident of Monterey Park opposed the expansion and
expressed her frustration with the current traffic issues in her current neighborhood.
- Claudine Baligad, a resident of the property next to 2000 S. Isabella Avenue
opposed the expansion on her street. She reiterated the City of Monterey Park's
Mission Statement. After Council's comments, Claudine reiterated her opposition to
the new development.
- Matt Hallock, a representative of the Monterey Park Firefighters Association
supported the development project.
- Ms. Frumento, a resident of Monterey Park and a business owner in Montebello,
questioned how the small area would accommodate the entire project.
- Marina De La Rosa, an educator and resident of Monterey Park, expressed her
gratitude towards our city representatives but opposed the development.
- Gina Casillas, a lifetime resident of Monterey Park, expressed her concerns about
the amount the City of Monterey Park will spend on the improvements. After Council's
comments, Gina reiterated her opposition to the purchase of the property.
- Richard Jones, a long time resident of Isabella Avenue opposed the acquisition.
After Council's comments, Richard reiterated his opposition to the purchase.
Action Taken: The City Council (1) adopted Resolution No. 11703 authorizing the
acquisition of Real Property at 2000 S. Isabella Avenue as amended to change
Section 2 to read as follows "Purpose of Property Acquisition. Acquiring the Property
would allow potential future redevelopment of Fire Station 62 located at 2001 S.
Garfield Avenue. Such potential project must be planned and approved in accordance
with applicable law including, without limitation, the California Environmental Quality
Act. The City Manager, or designee, is directed to conduct a public outreach program,
that is specifically tailored to the Isabella neighborhood, within sixty (60) days following
drafting of sample renderings of the potential project to inform the public and solicit
input regarding such potential project and renderings. The City Manager, or designee,
must provide a written report to the City Council regarding the results of such public
outreach at the first available regular meeting following expiration of the sixty days.
Such report must include renderings of the potential project. The City Council may, at
that time, take appropriate action regarding the potential project."; and (2) authorized
the City Manager to finalize and execute a purchase agreement between the City and
a private Property owner, form to be approved by the City Attorney and other required
documents to complete the purchase of property.
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RESOLUTION No. 11703, entitled:
A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO ACQUIRE REAL
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2000 S. ISABELLA AVENUE IN ACCORDANCE WITH
APPLICABLE LAW.
Motion: Moved by Council Member Real Sebastian and seconded by Council
Member Chan, motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, Chan, Liang
Real Sebastian, Ing
None
None

RECESSED AND RECONVENED
The City Council recessed at 10:09 p.m. and reconvened with all council members present
at 10:24 p.m.
6.

NEW BUSINESS
None.

7. COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS AND MAYOR/COUNCIL AND AGENCY MATTERS
Council Member Wong expressed his gratitude to the elected officials, residents and
friends for the certificates and gifts he received at the Mayor Installation Ceremony for
Mayor Liang. He reported that he traveled overseas with Mayor Pro Tem Chan and
visited Friendship City, Pan Yu in Canton and Sister City, Yung Ho in Taiwan to
developed, strengthened, and promoted relations.
Council Member Real Sebastian congratulated new Mayor Liang and Mayor Pro Tem
Chan. She also reported that she attended the Grand Opening of the Boys and Girls
Club Notes For Notes Music Studio on September 30, 2014 along with Mayor Liang .
She also informed the community about a couple of upcoming events, the Too Toxic
to Trash, e-waste/hazardous waste collection event on Saturday, November 22, 2014
from 9 a.m . to 3 p.m. and the Monterey Park Holiday Snow Village event at the
Amphitheater, on Friday, December 5,2014 beginning at 5 p.m.
Pro Tem Mayor Chan, expressed his gratitude to the public for attending the Mayor
and Mayor Pro Tem Installation Ceremony. He mentioned his trip to China and
reported that during their visit, they established a good relationship with the Hong
Kong Fire Department, who is very advanced in fire prevention. During the meeting
they developed an exchange program which would allow a group of Monterey Park
Fire Fighters to train with the Hong Kong Fire Department next year.
Mayor Liang thanked Council Member Wong for allowing him and Mayor Pro Tem
Chan to enjoy their Mayor and Mayor Pro Tem Installation, by postponing his outgoing
Mayor address. He also informed the community about Athens Free Compost
Giveaway on Saturday, November 8, 2014 from 9 a.m. to 12 p.m at Garvey Ranch
Park.
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Council Member Ing announced that there will be a Veteran's Day ceremony on
Tuesday, November 11 th at 11 a.m. Council Member Wong and Council Member
Real Sebastian both stated that they will not be in attendance at the Veteran's Day
ceremony due to prior engagements.
7A. RESOLUTION RECOGNIZING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-HOME CARE
PROVIDER WORKFORCE AND NATIONAL FAMILY CAREGIVERS MONTH
(Requested by Mayor Hans Liang)
Public Speakers:
-Julie Chow, Vice President of SEIU ULTCW and spoke through translator Marcus
McRae. She emphasized the importance of in-home health care providers. She urged
the Council to approve the resolution.
-Marcus McRae stated that he is the lead organizer for SEIU ULTCW and represents
180,000 in-home care workers. He spoke about the significant value that in-home care
workers provide to the families that they assist and the lack of adequate wages and
health care coverage for these workers. He mentioned other municipalities that have
already adopted a similar resolution. He urged council to approved the resolution.
This item was heard after Successor Agency (SA) Consent Items.
Action Taken: The City Council adopted Resolution No.11698, as amended to
replace section 2(8) to read as follows "The City Council further supports the efforts
by the homecare providers to increase hourly rate to a living wage that commensurate
with experience and level of education and include appropriate health care insurance."
Resolution No.1169B, entitled:
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MONTEREY PARK,
CALIFORNIA RECOGNIZING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-HOME CARE
PROVIDER WORKFORCE AND NATIONAL FAMILY CAREGIVERS MONTH
Motion: Moved by Council Member Wong and seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Chan,
motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:
B.

Council
Council
Council
Council

Members:
Members:
Members:
Members:

Wong, Real Sebastian, lng, Chan, Liang
None
None
None

CLOSED SESSION
None.
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ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business for consideration, the meeting was adjourned at 10:41
p.m.

Vincent D. Chang
City Clerk
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MINUTES
MONTEREY PARK CITY COUNCIL
SUCCESSOR AGENCY (SA)
SPECIAL MEETING
NOVEMBER 15, 2014
The City Council of the City of Monterey Park held a Special Meeting of the Council at the
Emergency Operations Center, located at 329 W. Newmark Avenue in the City of Monterey
Park, Saturday, November 15,2014 at 12:00 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER:
Mayor Liang called the meeting to order at 12:00 p.m.
ROLL CALL:
City Clerk Chang called the roll:
Council Members Present: Wong, Real Sebastian, Chan, Liang
Council Members Absent: Ing
Also Present: Fire Department Staff
NEW BUSINESS
1.

EOC TRAINING SESSION
The Council will be provided an overview of the Emergency Operations Center and
what part they will play in case of an emergency situation.
Discussion: The Monterey Park Fire Department provided the Mayor and City
Council with a general overview on their roles and duties should the Emergency
Operation Center be activated during an emergency situation.
Action Taken: No action taken.

ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS
None.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business for consideration, the meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m.

Vincent D. Chang
City Clerk
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DATE:
AGENDA ITEM NO:

December 3,2014

Consent Calendar
Agenda Item 3-C.

TO:

Paul L. Talbot, City Manager

FROM:

Annie Yaung, Controller

SUBJECT:

2013-2014 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council:
(1) Receive and file the City's 2013-14 Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report; and
(2) Take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
State law requires that a" general-purpose local governments publish within six months of
the close of each fiscal year a complete set of financial statements in conformity with
generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) and audited by a firm of licensed certified
public accountants. Pursuant to this requirement, staff is submitting the City's 2013-2014
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the City Council information and review.
BACKGROUND:
The City's financial statements for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2014 (see attached) have
been audited by Pun & McGeady LLP, an independent auditor. The auditors have issued an
unmodified ("clean") opinion on the City's financial statements. The unmodified opinion
represents that the auditors have determined that the City's financial statements are
prepared according to generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) and the information
accurately reflects the City's financial position. Additionally, the auditors' report does not
indicate any negative findings, internal control deficiencies or instances of noncompliance
with applicable laws and regulations.
The comprehensive annual financial report (CAFR) includes the financial information for all
funds of the City. The Introductory Section of the report includes a table of contents, the
organization chart, transmittal letter, and financial awards. The Financial Section contains
the independent auditor's report, the management discussion and analysis (MD&A), the
financial statements, notes to the financial statements, and supplementary information . The
Statistical Section provides trend financial and demographic data, which is useful for
assessing the City's financial condition. Users of the CAFR should read the financial

a
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statements in conjunction with the transmittal letter, MD&A, notes, and supplementary
information to gain a full understanding of the City's financial activities.
The City's CAFR has been prepared according to the Governmental Accounting Standard
Board (GASB) Statement, and the government-wide financial statements provide
information about the City's overall financial status with the addition of long-term
perspective. The focus is on the City as a whole to provide a comprehensive presentation of
the City's financial information from a commercial (private) business point of view. Full
accrual accounting and information for capital assets (including infrastructure) and longterm obligations are required as part of the financial statements. As of June 30, 2014, the
City's assets in the Statement of Net Position totaled $185.1 million, liabilities totaled $58.4
million, and net position totaled $126.7 million. Total 2013-14 net position increased by
$876,000 from 2012-13. Net position serves as an indicator of a government's financial
position over time.
The report also includes fund financial statements in the "Fund Financial Statements"
section in the CAFR. These statements provide information on individual fund of the City.
Basically, the City funds have two categories, General Fund and Restricted Funds. The
restricted funds include special revenue funds, internal service funds, enterprise funds, and
trust funds. Restricted funds are for specific expenditures authorized by laws or City
policies.
General Fund is the main operating fund of the City and it pays for the majority of the police,
fire, building, zoning, public works, park maintenance, recreation, and library services.
General Fund fund balances at June 30, 2014 are $7.2 million as Committed, $9.3 million
as Assigned for capital improvements, and $3.6 million as Unassigned. The unassigned
portion remains the same as last year's. In 2013-14, the City Council has approved an onetime drawdown of $3.2 million from the General Fund capital improvement reserve for park
improvement master plan improvements. The following table details the General Fund fund
balances breakdown:
GF Fund Balances as of June 30, 2014
Committed:
$ 340,000
Unemployment claims
Catastrophic event
2,000,000
3,000,000
Workin~ capital
1,833,519
Economic development
Total Committed
7.173.519
Assigned:
2,652,612
Carryover POs (Park Improvements)
6,668,851
City capital improvements (1)
Total Assigned
9,321,463
Total Unassigned
Total GF Fund Balances

3,554,425
$20,049,407

(1) In the 2014-2015 Budget, the Council has authorized $1.83 million for six priOrity
improvements. The available balance for future capital improvements will be only $4.8
million.
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Despite economic weaknesses still in some sectors, the City's end of year financial
condition for the 2013-14 fiscal year displayed a surprisingly positive operating position due
mainly to the City's conservative financial planning and management. Among many of our
accomplishments, of financial significant impacts were as following:
o

City employee furlough program elimination;

o

$5.2 million in infrastructure and capital improvement investments, including a
$3.2 million for various park improvements;

o

Completion of various parks ADA improvements;

o

Establishment of a formal trust account with CalPERS to prefund the retiree
medical costs to reduce unfunded post-retirement liabilities;

o

Adding the Los Angeles County Pooled Investment Fund as an allowable new
investment option to maximize the City's investment earning.

o

Completion of utility rates study to be ready for new rates establishment.

In addition to the annual audit by the independent auditors, the City's financial statements
were also audited by various Federal and State agencies for Grants, Gas Tax, Proposition
A, Proposition C, Bike Route (TDA), Measure Rand AQMD funding. There were all in
compliance with stipulated laws and regulations.
In each of the past 23 years, the City CAFR received awards at both the state and national
levels for excellence in financial reporting. We have forwarded copies of the 2013-14 CAFR
to various grantors, Federal and State agencies, lenders, bond trustees, and rating
agencies. For citizens and interested persons, the City's CAFR is available for viewing at
the City Library, the City Clerk's Office, and in the Finance area. The CAFR will be placed
on the City website which readers can download or print it out.

Respectfully submitted by:

~~

A~P.edBy:

~ L~

Ann e-'(.a ng, CPF
Controller

Karl . erger
Asst. City orney

~
c:£2

Paul L. Talbot
City Manager

Director of Management Services

Attachments: (A) FY 2013-2014 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report
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City of Monterey Park
Organization Chart

1

The Monterey Park Citizens

Mayor & City Council

1

II

City Treasurer

L

IBoards and Commissions

1 City Manager
- Budgeting
- Financial Planning
- Accountl~g Management
- Grant Administration
- Treasury Management
- Debt Management
.. Investment Program
- Data Processing
- Revenue Collection
- Cenlral Support Services

I

I
Fire

H

L-l

I
City Clerk

Police

- Planning
- Code Enforcement
• Building
• Economic Development
- COBG Administration
- Commercial Rehabilltalion
- Home Housing Program

I

I

I

I

Public Works

- Human Resource s
- Risk Management

- Community Transportation
- Street Maintenance
- Sionm Drain Maintenance
- Sanitary Sewer Maln.ton.nco
- Street CleanIng
- Traffic Control
- Street Lighting
- Refuse Collection
- Administration
- Building Maintenance
- Molar Pool Shop
- Engineering
- Water Adminlstralion
• Water Commercial
- Water Production
- Water Di stribution
- Water Capital Project s
- Parkway Maintenance
- Parks

I

I

I

I
Human Resources & Risk
Management

Management Services

- Admin
.. Prevention
- Emergency Operations
• Emergency Medlcel Services

-Admin
- Traffic
- Field Services
- Investigations
- Animal Conlrol
- Communications
- Jail
- Records
- Computer Service.

- Atlantic/Garvey Project
- Merged Project
- Hous ing Set-Aside

I
City Attorney

I

-Admin
• Reference & Adu It Service.
Technical Servic e.
-Clrculalion
- Literacy
- Children'. Servlc es

.
IM.P. Bruggemeyer Library

I

Community and Economic
Development

Recreation &
Community Services

- Facilities Supervision
-Aqualics
- Langley Center
- youth AClivltles
• Recreational AeUvlllaa
- Community Partlclpetion
• Media ProdUction
• Community Transportation
• Administration

The City is a council-manager government, whose five council members are elected at a
for four-year, overlapping terms of office.

IV
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
320 West Newmark Avenue. Monterey Park. California 91754-2896
www.montereypark.ca .gov

City Council
Peter Chan
Mitcheliing
Hans Liang
Teresa Real Sebastian
Anthony Wong

November 20, 2014

City Clerk
Vincent D. Chang
City Treasurer
Joseph Leon

To the Honorable Mayor, Members of the City Council
and the Citizens of the City of Monterey Park, California

State law requires that all general-purpose local governments publish within six months of the
close of each fiscal year a complete set of financial statements presented in conformity with
generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP), as promulgated by the Government Accounting
Standards Board (GASB) and audited in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards by a
firm of licensed certified public accountants. Pursuant to that, we hereby submit, for your
information and review, the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the City of Monterey Park,
California, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2014.
This report consists of management's representations concerning the finances of the City of
Monterey Park. Consequently, management assumes full responsibility for the completeness and
reliability of all of the information presented in this report. To provide a reasonable basis for
making these representations, management has established an internal control system that is
designed to protect City assets and to ensure that the accounting records provide a reliable basis
for the preparation of the financial statements. Because the cost of internal control should not
exceed anticipated benefits, the objective is to provide reasonable, rather than absolute, assurance
that the financial statements will be free of any material misstatements. As management, we
assert that, to the best of our knowledge and belief, this financial report is complete and reliable in
all material respects.
The City's financial statements have been audited by Pun & McGeady LLP, a public accounting firm
fully licensed and qualified to perform audits of the State and local governments within the State of
California. The goal of the independent audit was to provide reasonable assurance that the
financial statements of the City of Monterey Park for the fiscal year ended Jun 30, 2014, fairly state
the City's financial position. The independent audit involves examining, on a test basis, evidence
supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements; assessing the accounting
principles used and significant estimates made by management; and evaluating the overall financial
statement presentation. The independent auditors concluded, based upon the audit, that there
was a reasonable basis for rendering an unmodified opinion that the City of Monterey Park's 201314 financial statements are fairly presented in conformity with generally accepted accounting
principles (GAAP). The independent auditors' report is presented as the first component of the
financial section of this report.

Pride in the Past • Faith in the Future
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Single Audit

Being a recipient of federal funds, the City is required to undergo an audit in accordance with the
Single Audit Act of 1996 and the U.S. Office of Management and Budget Circular A-133.
Information relating to the single audit, which includes the federal assistance operations as well as
the non-federal assistance operations, such as the City's financial statements, internal controls, and
compliance with legal requirements involving the administration of Federal awards, will be issued
in a separate Single Audit Report.
Management Discussion & Analysis

A narrative introduction, overview, and analysis accompany the basic financial statements in the
form of Management's Discussion and Analysis {MD&A}. This letter of transmittal is designed to
complement MD&A and should be read in conjunction with it. The City's MD&A immediately
follows the independent auditor's report in the financial section of the CAFR.
Profile of the City of Monterey Park

The City of Monterey Park was incorporated in 1916 as a general law city. The name of "Monterey
Park" was taken from old government maps that described the oak-covered inclines that made up
the area as Monterey Hills. The City operates under the council-manager form of municipal
government. The City Council, which consists of five members, is elected at large and each serves a
term of four years. The City Clerk and the City Treasurer are also elected by the citizens. The City
Ordinance 2096 imposes terms limit, no more than two consecutive
terms, on all elected officials. The City Council appoints the City
Manager, who has the responsibilities of overseeing City services and
operations. In addition to governing the City, the City Council serves
as the governing board of the Public Financing Authority and the
Housing Authority. The financial information of these component
units has been included with the City. Please see Note 1 to Financial
Statements for discussion of the component units.
Monterey Park is a full service City, offering its residents a wide range of municipal services,
including public safety, highways and streets, sanitation, water and sewer services, development
and public infrastructure improvements, culture and leisure programming, and general
government functions. The City strives to provide high-quality public services that emphasize
organizational efficiency, infrastructure investment, and economic development.
Local Economic Condition

Monterey Park is located six miles east of Los Angeles at the western gateway to the San Gabriel
Valley. It encompasses an area of 7.73 square miles with a population of approximately 62,000.
Monterey Park is primarily a residential community, with 78% of its land zoned for single and
multiple family housing. Major businesses include food and drug, auto sales, banking, restaurants,
hospitals and medical offices, and light manufacturing.

VI

Page 88 of 778

Starting in 2013, there were signs of renewed economic activity and recovery of the housing
market appeared to be strong. In 2013, Monterey Park's housing market showed a robust increase
in single-family home prices as reflected in an average single family Monterey Park home sold for
about $531,000, a 16 percent increase from the previous year. Because of its desirable location,
house values in Monterey Park are expected to continue remaining strong.
In 2014, the City's financial prospects, similar to the nation's are looking brighter. The City sees
renewed interest in numerous projects, particular multi-unit housing, hotels, and commercial
developments. The City continues to work with the developer of the Monterey Park Market Place
project to help facilitate the purchase of the project site and development of this regional power
center. There is also interest by the Hotel Industry in establishing three new hotels in the North
Atlantic Area to meet the growing demands of the tourist industry in the greater San Gabriel Valley
area. Finally, there are two main stream home builders seeking to develop new single-family
residential communities in the City. This potential growth in the community is a clear sign that the
economy is improving and that the development industry is willing to invest in the City's economic
future. When completed, these projects will generate a large number of new jobs and tax revenues
for the City.

Financial Overview and Policies
The economic downturn that began in 2008 has, indeed, proved to be among the most difficult
challenges faced by the nation in many years. Despite economic weaknesses still in some sectors,
the City's end of year financial condition for the 2013-14 fiscal year displayed a surprisingly positive
operating position due to the City's conservative financial planning and management. As the City's
development projects mentioned above continue to expand and move forward that will generate a
large number of new jobs and tax revenues for the City.
The City prepares and presents to the Council a five-year financial forecast at the midyear review
process each year. The financial forecast provides a frame of reference for evaluating the City's
financial condition on an on-going basis to assist with Council and management decision making.
The annual budget serves as the foundation for the City's financial planning and control. The City
starts its budget process in January with the publication of a midyear review report. The budget
development is based on the City's three-year citywide goals:
•
•
•
•
•

Improve organizational effectiveness and efficiency;
Attract and retain quality employees;
Achieve financial stability;
Improve communitywide beautification;
Complete Towne Center and Marketplace.

These goals serve as the guidelines to identify community priorities and effectively align resources
to achieve our mission. The City Manager presents the proposed budget to the City Council for
review prior to the beginning of each fiscal year and the City Council holds public hearings to
review and approve the proposed budget. The final adopted budget, reflecting the City Council's
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directions, is published no later than June 30.
Legal budgetary control for operating budgets is exercised at the department and fund level. The
City is required to adopt a balanced budget for its General Fund at the beginning of the fiscal year.
Formal budgetary integration and encumbrance accounting are employed as management control
devices during the year for all funds.
The 2014-15 Adopted Budget includes a conservative fiscal spending plan and reflects modest hikes
in service, such as additional library hours, more senior center services, and expansion of street
resurfacing and road repairs. Similar to last year's $3.2 million park improvement master plan
projects, the 2014-15 Budget includes six Priority Capital Improvements of $1.8 million for
community facility improvements. The City continues improving efficiencies by aligning closely
related programs to achieve long-term financial stability.
Major Accomplishments

The Monterey Park's major accomplishments during the fiscal year 2013-14, which displayed
significant financial impacts, included:
~

Eliminated the City employee furlough program, expanded City
Hall hours to be open 5 days/week, as well as library services for
7 days/week.

~

Invested $5.2 million in infrastructure and capital improvement
projects, including a $3.2 million budget for various park
playgrounds, irrigations, and parking lot improvements.

~

Completed various parks ADA improvements.

~

Established a formal trust account with CalPERS to systematically prefund the retiree
medical costs, enabling the City to reduce the unfunded accrued post-retirement medical
liabilities by $20 million.

~

Merged the Community Development Department with the Economic Development
Department into Community and Economic Development Department to streamline the
development operations for the community.

~

Completed water, sewer, and trash rates study, establishing a new rate base to present to
the City Council.

~

Completed exterior rehabilitation projects at City Hall, as well as continued the overall City
clean-up.

~

Implemented a digital records management program for the City Clerk's office.
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~

Revised the City Investment Policy by adding the Los Angeles County Pooled Investment
Fund as an allowable new investment option to maximize the City's investment earning.

~

Managed through a 45 percent reduction in federal CDBG and HOME funding for housing
and housing related programs.

~

Completed a citywide online timecard program implementation, including the capacity of
employee retrieving the past W2 and paystub records.

~

Submitted the reimbursement package for the Fire Ground Emergency Medical Transport
(GEMT) program to recover costs associated with Medi-Cal for over $330,000 and realigned
Fire personnel allocations to the direct cost center for future GEMT reimbursements.

Gann Spending Limitation

Article XIIiB of the California Constitution, which was adopted in 1979 and amended in 1990 by
Proposition 111, establishes a limit on government spending. The limit is calculated based on a
government's 1978-79 appropriations adjusted each year by the change in California per capita
income or the change in nonresidential assessed valuation combined with the change in city or
county population. The City's 2013-14 appropriations limit was $72.2 million and the City's actual
appropriation subject to the limit was 54% below the legal limit. Based on the past trend and
projected future growth, the City believes its appropriations will continue remaining within the
legal limit.
Debt Administration

The primary objective of the City's debt administration is to maintain its accessibility to capital
market at the lowest possible cost; i.e. interest cost, without endangering its ability to finance
essential services. The City uses debt financing only for capital improvements or projects that
cannot be financed from current revenues. The City has been successful in obtaining financing for
various infrastructure improvements, such as library expansion, water main replacement, police
911 computer system, and water treatment plants.
Cash Management

While the City monitors its cash balance daily and invests temporarily idle funds in accordance with
the Government Code and the City's Investment Policy, there is potential to further enhance our
returns and cash management. The City's investment and cash management is through pooling of
various City funds to maximize safe and efficient investment operations. Investment earnings are
distributed based on average cash balance. The Finance staff carries out the daily investment
operations. During 2013-14, interest earnings were $308,000 and at June 30, 2014, the City'S
investment balances were $81 million.
The City periodically submits its Investment Policy to the Municipal Treasurers Association of
United States and Canada for certification to ensure the Policy meets the criteria established by the
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Association's Investment Policy Certification Program. The City's Investment Policy continued being
recertified for the Certificate of Excellence Award.
Risk Management

Monterey Park is self-insured for general liability and workers' compensation. The City has acquired
excess coverage for both from the Independent Cities Risk Management Authority, a jOint power
authority servicing 22 cities throughout Southern California. To finance risk management, the City
maintains internal service funds for general liability and workers' compensation insurances. The
claims payable includes incurred-but-not-reported claims. The City actively administers various risk
management programs including employee accident prevention training, claims review, and
monthly safety meetings to reduce the City's exposure to loss.
Awards and Acknowledgements

The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA) awards a
Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting. The City of Monterey Park has
been awarded the Certificate of Achievement by GFOA for its Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. This was the 23 nd consecutive year the City received
this award. The Certificate of Achievement is a prestigious national award-recognizing conformance
with the highest standards for the preparation of state and local government financial reports. In
order to be awarded a Certificate of Achievement, a government unit must publish an easily
readable and efficiently organized comprehensive annual financial report, whose contents conform
to program standards. Such a report must satisfy both generally accepted accounting principles and
applicable legal requirements.
The Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting is valid for a period of one
year. We believe the City's Fiscal Year 2013-14 CAFR will continue to conform to the Certificate of
Achievement Program's requirements and we are submitting it to the GFOA for award
consideration. In addition, the City's 2014-15 Budget has received awards for excellence in
budgeting from both the Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada
(GFOA) and California Society of Municipal Finance Officers Association (CSMFO).
We would like to express our sincere appreCiation to the entire finance staff whose efficient and
dedicated services have made this timely preparation of this report possible. We would also like to
thank the Mayor and City Council for their unfailing support of excellence in financial reporting and
fiscal integrity. The accomplishments and values for this community which are presented in this
report are a testament to the leadership of the City Council and the dedication of all City
employees.

~tfuIlY ~
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Paul Talbot
City Manager
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Government Finance Officers Association

Certificate of
Achievement
for Excellence
in Financial
Reporting
Presented to

City of Monterey Park
California
For its Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report
for the Fiscal Year Ended

June 30, 2013

Executive Director/CEO

-
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GOVERNMENT FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOC IATION

D istingu ished

Budget Presentation
Award
PRESENTED TO

City of Monterey Park
California
For the Fiscal Year Beginning

July 1,2013

Executive Director

The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA)
presented a Distinguished Budget Presentation Award to City of Monterey Park, CA for
its annual budget for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2013. In order to receive this
award, a governmental unit must publish a budget document that meets program criteria
as a policy document, as an operations guide, as a financial plan, and as a
communications device.
This award is valid for a period of one year only. We believe our current budget
continues to conform to program requirements, and we are submitting it to GFOA to
determine its eligibility for another award.
.
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

CaCifornia Society of
3vlunicipaC:Finance Officers
Certificate ofAward

Operating Budget Excellence Award
Fiscal Year 2014
Presented to the
~.

City of Monterey Park
For meeting the criteria established to achieve the Operating Budget Excellence Award.

February 11,2014

Pauline Marx
CSMFO President

Ken Brown, Chair
Professional Standards and
Recognition Committee

Dedicated Excellence in Municipal Financial Reporting
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INDEPENDENT AUDITORS' REPORT

To the Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
of the City of Monterey Park
Monterey Park, California

Report on Financial Statements
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities, the business-type
activities, each major fund, and the aggregate remaining fund information of the City of Monterey Park,
California (the "City"), as of and for the year ended June 30, 2014, and the related notes to the basic financial
statements, which collectively comprise the City's basic financial statements as listed in the table of contents.

Management's Responsibility for the Financial Statements
Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in accordance
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America; this includes the design,
implementation, and maintenance of internal control relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of financial
statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.

Auditor's Responsibility
Our responsibility is to express opinions on these financial statements based on our audit. We conducted our
audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and the standards
applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance
about whether the financial statements are free from material misstatement.
An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in the
financial statements. The procedures selected depend on the auditor's judgment, including the assessment of the
risks of material misstatement of the financial statements, whether due to fraud or error. In making those risk
assessments, the auditor considers internal control relevant to the City's preparation and fair presentation of the
financial statements in order to design audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the
purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the City's internal control. Accordingly, we express no
such opinion. An audit also includes evaluating the appropriateness of accounting policies used and the
reasonableness of significant accounting estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall
presentation of the financial statements.
We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our audit
opinions.
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To the Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
of the City of Monterey Park
Monterey Park, California
Page 2

Opinions
In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the respective
financial position of the governmental activities, the business-type activities, each major fund, and the aggregate
remaining fund information of the City as of June 30, 2014, and the respective changes in financial position, and
where applicable, cash flows thereof for the year then ended in accordance with accounting principles generally
accepted in the United States of America.

Emphasis of Matter
Implementation of GASB Statement No. 65
As discussed in Note 1 to the basic financial statements, the City implemented Governmental Accounting
Standards Board ("GASB") Statement No. 65, Items Previously Reported as Assets and Liabilities. The adoption
of this standard required retrospective application of previously reported net position and reclassification of
certain accounts as of July 1, 2013 as described in Note 16 to the basic financial statements. Our opinion is not
modified with respect to this matter.

Other Matters
Required Supplementary Information
Accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America require that the Management's
Discussion and Analysis, Budgetary Comparison Schedules, and Schedules of Funding Progress on pages 7
through 16 and 87 through 91 be presented to supplement the basic financial statements. Such information,
although not a part of the basic financial statements, is required by the Governmental Accounting Standards
Board, who considers it to be an essential part of financial reporting for placing the basic financial statements in
an appropriate operational, economic, or historical context. We have applied certain limited procedures to the
Required Supplementary Information in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United
States of America, which consisted of inquiries of management about the methods of preparing the information
and comparing the information for consistency with management's responses to our inquiries, the basic financial
statements, and other knowledge we obtained during our audit of the basic financial statements. We do not
express an opinion or provide any assurance on the information because the limited procedures do not provide us
with sufficient evidence to express an opinion or provide any assurance.
Other Iriformation
Our audit was conducted for the purpose of forming opInIOns on the financial statements that collectively
comprise the City's basic financial statements. The Introductory Section, Combining and Individual Nonmajor
Fund Financial Statements and Budgetary Comparison Schedules, and Statistical Section, are presented for
purposes of additional analysis and are not a required part of the basic financial statements.

2
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To the Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
of the City of Monterey Park
Monterey Park, California
Page 3

The Combining and Individual Nonmajor Fund Financial Statements and Budgetary Comparison Schedules are
the responsibility of management and were derived from and relate directly to the underlying accounting and
other records used to prepare the basic financial statements. Such information has been subjected to the auditing
procedures applied in the audit of the basic financial statements and certain additional procedures, including
comparing and reconciling such information directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to
prepare the basic financial statements or to the basic financial statements themselves, and other additional
procedures in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America. In our
opinion, the Combining and Individual Nonmajor Fund Financial Statements and Budgetary Comparison
Schedules are fairly stated in all material respects in relation to the basic financial statements as a whole.
The Introductory and Statistical Sections have not been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit
of the basic financial statements and, accordingly, we do not express an opinion or provide any assurance on
them.
Other Reporting Required by Government Auditing Standards

In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated November 20, 2014 on
our consideration of the City ' s internal control over financial reporting and on our tests of its compliance with
certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other matters. The purpose of that
report is to describe the scope of our testing of internal control over financial reporting and compliance and the
results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the internal control over financial reporting or on
compliance. That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards in considering the City ' s internal control over financial reporting and compliance.

J
/

Irvine, California
November 20,2014
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REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN
AUDIT OF FINANCIAL STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE
WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS

Independent Auditors' Report
To the Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
of the City of Monterey Park
Monterey Park, California

We have audited, in accordance with the auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States, the financial statements of the governmental activities, the businesstype activities, each major fund , and the aggregate remaining fund information of the City of Monterey Park,
California (the "City"), as of and for the year ended June 30, 2014, and the related notes to the basic financial
statements, which collectively comprise the City's basic financial statements, and have issued our report thereon
dated November 20, 2014.
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting
In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements, we considered the City's internal control over
financial reporting ("internal control") to determine the audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances
for the purpose of expressing our opinions on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an
opinion on the effectiveness of the City's internal control. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the
effectiveness of the City' s internal control.
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct,
misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal
control, such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the City's financial statements
will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis. A significant deficiency is a deficiency, or a
combination of deficiencies, in internal control that is less severe than a material weakness, yet important enough
to merit attention by those charged with governance.
Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph of this section
and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be material weaknesses or
significant deficiencies. Given these limitations, during our audit we did not identify any deficiencies in internal
control that we consider to be material weaknesses. However, material weaknesses may exist that have not been
identified.
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Compliance and Other Matters

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the City's financial statements are free of material
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and
grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of
financial statement amounts. However, providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not an
objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. The results of our tests disclosed no
instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing
Standards.
Purpose of this Report

The purpose of this report is solely to describe the scope of our testing of internal control and compliance and the
results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the effectiveness of the City's internal control or on
compliance. This report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards in considering the City's internal control and compliance. Accordingly, this communication is not
suitable for any other purpose.

~
/

Irvine, California
November 20, 2014
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MANAGEMENT DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

Introduction
The Management Discussion and Analysis provides a narrative introduction, analysis, and overview that
will assist in understanding of the City's financial statements. This analysis should be read in
conjunction with the City's financial statements as of June 30, 2014, the transmittal letter, and notes to
the basic financial statements.

Government-wide Financial Statements
The government-wide financial statements are designed to provide information of the City's financial
activities in a manner similar to a private-sector company. Government-wide financial statements
consist of the statement of net position and the statement of activities, which are prepared using the
economic resources measurement focus and the accrual basis of accounting. These statements provide
both short-term and long-term information about the City's financial position, which is helpful in
assessing the City's economic condition at the end of the fiscal year.
The statement of net position presents all of the City's financial resources along with its capital assets
and long-term obligations. The difference between the assets and the liabilities is reported as the net
position.
The statement of activities reports the gross and net costs of various activities carried out by the City and
how the City's net position changed during the fiscal year. This statement summarizes the cost of
providing services by the City and includes all current year revenues and expenses.
Both government-wide financial statements distinguish functions of the City that are principally
supported by taxes and intergovernmental revenues (i.e. governmental activities) from other functions
that are intended to recover all or a significant portion of their costs through user fees and charges (i.e.
business-type activities). The governmental activities of the City include general government, public
safety, community development, culture and recreation, highways and streets, health, and debt service.
The business-type activities reflect the City's water system operations, waste management activities, and
sanitary sewer activities.
The government-wide financial statements include not only the City but also those legally separate
entities for which the City is financially accountable. These entities include the Monterey Park Housing
Authority and the Monterey Park Public Financing Authority. Financial information for these
component units is reported as an integral part ofthe City. Please refer to Note Number 1(a) of the Notes
to the Basic Financial Statements.

Fund Financial Statements
A fund is a grouping of related accounts used to control resources that have been segregated for specific
activities or objectives. The City uses fund accounting to ensure and demonstrate compliance with
finance-related legal requirements. All of the funds of the City can be divided into three categories:
governmental funds, proprietary funds, and fiduciary funds.
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Governmental Funds
Governmental funds are used to account for essentially the same governmental activities in the
government-wide financial statements. However, unlike the government-wide financial statements,
governmental fund financial statements focus on near-term inflows and outflows of expendable
resources, as well as on balances of expendable resources available at the end of the fiscal year.
Governmental funds are accounted for using the modified accrual basis of accounting, which provides a
detailed view of the City's current financial resources and the City's ability to meet its current
expenditure needs. Such information may be useful in evaluating a government's near-term financing
requirements.
Because the focus of governmental funds is narrower than that of the government-wide financial
statements, it is useful to compare the information presented for governmental funds with similar
information presented for governmental activities in the government-wide financial statements. By
doing so, readers may better understand the long-term impact of the government's near-term financing
decisions. Both the governmental fund balance sheet and the governmental fund statement of revenues,
expenditures, and changes in fund balances provide a reconciliation to facilitate this comparison
between governmental funds and government-wide activities.
The City maintains 18 individual governmental funds. Information is presented separately in the
governmental fund balance sheet and in the governmental fund statement of revenues, expenditures, and
changes in fund balances for General Fund, Special Revenue Grants Fund, Special Revenue
Retirement/Pension Liability Fund, and Special Revenue Housing Fund, which are reported as major
funds. Information for the other 14 governmental funds is combined into a single column under
Nonmajor Special Revenue Governmental Funds. Data for the nonmajor governmental funds is provided
in the combining statements in this report.
The City adopts an annual appropriated budget for its governmental funds. Budgeted expenditures are
controlled at the fund level. Budgetary comparison statements have been provided to demonstrate
compliance with this budget. Please refer to the Notes to Required Supplementary Information.
Proprietary Funds
Proprietary funds use the accrual basis of accounting, which is the same method used by private
businesses. Proprietary fund financial statements provide the same type of information as the
government-wide financial statements, only in more detail.
The City maintains two different types of proprietary funds: enterprise funds and internal service funds .
The enterprise fund is used to report the same functions presented as business-type activities in the
government-wide financial statements. The City uses enterprise funds to account for the operations for
its water system, waste management activities, and sanitary sewer activities. Internal service funds are
used to accumulate and allocate costs internally among the City's various functions, which include
vehicle operation, workers compensation insurance, retiree medical benefits, general liability insurance,
separation benefits, and technology development. Because the internal service operations benefit both
governmental and business-type functions, they have been proportionally allocated and included within
the governmental and business-like activities in the government-wide financial statements. Individual
fund data for the internal service funds is provided in the form of combining statements in this report.
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Fiduciary Funds
Fiduciary funds are used to account for activities when the City acts as a trust or fiduciary to hold
resources for the benefit of parties outside the government. Fiduciary funds are not reflected in the
government-wide financial statements because the resources of those funds are not available to support
the City's programs.

Notes to the Basic Financial Statements
The notes to the basic financial statements provide additional information that is essential to a full
understanding of the data provided in the government-wide and fund financial statements.

Required Supplementary Information
The required supplementary information further explains and supports the information in the financial
statements. This section includes the schedules of the City's funding for its employee pension program,
other post-employment benefits program and the budgetary comparison for the General Fund, Special
Revenue Grants Fund, Special Revenue Retirement/Pension Liability Fund, and Special Revenue
Housing Fund.

Other Supplementary Information
Other supplementary information includes combining and individual budgetary comparison schedules
for Nonmajor Governmental Funds, and combining statements for Agency Funds and Internal Service
Funds.

Financial Highlights
•

Total 2013-14 net position increased by $876,000 ($740,000 increase for governmental activities and
$136,000 increase for business-type activities) from 2012-13.

•

As of June 30, 2014, the City'S assets exceeded liabilities by $126.7 million, of which $70.8 million
was related to net investment in capital assets, $18.4 million was restricted for special revenues, and
$37.5 million was unrestricted.

•

For 2013-14, the City Council approved capital improvement expenditures, including $3.2 million
for the park improvement master plan projects, which were funded from the Assigned General Fund
Capital Improvement Fund Balance.

•

At the 2013-14 year end, the General Fund total fund balance was $20 million, decreased by
$332,000 from last year. The decrease was mainly in the Assigned Capital Improvement Fund
Balance utilized for park improvement projects. Total unassigned General Fund balance remained at
$3.6 million at June 30, 2014.

•

As a result of the Assembly Bills Xl 26 and 1484, the City of Monterey Park elected to become the
Successor Agency to the Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency. All former Redevelopment
Agency assets and liabilities were continuously reported in the Fiduciary Fund as Private Purpose
Trust Fund.

9

Page 105 of 778

Government-wide Financial Analysis
Net position serves as an indicator ofa government's financial position over time. As of June 30,2014,
the City's combined net position (governmental and business-type activities) totaled $126.7 million, up
$876,000 over last year.
Net position consists of three categories: net investment in capital assets, restricted, and unrestricted. The
largest portion of the City's net position, approximately $70.8 million, is the City's investment in capital
assets including land, buildings, equipment, and infrastructure net of accumulated depreciation and
related debt for acquiring these capital assets. Since the capital assets are used to provide services to
citizens; they are not available to fund the City's day-to-day activities.
The City's restricted net position totaled $18.4 million at June 30, 2014. These are assets subject to
external restrictions, constitutional provisions, or enabling legislation that limit how these assets may be
used. The restricted net position includes primarily grants, retirement/pension, and various nonmajor
special revenue funds. Unrestricted net position is available for use by the City for any legal purpose. As
of June 30, 2014, the City'S total unrestricted net position was $37.5 million.
Statement of Net Position
Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 2014 and June 30, 2013
(In thousands)
Governmental

Business-type

Activities
6/30/2014

6130/2013

Activities
6/30/2013

613012014

Total
6/3012014

6/3012013

Assets:
Current

$

55,469

$

52,980

$

29,581

$

28,930

$

85 ,050

$

81,910

Non Current
Capital Assets

53,203

52,854

Other Assets

22,434

23,883

Total Assets:

$

131 , 106

$

9,668

$

24,413

129,717

$

8,302

$

25 ,347

53 ,994

$

54,277

2,562

$

2,372

77,616

78,201

22,434

23 ,883

$ 185,100

$

12,230

$

183,994

Liabilities:
Current

$

Long-Term
Total liabilities:

40,983

41,426

5,214

$

5,823

46, 197

10,674
47,249

$

50,651

$

49 ,728

$

7,776

$

8,195

$

58,427

$

57,923

$

50,806

$

50,019

$

20,021

$

20,381

$

70,827

$

18,330

70,400
19,815

25,701

37,516

35 ,856

46,082

$ 126,673

Net Position:
Net Investment in
Capital Assets
Restricted

18,330

19,815

Unrestricted

11,319

10,155

Total Net Position

$

80,455

$

79,989

26, 197

$

10

46,218

$

$

126,071
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Statement of Activities
For the Years Ended June 30, 2014 and June 30, 2013
(In thousands)
Business-type
Activities

Governmental
Activities
6/30/2013

6/30/2014

Total

6/30/2014

6/30/2013

6/30/2014

6/30/2013

$

$

$

$

Revenues:
Program Revenues:
Charges for Services

$

Operating Grants &
Contributions
Capital Grants &
Contributions

6,518

$

6,678

17,063

19,409

23 ,581

26,087

1,516

5,258

798

2,030

38,243

38,179

872
2,630

828
3,730

1,516

5,258

628

1,988

38,244

38, 179

872
732

828
500
14

5

4

5

18

48,510

53,445

19,136

22,685

67,645

76,130

Expenses:
General Government
Public Safety
Comm. Development
Culture & Recreation
Highway & Streets
Health
Debt Services
Water/Refuse/Sewer

4,050
27,352
2,344
6,278
6,435
120
1,208

6,522
26,233
8,521
5,909
5,380
120
1,275
18,982

16,986

4,050
27,352
2,344
6,278
6,435
120
1,208
18,982

6,522
26,233
8,521
5,909
5,380
120
1,275
16,986

Total Expenses:

47,787

53,960

18,982

16,986

66,769

70,946

723

(515)

154

5,699

877

5,184

General Revenues:
Taxes
Revenues from Use of
Money and Property
Other
Gain on Sale of Capital
Assets
Total Revenues:

Increase in Net Position
Before Transfers
Transfers

170

1,898

Net Position - July 1 (as restated)
Net Position - June 30

$

3,230

(18)

18

Changes in Net Position

42

741

(515)

136

5,699

877

5, 184

79,714

80,504

46,082

40,383

125,796

120,887

80,455

$

79,989

$

46,218

$

46,082

$

126,673

$

126,071

Governmental Activities Financial Analysis
Overall governmental activities increased the City'S net position by

$740,000.

The increase was

primarily due to much lower expenses in the Community Development category for

2012-13,

2013-14. In

the City assumed the former Redevelopment Agency's housing functions and was required to

transmit an unobligated housing fund payment of $5.5 million to the Department of Finance after the
Due Diligence Review.
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Governmental Funds
The City uses fund accounting to ensure and demonstrate compliance with finance-related legal
requirements. The focus of the City's governmental funds is to provide information on near-term
inflows and outflows during the fiscal year and balances of spendable resources at the end of the fiscal
year. Such information is useful in assessing the City's financing requirements to meet the current
needs. Unassigned fund balance may serve as a useful measure of the City's net resources available for
appropriation.
As of June 30, 2014, the City's governmental funds reported a combined ending fund balance of$41
million, a decrease of $71,000 from the prior year. The fund balance categories of governmental fund
displayed $2 million as nonspendable, $17.4 million as restricted, $8.7 million as committed, $9.3
million as assigned, and $3.6 million as unassigned. This unassigned $3.6 million was the General Fund
portion. (Please refer to Note Number 15 of the Notes to Basic Financial Statements for detailed breakdown.)
There are four major funds in the governmental funds: General Fund, Special Revenue Grants Fund,
Special Revenue Retirement/Pension Liability Fund, and Special Revenue Housing Fund.

General Fund is the main operating fund of the City, which finances the majority of the police, fire,
recreation, parks maintenance, public works, library, community development, and general
administrative services. General Fund revenues and transfers for 2013-14 totaled $33.5 million, a
decrease of $2.1 million over 2012-13. The decrease mainly reflected in the property tax category. In
2012-13, the City received higher one-time residual property tax distributions and Proposition 1A
property tax loan repayment. General Fund expenditures and transfers for 2013-14 totaled $33.9 million,
an increase of$3.1 million from 2012-13. The increase included higher capital outlay expenditures and
General Fund pension transfers.
As of June 30, 2014, the total fund balance of the General Fund was $20 million, down $332,000 from
last year. The decrease was mainly in the Assigned Capital Improvement Fund Balance due to
drawdowns for the park improvement projects. The unassigned portion of the fund balance remained at
$3.6 million, same as 2012-13.

Special Revenue Grants Fund reports the activities of various grants that the City received from the
Federal, State, and County agencies. Unspent grant funds are accumulated for expenditures in the future
years. Total grants received for governmental activities in 2013-14 were $2.1 million, down $2.6 million
from last year. Total 2013-2014 grant funded expenditures and transfers were $2.1 million, reflecting a
major decrease of $3 .8 million in capital outlay expenditures from 2012-13. The decrease reflected the
construction cost of the East Los Angeles Transit Center and the purchase of the City ' s Spirit buses,
which both occurred in the prior year. Total fund balance ofthe Special Revenue Grants Fund as of June
30,2014 was $1.5 million.
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Special Revenue Retirement/Pension Liabilitv Fund accounts for revenue received from the
voter-approved property tax levied to provide for employee retirement costs. Total revenues and
transfers for 2013-14 were $5.9 million. Total expenditures for 2013-14 were $6.6 million, up $215,000
from 2012-13. The increase in expenditures was because the City's furlough program ended in April
2014 thus, pension costs increased based on a full salary scale. Total fund balance in the
Retirement/Pension Liability Fund as of June 30, 2014 was $8.5 million, of which $7.8 million was
restricted and $615,000 was committed for employee retirement costs.

Special Revenue Housing Fund accounts for housing activities. The City assumed the responsibility of
the housing assets and functions after the dissolution of the City's Redevelopment Agency. Total
revenues for 2013-14 were $98,000 and total expenditures were $98,000. The expenditures reflected
costs for housing monitoring services.

Nonmajor Governmental Funds account for various activities including street improvement,
transportation, library expansion and services, air quality improvement, lighting and landscaping
district, and public safety activity. Total revenues and transfers for 2013-14 were $7.8 million, up
$594,000 from 2012-13. Total expenditures for 2013-14 were $6.9 million, a decrease of$352,000 over
2012-13. As of June 30, 2014, the fund balance of the Nonmajor Governmental Funds totaled $8.3
million.
Business-type Activities Financial Analysis
The business-type activities reflect the City's water system, which includes water operation and water
treatment; waste management activities; and sanitary sewer activities.
Total 2013-14 water revenues were $12.8 million, a decrease of $3.8 million from 2012-13. Total
2013-14 expenses and transfers were $11.1 million. The decrease in water revenue was primarily due to
the discontinuation of the City's water rights lease to the San Gabriel Valley Water Company. Overall,
the Water Fund's net position increased by $1.7 million.

General Fund Budgetary Highlights
The originally adopted General Fund budget for this fiscal year was $35.8 million. The final amended
budget reflected an addition General Fund pension contribution to the Retirement Fund for pension
costs. All amendments were identified during the Midyear Review process and approved by the City
Council.
The General Fund total actual revenues were over the estimated revenues by $1.1 million due primarily
to higher property tax revenues. The final total expenditures were under the amended budget by $3
million and the reason was that funds budgeted for the park improvement projects had not been spent yet.

Capital Asset Administration
The City's capital assets, net of accumulated depreciation, for its governmental and business-type
activities as of June 30, 2014, totaled $77.6 million, a decrease of$584,000 from prior year. The capital
assets include land, buildings, improvements, machinery and equipment, parks, roads, traffic lights, and
traffic signals. (Readers desiring more detailed information on capital asset activity should refer to Note
Number 7 of the Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.)
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Capital Assets Net of Depreciation
June 30, 2014 and June 30,2013
(In thousands)
Governmental
Activities
6/30/2014

Land
Buildings
Improvements
Construction in Progress
Equipment
InfrastructuJ"e

$

$

Business-type
Activities

6/30/2013

12,614
19,097
7,868
1,690
2,484
9,450

$

53,203

$

6/30/2014

12,614
18,346
7,348
1,443
3,288
9,815

$

52,854

$

Total

6/30/2013

500
175
21,588
596
175
1,379

$

24,413

$

6/30/2014

500
181
22,407
580
212
1,467

$

25,348

$

6/30/2013

13,114
19,272
29,456
2,286
2,659
10,829

$

77,616

$

13,114
18,527
29,755
2,023
3,500
1l,283
78,201

Major capital asset additions during the fiscal year included the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Constructed citywide park restroom Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) improvements.
Installed new playground equipment and facilities per Parks Master Plan.
Improved various park parking lots and access roads.
Renovated various park irrigation systems.
Completed city hall lobby and exterior painting.
Updated zoning ordinance in compliance with current laws.
Completed construction of the Transit Center at East Los Angeles College.
Completed Fire Station 61 floor repair.
Completed slurry seal and various street resurfacing, alley and sidewalk improvements.
Continued water well, water main, meter, and pumping station upgrades according to the adopted
Water Master Plan.

Debt Administration
As of June 30, 2014, the City'S debt totaled $51.2 million, a decrease of$229,000 during the fiscal year.
The primary reason of debt decrease was due to decreased liabilities in leases, loans, bonds, and
postemployment medical benefit obligations (OPES). (Please refer to Note Number 9 of the Notes to the
Basic Financial Statements for detailed iriformation.)

State statutes limit the amount of general obligation debt a governmental entity may issue to 15% of its
total assessed valuation. The current debt limitation for the City is $908 million.
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Outstanding Debt
Fiscal Years ended June 30, 2014 and June 30, 2013
(In thousands)
Government Activities
6/30/2014
6/30/2013
Capital Leases
Pension Obligation Bonds
Compensated Absences

$

Section 108 Loan
Library Special Tax
Revenue Note
Claims and Judgments
Other Post Employment
Benefits (OPEB)
$

988
14,890
4,656
3,873

$

1,106
15,365
4,629
4,189

1,409
8,324

1,73 0
6,570

11,224

11 ,402

45 ,364

$

44,991

Business-Type Activities
6/30/2014
6/30/2013
$

4,392

$

626

5,856

$

626

838
$

4,966

Total
6/30/2014

868
$

6,460

$

5,380
14,890
5,282
3,873

6/30/2013
$

6,072
15,365
5,255
4,189

1,409
8,324

1,730
6,570

12,062

12,270

51 ,220

$

51,451

Economic Factors and Next Year's Budgets
•

The City's total assessed valuation is $6.3 billion, up 4.3% from 2013-14.

•

The 2014-15 budget is balanced and the City began the year with a renewed sense of optimism and
momentum. The City has started the $3.2 million park improvements master plan projects to bring
residents the enjoyment of quality park ambience.

•

The 2014-15 budget includes six priority capital improvements: service club house renovations,
Barnes Pool rehabilitations, city hall renovations, Langley Center enhancements, Police mobile
vision flashback system, and a new triple combination fire engine.

•

There have been two new housing projects approved by the City. The first is a 6-unit affordable
housing proposed LINC Housing. It is anticipated that the construction will commence in the first
quarter of2015. The second is an 80-unit residential housing project being proposed by The Olson
Company, a for-profit company. Both projects will increase property tax revenues for the City.

•

There are currently three hotel projects in the pipeline. The first is a Boutique Hotel (AG Hotel) that
has been designed into a mixed-use format including 145 hotel rooms, two full service restaurants
and 98 apartment units. The second is a Double Tree hotel that includes a total of 180 rooms and a
full service restaurant. The third is a Courtyard by Marriott hotel that includes 288 rooms, a full
service restaurant and available retail space. These three hotels will increase additional transient
occupancy tax, property tax, and sales tax revenues for the City.
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•

The City will continue to assist two commercial developments, including Towne Centre in the
downtown area and Market Place at the south part of the town. The Towne Centre project is
designed as a mixed-use format including retail and office space and residential units. The Market
Place is considered a power center located in the southeast portion ofthe city and directly off of the
SR-60 freeway. The Market Place will include over 500,000 square feet of commercial, retail and
restaurant space.

•

The City adopted ordinances setting new water, sewer, and trash rates. The new rates are effective
starting on September 1,2014. Additional revenues generated from the rate increases are to support
operations and infrastructure/capital improvements.

•

The Atlantic Times Square development, which is a mixed-use commercial and residential project
at North Atlantic Boulevard and Hellman Avenue, continues generating more sales tax and property
tax revenues since it has now become the third largest property tax contributor for the City of
Monterey Park.

Requests for Information
This financial report is designed to provide a general overview of the City's finances for all interested
persons and organizations. Questions concerning any of the information provided in this report or
requests for additional financial information should be addressed to City ofMonterey Park, Finance, 320
West Newmark Avenue, Monterey Park, CA 91754.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Net Position
June 30, 2014
Primary Government
Governmental
Activities

Business-type
Activities

Total

ASSETS
Current assets:
Cash and investments
Cash and investments held by fiscal agent
Accounts receivable
Interest receivable
Inventory
Internal balances

$

Total current assets

51 ,437,346
10
3,107,583
149,439
3,549
770,928

$

$

2,484,415

29,580,711

85,049,566
813,971
1,989,686
19,631 ,067

813,971
1,989,686
19,631,067
14,303,533
38,899,427

Total noncurrent assets

79,304,570
10
5,591,998
149,439
3,549

(770,928)

55,468,855

Noncurrent assets:
Loans receivable, net
Advances to Fiduciary Fund
Net pension asset
Capital assets:
Not being depreciated
Being depreciated, net

27,867,224

1,095,914
23,316,943

15,399,447
62,216,370

75,637,684

24,412,857

100,050,541

131,106,539

53,993,568

185,100,107

1,831,263
1,233,919
171,199
566,507
813,971
5,051,144

1,415,512
98,912

642,292

3,246,775
1,332,831
171,199
971,684
813,971
5,693,436

9,668,003

2,561 ,893

12,229,896

669,800
29,089,563
11,224,051

4,375,884
837,949

669,800
33,465,447
12,062,000

Total noncurrent liabilities

40,983,414

5,213,833

46,197,247

Total liabilities

50,651,417

7,775,726

58,427,143

50,805,697

20,020,776

70,826,473

26,197,066

1,516,248
7,842,427
684,319
743,347
204,492
334,077
7,005,619
37,515,962

Total assets
LIABILITIES
Current liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Interest payable
Deposits and advances
Due to other governmental agencies
Current portion oflong-term liabilities
Total current liabilities
Noncurrent liabilities:
Net pension obligation
Long-term liabilities
Net other post-employment health benefits liability

405,177

NET POSITION
Net investment in capital assets
Restricted for:
Grants
Retirement/pension
Housing
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highways and streets
Unrestricted

1,516,248
7,842,427
684,319
743,347
204,492
334,077
7,005,619
11,318,896

Total net position

$

80,455,122

$

46,217,842

$

126,672,964

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Activities
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Expenses

Functions/Programs
Governmental activities:
General government
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highway and streets
Health
Interest and fiscal charges

$

Total governmental activities
Business-type activities:
Water
Refuse
Sewer
Total business-type activities
Total

Charges for
Services

$

4,050,482
27,352,152
2,343,881
6,277,461
6,434,924
120,000
1,207,716

$

907,537
3,076,644
1,442,835
690,289
400,382

Program Revenues
Operating
Grants and
Contributions

$

21,305
363,765
741,869
278,238
78,192
33,112

Capital
Grants and
Contributions

$
138,607
204,373
125,000
159,648

1,516,481

627,628

47,786,616

6,517,687

11,775,078
6,985,344
221,078

10,747,045
6,028,436
287,548

169,783

18,981 ,500

17,063,029

169,783

66,768,116

$

23,580,716

$

1,516,481

$

797,411

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Activities, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Net (Expense) Revenue and
Changes in Net Position
Business-type
Activities

Governmental
Activities

Functions/Programs
Governmental activities:
General government
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highway and streets
Health
Interest and fiscal charges

$

Total governmental activities

(3,121 ,640)
(23,773, 136)
45, 196
(5, 183,934)
(5,796,702)
(86,888)
(1 ,207,716)

$

Total
$

(39,124,820)

(39, 124,820)

Business-type activities:
Water
Refuse
Sewer

(858,250)
(956,908)
66,470

Total business-type activities
Total

(39,124,820)

General Revenues:
Taxes:
Property taxes
Sales taxes
Vehicle in-lieu taxes (Unrestricted, intergovernmental)
Utility user taxes
Franchise taxes
Business license taxes
Transient occupancy taxes
Other taxes
Revenues from use of money and property
Other
Gain on sale of capital assets
Transfers

19,794, 165
4,942,821
27,588
3,202,264
970,2 12
974,816
1,049,070
7,282,605
872,174
731,679

Total general revenues and transfers

Net position - beginning of year, as restated (Note 16)
Net position - end of year

$

(858,250)
(956,908)
66,470

(1,748,688)

(1,748,688)

(1,748,688)

(40,873,508)

19,794,165
4,942,821
27,588
3,202,264
970,2 12
974,816
1,049,070
7,282,605
872, 174
2,629,317
4,840

1,897,638
4,840
(18,000)

18,000

Changes in net position

(3 ,121,640)
(23,773,136)
45 ,196
(5,183,934)
(5,796,702)
(86,888)
(1,207,716)

39,865,3 94

1,884,478

41 ,749,872

740,574

135,790

876,364

79,714,548

46,082,052

125,796,600

80,455,122

$

46,217,842

$

126,672,964

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Balance Sheet - Governmental Funds
June 30, 2014

Major Funds
Special Revenue
Grants
Retirement/Pension

General

Housing

Assets
Cash and investments
Cash and investments held
by fiscal agents
Accounts receivable
Interest receivable
Due from other funds
Loans receivable, net
Advances to Fiduciary Fund

$

Total Assets

$

22,644,762

$

2,966,184

$

8,601,289

$

3,878,362

$

1,015,595
1,024,77 1
554,989

$

174,012
5,444
2,713
453,796
813,971

$

12,775
130,850

$

9,330

20,703,636

$

1,690,056

8,53 1,4 14

459,770
2,387

69,865

$

700,773

10
1, 198,358
126,135
616,633

1, 186,222
1,681

813,97 1
1,989,686

Liabilities, Deferred Inflow of
Resources and Fund Balances
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Deposits and advances
Due to other funds
Due to other governmental agencies
Total Liabilities

2,595,355

8,805

143,625

1,449,936

18,135

Deferred Inflow of Resources:
Unavailable revenue

1, 186,222

Total Deferred Inflow of Resources

1, 186,222

Fund Balances:
Nonspendable
Advances to Fiduciary Fund
Restricted
Grants
Retirement
Housing
Nonmajor special revenue funds
Committed
General Fund
Retirement
Nonmajor special revenue funds
Assigned
General Fund
Unassigned
General Fund

3,554,425

Total Fund Balances

20,049,407

Total Liabilities, Deferred inflow of
Resources and Fund Balances

1,989,686
1,516,248
7,842,427
684,319

7, 173,519
615,237

9,321 ,463

$

22,644,762

1,516,248

$

2,966,184

8,457,664

$

8,601,289

2,674,005

$

3,878,362

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Balance Sheet - Governmental Funds, Continued
June 30, 2014

Nonmajor
Governmental
Funds

Total
Governmental
Funds

Assets
Cash and investments
Cash and investments held
by fiscal agents
Accounts receivable
Interest receivable
Due from other funds
Loans receivable, net
Advances to Fiduciary Fund

$

Total Assets

$

8,873,699

$

46,964,296

$

383,070
40,257

$

1,594,782
1,201,322
566,507
616,633
813,971

8,661,095

$

40,286,974
10
3,107,583
149,439
616,633
813,971
1,989,686

193,368
19,236

Liabilities, Deferred Inflow of
Resources and Fund Balances
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Deposits and advances
Due to other funds
Due to other governmental agencies

162,837

Total Liabilities

586,164

4,793,215

Deferred Inflow of Resources:
Unavailable revenue

1,186,222

Total Deferred Inflow of Resources

1,186,222

Fund Balances:
Nonspendable
Advances to Fiduciary Fund
Restricted
Grants
Retirement
Housing
Nonm~or special revenue funds
Committed
General Fund
Retirement
Nonmajor special revenue funds
Assigned
General Fund
Unassigned
General Fund

1,989,686

7,406,561

1,516,248
7,842,427
684,319
7,406,561

880,974

7,173,519
615,237
880,974
9,321,463
3,554,425

Total Fund Balances

8,287,535

Total Liabilities, Deferred inflow of
Resources and Fund Balances

$

8,873,699

40,984,859
$

46,964,296

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Reconciliation of the Balance Sheet of Governmental Funds to the
Statement of Net Position of Governmental Activities
June 30, 2014
$

Total fund balance of governmenta l funds in fund statements

Internal service funds are used by management to charge the costs of separation benefits, workers' compensation, vehicle,
technology and general liability to individual funds. The assets and liabilities of internal service funds are reported with
governmental activities in the statement of net position. Total net position is $3,714,722 plus the portion of net position
allocated to business-type activities of $770,928.

40,984,859

4,485,650

Capital assets used in governmental activities are not financial resources and therefore are not reported in the governmental
funds. (Total governmental assets of$53,202,960 less internal service funds of$I,240,368, which has already been
accounted for in the reconci liation of internal service funds elimination).

51,962,592

Long-term liabilities in the amount of$45,364,758 are not due and payable in the current period and therefore are not
reported in the governmental funds , net of$8,410,489 included in reconciliation of internal service funds .

(36,954,269)

Interest on long-term liabilities are not due and payable in the current period and therefore are not reported in the
governmental funds.

(171,199)

Net pension asset is not available to pay for current period expenditures and therefore is not recorded in the governmental
funds .

19,631 ,067

Net pension obligation is not due and payable in the current period and therefore is not reported in the governmental funds.
(669,800)
Revenues earned but not available to pay for current expenditures for governmental funds are unavailable.

1,186,222
$

Net position of governmental activities

80,455, 122

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balances Governmental Funds
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Major Funds
Special Revenue
Grants
Retirement/Pension

General
Revenues:
Taxes
Licenses and permits
Intergovernmental revenues
Charges for services
Revenues from use of money and property
Fines and forfeitures
Other

$

26,021,013
848,949

$

Expenditures:
Current:
General government
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highways and streets
Health
Capital outlay
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest and fiscal charges

5,143,377

10

33,380,071

2,147,324

5,143,3 87

98,103

2,754,442
21,075,082
1,552,940
4,804,080
677,141

278,553
375,747
193,215
83,963

1,104,685
3,373,368
223,23 1
455,702
35,561

98,263

2,257,496

356,653
475,000
919,315

33,121,181

1,957,119

6,586,862

258,890

190,205

153,550
(750,355)
5,477

18,355
( 153,550)

750,000

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

(591 ,328)

(135, 195)

750,000

Net Changes in Fund Balances

(332,438)

55,010

(693,475)

Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in
Transfers out
Proceeds from sale of property

Fund Balances, Beginning of Year
Fund Balances, End of Year

20,381,845

$

20,049,407

62,086
36,017

433,848
235,140

Total Expenditures

$

2,035,035
2,561
109,728

4,377,053
742,570
658,713
731,773

Total Revenues

$

Housin~

(1 ,443,475)

1,516,248

(160)

(160)

9, 151 ,139

1,461,238

$

98,263

$

8,457,664

2,674,165

$

2,674,005

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balances Governmental Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Total
Governmental
Funds

Nonmajor
Governmental
Funds
Revenues:
Taxes
Licenses and permits
Intergovernmental revenues
Charges for services
Revenues from use of money and property
Fines and forfeitures
Other

$

6,894,756

$

543,369
28,975
273,005

Total Revenues
Expenditures:
Current:
General government
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highways and streets
Health
Capital outlay
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest and fiscal charges
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in
Transfers out
Proceeds from sale of property
Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

Net Changes in Fund Balances

7,740,105

48,508,990

920,989
94,918
134,724
4,875,847
120,000
343,293

3,859,127
25,647,992
2,345,099
5,587,721
5,672,512
120,000
2,957,442

320,318
62,876

1,229,166
1,217,331

6,872,965

48,636,390

867,140

(127,400)

21,445
11,273

943,350
(903,905)
16,750

32,718

56,195

899,858

(71,205)
41,056,064

7,387,677

Fund Balances, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balances, End of Year

38,059,146
848,949
2,035,035
4,922,983
943,369
931,718
767,790

8,287,535

$

40,984,859

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Reconciliation of the Statement of Revenues, Expenditures,
and Changes in Fund Balances of Governmental Funds
to the Statement of Activities
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014
$

Net change in fund balance - total governmental funds

(71 ,205)

Amount reported for governmental activities in the Statement of Activities are different because:
Internal service funds are used by management to charge the costs of separation benefits, workers' compensation, vehicle,
technology and general liability to individual funds. The net expense of certain activities of internal service fund of
$2,058,121 is reported with governmental activities. This amount includes $1,116,528 charged to the Water and Refuse
Enterprise Funds.

(941,593)

Governmental funds report capital outlays as expenditures. However, in the Statement of Activities the cost of those
assets is allocated over their estimated useful lives and reported as depreciation expense:
Capital outlay, net of internal service fund addition of$469,502.
Depreciation expense, net of internal service fund depreciation expense of $361,179.
Gain on disposal of capital assets.

2,680,645
(2,431 ,902)
(8,093)

Principal debt repayment was recorded as an expenditure. However, this transaction is not recorded in the Statement of
Activities. Instead, this transaction is reported as long-term debt payable in the Statement of Net Position.

1,229, 166

Changes in net pension asset reported in the Statement of Activities does not require the use of current financial resources
and, therefore, is not reported as an expenditure in governmental funds.

19,616

Changes in net pension obligation reported in the Statement of Activities does not require the use of current financial
resources and, therefore, is not reported as an expenditure in governmental funds.

86,000

Changes in compensated absences which are not due and payable in the governmental funds are charged to expenses in
the Statement of Activities.

(9,786)

OPEB obligation costs are not due and payable in the current period and therefore are not reported in the governmental
funds.

177,91\

Interest on long-term liabilities are not due and payable in the current period and therefore are not reported in the
governmental funds.

9,615

Unavailable revenue is not recognized as revenue in the governmental funds since the revenue is not available to fund
expenditures of the fiscal year.

200
$

Change in net position of governmental activities

740,574

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Net Position Proprietary Funds
June 30, 2014

Water Utility

Refuse

Enterprise
Nonmajor (Sewer)

Total

Assets
Current Assets:
Cash and investments
Accounts receivable
Inventory

$

24,733,781
1,759,451

$

26,493,232

Total Current Assets
Noncurrent Assets:
Nondepreciable capital assets
Depreciable capital assets, net of
accumulated depreciation

2,188,432
686,326

$

945,011
38,638

$

983,649

2,874,758

27,867,224
2,484,415
30,351 ,639
1,095,914

1,095,914
21,922,563

23,316,943

1,394,380

Total Capital Assets

23,018,477

1,394,380

24,412,857

Total Noncurrent Assets

23,018,477

1,394,3 80

24,412,857

Total Assets

49,511,709

2,874,758

2,378,029

54,764,496

584,501
85,064
405,177

829,284
13,522

1,727
326

1,415,512
98,912
405,177

579,734
50,927

10,693

938

579,734
62,558

1,705,403

853,499

2,991

2,561,893

3,812,347
458,352
660,863

96,245
146,495

8,940
30,591

3,812,347
563,537
837,949

Total Noncurrent Liabilities

4,931,562

242,740

39,531

5,213,833

Total Liabilities

6,636,965

1,096,239

42,522

7,775,726

18,626,396
24,248,348

1,778,519

1,394,380
941,127

20,020,776
26,967,994

Liabilities
Current Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Deposits and advances
Claims and judgments payable - due within one year
Capital lease obligations - due within one year
Compensated absences - due within one year
Total Current Liabilities
Noncurrent Liabilities:
Claims and judgments payable - due in more than one year
Capital lease obligations - due in more than one year
Compensated absences payable - due in more than one year
OPEB obligations payable

Net Position
Net investment in capital assets
Unrestricted
Total Net Position

$

42,874,744

Adjustment to reflect the consolidation of
internal service funds activities to
related enterprise fund
Net Position of Business-type Activities

$

(711,207)

$

42,163,537

1,778,519

$

2,335,507

$

(770,928)

(59,721)

$

1,718,798

46,988,770

$

2,335,507

$

46,217,842

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Net Position Proprietary Funds, Continued
June 30, 2014
Total
Proprietary
Funds

Internal
Service
Assets
Current Assets:
Cash and investments
Accounts receivable
Inventory

11,150,372
3,549

39,017,596
2,484,415
3,549

11,153,921

41,505,560

104,828

1,200,742

1,135,540

24,452,483

Total Capital Assets

1,240,368

25,653,225

Total Noncurrent Assets

1,240,368

25,653,225

12,394,289

67,158,785

236,481
32,597

8,536

1,651,993
131,509
405,177
3,329,731
579,734
71,094

3,607,345

6,169,238

4,994,600

4,994,600
3,812,347
641 , 159
837,949

$

Total Current Assets
Noncurrent Assets:
Nondepreciable capital assets
Depreciable capital assets, net of
accumulated depreciation

Total Assets

$

Liabilities
Current Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Deposits and advances
Claims and judgments payable - due within one year
Capital lease obligations - due within one year
Compensated absences - due within one year

3,329,731

Total Current Liabilities
Noncurrent Liabilities:
Claims and judgments payable - due in more than one year
Capital lease obligations - due in more than one year
Compensated absences payable - due in more than one year
OPEB obligations payable

77,622

Total Noncurrent Liabilities

5,072,222

10,286,055

Total Liabilities

8,679,567

16,455,293

1,240,368
2,474,354

21,261,144
29,442,348

Net Position
Net investment in capital assets
Unrestricted

$

Total Net Position

3,714,722

$

50,703,492

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in
Net Position - Proprietary Funds
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Refuse

Water Utility
Operating Revenues:
Charges for services
Meter installations
Other revenue

$

Total Operating Revenues

10,474, 100
272,945
1,897,638

$

12,644,683

Operating Expenses:
Water purchased
Administration
Commercial - water
Production - water
Distribution - water
Treatment plant
Street maintenance - refuse
Storm drain maintenance - refuse
Refuse collection
Sanitary sewer maintenance
Depreciation
Salaries and benefits
Materials and supplies
Insurance and claims
Vehicle expense
Miscellaneous

6,028,436

$

6,028,436

165,822
4,521,371
634,2 19
1,288,590
1,097,508
2,183,921

287,548

Total

$

18,960,667

1,176,433

2,499

131 ,506
89,572

165,822
5,576,519
634,219
1,288,590
1,097,508
2,183,921
44,145
93,870
5,283,023
131 ,506
1,268,504

11,067,864

6,478,685

221,078

17,767,627

66,470

1, 193,040

Operating Income (Loss)

1,055,148

1,576,819

Nonoperating Income (Loss):
Interest expense
Gain on sale of surplus property
Total Nonoperating Income (Loss)
Net Income (Loss) Before Transfers
and Capital Contributions

(450,249)

(97,345)
4,840

(97,345)
4,840

~92 , 505)

(92,505)

1,484,314

Capital contributions
Trans fers in
Transfers out

(450,249)

66,470

1, 100,535

169,783

169,783
(18,000)

Total Transfers and Capital Contributions
Changes in Net Position
Net Position, Beginning of Year

16,790,084
272,945
1,897,638

287,548

44,145
93,870
5,283,023

Total Operating Expenses

169,783

(18 , 000~

1,654,097

(468,249)

$

42,874,744

$

Changes in Net Position

$

1,654,097

$

Adjustment to reflect the consolidation of
internal service fund activities to
related enterprise fund

(609,869)

$

1,044,228

(18,000)
151 ,783
66,470

2,246,768

41 ,220,647

Net Position, End of Year

Changes in Net Position
of Business-type Activities

Ente!:Erise
Nonmajor (Sewer)

1,778,519
(468,249)

1,252,3 18

2,269,037

45,736,452

$

2,335,507

$

46,988,770

$

66,470

$

1,252,318

(506,659)

$

(974,908)

(1,116,528)

$

66,470

$

135,790

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in
Net Position - Proprietary Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014
Total
Proprietary
Funds

Internal
Service
Operating Revenues:
Charges for services
Meter installations
Other revenue

$

6,184,815

$

22,974,899
272,945
1,897,638

6,184,815

25,145,482

Operating Expenses:
Water purchased
Administration
Commercial - water
Production - water
Distribution - water
Treatment plant
Street maintenance - refuse
Storm drain maintenance - refuse
Refuse collection
Sanitary sewer maintenance
Depreciation
Salaries and benefits
Materials and supplies
Insurance and claims
Vehicle expense
Miscellaneous

361,179
2,837,728
826,504
3,920,626
13,483
264,924

165,822
5,576,519
634,219
1,288,590
1,097,508
2,183,921
44,145
93,870
5,283,023
131,506
1,629,683
2,837,728
826,504
3,920,626
13,483
264,924

Total Operating Expenses

8,224,444

25,992,071

Total Operating Revenues

(2,039,629)

Operating Income (Loss)
Nonoperating Income (Loss):
Interest expense
Gain on sale of surplus property
Total Nonoperating Income (Loss)
Net Income (Loss) Before Transfers
and Capital Contributions

(846,589)

2,953

(97,345)
7,793

2,953

(89,552)
(936,141)

(2,036,676)

169,783

Capital contributions
Transfers in
Transfers out

(21,445)

(39,445)

(21,445)

Total Transfers and Capital Contributions

130,338

(2,058, 121)

Changes in Net Position

(805,803)

5,772,843

Net Position, Beginning of Year

$

Net Position, End of Year

3,714,722

5 1,509,295

$

50,703,492

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Cash Flows Proprietary Funds
For the Year Ended June 30,2014

Ente!:,Erise Funds
Refuse
Nonmajor (Sewer)

Water Utility
Cash Flows from Operating Activities:
Cash receipts from customers
Cash receipts from inter fund services provided
Cash payments to suppliers
for goods and services
Cash payments to employees for services
Cash payments for insurance premiums
and self-insurance claims

$

12,473,578

$

(8,044,650)
(2, I 04,787)

Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Operating Activities

(89,733)

Cash Flows from Noncapital Financing Activities:
Transfers out to other funds
Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Noncapital Financing Activities

Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Capital and Related Financing Activities
Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash and Cash Equivalents

284,028

$

18,734,977

(110,427)
(27,794)

(13,402,737)
(2,952,025)

145,807

2,380,215

( 18,000)

(18,000)

(18,000)

(18,000)

(164,484)
4,840
(573,524)
(97,345)

(164,484)
4,840
(573,524)
(97,345)

(830,513)

(830,513)

1,493,628

Cash and cash equivalents, Beginning of Year

$

(5,247,660)
(819,444)

2,324,141

Cash Flows from Capital and Related Financing Activities :
Acquisition and construction
of capital assets
Proceeds from sale of surplus assets
Principal paid on lease financing
Interest paid on lease financing

5,977,37 1

Total

(107,733)
2,296,165

23,240,153

Cash and cash equivalents, End of Year

$

24,733,781

$

Noncash from Capital and Related Financing Activities:
Capital contributions

$

169,783

$

2,188,432

$

$

145,807

1,531 ,702

799,204

26,335,522

945,011

$

27,867,224

$

169,783

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Cash Flows Proprietary Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014
Total
Proprietary
Funds

Internal
Service
Cash Flows from Operating Activities:
Cash receipts from customers
Cash receipts from interfund services provided
Cash payments to suppliers
for goods and services
Cash payments to employees for services
Cash payments for insurance premiums
and self-insurance claims

6,197,669

18,734,977
6,197,669

(1,179,308)
(2,813,047)

(14,582,045)
(5,765,072)

(2,265,577)

(2,265,577)

$

Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Operating Activities

$

2,319,952

(60,263)

Cash Flows from Noncapital Financing Activities:
Transfers out to other funds

(2 1,445)

(39,445)

(21,445)

(39,445)

(368,250)
2,953

(532,734)
7,793
(573,524)
(97,345)

Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Capital and Related Financing Activities

(365,297)

(1,195,810)

Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash and Cash Equivalents

(447,005)

1,084,697

Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Noncapital Financing Activities
Cash Flows from Capital and Related Financing Activities:
Acquisition and construction
of capital assets
Proceeds from sale of surplus assets
Principal paid on lease financing
Interest paid on lease financing

37,932,899

11,597,377

Cash and cash equivalents, Beginning of Year
Cash and cash equivalents, End of Year

$

Noncash from Capital and Related Financing Activities:
Capital contributions

$

11,150,372

$

39,017,596

$

169,783

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Cash Flows Proprietary Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Water Utility
Reconciliation of Operating Income (Loss) to Net Cash
Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities:
Operating income (Loss)

$

1,576,819

Adjustments to Reconcile Operating
Income (Loss) to Net Cash Provided
by (Used in) Operating Activities:
Depreciation
Changes in assets and liabilities:
(Increase) decrease in accounts receivable
(Increase) decrease in inventory
Increase (decrease) in accounts payable
Increase (decrease) in accrued payroll
Increase (decrease) in claims and judgments payable
Increase (decrease) in compensated absences payable
Increase in OPEB obligations payable
Increase in deposits and advances

$

1, 176,433

$

66,470

$

1,193,040

89,572

(180,743)

(51,065)

(3,520)

(235,328)

(245,955)
18,396

402,883
4,299

(5,745)
64

151,183
22,759

6,481
(4,581)

747,322

$

(450,249)

Total

Nonrnajor (Sewer)

2,499

(5,757)
(24,690)
9,638

Total Adjustments
Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Operating Activities

Ente!}!rise Funds
Refuse

2,324,141

(216)
(818)

360,516

$

(89,733)

1,268,504

508
(30,089)
9,638

79,337

$

145,807

1,187, 175

$

2,380,215
(Continued)

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Cash Flows Proprietary Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Internal
Service
Reconciliation of Operating Income (Loss) to Net Cash
Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities:
Operating income (Loss)

$

Adjustments to Reconcile Operating
Income (Loss) to Net Cash Provided
by (Used in) Operating Activities:
Depreciation
Changes in assets and liabilities:
(Increase) decrease in accounts receivable
(Increase) decrease in inventory
Increase (decrease) in accounts payable
Increase (decrease) in accrued payroll
Increase (decrease) in claims and judgments payable
Increase (decrease) in compensated absences payable
Increase in OPEB obligations payable
Increase in deposits and advances
Total Adjustments
Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Operating Activities

$

(2,039,629)

Total

...;$=-------:.(.;;..84;.;;.6~,5.;;.;;89..:...)

361,179

1,629,683

12,854
(1,038)
(172,534)
7,407
1,754,224
17,274

(222,474)
(1,038)
(21,351)
30,166
1,754,224
17,782
(30,089)
9,638

1,979,366

3,166,541

(60,263)

$

2,319,952
(Continued)

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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FIDUCIARY FUND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Fiduciary Net Position
Fiduciary Funds
June 30, 2014

Private-Purpose
Trust Fund

Agency Funds

Assets :
Cash and investments

$

Cash and investments with fiscal agent

6,750,786

$

2, 110, 129

18,357,421

$

2,110,129

5,730

$

5,959,698

Loans receivable, net
Land held for resale

5,646,937

Total assets
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Deposits payable

1,058,970

Interest payable

93,048
2,017,081

320,772

Settlement agreement payable

4,028,540

Advances from City of Monterey Park

1,989,686

Bonds payable

22,093,112

Tax increment deferred loans

46,184,609

Low/Mod Housing deferred loans

1, 186,222

Total Liabilities

76,867,641

$

2,110, 129

Net Position (Deficit):
Net position (deficit) held in trust for
debt service and certain administrative expenses

$

(58,510,220)

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.

44

Page 140 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Statement of Changes in Fiduciary Net Position
Fiduciary Funds
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Private-Purpose
Trust Fund
Additions:

$

Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund

2,061 ,018
1,931 , 157

Contribution from County of Los Angeles

21 ,830

Investment income

4,014,005

Total additions
Deductions:

824,8 13

Administration
Tax increment deferred loans

7,248,4 17

Interest expense and fiscal charges

1,035,523
9, 108,753

Total deductions

(5 ,094,748)

Change in net position
Net Position:

(53,415,472)

Beginning of year, as restated (Note 16)

$

Ending of year

(58,510,220)

See accompanying Notes to the Basic Financial Statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Notes to Basic Financial Statements
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

1. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

(a) Description of Reporting Entity
The City of Monterey Park, California (the "City") was incorporated May 29, 1916 under the general laws of
the State of California and enjoys all the rights and privileges pertaining to "General Law" cities. The City is
governed by an elected five-member City Council. As required by generally accepted accounting principles
in the United States of America, the financial statements include the financial activities of the City (the
primary government), the Monterey Park Public Financing Authority, and the Monterey Park Housing
Authority. These blended component units are discussed below and are included in the reporting entity
because of the significance oftheir operational and financial relationship with the City.

Blended Component Units:
The Monterey Park Public Financing Authority
The Monterey Park Public Financing Authority (the "Financing Authority") was organized in May 1989
under a joint exercise of power agreement to provide for the financing of public capital improvements for the
City and the former Redevelopment Agency of Monterey Park. The members of the City Council act as the
governing board of the Financing Authority. The Financing Authority does not issue separate financial
statements.

The Monterey Park Housing Authority
The Monterey Park Housing Authority (the "Housing Authority") was established in September 1992 to
provide affordable housing within the City. The members of the City Council act as the governing board of
the Housing Authority. The Housing Authority does not issue separate financial statements.

(b) Government-Wide and Fund Financial Statements
The government-wide financial statements (Le., the statement of net position and the statement of activities)
report information on all of the nonfiduciary activities of the primary government. The effect of interfund
activity has been removed from these statements and eliminations have been made to minimize the double
counting of internal activities. Governmental activities, which normally are supported by taxes and
intergovernmental revenues, are reported separately from business-type activities, which rely to a significant
extent on fees and charges for support.
The statement of activities demonstrates the degree to which the direct expenses of a given function or
segment is offset by program revenues. Direct expenses are those that are clearly identifiable with a specific
function or segment. Program revenues include 1) charges to customers or applicants who purchase, use or
directly benefit from goods, services, or privileges provided by a given function or segment and 2) grants and
contributions that are restricted to meeting the operational or capital requirements of a particular function or
segment. Taxes and other items not properly included among program revenues are reported instead as
general revenues.
Separate financial statements are provided for governmental funds, proprietary funds and fiduciary funds,
even though the latter are excluded from the government-wide financial statements. Major individual
governmental funds and the major individual enterprise fund are reported as separate columns in the fund
financial statements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Notes to Basic Financial Statements, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

1.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES, CONTINUED

(c) Measurement Focus, Basis ofAccounting, and Financial Statement Presentation
The City's financial statements are prepared in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in
the United States of America. The Governmental Accounting Standards Board ("GASB") is the
acknowledged standard setting body for establishing accounting and financial reporting standards followed
by governmental entities in the United States.
In accordance with GASB Statement No. 63, Financial Reporting oj DeJerred Outflows oj Resources,
DeJerred Inflows oj Resources, and Net Position, the Statement of Net Position reports separate sections for
Deferred Outflows of Resources, and Deferred Inflows of Resources, when applicable.

Deferred Outflows of Resources represent outflows of resources (consumption of net position) that
apply to future periods and that, therefore, will not be recognized as an expense until that time.

Deferred Inflows of Resources represent inflows of resources (acquisition of net position) that apply to
future periods and that, therefore, are not recognized as a revenue until that time.
The government-wide and proprietary fund financial statements are reported using the "economic
resources" measurement focus and the accrual basis of accounting. Revenues are recorded when earned and
expenses are recorded when the liability is incurred, regardless of the timing of the related cash flows.
Property taxes are recognized as revenues in the year for which they are levied. Grants and similar items are
recognized as revenue as soon as all eligibility requirements imposed by the provider have been met.
Governmental fund financial statements are reported using the "current financial resources" measurement
focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting. Under this method, revenues are recognized when
measurable and available. Revenues are considered to be available when they are collectible within the
current period or soon enough thereafter to pay liabilities of the current period. For this purpose, the
government considers tax revenues to be available if they are collected within 60 days of the end of the
current fiscal year and other revenues when collected within one year of the end of the current fiscal year.
Expenditures generally are recorded when a liability is incurred. However, debt service expenditures, as well
as expenditures related to compensated absences and claims and judgments are recorded only when payment
is due.
The primary revenue sources susceptible to accrual are property taxes, sales taxes, state gas tax subventions,
franchise fees, transient occupancy tax, charges for services, and interests associated with the current fiscal
period and so have been recognized as revenues of the current fiscal period. All other revenue items are
considered to be measurable and available only when cash is received by the government.
The City reports the following major governmental funds:
The General Fund is the general operating fund of the City. All general tax revenues and other receipts that
are not allocated by law or contractual agreement to some other funds are accounted for in this fund. General
operating expenses and capital improvement costs which are not paid through other funds, are paid from this
fund.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Notes to Basic Financial Statements, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

1. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES, CONTINUED

(c) Measurement Focus, Basis ofAccounting, and Financial Statement Presentation, Continued
The Special Revenue Grants Fund was established to account for the grants requiring segregated fund
accounting. Financing is provided by federal, state and county agencies.
The Special Revenue Retirement/Pension Liability Fund was established to account for revenue received
from voter-approved property tax levied to provide for employee retirement costs, as established pursuant to
Monterey Park Municipal Code Section 2.40.060 and to account for the financial resources provided by the
City in anticipation of estimated increases in retirement costs.
The Special Revenue Housing Fund is used to account for housing activities for the City and revenue
received from housing loan repayments and rental income.
The City reports the following major proprietary funds:
The Water Utility Enterprise Fund is used to account for operations that are financed and operated in a
manner similar to private business enterprises and where the intent of the City is that the costs (expenses,
including depreciation) of providing goods services to the general public on a continuing basis be financed or
recovered primarily through user charges. The City accounts for its water utility in this fund.
The Refuse Enterprise Fund is used to account for receipts and expenditures relating to waste management
activities including refuse collection, disposal and reduction.
Additionally, the City reports the following fund types:
Nonmajor Governmental Funds:

The Special Revenue Funds are used to account for proceeds of specific revenue sources that are legally
restricted or otherwise designated for specific purposes.
Nonmajor Enterprise Funds:

The Sewer Enterprise Fund is used to account for receipts and expenses for construction and improvement
to deficierit sanitary mains identified in the Sewer Master Plan.
Proprietary Fund (Internal Service Funds) :

The Internal Service Funds are utilized to finance and account for activities involved in rendering services
to departments within the City. Costs of services are accumulated in these funds and charged to user
departments as such costs are incurred. The City maintains six internal service funds for general liability
claims, workers compensation claims, auto shop operations, separation benefits, other postemployment
benefits, and technology development.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Notes to Basic Financial Statements, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

1.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES, CONTINUED
(c) Measurement Focus, Basis ofAccounting, and Financial Statement Presentation, Continued
Fiduciary Funds:
The Private Purpose Trust Fund is used to account for activities of the Successor Agency to the Former
Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency (the "Successor Agency").
The Agency Funds are used to account for money and property held by the City as trustee or custodian,
including special deposits and construction agency funds.
The fiduciary funds are reported using the accrual basis of accounting.
As a general rule the effect of interfund activity has been eliminated from the government-wide financial
statements. Exceptions to this general rule are payments-in-lieu of taxes and other charges paid by the
government's water function to various other functions of the government. Elimination of these charges
would distort the direct costs and program revenues reported for the various functions concerned.
Amounts reported as program revenues include I) charges to members, customers or applicants for goods,
services, or privileges provided, 2) operating grants and contributions, and 3) capital grants and contributions,
including special assessments. Internally dedicated resources are reported as general revenues rather than as
program revenues. Likewise, general revenues include all taxes.
Proprietary funds distinguish operating revenues and expenses from non-operating items. Operating revenues
and expenses generally result from providing services and producing and delivering goods in connection
with a proprietary fund's principal ongoing operations. The principal operating revenues of the Water
Enterprise Fund, Refuse Enterprise Fund, Sewer Enterprise Fund, and of the government's internal service
funds are charges to customers for sales and services. Operating expenses for enterprise funds and internal
service funds include the cost of sales and services, administrative expenses, and depreciation on capital
assets. All revenues and expenses not meeting this definition are reported as non-operating revenues and
expenses.
When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is the City's policy to use restricted
resources first, and then use unrestricted resources as needed.

(d) Property Taxes
Under California law, property taxes are assessed and collected by the counties at 1% of assessed value plus
other increases approved by the voters. Property taxes collected go into a pool and are then allocated to the
cities based on a predetermined formula. The City accrues only those taxes which are received from the
County of Los Angeles within 60 days after year-end.
January 1
June 30
November 1, February 1
December 11, April 11

Lien date:
Levy date:
Due dates:
Delinquent dates:
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Notes to Basic Financial Statements, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

1.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES, CONTINUED
(e) Cash and Cash Equivalents
For purposes of the statements of cash flows, the City considers cash and all highly liquid investments with
original maturities of three months or less from date purchased as cash and cash equivalents. In addition,
funds invested in the City's cash management pool are considered cash equivalents.

(f) Investments
Investments are stated at fair value (the value at which financial instruments could be exchanged between
willing parties other than in a forced liquidation sale).
(g) Inventories

Inventories held by the Internal Service Fund are recorded at cost on a first-in, first-out basis. The
inventories consist primarily of repair parts, fuel and oil. The City uses the consumption method for
inventory control.

(h) Capital Assets
Capital assets, which include property, plant, equipment, and infrastructure assets (roads, sidewalks, drainage
systems, lighting systems, etc.), are reported in the applicable governmental or business-type activities
columns in the government-wide financial statements. These assets are valued at historical cost or estimated
historical cost if purchased or constructed. Donated capital assets are valued at their estimated fair market
value on the date received.
The costs of normal maintenance and repairs that do not add to the value of the asset or materially extend the
life of assets are not capitalized. Major outlays for capital assets and improvements are capitalized as
projects are constructed. The capitalization threshold for property, plant and equipment is $5,000 and for
infrastructure assets is $200,000. Depreciation is recorded in the government-wide financial statements on a
straight-line basis over the useful life ofthe assets as follows:
Depreciation is charged to operations, using a straight-line method based on the following average useful
lives ofthe assets:
Equipment
Buildings
Improvements
Water meters
Water mains
Water hydrants
Wells
Other water equipment

5 to 20 years
40 to 50 years
10 to 50 years
20 years
40 to 75 years
40 years
40 years
5 to 40 years

Infrastructure:
Roadway
Bridge
Sewer system
Streetlight
Traffic signal

25 years
40 years
50 years
20 years
20 years
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Notes to Basic Financial Statements, Continued
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1.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES, CONTINUED
(i) Compensated Absences
The cost of earned but unused vacation and sick leave, for which the City has a future obligation to pay, is
recognized in the government-wide financial statements. A liability for these amounts is reported in
governmental funds only if they become due and payable as a result of employee resignations or retirements.

0) Claims and Judgments
The accrual for workers' compensation and general liability claims is based upon past experience which has
been modified for current trends and information. While the ultimate amount oflosses incurred through June
30, 2014 is dependent on future developments, based on information from the plan administrators, City
management believes that the aggregate accrual is adequate to cover such losses, including amounts for
incurred but not reported claims (Note 13).

(k) Other Post Employment Benefits
In addition to the pension benefits, the City provides postretirement medical insurance benefits (Note 12), in
accordance with contractual provisions of the various Memoranda of Understanding with the City's
recognized employee organizations, to all vested employees who retire from the City. Currently, 222 retirees
meet those eligibility requirements. The City contributes between $340 and $975 per month toward medical
insurance coverage for retired employees. For those retirees who are eligible for Medicare, the City
contributes toward Medicare supplemental insurance coverage. Upon retirement, vested full-time employees
may, at their own cost, convert group life insurance coverage to individual life insurance coverage.
Expenditures for postretirement medical insurance benefits are recognized as annual premiums and are paid
on a pay-as-you-go basis. During the year, expenditures of $1,298,949 were recognized for postretirement
medical insurance. Increases over the prior year expenditure of $7,121 were attributable to increased
monthly contributions for retirees. In addition, the City established an irrevocable trust and made a
contribution of$I,500,000 during fiscal year 2013-2014 for a prefunding solution.
Post employment benefits for employees that separate for reasons other than retirement are limited to those
required under the provisions of COBRA and require no contribution by the City.

(/) Fund Equity and Net Position
In the governmental fund financial statements, fund balances are classified as follows:

Nonspendable Fund Balance - This amount indicates the portion of funds balances which cannot be
spent because they are either not in spendable form, such as prepaid items, inventories or loans
receivable, or legally or contractually required to be maintained intact, such as the principal portion
of an endowment.
Restricted Fund Balance - This amount indicates the portion of fund balances which has been
restricted a) externally imposed by creditors (such as through debt covenants), grantors, contributors,
or laws or regulations of other governments; or b) imposed by law through constitutional provisions
or enabling legislation.
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1. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES, CONTINUED
(/) Fund Equity and Net Position, Continued

Committed Fund Balance - This amount indicates the portion of fund balances which can only be
used for specific purposes pursuant to formal resolution or ordinance of the City Council. The City
Council is considered the highest authority for the City. Adoption of a resolution by the City Council
is required to commit resources or to rescind the commitment.
Assigned Fund Balance - This amount indicates the portion of fund balances which is constrained by
the City ' s intent to be used for specific purpose, but is neither restricted nor committed. The City
Manager is authorized by the City Council by resolution to determine and define the amount of
assigned fund balances.
Unassigned Fund Balance - This amount indicates the portion of fund balance that do not fall into
one of the above categories. The general fund is the only fund that reports a positive unassigned fund
balance amount. In other governmental funds, it is not appropriate to report a positive unassigned
fund balance amount. However, in governmental fund other than general fund, if expenditures
incurred for specific purposes exceed the amounts that are restricted, committed, or assigned to these
purposes, it may be necessary to report a negative unassigned fund balance in that fund.
When expenditures are incurred for purposes in which both restricted and unrestricted fund balances are
available, the City's policy is to apply restricted fund balances first, and then unrestricted fund balances
as they are needed.
When expenditures are incurred for purposes where only unrestricted fund balances are available, the
City uses the unrestricted resources in the following order: committed, assigned, and unassigned.
Net position represents the difference between all other elements in the statement of net position and
should be displayed in the following three components:
Net Investment in Capital Assets - This component of net position consists of capital assets, net of
accumulated depreciation, reduced by the outstanding balances of debt that are attributable to the
acquisition, construction, or improvement of those assets.
Restricted - This component of net position consists of restricted assets reduced by liabilities and
deferred inflows of resources related to those assets.
Unrestricted - This component of net position is the amount of the assets, deferred outflows of
resources, liabilities, and deferred inflows of resources that are not included in the determination of
net investment in capital assets or the restricted component of net position.
When expenses are incurred for purposes in which both restricted and unrestricted components of net
position are available, the City's policy is to apply the restricted component of net position assets first.
(m) Use of Estimates
The preparation of the basic financial statements in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted
in the United States of America ("U.S. GAAP") requires management to make estimates and assumptions
that affect certain reported amounts and disclosures. Accordingly, actual results could differ from these
estimates.
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1. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES, CONTINUED
(n) Accounting Changes
GASB has issued Statement No. 65, Items Previously Reported as Assets and Liabilities. The requirements
of this statement improve financial reporting by clarifying the appropriate use of the financial statement
elements deferred outflows of resources and deferred inflows of resources to ensure consistency in financial
reporting. This statement became effective for periods beginning after December 15,2012. See Note 16 for
prior period adjustment as a result of implementation.
GASB has issued Statement No. 66, Technical Corrections - 2012 - an amendment ofGASB Statements
No. 10 and No. 62. The requirements of this statement resolve conflicting accounting and financial
reporting guidance that could diminish the consistency of financial reporting and thereby enhance the
usefulness of the financial reports. This statement became effective for periods beginning after
December IS, 2012 and did not have a significant impact on the City's financial statements for year
ended June 30, 2014.
GASB has issued Statement No. 70, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Nonexchange Financial
Guarantees. The requirements of this statement enhance comparability of financial statements among
governments by requiring consistent reporting by those governments that extend nonexchange financial
guarantees and by those governments that receive non exchange financial guarantees. This statement
also enhances the information disclosed about a government's obligations and risk exposure from
extending non exchange financial guarantees. This statement also augments the ability of financial
statement users to assess the probability that governments will repay obligation holders by requiring
disclosures about obligations that are issued with this type of financial guarantee. This statement
became effective for period beginning after June 15,2013 and did not have a significant impact on the
City's financial statements for the year ended June 30, 2014.

2. CASH AND INVESTMENTS
Cash and investments at June 30, 2014 are classified in the accompanying financial statements as follows:

Cash and investments
Cash and investments held by fiscal agent
Total cash and investments

Governmental
Activities

Government-Wide
Business-Type
Activities

Total

$ 51,437,346

$ 27,867,224

$ 79,304,570

$ 27,867,224

Total

8,860,915
5,959,698

$ 88,165,485

10
$ 79,304,580

$ 14,820,613

$ 94,125,193

10
$ 51,437,356

Fiduciary
Funds
$

5,959,708

Cash and investments at June 30, 2014 consist of the following:
Cash on hand
Demand deposits with financial institutions
Cash held in escrow
Total cash and cash equivalents
Certificates of deposits with fmancial institutions
Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)
Los Angeles County Treasury Pool
Money market mutual fund

$

4,450
18,230,299
4,028,540
22,263 ,289
4,620,000
2,256,996
63,053,740
1,931,168
71,861,904

Total investments
Total cash and investments
54
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2.

CASH AND INVESTMENTS, CONTINUED
The City follows the practice of pooling cash and investments of all funds except for funds required to be held by
outside fiscal agents under the provisions of bond indentures.
Interest income earned on pooled cash and investments is allocated quarterly to the General Fund, certain
designated Special Revenue Funds and Capital Projects funds based on the month-end cash and investment
balances. Proceeds obtained from long-term debt issuances including construction, lease payment and reserve
fund balances are held by the City or by fiscal agents on behalf of the City and invested in the City's name.
Interest income on proceeds of debt is credited directly to the related fund, as defined by the Bond Indenture.
Tax allocation bonds reserve balances held by fiscal agents were transferred to the Successor Agency to the
Former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency and were reported in the Fiduciary Fund.

Deposits
At June 30, 2014, the carrying amount of the City's demand deposits was $18,230,299 and the bank balance was
$19,633,127. The $1,402,828 difference represents outstanding checks, deposits in transit, and other reconciling
items.

Investments Authorized by the City's Investment Policy
Under provisions of the City's investment policy and in accordance with Section 53601 of the California
Government Code, the City may invest in the types of investments listed in the table below. The table also
identifies certain provisions intended to limit the City's exposure to interest rate risk, credit risk, and
concentration of credit risk.

Authorized Investment Type

Maximum

Investment

Maximum

Percentage of

in One

Maturity

Portfolio (\)

Issuer

U.S Treasury Notes, Bonds, other Certificates of
Indebtedness backed by U.S. Government, or Zero Coupons
U.S. Treasury Bills
Discount notes or notes issued by Agencies of the
U.S. Government
Banker's acceptances (2)

5 years
5 years

10%
None

None
None

5 years
180 days

50%
20%

None
30%

Commercial paper (2)

180 days

15%

10'10

Negotiable Certificates of Deposits (3)
Non-negotiable Certificates of Deposits
and bank collateralized savings (3)
Repurchase agreements (2)
Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)
Los Angeles County Pooled Investment Fund
Local Agency Bonds
State obligations - California and others
Medium-term Corporate BondslNotes
Mutual Funds and Money Market Mutual Funds

3 years

20%

30%

5 years
30 days
None
None
5 years
5 years
3 years
3 years

40%
10%
Limit set by LAIF
None
10%
10%
15%
15%

$250,000
None
None
None
None
None
None
10'10

(I) Excluding amounts held by bond trustees that are not subject to California Government Code restrictions.
(2) Actual investments are required to obtain the City Council's consent.
(3) Issuer insured by FDIC

55

Quality

"Prime" paper, eligible for purchase by
the Federal Reselve System
"AA" or higher rating, issuer a U.S.
domiciled corporation with assets
greater than $500 million
None
Average or better or above "0" by a
recognized rating service
None
None
"AA" (S&P) or equivalent
"AA" or higher rating
Highest ranking by not less than 2 largest
rati ng services or with SEC registered
investment advisor, who has assets under
management greater than $500 million,
and with 5 years of experience
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CASH AND INVESTMENTS, CONTINUED

Investments Authorized by Debt Agreements
In addition to the investment types listed above, the City may also invest appropriate funds in money market
mutual funds and LAIF in accordance with bond indentures.

Credit Risk
Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the holder of the
investment. This is measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating
organization. LAIF does not have a rating provided by a nationally recognized statistical rating organization.

Concentration of Credit Risk
The investment policy of the City, as summarized above, contains certain limitations on the amount that can be
invested in anyone issuer beyond that stipulated by the California Government Code. There are no investments
in anyone issuer that represent more than 5% of total City investments other than those in the Los Angeles
County Treasury Pool (90%).

Custodial Risk
Custodial credit risk for deposits is the risk that, in the event of the failure of a depository financial institution, a
government will not be able to recover its deposits or will not be able to recover collateral securities that are in
the possession of an outside party. The custodial credit risk for investments is the risk that, in the event of the
failure of the counterparty (e.g. broker-dealer) to a transaction, a government will not be able to recover the value
of its investment or collateral securities that are in the possession of another party. The City's investment policy
contains the following policy requirements that would limit the exposure to custodial credit risk for deposits: The
City's investment policy limits investments in Certificates of Deposits to those insured up to $250,000 by the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.
The California Government Code requires California banks and savings and loan associations to secure a City's
deposits by pledging government securities as collateral. The market value of pledged securities must equal at
least 110% of the face value of the deposits. California law also allows financial institutions to secure City
deposits by pledging first trust deed mortgage notes having a value of 150% of the City's total deposits. The City
may waive collateral requirements for deposits which are fully insured by federal depository insurance.
However, the City has not waived the collateralization requirements.

Disclosures Relating to Interest Rate Risk
Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value of an
investment. Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment, the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to
changes in market interest rates. As of year-end, the average life-month end maturity of the investments
contained in the LAIF investment pool is approximately 232 days and in the Los Angeles County Treasury Pool
is approximately 741 days.
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CASH AND INVESTMENTS, CONTINUED

Disclosures Relating to Interest Rate Risk, Continued
Information about the sensitivity of the fair values of the City's investments to market interest rate fluctuations is
provided by the following table that shows the remaining maturity of each investment:

Investments
Treasury Investments:
Certificates of De posit
LAIF
Los Angeles County Treasury Pool

Credit
Rating
N/A
N/A
N/A

Fair Value
June 30,2014

*
*
*

$

Total Treasury Investments
Investments Held by Fiscal Agents:
Money Market Mutual Fund

N/A

*

Total Investments Held by Fiscal Agents
Total Investments

4,620,000
2,256,996
63,053,740

Maturity
1 to 2
Years

12 Months or
Less
$

3,040,000
2,256,996
63,053,740

69,930,736

68,350,736

1,931,168

1,931 ,168

1,931 ,168

1,931,168

$ 71 ,861 ,904

$ 70,281,904

$

860,000

2 to 3
Years
$

860,000

$

860,000

720,000

720,000

$

720,000

* There is no rating for the Investments in LAIF, Los Angeles County Treasury Pool, Certificates of
Deposit, or for the Money Market Mutual Fund.
Investment in State Investment Pool
The City is a voluntary participant in LAIF which is regulated by California Government Code Section
16429 under the oversight of the Treasurer of the State of California. The fair value of the City'S
investment in this pool is reported in the accompanying financial statements at amounts based upon the
City ' s pro-rata share of the fair value provided by LAIF for the entire LAIF portfolio (in relation to the
amortized cost of that portfolio). The balance available for withdrawal is based on the accounting records
maintained by LAIF, which are recorded on an amortized cost basis.
The City's investments with LAIF at June 30, 2014, included a portion of the pool funds invested in
Structured Notes and Asset-Backed Securities:
Structured Notes: debt securities (other than asset-backed securities) whose cash flow characteristics
(coupon rate, redemption amount, or stated maturity) depend upon one or more indices and/or that
have embedded forwards or options.
Asset-Backed Securities: generally mortgage-backed securities that entitle their purchasers to receive
a share of the cash flows from a pool of assets such as principal and interest repayments from a pool
of mortgages (for example, Collateralized Mortgage Obligations) or credit card receivables.
As of June 30, 2014, the City had $2,256,996 invested in LAIF, which had invested 1.86% of the pool
investment funds in Structured Notes and Asset-Backed Securities. The LAIF fair value factor of
1.00029875 was used to calculate the fair value of the investments in LAIF.
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CASH AND INVESTMENTS, CONTINUED

Investment in Los Angeles County Investment Pool
The City is a voluntary participant in the Los Angeles County Investment Pool pursuant to Government Code
Section 53684. The cash flow needs of participants are monitored daily to ensure that sufficient liquidity is
maintained to meet the needs of those participants. At the time deposits are made, the Los Angeles County
Investment Pool's Treasurer may require the depositing entity to provide annual cash flow projections or an
anticipated withdrawal schedule for deposits in excess of $1 million. Projections are to be performed no less than
semi-annually. In accordance with Government Code Section 27136, all requests for withdrawal of funds for the
purpose of investing or depositing the funds elsewhere shall be evaluated to ensure the proposed withdrawal will
not adversely affect the principal deposits of the other participants.

3. RECEIVABLES
Receivables of the City as of June 30,2014 were:

Accounts Receivable:
Property taxes
Sales taxes
Uti lity taxes
Water, sewer and refuse sales
Subvention and grants
Other
Total Accounts Receivable
Interest Receivable
Loans Receivable:
Res idential Rehabilitation (CDBG) (See Note 10)
SERA Program (See Note 10)
Pacific Housing Loan (See Note 10)
Pacific Bridge Loan (See Note 10)
First-Time Homebuyers (Housing)
Critical Maintenance (Housing)
Critical Maintenance (Grants)
Abajo del Sol Loan (Grants)
LowlM od Housing DefelTed Loan

Governmental
Activities

Business-Type
Activities

$

$

294,7 16
634,100
246,328

Total
$

294,716
634,100
246,328
2,484,415
1,8 19,826
112,613

$

5,59 1,998

2,484,415
1,8 19,826
112,613
$

3, 107,583

$

$

149,439

$

$

149,439

$

48,015
165,535
223,516
376,905
148,856
108,294
87,527
2,083 ,203
1,186,222

$

$

48,015
165,535
223,5 16
376,905
148,856
108,294
87,527
2,083,203
1,186,222

Subtotal
Less A llowance for Uncollectible Loans

2,484,415

4,428,073
(3,614,102)

4,428,073
(3,614, 102)

Total Loans Receivable

$

8 13,971

$

Total Receivables

$

4,070,993

$

2,484,415

$

813,97 1

$

6,555,408

Following is the detail ofLoans Receivable:
A. Residential Rehabilitation: The City provided low interest financing for the rehabilitation of residential sites
within the City through the Community Development Block Grant program. The amount of outstanding
loan balances at June 30, 2014 is $48,015 and has been recorded as notes receivable in the Special Revenue
Grants Fund.
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3.

RECEIVABLES, CONTINUED
B. SERA Program: The City participated in the State Earthquake Rehabilitation Assistance ("SERA") program
to assist residents with the application and loan processes for residential repairs and rehabilitation following
the October 1987 Whittier-Narrows earthquake. The outstanding balance of loans placed through the
program is $165,535 at June 30, 2014 and has been recorded as notes receivable in the Special Revenue
Grants Fund.

C. Pacific Housing Loan: On July 21, 2004, the City entered into an agreement to provide a loan to Pacific
Housing Development Corporation for the purpose of construction and renovation of an affordable housing
facility for persons with developmental disabilities. The loan, funded in April 2005, consists of a permanent
residual receipts loan in the amount of $175,000 and a subordinated construction loan in the amount of
$225,000. The subordinated construction loan has been paid off by Pacific Housing in 2008-09. Other
remaining amounts bear interest at the rate of three percent per annum until paid. The loan was funded by
use of Federal HOME Program funds and is reported in the Special Revenue Grants Fund. At June 30, 2014,
outstanding principal and interest are $175,000 and $48,516, respectively.
D. Pacific Bridge Loan: In 1995, the former Redevelopment Agency entered into a thirty-year loan agreement
with Pacific Bridge Housing Corporation for the purpose of construction and renovation of a disabled adult
affordable housing facility. In the agreement the former Redevelopment Agency agreed to loan to Pacific
Bridge Housing up to the maximum sum of $240,478 bearing interest at the rate of three percent per annum
until paid. Principal and interest payments are due in annual installments commencing upon February 15 of
the first full calendar year following the date of the initial occupancy of the facility and continuing annually
thereafter on each successive February 15 through and including the date which is thirty (30) years after the
Repayment Commencement Date. The amount of such annual installments payable by Borrower is based on
the Annual Residential Receipt Installments as described in the agreement. During 1996-97, the loan was
funded by the use offederal HOME Program funds, and is reported in the Special Revenue Grants Fund. At
June 30, 2014, outstanding principal and interest are $240,478 and $136,427, respectively.
E. First Time Homebuyers: Beginning 1996-97, the City provided second mortgage loans through the Firsttime Homebuyer Program to assist qualified first-time homebuyers to purchase residences. All second loans
will be fixed at an interest rate of five percent (5%) and for a term ofthirty (30) years. If the buyer retains the
property for thirty (30) years, both principal and interest will be forgiven. The loans were transferred from
the former Redevelopment Agency's Housing Capital Projects Fund to the City' s Special Revenue Housing
Fund on February 1,2012 due to the dissolution of the former Redevelopment Agency. At June 30, 2014,
$148,856 is the amount of outstanding loan balances, and has been reported as notes receivable with an offset
of allowance for uncollectible notes in the Special Revenue Housing Fund in the fund level financial
statements and in the government-wide statements.
F. Critical Maintenance: Beginning in 1997-98, the City offered low interest rate loans through the Critical
Maintenance Loan Program to assist low and moderate income homeowners for essential or emergency
repairs. At June 30, 2014, the loans outstanding totaled $195,821. Of this amount, $87,527 is funded by the
former Redevelopment Agency's Housing Capital Projects Fund and $108,294 is funded by the Federal
HOME Program Grants Fund. The outstanding loan balance of $87,527 was transferred from the former
Redevelopment Agency's Housing Set Aside Fund to the City's Special Revenue Housing Fund and has
been reported as notes receivable with an offset of allowance for uncollectible notes in the fund level
financial statements and in the government-wide statements. The outstanding loan balance of $108,294 has
been reported as notes receivable with an offset of allowance for uncollectible notes in the Special Revenue
Grants Fund in the fund level financial statements and in the government-wide statements.

59

Page 155 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Notes to Basic Financial Statements, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

3.

RECEIVABLES, CONTINUED
G. Abajo del Sol: In 1998, the Housing Authority and the Abajo del Sol, Limited Partnership had entered into a
housing development agreement. Under the agreement, the Agency provided to the Developer a $1.2 million
loan bearing interest at the rate of 5.1 % percent per annum for the construction of 60 units of affordable
housing for senior citizens. On or before March 15 th of each year, the Borrower shall pay lender an amount
equal to the applicable percentage of the Net Cash Flow attributable to the prior calendar year. The loan is
funded by the Federal HOME Program Grants Fund. At June 30, 2014, outstanding principal and interest
being recorded as notes receivable are $1,187,345 and $895,859, respectively in the Special Revenue Grants
Fund with an offset of allowance for uncollectible notes in the fund level financial statement and in the
government-wide statements.
H. LowlMod Housing Deferred Loans: State law requires redevelopment agencies to set aside 20 percent of
their tax increment revenues for low/mod housing. In 1997, the former Redevelopment Agency approved a
plan to set aside future tax increment revenue in addition to the regular 20 percent set aside requirements.
The former Redevelopment Agency was dissolved on February 1, 2012. This commitment became a
liability to the Successor Agency due to the City' s Special Revenue Housing Fund. A summary of the
repayment plan is presented below:
For the year ending
June 30,

4.

Amount

2024-2029
2030-2034
2035-2039

$

500,000
450,000
236,222

Total

$

1,186,222

INTERFUND TRANSACTIONS
There were no internal receivables and payables at June 30, 2014 between the governmental activities and
business-type activities.
Individual interfund receivables and payables were as follows at June 30, 2014:
Due from Other Funds
Governmental Fund
General Fund

Due to Other Funds
Governmental Funds:
Special Revenue Grants Fund
Nonmajor Governmental Funds
Total

$

453,796
162,837

$

6\6,633

The interfund balances resulted from reimbursable expenditures occurring while the revenues with which to
reimburse those expenditures had not yet been received. All balances are expected to be reimbursed within the
subsequent year.
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4.

INTERFUND TRANSACTIONS, CONTINUED
Transfers In
Governmental Funds
General
Fund

Transfers Out
Governmental Funds:
General Fund
Special Revenue Grants Fund
Enterprise Fund:
Refuse Enterprise Fund
Internal Service Fund:
Internal Service Fund
Total

$

Sp ecial Revenue
Grants Fund
$

355

Retirement!
Pens ion Fund
$

750,000

Nonmajor
Governmental
Funds
$

Total
$

153,550

18,000

18,000

21 ,445

21 ,445
$

153,550

$

18,355

750,355
153,550

$

750,000

$

21 ,445

$

943,350

Transfers are used to move revenues from the fund that statute or budget requires to collect them to the fund that
statute or budget requires to expend them. Transfers from the General Fund to the Special Revenue Grants Fund
were for the General Fund portion of the safety grant overspent costs for $355. Transfers from the General Fund
to the Retirement/Pension Fund were for the General Fund portion of pension contributions for $750,000.
Transfers from the Special Revenue Grants Fund to the General Fund were for FEMA reimbursements due to
General Fund for $153,550. Transfers from the Refuse Enterprise Fund to the Special Revenue Grants Fund
were for the City's Refuse Fund contributions for the Safety-Lu Catch Basin grant project for $18,000. Transfers
from the Internal Service Fund to the Nonmajor Governmental Funds were for motor pool charges from the Shop
Fund to the Gas Tax Fund for $21,445.

5. ADVANCES TO FIDUCIARY FUND
In 2009, the State passed legislation in taking away redevelopment funds from local Agencies as part of an effort
to address its budget deficit. Furthermore, SB 68 was signed into law which allowed agencies to use accumulated
housing funds to pay for the State required Supplemental Educational Revenue Augmentation Funds (SERA F)
payments. On August 4, 2010, the former Redevelopment Agency passed two resolutions, RA 661 and 662,
authorizing the Takeaway Loan to be made from the former Redevelopment Agency Capital Projects Fund
(Housing Set Aside Fund) to the former Redevelopment Agency Debt Service Fund (Atlantic-Garvey and
Merged Project Areas), in an amount of$I ,459,258 and $1 ,142,640, respectively, without interest.
On May 4, 20 II, the former Redevelopment Agency passed two resolutions, RA 682 and 683, authorizing
additional Takeaway Loans to be made from the Redevelopment Agency Capital Projects Fund (Housing Set
Aside Fund) to the Redevelopment Agency Debt Service Fund (Atlantic-Garvey and Merged Project Areas), in
an amount of $300,436 and $235,249, respectively. The interest is accumulated at LAIF rate.
On February 1, 2012, $2,617,203 was transferred from the former Redevelopment Agency Debt Service Fund to
the Successor Agency due to the dissolution of the former Redevelopment Agency.
The Advances to the Fiduciary Fund balance at June 30, 2014 amounted to $1,989,686. This loan will be paid
back to the Special Revenue Housing Fund according to a specific formula through the Recognized Obligation
Payment Schedule distribution per the State of California Department of Finance (DOF).
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6. LAND HELD FOR RESALE
Land held for resale is generally acquired for redevelopment through the use of disposition and development
agreements. At June 30,2014, the total land held for resale in the amount of$5,646,937 is reported in the private
purpose trust fund. This included the $4,233,000 Hotel Site and the $1,413,937 Garvey Lot held under the
Successor Agency to the Former Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency.

7. CAPITAL ASSETS
At June 30, 2014, the capital assets balances for the City are as follows:

Capital Assets, Not Being Depreciated:
Land
Construction in progress

Governmental

Business-Type

Activities

Activities

$

Total Capital Assets, Not Being Depreciated
Capital Assets, Being Depreciated:
Buildings
Imp rovements
Equipment
Infrastructure
Total Capital Assets, Being Depreciated
Less Accumulated Depreciation:
Buildings
Improvements
Equipment
Infrastructure
Total Accumulated Depreciation
Total Capital Assets, Being Depreciated, Net
Total Capital Assets, Net

$

499,975
595,939

$

13,113,475
2,285,972

14,303,533

1,095,914

15,399,447

30,391,663
11,518,749
22,343,178
28,008,028

285,050
39,422,739
2,675,555
10,008,655

30,676,713
50,941,488
25,0 18,733
38,016,683

92,261,618

52,391,999

144,653,617

(11,294,860)
(3,650,781 )
(19,859,269)
(18,557,281)

(109,971 )
(17,834,225)
(2,500,981 )
(8,629,879)

(11,404,831)
(21,485,006)
(22,360,250)
(27,187,160)

(53,362,191)

(29,075,056)

(82,437,247)

23,316,943

38,899,427
$

62

12,613,500
1,690,033

Total

53,202,960

$

24,412,857

62,216,370
$

77,615,817
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CAPITAL ASSETS, CONTINUED
Governmental Activities
A summary of changes in capital asset activity for the year ended June 30, 2014 is as follows:
Balance
July 1,2013

Capital Assets, Not Being Depreciated:
Land
Construct ion in progress
Total Capital Assets, Not Being Depreciated
Capital Assets, Being Depreciated:
Building;
Imp rovements
Equipment
Infrastructure
Total Capital Assets, Being Depreciated
Less Accumulated Depreciation:
Building;
[mp rovements
Equipment
Infrastructure
Total Accumulated Depreciation
Total Capital Assets, Being Depreciated, Net
Total Capital Assets, Net

$ 12,613,500

Additions
$

Deletions
$

Balance
Reclassifications June 30,2014
$ 12,613 ,500

$

1,443,491

1,622,488

(1 ,375,946)

1,690,033

14,056,99 1

1,622,488

(1,375,946)

14,303,533

29,048,150
10,742,191
22,510,241
27,774,862

1,375,946

776,558
517,935
233,166

(684,998)

30,391,663
11 ,5 18,749
22,343,178
28,008,028

90,075,444

1,527,659

(717,431 )

1,3 75,946

92,261 ,618

(10,702,073)
(3,394,42 1)
(19,222,241 )
(17,959,713)

(617,127)
(256,360)
(1,322,026)
(597,568)

24,340

(51 ,278,448)

(2,793,081 )

(32,433)

63

684,998
709,338

(1 ,265,422)

38,796,996
$ 52,853,987

$

357,066

(11,294,860)
(3,650,78 1)
(19,859,269)
(18,557,281)
(53 ,362,191 )

(8,093)
$

(8,093)

1,3 75,946
$

38,899,427
$ 53,202,960
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7. eAPIT AL ASSETS, CONTINUED
Business-Type Activities
A summary of changes in capital asset activity for the year ended June 30, 2014 is as follows :
Balance
July 1,2013
Capital Assets, Not Being Depreciated:
Land
Construction in progress

Capital Assets, Being Depreciated:
Building;
Imp rovements
Equipment
Infrastructure
Total Capital Assets, Being Depreciated
Less Accumulated Depreciation:
Building;
Improvements
Equipment
Infrastructure
Total Accumulated Depreciation
Total Capital Assets, Being Depreciated, Net
Total Capital Assets, Net

Balance
June 30,2014

Deletions

15,580

499,975
595,939

1,080,334

15,580

1,095,914

285,050
39,163,622
2,646,888
10,008,655

259,117
59,570

(30,903)

285,050
39,422,739
2,675,555
10,008,655

52,104,215

318,687

(30,903)

499,975
580,359

$

Total Capital Assets, Not Being Depreciated

Additions
$

$

(104,381 )
(16,757,273)
(2,434,562)
(8,541 ,239)

(5,590)
(1,076,952)
(97,322)
(88,640)

(27,837,455)

(1 ,268,504)

30,903
30,903

(949,817)

24,266,760
$ 25,347,094

$

$

(934,237)

52,391,999
(109,971)
( 17,834,225)
(2,500,981 )
(8,629,879)
(29,075,056)
23,316,943
$ 24,412,857

$

Depreciation expense of$4,061,584 was charged to the following functions:
Governmental
Activities
General government
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Street and highways
Water
Refuse
Sewer
Total

$

255,293
1,249,081
8,634
569,525
710,548

Business-Type
Activities
$

Total
$

255,293
1,249,081
8,634
569,525
710,548
1,176,433
2,499
89,572

$

4,061 ,585

1,176,433
2,499
89,572
$

2,793,081
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8. CAPITALIZED LEASE OBLIGATIONS
The City has entered into lease agreements with Municipal Leasing Associates, San Gabriel Valley Municipal
Water District and California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank, to finance water system energy
retrofit programs, water volatile organic chemicals treatment and La Lorna and Highland Reservoirs project,
Police Computer Aided Dispatch and Records Management System (CAD/RMS), and has recorded the
transactions in the Governmental Funds and Water Fund. These leases are classified as capital leases for
accounting purposes and therefore have been recorded at the present value of the future minimum lease payments
at the date of inception of the leases.
The assets acquired through capital leases are as follows:
Business-Type
Activities

Governmental
Activities

Assets
Machinery and Equipment
Improvements
Construction in Progress

1,771,926

$

$

13,631,385
278,433
1,771,926
(1 ,771 ,926)

Less : Accumulated Depreciation
Total

13,909,818
(4,231 ,303)

$

$

9,678,515

Future minimum lease payments under these capital leases are as follows:

Fiscal Year
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020-2024
2025-2029
2030-2031

Governmental
Activities
165,867
165,867
165,867
165,867
165,867
331 ,742

$

$

1,161 ,077

Subtotal
Less amount representing interest
Present Value of Future
Minimum Lease Payment

Business-Type
Activities

987,956

$

(645,933)
$

4,392,081

831 ,976
831,414
830,837
830,245
659,635
1,447,407
548,664
218,913
6,199,091

5,038,014

(173,121)
$

666,109
665,547
664,970
664,378
493,768
1,115,665
548,664
218,913

Total

(819,054)
$

5,380,037
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9.

LONG-TERM DEBT

Changes in long-tenn debt for the City for the year ended June 30, 2014 are as follows :

Governmental Activities

Balance
July 1,2013

Bonds Payable:
2004 Taxable Pension Obligation
Bonds

$ 15,365,000

Total bonds payable
Loans and Notes Payable
HUD Section 108 Loans Payable
Library Sp ecial T ax Revenue Notes
Series 2005
Total loans and notes payable

Additions

Deletions

Balance
June 30, 2014

Amount
Due Within
One Year

$

(475,000)

$ 14,890,000

15,365,000

(475,000)

14,890,000

465,000

14,425,000

4,189,000

(316,000)

3,873,000

335,000

3,538,000

1,729,625

(320,318)

1,409,307

332,639

1,076,668

5,918,625

(636,318)

5,282,307

667,639

4,614,668

$

$

465,000

Amount
Due In More
Than One Year

$

14,425,000

Compensated Absences Payable

4,629,053

724,432

(697,372)

4,656,113

465,611

4,190,502

Claims and Judgments
Payable (Note 13)

6,570, 107

3,611 ,158

(1 ,856,934)

8,324,331

3,329,731

4,994,600

Cap ital Lease Obligations (Note 8)

1,105,804

( 117,848)

987,956

123,163

864,793

Net Other Postemployment Benefits
Obligation (Note 12)

11,401,962

2,392,276

(2,570,187)

11 ,224,05 1

Total Governmental Activities

$44,990,551

$ 6,727,866

$ (6,353,659)

$ 45,364,758

$ 5,051,145

$ 40,313,613

Deletions

Balance
June 30, 2014

Amount
Due With in
One Year

Amount
Due In More
Than One Year

$

$

$

Business-Type Activities

Balance
July 1,2013

Compensated Absences Payable

$

Capital Lease Obligations (Note 8)
Net Other Postemp loyment Benefits
Obligation (Note 12)

625,587

Additions
$

95,604

$

4,965,605
198,673

868,038

Total Business-Type Activities $ 6,459,230

$

294,277

$

(95,096)

626,095

(573,524)

4,392,081

(228,762)

837,949

(897,382)

$ 5,856,125

11 ,224,051

62,558
579,734

563,537
3,812,347
837,949

$

642,292

$

5,213,833

Internal service funds predominately serve the governmental funds. Accordingly, long-tenn liabilities are
included as part of the above totals for governmental activities. At June 30, 20 14, $86,158 in compensated
absences and $8,324,331 in claims and judgments of internal service funds are included as part of the totals longtenn debt for governmental activities.
Typically, the General Fund has been used to liquidate the liability for claims and judgments, compensated
absences, net pension obligation and net other postemployment benefits obligation for the governmental
activities.
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9.

LONG-TERM DEBT, CONTINUED

2004 Taxable Pension Obligation Bonds
On June 29, 2004, the City pursuant to an Agreement with the California Statewide
Communities Development Authority, issued $17,405,000 in Taxable Pension Obligation
Bonds, 2004 Series A-I. These Bonds were issued to refund the unfunded liabilities of the
City's Safety Plan to the California Public Employees' Retirement System (CALPERS). The
City is contractually obligated to appropriate and make payments to CALPERS arising as a
result of retirement benefits accruing to members of CALPERS. The City's obligation
includes, among others, the requirement to amortize the unfunded accrued actuarial liability
over a multi-year period. On June 29, 2004, the City contributed $17,012,841 of the bond
proceeds to CALPERS to fund a portion of the unfunded liability for the Safety Plan that
provides retirement benefits to the City's sworn Police Officers and Firefighters. This
transaction resulted in a net economic gain of$3,193,368.
Bond interest is payable semi-annually on June 1 and December 1 commencing December 1,
2004. The rate of interest varies from 4.510% to 6.076% per annum. Principal is payable in
annual installments ranging from $25,000 to $1,350,000 commencing on June 1, 2009 and
ending on June 1, 2034. On or before August 1st of each year, the City is required to deposit
with the trustee the amount equal to the next year's debt service payment in lieu of a reserve
requirement.
Optional Redemption: The bonds maturing on or before June 1, 2016 will not be subject to
optional redemption. The bonds maturing on June 1,2024 and on June 1,2034 are subject to
optional redemption prior to maturity at the option of the Authority, in whole or in part on any
date at a redemption price equal to the greater of (1) 100% of principal to be redeemed or (2)
present value of the remaining debt service discounted at Treasury Rate plus 10.0 basis points
for the 2024 Term Bonds or plus 12.5 basis points for the 2034 Term Bonds. Bonds will be
selected for redemption on a pro rata basis for both the optional and mandatory sinking fund
redemption.

$14,890,000

Section 108 Loan Program
In August 2002, the City participated in the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program and received note proceeds of $6,500,000.
The City uses the proceeds for the development of the Market Place project. The annual debt
service payments are funded through the City's Community Development Block Grant funds.
Interest rates range from 1.75% to 6.12%. Interest payments are made semiannually on August
1 and February 1. Principal payments are made on August 1 of each year and continue until the
year 2023.

$3,873,000
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LONG-TERM DEBT, CONTINUED

Library Special Tax Revenue Note Series 2005
In June 2005, the City entered into a Library Facility Financing Agreement with Baruch and
Company and received proceeds of $3,900,000 to be used for the expansion of the Monterey
Park Bruggemeyer Library. The note was issued for capital purpose. The note was then
assigned to Sun Trust Leasing Corporation. The annual debt service payments are funded
through the City's Special Library Tax. The interest rate is a fixed 3.81 %. Principal and interest
payments of $191,597 are made semiannually on December 15 and June 15 beginning
December 15, 2005 and continuing until the year 2018.
The note is secured by City's Special Library Tax. Annual Principal and interest payments on
the note are expected to require less than 80% of net revenues. The amount of principal and
interest outstanding at June 30, 2014 totaled $1,532,777. Principal and interest paid for the
current year is $383,194 and the net library tax revenue was $504,246.

$1,409,307

Total Pension Obligation Bonds, Section 108 Loan Program, and Library Special Tax Revenue
Note

$20.172.307

The summary of future debt service requirements on the tax allocation bonds, pension
obligation bonds, Section 108 Loan, and Library Special Tax Revenue Note is as follows:
Pension Obligation Bonds
Principal
Interest

2015

$

465,000

$

893 ,627

HUD Section 108 Loan
Principal
Interest
$

335,000

$

217,687

library Special Tax
Principal
Interest
$

332,639

$

Total

50,556

$ 2,294,509

2016

455,000

868,015

356,000

198,695

345,433

37,762

2,260,905

2017

450,000

842,589

378,000

178,082

358,719

24,475

2,231 ,865

2018

445,000

816,057

401,000

155,796

372,516

10,677

2,201,046

2019

440,000

789,820

426,000

131 ,767

1,787,587

1,977,000

249,025

7,9 16,590

2020-2024

2,125,000

3,565,565

2025-2029

4,490,000

2,679,212

7,169,212

2030-2034

6,020,000

1,140,769

7,160,769

$ 14,890,000

$ 11 ,595,654

$ 3,873,000

$ 1,131 ,052
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$

123,470
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9.

LONG-TERM DEBT, CONTINUED
Changes in long-term debt for the Successor Agency for the year ended June 30, 2014 are as follows:

Successor Agency

Balance
July 1,2013

Bonds Payable:
1998 Tax Allocation Revenue Bonds Merged Redevelopment Project
$ 7,895,000
2002 Tax Allocation Bonds Atlantic - Garvey Project
Redevelopment Project
16,705,000
2013A Tax Refunding Bonds Atlantic - Garvey Project
Redevelopment Project
2013B Tax Refunding BondsMerged Redevelopment Project
Subtotal

Total bonds payable

Total loans and notes payable
Total Successor Agency

Deletions

$ (7,895,000)

$

Amount
Due Within
One Year

$

$

Amount
Due In More
Than One Year

$

(16,705,000)

13,825,000

13,825,000

1,010,000

12,815,000

7,080,000

7,080,000

440,000

6,640,000

20,905,000

1,450,000

19,455,000

1,450,000

20,643,112

24,600,000

20,905,000
1,234,822

(46,710)

1,188,112

24,600,000

22,139,822

(24,646,710)

22,093,112

7,370,650

1,234,388

8,605,038

8,605,038

31,565,542
1,186,222

6,014,029

37,579,571
1,186,222

37,579,571
1,186,222

40,122,414

7,248,417

47,370,831

47,370,831

$64,722,414

$ 29,388,239

Add deferred amounts:
Bond premium

Loans and Notes Payable
Ta'{ Increment Deferred Loan Atlantic/Garvey Project
Ta'{ Increment Deferred LoanMerged Project
LowlMod Housing Deferred Loans

Additions

Balance
June 30, 2014

(24,600,000)

$ (24,646,710)

$ 69,463,943

1,188,112

$ 1,450,000

$

68,013,943

Tax Allocation Bonds
1998 Tax Allocation Revenue Bonds (Merged Proiect2

On October 14, 1998, the Monterey Park Public Financing Authority issued the
1998 Tax Allocation Revenue Bonds in the principal amount of $11,610,000. The
proceeds were loaned to the Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency to advance
refund the 1977 Freeway Bonds and to finance additional redevelopment activities
within its Merged Project Area. The bonds are secured by a pledge of the tax
revenues from the Merged Project Area and were issued in denominations of
$5,000, with interest rates ranging from 3.8% to 5.3%. Interest payments are
payable semiannually on March 1 and September 1. Principal payments are due on
March 1 of each year and continue until the year 2028.
The bonds were paid off in a current refunding in December 2013 with the issuance of
the Tax Allocation Refunding Bond, Series 2013B. This transaction resulted in a net
economic gain of $517,613.
$
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9.

LONG-TERM DEBT, CONTINUED

2002 Tax Allocation Revenue Bonds CAtlantic/Garvey Project)
On August 22, 2002, the former Redevelopment Agency issued $24,270,000 Tax
Allocation Bonds Issue of 2002, for the Atlantic-Garvey Redevelopment Project
No.1. These Bonds were issued to redeem outstanding 1992 Refunding Bonds on
September 1, 2002 and to finance improvements within Atlantic-Garvey
Redevelopment Project No.1 Project area. The bonds are secured by a pledge of
the tax revenues from the Project area and were issued in denominations of $5,000,
with interest rates ranging from 2.5% to 5.0%. Interest payments are payable
semiannually on September 1 and March 1. Principal payments are made on
September 1 of each year and continue until the year 2028.
The bonds were paid off in a current refunding in December 2013 with the issuance of
the Tax Allocation Refunding Bond, Series 2013A. This transaction resulted in a net
economic gain of$81 1,747.

$

o

$

13,825,000

Tax Allocation Refunding Bond, Series 20l3A CAtlantic-Garvey Redevelopment
Project No. J)
On December 1, 2013, the County of Los Angeles Redevelopment Refunding
Authority assisted the Successor Agency to issue the $13,835,000 Tax Allocation
Refunding Bond, Series 2013A, for the Atlantic-Garvey Redevelopment Project
No. 1. These Bonds were issued to redeem the outstanding 2002 Tax Allocation
Revenue Bonds. The bonds are secured by a pledge of the tax revenues from the
Project area and were issued in denominations of $1, with interest rates ranging
from 3.0% to 5.0%. Interest payments are payable semiannually on September 1
and March 1. Principal payments are made on September 1 of each year and
continue until the year 2026.
Optional Redemption: The Bonds maturing on or before September I, 2024, are not
subject to optional redemption prior to maturity. The Bonds maturing on and after
September I, 2024, are subject to optional redemption on any date on and after
September 1, 2023, in integral multiples of $5,000, from any available source of
funds, at the times, at a redemption price equal to the principal amount of the Bonds
to be redeemed, together with accrued interest thereon to the date fixed for
redemption, without premium.
The bonds are secured by a first and prior lien on tax increment revenues, excluding any
portion of revenues that are required to be deposited to Rebate Fund. Annual Principal
and interest payments on the bonds are expected to require less than 90% of net
revenues. The amount of principal and interest outstanding at June 30, 2014 totaled
$18,005,967. Interest paid for the current year is $117,898 and the net tax increment
revenue is collected and withheld by the County of Los Angeles due to the dissolution
of the former Redevelopment Agency.
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LONG-TERM DEBT, CONTINUED
Tax Allocation Refunding Bond, Series 2013B (Merged Redevelopment Project
Area)
On December 1, 2013, the County of Los Angeles Redevelopment Refunding
Authority assisted the Successor Agency issued $7,080,000 Tax Allocation
Refunding Bond, Series 2013B, for the Merged Redevelopment Project No. 1.
These Bonds were issued to redeem the outstanding 1998 Tax Allocation Revenue
Bonds. The bonds are secured by a pledge of the tax revenues from the Project area
and were issued in denominations of $1, with interest rates ranging from 3.0% to
5.0%. Interest payments are payable semiannually on September 1 and March 1.
Principal payments are made on September 1 of each year and continue until the
year 2028.
Optional Redemption: The Bonds maturing on or before September 1, 2024, are not
subject to optional redemption prior to maturity. The Bonds maturing on and after
September 1, 2024, are subject to optional redemption on any date on and after
September 1, 2023, in integral multiples of $5,000, from any available source of
funds, at the times, at a redemption price equal to the principal amount of the Bonds
to be redeemed, together with accrued interest thereon to the date fixed for
redemption, without premium.

$

7,080,000

$

20.905.000

The bonds are secured by a first and prior lien on tax increment revenues, excluding any
portion of revenues that are required to be deposited to Rebate Fund. Annual Principal
and interest payments on the bonds are expected to require less than 90% of net
revenues. The amount of principal and interest outstanding at June 30, 2014 totaled
$9,831,125. Interest paid for the current year is $61 ,199 and the net tax increment
revenue is collected and withheld by the County of Los Angeles due to the dissolution
of the former Redevelopment Agency.
Total Tax Allocation Bonds
The future debt service requirement on the tax allocation bonds is as follows :
2013A Atlantic/Garvey Tax
Allocation Bond Refunding
Principal
Interest

2013B Merged Tax
Allocation Bond Refunding
Principal
Interest

2015

$ 1,010,000

$

2016

845,000

330,060

2017

875,000

2018

915,000

2019
2020-2024
2025-2029

322,232

$ 2,390,413

345,000

308,731

1,828,791

547,506

360,000

292,831

2,075,337

502,881

380,000

274,331

2,072,212

965,000

455 ,631

400,000

254,831

2,075,462

5,530,000

1,487,906

2,300,000

947,405

10,265,311

$

618,181

440,000

Total

$

3,685,000

238,802

2,855,000

350,764

7,129,566

$ 13,825,000

$ 4,180,967

$ 7,080,000

$ 2,751,125

$ 27,837,092

71

Page 167 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Notes to Basic Financial Statements, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

9.

LONG-TERM DEBT, CONTINUED

Tax Increment Deferred Loan - (Atlantic/Garvey Project)
On August 20, 1987, the former Redevelopment Agency entered into an agreement
for reimbursement of tax increment funds with the County of Los Angeles (the
"County"). In the Agreement, the County agreed to loan its portion of the tax
increment revenues received from the amended area (88 Annex) to the Agency at a
7% compound interest rate, beginning fiscal year 1989-90. The percentage
distribution from the basic tax levy for the 88 Annex areas for the County and the
former Redevelopment Agency is 43.7% and 56.3% respectively. The former
Redevelopment Agency will commence repayment of this loan annually beginning
with the fiscal year in which the former Redevelopment Agency's share of tax
increment revenues (excluding Housing Fund contributions) from the 88 Annex
areas exceeds $800,000.

$

8.605.038

$

37.579.571

Tax Increment Deferred Loan - (Merged Project)
The former Redevelopment Agency and the County Taxing Entities (the County of
Los Angeles, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and the Los Angeles
County Office of Education) entered into four agreements for reimbursement of the
tax increment deferred amounts. In the Agreements, the County Taxing Entities
agreed to loan their portions of the tax increment revenues received from the
Southeast Project area, Freeway '99 Annex area, Central Commercial Project area,
and Merged Monterey Pass Road area to the former Redevelopment Agency at
specified interest rates ranging from 0% to 7%. The percentage distribution from
the basic tax levy and the repayment schedule of the deferred loans are also based
on a specified formula for each taxing entity.
Arbitrage
The Tax Reform Act of 1986 substantially revised the treatment to be afforded to arbitrage earnings on
invested bond proceeds and now requires the Successor Agency to remit excess arbitrage earnings to the
Internal Revenue Service. Certain of the Agency's debt and interest earned on the proceeds thereon fall
under the requirements of the act. The Successor Agency has made the necessary arbitrage rebate
calculations. As of June 30, 2014, the Successor Agency incurred no rebate liability for its bonds.
LowlMod Housing Deferred Loans
State law required former redevelopment agencies to set aside 20 percent of their tax increment revenues for
low/mod housing. In 1997, the former Redevelopment Agency approved a plan to set aside future tax increment
revenue in addition to the regular 20 percent set aside requirements. On February 1,2012, the commitment was
transferred to the Successor Agency due to the dissolution of the Agency and was approved by the DOF as a
payable to the City's Special Revenue Housing Fund.
A summary of the repayment plan is presented below:
For the year ending
June 30,
2024-2029
2030-2034
2035-2039

Amount
$

500,000
450,000
236,222

$ 1,186,222
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10. DUE TO OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES
In the Special Revenue Grants Fund, an amount equal to the total outstanding balance of the identified loans
receivable for the CDBG Residential Rehabilitation Program in the amount of $48,015, State Earthquake
Rehabilitation Assistance (SERA) Program in the amount of $165,535, the Pacific Housing Corporation loan in
the amount of$223,516, and the Pacific Bridge Loan in the amount of $376,905, described in Note 3 at June 30,
2014 has been recorded as Due to Other Governmental Agencies. As these notes are repaid, the repayment
proceeds must be returned to the applicable government agency.
Due to Other Governmental Agencies
CDBG Residential Rehabilitation Program
State Earthquake Rehabilitation Assistance (SERA) Program
The Pacific Housing Corporation Loan
The Pacific Bridge Loan
Total

Amount
$

48,015
165,535
223,516
376,905

$

813,971

11. PENSION PLANS

A. Defined Benefit Pension Plans
a.

California Public Employees' Retirement System Plan Description
The City contributes to the California Public Employees' Retirement System (PERS), an agent multipleemployer public employee defined benefit pension plan. PERS provides retirement and disability
benefits, annual cost-of-living adjustments, and death benefits to plan members and beneficiaries. PERS
acts as a common investment and administrative agent for participating public entities within the State of
California. Benefit provisions and all other requirements are established by state statute and city
ordinance. Copies of PERS ' annual financial report may be obtained from their Executive Office - 400
P Street - Sacramento, CA 95814.
Miscellaneous employees contribute 8% and Safety employees contribute 9%, with the exception of
new-hire, non-classic employees who will follow the PEPRA retirement formula. The City is required
to contribute at an actuarially determined rate; the current rate is 21.676% for non-safety employees, and
25.887% for safety employees, of annual covered payroll. The contribution requirements of plan
members and the City are established and may be amended by CaIPERS.
For fiscal year 2013-2014, the City' s and Employees' annual pension cost was $3,299,755 and
$1 ,813,699, respectively. The City actually contributed $5,113,454. The required contribution was
determined as part of the June 30, 2011 actuarial valuation using the entry age normal actuarial cost
method. The actuarial assumptions included (a) 7.50% investment rate of return (net of administrative
expenses), (b) projected annual salary increases from 3.30% to 14.20%, depending on Age, Service, and
type of employment, and (c) 3.00% per year cost-of-living adjustments. Both (a) and (b) included an
inflation component of2.75% and an annual production growth of 0.25%.
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11. PENSION PLANS, CONTINUED
A. Defined Benefit Pension Plans, Continued
a.

California Public Employees' Retirement System Plan Description, Continued
The actuarial value of PERS assets was determined using techniques that smooth the effects of shortterm volatility in the market value of investments over a IS-year period (smoothed market value). PERS
unfunded actuarial accrued liability is being amortized as a level percent of projected payroll on a closed
basis. The amortization period was 30 years for both miscellaneous plan and safety plan. The average
remaining amortization period at June 30, 2011 was 24 years for miscellaneous plan and 30 years for
safety plan.
The City's contribution to the Safety plan in the fiscal year ended June 30, 2004 included $17,013,000
from the proceeds of the Pension Obligation Refunding Bonds Series 2004. The City's contributions in
subsequent years were equal to the annual required contribution, which were more than the annual
pension cost as a result ofthe pension obligation transaction.
The City's changes in net pension asset of the Safety Plan, for the year ended June 30,2014, were as
follows (amounts in thousands):
Annual Required Contribution
Interest on Beginning Net Pension Assets
Adjustment to the Annual Required Contribution

3,415
( 1,511)
1,376

$

3,280
3,300

Annual Pension Cost
Contributions Made

(20)

Change in Pension Assets

(19,611)

Net Pension Assets, Beginning of Year

$

Net Pension Assets, End of Year

(19,631)

TREND INFORMATION FORPERS
Schedule of Employer Contributions for Last Three Years ($ Amount in Thousands)
Safety Plan
Annual
Pension
Cost (APC)

Fiscal
Year
6/30/2012
6/30/2013
6/30/2014

$

3,879
3,087
3,280

City
Contribution
$

4,083
3,374
3,300

Percentage of
APC
Contributed
105%
109%
101%

Net Pension
Assets
$

19,324
19,611
19,631

Miscellaneous Plan
Annual
Pension
Cost (APC)

Fiscal
Year
6/30/2012
6/30/2013
6/30/2014

$

1,411
1,490
1,814

City
Contribution
$

74

1,411
1,490
1,814

Pe rce ntage of
APC
Contributed
100%
100%
100%

Net Pension
Obligation
$
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11. PENSION PLANS, CONTINUED
A. Defined Benefit Pension Plans, Continued

a. California Public Employees' Retirement System Plan Description, Continued
Schedule of Funding Progress ($ Amount in Thousands)
Actuarial
Valuation
Date

Actuarial
Value of
Assets
(a)

Entry Age
Normal AAL
(b)

Unfunded
AAL
[(b )-(a)]

Annual
Covered
Payroll
(c)

Funded
Status
[(a)/(b)]

UAALas a
%of
Payroll
{[(b)-(a)]I( c)}

6/30/2013
Miscellaneous
Safety

$

71,523
122,235

$

102,010
159,898

$

(30,487)
(37,663)

70.1%
76.4%

$

10,397
11,078

293.2%
340.0%

Total

$

193,758

$

261,908

$

(68,150)

74.0%

$

21,475

317.3%

The Schedule of Funding Progress presented as Required Supplementary Information following the
Notes to the Basic Financial Statements, presents multiyear trend information about whether the actuarial
value of the plan assets is increasing or decreasing over time relative to the actuarial accrued liability for
benefits.

b.

Massachusetts Mutual Retirement Plan (MMRP) - Defined Benefit Plan
Certain miscellaneous employees are covered by a retirement plan through the Massachusetts Mutual
Life Insurance Company (MMRP), a single-employer pension plan. All miscellaneous employees who
were employed prior to April 1, 1976 participated in the MMRP.
Miscellaneous employees under the age of 55 joined PERS on April 1, 1976. However, these employees
still remain vested under the MMRP and are eligible to receive retirement benefits at the time of
retirement. Miscellaneous employees over the age of 55 (on or before April 1, 1976) could not
participate in PERS and remain wholly in the MMRP. The MMRP was amended in 1976 to provide
equivalent retirement benefits to all miscellaneous employees, whether totally vested in PERS, totally
vested in the MMRP or partially vested in both plans. Eligibility requirements for the MMRP are the
same as those for PERS. There are 68 individuals in the plan, all of whom are no longer employed by
the City or are currently participating in PERS. The City's payroll for employees covered by the MMRP
for the year ended June 30, 2014 was zero. The City does not issue a publicly available financial report
for the MMRP.
Funding Policy
MMRP is a contributory plan deriving funds from employee contributions as well as from employer
contributions and earnings from investments. Employer contributions were based upon the actuarial
methods and assumptions and there were no current year employee contributions required. The annual
required contribution for the current year was determined as part of the June 30, 2013 actuarial valuation
using the entry age normal actuarial cost method. The actuarial assumptions included (a) a rate ofretum
on the investment of present and future assets of 4.75% a year compounded annually; (b) 3% inflation;
and (c) 2% a year for postretirement benefit increases.
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11. PENSION PLANS, CONTINUED
A. Defined Benefit Pension Plans, Continued

h.

Massachusetts Mutual Retirement Plan (MMRP) - Defined Benefit Plan, Continued
The Annual Required Contribution (ARC) is the sum of the normal cost and amortization of the
unfunded actuarial liability over a period not to exceed 30 years. The unfunded actuarial accrued
liability is being amortized as a level dollar on a closed basis. The City uses a 7.S-year amortization to
calculate the required annual contributions.
Annual Required Contribution
Interest on Beginning Net Pension Assets
Adjustment to the Annual Required Contribution

900,000
36,000
(122,000)

$

814,000
(900,000)

Annual Pension Cost
Contributions Made

(86,000)

Change in Pension Liability

755,800

Net pension obligation, beginning of year
Net pension obligation, end of year

669,800

$

TREND INFORMATION FOR MMRP
Schedule of Employer Contributions for Last Three Years ($ Amount in Thousands)
Annual
Pension
Cost (APC)

Fiscal
Year

6/30/2012
6/30/2013
6/30/2014

797
755
814

$

City
Con tri bu ti on
$

843
841
900

Pe rce n tage of
APC
Contributed
106%
111%
111%

Net Pension
Obligation
$

842
756
670

Schedule of Funding Progress ($ Amount in Thousands)
Actuarial
Valuation
Date

6130/2013

Actuarial
Value of
Assets
(a)
$

2,033

Entry Age
Normal AAL
(b)
$

7,500

Unfunded
AAL
[(b)-(a)]
$

(5,467)

Annual
Covered
Payroll
(c)

Funded
Status
[(a)/(b)]
27.1%

$

UAALas a
%of
Payroll
{[(b )-(a)]/(c)}
NIA

The Schedule of Funding Progress presented as Required Supplementary Information following the
Notes to the Basic Financial Statements, presents multiyear trend information about whether the actuarial
value of the plan assets is increasing or decreasing over time relative to the actuarial accrued liability for
benefits.
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B. Defined Contribution Pension Plan
Monterey Park Part-Time Retirement Plan
During the 1991-1992 fiscal year, the City established the Monterey Park Part-Time Retirement Plan, a
defined contribution retirement plan, for all nonbenefited, part-time employees in accordance with Internal
Revenue Code Section 457, to conform to Section 3 121 (b)(7)(F) of the Internal Revenue Code added by the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. The plan is administered by National Deferred Compensation
Inc. The plan was established by the authority of the City Council who retains the authority to amend the
plan.
A defined contribution pension plan provides pension benefits in return for services rendered, provides an
individual account for each participant, and specifies how contributions to the individual 's account are to be
determined instead of specifYing the amount of benefits the individual is to receive. Under a defined
contribution pension plan, the benefits a participant will receive depend solely on the amount contributed to
the participant's account and the returns earned on investments of the contributions.
Part-time, nonbenefited, nonpersable employees of the City must participate in the plan. During 2013-14,
196 part-time employees participated in the plan. All contributions to the plan vest immediately. An
employee who leaves the City is entitled to all contributions, including contributions made by the City, and
earnings applied to the individual's account through the date of separation, less legally required income tax
withholding. Participants that become full-time employees and enter the PERS retirement plan will have the
amount in their individual accounts transferred from this plan into a Section 457, Deferred Compensation
Plan, subject to all the rules governing Section 457 plans, including substantial penalties for withdrawal prior
to the age of normal retirement. Contribution levels into the deferred compensation plan were established by
City Council resolution at 4% and 3.5% for the City and nonbenefited, nonpersable part-time employees,
respectively.
During the year, total required and actual contributions amounted to $75,666 and covered payroll for the year
ended June 30, 2014 totaled $1,008,875. The City contributed $40,355 (4% of current covered payroll) and
employees contributed $35,311 (3.5% of current covered payroll). Total plan assets at June 30, 2014 were
$711,597. Plan assets are held in trust for the exclusive benefit of participants and their beneficiaries and,
therefore, are not included in the financial statements.

12. OTHER POST EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS
The City provides retiree healthcare benefits for employees who retire with CalPERS pension benefits
immediately upon termination of employment from the City. The City's plan is a single-employer plan. Eligible
retirees and dependents may elect lifetime coverage through the City's healthcare plans. The City makes
contributions towards the retiree's premium up to specified caps that vary depending on bargaining unit and
whether the participant has more or less than 20 years of service. Retirees pay the portion of premium not paid
by the City.
In addition to the direct City paid contribution, retirees also receive pre-65 benefits that are subsidized as they are
eligible to receive coverage based on blended (active and retiree) premium rates instead of normally higher
retiree rates.
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12. OTHER POST EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS, CONTINUED
The City elected to use the entry age nonnal cost method with unfunded liabilities amortized over 30 years, and
continues to fund on a pay-as-you-go basis.

Funding Policy
The contribution requirements are established and amended by the City. The contribution is based on pay-asyou-go financing requirements. For fiscal year 2013-2014, the City contributed $1,500,000 to the irrevocable
trust and $1,298,949 as the pay-as-you-go portion. The breakdown is as follows:
Police
Fire
Miscellaneous

$

1,035,611
447,832
1,315,506

Total

$

2,798,949

Annual OPEB Cost and Net OPEB Obligation
The City's annual Other Postemployment Benefit (OPEB) cost is calculated base on the Annual Required
Contribution of the Employer (ARC), an amount actuarially detennined in accordance with the parameters of
GASB Statement No. 45. The ARC represents a level offunding that, if paid on an ongoing basis, is projected to
cover nonnal cost each year and amortize any unfunded actuarial liabilities (or funding excesses) over a period
not to exceed thirty years. The following table shows the components of the City's annual OPEB cost for the
year, the amount actually contributed to the plan, and changes in the City's net OPEB Obligation to the Plan.
Governmental
Activities

$

Annual Required Contribution
Interest on Beginning Net OPEB Obligation
Adjustment to the Annual Required Contribution

Business-Type
Activities

2,229
827
(663)

$

193
63
(58)

2,392
(\,500)
(1,070)

Annual OPEB Cost
Contributions Made to Irrevocable Trust
Contributions Made Outside of a Trust
Change in Net OPEB Obligation
Net OPEB Obligation, Beginning of Year

$

Net OPEB Obligation, End of Year

Total

$

2,422
890
(721)
2,591
(1 ,500)
( 1,299)

199
(229)

(178)

(30)

(208)

11,402

868

12,270

$

11,224

838

$

12,062

The City's annual OPEB cost, the percentage of annual OPEB cost contributed to the plan, and the net OPEB
obligation for 2014 plus the two preceding years were as follows:
Annual
OPEB

Fiscal
Year

6/30/2012
6/30/2013
6/30/2014

Percentage of
OPEB Cost
Contributed

Cost

$

3,708
3,651
2,591

38.84%
35.39%
108.03%

NetOPEB
Obligation

$

9,911
11 ,402
12,062
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12. OTHER POST EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS, CONTINUED
Funded Status and Funding Progress
As of June 30, 2013, the Actuarial Accrued Liability for benefits was $29,054,000, and the actuarial value of
assets was $0, resulting in an UAAL of $29,054,000. The covered payroll (annual payroll of active employees
covered by the plan) was $19,901,000 and the ratio of UAAL to the covered payroll was 146 percent.
Actuarial valuations of an ongoing plan involve estimates of the value of reported amounts and assumptions
about the probability of occurrence of events far into the future. Examples include assumptions about future
employment, mortality, and the healthcare cost trend. Amounts determined regarding the funded status of the
plan and the annual required contributions of the employer are subject to continual revision as actual results are
compared with past expectations and new estimates are made about the future. The schedule of funding progress,
presented as Required Supplementary Information following the notes to the financial statements, presents multiyear trend information about whether the actuarial value of plan assets is increasing or decreasing over time
relative to the Actuarial Accrued Liabilities for benefits.

Actuarial Methods and Assumptions
Projections of benefits for financial reporting purposes are based on the substantive plan (the plan as understood
by the employer and the plan members) and include the types of benefits provided at the time of each valuation
and the historical pattern of sharing of benefit costs between the employer and plan members to that point. The
actuarial methods and assumptions used include techniques that are designed to reduce the effects of short-term
volatility in actuarial accrued liabilities and the actuarial value of assets, consistent with the long-term perspective
of the calculations.
For June 30, 2013 actuarial valuation, the entry age normal cost method was used. The actuarial assumptions
include a 7.25% discount rate, 3.00% inflation rate, and an annual healthcare cost trend rate of 8.3% initially and
reduced by decrements of 0.5% to an ultimate rate of 5.0% thereafter. The UAAL is being amortized as level
percentage offuture payroll on a 30 year closed amortization period.

13. RISK MANAGEMENT
The City is exposed to various risks of loss related to torts; theft of, damage to, and destruction of assets; errors
and omissions; and natural disasters. These risks are handled as described below.
The City is partially self-insured for Workers' Compensation, General Liability and Automobile Liability. The
City is fully self-insured for unemployment insurance claims (reimbursable account with Employment
Development Department). The Workers' Compensation Internal Service Fund and the General Liability
Internal Service Fund were established to account for the collection of premiums from various City departments
related to the City's insurance and self-insurance programs.
The City retains the risk for the first $500,000 of each Workers' Compensation claim and is a member of the
Independent Cities Risk Management Authority for coverage up to $100 million per occurrence. The City retains
the risk for the first $300,000 of each General Liability and Auto Liability claim and is a member of the
Independent Cities Risk Management Authority for coverage up to $30 million per occurrence. The City also
purchases commercial insurance for other risks of loss, including property loss, emergency vehicle physical
damage and special events.
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13. RISK MANAGEMENT, CONTINUED
There have been no significant changes in insurance coverage as compared to last year and the City has not
experienced settlements in excess of insurance coverage during the past three fiscal years. Estimates for
liabilities have been accrued in the Workers Compensation and General Liability Funds. These funds also
include an estimate for incurred but not reported claims.
At June 30, 2014, total estimated claims payable were as follows:
General Liability
Workers' Compensation

Total

$

1,692,129
6,632,202

$

8,324,331

The Independent Cites Risk Management Authority (ICRMA) is comprised of2l Southern California cities, and
each member city has a representative on the governing board. The comprehensive general liability insurance
includes monetary damages for personal liability, property damage and public officials' errors and omissions.
Deposits made to the ICRMA are based on losses incurred by the insured, and rebates are possible if the losses
are minimal.
A reconciliation of changes in the aggregate liabilities for claims for the current fiscal year and the prior two
years is as follows:
2014
Claims liabilities - beginning balance
Incurred claims, representing the total of a provision
for events of the current fiscal year and any change
in the provision for events of prior fiscal years
Payments on claims attributable to events of both
the current fiscal year and prior fiscal years

$

Claims liabilities - ending balance

$

6,570,107

2013
$

6,584,387

2012
$

5,991,491

3,611 ,158

2,379,896

1,986,304

(1,856,934)

(2,394,176)

(1 ,393,408)

8,324,331

$

6,570,107

$

6,584,387

14. DEFICITS AND BUDGET OVERAGES
Fund Financial Statements
At June 30, 2014, deficit net position was reported for the Workers' Compensation Internal Service Fund in the
amount of $(3,612,343). City management intends to eliminate the deficit net position of the Workers'
Compensation Funds over time by increased charges to City departments, and making transfers from excess in
other internal service funds. City management believes the present cash position of this fund is adequate to meet
current needs.
At June 30,2014, deficit net position was reported for the Successor Agency Private-Purpose Trust Fund in the
amount of$(58,510,220). The deficit is expected to be eliminated with future payments from the Redevelopment
Property Tax Trust Fund to the Successor Agency for its long-term debt.
Expenditures exceeded appropriations in the Proposition A Special Revenue Fund by $17,808 due to additional
transit expenditures. Expenditures exceeded appropriations in the Public Safety Augmentation Special Revenue
Fund by $56,527 due to receipt of additional tax revenues for expenditures. Expenditures exceeded appropriations
in the Measure R Special Revenue Fund by $43,057 due to additional street repair costs.
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15. FUND BALANCE CLASSIFICATIONS

General
Nonspendable:
Advances to Fiduciary Fund

$

Major Funds
Special Revenue
Retirement/
Grants
Pension

Housing

$

$ 1,989,686

$

Total nonspendable
Restricted:
Housing
Highways and streets
Public safety
Economic development
Other cap ital projects under
$300,000 in aggregate
Retirement
OPA Proposition A
State Gas Tax
Proposition C
Air Quality Improvement
Asset forfeiture
Business Improvement Area # 1
Maintenance District 93-1
Measure R
Library tax

Total committed

$

$ 1,989,686
1,989,686

684,319

684,319
414,487
410,041
584,537

183,634

290,817
1,897,431
1,970,677
781 ,716
214,857
559,713
204,492
180,835
1,236,943
176,263

290,817
7,842,427
1,897,43 1
1,970,677
781 ,716
214,857
559,713
204,492
180,835
1,236,943
176,263

7,406,561

17,449,555

67,397
813,5 77

340,000
2,000,000
3,000,000
1,833,519
615,237
67,397
813,577

880,974

8,669,730

7,842,427

1,516,248

7,842,427

684,319

340,000
2,000,000
3,000,000
1,833,519
615,237

7,173,519

Total

1,989,686

414,487
226,407
584,537

Total restricted
Committed:
Unemployment claims
Catastrophic event
Working cap ital
Economic development
Pension
Park facilities
CERCLA Liability

Nonmajor
Funds

615,237

Assigned:
City capital improvements

9,321 ,463

9,321 ,463

Total assigned

9,321 ,463

9,321,463

3,554,425

3,554,425

3,554,425

3,554,425

Unassigned:
General Fund
Total unassigned
Total

$ 20,049,407

$ 1,516,248
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16. PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMENT
The City and the Successor Agency implemented GASB Statement No. 65, Items Previously Reported as
Assets and Liabilities during the year ended June 30, 2014. Bond issuance costs are recognized as expenses
in the year they are incurred. Prior to the implementation, these items were deferred and amortized over the
life of the existing debt. The unamortized deferred charges on bond issuance costs at July 1, 2013 were in
the amounts of $274,498 and $482,499 for the City's governmental activities and the Successor Agency,
respectively. The beginning net position at July 1,2013 was restated as follows:
Governmental
Activities
Net Position at July 1, 2013
Bond Issuance Costs

$

Net Position at July 1,2013, as Restated

$

Successor
Agency

79,989,046
(274,498)

$ (52,932,973)

79,714,548

$ (53,415,472)

(482,499)

17. CONTINGENCIES
The City and numerous other public entities have been served with one claim by several industrial defendants
seeking contribution and indemnification under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) based on generalized allegations that the City is responsible for damages sought against
the defendants based on its ownership and/or use of sewer and flood control pipelines as well as other actions.
The City, among others, has entered into a settlement which provides contribution immunity under CERCLA to
close the complaint. The judge' s approved consent decree of the settlement has been appealed. Based on the
lack of data as to the value of the underlying suit and the percent of responsibility, if any, of the City, and the
unknown potential for reversal of the approval of the consent decree, no estimate of the potential liability of the
City can be made at this time. The City intends to defend the case vigorously and to appeal any adverse
judgment.
As of June 30, 2014, in the opinion of City management, there were no additional outstanding matters that
would have a significant effect on the financial position of the funds of the City.
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18. SETTLEMENT PAYABLE
Atlantic Times Square - Mezzanine Loan
There are provisions within the agreement with the developer suggesting that the former Redevelopment Agency
may be obligated to provide millions of dollars of subsidies to the Atlantic Times Square development.
Uncertainty regarding whether the former Redevelopment Agency is actually obligated to provide subsidies, and
how much, arises from a determination issued by the Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) in June 20 I O.
That determination was appealed by the former Redevelopment Agency. On August 26,2011, the DIR upheld its
previous 2010 determination and denied the former Redevelopment Agency's appeal.
The former
Redevelopment Agency filed a lawsuit in Superior Court to overturn the DIR's determination on October 19,
2011. The former Redevelopment Agency was also subject to enforcement action from the Division of Labor
Standards Enforcement (DLSE) for unpaid prevailing wages on the development project. After the dissolution of
the former Redevelopment Agency, the developer and the Successor Agency entered into escrow agreement on
July 23, 2012. Then on July 26, 2012, the Successor Agency deposited $9,900,000 to the escrow account. On
September 18 and 19,2012, the Successor Agency entered into a settlement agreement with the DLSE and the
developer, respectively, which resolved all outstanding issues. Pursuant to the settlement agreement, I) the
Mezzanine Loan in the amount of $5,850,000 was converted to a grant and was no longer owed to the Successor
Agency and 2) the Successor Agency paid $476,650 to DLSE, $5,400,000 to the developer for costs related to
the Atlantic Times Square project, and up to $600,000 to the developer for settlement of the dispute from the
escrow account. The remaining settlement to the Successor Agency is estimated to be $3,370,000 and will be
retained in escrow until November 30,2014 upon expiration of the applicable statute oflimitations for others to
file a claim regarding the project, less any claims filed before such expiration. The DOF approved the settlement
agreement on November 21, 2012 and agreed that up to $3,370,000 will be available for distribution to the taxing
entities after the retention period ends in November 2014. The estimated settlement in the amount of $4,028,540
is reported as settlement payable at June 30,2014 in the Private Purpose Trust Fund.

19. SUBSEQUENT EVENTS
Lease-Purchase Agreement
On September 23, 2014, the City (Lessee) and the Siemens Public, Inc. (Lessor) signed into a Lease-Purchase
Agreement for an amount of $10,511,901. The City will use the monies for energy efficiency improvements
throughout city parks, facilities and infrastructure. The term of the agreement is 15 years, commencing on
September 23,2014 through June 23, 2030, at an interest rate of 2.80%. The entire program is cost neutral, and
transactions will occur within the General Fund and Water Fund.
New Accounting Pronouncements
In June 2012, GASB issued Statement No. 68, Accounting and Financial Reporting/or Pensions (an amendment
Statement No. 27). This Statement establishes standards for measuring and recognizing liabilities,
deferred outflow of resources, deferred inflows of resources, and expense/expenditures for pension plans. This
Statement identifies the methods and assumptions that should be used to project benefit payments, discount
projected benefit payments to their actuarial present value, and attribute that present value to periods of employee
service. Management is evaluating the impact of the adoption of this Standard on the financial statements and
believes that its impact, when adopted, may be substantial to the City. GASB Statement No. 68 will be
implemented effective with the fiscal year 2014-2015 financial statements.

0/ GASB
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Schedules of Funding Progress ($ Amount in Thousands)
June 30, 2014

1. California Public Employees' Retirement System (CaIPERS): - most recent data available

Actuarial
Asset
Value (a)

Actuarial
Valuation
Date
06/30/11
Misc.
Safety
Total
06/30/12
Misc.
Safety
Total
06/30/13
Misc.
Safety
Total

Entry Age
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability
(b)

$

73,683
129,889
203,572

$

77,380
134,017
211,397

$

$

7 1,523
122,235

$

193:758

$

$
$

Unfunded
AAL
(UAAL)
[(b) - (a)1

93,613
149,020
242,633

$

97, 151
154,338
25 1,489

$

$

102,010
159,898

$

261:908

$

$

Funded
Ratio
[(a)/(b)1

Covered
Payroll
(c)

19,930
19, 131
39,061

78.7%
87.2%
83 .9%

$

19,77 1
20,321
40,092

79.6%
86.8%
84.1%

$

$

30,487
37,663

$

68:150

70.1%
76.4%
74.0%

$

$

UAAL as
a %of
Covered
Payroll
{(b )-( a )/( c)}

11 ,054
11,592
22,646

180.3%
165.0%
172.5%

10,883
11,020
21,903

181.7%
184.4%
183.0%

$

10,397
11,078

$

21:475

293 .2%
340.0%
3 17.3%

$

$

2. Massachusetts Mutual Retirement Plan (MMRP):

Actuarial
Valuation
Date
7/01110
7/01112
6/30113

Entry Age
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability
(b)

Actuarial
Value of
Assets (a)

$

1,349
1,599
2,033

$

7,485
7, 106
7,500

Unfunded
AAL
(UAAL)
[(b) - (a)1

$

6, 136
5,507
5,467

UAALas
a % of
Funded
Ratio
[(a)/(b)1
18.0%
22.5%
27.1%

Covered
Payroll
(c)

$

Covered
Payroll
{(b)-(a)/(c)}
N/A
N/A
N/A

3. Other Post Employment Benefit (OPEB) Plan:

Actuarial
Va lue of
Assets (a)

Actuarial
Valuation
Date
7/01109
7/01111
6/30/13

Entry Age
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability
(b)

$

$

49,150
50,185
29,054

Unfunded
AAL
(UAAL)
[(b) - (a)1

$

49,150
50,185
29,054
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Funded
Ratio

Covered
Payroll
(c)

[(a)/(b)1
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

$

22,667
20,486
19,901

UAAL as
a %of
Covered
Payroll
{(b)-(a)/(c)}
216.84%
244.97%
145.99%
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For the Year Ended June 30, 2014
General Fund
Budgeted Amounts
Variance with
Original

Final

Actual

Final Budget

Revenues:
Taxes

$

24,948,500

$

24,948,500

$

26,021,013

$

1,072,513

Licenses and permits

1,076,000

1,076,000

848,949

Charges for services

4,280,794

4,280,794

4,377,053

96,259

524,758

524,758

742,570

217,812

Revenues from use of money and property

(227,051)

Fines and forfeitures

780,000

780,000

658,713

(121 ,287)

Other

627,152

627,152

731,773

104,621

32,237,204

32,237,204

33,380,071

1,142,867

Total Revenues
Expenditures:
Current:
General government
Public safety

2,520,451

2,920,451

2,754,442

166,009

21 ,469,032

21 ,469,032

21,075,082

393,950

Community development

1,605,561

1,605,561

1,552,940

52,621

Culture and recreation

5,782,229

5,782,229

4,804,080

978,149

606,643

606,643

677,141

3,788,062

3,788,062

2,257,496

1,530,566

35,771,978

36,171,978

33,121,181

3,050,797

Highways and streets
Capital outlay
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

(3,534,774)

$

(3,934,774)

258,890

(70,498)

$

4,193,664

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in

153,550

Transfers out

(750,355)
5,477

Proceeds from sale of property
Total Other Financing Sources

(591,328)

Net Change in Fund Balance

(332,438)
20,381,845

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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Budgetary Comparison Schedule
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014
Special Revenue Grants Fund
Bud~eted

Amounts
Variance with

Original

Final

Actual

Final Budget

Revenues:
Intergovernmental revenues

$

1,507,847

$

2,373,761

$

Charges for services
Revenues from use of money and property
Total Revenues

2,035,035

$

(338,726)

2,561

2,561

109,728

109,728

1,507,847

2,373,761

2,147,324

(226,437)

Expenditures:
Current:
112,7 11

226,859

278,553

(51 ,694)

Community development

Public safety

657,797

699,947

375,747

324,200

Culture and recreation '

212,574

214,574

193,215

21,359

33,702

33,702

83,963

(50,261)

797,521

2,114,960

356,653

Principal retirement

433,848

433,848

433,848

Interest and fiscal charges

235, 140

235, 140

235, 140

2,483,293

3,959,030

1,957,119

Highways and streets
Capital outlay

1,758,307

Debt service:

Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

(975,446)

$

(1 ,5 85,269)

190,205

2,001,911

$

1,775,474

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in

18,355

Transfers out

(153,550)

Total Other Financing Uses

(135,195)

Net Change in Fund Balance

55,010

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

1,461,238

Fund Balance, End of Year

$

89
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Budgetary Comparison Schedule
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Special Revenue Retirement/Pension Liability
Budgeted Amounts
Variance with
Original

Final

Actual

Final Budget -

Revenues:
Taxes

$

5,668,000

$

5,668,000

$

Revenues from use of money and property

5,143,377

$

(524,623)

10

Total Revenues

10

5,668,000

5,668,000

5,143,387

General government

1, 119,228

1,119,228

1,104,685

14,543

Public safety

(524,613)

Expenditures:
Current:
3,478,023

3,478,023

3,373,368

104,655

Community development

245,210

245,210

223,231

21,979

Culture and recreation

451 ,614

451 ,614

455,702

(4,088)

Highways and streets

39,145

39,145

35,561

3,584

Debt service:
Principal retirement

475,000

475,000

475,000

Interest and fiscal charges

919,3 15

919,3 15

919,315

6,727,535

6,727,535

6,586,862

140,673

( 1,059,535)

( 1,059,535)

(1,443,475)

(383,940)

Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in
Total Other Financing Uses
Net Change in Fund Balance

$

250,000

750,000

750,000

250,000

750,000

750,000

(309,535)

(693,475)

(809,535)

$

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

(383,940)

9, 151 , 139

Fund Balance, End of Year

$

90

8,457,664
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Budgetary Comparison Schedule
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014
Special Revenue Housing
Budgeted Amounts
Variance with
Original

Final

Final Budget

Actual

Revenues:
Revenues from use of money and property

$

$

$

Other
Total Revenues

62,086

$

62,086

36,017

36,017

98,103

98, 103

Expenditures:
Current:
Community development
Total Expenditures

178,000

178,000

98,263

79,737

178,000

178,000

98,263

79,73 7

Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

(178,000)

$

(178,000)

(160)

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

177,840

2,674, 165

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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Budgetary Control and Accounting

The City adheres to the following general procedure in establishing the budgetary data reflected in
the financial statements:
The annual budget adopted by the City Council serves as a guideline for the operations of the City. It
includes proposed expenditures and estimated revenues and is legally adopted for the General and
Special Revenue Fund Types. Budgeted expenditures are controlled at the fund level. Council
approval is required for an increase or decrease in total appropriations.
Appropriated amounts are as originally adopted or as adjusted by the City Council throughout the
year. During the 20l3-2014, the City Council approved a $500,000 additional General Fund
budgetary appropriation to supplement pension costs, and a $1,475,737 increase in the Special
Revenue Grants Fund related to various grants received during the year.
Budgets for the General and Special Revenue Fund Types are adopted on a basis consistent with the
generally accepted accounting principles. The modified-accrual basis of accounting is employed in
the preparation of the budget for these fund types.
The budget is formally integrated into the accounting system and employed as management control
device during the year for all governmental funds. At fiscal year-end, unexpended and unencumbered
budget appropriations lapse. Encumbrances outstanding at year-end are carried into the following
year for continuing appropriation.
Under Article XIII-B of the California Constitution (The Gann Spending Limitation Initiative), the
City is restricted as to the amount of annual appropriations, and if certain proceeds of taxes exceed
allowed appropriations, the excess must either be refunded to the State Controller or refunded to the
taxpayers through revised tax rate or revised fee schedules. For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2014,
based on calculations by City Management, proceeds of taxes did not exceed the appropriations limit.
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NONMAJOR GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS
SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS
Special Revenue Funds account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are restricted
by law or administrative regulation for specified purposes. Special Revenue Funds include the
following:

Proposition A Fund - used to account for the City's share of an additional one-half percent sales tax
which was approved by the electorate in November 1980 and is collected by the County of Los
Angeles to finance transportation projects such as the Monterey Park Spirit Buses and the Dial-A-Ride
program.

Gas Tax Fund - used to account for expenditures financed by money apportioned under the Streets
and Highways Code of the State of California.
Bike Route Fund - used to account for expenditures financed by State Transportation Development
Act Article 3 funds for bike route and pedestrian facilities improvements.

Proposition C Fund - used to account for the City's share of an additional one-half percent sales tax
which was approved by the electorate in November 1990 and is collected by the County of Los
Angeles to finance transit projects within the City.

Air Quality Improvement Fund - used to account for the City's share of additional motor vehicle
registration fees imposed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District to finance the
implementation of mobile source emission reduction programs and the provisions of the California
Clean Air Act.

Asset Forfeiture Fund - used to account for revenues derived from monies and property seized by the
Police Department in drug related incidence. These funds may only be expended on activities used to
enhance drug enforcement activities.

Park Facilities Fund - used to account for the acquisition and development of parks that are financed
by developer fees, established pursuant to Monterey Park Municipal Code Section 16.54.050.

Business Improvement Area #1 Fund - used to account for receipts and expenditures relating to the
promotion of business activities in the downtown area of the City.

Maintenance District 93-1 Fund - used to account for receipts and expenditures relating to the
citywide benefit assessment district for street lighting and median maintenance.

Public Safety Impact Fee Fund - used to account for fees collected on new commercial and
residential development. These funds will be used exclusively to finance public safety service
expansion.

Public Safety Augmentation Fund - used to account for the City's share of the one-half percent sales
tax which was approved by the electorate in November of 1993 (Proposition 172). The proceeds are
earmarked exclusively for public safety purposes.
Measure R Fund - used to account for the City's share of ~-cent sales tax which was approved by Los
Angeles County voters in November 2008 to pay for transportation needs. The proceeds are used
exclusively for streets and roads, traffic control, public transit and bicycle and pedestrian
improvements.
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NONMAJOR GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS
SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS, Continued
Library Tax Fund - used to account for annual parcel tax which was approved by the electorate in
April of 1998 (Proposition C). The funds are to be exclusively used for 8ruggemeyer Library
improvements, expansion of operating hours, and additional books and supplies.

CERCLA Liability Fund - used to account for fees collected from the City's permitted haulers for
each ton of waste that they dispose. The funds are to be only used to cover future environmental
liability costs resulting from incidents falling under the Comprehensive Environmental Response
Cleanup and Liability Act (CERCLA).
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Balance Sheet - Nonmajor Governmental Funds
June 30,2014

Special Revenue Funds
Proposition
A

Bike
Route

Gas Tax

Air
Quality
ImErovement

Proposition
C

Assets
Cash and investments
Accounts receivable
Interest receivable
Total Assets

$

1,935,530

$

2,081,027

4,642

$

30,000

$

4,909

892,290

$

214,341

1,910

516

$

1,940,172

$

2,085,936

$

30,000

$

894,200

$

$

31,907
10,834

$

97,610
17,649

$

30,000

$

112,484

$

214,857

Liabilities and Fund Balances
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Due to other funds
Total Liabilities
Fund Balances:
Restricted
Committed
Total Fund Balances
Total Liabilities and
Fund Balances

$

42,741

115,259

1,897,431

1,970,677

781,716

214,857

1,897,431

1,970,677

781,716

214,857

1,940,172

$

2,085,936

30,000

$

30,000

112,484

$

894,200

$

214,857
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Balance Sheet - Nonmajor Governmental Funds, Continued
June 30, 2014

Asset
Forfeiture

Park
Facilities

SEecial Revenue Funds
Business
Improvement
Area #1

Public
Safety
ImEact Fee

Maintenance
District
93-1

Assets
Cash and investments
Accounts receivable
Interest receivable
Total Assets

$

582,372
10,997
1,337

$

$

594,706

$

$

34,993

$

67,397

$

222,986

$

193,505
12,296

$

184,508

497
67,397

$

223,483

$

205,801

$

184,508

$

18,991

$

18,617
6,349

$

743
131

Liabilities and Fund Balances
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Due to other funds

34,993

Total Liabilities
Fund Balances:
Restricted
Committed

559,713

24,966

874

204,492

180,835

183,634

204,492

180,835

183,634

67,397
559,713

Total Fund Balances
Total Liabilities and
Fund Balances

18,991

$

594,706

67,397

$

67,397

$

223,483

$

205,80 1

$

184,508
(Continued)
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Balance Sheet - Nonmajor Governmental Funds, Continued
June 30, 2014

Special Revenue Funds
Public
Safety
Augmentation

Library
Tax

Measure R

CERCLA
Liability

Total Nonmajor
Governmental
Funds

Assets
Cash and investments
Accounts receivable
Interest receivable
Total Assets

$

$

1,269,807

$

1,272,825

$

175,742
7,238
420

$

811,590

$

183,400

$

813,577

162,837
3,018

$

162,837

$

8,661,095
193,368
19,236

$

8,873,699

$

383,070
40,257
162,837

1,987

Liabilities and Fund Balances
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Due to other funds

4,073
3,064

35,882

7,137

1,236,943

176,263

162,837

Total Liabilities

162,837

Fund Balances:
Restricted
Committed

1,236,943

Total Fund Balances
Total Liabilities and
Fund Balances

33,652
2,230

$

162,837

$

1,272,825

100

586, 164

176,263

$

183,400

$

813,577

7,406,561
880,974

813,577

8,287,535

813,577

$

8,873,699
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and
Changes in Fund Balances - Nonmajor Governmental Funds
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Special Revenue Funds

Proposition A
Revenues:
Taxes
Charges for services
Revenues from use of
money and property
Fines and forfeitures

$

1,152,684
85,896

$

1,952,543

7,043

6,965

Total Revenues

1,245,623

1,959,508

Expenditures:
Current:
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highways and streets
Health
Capital outlay
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest and fiscal charges

1,033,851

1,396,385

$

Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures
Other Financing Sources:
Transfers in
Proceeds from sale of property

1,036,955

1,396,385

208,668

563, 123

30,000

Air Quality
Improvement

Proposition C

$

30,000

3,104

Total Expenditures

866,913

$

56,358

2,958

757

869,871

57,115

816,884

23,674

30,000

14,473

30,000

831,357

23,674

38,514

33,441

21 ,445
5,675

Total Other Financing Sources
Net Changes in Fund Balances
Fund Balances, Beginning of Year
Fund Balances, End of Year

Bike
Route

Gas Tax

$

5,675

21,445

214,343

584,568

38,514

33,441

1,683,088

1,386,109

743,202

181 ,416

1,897,431

$

1,970,677
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$

$

781,716

$

214,857
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and
Changes in Fund Balances - Nonmajor Governmental Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Park
Facilities

Asset
Forfeiture
Revenues:
Taxes
Charges for services
Revenues from use of
money and property
Fines and forfeitures

$

$

$

62,180

Public
Safety
Impact Fee

Maintenance
District
93-1

$

987,761

$

60,065

273,278

2, 155
273,005

Total Revenues

59

818

275,160

Expenditures:
Current:
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highways and streets
Health
Capital outlay
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest and fiscal charges

60,065

62,998

273,337

987,761

206,160

78,302
94,918
1,009,677

122,955

Total Expenditures

329,115

Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

(53,955)

Other Financing Sources:
Transfers in
Proceeds from sale of property

49,024

94,918

1,009,677

127,326

60,065

(31,920)

(21 ,916)

146,011

(48,357)

60,065

(31 ,920)

(21,916)

146,011

608,070

7,332

236,412

202,75 1

37,623

5,598

Total Other Financing Sources

5,598

Net Changes in Fund Balances
Fund Balances, Beginning of Year
Fund Balances, End of Year

SEecial Revenue Funds
Business
Improvement
Area #1

$

559,7 13

$

67,397

$

204,492

$

180,835

$

183,634
(Continued)
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and
Changes in Fund Balance - Nonmajor Governmental Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Special Revenue Funds
Public
Safety
Augmentation
Revenues:
Taxes
Charges for services
Revenues from use of
money and property
Fines and forfeitures

Library
Tax

Measure R

636,527

645,544

CERCLA
Liability

Total

$

504,246
124,130

Total Revenues

636,527

Expenditures:
Current:
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highways and streets
Health
Capital outlay
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest and fiscal charges

4,523

652

3,045

28,975
273,005

650,067

504,898

127,175

7,740,105

5,485

920,989
94,918
134,724
4,875,847
120,000
343,293

320,318
62,876

320,318
62,876

636,527
134,724
595,376
120,000
118,252

Total Expenditures

636,527

Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

713,628

523,403

(63,561)

(18,505)

120,000

6,872,965

7,175

867,140

Other Financing Sources:
Transfers in
Proceeds from sale of property

21,445
11,273
32,718

Total Other Financing Sources
(63,561)

Net Changes in Fund Balances
Fund Balances, Beginning of Year
Fund Balances, End of Year

6,894,756
543,369

(18,505)

1,300,504

$

$

1,236,943

194,768

$

176,263

$

7,175

899,858

806,402

7,387,677

813,577

$

8,287,535
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Proposition A Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Budget

(Negative)

Actual

Revenues:

$

Taxes
Charges for services

1,060,000

$

1, 152,684

$

92,684

116,759

85,896

(30,863)

4,500

7,043

2,543

1,181 ,259

1,245,623

64,364

1,0 19,147

1,033,851

(14,704)

3,104

(3, 104)

1,019,147

1,036,955

(17,808)

162,112

208,668

Revenues from use of money
and property
Total Revenues
Expenditures:
Current:
Highways and streets
Capital outlay
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of

$

Revenues Over Expenditures

$

46,556

Other Financing Sources:
Proceeds from sale of property

5,675

Net Change in Fund Balance

214,343
1,683,088

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year

104
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Gas Tax Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Actual

Budget

(Negative)

Revenues:

$

Taxes

1,761,500

$

1,952,543

$

191,043

Revenues from use of
1,200

6,965

5,765

1,762,700

1,959,508

196,808

Highways and streets

1,541,578

1,396,385

145,193

Total Expenditures

1,541,578

1,396,385

145,193

221,122

563,123

money and property
Total Revenues
Expenditures:
Current:

Excess (Deficiency) of

$

Revenues Over Expenditures

$

342,001

Other Financing Sources:
21,445

Transfers in

584,568

Net Change in Fund Balance

1,386, 109

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year

1,970,677
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Bike Route Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

Budget
Revenues:

$

Taxes

49,795

$

30,000

$

(19,795)

$

(19,795)

Expenditures:
30,000

30,000

Capital outlay
Excess (Deficiency) of

$

Revenues Over Expenditures

19,795

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Proposition C Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Budget

(Negative)

Actual

Revenues:

$

Taxes

861,000

$

866,913

$

5,913

Revenues from use of
money and property
Total Revenues

2,200

2,958

758

863,200

869,871

6,671

850,784

816,884

33 ,900

223,228

14,473

208,755

1,074,012

831 ,357

242,655

Expenditures:
Current:
Highways and streets
Capital outlay
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

38,514

(210,812)

$

249,326

743,202

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Air Quality Improvement Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Budget

(Negative)

Actual

Revenues:

$

Taxes

74,000

$

56,358

$

(17,642)

Revenues from use of money
300

757

74,300

57,115

(17, 185)

Highways and streets

28,500

23,674

4,826

Total Expenditures

28,500

23,674

4,826

45,800

33,441

and property
Total Revenues

457

Expenditures:
Current:

Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

$

(12,359)

181 ,416

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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214,857
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Asset Forfeiture Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Budget

Actual

(Negative)

Revenues:
Revenues from use of money
$

and property

2,500

$

2, 155

$

(345)

Fines and forfeitures

205,000

273,005

68,005

Total Revenues

207,500

275,160

67,660

195,256

206,160

(10,904)

184,320

122,955

61,365

379,576

329,115

50,461

(172,076)

(53,955)

Expenditures:
Current:
Public safety
Capital outlay
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

$

118, 121

Other Financing Sources:
5,598

Proceeds from sale of property

(48,357)

Net Change in Fund Balance
Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

608,070

Fund Balance, End of Year

$

559,713
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Park Facilities Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

Budget
Revenues:

$

Charges for services

100,000

$

60,065

$

(39,935)

Expenditures:
28,565

28,565

Capital outlay
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

71,435

60,065

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

(11,370)

7,332

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Business Improvement Area #1 Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

Budget
Revenues:

$

Taxes

59,700

$

62, 180

$

2,480

Revenues from use of money
and property
Total Revenues

360

818

458

60,060

62,998

2,938

125,492

94,918

30,574

(65 ,432)

(31 ,920)

Expenditures:
Current:
Community development
Excess (Deficiency) of

$

Revenues Over Expenditures
Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

33,512

236,412

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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204,492
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Maintenance District 93-1 Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Actual

Budget

(Negative)

Revenues:

$

Taxes

98 1,695

$

987,761

$

6,066

Expenditures:
Current:
1,016,169

Highways and streets
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

6,492

1,009,677

(21 ,916)

(34,474)

$

12,558

202,751

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year

180,835
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Public Safety Impact Fee Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Actual

Budget

(Negative)

Revenues :

$

Charges for services

110,000

$

273,278

$

163,278

Revenues from use of
money and property
Total Revenues

59

59

110,000

273,337

163,337

120,430

78,302

42,128

93,773

49,024

44,749

214,203

127,326

86,877

(104,203)

146,011

Expenditures:
Current:
Public safety
Capital outlay
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of

$

Revenues Over Expenditures
Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

250,214

37,623

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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183,634
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Public Safety Augmentation Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Actual

Budget

(Negative)

Revenues:

$

Taxes

580,000

$

636,527

$

56,527

Expenditures:
Current:
580,000

Public safety

(56,527)

636,527

Excess (Deficiency) of

$

$

Revenues Over Expenditures
Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Measure R Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Budget

(Negative)

Actual

Revenues:

$

Taxes

645,000

$

645,544

$

544

Revenues from use of money
and property
Total Revenues

2, 100

4,523

2,423

647,100

650,067

2,967

Expenditures:
Current:
Highway and streets
Capital outlay
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

210,571

595,376

(384,805)

460,000

118,252

341,748

670,571

713,628

(43,057)

(23,471)

(63,561)

$

(40,090)

1,300,504

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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1,236,943
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue Library Tax Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
Budget

Actual

(Negative)

Revenues:

$

Taxes

502,000

$

504,246

$

2,246

Revenues from use of money
and property
Total Revenues

300

652

352

502,300

504,898

2,598

174,083

134,724

39,359

40,720

5,485

35,235

320,318

320,318

62,876

62,876

597,997

523,403

(95,697)

( 18,505)

Expenditures:
Current:
Culture and recreation
Capital outlay
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest and fiscal charges
Total Expenditures
Excess (Deficiency) of
Revenues Over Expenditures

$

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

74,594

$

77, 192

194,768

Fund Balance, End of Year

$
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176,263
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Budgetary Comparison Schedule
Special Revenue CERCLA Liability Fund
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Variance
Positive
(Negative)

Actual

Budget
Revenues:

$

Charges for services

124,000

$

124,130

$

130

Revenues from use of
money and property
Total Revenues

2,100

3,045

945

126,100

127,175

1,075

120,000

120,000

6,100

7, 175

Expenditures:
Current:
Health
Excess (Deficiency) of

$

Revenues Over Expenditures

$

1,075

806,402

Fund Balance, Beginning of Year

$

Fund Balance, End of Year
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813,577

Page 213 of 778

This page intentionally left blank.

118

Page 214 of 778

DESCRIPTION OF INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS

Internal Service Funds account for the financing of goods or services provided by one department to other
departments of the City, on a cost-reimbursement basis. Internal Service Funds include the following:

Separation Benefits Fund - used to account for employee separation costs (i.e., vacation, sick and holiday hours).
General Liability Fund - used to account for the City's general liability insurance, including claims, legal and other
expenses.

Workers' Compensation Fund - used to account for the City's worker's compensation insurance costs, including
claims, legal and other expenses.

Other Post Employment Benefits Fund - used to account for the City's annual retiree medical costs.
Shop Fund - used to account for the purchase and maintenance of all motorized equipment used by City departments.
Technology Fund - used to account for the City's centralized data processing activities and future technological
infrastructure improvements.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Net Position - Internal Service Funds
June 30, 2014

Separation
Benefits

Assets
Current Assets:
Cash and investments
Inventory

$

Total Current Assets

3,597,349

General
Liabili~

$

1,740,735

Other Post
Employment
Benefits

Workers'
Comeensation

$

3,032,812

3,597,349

1,740,735

3,032,812

3,597,349

1,740,735

3,032,812

9,326
1,28 1
676,851
782

6,867
550
2,652,880
553

688,240

2,660,850

1,0 15,278
7,047

3,979,322
4,983

1,022,325

3,984,305

21,611

1,7 10,565

6,645,155

3,575,738

30,170

$

Noncurrent Assets:
Nondepreciable capital assets
Depreciable capital assets, net of accumulated depreciation
Total Capital Assets
Total Noncurrent Assets
Total Assets
Liabilities
Current Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Claims and judgments payable - due within one year
Compensated absences payable - due within one year

21,611

Total Current Liabilities

21,611

Noncurrent:
Claims and judgments payable - due in more than one year
Compensated absences payable - due in more than one year
Total Noncurrent Liabilities
Total Liabilities
Net Position
Net investment in capital assets
Unrestricted
Total Net Position (Deficit)

$

3,575,738
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$

30,170

(3,612,343)

$

(3,612,343)

$
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Net Position - Internal Service Funds, Continued
June 30, 2014

Assets
Current Assets:
Cash and investments
Inventory

$

Totals

Technology

ShoE
1,704,393
3,549

$

1,075,083

$

11,150,372
3,549

1,707,942

1,075,083

11,153,921

1,032,249

104,828
103,291

104,828
1, 135,540

Total Capital Assets

1,032,249

208, 119

1,240,368

Total Noncurrent Assets

1,032,249

208,119

1,240,368

Total Assets

2,740,191

1,283,202

12,394,289

119,036
9,155

101 ,252

236,481
32,597
3,329,731
8,536

101 ,252

3,607,345

Total Current Assets
Noncurrent Assets:
Nondepreciable capital assets
Depreciable capital assets, net of accumulated depreciation

Liabilities
Current Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Accrued payroll
Claims and judgments payable - due within one year
Compensated absences payable - due within one year

7,201
135,392

Total Current Liabilities
Noncurrent:
Claims and judgments payable - due in more than one year
Compensated absences payable - due in more than one year
Total Noncurrent Liabilities
Total Liabilities

65,592

4,994,600
77,622

65,592

5,072,222

200,984

101,252

8,679,567

1,032,249
1,506,958

208,119
973,831

1,135,540
2,474,354

Net Position
Net investment in capital assets
Unrestricted

$

Total Net Position (Deficit)

121

2,539,207

$

1,181 ,950

$

3,714,722
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenses and
Changes in Net Position - Internal Service Funds
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Separation
Benefits
Operating Revenues:
Charges for services

$

Total Operating Revenues
Operating Expenses:
Salaries and benefits
Materials and supplies
Insurance and claims
Vehicle expense
Miscellaneous
Depreciation

1,269,697

General
Liabilitl:

$

1,175,000

Other Post
Employment
Benefits

Workers'
Comeensation

$

1,396,997

$

500,000

1,269,697

1,175,000

1,396,997

500,000

880,648

55,528

24,110

1,500,000

1,252,742

2,667,884

1,308,270

2,691,994

1,500,000

Total Operating Expenses

880,648

Operating Income (Loss)

389,049

(133,270)

(1 ,294,997)

(1 ,000,000)

389,049

(133,270)

(1,294,997)

(1 ,000,000)

Nonoperating Income :
Gain on sale of surplus property
Total Nonoperating Income
Net Income Before Transfers
Transfers in
Transfers out

300,000
(300,000)

Total Transfers
Changes in Net Position
Net Position (Deficit), Beginning of Year
Net Position (Deficit), End of Year

(300,000)

300,000

89,049

166,730

(1,294,997)

(1,000,000)

(136,560)

(2,317,346)

1,000,000

3,486,689

$

3,575,738
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$

30,170

$

(3,612,343)

$
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenses and
Changes in Net Position - Internal Service Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Shop
Operating Revenues:
Charges for services

$

Total Operating Revenues

1,704,478

$

138,643

$

6,184,815

12,478
254,740
277,543

1,005
10, 184
83 ,636

2,837,728
826,504
3,920,626
13,483
264,924
361,179

1,748,707

94,825

8,224,444

43,818

(2,039,629)

377,442
826,504

Total Operating Expenses
Operating Income (Loss)

(44,229)

Nonoperating Income:
Gain on sale of surplus property

6, 184,815

138,643

1,704,478

Operating Expenses:
Salaries and benefits
Materials and supplies
Insurance and claims
Vehicle expense
Miscellaneous
Depreciation

Totals

Technol0/:2Y

2,953

2,953

Total Nonoperating Income

2,953

2,953

Net Income Before Transfers

(41 ,276)

43,818

(2,036,676)

(21 ,445)

300,000
(321,445)

Total Transfers

(21,445)

(21,445)

Changes in Net Position

(62,721)

Transfers in
Transfers out

Net Position (Deficit), Beginning of Year

2,601,928

$

Net Position (Deficit), End of Year

2,539,207

(2,058,121 )

43,818

5,772,843

1,138,132

$

1,181 ,950

$

3,714,722
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Cash Flows - Internal Service Funds
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Separation
Benefits
Cash Flows from Operating Activities:
Cash receipts from interfund services provided
Cash payments to suppliers for goods and services
Cash payments to employees for services
Cash payments for insurance premiums and
self-insurance claims

$

1,282,551

General
Liability
$

(876,510)

Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities
Cash Flows from Noncapital Financing Activities:
Transfers in/(out) to other funds
Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Noncapital Financing Activities

1,175,000

Other Post
Employment
Benefits

Workers'
Compensation
$

1,396,997

(54,630)

(23 ,791 )

(1 , 168,435)

(1,097,142)

$

500,000
(1,500,000)

276,064

(1,000,000)

251 ,935

276,064

(1,000,000)

1,488,800

2,756,748

406,041

(48,065)

(300,000)

300,000

(300,000)

300,000

106,041
3,491,308

Cash Flows from Capital and Related Financing Activities:
Acquisition and construction of capital assets
Proceeds from sale of surplus assets
Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Capital
and Related Financing Activities
Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash and
Cash Equivalents
Cash and Cash Equivalents, Beginning of Year
Cash and Cash Equivalents, End of Year

$

3,597,349

$

Reconciliation of Operating Income (Loss) to Net
Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities:
Operating income (loss)

$

389,049

$

Adjustments to Reconcile Operating Income (Loss) to
Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities:
Depreciation
Changes in assets and liabilities:
(Increase) decrease in accounts receivable
(Increase) decrease in inventory
Increase (decrease) in accounts payable
Increase (decrease) in accrued payroll
Increase (decrease) in claims and judgments payable
Increase (decrease) in compensated absences payable
Total Adjustments
Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities $

1,740,735

( 133,270)

1,000,000

$

3,032,812

$

$

(1 ,294,997)

$

(1 ,000,000)

$

(1,000,000)

12,854

4,138

16,992
406,041

$

(89,550)
III
173,857
787

(9,625)
38
1,580,367
281

85,205

1,571,061

(48,065)

$

276,064
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Cash Flows - Internal Service Funds, Continued
For the Year Ended June 30, 2014

Shop
Cash Flows from Operating Activities:
Cash receipts from interfund services provided
Cash payments to suppliers for goods and services
Cash payments to employees for services
Cash payments for insurance premiums and
self-insurance claims

$

1,704,478
(1 , 132,322)
(358,116)

Technology

$

138,643
(46,986)

Totals

$

6, 197,669
(1,179,308)
(2,813,047)
(2,265,577)

Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities
Cash Flows from Noncapital Financing Activities:
Transfers in/( out) to other fund s
Net Cash Provided by (Used in)
Noncapital Financing Activities
Cash Flows from Capital and Related Financing Activities:
Acquisition and construction of capital assets
Proceeds from sale of surplus assets

(60,263)

91,657

214,040

(21,445)

(21,445)

(21,445)

(21,445)

(300,982)
2,953

(67,268)

(368,250)
2,953

Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Capital
and Related Financing Activities

(298,029)

(67,268)

(365 ,297)

Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash and
Cash Equivalents

(105,434)

24,389

(447,005)

1,809,827

Cash and Cash Equivalents, Beginning of Year
Cash and Cash Equivalents, End of Year

$

Reconciliation of Operating Income (Loss) to Net
Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities:
Operating income (loss)

$

Adjustments to Reconcile Operating Income (Loss) to
Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities:
Depreciation
Changes in assets and liabilities:
(Increase) decrease in accounts receivable
(Increase) decrease in inventory
Increase (decrease) in accounts payable
Increase (decrease) in accrued payroll
Increase (decrease) in claims and judgments payable
Increase (decrease) in compensated absences payable

1,704,393

(44,229)

11,597,377

1,050,694

$

1,075,083

$

11 , 150,372

$

43,818

$

(2,039,629)

83,636

277,543

(1,038)
(37,562)
3,120

361,179
12,854
(1 ,038)
(172,534)
7,407
1,754,224
17,274

(35,797)

16,206
258,269

Total Adjustments
Net Cash Provided by (Used in) Operating Activities

$

125

214,040

1,979,366

47,839

$

91,657

$

(60,263)
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AGENCY FUNDS

Agency Funds are used to account for assets held by the City in a fiduciary capacity for other governmental units,
private organizations or individuals. Agency funds include the following:
Deposits Fund - used to account for various donations for specific purposes and refundable security deposits paid by
developers.
Construction Agency Fund - used to account for deposits placed with the City by developers to pay for future services
provided by City-retained consultants.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Assets and Liabilities - All Agency Funds
June 30, 2014

Construction
Assets
Cash and investments
Total Assets

Deposits

Agency

Fund

Fund

Totals

$

2,092,524

$

17,605

$

2,110,129

$

2,092,524

$

17,605

$

2,110,129

$

91 ,361

$

1,687

$

93,048

Liabilities
Accounts payable

2,001 , 163

Deposits payable

$

Total Liabilities

2,092,524

15,918

$

17,605

2,017,081

$

2,110,129
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Combining Statement of Changes in Assets and Liabilities
All Agency Funds
For the Year Ended June 30,2014
Balance at
Jull: 1,2013

DeQosits Fund
Assets:
Cash and investments
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Deposits payable
Total Liabilities

Additions

Deletions

Balance at
June 30, 2014

$

1,849,924

$

926,826

$

(684,226)

$

2,092,524

$

78,585
1,77 1,339

$

91,361
914,050

$

(78,585)
(684,226)

$

91 ,361
2,001,163

$

1,849,924

$

1,005,411

$

(762,811)

$

2,092,524

$

53,900

$

15,439

$

(51 ,734)

$

17,605

$

1,320
52,580

$

1,687
13,752

$

(1 ,320)
(50,414)

$

1,687
15,918

$

53,900

$

15,439

$

(51,734)

$

17,605

$

1,903,824

$

942,265

$

(735,960)

$

2,110,129

$

79,905
1,823,919

$

93,048
927,802

$

(79,905)
(734,640)

$

93,048
2,017,081

$

1,903,824

$

1,020,850

$

(814,545)

$

2,110,129

Construction Agency Fund
Assets:
Cash and investments
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Deposits payable
Total Liabilities
Total - All Agency Funds
Assets:
Cash and investments
Liabilities:
Accounts payable
Deposits payable
Total Liabilities

129

Page 225 of 778

This page intentionally left blank.

130

Page 226 of 778

ST ATlSTlCAL SECTION
(Unaudited)

This part of the City of Monterey Park's Comprehensive Annual Financial Report presents detailed
information as a context for understanding what the information in the financial statements, note
disclosures, and required supplementary information says about the City's overall financial health.

Page
Financial Trends Information - These schedules contain trend information to help the reader to
understand how the City's financial performance and well-being have changed over time.

1

Net Position by Component

2

Changes in Net Position

3

Fund Balances of Governmental Funds

4

Changes in Fund Balances of Governmental Funds

132
134
138
140

Revenue Capacity Information - These schedules contain trend information to help the reader
understand the City's property tax.

5

Assessed Value of Taxable Property

6

Direct and Overlapping Property Tax Rates

7

Principal Property Taxpayers

8

Property Tax Levies and Collections

142
144
146
148

Debt Capacity Information - These schedules present information to help the reader assess the
affordability of the City's current levels of outstanding debt and the City's ability to issue additional
debt in the future.

9

Ratios of Outstanding Debt by Type

10

Ratios of General Bonded Debt Outstanding

11

Direct and Overlapping Debt

12

Legal Debt Margin

13

Tax Allocation Bonds Pledged-Revenue Coverage

150
152
154
156
158

Demographic and Economic Information - These schedules offer demographic and economic
indicators to help the reader understand the environment within which the City's financial activities
take place.
14

Demographic and Economic Statistics

159

15

Principal Employers

160

Operating Information - These schedules contain service and infrastructure data to help the reader
understanding how the information in the City's financial report relates to the services the City provides
and the activities it performs.

16

City Employees by Function

162

17

Operating Indicators by Function

164

18

Capital Assets Statistics by Function

166

19

Water Sold by Type of Customer

168

20

Water Rates

170

21

Top Ten Water Customers

171
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Net Position by Component
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(accrual basis of accounting)

Fiscal Year
2004/05

2005/06

2006/07

2007/08

2008/09

Governmental Activities:
Net investment in
capital assets

$

Unrestricted
Total governmental activities net position

$

$

42,188,514

$ 40,863,652

44,040,390

40,358,826

41 ,256,879

50,363,018

57,279,208

(34,565,344)

pi ,003,360)

{28,542,889)

(29,746,073)

(37,034,912)

33 ,316,889

Restricted

39,935,338

41,243,683

$

$

42,791,935

$

49,290,804

$ 53 ,957,673

$

62,805,459

$ 61 , 107,948

$

19,880,710

$

19,700,171

$

$

19,228,082

$

Business-Type Activities:
Net investment in
capital assets

20,202,373

17,370,937

Restricted
Unrestricted
Total business-type activities net position

1,210,407

$

21 ,091 , 117

$

2,099,749

2,704,071

21 ,799,920

$ 22,906,444

$

$

$

5,798,733

9,077,541

25,026,815

$ 26,448,478

61 ,416,596

$ 58,234,589

Primary Government:
Net investment in
capital assets

$

53,197,599

$ 59,635,509

44,040,390

40,358,826

41 ,256,879

50,363,018

57,279,208

p3 ,354,937)

{28,903,61I)

{25,838,818)

{23,947,340)

{27,957,371)

Restricted
Unrestricted
Total primary governrnent net position

$ 63 ,883,052

$

71 ,090,724

$

61 ,446,056

76,864, 117

$ 87,832,274

$ 87,556,426

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department

132

Page 228 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Net Position by Component, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(accrual basis of accounting)

Fiscal Year
2009/10

2010/11

2011112

2012/13

2013/14

Governmental Activities:
Net investment in
capital assets

42, 184, 114

$ 47,380,97 1

$ 50,018,559

$ 50,805,697

54,638,570

29,449,081

26,824,487

20,629,264

18,330,529

{43,282,599)

{21 ,658,335)

6,298,370

9,341 ,223

11 ,318,896

$

44,779,820

Restricted
Unrestricted
Total governmental activities net position

$

$

56,135,791

$

49,974,860

$ 80,503,828

$

79,989,046

$

80,455, 122

$

17,254,986

$

19,372,272

$

20,439,644

$ 20,381,489

$

20,020,776

17,752,724

19,943, 174

25,700,563

Business-Type Activities:
Net investment in
capital assets
Restricted
10,911 ,685

Unrestricted
Total business-type activities net position

$

26,197,066

28,166,671

$

37,124,996

$ 40,382,818

$ 46,082,052

$

46,2 17,842

62,034,806

$

61,556,386

$

$

$

70,826,473

Primary Government:
Net investment in
capital assets

$

Restricted

54,638,570

Unrestricted
Total primary government net position

{32,370,914)

$

84,3 02,462

$

67,820,615

70,400,048

29,449,081

26,824,487

20,629,264

18,330,529

{3,905,611 )

26,241,544

35,041,786

37,515,962

$ 120,886,646

$ 126,071,098

$ 126,672,964

87,099,856

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Changes in Net Position
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(accrual basis of accounting)

2004/05

Fiscal Ycar
2006/07

2005/06

2007/08

2008/09

Expenses:
Governmental activities:
General government

$

Public safety

4,110,3 11

$

20,418,214

3,805,164

$

5,740,916

$

4,338,308

$

3,879,270

22,168,220

23,99 1,371

25,259,657

28,781,812

Community development

6,880, 151

7,206,979

9,550,29 1

8,388,572

11 ,507,775

Culture and recreation

5,348,469

5,536,176

5,776,367

6,914,716

7,4 11,985

Highway and streets

4,776,390

5,283,276

6,550,763

5, 184,431

5,812,714

Health
Interest and fiscal charges

133,689
4,079,124

60,109
4,292,781

141 ,672
3,2 11 ,151

70,590
3,040,769

98,918
2,975,762

45,746,348

48,352,705

54,962,531

53,197,043

60,468,236

Refuse

8,620,295
4,667,202

8,594,3 16
5,051,358

10,253,822
5,208,786

9,549,450
5,465,893

9,724,233
5,676,667

Sewer

123,478

178,053

224,847

193,391

229,524

Total business-type activities expenses

13,410,975

13,823,727

15 ,687,455

15 ,208,734

15,630,424

Total primary government expenses

59, 157,323

62, 176,432

70,649,986

68,405,777

76,098,660

Total governmental activities expenses
Business-type activities:
Water

Program revenues:
Governmental activities:
Charges for services:
General government

1,449,459

1,458, 109

1,469,072

765,334

766,402

Public safety

3,018,772

3,309,549

3,52 1,884

4,961,930

5,058,3 40

Community development

2,106,140

2, 166,424

1,840,229

3,960,929

2,410,056

792,172

697,239

766,051

801,478

818,438

1,303,633

1,457,019

1,422,080

1,569,903

1,421,473

2,302,117
6,125,743

2,572, 146
2,955,297

6,794,692
2,055,895

4,472,472
1,620,031

5,402,260
546,077

17,098,036

14,615,783

17,869,903

18, 152,077

16,423,046

Culture and recreation
Highway and Streets
Health
Operating grants and contributions
Capital grants and contributions
Total government activities
program revenues
Business-type activities:
Charges for services:
Water

7,590,509

8,842,158

10,729,127

10,523,615

10,498,868

Refuse

4,886,324

5,252,977

5,498,006

5,773,306

5,949, 179

Sewer

253,049

297,400

294,888

293,650

294,574

3,331 ,675

319,059

287,506

444,903

16,061,557

14,711 ,594

16,809,527

17,035,474

$ 33,159,593

$ 29,327,377

34,679,430

$ 35, 187,551

Operating grants and contributions
Capital grants and contributions

Total business-type activities revenues
Total primary government revenues

$

16,742,621

$

33,165,667

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Changes in Net Position, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(accrual basis of accounting)

Fiscal Year
2009/10

2010111

2011112

2012/2013

2013/2014

Expenses:
Governmental activities:
General government

$

3,393,846

$

3,497,432

$

4,405,489

Public safety

29,652,341

27,575,013

27,764,258

Community development

$

6,522, 107
26,233,074

$

4,050,482
27,352, 152

13,427,547

11 ,027,820

5,673,116

8,521 ,044

2,343,881

Culture and recreation

7,009,277

6,685 ,623

6,378,055

5,909,468

6,277,461

Highway and streets

5,981,608

5,209,925

4,886,331

5,380,336

6,434,924

Health
Interest and fiscal charges

88,940
2,909,194

120,000
2,785,485

120,000
2,128,198

119,999
1,275,063

120,000
1,207,7 16

62,462,753

56,901,298

51,355,447

53,961,091

47,786,616

Refuse

9,506,799
5,793,221

10,907,990
5,812,305

11 ,542,663
5,944, 116

10,706,980
6,040,457

11 ,775,078
6,985,344

Sewer

181 ,271

310,115

33 1,683

238,551

221,078

Total business-type activities expenses

15,481,291

17,030,410

17,818,462

16,985,988

18,981 ,500

Total primary government expenses

77,944,044

73,931,708

69, 173,909

70,947,079

66,768, 116

Total governmental activities expenses
Business-type activities:
Water

Program revenues:
Governmental activities:
Charges for services:
General government

640,487

626,842

627,769

909,328

907,537

Public safety

3,292,950

3, 186,391

2,926,775

3,037,155

3,076,644

Community development

2,250,642

1,567,774

1,608,072

1,541 , 110

1,442,835

816,852

770,602

692,083

738,884

690,289

1,400,245

1,360,611

369,180

451,744

400,382

5,394,275
2,929,631

4,952,726
1,646,048

4,667,552
3,725,194

5,258,202
1,988,468

1,5 16,481
627,628

16,725,082

14, 110,994

14,616,625

13,924,891

8,661,796

Culture and recreation
Highway and Streets
Health
Operating grants and contributions
Capital grants and contributions
Total government activities
program revenues
Business-type activities:
Charges for services:
Water
Refuse
Sewer
Operating grants and contributions
Capital grants and contributions

Total business-type activities revenues
Total primary government revenues

9,740,486

10,533,780

12,853,684

13,302,811

10,747,045

5,796,888

5,980,597

6,001,641

5,832,841

6,028,436

273,496

273,556

287,548

269,338

271,984

336,862

225,000

80,322

74,414

91 ,894

41 ,834

169,783

16,223,896

17,085,775

19,220,7 15

19,451 ,042

17,232,812

31 , 196,769

$ 33,837,340

$ 33,375,933

$ 25,894,608

$ 32,948,978

$

Source : City of Monterey Park Management Services Department

135

Page 231 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Changes in Net Position, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(accrual basis of accounting)

2004/05

2005/06

Fiscal Year
2006/07

2007/08

2008/09

$ (28,648,312)

$ (33,736,922)

$ (37,092,628)

$ (35 ,044,966)

$ (44,045,190)

Net (expense)/revenue:
Governmental activities
Business-type activities
Total primary government

2,650,582

887,867

1, 122,072

1,826,740

1, 112,197

$ (25,997,730)

$ (32,849,055)

$ (35,970,556)

$ (33,218,226)

$ (42,932,993)

$

18,859, 161

$ 21,338,420

$

23,059,597

$ 25,506,057

$ 26,741 ,260

5,261 ,458

5,255,486

5,620,979

5,407,689

4,546,028

691 , 143

386,524

429,693

275,591

185,693

General revenues and other
changes in net position:
Governmental activities:
Taxes:
Property taxes
Sales tax
Vehicle in-lieu tax
Vehicle in-lieu tax
gap loan repayment

1,075, 194
3,103, 159

3,186,345

3,330,631

3,417,647

3,516,748

Utility franchise tax

Utility users tax

978,880

1,023,947

1,073,341

1,043,237

1,087,602

Business license tax

917, 106

957,513

996,629

1,028,436

963,068

Transient occupancy tax

500,011

608,376

783,505

908,694

785,331

3,465,501

3,794,098

1,607,587

1,763,576

1,557,516

1,461 ,509

2,709,920

3,797,283

3,540,097

2, 145,238

152,538

407,783

450,990

332,056

219,979

250,000

(3,587)
250,000

250,000

262,000

(3,346)
265,000

Other taxes
Revenues from use of
money and property
Other
Gain/(Loss) on sale of property
Transfers
Total general revenues and transfers

36,715,660

39,914,825

41 ,400,235

43,485,080

42,010, 117

363,839

391 ,902

593,713

963,303

537,971

{250,000)

{250,000)

{250,000)

{262,000)

{265,000)

113,839

141,902

343,713

701 ,303

272,971

36,829,499

40,056,727

41 ,743,948

44,186,383

42,283,088

8,067,348
2,764,421

6, 177,903
1,029,769

4,307,607
1,465,785

8,440,114
2,528,043

(2,035,073)
1,385,168

Extraordinary item
Dissolution of Redevelopment Agency
Business-type activities:
Other
Gain/(Loss) on sale of property
Transfers
Total business-type activities
Total primary government

Changes in net position:
Governmental activities
Business-type activities
Total primary government

$

10,831 ,769

$

7,207,672

$

5,773,392

$

10,968, 157

$

{649,905)

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Changes in Net Position, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(accrual basis of accounting)

Fiscal Year

2009/10

2010111

2011112

2012/2013

201312014

$ (45,737,671)
742,605

$ (42,790,304)
55,365

$ (36,738,822)
1,402,253

$ (40,036,200)
2,465,054

$ (39,124,820)
(1 ,748,688)

$ (44,995,066)

$ (42,734,939)

$ (35,336,569)

$ (37,571,146)

$ (40,873,508)

$

$

$

Net (expense)/revenue:
Governmental activities
Business-type activities
Total primary government

General revenues and other
changes in net position:
Governmental activities:
Taxes:
Property taxes
Sales tax
Vehicle in-lieu tax

24,537,300

$ 24,066,354

$19,794,165

4, 100,798

4,803,406

5,057,132

5,437,244

4,942,821

191 ,604

345,406

32,170

33,334

27,588

27,059,553

27,331,232

Vehicle in-lieu tax
gap loan repayment
3,349,907

3,219,600

3,092,796

3,041,163

3,202,264

Utility franchise tax

934,505

967,322

942,985

942,736

970,212

Business license tax

925,037

944,837

945,367

941,005

974,816

Transient occupancy tax

660,897

756,873

876,482

957,024

1,049,070

1,263,874

1,837,784

1,868,862

2,760,446

7,282,605

1,021,730

891,671

776,649

827,781

872,174

917,403

249,075

685,026

499,923

731,679

(29,528)
278,000

6,627
281,400

1,842, 182
350,000

14,408

41,635,233

41 ,006,951

39,521,418

39,865,394

3,230,138

1,897,638

4,042

4,840
(18,000)

Uti Iity users tax

Other taxes
Revenues from use of
money and property
Other
Gain/(Loss) on sale of property
Transfers
Total general revenues and transfers

40,673,780

18,000

Extraordinary item
26,752,439

Dissolution of Redevelopment Agency
Business-type activities:
1,345,322

Other
Gain/(Loss) on sale of property
Transfers

4,168,640

{278,000)

Total business-type activities
Total primary government

2,205,569

9,865
{281,400)

{J50,000)

1,067,322

3,897,105

1,855,569

3,234,180

1,884,478

41,741 , 102

45,532,338

42,862,520

42,755,598

41 ,749,872

(5,063,891 )
1,809,927

(1,155,071)
3,952,470

31 ,020,568
3,257,822

Changes in net position:
Governmental activities
Business-type activities
Total primary government

$

{J,253,964)

$

2,797,399

$

34,278,390

(514,782)
5,699,234
$

5,184,452

740,574
135,790
$

876,364

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Fund Balances of Governmental Funds
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(modified accrual basis of accounting)

Fiscal Year
2004/05

2005/06

2007/08

2006/07

2008/09

General Fund:
Nonspendable

$

385,000

$

785,000

$

3,159,557

$

2,076,039

$

1,429,902

Restricted
890,000

2,690,000

1,435,443

4,318,961

5,115,098

Assigned

6,759,646

6, 174,501

5,306,462

5,356,963

5,307,662

Unassigned

4,567,733

5,460,149

6,171,922

6,697,819

5,246,912

Committed

Total general fund

$

12,602,379

$

15, 109,650

$

16,073,384

$

18,449,782

$

17,099,574

$

10, 183,415

$

10, 183,415

$

8,523,237

$

14,599,871

$

17,415,373

All other governmental funds:
Nonspendable
Restricted

16,020,307

20,177,559

Committed
22,608,164

Assigned

24,816,003

21,663,489

25,986,245

28,018,812

4,375,578

5,577,800

3,354,156

20,373,844

16,195,75 1

19,418,934

Unassigned
Total all other governmental funds

Total for Governmental Funds:

$

52,969, 138

$

51,019,725

$

54,936,148

$

62,359,667

$

68,207,275

$

65,571,517

$

66, 129,3 75

$

71,009,532

$

80,809,449

$

85 ,306,849

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Fund Balances of Governmental Funds, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(modified accrual basis of accounting)

Fiscal Year
2009/10

2011112

2010/11

2013114

2012/13

General Fund:
Nonspendable

$

695,930

710,330

$

$

703,230

$

$

Restricted
Committed

5,340,000

5,340,000

7,173,519

7,173,519

7,173,519

Assigned

5,207,133

4,589,465

5,145,940

9,653,901

9,321 ,463

Unassigned

2,519,641

2,505,441

2,505,441

3,554,425

3,554,425

Total general fund

$

13,762,704

$

13,145,236

$

$

22,447,581

$

22,33 6,060

$

15,528, 130

$

20,381,845

$

20,049,407

$

1,989,686

$

1,989,686

All other governmental funds:
Nonspendable
Restricted

21,025,370

29,449,081

Committed

2,524,270

3,524,270

17,344,673

10,523,233

Assigned
Unassigned
Total all other governmental funds

Total for Governmental Funds:

18,684,533

26,824,487

17,449,555
1,496,211

{153,120)

{J05,492)

$

63,341,894

$

65,727,152

$

26,671,367

$

20,674,219

$

20,935,452

$

77,104,598

$

78,872,388

$

42,199,497

$

41,056,064

$

40,984,859

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Changes in Fund Balances of Governmental Funds
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(modified accrual basis of accounting)
Fiscal Year
2004/05
Revenues:
Taxes
Licenses and permits
Intergovernmental revenues
Charges for services
Revenues from use of
money & property
Fines and forfeitures
Other
Total revenues

$

Expenditures
Current:
General government
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highways and streets
Health
Capital outlay
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest and fiscal charges
Cost of issuance
Total expenditures
Excess (deficiency) of revenues
over (under) expenditures
Other financing sources (uses):
Transfers in
Transfers out
(Loss) on sale of property
Proceeds from sale of property
Proceeds from tax increment deferred
Proceeds from section 108 loan
Issue oflong term debt
Issuance of bonds
Payment to bond escrow agent
Total other financing
Sources (uses)
Net change in fund balances
before Extraordinary Item
Extraordinary Items
Dissolution of Redevelopment Agency
of Monterey Park
Net change in fund balances
Debt services as a percentage of
noncapital expenditures

2005/06

33 ,934,508
2,116,292
8,070,587
11 ,424,156

$ 35,533,276
2,355,310
5,147,213
12,087,372

1,461 ,509
1, 186,206
152,538
58,345,796

2,695,272
1,218,183
446,828
59,483,454

3,682,512
20,245,495
4,745,306
4,864,35 5
4,242,132
4,850,680
11,110,466

2006/07

$ 40,316,886
2,797,953
5,036,290
13,125,471

3,786,117
1,484,320
441,725
64,400,358

3,540,095
2,347,916
332,155
67,646,580

2,137,057
1,687,318
304,985
65,405,960

3,617,431
21,702,423
4,887,781
5,153,714
4,25 1,299
5,289,411
10,488,775

4, 175,114
22,882,590
6,954,496
5,449,379
4,372,836
5,523,633
9,164,797

3,543,528
24,843,834
5,990,947
5,953,354
4,602,434
5,749,284
5,189,775

3,585,033
25,873,335
8,085,618
6, 151,628
4,688,134
6,026,191
5,385,481

1,539,534
3,912,459

1,801,611
4,229,442

1,776, 129
3,148,785

1,753,079
2,979,373

1,677,419
2,916,198

59,192,939

61,421 ,887

63,447,759

60,605,608

64,389,037

952,599

7,040,972

1,016,923

5,801,280
(6,039,280)

6,501,942
(6,236,942)

1,337
2,995,608

1,345
3,214,132

2,758,945

3,480,477

{1 ,938,433)

5,204,198
(4,954,198)

3,131 ,496
(2,881 ,496)

37,981,560
2,151,806
6,311 ,434
12,243,396

$

2008/09

40,432,674
2,929,898
4, 185,040
13,878,802

{847,143)

$

2007/08

6,059,430
(6,009,430)
(510,178)

6,306
1,940,741

2,239,985

2,587,736
1,800,000

2,496,291

3,927,558

3,900,000

6,090,741

$

5,243,598

$

557,858

$

4,880,157

$

9,799,917

$

4,497,400

$

5,243,598

$

557,858

$

4,880,157

$

9,799,917

$

4,497,400

11.34%

11.84%

9.07%

8.54%

7.79%

Note: Starting 2010-11, Refuse and Sewer funds were classified as Enterprise Funds.
Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Changes in Fund Balances of Governmental Funds, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(modified accrual basis of accounting)

2009/10

Revenues:
Taxes
Licenses and permits
Intergovernmental revenues
Charges for services
Revenues from use of
money & property
Fines and forfeitures
Other
Total revenues

$

Expenditures
Current:
General government
Public safety
Community development
Culture and recreation
Highways and streets
Health
Capital outlay
Debt service:
Principal retirement
Interest and fiscal charges
Cost of issuance
Total expenditures
Excess (deficiency) of revenues
over (under) expenditures

Other financing sources (uses):
Transfers in
Transfers out
(Loss) on sale of property
Proceeds from sale of property
Proceeds from tax increment deferred
Proceeds from section 108 loan
Issue of long term debt
Issuance of bonds
Payment to bond escrow agent
Total other financing
Sources (uses)
Net change in fund balances
before Extraordinary Item
Extraordinary Items
Dissolution of Redevelopment Agency
of Monterey Park
Net change in fund balances

$

38,619,421
2,419,414
6,318,925
11 ,584,210

Fiscal Year
2011112

2010111

42,568,610
1,661 ,496
4,262,737
4,554, 131

$

$

37,442,373
1,856,887
6,006,714
4,360,368

2012/13

$

2013114

4 1,087,434
967,662
4,693 ,489
4,981,641

$38,059, 146
848,949
2,035,035
4,922,983

939,476
1,393,098
996,867
62,271,411

767,652
1,272,417
376,314
55,463,357

744,346
952,992
720,230
52,083,910

822, 143
822,779
1,374,275
54,749,423

943,369
931,718
767,790
48,508,990

3,633,847
26,459,263
11 ,424,004
5,870,577
4,721 ,343
6,094,492
9,045,208

3,771 ,085
25,692,272
10,826,979
5,561 ,337
4,434,810
120,000
8,114, 199

3,621 , 179
25,681 ,372
5,633,982
5,577,207
4,207,740
120,000
8,114,199

4,454,906
25,080,613
7,808,273
5,677,937
4,362,120
119,999
5,928,361

3,859,127
25,647,992
2,345,099
5,587,721
5,672,512
120,000
2,957,442

2,229,221
2,853,313

2,284,269
2,731 ,427

2,020,927
1,990,861

1,204,215
1,270,840

1,229, 166
1,217,331

72,331 ,268

63,536,378

56,967,467

55,907,264

48,636,390

{10,059,857)

{8,073,021 )

{4,883,557)

{1, 157,841)

{127,400)

5,344,657
(5,066,657)

13,451,752
(13, 170,352)

776,146
(426,146)

9,466
(9,466)

943,350
(903,905)

599,751
3,705,856

6,627
3,775,724

1,842, 182

14,408

16,750

4,583,607

4,063,751

2,192,182

14,408

56,195

(5,476,250)

$

(4,009,270)

$

(2,691 ,375)

$

(1,143,433)

$

(71,205)

$

(l,143,433}

$

(71,205}

{33,98 1,516)

$

Debt services as a percentage of
non capital expenditures

$ (36,672,891}

$
8.03%

9.05%

8.21%

5.13%

5.36%

Note: Starting 2010-11, Refuse and Sewer funds were classified as Enterprise Funds.
Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Assessed Value and Estimated Actual Value of Taxable Property (I)
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Thousands)

Total Taxable

Total

Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Other

Tax-Exempt

Assessed

Fiscal Year

Pro~ertl:

Pro~ertl:

Pro~ertl:

Pro~ertl:

Pro~ertl)

Value

Direct Tax
Rate(J)(4)

2004/05

$ 2,966,348,369

2005/06

3,227,568,429

695,340,401

126,744,528

2006/07

3,534,309,866

742,415 ,041

2007/08

3,778,205,339

2008/09

$

636,884,747

$

125,584,498

$

233,230,384

$

30,270,824

$ 3,962,047,998

0.363390

224,406,538

30,209,747

4,274,059,896

0.366220

137,520,7 17

226,638,453

30,469,846

4,640,884,077

0.370650

843,606, 146

146,557, 103

230,266,047

31 ,575,891

4,998,634,635

0.374040

3,992,520,537

935,272,734

125,418,879

269,631 ,912

29,7\0,040

5,322,844,062

0.384730

2009/10

3,987,237,477

954,666,779

138,347,522

316,094,962

29,7 \0,040

5,396,346,740

0.393300

2010111

4,063,980,933

919,141,515

136,429,404

329,231 , 172

43,696,766

5,448,783,024

0.393120

2011112

4, 176,308,316

914,084,645

141 ,375,663

330,098,283

34,278,620

5,561 ,866,907

0.390690

2012/13

4,392,899,226

1,016,937,428

146,514,412

265,303,532

33,633,996

5,821 ,654,598

0.400860

2013/14

4,589,336, 142

1,037,976,948

156,760, 121

268,842,451

33,537,437

6,052,915,662

0.243880

Notes:
(1)

In 1978 the voters of the State of California passed Proposition 13 which limited property taxes to a total maximum rate of 1% based
upon the assessed value of the property being taxed. Each year, the assessed value of property may be increased by an "inflation
factor" (limited to a maximum increase of 2%). With few exceptions, property is only re-assessed at the time that it is sold to a new
owner. At that point, the new assessed value is reassessed at the purchase price of the property sold. The assessed valuation data
shown above represents the only data currently available with respect to the actual market value of taxable property and is subject to
the limitations described above.

(2)

Exempt values are not included in total.

(3)

Total Direct rate is the weighted average of all individual direct rates applied by the government preparing the statistical section
information.

(4)

Retirement Tax at 0.091170 per $ \00 of Assessed Valuation.

Sources:

I . County of Los Angeles Department of Auditor-Controller
2. HDL Coren & Cone
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Direct and Overlapping Property Tax Rates
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(Rate per $100 of taxable value)
Fiscal Year
Agency

2004/05

2005/06

2006/07

2007/08

2008/09

Basic Levy (1)

1.00000

1.00000

1.00000

1.00000

1.00000

City Direct Rates:
Monterey Park

0.091 17

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

Alhambra City School District

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

Alhambra Unified School District

0.01949

0.06378

0.05942

0.05460

0.03625

County Detention Facilities 1987 Debt

0.00092

0.00080

0.00066

0.00000

0.00000

Garvey School District

0.023 19

0.05221

0.05074

0.05060

0.06835

Overlapping Rates:

Los Angeles Community College District

0.0 1810

0.01429

0.02146

0.00879

0.02212

0.00000

0.00000

Los Angeles County Flood Control District

0.00025

0.00005

0.00005

Los Angeles Unified School District

0.08884

0.08435

0.10681

0.12334

0.12478

Metropolitan Water District

0.00580

0.00520

0.00470

0.00450

0.00430

Montebello Unified School District

0.04172

0.07054

0.06731

0.06681

0.08063

San Gabriel Vly Mwd State Water Bond

0.03230

0.03230

0.03230

0.03230

0.02830

Total Direct & Overlapping (2) Tax Rates

1.32178

1.41469

1.43462

1.43211

1.45590

City's Share of 1% Levy Per Prop 13 (3)

0.15778

0.15778

0.15778

0.15778

0.15778

General Obligation Debt Rate

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

Redevelopment Rate (4)

1.1 1234

1.1 1202

1.11189

1.11118

1.109 18

Total Direct Rate (5)

0.36339

0.36622

0.37065

0.37404

0.38473

Note:
(I)

In 1978, California voters passed Proposition 13 which sets the property tax rate at a 1.00% fixed amount. This 1.00% is shared by all
taxing agencies for which the subject property resides within. In addition to the 1.00% fixed amount, property owners are charged taxes
as a percentage of assessed property values for the payment of any voter approved bonds.

(2)

Overlapping rates are those oflocal and county governments that apply to property owners within the city. Not all overlapping rates
apply to all City property owners.

(3)

City's share of 1% Levy is based on the City's share of the general fund tax rate area with the largest net taxable value within the city.
ERAF general fund tax shifts may not be included in tax ratio figure.

(4)

Redevelopment rate is based on the largest RDA tax rate area and only includes rates(s) from indebtedness adopted prior to 1989 per
California State statute. RDA direct and overlapping rates are applied only to the incremental property values. The approval of ABXI
26 eliminated Redevelopment from the State of California for the fiscal year 2012/13 and years thereafter.

(5)

Total direct rate is the weighted average of all individual direct rates applied by the government preparing the statistical section
information and excludes revenue derived from aircraft. Beginning in 2013/14 the total direct rate no longer includes revenue generated
from the former redevelopment tax rate areas. Challenges to recognized enforceable obligations are assumed to have been resolved
during 2012/13. For the purposes of this report, residual revenue is assumed to be distributed to the City in the same proportions as
general fund revenue.

(6)

Because basic and debt rates vary by tax rate area, individual rates cannot be summed.

Source: County of Los Angeles Tax Assessor and HDL Coren & Cone.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Direct and Overlapping Property Tax Rates, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(Rate per $100 of taxable value)
Fiscal Year
Agency

2009/10

2010/11

2011112

2012/13

2013/14

Basic Levy (\)

1.00000

1.00000

1.00000

1.00000

1.00000

City Direct Rates:
Monterey Park

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

Overlapping Rates:
Alhambra City School District

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

Alhambra Unified School District

0.05151

0.05996

0.07411

0.05455

0.06666

County Detention Facilities 1987 Debt

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

Garvey School District

0.07836

0.08503

0.08404

0.08832

0.09131

Los Angeles Community College District

0.02311

0.04031

0.03530

0.03756

0.04454

Los Angeles County Flood Control District

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

Los Angeles Unified School District

0.15181

0.18695

0.16819

0.17560

0.14644

Metropolitan Water District

0.00430

0.00370

0.00370

0.00350

0.00350

Montebello Unified School District

0.09673

0.09792

0.10001

0.09630

0.09457

San Gabriel Vly Mwd State Water Bond

0.02830

0.02830

0.02830

0.02830

0.02830

Total Direct & Overlapping (2) Tax Rates

1.52529

1.59334

1.58482

1.57530

1.56649

City's Share of 1% Levy Per Prop 13 (3)

0.15778

0.15778

0.15778

0.15778

0.15778

General Obligation Debt Rate

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

0.09117

Redevelopment Rate (4)

1.10918

1.10918

1.10918

0.00000

0.00000

Total Direct Rate (5)

0.39330

0.39312

0.39069

0.40086

0.24388

Note:
(I)

In 1978, California voters passed Proposition 13 which sets the property tax rate at a 1.00% fixed amount. This 1.00% is shared by all
taxing agencies for which the subject property resides within. In addition to the 1.00% fixed amount, property owners are charged taxes
as a percentage of assessed property values for the payment of any voter approved bonds.

(2)

Overlapping rates are those of local and county governments that apply to property owners within the city. Not all overlapping rates
apply to all City property owners.

(3)

City's share of 1% Levy is based on the City'S share of the general fund tax rate area with the largest net taxable value within the city.
ERAF general fund tax shifts may not be included in tax ratio figure .

(4)

Redevelopment rate is based on the largest RDA tax rate area and only includes rates(s) from indebtedness adopted prior to 1989 per
California State statute. RDA direct and overlapping rates are applied only to the incremental property values. The approval of ABX1
26 eliminated Redevelopment from the State of California for the fiscal year 2012113 and years thereafter.

(5)

Total direct rate is the weighted average of all individual direct rates applied by the government preparing the statistical section
information and excludes revenue derived from aircraft. Beginning in 2013114 the total direct rate no longer includes revenue generated
from the former redevelopment tax rate areas. Challenges to recognized enforceable obligations are assumed to have been resolved
during 2012113 . For the purposes of this report, residual revenue is assumed to be distributed to the City in the same proportions as
general fund revenue.

(6)

Because basic and debt rates vary by tax rate area, individual rates cannot be summed.

Source: County of Los Angeles Tax Assessor and HDL Coren & Cone.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Principal Property Taxpayers
(Current Year and Ten Years Ago)

2013/14

Taxable
Assessed
Valuation

Taxpayers

Percent of
Total City
Taxable
Assessed
Valuation

147,783,899

2.44%

Los Angeles Corporate Center LLC

67,160,000

1.11%

Union Bank

62,699,589

1.04%

Garfield Calmed Investment LP

53,591,924

0.89%

1977 Saturn LLC

46,900,000

0.77%

GMS Five LLC

44,770,795

0.74%

Emerald Hills LLC

31,385,792

0.52%

MPM Partners LLC

26,453,380

0.44%

Care 1st Health Plan

23,851,970

0.39%

Real Estate Investors 1984 1 ET AL

21,000,000

0.35%

$

525,597,349

8.68%

$

6,052,915,662

$

Atlantic Times Square II LLC

Total City Assessed Value

Sources: I . HDL Coren & Cone
2. County of Los Angeles Department of Auditor-Controller

146

Page 242 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Principal Property Taxpayers, Continued
(Current Year and Ten Years Ago)

2004/05

Taxable
Assessed
Valuation

Taxpayers
Arden Realty Finance Partnership

Percent of
Total City
Taxable
Assessed
Valuation

47,994,317

1.21%

Garfield Medical Center

39,284,733

0.99%

Union Bank

39,125,216

0.99%

GMS Five LLC

38,776,316

0.98%

Lloyds Bank California

31,483,014

0.79%

Mars Center LLC

18,527,372

0.47%

Real Estate Investors 1984 ET AL

16,110,000

0.41%

Monterey Park Calmed

15,726,146

0.40%

NNN 901 Corporate Center 14 LLC

14,335,988

0.36%

TSL Development Inc

12,248,793

0.31%

$

273 ,611,895

6.91%

$

3,962,047,998

$

Total City Assessed Value

Sources: I. HDL Coren & Cone
2. County of Los Angeles Department of Auditor-Controller
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Property Tax Levies and Collections
Last Ten Fiscal Years

1%-CY
Original Levy

PER BOOK

Taxes Levied

Collected within the

for the

Fiscal Year of Levy

Fiscal Year
Fiscal Year

1%

D.S.

Percentage
Amount

1%

D.S.

Amount

of Levy

2004/05

4,739,572

3,520,933

8,260,505

4,658,153

3,080,211

7,738,364

93.68%

2005/06

5,175, 150

3,790,413

8,965,563

4,909,418

3,294,186

8,203,604

91.50%

2006/07

5,925,108

4,125,002

10,050,110

5,765,714

3,428,356

9,194,070

91.48%

2007/08

6,580,143

3,901,574

10,481 ,717

6,053,576

3,678,652

9,732,228

92.85%

2008/09

6,847,669

4,066,000

10,913,669

6,352,339

3,798,654

10,150,993

93.01%

2009/10

6,852,571

4,071,933

10,924,504

6,414,087

3,812,164

10,226,251

93.61%

2010/11

6,927,221

4,121,586

11,048,807

6,541,366

3,887,804

10,429,170

94.39%

2011112

7,098,802

4,243,185

11,341,986

6,565,780

4,551,806

11,117,586

98.02%

2012/13

7,286,613

5,305,437

12,592,050

6,986,871

4,290,564

11,277,435

89.56%

2013114

7,634,155

4,523,042

12,157,197

7,425,568

4,437,271

11,862,839

97.58%

Note:

(2)

The amounts presented are the City's property tax including secured and unsecured, but excluding interest and penalties.
(I) This percentage may exceed 100% due to information provided by the Tax Assessor may not clearly identifY the year collected.
(2) Amount included pension override voter-approved portion generated from the former Redevelopment project areas.

Source:

City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
County of Los Angeles Tax Assessor
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Property Tax Levies and Collections, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years

1%-PY
PER BOOK
Collections in
Subsequent

Total Collections to Date

Years
Fiscal Year

1%

D.S.

Percentage
Amount

1%

D.S.

Amount

of Levy (1)

2004/05

298,498

107,216

405,714

4,956,651

3, 187,427

8,144,078

99%

2005/06

560,371

145,664

706,035

5,469,789

3,439,850

8,909,639

99%

2006/07

511 ,642

153,061

664,704

6,277,356

3,581 ,418

9,858,774

98%

2007108

395,621

147, 124

542,745

6,449,197

3,825 ,776

10,274,973

98%

2008/09

476,422

122,714

599, 137

6,828,762

3,921 ,369

10,750,130

99%

2009/10

359,30 1

109,069

468,370

6,773,388

3,921,233

10,694,621

98%

2010/11

287,500

99,043

386,544

6,828,866

3,986,847

10,815,713

98%

2011112

72,698

110,634

183,332

6,638,478

4,662,440

11 ,300,918

100%

2012/13

196,955

50,990

247,945

7,183,826

4,341,554

11 ,525,380

92%

2003/04

273,471

95,500

368,971

7,699,039

4,532,771

12,231 ,810

10 1%

Note:

The amounts presented are the City's property tax including secured and unsecured, but excluding interest and penalties.
(1) This percentage may exceed 100% due to information provided by the Tax Assessor may not clearly identify the year collected.
(2) Amount included pension override voter-approved portion generated from the former Redevelopment project areas.

Source:

City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
County of Los Angeles Tax Assessor
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Ratios of Outstanding Debt by Type
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Thousands)

Governmental Activities

Fiscal Year

Pension

Tax

Tax Increment

HUD

Library

Capital

Total

Obligation

Allocation

Deferred

Section 108

Special Tax

Lease

Governmental

Bonds

Bonds

Loan

Loans

Revenue Note

Obligation

Activities

2004/05

17,405

33,180

16,092

6,145

3,900

1,578

78,300

2005/06

17,405

32,225

18,332

5,948

3,663

961

78,534

2006/07

17,405

31,240

20,919

5,739

3,417

2,337

81,057

2007/08

17,405

30,225

23,915

5,518

3,161

1,856

82,080

2008/09

17,380

29,175

27,129

5,283

2,897

1,528

83,392

2009/10

16,855

28,095

30,835

5,033

2,621

1,430

84,869

2010111

16,345

26,975

34,611

4,768

2,335

1,326

86,360

2011112

15,850

4,487

2,038

1,219

23,594

15,365

4,189

1,729

1,106

22,389

14,890

3,873

1,409

988

21 , 160

2012/13

2013/14

(3)

Note:
(I) Percentage of Personal Income was based on data from Los Angeles County State of California Employment Department.
(2) Debt per capita data was based on the number of population within the City of Monterey Park.
(3) Starting February 1,2012, the Redevelopment Agency was dissolved and the City became the Successor Agency for the former
Redevelopment Agency.

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Ratios of Outstanding Debt by Type, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Thousands)

Business-Type
Activities

Fiscal Year

Capital

Total

(\) Percentage

Lease

Primary

of Personal

Obligation

Government

Income

(2)

Debt
Per

Population

Capita

2004/05

3,954

82,254

0.02%

64,614

1,273

2005/06

3,628

82,162

0.02%

64,387

1,276

2006/07

4,557

85,614

0.02%

64,508

1,327

2007/08

5,267

87,347

0.02%

64,434

1,356

2008/09

7,073

90,465

0.02%

64,874

1,394

2009110

6,651

91 ,520

0.02%

65,027

1,407

2010/11

6,095

92,455

0.02%

60,435

1,530

2011112

5,533

29, 127

N/A

61 , 153

476

4,966

27,354

N/A

61 ,445

445

4,392

25,552

61 ,777

414

2012/13

2013/14

(3)

N/A

Note:
(I) Percentage of Personal Income was based on data from Los Angeles County State of California Employment Department.
(2) Debt per capita data was based on the number of population within the City of Monterey Park.
(3) Starting February 1, 2012, the Redevelopment Agency was dissolved and the City became the Successor Agency for the former
Redevelopment Agency.

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Ratios of General Bonded Debt Outstanding
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Thousands, except Per Capita)

Fiscal
Year

Total

Actual

Percent of

Net

Pension

Taxable

Actual Taxable

Bonded

Obligation
Bonds (1)

Property

$

2004/05

17,405

Value of

$

Debt Per

Value of
Property

3,962,048

(2)

Population

Capita

0.00%

64,614

269

2005/06

17,405

4,274,060

0.00%

64,387

270

2006/07

17,405

4,640,884

0.00%

64,508

270

2007/08

17,405

4,998,635

0.00%

64,434

270

2008/09

17,380

5,322,844

0.00%

64,874

268

2009/10

16,855

5,396,347

0.00%

65,027

259

2010/11

16,345

5,448,783

0.00%

60,435

270

15,850

5,561 ,867

0.00%

61 ,153

259

2012/13

15,365

5,821 ,655

0.00%

61 ,445

250

2013114

14,890

6,052,916

0.00%

61 ,777

241

2011/12

(3)

Note:
(I) The City has Pension Obligation Bonds and does not have any other general obligation.
(2) Assessed value has been used because the actual value of taxable property is not readily available in the
State of California.
(3) Starting February 1,2012, the Redevelopment Agency was dissolved and the City became the Successor
Agency for the former Redevelopment Agency.

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Direct and Overlapping Debt
As of June 30, 2014
Gross Bonded
Debt Balance
Overlapping Debt
Metropolitan Water District (1 )
GARVEY SD DS 2000 SERI ES A
GARVEY SD DS 2000 SERI ES B
GARVEY SD DS 2004 SERI ES 2005
GARVEY SD DS 2004 SERIES 2006
GARVEY SD DS 2004 SERI ES C
GARVEY SD DS 2011 REFUND BONDS
LA CCD DS 2003 TAXABLE SERIES 2004B
LA CCD DS 2001 TAXABLE SERIES 2004A
LA CCD DS REFUNDING 200 I SERIES 2005A
LA CCD DS 2001, 2006 SERIES B
LA CCD DS 2003,2006 SERIES C
LA CCD DS 200 1, 2008 SER E-I
LA CCD DS 2003, 2008 SER F-I
LA CCD DS 2008, 2009 TAXABLE SER A
LA CCD DS 2008, 2009 TAXABLE SER B
LA CCD DS 2008, 2010 TAX SERI ES D
LA CCD DS 2008, 20 lOTAX SER E (BABS)
LA CCD DS 2008, 2010 SERIES C
LA CCD DS 2013 REF BONDS
LA CCD DS 2008 SERIES G
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 1997 SERIES A
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2002 REF BOND
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2004 SERIES C 2004
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2004 REF BONDS A-I
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2004 REF BONDS A-2
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2004 SERIES E
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2005 REF BONDS A-I
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2005 REF BONDS A-2
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2004 SERIES F
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2006 REFUNDING SERIES A
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2005 SERIES A (2006)
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2005 SERI ES B (2006)
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2005 SERIES C (2006)

Percent
Applicable
ToCi!l:

64,271 ,492
174,557
4,334,519
7,243 ,736
9,829, 168
8,877,964
7,085 ,000
74,235,000
8,850,000
403,320,000
266,185,000
381 ,585,000
267,340,000
341 ,565,000
350,000,000
75,000,000
219,889,950
900,000,000
177,885,060
54,480,000
220,000,000
33,980,000
137,600,000
1,690,000
115,000
255,000
23 ,465,000
345,980,000
120,925,000
89,700,000
555,695,000
144,275,000
53,705,000
273,925,000

Net Bonded
Debt
20, 124
50,254
1,247,881
2,085 ,426
2,829,756
2,555,910
2,039,727
718,674
85,677
3,904,569
2,576,955
3,694,151
2,588,137
3,306,714
3,388,374
726,080
2,128 ,770
8,712,962
1,722,118
527,425
2,129,835
12,806
51 ,858
637
43
96
8,843
130,392
45,574
33,806
209,429
54,398
20,240
103,236

0.031
28.789
28.789
28.789
28.789
28.789
28.789
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.968
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038

Sub-Total Overlapping Debt

$

~7.7IU.B77

2013114 Assessed Valuation: $4,928,933 ,735 After Deducting $1,123,981 ,927 Incremental Value .
Debt to Assessed Val uation Ratios:

Direct Debt
Overlapping debt
Total debt

0.00%
236%
236%

Notes:
(I) This fund is a portion of a larger agency, and is responsible for debt in areas outside the city.
(2) This report reflects debt which is being repaid through voter-approved property tax indebtedness. It excludes mortgage
revenue, tax allocation bonds, interim financing obligations, non-bonded capital lease obligations, and certificates of
participation, unless provided by the city.
(3) Overlapping governments are those that coincide, at least in part, with the geographic boundaries of the city. The
percentage of overlapping debt applicable is estimated by using taxable assessed values. Applicable percentages were
estimated by determining the portion of another governmental unit's taxable assessed value that is within the city's
boundaries and dividing it by each unit's total taxable assessed value.

Source: HDL Coren & Cone
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Direct and Overlapping Debt, Continued
As of June 30, 2014
Gross Bonded
Debt Ba lance
Overlapping Debt (Cont')
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2005 SERIES D (2006)
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2006 REF BDS SER B
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2007 REF BDS SER A-I
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2007 REF BDS SER A-2
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2002 SERIES B (2007)
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2007 REF BDS SER B
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2002 SERI ES C
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2004 SERIES H
LOS ANG ELES UNIF DS 2005 SERIES E
LOS ANGELES UN IF DS 2005 SERIES H
LAUSD 2009 REFUNDING MEASURE R BONDS
LAUSD MEASURE R SERIES KRY BABS
LAUSD MEASURE Y 2009 SERIES KRY BABS
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2009 REFUNDING PROP BB BONDS
LAUSD MEASURE R 20 I 0 SERIES RY BABS
LAUSD MEASURE Y 2010 SERIES RY BABS
LAUSD 2010 REFUNDING SERIES A (MEASURE K)
LOS ANGELES UNIF DS 2011 REFUNDING BOND SERIES A I
MONTEBELLO USD DS 1998 SERIES 1998
MONTEBELLO USD DS 1998 SERIES 1999
MONTEBELLO USD DS 1998 SERIES 2002
MONTEBELLO USD DS 2004 SERIES 2008
MONTEBELLO USD DS 2004 SERIES 2009- 1
MONTEBELLO USD DS 2004 SERIES 2009A-2 BABS
MONTEBELLO USD DS 2010 REFUNDING BONDS
MONTEBELLO USD DS REF 2004 SERIES 2013A
ALHAMBRA USD DS 1999 SERIES A
ALHAMBRA USD DS 2005 REFUND BONDS
ALHAMBRA USD DS 2004 SERIES A
ALHAMBRA USD DS 2008 SERIES A SFID
ALHAMBRA USD-GARVEY DS 2004 SERIES B
ALHAMBRA USD DS 2008 SERIES B
ALHAMBRA USD DS 2008 SERI ES B-1 QSCB
ALHAMBRA USD-GARVEY DS 2012 REF SERIES A

459, 175,000
1,126,445,000
136,055 ,000
24,650,000
847,340,000
47,350,000
106,535,000
432,865,000
120,160,000
608,995,000
55,715,000
200,000,000
363,005 ,000
399,955,000
806,795,000
1,250,585,000
156,000,000
1,622,200,000
7,783,067
9,570,081
15,833, 172
31,850,000
19,115,000
12,640,000
11 , 140,000
22 ,155,000
5,130,306
8,120,000
5,693 ,864
24,074,987
4 1,974,695
13,199,721
10,959,000
34,315,000

Percent
Applicable

Net Bonded
Debt

ToCi~

0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0038
0.038
0.038
0.038
0038
8.338
8.338
8.338
8.338
8.338
8.338
8.338
8.338
33.443
33.443
33.443
33.443
33.443
33.443
33.443
33.443

173,053
424,532
51 ,276
9,290
3 19,343
17,845
40,151
163,137
45,286
229,516
20,998
75,375
136,808
150,734
304,063
471 ,317
58,793
611 ,371
648,924
797,918
1,320,112
2,655 ,536
1,593,739
1,053,877
928,812
1,847,203
1,715 ,723
2,715 ,564
1,904,193
8,051,374
14,037,556
4,414,370
3,665,008
11 ,475,932

Sub-Total Overlappin2 Debt

S

112.128.7;111

Total Overlappin2 Debt

$

1112.8;12.11111

Direct Debt:
14,890,000
3,873,000
1,409,307
5,380,037

Pension Obligation Bonds
HUD Section 108 Loans
Library Special Tax Revenue Note
Capital Lease Obligation

14,890,000
3,873,000
1,409,307
5,380,037

100%
100%
100%
100%

25,552,344

Total Direct Debt
$

Total Direct and Overlapping Debt

135,391,951

Source: HDL Coren & Cone
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Legal Debt Margin Information
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Thousands)
Fiscal Year

Assessed valuation
Debt limit percentage

2004/05

2005/06

2006/07

2007108

3,962,048

4,274,060

4,640,884

4,998,635

15%

Debt limit

15%

15%

2008/09

5,322,844

15%

15%

594,307

641 ,109

696,133

749,795

798,427

17,405

17,405

17,405

17,405

17,380

Total net debt applicable to limit:
Pension obligation bonds
Legal debt margin
Total debt applicable to the limit
as a percentage of debt limit

$

576,902

$

2.9286%

623,704

2.7148%

$

678,728

2.5002%

$

732,390

2.3213%

$

781,047

2.1768%

Note: In accordance with California Government Code Section 43605, total general obligation bonds outstanding
cannot exceed 15 percent of total assessed valuation.

Sources: I. City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
2. County of Los Angeles Department of Auditor-Controller

156

Page 252 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Legal Debt Margin Information, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Thousands)

2009/10

Assessed valuation

2010/11

5,396,347

Debt limit percentage

5,448,783

15%

Debt limit

Fiscal Year
2011112
5,561,867

15%

15%

2012/13

2013114

5,821,655

6,052,916

15%

15%

809,452

817,317

834,280

873,248

907,937

16,855

16,345

15,850

15,365

14,890

Total net debt applicable to limit:
Pension obligation bonds
Legal debt margin
Total debt applicable to the limit
as a percentage of debt limit

$

792,597

$

2.0823%

800,972

1.9998%

$

818,430

1.8998%

$

857,883

1.7595%

$

893,047

1.6400%

Note: In accordance with California Government Code Section 43605, total general obligation bonds outstanding
cannot exceed 15 percent oftotal assessed valuation.

Sources: 1. City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
2. County of Los Angeles Department of Auditor-Controller

157

Page 253 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Tax Allocation Bonds Pledged-Revenue Coverage
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Thousands)

Tax Allocation Bonds
Tax
Increment

Fiscal Year

Debt Service
Interest

Principal

Coverage

2003/04

6,214

805

1,552

2.64

2004/05

6,555

925

1,526

2.67

2005/06

7,533

955

1,497

3.07

2006/07

8,134

985

1,469

3.31

2007/08

9,746

1,015

1,436

3.98

2008/09

10,216

1,050

1,404

4.16

2009/10

10,531

1,080

1,367

4.30

2010111

10,581

1,120

1,327

4.32

2,448

1,165

1,283

1.00

2011112

(1)

2012/13
2013114

Note:

(1)

Starting February 1,2012, the Redevelopment Agency was dissolved and the City became the
Successor Agency for the former Redevelopment Agency .

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Demographic and Economic Statistics
Last Ten Fiscal Years

Personal
Income

Per Capita
Personal
Income

Unemployment
Rate

Fiscal Year

Population

2004/05

64,614

342,231,121

34,426

3.7%

2005/06

64,387

369,174,348

37,362

3.5%

2006/07

64,508

390,295,865

39,794

3.6%

2007/08

64,434

413,316,582

42,265

4.7%

2008/09

64,874

402,459,119

40,867

8.5%

2009/10

65,027

410,674,615

41,791

9.4%

2010/11

60,435

420,913,463

42,564

9.3%

2011112

61,153

N/A

N/A

9.0%

2012/13

61,445

N/A

N/A

8.0%

2013/14

61,777

N/A

N/A

7.4%

Note:

Sources :

Personal income and Per capita personal income are the data shown for Los Angeles County from
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

1. Bureau of Economic Analysis
2. State of California Employment Development Department (data shown is for the county)
3. State of California, Department of Finance
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Principal Employers
(Current Year and Ten Years Ago)
2013/14

Percent of
Total
Employment

Number of
Employees

Employers

Garfield Medical Center

976

0.022%

Care 1st Health Plan

541

0.012%

Southern California Gas Company

387

0.009%

Syner Med Inc

356

0.008%

Monterey Park Hospital

320

0.007%

Remitco LLC

187

0.004%

Ralphs Grocery (2 locations)

171

0.004%

24 Hour Fitness #867

143

0.003%

Chinese Dai ly News

142

0.003%

California Psychcare Inc

103

0.002%

Camino Real Chevrolet

100

0.002%

Monterey Park Convalescent

92

0.002%

Southern California Edison

90

0.002%

Heritage Manor Healthcare

90

0.002%

La Colonial Tortilla Products Inc

85

0.002%

Note:

"Total Employment" used above represents the total employment of Los Angeles County.

Sources: I. Ci ty of Monterey Park Management Services Department
2. State of Califomi a Employment Development Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Principal Employers, Continued
(Current Year and Ten Years Ago)
2004/05
Percent of
Total
Employment

Number of
Employees

Employers
Union Bank Processing Center

1,600

0.035%

Garfield Medical Center

1,073

0.024%

United California Bank Processing Center

1,000

0.022%

Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department

791

0.018%

L.A. County Children's Court

736

0.016%

Community Development Commission

500

0.01 1%

City of Monterey Park

500

0.011%

Monterey Park Hospital

364

0.008%

Southern California Gas Company

290

0.006%

AT & T Communications

211

0.005%

Chinese Daily News

165

0.004%

Ralph's Grocery Store (2 Locations)

145

0.003%

California Highway Patrol

131

0.003%

La Colonial Tortilla Products, Inc.

131

0.003%

Remitco L L C

124

0.003%

Note:

"Total Employment" used above represents the total emp loyment of Los Angeles County.

Sources: I. City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
2. State of Cali fomi a Employment Development Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Full-Time and Part-Time City Employees by Function
Last Ten Fiscal Years

Fiscal Year
Function

04/05

05/06

06/07

07/08

08/09

09/10

40

38

38

38

37

32

35

32

32

32

131

131

132

132

131

123

113

113

114

114

62

63

64

64

64

62

59

58

58

58

61

63

63

63

62

59

70

70

70

70

Library

20

20

30

31

31

25

24

24

25

25

Recreation 1 Community Services

57

58

58

59

54

49

36

36

36

36

27

28

28

28

27

24

15

12

13

13

399

402

413

415

407

373

352

345

347

348

General Government

10/11

11112

12/13

13114

Public Safety
Police
Fire

Public Works

Culture and Recreation

Community Development

Total

Note: Numbers represent Full-Time-Equivalent positions.

Source: City of Monterey Park Annual Budget
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Operating Indicators by Function
Last Ten Fiscal Years
Fiscal Year
2004/05

Police:
Number of service calls
Response time priority I (emergency)
(minutes/seconds)
Fire:
Number of emergency calls
Inspections

2005/06

Water:
Meters changed and upgrades
Water turn-ons and turn-offs
Average daily consumption
(thousand of gallons)

2007/08

2008/09

55,883

56,197

50,908

54,696

54,925

4:28

4:24

4:05

4:17

4:25

3,587

3,640

3,895

4,163

4,094

2,165

2,566

2,597

2,747

3,372

2.22

2.38

Public works:
Street resurfacing (miles)
Parks and recreation:
Hours of recreation classes
Number offacility rentals

2006/07

723
235

770
269

770
235

770

770

235

241

459

641

653

712

518

3,744

3,574

3,744

2,905

2,939

10,000

11,000

11,000

11,000

11,000

Sources: 1. City of Monterey Park Annual Budget
2. City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
3. City of Monterey Park Engineering Division

164

Page 260 of 778

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Operating Indicators by Function, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years

2009/10

2010111

Fiscal Year
2011/12

2012/13

2013/14

Police:

Number of service calls
Response time priority I (emergency)

53,863

54,363

54,128

51,130

5 1,168

4:00

4:03

4:10

3:55

4:39

(minutes/seconds)

Fire:

Number of emergency calls

4,378

3,757

4,103

4,565

4,562

Inspections

3,438

3,438

2,570

2,385

2,252

7.66

0.47

2.05

2.05

0.48

700
141

770

770

540

770

141

177

145

165

Public works:

Street resurfacing (miles)

Parks and recreation:

Hours of recreation classes
Number of facility rentals

Water:

513

564

1,149

739

799

Water turn-ons and turn-offs

2,521

2,079

2,436

2,856

2,739

A verage daily consumption

11,000

8,000

8,000

8,000

8,000

Meters changed and upgrades

(thousand of gallons)

Sources: 1. City of Monterey Park Annual Budget
2. City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
3. City of Monterey Park Engineering Division
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Capital Asset Statistics by Function
Last Ten Fiscal Years

2004/05

Fiscal Year
2006/07

2005/06

2007/08

2008/09

Police:
Stations

Fire:
Fire stations

3

3

3

3

3

Public works:
Streets (mi les)
Streetlights

119

119

119

119

119

3,359

3,359

3,359

3,359

3,359

75

75

75

75

75

14

14

14

14

14

134

134

134

134

134

12,871

13,000

13,130

13,540

12,140

126

126

126

126

126

12.43

12.43

12.43

12.43

12.43

Traffic signals

Parks and recreation:
Parks
Community centers

Water:
Water mains (miles)
Maximum daily capacity
(thousands of gallons)

Wastewater:
Sanitary sewers (miles)
Storm sewers (miles)

Sources: 1. City of Monterey Park Annual Budget
2. City of Monterey Park Water Division
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Capital Asset Statistics by Function, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years

2009110

Fiscal Year
2011112

2010111

2013/14

2012/13

Police:
Stations

Fire:
Fire stations

Public works:
Streets (miles)
Streetlights
Traffic signals

3

3

3

3

3

119

119

119

11 9

119

3,359

3,359

3,359

3,359

3,359

75

75

75

75

75

14

14

14

14

14

134

134

134

134

134

11 ,733

11 ,140

11,340

12,810

11,510

Parks and recreation:
Parks
Community centers

Water:
Water mains (mi les)
Maximum daily capacity
(thousands of gallons)

Wastewater:
Sanitary sewers (miles)
Storm sewers (miles)

126

126

126

126

126

12.43

12.43

12.43

12.43

12.43

Sources: I. City of Monterey Park Annual Budget
2. City of Monterey Park Water Division
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Water Sold by Type of Customer
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Millions of Gallons)

Fiscal Year
2004/05

2005/06

2006/07

2007/08

2008/09

Type of Customer:
2,390.3

2,390.2

2,442.3

2,482.5

2,814.1

Commercial

885.0

891.4

916.4

874.0

924.6

Institutional

66.0

76.7

81.2

76.7

132.3

Government

50.0

52.4

61.8

62.0

87.6

3,391.3

3,410.7

3,501.7

3,495.2

3,958.6

Residential

Total

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Water Sold by Type of Customer, Continued
Last Ten Fiscal Years
(In Millions of Gallons)

Fiscal Year
2009110

2010/11

2011112

2012/13

2013/ 14

Type of Customer:
Residential

2,693.5

2,718.3

2,570.3

2,825.1

2,824.1

Commercial

925.8

935.0

861.8

893.6

893.8

Institutional

127.8

130.0

175 .0

163.0

160.0

Government

90.1

89.1

90.0

88.0

82.0

3,837.2

3,872.4

3,697.1

3,969.7

3,959.9

Total

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Water Rates
Last Ten Fiscal Years

Fiscal Year
2004/05

Rate per
1,000
Gallons

Monthly
Base
Rate

$

10.60

2005/06

11.13

2006/07

11.69

2007/08

12.11

2008/09

12.72

2009/10

12.63

2010/11

12.63

2011112

12.63

2012113

12.63

2013/14

12.63

Note:

1.84
1.94
2.04
2. 11
2.22
2.21
2.21
2.21
2.21
2.21

Rates are based on 5/8" meter and 3/4 meters (the City is standardizing to 3/4
meters), which is the standard household meter size. The City charges an
excess-use rate above the 4488 gallons allowed in the base rate.

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK
Top Ten Water Customers
(Current Year and Five Years Ago)

2009/10

2013/14

Water
Charges

Water Customer

Atlantic Times Square

$

Percent of
Total Water
Revenues

Water
Charges

Percent of
Total Water
Revenues

0.00%

$

77,994

1.02%

M P Golf Course

58,119

0.76%

42,352

0.56%

Aespace America Inc.

56,204

0.74%

57,834

0.76%

Lincoln Best Hotel I

36,740

0.48%

26,1 11

0.34%

Garfield Estates

34,440

0.45%

33,460

0.44%

Union Bank of CA #24

28,112

0.37%

30,863

0.40%

LA County Int Serv

25,233

0.33%

42,043

0.55%

Ocean Star Seafood

24,375

0.32%

32,166

0.42%

Continental Homes

24,200

0.32%

32,812

0.43%

Emerald Hi lls LLC

23,449

0.31%

27,992

0.37%

388,866

5.10%

325,633

4.27%

$

$

Source: City of Monterey Park Management Services Department
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City Council Staff Report
DATE:
AGENDA ITEM NO:

December 3, 2014
New Business
Agenda Item 6-A.

TO:

The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Ron Bow, Director of Public Works/Assistant City Manager

SUBJECT:

Approval of Monterey Park Bicycle Master Plan. The Bike Plan is
exempt from CEQA under Section 21080.20 (Bicycle Transportation
Plans).

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the City Council:
1. Adopt Resolution no.
to adopt the Monterey Park Bicycle Master Plan;
2. Take such additional, related, action that may be desirable.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The City of Monterey Park is the lead agency of a multi-jurisdiction project to adopt a
regional San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan that includes bicycle plans for each of
the five participating cities. Staff recommends that City Council adopt the resolution that
approves the proposed Monterey Park Bicycle Master Plan.
BACKGROUND:
In June 2013, City Council adopted a resolution to participate in a regional bicycle plan
for 5 cities in the San Gabriel Valley - Monterey Park, Baldwin Park, EI Monte, San
Gabriel, and South EI Monte. Monterey Park was the lead city of a joint application to
the Los Angeles Department of Public Health (DPH) Healthy Eating Active Living
(HEAL) competitive grant program to develop the regional bicycle program. Bike SGV
(San Gabriel Valley) - the non-profit bicycle advocacy group - administered the project.
The Project Team headed by Bike SGV, and including planning and public works staff
from each agency and the DPH grant administrator, conducted a Request for Proposal
(RFP) process to hire a planning/engineering consultant firm to prepare the design
plans. Alta Planning was the successful bidder.
This San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan mirrors other regional bike plans
that recognize that bicycle paths should not just end at a jurisdiction's boundaries, but
also provide regional connectivity. A lesson learned from previous endeavors is the
importance of gaining the community's buy-in and the need to conduct extensive public
outreach from the initiation of the project.
The project was kicked off by community events held at each city. Monterey Park's
event was held on December 3, 2013 at the Bruggemeyer Library. Bike SGV also
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hosted informational booths to solicit community input at many City events, including the
Harmony Month Car Show (October 2013), Lunar Festival (January 2014), Earth Day
(April 2014), and the Farmer's Market/Night Market (August 2014). Since the inception
of the project, interested parties can submit comments and suggestions via the website
that was specifically created for public outreach: www.dobikeplan.com. The Project
Team collected over 600 surveys that were instrumental in guiding the development of
the bike plan.
Bike SGV enlisted the assistance of students from the Mark Keppel Senior Honor
Society Club to conduct Street Audits throughout Monterey Park. The purpose of the
street audits was to determine hazards to bicyclists and opportunities for bicycle
infrastructure improvements. Mark Keppel students also assisted with manual bicycle
counts that are necessary to assess before and after improvements.
The Environmental Commission was actively involved in the plan's development and
established a Bicycle Subcommittee made up of Monterey Park constituents for the
purpose of advocating the plan's adoption and future implementation. Both the Traffic
Commission and Planning Commission received copies of the plan for their review and
were invited to participate in the Subcommittee meetings.
Bike Plan Overview
The Monterey Park Bicycle Master Plan is a component of the larger San Gabriel Valley
Regional Bicycle Master Plan. The regional sections of the Plan include overarching
goals and policies that apply to all five cities. Each city will adopt its own individual
bicycle plan that identifies infrastructure improvements (i.e., bike lanes) within that city.
The Regional Bicycle Master Plan includes the following chapters:
Chapter 1. Introduction: This chapter summarizes the overall purpose and
history of the Plan, description of the different types of bike infrastructures (e.g.,
Class I, II, and III), and discussion on the benefits of bicycling.
Chapter 2. Vision, Goals, Objectives, and Policies: This chapter explains the
overall vision for the planning area, goals and objectives to be achieved, and
policies to ensure plan implementation. Chapter 2 also provides an overview of
existing State and regional-level transportation plans, policies and programs that
affect the planning area.
Chapter 5. Monterey Park Chapter (Chapters 3, 4, 6 and 7 refer to the other
participating cities): This chapter makes specific recommendations for bicycle
routes and facilities in the City of Monterey Park. Most notably are Class II bike
lanes along Monterey Pass Rd., Avenida Cesar Chavez to Riggin Street9, and
Potrero Grande Dr. to Pomona BI. Class III bike facilities are proposed for street
segments where the available street width is not wide enough to accommodate a
designated, striped bike lane (Class II). These streets include Garvey Av. and
Emerson Av.
Low traffic streets in residential neighborhoods are good
candidates for Class III lanes.
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Enhanced bike facilities are recommended
innovative and unconventional treatments
safety. Example are cycle tracks along
Sharrows (shared lanes) and bike boxes for

for a number of streets. These are
that are being applied to increase
Rosemead BI. in Temple City and
built-out urban centers.

An overview of existing conditions and bicycle ridership is followed by projected
bicycle demand. Annual benefits such as improvements to air quality as a result
of reduced automobile are assessed. A prioritized list of recommended bicycle
facilities is provided in addition to a menu of recommended education,
encouragement, enforcement and evaluation programs that can increase
bicycling and safety. Finally, project cost and potential funding sources are
identified in this chapter.
Chapter 8. Recommended Programs: This chapter describes the proposed
education, encouragement, enforcement and evaluation programs that are listed
in Chapter 5 in greater detail.
Chapter 9. Potential Funding Sources: This chapter provides more detailed
information on the funding source listed in Chapter 5.
Chapter 10. Appendices: This chapter is a compilation of various design
guidelines, outreach meetings, poll results and comments, Complete Streets
policy, bicycle counts data, and bicycle parking standards.
CONFORMS TO GENERAL PLAN

The Planning Commission had determined that the Monterey Park Bicycle Master Plan
is consistent with the City of Monterey Park General Plan at their November 25, 2014
meeting. At the public hearing members of the community and the Bike Subcommittee
The Commission approved a resolution
spoke in support of the bike plan.
recommending that the City Council adopt the San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle
Master Plan.
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT:

The Bicycle Master Plan is statutorily exempt from additional environmental review
under the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, et seq.;
"CEQA") and CEQA regulations (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §§ 15000, et seq.; the "CEQA
Guidelines") pursuant to CEQA § 21080.20. If the City Council approves the Master
Plan and, at some future date, decides to implement its recommendations, the City may
be required to conduct additional environmental review. Traffic and safety analyses will
be conducted at the time of construction of the proposed bicycle lanes. Environmental
review requirements will be determined on a project specific basis, based on the extent
of the physical changes such as paving, drainage and construction.
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FISCAL IMPACT:
There is no cost to the City to adopt the Bicycle Master Plan. An adopted bike plan will
make the city eligible for certain grant funding that would be available for construction.
The total cost for the construction of the proposed bicycle infrastructure is estimated to
be $2.26 million.

Prepared by:
/ )

;.~
Ron Bow
Irector of Public Works!
Assistant City Manager

AmyHo
Principal Management Analyst

APpr2~
Paul L. Talbot
City Manager

ATTACHMENTS:
1. San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan
2. Resolution No.
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SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

San Gabrie Valley Regio al Bicycle Master P an
Made possible with fundingfrom the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention through the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health.
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.,:1. Introduction

.

The San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan is intended to guide the development and maintenance of a
comprehensive bicycle network and set of programs within the cities of Baldwin Park, EI Monte, Monterey Park, San
Gabriel, and South EI Monte for the next 20 years. This chapter presents the reasons for creating the San Gabriel Valley
Regional Bicycle Master Plan, how the communities have been involved in the planning process, and the framework for
the ensuing chapters.

Table 1-1 Population of the Bicycle Master Plan Cities

1.1 Setting
The San Gabriel Valley region is located in the east-central
portion of Los Angeles County and includes cities along
and between the Interstate 10 (1-10), Interstate 210 (1-210),
and State Route 60 (SR-60) freeways. This bicycle master
plan focuses specifically on five cities within the San
Gabriel Valley region that have agreed to participate in
this planning effort. Together, the cities of Baldwin Park,
EI Monte, Monterey Park, San Gabriel, and South EI Monte
comprise approximately 31 square miles of land area and
have a combined population of over 300,000. The five
participating cities vary in size, population, socioeconomic
factors, climate, and in existing levels of bicycle
infrastructure and bicycle usage. Figure 1-1 displays the
San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan partner
cities, and Table 1-1 shows the population statistics for
each city as compared to the project area as a whole.

Location

Population

Park
.-Baldwin
---EI Monte

I

I

-

-

---j

113,475

137%
I

, 60,269

San Gabriel

I

-

i 24%

175,390

i

Monterey Park
-

Percent Project
Area Population

I

20%

J

13%

I

39,718

South EI Monte

20,116

TOTAL

308,968

,

--I

j

' 6.5%
1.

100%

Source: U.S. Census 2010

The San Gabriel Valley currently faces several barriers
to bicycling. This region is an area dominated by the
automobile. Many streets carry high volumes of personal

Figure 1-1 Location of the Bicycle Master Plan Cities Within Los Angeles County
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and commercial vehicles and industrial freight truck
traffic traveling at high speeds, creating challenging
road conditions for people bicycling. Roads with fewer
motorized vehicles are often residential streets that do not
connect or end in cul-de-sacs, forcing people bicycling to
travel far out of their way to reach their destinations. There
is also a lack of regional bicycle connectivity between San
Gabriel Valley cities, with many bicycle facilities dropping
at city boundaries, such as the bicycle lanes on Ramona
Boulevard in Baldwin Park that end once the street enters
EI Monte.

1.2 Purpose of the Bicycle Master
Plan
The San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan
provides a broad vision, as well as strategies and actions,
to improve conditions for bicycling throughout the region
as well as in each partner city. As a means of bettering

the bicycling environment, this Plan provides direction
for expanding the existing bikeway network, closing
key gaps within the project cities, and connecting to
bicycle facilities in adjacent cities and unincorporated
Los Angeles County communities. In addition to
providing recommendations for bikeways and support
facilities, the Plan offers recommendations for education,
encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation programs.

1.3 Bicycle Facility Types
The San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan
recommends three broad categories of bicycle facilities.
These facility types - Class I, II, and III - are defined by the
State of California in the California Streets and Highways
Code Section 890.4. Figure 1-2 and Figure 1-3 illustrate
recommended cross-sections for the first three types of
bicycle facilities, wh ich are discussed in the following
sections.

Figure 1-2 Recommended Standards For Bicycle Facilities (Shared-Use Path And Bike Lane)

SHARE D-USE PATH
-

,, ~.-

NO
MOTOR
VEH ICLES

I

Provides com plete ly separated
rig ht-of-way fbr'exd ll sive LIse by
bk.yde:s tHld pedestrians with

cross-f low

mi n irni~ e d

8'· 10' 't'lpital 'oViclth
2.' gr.)(le<i ~ hQ tJld e l ~ mqulre<1

B:IKE LA NE

~
~

Provid es stri ped
lane fo r on e-way
bike travel on a
street or highway

2

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 280 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

Figure 1-3 Recommended Standards For Bicycle Facilities (Bike Route)
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A fourth category, "bicycle boulevards", has emerged
recently as a distinct facility type, Although bicycle
boulevards are not yet codified by the State of California,
they have been implemented with success in cities such
as Berkeley and Long Beach, A fifth category of bicycle
facilities, protected bike lanes or "cycle tracks", has
recently been growing in popularity in North American
cities after decades of success throughout Europe and
elsewhere. Protected bike lanes are expected to become
standardized facilities in California in 2014 or soon after.
A complete set of Bicycle Facility Design Guidelines
based on the current state of the practice is presented in
AppendixA.
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1.3.1 Class I Bike Paths

1.4 Benefits of Bicycling

Class I Bike Paths are paved right-of-ways for exclusive
use by people bicycling, walking, and using other nonmotorized modes of transportation. Class I facilities can be
constructed in roadway right-of-way or can have exclusive
right-of-way off-street, such as in utility corridors. Bike
Paths are beneficial to a bicycle network because they
provide an alternative for people who do not feel
comfortable riding a bicycle alongside automobile traffic.
When shared with pedestrians or other non-motorized
modes, Class I bike paths are generally slower moving
than other facility types. While they can be used by
people commuting by bicycle to safely get to and from
work, they are generally most popular with recreational
cyclists, such as those riding on the San Gabriel and Rio
Hondo river paths.

Bicycling is a low-cost and healthy transportation
option that provides economic and livability benefits to
communities. When residents and visitors bicycle for a
trip, it alleviates congestion, minimizes greenhouse gas
emissions, and helps extend and improve the quality of
people's lives. Below is a brief overview of the benefits of
greater investments in bicycling.

1.3.2 Class II Bike lanes
Class II Bike Lanes are striped and signed on-street travel
lanes exclusively for bicycles. Standard bicycle lanes
are most popular with experienced bicycle commuters.
However, Class II Bike Lanes canbe enhanced to include
additional provisions, such as painted buffers or physical
barriers, to separate people bicycling from automobile
traffic. These types of provisions may better attract
more people of all ages and abilities to bicycle for
transportation because on-street bike lanes often provide
the most direct connections to destinations.

1.3.3 Class III Bike Routes
Class III Bike Routes share the right-of-way between
vehicles and people on bicycles with signage and optiona l
shared lane markings to indicate that the road is a shared
use facility. Class III facilities are typically recommended
for:
•

•

Streets with relatively low traffic speeds (25
mph or less) and lower volumes «3,000 ADT)
such that less experienced bicycle riders will feel
comfortable bicycling with mixed traffic
Streets with traffic speeds in excess of 25
mph and volumes greater than 3,000 ADT
that normally warrant bike lanes but because
of curb-to-curb or other ROW constraints,
people bicycling must share traffic lanes with
motorists; careful consideration must be given
to designating these streets as shared roadways
to ensure that roadway conditions are safe for
people bicycling

1.4.1 Environmental Benefits
Due to emissions from "cold starts" (i.e., when a car
hasn't been driven in a few hours and the engine is cool),
a one-mile automobile trip emits up to 70 percent as
much pollution as a 10-mile excursion. This means that
when people decide to bicycle or walk even just for
very short trips, they are still significantly reducing their
environmental footprint.' Decreasing greenhouse gas
emissions helps the region meet state legislated targets
set by Assembly Bill 32 and Senate Bill 375. From reducing
local levels of harmful pollutqnts that cause asthma and
other respiratory illnesses to addressing global climate
change, higher rates of bicycling provide tangible,
significant air quality benefits.
Bicycling also does not pollute water as driving an
automobile does. Cars leak oil, petroleum products and
other toxins onto road surfaces that eventually make
their way to storm drains, creeks, and large bodies of
water. This "non-point source" pollution is a major threat
to urbanaquatic habitats, contaminates drinking water,
and can cause major illness. Some toxins and metals
accumulate in sea life and cause medical problems to
people when eaten. Others cause explosive growth of
algae, which depletes water of oxygen, killing fish and
aquatic Iife.2 Every bicycle trip is one less opportunity for
these toxins to enter the environment, which on a large
scale can make the difference in the health of local water
ways and aquatic systems.

1.4.2 Economic Benefits to Cities
Multiple studies have shown that bikeable neighborhoods
are more livable and attractive, helping increase home
values and ret ain a more talented workforce that
result in higher property tax revenues and business
competitiveness. 3 Similarly, bike lanes can improve retail
business directly by drawing customers and indirectly by
supporting the regional economy. Patrons who bike to
local stores have been found to spend more money when
visiting local businesses than patrons who drive. 4

7. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. (2007). Source Inventory of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
2. City and County of Honolulu Department of Environmental Services

4
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The League of American Bicyclists reports that bicycling
makes up $133 billion of the U.S. economy, funding 1.1
million jobs. 5 The League also estimates bicycle-related
trips generate another $47 billion in tourism activity.
Many communities have enjoyed a high return on their
investment in bicycling. For example, the Outer Banks of
North Carolina spent $6.7 million to improve local bicycle
facilities, and reaped a reported benefit of $60 million of
annual economic activity associated with bicycling.

1.4.3 Benefits to Households and Individuals
Biking is not just a form of travel; it is an important form of
exercise. Many public health experts associate the rising
and widespread incidence of obesity with automobiledominant development patterns and lifestyles that
limit such incidental and daily forms of physical activity
achieved through bicycling.6 This association is perhaps
most apparent, and acute, with respect to children and
school travel. After decades of declining rates of walking
and biking - from roughly half of all non-high school
students in 1968 to just 14 percent in 2009 - obesity
among youth has become an epidemic.? In California, one
in three kids age 9-17 are now at risk of becoming or are
already overweight. 8
For children, the Center for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) recommends 60 minutes of daily
aerobic exercise. The CDC recommends 75 to 150
minutes of vigorous exercise, in combination with muscle
strengthening exercises, for adults on a weekly basis. For
many adults and children, walking or biking to work or
school is a viable - if not the on Iy - option for achieving
these recommended exercise regimens.
Bicycle infrastructure also provides transportation choices
to those who cannot or do not drive, including people
with disabilities, youth, seniors, and people with limited
incomes. Families that can replace some of their driving
trips with bicycling trips spend a lower proportion of their
income on transportation,9 freeing additional income
for local goods and services. For others who do not live
within walking distance of their employment site, or who
work a distance from transit routes, bicycling may provide
the only affordable and reliable means of commuting.

1.5 Public Outreach
Due to the unique partnership between the cities of
Baldwin Park, EI Monte, Monterey Park, San Gabriel, and
South EI Monte, as well as Day One/BikeSGV, community
outreach was extensive. During fall 2013 and winter 2014,
the project team conducted a series of outreach activities
to engage the participating communities in identifying
initial challenges, opportunities, and ideas for improving
the cycling experience in the San Gabriel Valley. The
following provides a list of community engagement
activities that were conducted during the initial input
gatheri ng phase of the project:
•

Community Outreach Booths
o

October 5, 2013: South EI Monte's Mayor
Ride, City Hall, South EI Monte

o

October 19, 2013: Think Together Sports
Tournament, Olive Middle School, Baldwin
Park

o

October 19, 2013: Children's Day Parade &
Harv:est Festival, Arceo Park, EI Monte

o

October 19, 2013: Harmony Festival Car Show
& Artisans' Faire, Barnes Park, Monterey Park

o

October 27, 2013: BikeSGV's Halloween Bike
Train, Santa Fe Dam, Baldwin Park

o

November 1, 2013: Carnival, Morgan Park,
Baldwin Park

o

November 2, 2013: South EI Monte Mayor's
Ride, City Hall, South EI Monte

o

November 16, 2013: 5K Turkey Trot, Vincent
Lugo Park, San Gabriel

o

November 21, 2013: Farm Cuisine Restaurant
Grand Opening, Monterey Park

o

November 23, 2013: Teen Center 10-Year
Anniversary, Hilda Solis Park, Baldwin Park

o

November 24, 2013: BikeSGV's Bike Train,
Peck Road Park, EI Monte

o

December 6, 2013: SGV Service Center Open
House, South EI Monte

3.
4.
5.
6.

Cortright, Joe for CEOs for Cities. (2009). Walking the Walk: How Walkability Raises Home Values in US Cities.
The Clean Air Partnership. (2009). Bike Lanes, On-Street Parking and Business: A Study of Bloor Street in Toronto's Annex Neighborhood.
Flusche, Darren for the League of American Bicyclists. (2009). The Economic Benefits of Bicycle Infrastructure Investments.
October 27, 7999 issue of the JAMA
7. United States Department of Transportation, National Household Travel Survey
8. The California Endowment. (No Date). Fighting California's Childhood Obesity Epidemic. http://www.calendow.org/article.aspx?id=348
9. Center for Neighborhood Technology. (2005). Driven to Spend: Pumping Dollars out of Our Households and Communities.
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•

o

December 29, 2013: BikeSGV's Bike Train,
Legg Lake, South EI Monte

o

January 23, 2014: Urban Greening Town Hall
Meeting, EI Monte

o

January 25, 2014: Chinese New Year,
Monterey Park

o

January 26, 2014: BikeSGV's Bike Train, Santa
Fe Dam, Baldwin Park

Jurisdictional Meetings
o

December 3, 2013: Monterey Park
Bruggemeyer Library

o

December 4, 2013: South EI Monte Senior
Center

o

December 5, 2013: San Gabriel Public Library

o

December 11, 2013: Baldwin Park Arts &
Recreation Center

o

December 17, 2013: EI Monte Senior Center

•

Information Kiosks in Each City

•

Youth Workshops:
o

•

More detailed lists of comments provided at these
outreach events can be found in Appendix B.

1.5.2 Jurisdictional Meetings - Round 1
In December 2013, the project team facilitated five (5)
public Jurisdictional Meetings (one in each participating
city) to present an overview of the plan process and

Mark Keppel High School's Promoting Youth
Advocacy Club (4 dates between October
2013 and January 2014)

Online and Hard-Copy Survey
o

•

team created large-print maps showing the Emerald
Necklace trail network, existing and planned bikeways in
each of the five project cities, and bikeways throughout
the larger San Gabriel Valley area. Members of the
public were asked to review the maps and provide input
on challenges and opportunities for bicycling in the
respective city and throughout the region. Hard copies of
the Bikeways Survey were available for booth visitors to
complete on-site. Those who stopped by the booth were
also provided with materials such as bike maps, stickers,
pamphlets, and information about BikeSGV's monthly
Bike Train group rides and bicycle advocacy in the San
Gabriel Valley. Finally, visitors were invited to sign-up
to receive future updates about the project. The events
usually included a large number of children and families.

Survey was open from October 1, 2013
through January 31,2014

Website w ith Mapping Tool, Polls & Suggestion
Form

1.5.1 Community Outreach Booths
Public outreach was conducted at several community
events through a "pop-up booth" staffed by BikeSGV
volunteers and members of the project team. The project

Image 2- Flyer for the Regional Bicycle Master Plan
gather input from the individual communities. All of the
five individual meetings took place from 6:30pm - 8:00pm
at centrally located public facilities. Detailed descriptions
of each workshop and the public input received can be
found in Appendix B.
The meetings followed an Open House format, with
various stations throughout the room . Staff and
volunteers from BikeSGV joined Alta Planning + DeSign
staff to answer questions and prompt community
members to provide their own ideas for how to create
a more bike-friendly San Gabriel Valley. In addition to
the Sign-In Table, six stations were provided to provide
information and to collect ideas:

....

......--~
/ --- -:.
Image 1- Bike Plan Volunteer Speaking With an
Interested Community Member
6

1. Bicycle Master Plan Presentation
2. Mapping
3. Bicycle Facility Types
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4. Education, Encouragement & Evaluation - What's
Working? What Can We Do Better?
5. Survey Station
6. Kids' Activity Station

Station 1: Bicycle Master Plan Presentation
A brief, continuous running PowerPoint presentation
provided background information about the Regional
Bicycle Master Plan project. The presentation provided
an explanation of the project and a tentative schedule to
provide overview information and guidance on how to
stay involved.

Station 2: Mapping
Using stickers and maps of the project cities, participants
at this station identified current cycling destinations,
places that they would like to bicycle to, and locations
for possible improvements. Post-It notes and flip charts
were used to record additional notes or destinations.
Destinations noted by stakeholders for bicycle

Station 3: Bicycle Facility Types
An education station was provided with four boards
showing different types of bicycle facilities: one board
illustrated standard bicycle facilities commonly used
today (Class I paths, regular bike lanes, sharrows, etc.),
another offered images of more non-standard bikeway
facilities (e.g., cycle tracks, colored bike lanes, etc.), a third
board showed bicycle parking options, and the last board
highlighted common types of bicycle pavement markings
and wayfinding signage. Participants were asked to show
which facility types they would like to see used in their
communities, and several individuals provided ideas for
additional treatments or ways to improve those shown on
the boards. In addition, participants were asked to discuss
where these various facilities might be installed in the
future.

Image 4 - Community Members Voting for Their Preferred
Bicycle Facilities
Image 3- Bike Plan Community Meeting in Monterey Park
connectivity include East L.A. College in Monterey Park,
the EI Monte Transit Center, grocery stores, community
centers, Whittier Narrows Recreation Area, river bicycle
paths, and other parks and recreation facilities.

Table 1-2 and Table 1-3 show the total sticker vote
counts among all five project cities for preferred Bikeway
Types; Bicycle Parking Facilities; and Signage, Markings,
and Wayfinding. Cycle Tracks received the most votes for
preferred Bikeway Type, and Bike Stations were the most
popular Bicycle Parking Facilities among participants.

On a different set of maps, participants were asked to
identify challenge locations, such as physical barriers
or complex intersections. Participants frequently noted
issues related to freeways bifurcating the community and
freeway interchanges causing high-stress crossings, highspeed arterials such as Atlantic Boulevard and Garvey
Avenue, and intersections difficult to navigate via bicycle.
Participants requested improvements near schools to slow
traffic and better accommodate bicycle and pedestrian
travel.
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To ble 1-2 Bikeway Types

Standard Bikeway Types

Number of Dots

"Imnov a1Jive " Bikeway Types

Number of Dots

Off-Street Bike Path

6

Cycle Track s

17

--

-

12

Buffere d Bi ke Lanes

5

Signed Shared Roadway

4

Enhan cedC olored Bike Lanes

7

Bicycle Boulevard

3

Colore d Sha rrow Lane ("Super Sharrows")

0

On-Street Bike Lanes

--

-

-

Tab le 1-3 Bicycle Parking Facilities

Smort Term Bicycle Parking
Faci lities

NUl mber of Dots

------

,
; Bicycle LO_c_k_e_rs_ _ _ _---li 4_

,_On-Street Bicycle Corral
; Curb Extension Bicycle
LRacks
___
: Sidewalk Bicycle Racks
Sheltered Bicycle Racks

Nu mber of Dots

Long Term Bicycle Parking
Facilities

Bicycle Rooms and

!5

~ompoun ~_

_
8

_

, Bike Stations
I
~ Automated Bicycle Parking

7

_

,

-----

j _

-l

i9
.0

._-'

Tobie 7 4 Signage, Markings & Wayfinding
C ate~0ry

Number of Dots

Facility Signage and Pavement Markings

15

Wayfinding Signage

6

Station 4: Education, Encouragement & Evaluation
A station was established for participants to discuss
various non-infrastructure components typically included
wi t hin a bicycle master plan. Education events include
youth bicycle rodeos and adult bicycle skills courses to
teach people how to safely and confidently ride bikes,
encouragement programs to get more individuals riding,
and enforcement activities that aim to reduce bicycle/
motor vehicle conflicts and other sources of potential
injury. Participants were asked to share if any of these
non-infrastructure programs were currently in place in
their communities. In addition, visitors showed which
types they would like to see implemented in their
communities by "voting" with dot stickers (shown in
Table 1-5).
Image 5- One of Several Boards on Display at the Bike Plan
Community Meetings

Across all five cities, Encouragement Programs received
the most votes, with Education Programs close behind .

Table 7-5 Preferred Non-Infrastructure Programs

Number of Dots

Cat egory
: Education
L
____ _
I Encouragement

i Enforcement

8

~-

..;

11

13

,8
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Station 5: Survey Station
Hard copies of a survey were available for participants to
complete. Small gifts (e.g., bike lights, safety straps, water
bottles, etc.) were provided to participants that completed
the surveys.

Station 6: Kids' Activity Station
At each Meeting, kids were given the opportunity to
create drawings about biking and bike safety. This
table was popular at all five Jurisdictional Meetings and
provided an opportunity for families to visit the workshop
and participate. Images for coloring by children were
related to bicycling and provided simple safety guidance.
Image 6- Survey Station

, .,

,

.-

, J-'-_.............
" ,.' +1,\.,
~

Image 7- Kids' Activity Station at the Bike Plan Community Meetings

1.5.3 Information Kiosks
An information kiosk was created for each city. The kiosks
were strategically placed in areas of high foot traffic
with high visibility such as city hall, community centers,
libraries, schools, day care facilities, senior centers, etc.
Each month, the kiosks were placed in different locations
within each city.

1.5.4 Mark Keppel High School's Promoting
Youth Advocacy Club
In partnership with Mark Keppel High School, Asian
Americans Advancing Justice, and the Asian Pacific
Islander Obesity Prevention Alliance, a group of teenage
community leaders volunteered to participate in an
extracurricular club known as PYA (Promoting Youth
Advocacy) which met weekly on campus and on the first
Saturday of each month from 12pm-3pm. The Saturday

Image 8- Mark Keppel High School Students Volunteering for
the Bike Plan
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class was used to educate youth about various health and
environmental inequities in the San Gabriel Valley while
actively engaging them in the Regional Bike Master Plan
development process to address those inequities. Dates
and topics for the Saturday classes are as follows:
•

October 5, 2013: General Introduction to Healthy
Eating, Active Living and Existing Conditions in
the San Gabriel Valley

•

November 2,2013: Bike Master Plan Overview
o

Basics of bicycle routes, infrastructure,
programs, and policies

o

Walking Street Audits, Part I

December 7, 2013

•

o

Exploring the Transformative Nature of Open
Streets events

o

Fix-a-Flat & Patch-a-Tube

January 11, 2014: Walking Street Audit, Part II

1.5.5 Bicycl ing Survey
Digital and hard copy surveys were provided to
community members to gather input for the creation
of the Regional Bicycle Master Plan. Between October 1,
2013 and January 31, 2014, 487 responses were received.
The complete survey form and detailed survey results are
located in Appendix C.
Of the 487 respondents, the majority of them were
between 18 and 45 years old, nearly a third were over 46
years old, and 18 percent were under 18 years old. Sixty
percent of survey respondents identified as male. Only
fewer than 5 percent of respondents do not work or go to
school. Nearly half (46%) of respondents have a commute
to work or school that is under five miles, which is
typically considered to be within easy bicycling range for
most people, and half of those respondents live less than
two miles from their work/school destination. Of those
who commute to/from work, most drive alone (57.6%),
although approximately 70 percent of respondents claim
to be comfortable riding in at least some traffic. Over
40 percent of respondents commute to work/school by
bicycle at least Cine day per week, while 64 percent ride
a bike for recreation or exercise at least once each week.
As shown in Figure 1-4, the main reasons that people
bicycle are for Health and Exercise/Recreation. The next
most popular reason to bicycle is because it is good for
the environment.

Image 9- Mark Keppel Students Conducting a
Walking Street Audit

10
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Figure 1-4 Reasons for Bicycling
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Additional reasons entered for "Other" include avoiding parking costs, not wanting to drive/own a car, socializing, and for
fun.
When asked what prevents survey respondents from bicycling more often, if not at all, respondents indicated that the
top three reasons are a lack of designated bikeways, the behavior of motorists, and vehicle volumes and/or speeds.
Figure 1-5 displays the results of this question.

Figure 1-5 Barriers to Bicycling

250
200 - - - 150

--

-

- -

-

- -

-, --

~ffi

ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 289 of 778

I 11

INTRODUCTION

Additional reasons given in the "Other" category
include the risk of bicycle theft, their job requires them
to use a motor vehicle, concerns about personal safety
during nighttime, or lack of bicycle ownership.
The most important considerations that respondents
make when making a decision to ride a bicycle are the
presence of designated on-street bikeways, a network
of routes between cities, behavior of motorists, traffic
volumes/speeds, and the condition of the bikeway/
roadway (e.g., pavement quality).
Programs that respondents are the most interested in
are riding skills and safety education for children and
adults, public awareness campaigns, bicycle maps and
guides, bicycle information websites or smart phone
applications, and special bicycle events/promotions
such as Open Streets or Bike Month.
When asked to list places in the San Gabriel Valley
respondents would like to see new bicycle facilities,
some common themes were evident. Among the
locations suggested by respondents were major

arterials (especially Valley Boulevard, Rosemead
Boulevard, and San Gabriel Boulevard), "Main Streets"
through downtown districts, areas around bus and rail
transit hubs (e.g., Gold Line stations &the EI Monte Bus
Station). and in and around the City of Pasadena.
When asked to provide additional comments, several
respondents requested that more bicycle and motorist
education be provided in the San Gabriel Valley. Many
others specifically asked for physically separated "cycle
tracks;' reflecting an interest in maximizing separation
from vehicular traffic.

1.5.6 Website with Mapping Tool, Polls &
Suggestion Form
The project team established an online website
(www.dobikeplan.com) to provide information to the
community and solicit input about the Bicycle Master
Plan. Visitors to the website can sign-up for project
updates, complete the project survey, and participate in
monthly online polls about topiCS related to bicycling in

Figure 1-6 Bike Plan Website
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bikeways in the project cities. The images below are taken
from the website.

the San Gabriel Valley. A key focus of the website, though,
is the suggested bikeways map that allows website
visitors to respond to a set of initial routes proposed by
the project team and/or make their own suggestions for

Poll results and suggestions submitted through the
website can be found in Appendix D.

Figure 1-7 Mapping Tool
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1.6 Plan Organization
The San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan is
organized into the following chapters:

14

•

Chapter 2: Vision, Goals, Objectives, and Policies
summarizes exist ing regional plans and policies
that relate to the bicycle planning efforts in the
San Gabriel Valley and proposes concrete goals,
objectives, and policy actions for the project
cities.

•

Chapter 3: Baldwin Park presents the
existing bicycling conditions that influenced
recommendations in this Plan, as well as
proposed policies and bicycle facilities in the
City of Baldwin Park.

•

Chapter 4: EI Monte presents the existing
bicycling conditions that influenced
recommendations in this Plan, as well as
proposed policies and bicycle facilities in the
City of EI Monte.

•

Chapter 5: Monterey Park presents the
existing bicycling conditions that influenced
recommendations in this Plan, as well as
proposed policies and bicycle facilities in the
City of Monterey Park.

•

Chapter 6: San Gabriel presents the existing
bicycling conditions that influenced
recommendations in this Plan, as well as
proposed policies and bicycle facilities in the City
of San Gabriel.

•

Chapter 7: South EI Monte presents the
existing bicycling conditions that influenced
recommendations in this Plan, as well as
proposed policies and bicycle facilities in the City
of South EI Monte.

•

Chapter 8: Recommended Programs discusses
proposed education, encouragement, and
enforcement programs, as well as public
awareness campaigns to increase bicycling in
the participating cities; it also presents methods
for monitoring and evaluating the success of the
Plan.

•

Chapter 9: Funding discusses potential funding
sources to help the participating cities to
implement their proposed bicycle networks.
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2 Vision, Goals, Objectives, and Policies,
The vision of the San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan
is to create a bicycle-oriented San Gabriel Valley region
in which bicycling is a safe, convenient, attractive, and
viable transportation option for people young and old at
all levels of bicycling abilities in the cities of Baldwin Park,
EI Monte, Monterey Park, San Gabriel, South EI Monte,
and beyond. This chapter outlines the goals, objectives,
and policies that support this vision and will serve as
guidelines in the development of a bicycle-friendly San
Gabriel Valley. These policies provide the framework and
accountability for plan implementation by each city. The
development of this chapter occurred in the context of
the goals', objectives', and policy actions' relationship
with regional existing plans and policies as mandated
by state law, such as the California Vehicle Code, AB 32
(Global Warming Solutions Act), SB 375 (Sustainable
Communities and Climate Protection Act), and SB 99
(Active Transportation Program). The relationship to
existingCity-specific plans and policies is located in each
City's chapter.

'

2.1 San Gabriel Valley Goals,
Objectives, and Policy
Actions
In order to ensure a thorough and successful planning
process, it is important to establish a set of goals,
objectives, and policies that will serve as the basis for
the recommendations in this Plan. Goals, objectives,
and policies guide the way public improvements are
made, where resources are allocated, how programs are
operated, and how each city's priorities are determined.
The goals, objectives, and policies in this Plan are derived
from information gathered over the course of the
planning process, including community input from public
workshops, community events and surveys, city staff and
leaders, as well as a review of bicycle master plans from
other cities.
Goals are broad statements that express general public
priorities. Goals are formulated based on the identification
of key issues, opportunities, and problems that affect the
bikeway system and were formed by public input.
Objectives are more specific than goals and are

usually attainable through strategic planning and
implementation activities. Implementation of an objective
contributes to the fulfillment of a goal.

Image 10- The vision of the San Gabriel Valley Bicycle
Master Plan is to create a bicycle-oriented San Gabriel
Valley region in which bicycling is a safe, convenient,
attractive, and viable transportation option for people at
all levels of bicycling abilities.

Policies are rules and courses of action used to ensure
plan implementation. Policies often accomplish a
number of objectives. Policies are generally carried
out by each city. In the case that a particular group
or individual is identified, each city will ensure those
groups or individuals are in place to carry forward their
responsibility or will find other means to implement the
relevant policies.
The following tables outline the goals, objectives, and
policies ofthe San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan. Each
policy has an implementation time frame assigned to it
ranging from immediate (2014), to the first 0-5 years (20142019), or ongoing throughout the next 10 years starting
in 2014 (2014-2024). These time frames will help guide the
work plans for each city to ensure implementation of their
respective bicycle master plan.
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Goal 1: Create a Bicycle-Friendly San Gabliiel Valley
Create a bicycle-f r'iendly elilVi ron melflt throughout the San Gabriel Valley regiom for all types of Il>icycle fiidens and all
t~ip purposes through engineering/infrastructure solutions and integration of bicycling and public mass t ransit as a

means of improving regiomal heal'1Jh, increased road safety, red lilceGl carbon em issions, and an ove~all imcnease in bicycle
ridership.

Objective 1.1

Connectivity through an Expanded Bikeway Network
Expand the existing bicycle network to pro~ide a comprehensive, regional net work of Class I, Class
II, and Class III f acilities t hat increases connectivity between homes, jobs, pl:Jblic t ransit, schools and
recreational resources for a variety of road users in the San Gabriel V;..;a;..;l1;.;;.
e~
y '_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-1

Policy Actions

1.1.1 Develop a 20-year implementation strategy for the San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan that will
begin to implement the policies and facilities herein.
Schedule: 2014
Responsible: Each city's Departments of Planning, Community Development and/or Public Works
1.1 .2 Develop an extensive bikeway network through the use of standard and appropriate innovative
treatments as provided in the most current edition of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD), the National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway
Design Guide, and other such guidelines and standards, with available funding.
Schedule: 2014-2024

I--

Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.1.3 Plan and install bicycle facilities adjacent to schools, with high schools having the highest priority
(based on higher potential ridership), then middle schools, and finally elementary schools. Pursue Safe
Routes to School funding to implement bicycle infrastructure. Involve local schools, parent-teacher
groups, and advocates throughout the Safe Routes to School planning efforts and pursuit of grants.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Pub_I...,:
ic_W
..;.,o:...r...:,k;:..
s- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1
1.1.4 Establish Bicycle Boulevards to encourage bicycling on streets with low traffic volumes (existing
ADT under 7,000 and 3,000 ADT after implementation) and slow speeds (25 mph or under). Staff review
will determine appropriate streets for Bicycle Boulevard treatments.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.1.5 Implement policies and facilities proposed in the San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan whenever
planning new bicycle facilities or Capital Improvement Projects that may be related to bicycle
improvements.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.1.6 Incorporate the proposed policies, facilities and programs from the San Gabriel Valley Bicycle
Master Plan in whole or by reference into the City's Circulation Element upon future General Plan
updates.

--

Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Planning or Community Development

--- -

1.1.7 Coordinate with adjoining jurisdictions, including the County of Los Angeles, on bicycle planning
and implementation activities on east-west and north-south regional corridors to link the region to
neighboring communities.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

---

16
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Objective 7.2

Consistent Design and Engineering for Bicycles

Promote safe and equitable bicycle access on all roadways by integrating bicycle travel considerations
into all roadway planning, design, construction and maintenance, as well as incorporation of Complete
Street standards into all Capital improvements, in accordance with AB 1358.
~---------r-----------------------------------~
Policy Actions 1.2.1 Evaluate and encourage reallocation of roadway rights-of-way where appropriate to
accommodate bicycling and bicycle facilities.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Wo ~ _ _ _ _ __

-

1.2.2 Develop and adopt Complete Streets policies that generally align with the policy elements
defined by the National Complete Streets Coalition (see Appendix E for policy language from the
California Complete Streets Act of 2008 and complete streets policies from the National Complete
Streets Coalition), and require all capital improvements to include Complete Streets improvements in
the project design and budget.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Planning or Community Development
'---

-

-

1.2.3 Prioritize opportunities that improve walkability and bikeability by utilizing Complete Streets
standards for all Capital Improvement Projects.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each cit{ s De~ rtment of Public Works

-

1.2.4 Remove on -street motor vehicle parking to accommodate striped bike lanes, to the extent
feasible.
Schedule: 2014-2024
~________ -4_R_e_s~
p_
o_
ns_i_
b_
le_
: EachcitY'sDepa_r_t_
m_e_
n_
t_
o_
fP
_u_b
_l_
ic_W
__
o_rk_s_____________________________

-

1.2.5 Plan and install enhanced bikeways, including buffered bicycle lanes and/or physically separated,
protected bicycle lanes or "cycle tracks" as recommended in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide,
where feasible, to increase the comfort and safety for people bicycling .
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

I ---------·-~·---

-

---

--

1.2.6 Ensure that all existing and new on-street bicycle routes, bicycle lanes, and off-street bicycle paths
are appropriately signed, marked, and/or traffic-calmed.

Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

---------~-- ~------------~--~---------------------

1.2.7 Develop unique and consistent wayfinding signage for city-based routes, and utilize regional
route signage that directs bicycle riders to desirable city destinations (e.g., schools, parks, shopping
centers, transit hubs, etc.) and region-wide bicycle routes. Signage shall adhere to the guidelines
herein.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

r-- .-------+--~----------~--~----------------------------------------------------~

1.2.8 Provide facilities and enhancements, such as traffic calming treatments, streetscape
improvements, wayfinding signage, bicycle parking and support amenities (e.g., repair stations, water
fountains, information kiosks, etc.) along city bikeways that increase bicycle utility and convenience for
all people bicycling.
Schedule: 2014-2024

L -_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

~

Responsible:
Each city's Department of Public Works
_ __ _

__

~

- ------------------------~
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--------- - ----1.2.9 Plan and install shared lane markings ("sharrows") and/or "Bicycles May Use Full Lane" signage on
appropriate bicycle routes, in accordance with the most current edition of the California MUTeD, where
bicycle lane implementation is demonstrated to be infeasible.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.2.10 If a proposed Class /I bike lane facility is determined to be unfeasible, consider upgrading a
parallel Class III bike route into a Class II bike lane facility.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Wo rks

~--------~--,~----------~--~-------------------------------------

------

1.2.11 Coordinate bicycle facility improvements or upgrades with the City's resurfacing schedule.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Deeartment of Public Works
1.2.12 Implement bicycle detection as part of all traffic signal improvements in conformance with the
current edition of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, to the extent feasible.
Schedule: 201 4-2024
-

Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

f-

-

----

- --- - - - - - - - - -

-

-

-

1.2.13 Adopt an updated streets and highways manual that includes comprehensive Complete Streets
standards and cross sections.
Schedule: 0-5 years
_______--+-_
R_
es...:..ponsible: Each cit{ s Departments of Public Works, Plannin~, and/or Community Develop ment __
1.2.14 Begin to utilize new signage, markings and facility designs as new and innovative t reatments
become adopted standards at the Federal and State levels.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

1-------1-

-

.

1.2.15 Consider instituting a pilot program that will test new facility types aimed at improving bicycle
safety and convenience before they are adopted standards.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

----------

--

1.2.16 Install high-quality bicyclist- and pedestrian-oriented LED lighting along all existing and
proposed bikeways, especially along Class I shared-use paths.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

~---------------------------------

1.2.17 Install emergency phone towers with special emphasis on areas not heavily populated (e.g .,
along shared-use paths, access points to river bike paths, bike parking corrals) with LED lighting to
illuminate the area for people bicycling and pedestrians. The LED lights should be powered by solar
panels to reduce maintenance and electrical costs. Where feasible, attach surveillance cameras to
each phone tower to provide law enforcement agencies with real-time footage of the location to help
prevent/address any criminal activity.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Depa rtment of Public Works

- I -.

------ -

1.2.18 Install and regularly maintain bicycle repair stations and water fountains along off-street shareduse paths.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

18
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Objective 1.3

Increased Mobility through Bicycle-Transit Integration

Further improve access to major employment and activity centers and encourage multi-modal t ravel
for longer trip distance by supporting bicycle-transit integration.
-----,r--Policy Actions 1.3.1 Support the development of bicycle facilities that provide access to regional and local public
transit services.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.3.2 Coordinate with transit providers to ensure bicycles can be accommodated on all forms of
transit vehicles in the immediate future and that adequate space is devoted to their storage on board
whenever possible.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.3.3 Coordinate with transit agencies to install and maintain convenient and secure short-term and
long-term bike parking facilities - racks, on-demand bike lockers, bike corrals, in-station bike storage,
and staffed or automated bicycle parking facilities - at transit stops, stations, and terminals.
Schedule: 5-10 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.3.4 Coordinate with transit agencies to install regional, on-demand bike lockers that are accessible
using a fare payment card that allows users to access a variety of transi(modes administered by
mUltiple agencies.
Schedule: 5-10 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.3.5 Work with transit agencies to generate bicycle-friendly development activity and support
facilities, such as bicycle rental, bike share, and do-it-yourself repair stations around transit stations.
Schedule: 5-10 years
f--_ _ _ _--+_R_esponsible:

Each city's Departments of Public Works, Planning,~nd/or Community Development

1.3.6 Provide current and relevant information to the public regarding bike parking and bicycle access
located at transit stations through a variety of formats, such as on City websites and regional bike
maps.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

r------r--

------------------------~

1.3.7 Continue working with Metro and other transit providers to provide up-to-date guidelines
regarding bicycle accessibility on transit and widely distribute and publicize these guidelines.

Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

f------r--

1.3.8 Work with transit operators to develop, implement, maintain, expand, and enforce improved
intermodal bicycle access.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

L - -_ _ _ _- - ' -_ _
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1.3.9 Work with Metro and other transit providers to allow bicycle riders with disabled bicycles (due to
mechanical failure or collision) to bring them on transit vehicles, interior space permitting and at the
vehicle operator's discretion, when the vehicle either does not have bicycle racks or have racks that are
full.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each citY..'s Departm ~nt of P~bl i.:. W.,.:>rks

-

-- - - - - - - - - -

1.3.10 Coordinate with taxi cab operators to add bicycle racks onto all taxi cabs permitted by each city.
Expand the range of bicycle mobility by seamlessly incorporating bicycle travel with the use of taxis.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works or the agency responsible for overseeing taxi
franchises

Objective 1.4

Provide Convenient and Consistent Bicycle Parking Facilities and Support Amenities
Encourage the use of bicycles for everyday transportation by ensuring t he provision of convenient and
secure bicycle parking and support facilities region-wide and promoting facilities t o t he public.

Policy Actions

1.4.1 Adopt a bicycle parking ordinance or modify existing sections of the municipal code to requ ire
bicycle parking with all new developments (including multi-family housing, commercial, industrial,
and institutional uses) or when the size and/or use of existing buildings is significantly altered. Create
a way for developers to swap out required automobile parking for bicycle parking if developments
are located near high quality bus stops or rail/bus transit stations. Cities with existing bike parking
ordinances or Municipal Code sections exempted.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Depart ~ nt of Pla ~ning or Community Developme~

1.4.2 Establish bicycle parking standards for City-owned bicycle parking facilities that address the
location, design, capacity, and support amenities that should be provided by all City bicycle parking
facilities. (Refer to Appendices G and H for recommended bicycle parking standards.)
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each c~y'~epa0 ment~!Public Works

1.4.3 Install and support high -quality bicycle parking facilities, including bike corrals, within the public
right-of-way and on public property, especially in high demand locations, such as downtown districts,
commercial centers, entertainment centers, employment centers, schools, colleges and parks.
Schedule: 5-10 years
Responsible: Each city's De ~artment of Public Works

1.4.4 Install bicycle parking (sheltered where feasible and appropriate) at all new and existing Cityowned facilities, public parking lots and recreational facilities that will support an appropriate ratio of
the estimated employees and daily visitors of that location.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

-----

1.4.5 To the extent feasible, consider conditions of approval or appropriate incentives for new
commercial developments and employment to provide showers and clothing lockers along with
secure bike parking in areas where employment density warrants. Upgrade green building standards
to require the development of showers and lockers for buildings with over 10 tenant-occupants.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Re ~p' onsible:

20

J

Each city's Dep~t~ents of Plannin!l and/or Commu~ ity Development _ _ _ _ _
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1.4.6 Amend the Municipal Code to decrease the number of required automobile parking spaces in
commercial buildings where Class-I bicycle parking is provided, as feasib le and appropriate.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Respo ~ ible: Each city's Departments of Planning and/or C~ mm ~nity Development

__

1.4.7 Require secure bike parking at large or heavily attended events or destinations, by providing
permanent bicycle parking facilities at event locations or requiring use of temporary portable facilities,
such as bike valets.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Departments of Plannin..2! n~~or Community Development
1.4.8 Work with Metro, Foothill Transit, local transit agencies and adjacent property owners to provide
bicycle parking in proximity to bus stops and other transit facilities.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works
1.4.9 Provide current and relevant information to the public regarding bike parking opportun ities
throughout the city through a variety of formats.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

_

1.4.10 Consider a bike sharing program with distribution stations located in major employment and
other activity centers throughou t the region.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Resp onsible: Each city's Dep artment of Pu_b_li_c_W
_o_ r_k_s_ _ __
1.4.11 Adopt a City Ordinance to relinquish all unclaimed bicycles that have been seized as evidence,
abandoned on public furniture (e.g., benches, hand rails, parking racks, lights posts, etc.), or found and
not claimed to a local or regional bicycle cooperative. The bicycle cooperative shall refurbish, repair,
recycle, and repurpose unclaimed bicycles to benefit local cities, residents, and organizations.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Departments of Public Works, Planning, and/or law enforcement agency

Goal 2: Create a Safer Bicyollng Environment ·in t he San Gab riel Valley
Create a safer lDicyclin g environmemt t hroughout t he San Ga briel Valley region for all t ypes of bicycle riders and all trip
p urposes through addressing tine non-infrastructl!l re "E's" (Equity, Educat ion, Enoouragement, Enforcement, Eval uat io n)
as a means of improving regional health, increased road safety, reduced carbon em issions and an overa ll increase in
bike riderslaip.

Objective 2.1

Increase Bicycle Education and Awareness for All Road Users
Increase education of bicycle safet y through programs and trainings of t he general public and city
em ployees.

Policy Actions

2.1 .1 Partner with local bike advocacy groups, bicycle related businesses, or other such organizations to
provide bicycle safety curricula to the general public and targeted populations, including diverse age,
income, and ethnic groups.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Parks and Recreation and law enforcement agency _
2.1.2 Provide multi-lingual bicycle safety information in languages that are widely used throughout the
San Gabriel Valley Master Plan cities.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Communications Department and law enforcement agency_ _ __
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- -

-

---

--

-

--

--

2.1.3 Work with local bike advocacy groups and schools to develop and provide bicycle safety curricula
for use in elementary, middle, and high schools.
Schedule: 2014-2024
_ _ _ _ _-+_
Re_s-:.p_o_n_s_ib_le_:_E_ach city's law enforcement agency_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
2.1.4 Support continuous bicycle education to City staff that are involved in the design or other such
decisions that affect roadways, such as traffic engineers, planners, public works engineers, public
safety officers, and parks and recreation staff.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works and City Manager

-

-

-----

----

2.1.5 Support programs and public service announcements that educate motorists, bicycle riders, and
the general public about bicycle operation, bicycle riders' rights and responsibilities, and safe roadsharing behavior via the city's website, local newspapers, and other such publications.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city'S Communications Department and law enforcement agency

--

2.1.6 Provide increased bicycle safety education to law enforcement staff that focuses on safe cycling,
relevant traffic laws, and safe sharing of the roadway.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's law enforcement agency

-~----------

2.1.7 Work with transit agencies to develop a comprehensive ongoing public service announcements
promoting bicycling as a healthier, more sustainable mode oftransportation.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Departments of Public Works and Communications
~----~~~----------.--

--Objective
--~--~~~
2.2
Enforcement for Improved Bicycling Safety

Increase enforcement activities that enhance the safety of people bi(ycling on bike paths and
roadways

Policy Actions

2.2.1 As appropriate and feasible, increase enforcement of unsafe bicycle rider and motorist behaviors
and laws that reduce bicycle/motor vehicle collisions and conflicts, and bike lane obstruction.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's law enforcement agency
2.2.2 Explore opportunities to increase motorists' awareness of the possibility of the presence of
bicycle riders, especially at locations with a high incidence of bicycle-related collisions.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's law enforcement agency
2.2.3 To the extent feasible, consider utilizing bicycle-mounted patrol officers to promote bicycling
awareness, prominence, and law enforcement accessibility.
Schedule: 2014-2024

--

Responsible: Each city's law enforcement agency

- -I----'-

-- -

--

-

---

---

--

2.2.4 Develop or promote existing mechanisms for reporting behaviors that endanger bicycle riders.
Schedule: 2014-2024
L -_ _ _ _

22

Each city's
law enforcement agency
Responsible:
__
-_

~

.~_

-------------------.--
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-----....--

2.2.5 Coordinate with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department to increase the frequency of
patrols on off-street shared-use paths within the County's jurisdiction, especially underneath bridge
overcrossings.

-

-

Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's law enforcement agency

Goal 3: Encourage Bicycling as Part of the San Gabriel Valley's Culture
Create a strong bicycle-friendly cu lture throughout the San Gabriel Valley region as a way to increase bicycle ri dership.

Objective 3. 7

Partner with Local Bicycle Advocacy Groups
Foster community support for bicycling by raising public awareness about bicycling and supporting
programs that encourage more people to bicycle.

~----~~~~----------~~--~--~----~----------------------------------------~

Policy Actions

3.1.1 Partner with local bicycle advocacy groups to secure funding for, publicize, and provide updated
bike maps, safety tips, bike events (e.g., Bike to Work Day/Month), safety classes, commuting advice,
bike valet services (e.g., at farmers' markets, concerts in the park, etc.), and other related activities
aimed to encourage and increase bicycle ridership.
Schedule: 0-5 years

f--_ _ _ _--t-R
_e_s_p_
'- o_nsible:

Each city's Departments ~ Public Works, Parks and Recreation, and Communications

3.1.2 Provide information to local bike groups, such as BikeSGVand the Los Angeles County Bicycle
Coalition, to assist in promoting bicycling at public events, such as Bike to Work Day/Month and various
city-sponsored events.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Departments of Public Works and Communications

-r--

--- -

-

- -

--------

-

-

3.1.3 Upon meeting eligibility requirements, apply for designation of "Bicycle Friendly Community"
through the League of American Bicyclists.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

-----------

3.1.4 Partner with local bicycle advocacy groups to maintain a technologically advanced, regionally
based, multiplatform online information portal such as a website, smart phone application, and social
network combination . The portal shall house the bike network map, disseminate and gather bicyclerelated information, offer tips and suggestions, and provide a means to report and provide feedback
related to the bicycle network.

-

Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works, Community Relations, and/or Information
Technology

----

Objective 3.2

-

Host Open Street Events
Foster support for bicycling and walking by hosting regular Open Street events to build community
and local business support for bicycling and infrastructure projects.

._-

Policy Actions

-

3.2.1 Coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions to plan routes and seek grant funding for Open Street
events from Metro.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Departments of Public Works and Planning

-

--

3.2.2 Work with local bike advocacy groups, business chambers, and community-based organizations
to help plan routes and educate stakeholders about the benefits of Open Street events.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: Each city's Departments of Public Works and Planning

'---._----'--

---

---
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Objective 3.3

Encourage employees to ride bicycles as part of their regular commute

Policy Actions

3.3.1 Pending availability of funds, expand bicycle promotion and incentive programs for city
employees to serve as a model program for other San Gabriel Valley employers.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: City Manager
3.3.2 Work with local bicycle advocacy organizations to provide free education to city employees on
how to commute by bicycle.
Schedule: 0-5 years
Responsible: City Manager

Goal 4: lihorough Evaluation of Bicvcling-Enhancement Efforts in the San Gabriel Valley
Meas~re t he irTIJilact of infirastrl:JctUJre improvements, educati@n, encol!Jragement, and el'lforaement activities on the
rates of bicycling al'lcl inju rries.

Objective 4.1

Conduct regular bicycle and pedestrian counts and surveys

Policy Actions

4.1.1 Work with local advocacy groups and community-based organizations to conduct annual or
biennial citywide bicycle and pedestrian counts to track rates of cycling and walking over time.
Schedule 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

--

4.1.2 Conduct before and after bicycle and pedestrian counts with the implementation of new
infrastructure projects.
Schedu le: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

-

4.1.3 Acquire and install temporary and permanent, where feasible, automated bicycle and pedestrian
counters with the implementation of bike lanes, paths, and new pedestrian enhancements.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each city's Department of Public Works

-

4.1.4 Administer yearly or biennial general community bike surveys to understand the public's
knowledge of the rules of the road, fears, and behaviors to inform the development and
implementation of education and encouragement programs as well as infrastructure improvements.
Schedule: 2014-2024
Responsible: Each cit~'s Departments of Public Works and Communications

2.2 Relevant Regional Existing
Plans and Policies
The San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan is an
opportunity to coordinate with neighboring communities'
efforts to plan and build bicycle infrastructure. A number
of different jurisdictions border the project area, including
the City of Los Angeles, unincorporated areas of the
County of Los Angeles, and other incorporated cities.
This section discusses the relationship between the San
Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan and existing
plans in neighboring communities. Existing plans and
policies in the five project cities themselves are discussed
within their respective chapters (i.e., Chapters 3-7).

24

The surrounding communities vary with respect to their
current bike plan status:
•

Bicycle Master Plan adopted: Cities of Pasadena,
Rosemead, South Pasadena, Temple City,
Whittier, Los Angeles, and County of Los Angeles

•

Bicycle Master Plan in progress: City of San
Marino

•

No Bicycle Master Plan: Cities of Alhambra,
Arcadia, Irwindale, La Puente, Montebello,
Monrovia, Pico Rivera, West Covina
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2.2.1 San Gabriel Valley
Envisioning the Mid-Valley Transportation Corridor
Plan (2013)
The Envisioning the Mid-Valley Transportation Corridor
Plan identifies a range of improvements to the Ramona
Boulevard/Badillo Street Corridor - such as land use
changes, streetscape upgrades, and transit connections
- through the cities of Baldwin Park, EI Monte, Covina,
and West Covina. The main purposes of the plan are to
promote transit use and encourage transit-supportive
development. To achieve these goals, the Plan calls for
the study cities to provide and improve bicycle and
pedestrian connections to transit.

street Class II bicycle lane while still providing bus service.
In this segment, the Plan team recommends a Class III bike
route be implemented. The other two segments, however,
have sufficient curb-to-curb width to accommodate
bicycle lanes, and Figure 2-1 illustrates what a bike
lane might look like near a future enhanced bus stop. In
addition, the Plan calls for the provision of bicycle parking
throughout the corridor and recommends that the City
of EI Monte coordinate with Metro and other agencies
to evaluate the suitability of a bike share facility at the EI
Monte Station.

The Plan specifically calls for bicycle network gap closures
along the Ramona Boulevard/West Badillo Street corridor:
•

EI Monte Station to Durfee Avenue

•

North Orange Avenue to Azusa Boulevard

•

Grand Avenue to Covina City Limits

The Plan noted that the segment from EI Monte Station
to Durfee Avenue may be too narrow to implement an in-

Figure 2-1 Before and After Photo Simulation on Ramona Boulevard
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2.2.2 Metro
Metro Complete Streets Policy (2014)

In October 2014, the Metro Board of Directors
adopted the agency's Complete Streets Policy that will
require all future transportation improvements that
Metro undertakes or funds to include the provision/
consideration of active transportation elements.
The Complete Streets guidelines establish active
transportation improvements as integral elements of the
countywide transportation system. The Policy will serve
as a tool to help guide Metro to better coordinate within
the various functions and departments ofthe agency
and between partner organizations that have influence
or jurisdiction over the public realm. It also identifies
opportunities and actions where Metro can support local
Complete Streets implementation.
As part of the Policy's Implementation Strategy, Metro
will:
•

•

design and evaluate projects using the latest
design standards and innovative design options,
and they will encourage partner agencies and
fund recipients to also follow the latest design
guidelines;
work with partner agencies and local jurisdictions
to incorporate Complete Streets infrastructure
into all transportation projects in a manner that
expands the active transportation network and
closes gaps/removes barriers;

•

plan, design, and maintain transportation
facilities to be consistent with local bicycle,
pedestrian, transit, multi modal, goods
movement, and other relevant plans; and

•

develop additional performance metrics and
track progress toward achieving sustainability
policies and priorities, while also requiring Call for
Projects grant recipients to collect and analyze
active transportation performance measures
before and after project implementation.

More information on Metro's Complete Streets Policy can
be found at http://www.metro.net/projects!countywideplanning/complete-streets/

Metro First Last Mile Strategic Plan & Planning
Guidelines (2014)

Metro's First Last Mile Strategic Plan, adopted by the
Metro Board in April 2014, seeks to better coordinate
infrastructure investments in rail station and bus stop
areas to extend the reach of transit services, with the
ultimate goal of increasing ridership. The Plan utilizes the
concept of "the Pathway" to improve station access and
extend access coverage to Metro Rail and BRT stations.
The Pathway will be located along key access routes
selected to shorten trip length and seamlessly connect
transit riders with intermodal facilities, such as bus stops,
bike hubs, parking lots, or regional bikeways. Figure
2-2 illustrates a proposed Pathway network in North
Hollywood.
Metro is currently supporting Pilot station areas in
Arcadia, Duarte, Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. Relevant
stations in this bicycle master plan area that will be
subject to the planning guidelines include the EI Monte
Bus Station, existing Metro Gold and Silver Transit Line
stations, and future Metro Gold Line stations that will be
included in the planned Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2.
Download the First Last Mile Strategic Plan at:
http://media.metro.net/boa rd/ltems/20 14/04_
april/20140424rbmitem7.pdf
Metro Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Build
Alternatives (2013)

In the spring of 2010, Metro began preparing the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Eastside Transit Corridor
Phase 2 project, shown in Figure 2-3). This study
evaluates the two build alternatives, State Route 60 Light
Rail Transit (LRT) and Washington Boulevard LRT, along
with the required No Build and Transportation System
Management (TSM) alternatives. The Draft EIS/EIR is
scheduled to be released in early 2014. The goal of the
proposed study is to improve mobility in the corridor by
connecting to communities farther east of Los Angeles.
Communities in the project area include Commerce,
Montebello, Monterey Park, Pico Rivera, Rosemead,
Santa Fe Springs, South EI Monte, Whittier and the
unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County.
For more information on the project: http://www.metro.
net/projects/eastside_phase2/

26
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Figure 2-2 Proposed "Pathway" Network Map at North Hollywood Station
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Metro Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy &
Implementation Plan (20l2)
The Sustainability Plan lays out several Principles
and Priorities that will help the agency "bring greater
clarity, meaning, and consistency to its approach for
implementing the 'sustainability' commitments currently
reflected in its principal values, business goals, and
sustainability mission and vision." Some of the principles
and priorities that are relevant to the communities
involved in the San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master
Plan are:
•

•

Prosperity. Reduce transportation costs for
residents and provide the mobility necessary to
increase economic competitiveness.
Green Modes. Promote clean mobility options
to reduce criteria pollutants, greenhouse gas
emissions, and dependence on foreign oil.

•

Healthy Neighborhoods. Improve public health
through traffic safety, reduced exposure to
pollutants, and design and infrastructure for
active transportation .

•

Community Development. Design and build
transportation facilities that promote infill
development, build community identity, and
support social and economic activity.

•

Context Sensitivity. Build upon the unique
strengths of Los Angeles County's communities
through strategies that match local and regional
context and support investment in existing
communities.

Metro's increased focus on sustainable communities and
on improved accessibility suggests that the agency's
direct or indirect sponsorship of localized strategies may
be needed to advance regional goals. By adopting the
above principles, Metro is committing itself to supporting
initiatives aimed at intermodal connectivity, green modes,
and healthy neighborhoods. These priorities require
implementation and attention to detail at the local level.
Desired outcomes include a higher number of trips made
by active transportation and growth in transit trips that
benefit from more attractive and welcoming pedestrian
and bicycle infrastructure.
The Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy &
Implementation Plan can be downloaded from: http://
www.metro.net/projects!countywide-planning/

Metro Long Range Transportation Plan (2009)
Metro's Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) lays out
the agency's comm itment to increasing the share of trips
in the County made by bicycle and on foot.

28

The LRTP states, "Bicycle and pedestrian programs are
critical components of a successful transit system, as
t ransit riders should be able to access buses and trains
without having to drive a vehicle to and from transit
stations. The sustainability of our transportation system
depends upon the interface between modes." The San
Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan would serve
Metro's goal of connecting people to transit without them
having to drive to stations or stops.
The LRTP estimates Metro's Call for Projects to include
$12.5 million/year for Strategic Plan bicycle projects and
$10.0 million/year for Strategic Plan pedestrian projects.
Find and download the entire LRTP at: http://www.metro.
net/projects/reports/

Metro Bicycle Transportation Strategic Plan (2006)
The goal of Metro's Bicycle Transportation Strategic
Plan (BTSP) is to integrate bicycle use in transportation
projects. The document demonstrates "the significance
of bicycle use with transit as a viable mode to improve
mobility options in the region.;' By promoting the bicycle
as a viable transportation mode, the BTSP offers a vision
of a Los Angeles region with improved overall mobility, air
quality, and access to opportunities and resources.
The EI Monte Bike Transit Hub was selected as a
location that is in proximity to major activity centers
and destinations which include parks, the EI Monte
Airport, Downtown EI Monte, and three elementary
schools, illustrated in Figure 2-4. The BTSP includes
considerations for Class III facilities at the following
locations:
•

Merced Ave: from Towne Way Drive south

•

Towne Way Drive: from Merced Avenue to
Brockway Street

•

Brockway Street: west from Towne Way Drive
connecting to Rio Hondo River Path

•

Mildred Street: west from Meeker Road, north on
Rio Hondo Parkway, west on Asher Avenue

•

Ramona Boulevard: between Tyler Avenue and
the transit center

•

Meeker Road: at Mildred Street, extending north
and south

•

Lexington Avenue: between Mildred Street and
Ramona Boulevard

•

Tyler Avenue: between Garvey Avenue and
Valley Boulevard extending in both directions as
appropriate.

The BTSP recommends that Class II bike lanes be added
to Brockway Street between Meeker Road and Santa
Anita Avenue. Additional suggestions include providing
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Figure 2-4 EI Monte Bike-Transit Hub Recommendations
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more access to the Rio Hondo River Path and providing
bicycle-sensitive loop detectors and bicycle detection
markings on roadway pavement can improve the overall
connectivity and quality of bicycle use.
For more information on Metro's bicycle-related policies,
visit: http://www.metro.net/bikes/
San Gabriel Valley Sub-Region Mobility Matrix (in
progress)
Metro and the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments
are coordinating to develop a Mobility Matrix for the San
Gabriel Valley sub-region that will evaluate the long-term
needs of pedestrians, bicycle riders, transit users and
motorists. The Mobility Matrix would assess long-term
local infrastructure needs and help build a consensus
among local government officials on key projects
essential to the region.

2.2.3 County of Los Angeles
Emerald Necklace Feasibility Study & Implementation
Plan - Phase I (2013)

II

.,("r(U .. ~.

103

'f

a.

Metfo

of the Emerald Necklace and identified feasible projects
that support the Emerald Necklace Vision. The Emerald
Necklace Steering Committee then developed a set of
goals that were used to prioritize a total of 44 potential
projects. The goals include:
1. Completion of a trail loop through a "Clasp" at
the northern portion of the loop;
2. Connecting Whittier Narrows to the trail loop;
3. Providing access to the Emerald Necklace for
surrounding communities; and
4. Providing access points, missing multi-usel
equestrian trail elements, and other park
elements.
Figure 2-5 shows the components ofthe top Emerald
Necklace priority projects, and they are further
summarized below.
More information on all of the projects can be found
at: http://watershedconservationauthority.org/plans/
EmNeck.html

In 2012, the Watershed Conservation Authority completed
a feasibility study that evaluated the existing elements
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Figure 2-5 Emerald Necklace Implementation Plan - Phase I
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The Quarry Clasp

The Quarry Clasp Multi-Use Trail and Bike Paths
The purpose of the Quarry Clasp Multi-Use Trail and Bike
Paths project is to connect a mUlti-purpose trail and a
combination of Class I and II facilities from Peck Road to
the existing Class I bicycle path on the San Gabriel River.
The project site runs along the northern and eastern
edges of the Foothill Transit Center, the southern edge of
the Hanson Quarry, and along Clarke Street in the cities of
EI Monte, Temple City, Irwindale, and Arcadia. Potential
development may begin after mining restoration
commences in 2030. It is also dependent on private land
owner agreements with Los Angeles County agencies and
City of Arcadia approvals for street modifications.

Rio Hondo Multi-Use Trail and Class I Bicycle Path Connection
in Peck Road Water Conservation Park
This segment is intended to connect Peck Road Water
Conservation Park to the Hanson Quarry as part of the
Emerald Necklace recreational system. The project will
consist of a granite soft surface multi-use trail and a Class
I bicycle facility that will extend north of Peck Road Water
Conservation Park. Alignments will be routed from north
of the parking lot and along the eastern park boundary to
an existing traffic signal on Peck Road .
The multi-use path will be approximately 2,500 feet long
and 10 feet wide with 4 inches of decomposed granite
over a compacted base. Approximately 2,000 lineal feet of
double rail fence will be constructed to separate the trail
from Los Angeles County Flood Control activities.
The proposed Class I facility will follow Caltrans Highway
Design Manual (HOM) and American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
guidelines. The path will be approximately 2,500 feet
long, 12 feet wide, and striped to accommodate two-way
bicycle travel. Easements will need to be obtained from
the u.s. Army Corps of Engineers and Caltrans.
Whittier Narrows Connectivity

Class I Bicycle Path on Rosemead Boulevard to Legg Lake
This project is planned to improve recreational use from
the southern portion of EI Bosque del Rio Hondo to Legg
Lake and from the east end of Siphon Road to Legg Lake.
The project site is located between the Rio Hondo and
San Gabriel River, San Gabriel Boulevard and Durfee
Avenue to the south, and Legg Lake to the northeast. A
Class I bicycle facility is recommended east of Rosemead
Boulevard to the San Gabriel Boulevard/Durfee Avenue
intersection and ending at the southwest corner of Legg
Lake. The facility is planned for the wide shoulder of
Rosemead Boulevard and designed according to Caltrans
HOM standards and AASHTO Guidelines. The asphalted

bike path will be approximately 1,900 feet long and 12
feet wide to accommodate two-way bicycle travel.

Class I Bicycle path from EI Bosque del Rio Hondo to Lincoln
Avenue on San Gabriel Boulevard
The focus of this Class I path project is to connect the
northern and southern portions of the Rio Hondo Class
I bicycle path along San Gabriel Boulevard. The project
site is located north of San Gabriel Boulevard and to the
west of Rosemead Boulevard. The median and shoulder
lanes will be reduced to allow an expansion of the north
sidewalk. The path will be designed to standards in the
Caltrans HOM, AASHTO Guidelines, and the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTeD).
Recreational users on the bike path traveling west from
the San Gabriel River on the Siphon Road spur of the San
Gabriel River Trail arrive at the southeast corner of the
intersection of Rosemead Boulevard (State Highway 19)
and Durfee Avenue. To reach the northwest corner of
the intersection and the continuation of the trail, people
bicycling dismount atthis point and cross Rosemead
Boulevard and Durfee Avenue with the traffic signal. West
of Rosemead Boulevard, Durfee Avenue becomes San
Gabriel Boulevard, and people bicycling travel on a short
stretch of Class I bicycle path adjacent to the roadway
before turning north following the Rio Hondo. Currently,
there is a gap in the trail from the San Gabriel Boulevard
Bridge to Lincoln Avenue where the Class I bicycle path
resumes to the south. In this gap people bicycling use the
shoulder of the road until they reach the light at Lincoln
Avenue.
Recreational users travelling north on the Rio Hondo trail
use the abandoned roadbed of old San Gabriel Boulevard
to reach the signalized crossing at Lincoln Avenue.
Traveling east from Lincoln Avenue to the intersection
of San Gabriel and Rosemead Boulevard poses another
challenge to people bicycling. Existing signage directs
people bicycling onto the shoulder of San Gabriel
Boulevard, but the shoulder ends abruptly before the
Rosemead Boulevard intersection to make room for a
vehicular right turn lane, creating an unsafe condition for
people bicycling. Bicycle riders must now double back on
the north side trail to continue north along the Rio Hondo
Bike Path.
Easements will need to be obtained from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Caltrans, the Los Angeles County
Flood Control District, and the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power.

Class I Bicycle Path from Rio Hondo to Legg Lake through the
Southern California Edison Easement
The purpose of the project is to connect the west side of
the Emerald Necklace to the Whittier Narrows Recreation
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Area. The project site is located between the Rio Hondo
and San Gabriel River, south of SR-60, and west of Legg
Lake. There will be a half-mile long Class I facility within
a Southern California Edison transmission line corridor to
connect the Rio Hondo Bike Path directly to the Whittier
Narrows Recreation Area at Legg Lake. The 12-foot wide
asphalt bike path will be designed to Caltrans HDM
standards and ASSHTO Guidelines. A mid-block signalized
pedestrian crossing on Rosemead Boulevard with center
median modifications for planting and irrigation will be
another component of this project. Easements will need
to be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Southern California Edison, and Caltrans.

Pel/issier ViI/age Multi-Use Trail from State Route 60 to
Horseman's Park
The purpose of this project is to develop a pedestrian
path and develop multi-use trail improvements with a
storm water management/water quality component.
The project site will be located along the eastern bank of
San Gabriel River in the southern portion oftheEmerald
Necklace. The site is bisected by Peck Road, bounded by
SR-60 to the north, and bounded by 1-605 to the south.
There will be a 5-foot wide and 1,950 foot-long path from
the south side of SR-60 to the Peck Road Bridge. The same
design will be constructed on the south side of Peck Road
Bridge and extend to Horseman's Park and multi-use
bridge across the San Gabriel River. This segment will be
440 feet long. ADA-compliant concrete and metal ramps
will be constructed on both the north and south sides of
the Peck Road Bridge. Easements will need to be obtained
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Los Angeles
County Flood Control District, and the City of Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power.

Pellissier Bridge at Horseman's Park
The Pellissier Multi-Use Bridge will be located on the San
Gabriel River south of the Peck Road Bridge and north of
the Zone 1 Diversion Structure at Lario Creek. The project
site is southeast of the Emerald Necklace and along the
San Gabriel River. The bridge will be 575 feet in length.
Easements will need to be obtained from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, the Los Angeles County Flood Control
District, and Southern California Edison.

San Jose Creek Regional Access
Multi-Use Trail and Bridge Connections from the San Jose
Creek Trail to San Gabriel River Trail
The focus ofthis project is to close the half-mile gap
between the San Gabriel River Trail and the San Jose
Creek Trail with a Class I bicycle facility. The project site
is north of SR-60 in the vicinity of 1-605 and Workman
Mill Road along San Jose Creek. The project includes four
components:
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•

An SOO-foot long extension of the Class I San Jose
Creek bicycle path

•

A 250-foot long multi-use recreational bridge
that will span San Jose Creek

•

A Class I facility extension adjacent to an
equestrian trail from San Jose Creek Bridge to
San Gabriel River Multi-Use Bridge

•

A 600-foot long multi-use bridge that will span
the San Gabriel River

Easements will need to be obtained from U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, the Los Angeles County Flood Control
District, Southern California Edison, and the Watershed
Conservation Authority.

Multi-Use Trail from San Jose Creek to the Duck Farm on the
San Gabriel River
The focus of this project is to connect the existing and
proposed Emerald Necklace trails to the Duck Farm on the
San Gabriel River. The project site is north of SR-60 and
San Jose Creek; to the east are 1-605 and Workman Mill
Road, and to the north is Valley Boulevard.
Easements will need to be obtained from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Caltrans, the Los Angeles
County Control Flood Control District, the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power, Southern California
Edison, and the Watershed Conservation Authority.

Westside Multi-Use Trail
Alhambra Wash from State Route 60 to the Garvey
Community Center
The purpose of this project is to improve connection
between SR-60 and Garvey Community Center through
the Los Angeles County Parks and Recreation riding and
hiking easement. Right-of-way widths vary from 12'-30'
along the Rio Hondo levee. Permission will need to be
obtained from Caltrans, the City of Rosemead, the Los
Angeles County Flood Control District, and the Army
Corps of Engineers.

Rosemead Boulevard Access Ramp
The purpose of this project is to provide access to the
Westside Multi-use Trail from Rosemead Boulevard.
The project site is located on the western side of the
Rio Hondo, and south of 1-10. The project will construct
an ADA accessible ramp along the north sidewalk of
Rosemead Boulevard down to the Rio Hondo Channel.
Construction w ill be adjacent to Caltrans right-of-way.
Permission will need to be obtained from Caltrans, the
City of EI Monte, and the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District.
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Rosemead Boulevard Underpass
The Rosemead Boulevard Underpass project has two
components:
•

Re-contour the backside of the levee through the
underpass at Rosemead Boulevard to provide a
wider trail passage to meet Los Angeles County
Trails Manual standards.

•

Construct a ramp on the back side of the levee
for trail access to the underpass.

following relevant goals and policies are included in the
County BMP:
•

Goal 1: Expanded, improved, and interconnected
system of county bikeways and bikeway support
facilities to provide a viable transportation
alternative for all levels of bicycling abilities,
particularly for trips of less than five miles.
o

The project site is located adjacent to the western levee of
the Rio Hondo, south of Rosemead Boulevard, and north
of the Rubio Wash. To complete this project, permission
must be obtained from Caltrans, the City of South EI
Monte, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and
the Army Corps of Engineers.

•

Goal 2: Increased safety of roadways for all users.
o

IA.2.2.1: Identify opportunities to remove
travel lanes from roads where there is excess
capacity in order to provide bicycle facilities.

o

Policy 2.3: Support traffic enforcement
activities that increase the safety of people
bicycling.

o

IA 2.5.1: Implement improvements that
encourage safe bicycle travel to and from
school.

Multi-Use Trail from Rosemead Boulevard to Valley Boulevard
This project will construct a continuous trail on the west
side of the Rio Hondo from Rosemead Boulevard to Valley
Boulevard. Approximately 7,000 lineal feet of trail will be
constructed or upgraded in the easement. Permission
must be obtained from Caltrans, the Los Angeles County
Flood Control District, Metrolink/Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission, and the Army Corps of
Engineers. Additionally, approval must be obtained from
the City of EI Monte.

•

Interstate 70 Freeway Underpass Improvements
The 1-10 Freeway Underpass Improvements will connect
a new multi-use trail in the hiking and riding easement
to the maintenance roadway, allowing recreational trail
user access through the underpass tunnel. The tunnel has
potential to flood and is under the jurisdiction of the Los
Angeles County Flood Control District. Permission must
be obtained from the Los Angeles County Flood Control
District and the Army Corps of Engineers. This project
must be approved by the City of EI Monte.

•

County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan (2012)

The County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan (BMP)
proposes to build on the existing 144 miles of bikeways
throughout the unincorporated portions of the County,
and install approximately 831 miles of new bikeways in
the next 20 years. Proposed bikeways in the West San
Gabriel Valley Planning Area are shown in Figure 2-6. The

IA. 1.6.1: Identify where bicycle parking
facilities are needed, and identify the
appropriate type.

Goal 3: Develop education programs that
promote safe bicycling.
o

Policy 3.1: Provide bicycle education for all
road users, children and adults.

o

3.1 .1: Offer bicycle skills trainings, bicycle
safety classes, and bicycle repair workshops.

Goal 4: Encouragement Programs.
o

Policy 4.1: Support organized rides or
cycling events, including those that may
include periodic street closures in the
unincorporated areas.

o

Policy 4.2: Encourage non-automobile
commuting.

•

Goal 5: Community supported bicycle network.

•

Goal 6: Funded bikeway plan.
o

Policy 6.1: Identify and secure funding to
implement this Bicycle Master Plan.

More information on the County's Bike Plan can be found

at:
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/pdd/bike/masterplan.cfm
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Figure 2-6 West San Gabriel Valley Planning Area Proposed Bicycle Facilities
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Whittier Narrows Dam Basin Recreation Area Master
Development Plan Input (2010)
The Whittier Narrows Dam Basin Recreation Area Master
Development Plan Input focuses on restoring the
landscape and water quality, reconnecting recreational
trails, reconnecting the two rivers, and recreating public
use of the existing land use. The Basin is located between
the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel River. The site is bounded
by the cities of South EI Monte, Rosemead, Pico Rivera,
Montebello, Whittier, and Industry.
Input reflected that users would like trail separation with
a clear trail hierarchy with mapped routes. Additional
striping, pavement markings, or signage could improve
navigation, especially in times of stress or danger.

34

The plan discusses implementation of "green streets",
which also includes bicycle and pedestrian amenities, can
provide safe connections as well as provide improved
storm water management. The following is a "green
streets" recommendation specific to Rush Street:
Develop a prototype "Green Street" to
demonstrate and illustrate the concept. Rush
Street extension from Rosemead Boulevard to
the Rio Hondo would be a manageable project
for which a grant might be obtained. Measure R
Transportation Funds may also be available.
The plan discusses a strong potential for conversion of
the following roadways to "green streets"; Rosemead
Boulevard, Durfee Avenue, San Gabriel Boulevard and
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Santa Anita Avenue. These roadways are zoned for light
industrial uses and have low vehicular traffic volumes.
Providing bicycle facilities on these streets can encourage
users to walk or bike safely to the Basin.
The plan discusses the following:
o

o

Area C, a designated recreation area, currently
includes 3B Sporting Clays, an archery range,
and a sporting dog area . However, there is a
recommendation to convert part of this location
to a mountain bike course or a similar activity.
EI Bosque del Rio Hondo provides a year-round
trail that provides access to bike paths and
equestrian trails, as well as other amenities.

For more information, visit: http://
watershedconservationauthority.org/plans/whittier_
narrows.html

San Gabriel River Corridor Master Plan (2006)
The San Gabriel River Corridor Master Plan seeks to
identify priorities as well as guide and coordinate
enhancement projects to preserve and improve the San
Gabriel River. The 39-mile Class I San Gabriel River Bike
Trail runs parallel to the San Gabriel River and connects to
various hiking trails. Figure 2-7 demonstrates that there is
potential for the bike trail to serve as the central spine for

the regional trail network. All trails and structures that will
be constructed must be ADA compliant. The Recreation
Element and Economic Development Element seek to
improve accessibility and connectivity for all recreational
trail users. Various projects have been proposed that
intersect or connect with the San Gabriel River Bike Trail:
o

Ramona Boulevard Gateway will provide a key
entry point to the San Gabriel River Bike Trail and
the City of EI Monte.

o

Baldwin Park project will upgrade the trail to
connect Barnes Park, the San Gabriel River Bike
Trail, and neighborhood schools.

o

The City of EI Monte would like to improve
Durfee School Recreation along the San Gabriel
River and provide access to the San Gabriel River
Bike Trail.

As part of the San Gabriel River Corridor Master Plan, the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District also adopted
the Los Angeles River Master Pian's Landscape Guidelines
(2004). This document provides guidelines for bicycle
paths, parking facilities, and wayfinding signage, among
other bicycle-related components.
For more information: http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/
watershed/sg/

Figure 2-7 San Gabriel River Trail Enhancement Opportunities
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Rio Hondo Water Management Plan (2004)
Among several goals, the Rio Hondo Water Management
Plan aims to improve recreational opportunities within
the watershed by enhancing the numerous bicycle trails.
Recommended enhancements include improved signage,
multi-lingual maps, and an integrated system of amenities
to increase comfort and safety. The Management Plan
also recommends increased access to trails, including
safe urban trail linkages along surface streets or utility
corridors. In particular, the Management Plan includes
recommendations to improve the Rio Hondo Bicycle Path
entrance at Peck Park.
The Plan can be downloaded at: http://www.arroyoseco.
org/Rio_Hondo_Water_ManagemenCPlan.pdf

2.2.4 Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG)
SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (2012)
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) has the primary
goal of increasing mobility for the region's residents and

visitors. The Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), part
of the RTP, demonstrates the region's ability to attain and
exceed the greenhouse gas (GHG) emission-reduction
targets set forth by the ARB. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS
includes a strong commitment to reduce emissions from
transportation sources to comply with SB 375, improve
public health, and meet the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act. Its
emphasis on transit and active transportation will allow
residents to lead a healthier, more active lifestyle.
The RTP/SCS contains a host of improvements to the
region's multimodal transportation system, including
increasing bikeways from 4,315 miles to 10,122 miles,
bringing a significant amount of sidewalks into
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA), safety improvements, and various other strategies.
Figure 2-8 shows proposed bikeways in the SCAG
planning region.
The following are policies and goals related to preparation
of the San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan:

Figure 2-8 SCAG Regional Bikeway Network
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•

•

Policy 4: Transportation demand management
(TDM) and non-motorized transportation will be
focus areas, subject to Policy 1
Goal: Encourage land use and growth patterns
that facilitate transit and non-motorized
transportation

•

The Active Transportation Program is funded from various
federal and State funds appropriated in the annual
Budget Act. These are:
•

100% of the federal Transportation Alternative
Program funds, except for federal Recreation Trail
Program funds appropriated to the Department
of Parks and Recreation;

•

$21 million offederal Highway Safety
Improvement Program funds or other federal
funds; and

•

State Highway Account funds.

The entire RTP/SCS can be found at: http://rtpscs.scag.
ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx

2.2.5 State of California
Caltrans' Endorsement of NACTO Design Guidelines
(2014)

In early 2014 Caltrans endorsed both the NACTO Urban
Bikeway Design Guide and the NACTO Urban Street
Design Guide. This endorsement signals a commitment
by the agency to integrate a multi modal and flexible
approach to transportation planning and design
throughout the State. All cities in California may use the
new guidelines on any streets within their jurisdiction.
In addition, Caltrans is evaluating the guidelines to
potentially inform future updates to the Highway Design
Manual, which is the standard for designing facilities that
are part of the State's highway system.
SB 99/AB 101 - California Active Transportation
Program (2013)

On September 26, 2013, the Governor of California signed
legislation creating the Active Transportation Program
(ATP). The ATP essentially consolidates several previously
separate active transportation funding sources, including
the State's Bicycle Transportation Account, Safe Routes to
School program, and Transportation Alternatives Program
(minus Recreational Trails Program funds). The first grant
cycle was open in Spring 2014, and it is expected that the
next cycle will be open in Spring 2015.

Background:
The goals of the Active Transportation Program are to:
•

Increase the proportion of biking and walking
trips;

•

Increase safety for non-motorized users;

•

Increase mobility for non-motorized users;

•

Advance the efforts of regional agencies to
achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals;

•

Enhance public health, including the reduction
of childhood obesity through the use of projects
eligible for Safe Routes to Schools Program
funding;
Ensure disadvantaged communities fully share in
program benefits (25% of program); and

Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit
many types of active transportation users.

In addition to furthering the goals of this program,
all Active Transportation Program projects must
meet eligibility requirements specific to the Active
Transportation Program's funding sources.

Matching Requirements
No match from project sponsors is required for the
Active Transportation Program funds awarded in the
statewide competitive, small urban, or rural programs.
The match required for federal funding may be met
through the use oftoll credits, through State Highway
Account Funds in the Active Transportation Program, or
through the use of other non-federal funds committed to
the project. Large metropolitan planning organizations
(MPOs), in administering a competitive selection process,
may require a funding match for projects selected
through their competitive process. While the statewide
competitive program does not require matching funds,
applicants from within a large MPO should be aware that
the requirements in these two competitions may differ.
For more information on the Active Transportation
Program: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocaIPrograms/atp/
index.html
AB 1371 - Three Feet for Safety Act (2013)

Signed by the Governor in September 2013, the Three
Feet for Safety Act requires drivers who pass bicycle
riders from behind to provide at least 3 feet of clearance.
However, if traffic or roadway conditions prevent
motorists from giving bicycle riders 3 feet of clearance,
drivers must "slow to a speed that is reasonable and
prudent" and wait to pass the bicycle rider only when
doing so does not endanger the bicycle rider.
The Act makes a violation of these provisions an infraction
punishable by a $35 fine. The Act also requires the
imposition of a $220 fine on a driver if a collision occurs
between a motor vehicle and a bicycle rider causing
bodily harm to the bicycle rider, and the driver is found to
be in violation of the Act's provisions.
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The law took effect throughout the State on September
16,2014.
For complete text of the bill: http://ieginfo.
legislature.ca .gov/faces/biIINavClient.xhtml?biIL
id=201320140AB1371

AB 417 - Bicycle Transportation Plans Exempted from
CEQA (2013)
In 2013, California State legislators passed Assembly
Bill No. 417, an exemption for bicycle transportation
plans from CEQA requirements. This key legislation
alleviates the legal and financial burden associated with

preparing Environmental Impact Reviews (EIRs) for bicycle
transportation projects. It also reduces individuals' ability
to hinder the development of bicycle facilities through
the courts. Generally speaking, AB 417 helps to streamline
the process of designing and implementing bicycle
transportation projects.

California Green Code (2011)
The California Green Code includes bicycle parking
requirements and standards for new development. The
California Green Code bicycle-related requirements are
presented in Table 2-1 .

Table 2-7 California Green Code Bicycle Parking Requirements

----~----------------------------~

Cat egory

Description

Bicycle Parking and

Comply with sections 5.106.4.1 and 5.106.4.2; or meet local ordinance or the University of
California Policy on Sustainable Practices, whichever is stricter. _ __

Chan ~ g ~o_o_m
_s_____

Short-Term Bicycle
Parking

If the project is expected to generate visitor traffic, provide permanently anchored bicycle
racks within 100 feet of the visitors' entrance, readily visible to passers-by, for 5 percent of
~isitormotorized veh ~cle.E arking capacity, with a minimum of one two-bike capacity rack.

Long-Term Bicycle
Pa rking

For buildings with over 10 tenant-occupants, provide secure bicycle parking for 5 percent
of motorized vehicle parking capacity, with a minimum of one space. Acceptable parking
facilities shall be convenient from the street and may include:
• Covered, lockable enclosures with permanently anchored racks for bicycles
• Lockable bicycle rooms with permanently anchored racks
• Lockable, permanently anchored bicycle lockers

AB 1358 - California Complete Streets Act of 2008
The 2008 California Complete Streets Act requires that
municipalities, "upon any substantive revision of the
circulation element of the general plan, modify the
circulation element to plan for a balanced, multi modal
transportation network that meets the needs of all
users of streets, roads, and highways, defined to include
motorists, pedestrians, people bicycling, children, persons
with disabilities, seniors, movers of commercial goods,
and users of public transportation, in a manner that is
suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of the
general plan ."
For more information: opr.ca.gov/docs/Update_GP_
Guidelines_Complete_Streets.pdf

Caltrans Deputy Directive DD-64-Rl - Complete
Streets-Integrating the Transportation System (2008)
Following passage ofthe State's Complete Streets Act,
Caltrans adopted its own Complete Streets policy, which
requires Caltrans to provide "for the needs of travelers of
all ages and abilities in all planning, programming, design,
construction, operations, and maintenance activities
and products on the State Highway System." The
Caltrans policy is supported by Federal law requiring safe
accommodation for all users and State law that Caltrans

38

provide an integrated multi-modal system. It also helps
local governments meet their requirement under State
law (AB 1358) to include Complete Streets in their General
Plans.
State and federal laws require the Department and
local agencies to promote and facilitate increased
bicycling and walking . The California Vehicle Code (CVC)
(Sections 21200-21212) and the Streets and Highways
Code (Sections 890-894.2) identify the rights of people
bicycling and walking and establish legislative intent that
people of all ages using all types of mobility devices are
able to travel on roads. People bicycling and walking and
other non -motorized t ravelers are permitted on all State
facilities, unless expressly prohibited (CVC, section 21960).
Therefore, the Department and local agencies have the
duty to provide for the safety and mobility needs of all
who have legal access to the transportation system.
Department manuals and guidance outline statutory
requirements, planning policy, and project delivery
procedures to facilitate multimodal travel, which includes
connectivity to public transit for people bicycling
and walking. In many instances, roads designed to
Department standards provide basic access for bicycling
and walking. This directive does not supersede existing
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laws. To ensure successful implementation of "complete
streets," manuals, guidance, and training will be updated
and developed.
More information can be found at: http://www.dot.
ca.gov/ hq/ tpp/offices/ocp!complete_streets.html

SB 375 - Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection Act of 2008
The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act
(SB 375) supports the State of California's climate action
goals to reduce GHG emissions through coordinated
transportation and land use plann ing with the goal of
fostering more sustainable communities.
Under SB 375, the California Air Resources Board (ARB)
sets regional targets for GHG emissions reductions from
passenger vehicle use. In 2010, ARB established these
targets for 2020 and 2035 for each region covered by one
of the State's MPOs; the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) is the MPO covering the San Gabriel
Valley. SCAG has prepared a sustainable communities
strategy (SCS) to guide regional efforts to meet GHG
em ission reduction targets. Encouragement of nonmotorized transportation modes is one tactic to lower
transportation-related emissions.
SB 375 also establishes incentives to encourage local
governments and developers to implement the SCS.
For instance, developers can get relief from certain
environmental review requirements under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if their new residential
and mixed-use projects are consistent with a region's SCS
that meets the targets (see Cal. Public Resources Code §§
21155, 21155.1,21155.2,21159.28.).
For more information, visit: http://www.arb.ca.gov!cc/
sb375/sb375.htm

AB 32 - Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
In 2006, the California Legislature passed and the
Governor signed the Global Warming Solutions Act, which
sets the 2020 greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal
into state law. It also directed the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) to develop action plans for meeting those
GHG reduction targets. SB 375, adopted in 2008 to require
coordination oftransportation and land use planning, is
one of the tools supporting CARB's goals.
More information on AB 32, including a timeline for
implementation, is available on CARB's website:
http://www.arb.ca .gov!cc/ab32/ab32.htm
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-3 Baldwin park
This chapter presents Baldwin Park's portion of the San
Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan. The chapter is
organized into the following sections:
•

Existing Conditions

•

Needs Analysis

•

Recommended Bicycle Facilities & Programs

•

Project Costs

•

Project Implementation

•

Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance

3.1 Existing Conditions
Baldwin Park is located in the central part of the San
Gabriel Valley. There are approximately 75,650 residents
with 11,110 people per square mile and a total area of 6.89
square miles. Baldwin Park is bordered by Interstate 605
(1-605) on the western boundary and the Interstate 10
(1-10) freeway along the southern boundary. The Baldwin
Park Transit Center and adjacent Cruz Baca Transit Center
Metrolink station are key transportation destinations
serving local buses and Metrolink trains, respectively.
Bicycle riders and others are drawn to the Santa Fe Dam
for recreational activity. Baldwin Park is in the process
of developing a Non -Motorized Active Transportation
Plan for the Downtown District, a Safe Routes to School
Strategic Plan, and a sustainability element that will be
incorporated into the General Plan.
The purpose of this chapter is to explore existing bicycling
conditions in Baldwin Park. With a bicycling mode share
of 1.0 percent (for all trips), Baldwin Park has somewhat
higher bicycle use than neighboring communities, and
the same rate as the City of Los Angeles and State of

Image 72- Gateway at Cruz Baca Transit Center
California (1.0 percent, respectively). An estimated 5,194
bicycle trips are made daily in Baldwin Park.

3.1.1 Land Use
Figure 3 1 presents Baldwin Park's land use map. Single
family residential homes account for approximately fiftyfive percent (55%) ofthe city's land area while six percent
(6%) is occupied by multi-family residential buildings.
Parks, open space, and recreational facilities account
for less than one percent (0.7%) of land. Commercial,
mixed-use, and office designations account for a total of
approximately ten percent (10%) of the City's land, while
industrial uses make up nine percent (9%). This land use
pattern makes Baldwin Park a place where people can
both live and work.

3.1.2 Relevant Plans and Policies
This section discusses various City of Baldwin Park plans
and policies and their relevance to this Plan.

Low Impact Development Standards (2014)
The Low Impact Development Standards amend the City
of Baldwin Park Municipal Code to comply with storm
sewer standards set by the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The Standards require
that major development and transportation projects
apply site grading and infiltration techniques in order to:

Image 11- Baldwin Park City Hall
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•

Reduce the amounts of pollutants in stormwater
and urban runoff.
Develop specifications for low cost treatment
systems that are easy for the developer to install.

. lr

'

,

..

Encourage the installation of treatment systems
that are easy to maintain, minimizing the need
for City enforcement.

Model Design Manual (2014)
Baldwin Park is expected to adopt Los Angeles County's
Model Design Manual (in full or in part) during 2014.
The Model Design Manual features a "complete streets"
approach to roadway deSign, focusing on the safe and
comfortable accommodation of pedestrians, bicycle
riders and transit users, in addition to motorists and
freight vehicles. Fundamental to the Model Design
Manual's approach is the idea that creating vibrant,
attractive and safe streets can lead to increased economic
development. By adopting the Model Design Manual,
Baldwin Park would continue its tradition of pursing street
re-design as an economic development and place making
strategy for both the historic city center and surrounding
neigh borhoods.

Image 73- Morgan Park
Figure 3-7 Baldwin Park Land Use Map
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Ramona-Maine Central District Non-Motorized Active
Transportation Plan - Draft (2013)

Baldwin Park Civic Center Transit-Oriented
Development Technical Assistance Panel (2011)

The Ramona-Maine Central District Non-Motorized Active
Transportation Plan presents an ambitious vision for the
historic central business district of Baldwin Park. The Plan
links active transportation with neighborhood renewal,
acknowledging that complete streets with high levels
of walkability and bikeability are key to the long-term
revitalization of the Ramona-Maine Central District. Plan
goals include:

In 2011, the Urban Land Institute's Los Angeles chapter
convened a technical assistance panel (TAP) to provide
pro-bono planning assistance to the City of Baldwin Park
with regard to Transit-Oriented Development (TaD) in
its downtown core. The Panel envisioned revitalizing
Baldwin Park's Civic Center area by creating a main
street environment and improved pedestrian linkages to
important destinations. Strategies recommended in the
TAP report include:

•

Improve safety for non -motorized travelers

•

Connect all modes oftransportation

•

Increase the City's economic vitality

•

Create a Downtown destination

•

Encourage walking and biking with transit use

Olive Street Improvement Plan (2012)
The City of Baldwin Park Olive Street Improvement Plan
strives to improve Olive Street to make the community
more livable, healthier, and more sustainable. Olive Street
has two schools, residential neighborhoods and links
to the primary commercial streets of Maine Avenue and
Baldwin Park Boulevard. From the west side, Olive Street
begins at Center Street and ends at Azusa Canyon Road.
From the west it starts off with four lanes and on-street
parking and ends with two through lanes and a turn lane.
The curb to curb width varies from 64 feet to 40 feet.
A public workshop was conducted where attendees were
able to give input for the redesign of Olive Street. The
concept of a road diet with two lanes, a center turn lane
and bike lanes was favored during the public workshop.
Baldwin Park Complete Streets Policy (2011)
The City of Baldwin Park approved its Complete Streets
Policy on July 20, 2011. The objective of the Complete
Streets Policy is to establish guiding principles and
practices so transportation improvements are planned,
designed, constructed, operated and maintained to
encourage walking; bicycling, and transit use while
promoting safe operations for all users. The City
of Baldwin Park seeks to create a safe and efficient
transportation system that promotes the health
and mobility of all Baldwin Park citizens and visitors
by providing multimodal access to all destinations
throughout the city.

•

Leverage existing assets and improve linkages.

•

Implement site improvements and support
development opportunities.

•

Develop of future housing at the site.

The 11-acre site is adjacent to the Cruz Baca Transit
Center Metrolink Station, and is served by Metrolink's San
Bernardino line and buses operated by Foothill Transit
and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro).
There is a two phase process to implement the
improvements for the Central Business District and Civic
Center Area, as shown in Figure 3-2.
1. Phase 1 (years 0-3) - Create a framework by
updating the zoning ordinance to induce a
mixed-use zone, an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), a site-specific plan, and create a Business
Improvement District
2. Phase 2 (years 3+) - Involves the development
and implementation of the TAP's vision.
•

Creation of mixed-use project at the corner of
Maine and Ramona

•

Development of the Metrolink Station parking lot
with housing

•

Expansion of commercial uses in front of the
Verizon building

•

Expansion of the parking structure and
demolition of storage facility

For more information: la.uli.orglwp-contentl
up loadsl20 11112ITAP-Report-Ba Idwi n-Park- Ba Idwi n- Pa rkCivic-Center-Plaza-20 17 .pdf

For more information: www.smartgrowthamerica.orgl
documents!cslpolicy!cs-ca-ba ldwinpark-policy.pdf
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Plan to Improve Corridors and Neighborhood
Connections in Baldwin Park (2010)
The Plan to Improve Corridors and Neighborhood
Connection (Corridors Plan) in Baldwin Park describes the
process and results of a Design Fair in Baldwin Park. The
plan focuses on four corridors within the City; Baldwin
Park Boulevard, Ramona Boulevard, Pacific Avenue, and
Maine Avenue, all of which accommodate high volumes of
vehicular traffic. The City of Baldwin Park and community
partners seek to make improvements along these
corridors to achieve Complete Streets objectives.
The Corridors Plan included the following observations:
•

The focus corridors had 357 collisions in 2007.

•

A 5-feet wide bike lane exists in Baldwin Park on
Ramona Boulevard.

•

Bicycle riders generally ride on the sidewalk or
face oncoming traffic.

•

Bicycle riders also face potential hazards from on street pa rking and opening car doors.

The Corridors Plan includes the following general
recommendations related to bicycle travel and support:
•

Use proper stri ping and symbols for Class II bike
lanes and incorporate colored pavement.

•

Install bike racks at key destinations; use racks
that support frame of bicycle at two spots.

•

Offer public rides and/or bike safety instruction
when a new bike lane opens.

•

Work with school district to host "bicycle rodeos"
to introduce children to bicycle safety skills.

•

Use shared lane markings ("sharrows") on Class
III bikeways; educate the public on how to use
them .

Figure 3-2 Baldwin Park TOO Concept Plan

BALDWIN PARK TOO CONCEPT PLAN
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Baldwin Park Elementary Schools Traffic Safety Study
(2008)

The Elementary Schools Traffic Safety Study analyzed
vehicle traffic counts and speed profile data around
12 different elementary schools. Background studies
identified adjacent streets and the existing conditions
of each school. Driving behavior, including travel
speeds and parking patterns, were monitored. Specific
recommendations were given for each location.
For more information: ba/dwinpark.granicus.com/
fVletaViewer.php?view_id= 70&c1ip_id=950&meta_id= 702273

City of Baldwin Park 2020 General Plan (2002)

In addition to Goals and Policies calling for through traffic
restrictions in residential neighborhoods and pedestrian
enhancements in the City's downtown district, the 2002
General Plan recommended a network of bikeways to
meet local bicycling needs and to connect to regional
cycling routes (e.g., the San Gabriel River Bike Path). These
proposed routes are shown in Figure 3-3 and include
proposed Class II bike lanes on Merced Avenue north of
Ramona Boulevard and Baldwin Park Boulevard north of
Ramona Boulevard.

•

Ramona Boulevard; and

•

Badillo Street.

Signage

The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTeD) and the CA HOM outline the requirements
for bikeway signage. The Bike Lane Sign (R81) is required
at the beginning of each designated bike lane and at
each major decision point. The Bike Route Sign (011-1) is
required on Class III facilities. Shared-use paths require
additional standardized signs to help manage different
user groups. The City has installed CA MUTeD standard
signs along the appropriate bikeways.
Figure 3-3 Ca /trans Bikeway Signs

c#0

BIKE LANE

BIKE ROUTE

R81(CA)

011-1

3.1.3 Engineering
Existing Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle Parking

This report refers to standard bikeway definitions
identified by Caltrans in Chapter 1000 of the Highway
Design Manual (Caltrans HOM). Additional concepts
for bikeways have been promoted and implemented
throughout the United States; however, they have not
been adopted for use in the Caltrans HOM. Bicycle facility
types are discussed in Section 1.3

Bicycle storage can range from a simple and convenient
bicycle rack to storage in a bicycle locker or cage that
protects against weather, vandalism and theft. The City
does not currently have an inventory of existing bicycle
parking locations. Short-term bicycle racks can be found
at some major destinations, including the Civic Center and
parks throughout the city. Many bicycle riders resort to
securing their bike to street fixtures such as trees, lights,
telephone poles, and parking meters when sufficient
parking facilities are not provided.

Table 3-1 summarizes the classification and mileage of
the existing network.
Tab le 3-1 Existing Bicycle Network

Facility Type

~~~~-----------------

Class I (Bike Path)

Class II (Bike Lanes)

I--

---

----

Mileage
1.3
3.2

--,----

Class III (Bike Route)

0.0

Total Mileage

4.5

1---'--

----------------

-----

As shown in Table 3-1" a total of 4.5 miles of bikeways are
currently provided in the City of Baldwin Park, consisting
of the following facilities:
•

San Gabriel River Trail (maintained by Los
Angeles County);

End-of-Trip Facilities

The presence and quality of trip-end facilities (e.g.
showers, lockers, and changing facilities) can greatly
influence a person's decision to complete a trip via
bicycle. These facilities enable bicycle riders to change
into work attire (especially after riding in wet or hot
conditions). The City currently does not have an inventory
of existing end-of-trip facilities.
Bicycle Signal Detection

Bicycle detection at actuated traffic signals permits
bicycle riders to trigger a green light, even when no
motor vehicle is present. California Assembly Bill 1581
requires all new and replacement actuated traffic signals l

1 Actuated traffic signals stay red until the signal detects a car or bicycle rider that is waiting for the light to turn green.
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Figure 3-4 Baldwin Park Bikeways Map from 2002 General Plan
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to detect bicycle riders and to provide sufficient time for a
bicycle rider to clear an intersection from a standing start.
Caltrans Policy Directive 09-06 clarities the requirements
and permits any type of detection technology. The most
common technologies are in-pavement loop detectors
and video detection. More recently, microwave detection
has been used to detect and differentiate between bicycle
riders and motor vehicles.
The City complies with the Caltrans Policy Directive by
installing detector loops designed to detect bicycles
during pavement rehabilitation and traffic signal upgrade
projects. Traffic signal timing is reviewed and updated as
necessary through traffic signal corridor timing projects.
Multi-Modal Connection s

the City of Baldwin Park and SCAG-identitied Park-andRide lots within the City2.
The Southern California Regional Rail Authority operates
Metrolink commuter rail in the San Gabriel Valley.
Baldwin Park is served by the San Bernardino line with a
downtown park-and -ride station located near the Ramona
Boulevard/Bogart Avenue intersection. All Metrolink
trains allow bicycles on-board at all times, with each train
car able to hold three bikes. In addition, several trains on
the San Bernardino line contain a special "Bike Car" that is
designed to hold 18 bicycles on the lower level; published
Metrolink schedules show which trains contain the special
bike cars.
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro) operates local bus line 190 through the
City of Baldwin Park along Ramona Boulevard, connecting
residents to the EI Monte Bus Station and Cal Poly
Pomona. Metro buses are equipped with front-end racks
that can carry two bicycles, which are available on a tirstcome, tirst-served basis .

Transit is often best for longer trips, while bicycling
is better for shorter trips. Combining transit use and
bicycling can offer a high level of mobility that is
comparable to travel by automobile. Figure 3-5 shows
the existing Metro and Metrolink transit lines that serve

.Figure 3-5 Existing Public Transportation Facilities in Ba ldw i n Park

Irwlndal.

•

Nubla5t

Nubia St
C.lals 5t

~ h OOI)1

OllveSI
roo ~ Dr

~

<lI

"..,

c

"
.\1

~

.~

iii

~

~

~

E
(j

"

l!

~

~

iii

~

-!!
~

g(

l OS Angeles

.

Ohlo 5t CL

c

.~

~

Wrsr
CovIna

-----F

-·--

•
Mwolink
Stations

-+- Me trolink
lines
•

~:;; and Rid e

Unlncorporar. d
Metro Local

o
0.25
05
0.75
1 116
'---,---'-_-'-_ -'"_-" V

n

Bus
City

Boundaries

2 GIS mapping data were only available for Metro and Metrolink facilities.

ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 325 of 778

I 47

BALDWIN PARK

Foothill Transit operates several bus lines that serve
Baldwin Park, and all buses are equipped with racks that
can carry two bicycles. Line 178 connects to EI Monte
Station and the Puente Hills Mall. Line 272 connects
Baldwin Park to Duarte and the City of Hope Medical
Center on one end and to The Plaza at West Covina on the
other. Line 274 links the Baldwin Park Metrolink Station
to Rio Hondo College and the City of Whittier. Line 486
passes through the southwestern corner of the City on
its way between EI Monte Station and Cal Poly Pomona,
with stops in La Puente, Walnut, and at Mt. San Antonio
College. Line 488 connects Baldwin Park to EI Monte
Station and the cities of Glendora, Covina, and West
Covina. Line 492 serves Arrow Highway along the City's far
northern boundary with Irwindale.

funding for and programmed the following bicycle- and
pedestrian -related projects:
The City of Baldwin Park is planning
improvements on Maine Avenue from Los
Angeles Street to Arrow Highway based on the
City of Baldwin Park Manual for Living Street
Design. The City received two Safe Routes to
School grants that are intended to be used as
funding anchors for the costs of design and
construction. Proposed improvements include
continental crosswalks, curb extensions, flashing
beacons at crosswa lks, and widened sidewalks.
•

The City has secured $235,000 in State
grant funds from Caltrans for conducting
transportation studies and planning within
the City's jurisdiction. The City of Baldwin Park
has agreed to implement a Safe Routes to
School Plan. Services performed by the City of
Baldwin Park using the Caltrans funds must be in
accordance with al.1applicable State and Agency
laws, ordinances, regulations, and Caltrans
published manuals, policies, and procedures.

•

The Local Government Commission (LGC), in
partnership with the City of Baldwin Park, has
recently selected a consultant to prepare a
community-based and comprehensive Safe
Routes to School plan for 17 elementary and
middle schools within Baldwin Park. Funding
for the project is provided through a Caltrans
Environmental Justice: Context Sensitive
Planning Grant. The California Center for Public
Health Advocacy (CCPHA) will be the lead
pa rtner conducting outreach to the community.
Barriers to walking and bicycling to schools shall
be identified. Approximately 7 to 13 percent
of students at most elementary schools walk
or ride a bicycle to school. The plan will focus
on blending functionality and aesthetics in
accommodating all transportation modes
including pedestrians, bicycle riders, public
transit vehicles, and automobiles.

Baldwin Park Transit operates the Teal and Pumpkin
lines that circulate around the City, seven days a week
but for limited hours. Baldwin Park Transit buses do not
accommodate bicycles.

Maintenance
Street maintenance programs aid in the quality and
longevity of bicycle facilities. The City of Baldwin Park
currently has a Street Maintenance program that provides
staff with guidelines to inspect, schedule, and repair
City streets, alleys, and bike trails. The program provides
maintenance of signs, pavement ma rkings, curb markings,
street name signs, and roadway striping. In addition to
as-needed repairs, the program annually repaints school
pavement legends and inspects school regulatory and
warning signs. Street sweeping occurs twice a month.
The Capital Improvement Program (ClP) serves to develop
and construct major public improvements and address
significant maintenance items. The CIP prioritizes and
allocates funding for large scale projects including
roadway resurfacing, repair projects, and improvements
within the city.

3.1.4 Existing/Previous Education,
Encouragement, and Enforcement
Strategies
Bicycle education programs and enforcement of bicyclerelated policies help to make riding safer for all bicycle
riders. The City does not currently have education
campaigns related t o bicycling within the City.
Baldwin Park police officers enforce all bicycle-related
rules in the California Vehicle Code and issue citations
when they observe violations.

3.1.5 3.1.5
Past and Future Bicycle-Related
Expenditures
No new bicycle facilities have been implemented within
the City within the past three years. The City has obtained

48

3.2 Needs Analysis
This section describes the needs of bicycle riders in
Baldwin Park. This section provides estimates and
forecasts of bicycle travel to determine the estimated
bicycling demand in the city. In addition, this section
analyzes recent bicycle collision data to identify areas that
would benefit from bicycle facility improvements. Public
outreach efforts related to the preparation of this Plan are
discussed in Chapter 1 and Appendices B, C, and D ofthis
Plan.
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3.2 .1 Bicycle Demand Estimates and
Forecasts
The model uses the U.S. Census Bureau's American
Communities Survey (ACS) journey-to-work data and
applies a market segment approach to estimate the
number of bicycling or walking trips. Elementary school
and college students usually have a different bicycle/
walking mode split than work commuters.

As with any modeling projection, the accuracy of the
result is dependent on the accuracy of the input data and
other assumptions. Effort was made to collect the best
data possible for input to the model, but in many cases
national data was used where local data points were
unavailable. Examples of information that could improve
the accuracy of this exercise include the detailed results of
local Safe Routes to Schools parent and student surveys,
a regional household travel survey, and a student travel
survey of college students.

The foundation of this analysiS is the ACS 2008-2012
five-year estimate for Baldwin Park. Model variables from
the ACS include: total population, employed population,
school enrollment (grades K-12 and college students), and
travel-to-work mode split.
The 2009 NHTS provides a substantial national dataset of
travel characteristics, particularly for trip characteristics
of bicycling and walking trips. Data used from this survey
include:

•

Trip distance by mode by trip purpose

•

Ratio of walking/bicycling work trips to utilitarian
trips

Average trip length by trip purpose and mode

The Safe Routes to School Baseline Data Report (2010) was
used to determine the percent of students who walk or
bicycle by the parents' estimate of distance as well as the
frequency of carpooling for trip replacement.

Model Data

Student mode split, grades K-12

Ratio of work trips to social/recreational trips

•

Several of these variables provide a way to estimate the
number of walking and bicycling trips made for other
reasons than work trips, such as shopping and running
errands. NHTS 2009 data indicates that for every bicycle
work trip, there are slightly more than two utilitarian
bicycle trips made. Although these trips cannot be
directly attached to a certain group of people (not all of
the utilitarian bicycling trips are made by people who
bicycle to work), these multipliers allow a high percentage
of the community's walking and bicycling activity to be
captured in an annual estimate.

In addition, national transportation surveys, in particular
the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS, 2009), have
shown that commute trips are only a fraction of the total
trips an individual takes on a given day. The model uses
the NHTS findings to estimate the number of non-work,
non-school trips taken by commuters to determine the
number of walking or bicycling trips that occur in a day.
This information can be projected out using standard
trip lengths by mode and trip purpose to estimate the
number of driving miles reduced by non-motorized
modes.

•

•

Existing Walking and Bicycling Trips
Table 3-2 below presents commute to work data
estimates for Baldwin Park, as well as nearby cities and
comparison geographies, as reported in the 2008-2012
American Community Survey 5-year estimates. This
information for Baldwin Park is one of several inputs of
the demand model.

Table 3-2 Existing Mode Split Comparison with Neighboring Cities
Jurisdiction

Walk

Bike

Transit

Carpool

Drive Akme

Baldwin Park

1.8%

1.0%

4.7%

15.9%

72.1%

Rosemead

1.3%

0.8%

4.3%

12.2%

76.2%

South Pasadena

1.2%

0.8%

5.1%

9.2%

78.4%

-

--

Temple City

0.8%

0.4%

3.4%

12.8%

77.5%

City of Los Angeles

3.7%

1.0%

11.1 %

10.3%

67.0%

County of Los Angeles

2.9%

0.8%

7.1%

10.9%

72.2%

California

2.8%

1.0%

5.1 %

11.5%

73.0%

United States

2.8%

0.6%

5.0%

10.0%

76.1%

-

-~

; Source. 2008 -2012 Amenca ~ommunlty Survry 5_-Year Estll~ates _ __

_

_I
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Table 3-3 shows the estimated current number of
daily bicycling and walking trips. Based on the model
assumptions, the majority of trips are non-work utilitarian

trips, which include medical/dental services, shopping/
errands, family personal business, obligations, transport
someone, meals, and other trips.

Table 3-3 Current Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips

Bicyclir;)g

Walking

615

1,107

'--

Bicycling/walking commute trips

Source
-Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split I
from ACS, doubled for round -trips

Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

29

838

K-12 bicycle/walking trips

432

5,763

195

795

-

-

College bicycle/walking trips

--

--

-

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split

I-

Daily social/recreational trips
-

Current daily bicycling and
walking trips

-

School children population from ACS multiplied by mode
split from SRTS Baseline Data Report (201 0), doubled for
round -trips
~om NHI S 2009, ~ ubled f~~ und-trips

- --

- -

991

4,786

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific utilitarian trip multiplier from NHTS 2009

2,932

4,331

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific social/recreational trip multiplier from
NHTS 2009

Daily bicycle/walking utilitarian
trips

-

-

Number oftransit commuters from ACS multiplied by
transit mode split from TCRP Report 153, doubled for
round-trips

-

--

5,194

17,620

161,644

488,195

-Annual Extrapolation -

-Annual commute trips
---

- - - , -f -

Annual K-12 trips

-Annual college trips
-- - - - - Annual utilitarian trips

-

77,760

1,037,340

29,250

119,250

260,426

2,110,687

-

- As shown in Table 3-3, current commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle is estimated at
approximately 5,200 trips daily, and approximately
260,000 bicycle trips are estimated to occur annually.
Trip Replacement

To estimate the total distance residents travel to work
or school by walking and bicycling, the model isolates
different walking and bicycling user groups and applies
trip distance information for walking or bicycling trips

50

Bicycle/walking and walk- or bike-to-transit trips
annual work days

multiplie~ ~y

-

-

K-12 bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual K-12 school
days

-

-

-

College bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual college
class days

-

--

-- --

Annual commute trips multiplied by mode-specific
utilitarian trip multiplier
-

--------

by mode based on NHTS 2009. Table 3-4 shows the trip
replacement factors.
Yearly factors are calculated by assuming that work and
school/college trips occur five days per week, while
utilitarian trips occur seven days per week. However, work
and utilitarian trips occur year-round, while school and
college trips are only three-quarters of the year, due to
summer vacation.
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Table 3 4 Current Bicycling and Walking Trip Replacement (Annual)

Bicycling

Walking

Source

130,703

397,963

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not available

K-12 vehicle trips replaced

33,124

504,895

College vehicle trips replaced

23,838

Utilitarian vehicle trips replaced

210,577

<-

Vehicle commute trips replaced

--

-

-

-

--

-

102,555

-

1,720,575

-.

-

Vehicle Miles Traveled

-

Commute VMT replaced

462,689

K-12 VMT replaced

f--

-

--

SR2S Baseline Data Re ~ort, 2~ 10
NHTS 2009

-

-- -----

-

t--

-

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not available

---

--

266,636

NHTS 2009 average bicycle trip distance for "Work" tri ps

25,438

179,299

SRTS 2010, percent of students who walk or bicycle by
parent's estimate of distance

35,281

57,431

NHTS 2009 average trip distance for "School/Daycare/
Religious" trips

398,693

1,147,050

Derived from NHTS 2009

922,100

1,650,415

12.2

21 .8

-

-

College VMT replaced

-

Utilitarian VMT replaced
Total VMT reduced

-

-

-

Per capita VMT reduced

-

---

--

---- --

Current Benefits
To the extent that bicycling and walking trips replace
single-occupancy vehicle trips, they reduce emissions
and have tangible economic impacts by reducing traffic

congestion, crashes, and maintenance costs. In addition,
the reduced need to own and operate a vehicle saves
families money. These benefits are shown in Table 3-5.

7able 3-5 Annual Benefits of Current Bicycling and Walking Trips

Measure

Bicycl ing

Wa lkin g

922,100

1,650,415

-,

~.

y early vehicle miles reduced

Air Quality Benefits
Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)

-

--

Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

-educed Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)

R

-

-

2,765

---

-

Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)

---.--

-- - -

-

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

--

As shown in Table 3-5, current bicycle trip benefits
include the reduction of over 900,000 vehicle miles
annually and a reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by
over 750,000 pounds annually.

-

1,931

3,457

25,208

45,118

750,134

1,342,622

-

--

-

7,713

--

37

--

2,572,516
~

4,948

21

----- f -

-

T0tal

-- '
- -

57
5,388
70,326

,-

2,092,756

Potential Future Walking and Bicycling Trips
Estimating future benefits requires additional
assumptions regarding Baldwin Park's future population
and anticipated commuting patterns in 2035. Future
population predictions as determined by the SCAG 2012
RTP Growth Forecast (for 2035) were used in this model.
Table 3-6 shows the projected future demographics used
in the future analysis.
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TCAbie 3-6 Projected Future Demographics
Demographic

Value

Source

Population

82,200

SCAG 2012 RTP Growth Forecast (for 2035)

Employed population

33,417

Same percentage as current model estimate

School population, K-12

23,453

College student population

6,336

---

r-

Forecast bicycling mode share was increased to address
the higher use potentially generated by the addition of
recommended bikeway facilities to the existing system.

-

--

-

-

Same percentage as current model estimate
Same percentage as current model estimate

The analysis predicts that the bicycle mode split will
increase to 2% by 2035, due in part to bicycle network
implementation and education/encouragement
programs. The results of the future bicycling trips model,
assuming an increase to 2.0% bicycle mode share, are
shown in Table 3-7.

Table 3-7 Estimated Future (2035) Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips
Bicycling

Walking

1,337

1,203

31

911

K-12 bicycle/walking trips

469

6,262

College bicycle/walking trips

212

864

Daily bicycle/walking utilitarian
trips

2,154

5,201

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific utilitarian trip multiplier

Daily social/recreational trips

6,375

4,706

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific social/recreational trip_multi~lier

10,578

19,'47

Trip Type
Bicycle/walking commute trips

Discussion

----_.-

Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
f!?r round-trip

------_.-

Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

Number of transit commuters multiplied by transit mode
__________-+____+-___-+ ~plit from TCRP Report 153, doubled for round-trip

-

-

Total future daily bicycling and
walking trips

_~

School children population multiplied by mode split,
_
_
_
doubled for round-trip
Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round-trip

--------

_ _ _- L_ _ _ _ _ L_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

-'--- - - - -

As shown in Table 3-7, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 2%, forecast year 2035 commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle are estimated to
grow to approximately 10,600 trips daily.

52

Future Benefits
The trip replacement factors remain the same as in the
model of current trips. Table 3-8 shows the air quality
benefits of the future projected walking and bicycling
trips.
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Table 3-8 Annual Benefits of Future Bicycling and Walking Trips
II'"

Measure

Bicycling

Wal~in g

Total

Yearly vehicle miles reduced

1,896,000

1,794,000

3,690,000

5,684

5,378

11,062

42

40

82

Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)

3,970

3,757

7,727

Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)

51,824

49,037

100,861

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

1,542,196

1,459,233

3,001,429

Air Quality Benefits1
Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)
Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

---

-----

As shown in Table 3-8, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 2%, forecast year 2035 benefits include the
reduction of almost 2 million vehicle trips annually and
the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by over 1.5
million pounds annually.

3.2.2 Bicycle Counts
A knowledge of current bicycling levels in the City of
Baldwin Park helps to identify areas of particular need
while also serving as a baseline from which to evaluate
the impact of bicycling infrastructure and program
improvements called for in this Plan. To assess current
bicycling levels at different sites throughout the City,
the project team conducted bicycle counts using two
separate methodologies: manual counts with volunteers
and automated counts using electronic tube counters.

Meth odology
The methodology for the manual bicycle counts derives
from the National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation
Project (NBPD), a collaborative effort of Alta Planning +
Design and the Institute ofTransportation Engineers. The
NBPD methodology aims to captu re existing levels of
both utilitarian and recreational bicycling trips. The NBPD
also provides guidance on how to select count locations.
Volunteers conducted bicycle counts at six locations in
Baldwin Park on Saturday, June 7, 2014 from 11 :00 a.m. to
1:00 p.m. and at six locations on Tuesday, June 10,201 4
both from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and from 4:00 p.m. to
6:00 p.m. These dates are meant to capture volumes of
bicycle riders on a typical weekday and weekend day.
The manual bike count locations were selected by staff
members from the City of Baldwin Park, Day One, and Alta
Planning + Design. This snapshot of locations is intended
to capture a diverse bicycling population using the roads
and streets that span the spectrum of "bike-friendliness."
In addition to manual counts, automated 24-hour bicycle
counts were conducted using Eco-Counters that were

-

procured by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health and distributed to each of the five Regional
Bike Plan partner cities for various time periods. In
Baldwin Park, the automated counters were installed
at six locations between May 15th and July 28th, 2014.
The project team experienced several issues with the
automated counters that negatively affected the accuracy
of the bicycle count data, such as maintenance problems
and data reporting flaws . Therefore, the project team
recommends that the automated count data be dismissed
in favor ofthe manual count results. However, the
automated counting technology should be refined and
considered for use in futu re bicycle data collection efforts.

Results
Manual bicycle count locations and results for the City of
Baldwin Park are displayed in Figure 3-6, Figure 3-7, and
Figure 3-8 as well as in Ap pendix F. During the Tuesday
morning manual counts, the Baldwin Park segment that
experienced the highest volume of bicycle riders was
Ramona Boulevard between the San Gabriel River Trail
and the 1-605 freeway, with 42 total bicycle riders passing
during the two hour count period. In the afternoon of
that same Tuesday, the count location of Merced Avenue
between Ramona Parkway and Ramona Boulevard saw
the highest volume of bicycle riders - 41 bicycle riders
from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. On Satu rday, the most bicycle
riders were again counted along Ramona Boulevard
between the San Gabriel River Trail and the 1-605 freeway,
with 74 riders passing by during the count period.
Across all of the count locations and observation periods,
approximately 93 percent of bicycle riders counted
were male. Approximately 91 percent of those observed
were not wearing bicycle helmets, and 62 percent were
riding on the sidewalks. Riding on the sidewalk can be
an indicator of a lack of safe bicycling facilities and/or
proper education, as bicycle riders that are uncomfortable
riding with traffic may choose to instead travel along the
sidewalk.
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Figure 3-6 Weekday Morn ing Bicycle Count
Results in Baldwin Park

Figure 3-7 Weekday Afternoon Bicycle Count
Results in Baldwin Park
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3.2.3 Bicycle-Related Collision Analysis
Safety is a major concern for current and potential
bicycle riders, and can influence the decision whether or
not to bicycle, Potential bicycle riders that do not have
experience riding, especially in traffic, typically will not
ride if they perceive the roadway as dangerous, People
who do not ride often express frustration when drivers
do not see them or do not understand that bicycle
riders are afforded the same rights as vehicles, Similarly,
many bicycle riders do not know or follow the "rules of
the road," Uninformed or unlawful roadway users can
contribute to collisions,
This section reviews bicycle-related collisions from
January 2007 to December 2011, as reported by the
Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS),
Table 3-9 presents the number of bicycle-relat ed
collisions in Baldwin Park from 2007-2011, Figure 3-9
maps bicycle-related collisions over the study period with
larger dots representing locations with multiple collisions,
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Figure 3-8 Weekend Bicycle Count
Results in Baldwin Park
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Figure 3-9 Bicycle-Related Co llisions in Baldwin Park, 2007-2077
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Table 3-9 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Year

a

'W

4-6

_

City

R0adway

Number 0f Collisions

Nl!Jmber of Co llisions

2007

11

Ramona Boulevard

9

2008

7

Baldwin Park Boulevard

6

2009

8

Francisquito Avenue

5

2010

8

Merced Avenue

4

Ramona Parkway__

3

Total

Boundaries

Table 3-1 0 Highest Bicycle-Related Collision Roadways

Year

2011

1-3

•

17
51

------ - - -

Table 3-10 displays the top 5 roadways with the most
bicycle-related collisions based on data from 20072011. The combined corridor of Ramona Boulevard and
Ramona Parkway experienced a total of 12 bicycle-related
collisions during the period 2007-2011.
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Table 3-11 shows the percent of bicycle-related collisions
based on the day of the week.
Table 3 -11 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Day of the Week

Day of the Week

Percent 0f Collisions

Monday

18%

Tuesday

16%

Wednesday

20%

Thursday

6%

Friday

20%

Saturday

10%

Sunday

12%

Recommendations for bikeways within the City are
subject to a variety of factors that affect the schedule and
final implementation:
•

Recommendations have been developed based
on technical review and public input, however,
the recommendations are conceptual and further
feasibility review may be needed to address
physical, community, and financial constraints.

•

While a prioritized list is provided in the
Implementation section (Section 3.5), projects
may be implemented sooner based on
coordination with other City projects or funding
opportunities.

•

Funding for the bikeway recommendations is
discussed further in the Implementation section,
and suggestions are provided to the City to seek
funding sources to minimize the effect on the
City General Fund for implementation.

•

The City may develop further criteria and
standards for uSe of enhanced bicycle treatments
such as sharrows, _green conflict zone striping,
bike lane buffers, bicycle boulevard elements,
etc. The City will explore the possibility of
providing enhanced Class II or Class III facilities
anywhere Class II or III facilities are proposed.

As shown in Table 3-11, the highest percentage of
bicycle-related collisions occurred on Wednesdays and
Fridays, and the second highest on Mondays.

3.3 Recommended Bicycle
Facilities and Programs
The proposed bikeway network, when completed, will
include just over 60 miles of bicycle facilities to increase
connectivity within Baldwin Park and to the surrounding
communities. The proposed bikeway network has been
developed to create a comprehensive, safe, and logical
network.

Table 3-12 summarizes the bikeway recommendations
and total mileage by category. Figure 3-10 shows the
recommended bikeway network, including potential
enhanced Class II and Class III facilities.

Table 3-12 Recommended Bikeway Network

Existing Bikewaxs (Miles)

Proposed Bikeways (Miles)

Total Bikeways (Miles)

Class I Shared-Use Path

1.3

7.1

8.4

Class II Bike Lane

3.2

20.2

23.4

Facility Type

Class III Bike Route

0.0

28.8

28.8

Total

4.5

56.1

60.6

Note: Enhanced bikeways removed from this table to avoid double-counting mileages.
As shown in Table 3-12, when accounting for existing and proposed bikeways, bikeways identified in this Plan total 60.6
miles.

S6
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Figure 3-70 Baldwin Park Recommended Bikeway Network
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3.3.1

Class I Shared-Use Paths

Class I off-street shared-use paths are often desired by
casual bicycle riders, as well as bicycle riders concerned
about interacting with vehicular traffic. A network of offstreet shared-use paths provides greater opportunities for
connectivity to destinations throughout the community,
so recommendations have been developed to improve
the network within the City given notable property and
right-of-way constraints. Some of the recommendations
provided for shared-use paths require coordination
with other agencies such as the County of Los Angeles,
Caltrans, and Southern California Edison.

Where there is not sufficient space or right-of-way for a
Class I bicycle facility, buffered or physically protected
Class II bike lanes can provide bicycle riders with a more
comfortable level of separation from motor vehicle traffic
and parked veh icles. The subsequent section discusses
Class II bikeways recommendations.
Table 3-13 identifies the proposed Class I shared-use
paths for the City of Baldwin Park bikeways network.
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Table 3-13 Proposed Class I Shared-Use Paths
Roadway

From

To

Big Dalton Wash

Ramona Boulevard

Walnut Creek

2.1

Downing Trail Link

Downing Avenue Northern
Terminus

Nubia Street

0.1

San Gabriel River Trail (East Bank)

Walnut Creek Trail

Ramona Boulevard

1.3

Utility Right-of-Way Trail

Ramona Boulevard

Garvey Avenue

1.0

Walnut Creek

San Gabriel River Trail West Bank

City Limit (East of Puente
Avenue)

2.6

Length (Miles)

Total Proposed Class I Shared-Use Path s

As shown in Table 3-13, a total of 7.1 miles of Class I
shared-use paths are recommended in this Plan.

3.3 .2 Class II Bike Lanes
Many commuters and recreational bicycle riders may
prefer bike lanes due to their more direct routing. This
report recommends the city improve locations where
existing Class II bike lanes may have limited functionality
due to potential "dooring" issues adjacent to parked
cars, or locations where gutter pans and drainage grates
effectively narrow the width of the bike lane. In some
locations where wide Class II bike lanes are currently
provided, modification of striping to provide a buffer
between on-street parking and/or vehicular traffic is

58

7.1

recommended. At other locations with minimal crossings,
protected bike lanes may be recommended. The use of
buffered or protected bike lanes will be considered on a
case-by-case basis through the design of the facility.
Table 3-14 identifies the proposed Class II bike lanes for
the City of Baldwin Park bikeways network. Figure 3-11
illustrates how Ramona Boulevard (between Merced
Avenue and Stewart Avenue) might look with physically
separated Class II bike lanes installed in place of the
existing painted Class II bike lanes. Figure 3-12 shows
the existing and alternative street cross-sections for this
segment of Ramona Boulevard.
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Table 3-14 Proposed Class /I Bike Lanes
Roadway

From

To

Ramona Boulevard (Enhance
Existing)

Baldwin Park Boulevard

Downing Avenue

0.5

Baldwin Park Boulevard

Live Oak Avenue

Walnut Creek

3.6

Maine Avenue

Arrow Highway

Ramona Boulevard

1.4

Pacific Avenue

Maine Avenue

Ardilla Avenue

0.8

Ramona Boulevard (Enhance
Existing)

1-605 Northbound Ramps

Baldwin Park Boulevard

2.0

Ramona Boulevard (Enhance
Existing)

Downing Avenue

Badillo Street

0.1

Puente Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

West of Francisquito
Avenue

2.2

Badillo Street

City Limit (East of Puente
Avenue)

0.6

Badillo Street (Enhance
Existing)

Ramona Boulevard

City Limit (East of Willow
Avenue)

0.6

Francisquito Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

City Limit (South of Siesta
Avenue)

1.8

Ramona Boulevard

San Gabriel River Bike Path (West Bank)

1-605 Northbound Ramps

0.2

Merced Avenue

Nubia Street

Puente Avenue

2.4

Commerce Drive

Live Oak Avenue

West City Limit

0.5

Live Oak Avenue

Rivergrade Road

Arrow Highway

0.8

Olive Street

Center Street

Azusa Canyon Road

2.0

Little John Street

Brooks Drive

Los Angeles Street

0.5

Rivergrade Road

Live Oak Avenue

City Limit (North of
Commerce Drive)

0.3

Brooks Drive

Rivergrade Road

East Terminus

0.2

Cloverleaf Drive

City Limit (South of 1-10 Freeway)

City Limit (East of 1-605
Freeway)

0.8

Root Street

Puente Avenue/Central Avenue

La Sena Avenue

0.4

Frazier Street

Garvey Avenue

Merced Avenue

1.5

Amar Road

Frazier Street

Roadway Terminus (at
Walnut Creek)

0.2

r-

Ramona Boulevard

-

Length (Miles)

-

Total Proposed Class II Bike Lanes

._-

-

-

--

.-

23.4

Note: Class II en.lilal!lC!:emen1!s a~e Included in the table above.

I
I

i

I
I

-

As shown in Table 3-14, a total of 23.4 miles of Class
"bike lanes are recommended in this Plan, of which
20.2 miles are new bikeways and 3.2 miles are existing
bikeways recommended for enhancement.
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Figure 3-11 Before/After Depiction of Potential One-Way Cycle Tracks on Ramona Boulevard
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Figure 3-72 Existing & Alternative Street Cross-Sections for Ramona Boulevard
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20'
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11.5'

4'
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Cycle
Track

Alternative Cross Section: One-Way Cycle Tracks

3.3.3 Class !II Bike Routes
Any street that is legal for bicycles is inherently a shared
roadway in which bicycle riders and drivers share a lane
of traffic, and a car cannot necessarily pass a bicycle rider
in the same lane. To improve motorists' awareness of the
presence of bicycle riders and to indicate good routes for
bicycle riders, cities often post signs indicating that the
road is a "Class III Bike Route," as well as painting shared
roadway markings in the travel lane. Class III bike routes
are often identified at locations where the available street
width is not wide enough to accommodate an on-street
bike lane (Class II facility).
Potential enhancements requested during community
engagement activities include the use of shared lane
markings (sharrows) and use of the "Bikes May Use Full
Lane" signage (MUTCD R4-11) as seen in Image 14.
Another treatment for consideration is designation
of bicycle boulevards for improved connectivity and
wayfinding by bicycle riders that seek lower stress routes

to travel. Bicycle boulevards are generally defined as
low-volume, low-speed streets that have been optimized
for bicycle travel using treatments such as traffic calming
and traffic reduction, signage and pavement markings,
and intersection
crOSSing treatments.
Class III bike routes
will be considered
for upgrading to
bicycle boulevards
on a case-by-case
basis by City staff.

MAY USE
FULL LANE

Image 74- Sign R4-7 7 "Bikes May

Table 3-15
identifies the
proposed Class III
bi ke routes for the
City of Baldwin Park
bikeways network.

Use Full Lane"
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Table 3-15 Proposed Class "' Bike Routes
Roadway

From

To

Maine Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

Francisquito Avenue

1.5

La Rica Avenue

Benbow Street

Baldwin Park Boulevard

0.9

Length
~ Miles)

Downing Avenue

Alderson Avenue

Pacific Avenue

0.3

Foster Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

Vineland Avenue

1.0

Los Angeles Street

Little John Street

North Park Avenue

1.8

Ramona Parkway

Harlan Avenue

La Rica Avenue

0.8

Stewart Avenue

Arrow Highway

Baldwin Park Boulevard

1.7

Vineland Avenue

Francisquito Avenue

City Limit (North of Rath Street)

0.3

Alderson Avenue

Los Angeles Street

Downing Avenue

0.3

Center Street

Olive Street

Ramona Parkway

1.1

Central Avenue

Downin~

Puente Avenue

0.5

Harlan Avenue

Los Angeles Street

Ramona Boulevard

0.7

Syracuse Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

Garvey Avenue

0.8

Avenue

Garve~

Big Dalton Avenue

Puente Avenue

Clark Street

La Rica Avenue

Landis Avenue

Joanbridge Street

Los Angeles Street

1.0

Palm Avenue

Stewart Avenue

La Rica Avenue

0.8

Bleecker Street

Arrow Highway

Olive Street

0.5

Nubia Street

300' West of Bleecker Street

Azusa Canyon Road

0.8

Phelan Avenue

Olive Street

Los Angeles Street

0.5

Athol Street

Francisquito Avenue

Frazier Street

1.1

Dexter Street

Big Dalton Avenue

-

Francisquito Avenue

1.5

--

Puente Avenue

---

Garvey Avenue

Avenue

Alderson Avenue

0.7

--

Big Dalton Avenue

0.5

La Sena Avenue

Puente Avenue

0.2

Sterling Way

Pacific Avenue

Baldwin Park Boulevard

0.2

Vineland Avenue

Badillo Street

Garvey Avenue

1.6

Root Street

0.1

Puente Avenue

0.1

-

Cleary Drive

Puente Avenue

Millbury Avenue

Central Avenue

Patritti Avenue

Blenheim Street

Bess Avenue

0.4

-

--

Bess Avenue

Patritti Avenue

Garvey Avenue

0.5

Fairgrove Street

Syracuse Avenue

Frazier Street

0.6

Frazier Street

Amar Road

Walnut Creek Nature Park

0.2

Nubia Street

Merced Avenue

Maine Avenue

0.8

i----=

-

Blenheim Street

Patritti Avenue

Syracuse Avenue

0.1

Ohio Street

Stewart Avenue

Maine Avenue

0.5

Waco Street

Utility Right-of-Way (West of San Gabriel
River Parkway)

Garvey Avenue

Willow Avenue

Root Street

City Limit (South of Howellhurst
Drive)

0.3

Pacific Avenue

Sterling Way

Maine Avenue

0.1

- - --
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- ----

---

-

0.1

-

Grovecenter Street

--

-

- -

- 0.7-
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Table 3-15 Proposed Class 11/ Bike Routes (continued)
Roadway
Garvey Avenue
Ardilla Avenue
Ardilla Avenue
Ardilla Avenue

----

From

To

Syracuse Avenue

Tracy Street

Pacific Avenue

Channing Stre et

0.2

Channing Street

Dutch Street

0.1

Dutch Street
La Rica Avenue

Dutch Street

Puente Avenue

-

Landis Avenue

Bogart Avenue

Cavette Place

-

Maine Avenue

Hallwood Drive

Maine Avenue

Tracy Street

Frazier Street

-

Macdevitt Stre et

0.1

Landis Avenu e

Q2

Q2
--- -----------

-----

1.1

Ardilla Avenu e

--

-

School Street

Cavette Place

-

---

Calais Street

Length
(Miles)
------------------~

Maine Avenue

0.2

Hallwood Drive

Q2

Phelan Avenu e

-

Bogart Avenu e

--------

0.3

Q2

-------------4

Baldwin Park Boulevard

0.4

Total Proposed Class III Bike Routes
As shown in Table 3-15, a total of 28.8 miles of Class III
bike routes are recommended.

3.3.4 End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities
Support facilities and connections to other modes of
transportation are essential components of a bicycle
system because they enhance safety and convenience
for bicycle riders at the end of every trip. With nearly
all utilitarian and many recreational bike trips, bicycle
riders need secure and well-located bicycle parking. A
comprehensive bicycle parking strategy is one of the
most important things that a jurisdiction can apply
to immediately enhance the bicycling environment.
Moreover, a bicycle parking strategy with connections
to public transit will further the geographical range of
residents traveling without using an automobile.
Bicycle parking can be categorized into short-term and
long-term parking. Bicycle racks are the preferred device
for short-term bike parking. These racks serve people who
leave their bicycles for relatively short periods of time,
typically for shopping or errands, eating or recreation.
Bicycle racks provide a high level of convenience and
moderate level of security. Long-term bike parking
includes bike lockers and bike rooms and serves people
who intend to leave their bicycles for longer periods of
time and are typically found in multifamily residential
buildings and commercial buildings. These facilities
provide a high level of security but are less convenient
than bicycle racks.
Recommended bicycle parking standards are presented
in Appendix G. In addition, Appendix H presents a
comprehensive bicycle parking study for Baldwin Park
and the other four regional bike plan partner cities.

28.8
Short-Term Bicycle Parking
This Plan recommends the City adopt the short-term
bicycle rack types shown in Figure 3-13 as the standard
short-term parking.

Figure 3-13 Types of Bicycle Racks

U-Rack

Post and
Loop

Horseshoe

Lightning Bolt™
or Varsity Rack™

This Plan also recommends implementation of adequate
short-term bicycle parking in the form of bicycle racks
at major trip attractors, including commercial and civic
activity centers and transit hubs. The City should prioritize
the installation of bicycle parking throughout the city,
with particular attention directed at the following
locations:
•

Baldwin Park Library

•

Baldwin Park Civic Center & Transit Center

•

Commercial/Office areas

•

Baldwin Park Teen Center & Skate Park

•

Julia McNeill Senior Center

•

Maine Avenue Shopping District

•

Ramona Boulevard Shopping District

•

Kaiser Permanente Hospital
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•

Kindred Hospital

•

Post Offices

Parks

Schools
Although the number of racks is determined by the space
available, it is recommended that short-term bicycle
parking capacity to accommodate eight bicycles is
provided at each of the civic uses identified above, and
short-term bicycle parking for commercial and office areas
be determined based on intensity of development. The
adequacy of short-term bicycle parking requires regular
review to determine if additional capacity is needed.

and facilities should incorporate secure bicycle parking
areas into their deSign. Secure bicycle parking areas that
provide services, such as bicycle rentals and repair may be
considered. The following are locations where long-term
bicycle parking is recommended, and these are shown in
Figure 3-14.
Baldwin Park Library
Baldwin Park Civic Center & Transit Center
Julia McNeill Senior Center
Kaiser Permanente Hospital
Kindred Hospital

Municipal Code Bicycle Parking

Long-Term Bicycle Parking
Locations where visitors are expected to park their
bicycles for longer than 2 hours should provide more
secure, long-term bicycle parking options, such as bicycle
lockers.
City staff may coordinatewith public and private sector
development opportunities to determine which projects

This Plan recommends the City amend its Municipal Code
to include requirements on types of short-term and longterm bicycle parking facility designs. Bicycle rack designs
should include racks that provide two points of contact
with the bicycle so that it can be locked from both the
front wheel/frame and the rear wheel. This will provide
a higher degree of security and support for the bicycle.

Figure 3-14 Baldwin Park Recommended Long-Term Bicycle Parking Facilities
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This will more accurately address the bicycle demand at a
given development. Additionally, space to maneuver the
bicycle away from fixed objects and buildings is required
to accommodate short-term bicycle parking needs.

high-traffic locations can accommodate bicycle riders for
a variety of needs (such as minor repairs, inflating tires,
filling water bottles, providing wayfinding information,
and promotion of local businesses).

Key design aspects related to long-term bicycle parking
includes:

3.3.5 Recommended Programs

When people commute by bicycle, they often sweat or
become dirty from weather or road conditions. Providing
changing and storage facilities encourage commuters to
travel by bicycle because they have a place to change and
prepare before work or school. This Plan recommends the
City Municipal Code be revised as needed to require all
new mid-size and large employers, offices, and businesses
to supply changing and storage facilities, such as by
providing showers and locker space within the buildings
or arranging agreements with nearby recreation centers
to allow commuters to use their facilities.

Improvements to and continued support of education,
enforcement and evaluation programs have been proven
to increase the number of bicycle trips and bicycling
safety. These programs can ensure that more community
members know about new and improved facilities,
learn the skills they need to integrate bicycling into their
activities, and receive positive reinforcement about
integrating bicycling into their daily lives. In essence, the
new and enhanced programs market the idea of bicycling
to the community and encourage a shift to bicycling
as a transportation option. This Plan supports the
continuation and enhancement of the City's education,
encouragement, and enforcement programs that are
currently in place. The following additional programs are
each designed to promote bicycling in the City, increase
safety for those traveling by bicycle, and raise awareness
ofthe benefits of bicycling. Table 3-16 provides a
summary of the recommended programs.

As noted in the Recommended Programs section, the
installation of bicycle maintenance hubs or stations at key

Further details on recommended programs are included
in Chapter 8.

•

Covered, lockable enclosures with permanently
anchored racks for bicycles.

•

Lockable bicycle rooms with permanently
anchored racks; or

•

Lockable, permanently anchored bicycle lockers.

Tobie 3-16 Recommended Programs
----,

Education

Bicycle Safety and Share
the Road Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Resource Website

City_

City

Near-Term

Adult Bicycling Skills
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City, Metro

City; Grants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Education Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

r---'"

.-

--

I----

Encouragem ent

--

-- ---- --

---

-

-

Youth Bicycle Safety
Clinics & Bicycle Campus

City, Safe Routes to School
National Partnership

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Senior Bicycle Education
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Valet at City Events

1--

-

1-----

----

--

Special Event Promoter, City

1--"'._ -

-

Youth and FamilyOriented Bicycle Rides

Advocacy Groups, City

"Be Seen" Bike Light
Campaign

City

Bike Festivals & Family
Bike Fest/Family Biking
Day

City, Advocacy Groups

I--

'----

--

----

-- - -

--

-

-

-I--- -

-

City

Near-Term

Private

Near-Term

City; Grants

Near-Term

City; Sponsorships

Near-Term

f--' -

-

--- -

-
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Table 3-16 Recommended Programs (continued)

--

Edl!lcat iol"l

Enforcement

Evaluation

Bkycle Safety and Share
tlile Road Callilpaigms

Metro, SGVCOG, Cit y

City; Grants

Near-lierm

Launch Party for New
Bicycle Facilities

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly
Community Designation

City

N/A

Near-Term

Tourism Integration

City

City

Near-Term

Commuter Incentive
Programs

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Safe Routes to School
Program

City, Advocacy Groups

Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly Business
Districts

Business Improvement District/
Association, City

City; Contributions
from Business
Associations

Middle-Term

Bicycle Hubs

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Media Outlets

City

In-Kind
Contributions; Grants

Middle-Term

Individualized Marketing
Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants

Middle-Term

Mobility Coordinator

City

City; Grants

Long-Term

Ride with the City

City

City

Near-Term

Open Streets/Ciclovia
Events

City

City; Grants

Long-Term

Bicycle Sharing

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants; Sponsorships

Long-Term

Speed Radar Trailer/
Feedback Signs

City

Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Patrol Units

City

City

Near-Term

Undercover Officer
Enforcement

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Theft Abatement
Program

City

Grants

Middle-Term

Bicycle Counts and
Survey Program

City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Mapping Bikeway
Investments

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Report Card

City

City

Middle-Term

Complete Streets Policy

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bicycle Parking Policy and
Enforcement

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Counters/Bicycle
Barometers

City

Grants

Middle-Term

-----

--I---

*Near-term = 0-3 years, Middle-Term =3-6 years, Long-Term = 6+ years_
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3.4 Project Costs

The planning level cost estimates do not include potential
right-of-way acquis ition, extensive grading, landscaping,
or potential utility impacts. Cost estimate refinements still
may occur based on further engineering review and are
intended to provide an estimate for budgeting purposes.
Ta ble 3-17 summarizes the total cost of implementation
for the bikeways recommendations.

3.4.1 Implementation Costs
The following planning-level costs are typically
utilized to estimate capital expenditures required for
implementation of bikeways by classification:
•

Class I Shared-Use Path: $1 ,000,000 per mile;

•

Class II Bike Lane: $50,000 per mile; and

•

Class III Bike Route: $20,000 per mile.

7able 3-17 Recommended Bikeway Network Cost Estimate
Proposed Bikeways (Miles)

Unit Cost ($/Mile)

Total Cost ($)

7.1

$1,000,000

$7,100,000

Class II Bike Lane

23.4

$50,000

$1,170,000

Class III Bike Route

28.8

$20,000

$576,000

Facility Type

~

Class I Shared-Use Path

Tot al

59.3

----

'--

---

-

As shown in Table 3-17, the total cost estimate for
recommended bicycle infrastructure projects is $8.8
million, of which just over $7 million are attributed to
Class I shared-use paths and bridges.

3.4.2 Maintenance Costs
Bicycle facilities require regular maintenance and repair.
On -street bicycle facilities are maintained as part of

-

$8,846,000

-

the normal roadway maintenance program and extra
emphasis should be placed on keeping bike lanes
and roadway shoulders clear of debris and keeping
vegetation overgrowth from blocking visibility. The cost of
maintaining Class I facilities may be shared among various
agencies or departments. The typical maintenance costs
for the existing and proposed bikeway network are shown
in Table 3-18, and the cost for maintaining the built out
network is provided .

Ta ble 3-18 Annual Bikeways Network Maintenance Cost Estimates

_-

Faci lity TYlDe

Tota l Length
(Miles)

Unit Cost ($/
Mile)

Ann ual Cost
($)

Class I

7.1

$15,000

$106,500

Lighting and removal of debris and
vegetation overgrowth

Class II

23.4

$5,000

$117,000

Repainting lane stripes and stencils,
sign replacement as needed

Class III

28.8

$5,000

$144,000

Sign replacement as needed

Total

59.2

......

Typical Maintenance Items

-----j

As shown in Table 3-18, the annual cost for maintaining
bikeways network assuming implementation of all paths,
bike lanes, and bike routes is approximately $367,500. It
should be noted this cost will be realized over time as
implementation of the network is completed, and actual
costs will be lower until the entire network is constructed.

3.5 Project Implementation
This chapter provides a strategy for implementing the
capital project recommendations in this Plan. Th is
implementation strategy and sequence is guided by a

- ' - - - - ----"'-

--'

$367,500
criteria-based ranking consistent with the goals of this
Plan as well as the goals of other City, region, and State
plans and policies.
A lengthy list of recommendations has been provided in
this Plan, and ranking allows staff to prioritize the projects
to advance to implementation. A variety of variables will
influence the implementation including the availability
of funding, engineering analysis, and support from
community stakeholders and representatives.
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Many signing and striping projects can be completed by
the City Department of Public Works and are exempt from
CEQA requirements. Such projects can be implemented
using City or grant funds with approval by the City
Management and/or City Council, if required due to the
visibility or importance of the project. More complex
projects with greater associated impacts typically include
the following steps to advance to implementation:
1. Preparation of a Feasibility Study involving a
conceptual design (with consideration of possible
alternatives and environmental issues) and cost
estimate for individual projects as needed.
2. Secure funding and any applicable
environmental approvals.
3. Completion of final plans, specifications and
estimates, advertising for bids, receipt of bids and
award of contract(s).
4. Approval of the project by the City Council.
5. Construction of Project.

3.5.1 Prioritization Criteria
The intent of ranking projects is to create a prioritized list
of bicycle projects for implementation. As projects are
implemented, lower ranked projects move up the list. The
project list and individual projects outlined in this Plan
are flexible concepts that serve as a guideline. The ranked
project list, and perhaps the overall system and segments
themselves, may change over time as a result of changing
bicycling patterns, land use patterns, implementation
constraints and opportunities and the development of
other transportation system facilities.
Projects may be implemented out of scoring order
as opportunities arise. Opportunities may include
grant availability, new development projects, capital
improvement projects, or roadway repaving. The City
can review the project list and project ranking at regular
intervals to ensure it reflects the most current priorities,
needs, and opportunities for implementing the bicycle
network in a logical and efficient manner.
Each ranking criterion contains information about a
facility and its ability to address an existing or future need
in the San Gabriel Valley. The resulting project ranking
determines each project's relative importance in funding
and scheduled construction.
The following criteria are used to evaluate each proposed
bicycle facility, its ability to address demand and
deficiencies in the existing bicycle network and its ease of
implementation. The criteria are organized into "utility"
and "implementation" prioritization factors.

68

Utility Prioritization Factors
Utility criteria include conditions of bicycle facilities that
enhance the bicycle network. Each criterion is discussed
below.

Bicycle-Related Collisions
Bicycle facilities have the ability to increase safety by
reducing potential conflicts between bicycle riders and
motorists, which often result in collisions. Proposed
facilities that are located on roadways with past bicycleautomobile collisions are important to the partner cities.

Public Input
The Project Team solicited public input through a series
of booths at local events, jurisdiction-wide workshops,
community street audits, a web-based feedback portal,
monthly polls and an opinion survey. Facilities that
community members identified as desirable for future
bicycle facilities are of priority to the network because
they address the needs of the public.

Gap Closure
Gaps in the bicycle network come in a variety of forms,
ranging from a "missing link" on a roadway to larger
geographic areas without bicycle facilities. Gaps in the
bikeway network discourage bicycle use because they
limit access to key destinations and land uses. Facilities
that fill a gap in the existing and proposed bicycle
network are of high priority.

Connectivity to Existing Facilities
Proposed bikeways that connect to existing bicycle
facilities in the partner cities and to adjacent jurisdictions'
bikeways increase the convenience of bicycle travel.
Proposed facilities that fit this criterion are of high
importance to the cities.

Connectivity to Regional Facilities
Linkage to existing and future regional bikeways in
the San Gabriel Valley will enhance future connectivity
between the partner cities and surrounding communities.
For the purposes of this evaluation, linkage to the
following facility types would be identified as regional
connections:
•

Existing/Planned off-street trails along
waterways, utility corridors, etc.

•

Existing/Planned on-street bikeways that
continuously span across two or more
jurisdictions
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Connectivity to Activity Centers

•

EI Monte Metrolink Station

Improved linkage to key employment, recreational,
commercial and civic destinations within the community
can increase bicycling activity and reduce in-town
vehicular travel for short-distance trips. These activity
centers generate many trips which could be made by
bicycle if the proper facilities were available. The following
activity centers will be reviewed for improved access
related to the recommended bikeway improvements:

•

East Los Angeles College Transit Center

•

Proposed future Metro Gold Line stations

Major Employment & Commercial Areas

•

Civic Centers

•

Public Libraries

•

Community Centers

•

K-12 Public Schools

•

East Los Angeles College

•

Major Cultural Destinations, such as museums
and interpretive centers

•

Hospit als & Medical Centers

•

Parks & Recreation Centers

•

Commercial/retail business centers (shopping
malls, downtown districts, retail complexes, etc.)

Projects that are less expensive do not require as much
funding as other projects and are therefore easier to
implement. Projects that cost less are of higher priority to
the partner cities.

Parking Displacement

Bicycle facilities that link to modes of public
transportation increase the geographical distance bicycle
riders are able to travel. Proposed bicycle facilities that
connect to transit stops and centers improve bicycle
riders' mobility and are therefore key pieces of the bicycle
network. Priority ranking will be given to bikeways that
connect to the following major transportation centers:

•

EI Monte Bus Station

Permitting

Project Cost

Connectivity to Multi-Modal Transportation Centers

Baldwin Park Metrolink Station

Implementation criteria address the ease of implementing
each proposed project. Each criterion is discussed below.

Projects that can be implemented solely by the
participating cities have higher readiness factors,
whereas those that require permitting and approvals
from other agencies governing roadways and land within
the individual cities will score lower. Examples include
collaboration with adjacent jurisdictions, approval
by Caltrans, or permitting by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works for projects utilizing local
washes, creeks, storm channels, etc.

•

•

Implementation Prioritization Factors

Installing safe, easily accessible and attractive bicycle
facilities occasionally requires the displacement of
on-street vehicular parking. Therefore, projects that
do not require parking displacement are of increased
importance.

3.5.2 Project Ranking
Tabl e 3-19 shows how the criteria are weighted for
project prioritization and ranking.

Table 3-19 Ranking Criteria and Weighting
Criteria

Score

Multiplier

Tota l

Description

2

3

6

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 3 or
more bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

1

3

3

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 1-2
bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

0

3

0

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that did not experience
any bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

2

3

6

Utilit y PrioritilZat i0A Facto~s
Bicycle-Related
Collisions

Public Input

facility multiple times

r-1

-

~ROadWay wa s identified by the public as desirable for a future

3

3

I

I Roadway was identified by t he public as desirable for a future

I facility once
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Tab le 3-19 Ranking Criteria and Weighting (continued)

Criteria

Score

Multiplier

Total

0

3

0

2

3

6

Fills a network gap between two or more existing facilities

1

3

3

Fills a network gap between an existing facility and a proposed
facility

0

3

0

Does not directly or indirectly fill a network gap

2

4

Provides direct access to an existing bicycle facility

Gap Closure

Connectivity: Existing

2

-

,...-

1

-

1-'

I

-

-

-~

Roadway was not identified by the public as desirable for a
future facility

- ------ - - - ----- -Does not directly or indirectly provide access to an existing

-2 - -2

~-

Description

Provides secondary connectivity to an existing bicycle facility

0

2

2

2

4

- --2

Provides direct access to a regional existing/proposed bicycle
facility

2

Provides secondary connectivity to a regional existing/
proposedbic~~le facility

0

2

0

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to a regional
existing/proposed bicycle facility

2

2

4

Provides access to more than 3 activity centers

0

bicycle facility
Connectivity: Regional

-

1

Connectivity:
Activity Centers

I--

1

-

-

I

.....

-0 - Connectivity:
Multi-Modal

--

2
2

-

I--

-

-

!-

2

-

Provides access to 1-3 activity-centers
-

--

-

0

Does not provide access to an activity center

2

1

2

Provides direct access to a major Transportation Center

1

1

1

Provides secondary connectivity to a major Transportation
Center

0

1

0

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to a major
Transportation Center

2

1

2

Does not require permitting from agency (other than the
respective city)

1

1

1

Requires permitting or approval from 1 agency

0

1

0

Requires permitting or approval from 2 or more agencies

2

1

--

'1I1'lpiermeli'ltation P ~io~itilZati0 Fact0rs
Permitting

Project Cost
I-

1
0

70

Will cost less than $40,000 to implement

I--- ----

I-

Parking Displacement

2

--- - - 1
Will cost between $40,001 and $200,000 to implement
- -0 Will cost
- over
- $200,000 to-implement
-

1
~

",,"-

1

2

1

2

Does not require any parking removal

1

1

1

Requires removal of some on-street parking stalls

0

1

0

Requires removal of all on-street parking stalls
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•

Each recommended project was evaluated based on the
ranking criteria and scored to develop the prioritization
tables. As shown in Table 3-19, the maximum potential
score for a recommended project is 34 points.
Within the City of Baldwin Park, a total of 76 bicycle facility
projects were identified and grouped into the following
three tiers by each projects prioritization score:
•

Tier 1 (34-21 points): Tier 1 projects have the
highest potential for addressing the City's goals
for bicycle transportation and are intended for
near-term project implementation. The highest
score received by a project was 27 points. A total
of 19 projects are listed in Tier 1 and are shown in
Table 3-20.

•

Tier 2 (20 -14 points): Tier 2 projects are intended
for mid-term implementation, A total of 21
projects are listed in Tier 2 and are shown in
Table 3-21 .

Tier 3 (13-0 points): Tier 3 projects are not
currently ready for implementation but are
included as long-term potential bicycle-specific
projects, A total of 36 projects are listed in Tier 3
and are shown in Table 3-22.

All of the projects are recommended for implementation
over the next twenty (20) yea rs, However, due to the
unpredictability of funding sources, economic conditions,
and community support, some projects, especially those
that require right-of-way purchase or coordination with
multiple jurisdictions, may not be completed within the
next twenty years,

Table 3--20 Tier 7 Projects (Score of 34-27)
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Ta ble 3--20 Tier 1 Projects (Score of 34-21) (continued)
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Tobie 3- 21 Tier 1 Projects (Score of 20-14)

...

VI

....c:Q.I

VI

c:

Q.I

0

~
0

~

c:

~

''-:;

LL.

....J

>.

'u
t1l

C.

0::

E

I

0

CIJ

t1l

u

"0

V1

w

....t1l

0

15

>.
u

c:

:::J

Ci5

VI

0

.~

U

t

'51

0

Q..

0

c.
t1l

I..!)

"0
0

~I

....c:

''-:;

:;

E

''-:;

u

U

''-:;
U

''-:;

U

c:
c:

c:
c:

c:
c:

c:
c:

".iJ
Q.I

CIJ

CIJ

\:lI

CIJ

Xt1l
E

Q.I

''-:;

'x
w 0:: « ~
....>. .s;....>. .s;
....>. .s;
....>.
.s;
Q.I

....t1lCIJ .... CIJ
...:::J
:::J
Qj

c.

VI

''-:;

U
"0
CIJ

c:

iii
c:

0'1

iii

u
i='
.s;

CIJ

u

.... 0.

o:t
~

0
U
u

u

t1l

0'1

c:

VI

.... ....

''-:;

...0

VI

CIJ

i5
0'1

c:
'E
... 0e'CIJ :g
CIJ

V1

iii
....

0
U

0
U

0
U

0
U

4

2

2

0

2

1

0

20

Q..

Q..

~

t1l
Q..

II

Merced Avenue

Nubia Street

Puente Avenue

6

0

3

III

Foster Avenue

Ramona Bouleva rd

Vineland Avenue

3

0

3

4

2

1

0

2

2

2

19

III

Los Angeles Street

Little John Street

N. Park Avenue

6

0

3

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

18

III

Ramona Parkway

Harlan Avenue

6

0

3

2

1

0

0

2

2

2

18

0

0

6

4

2

0

0

2

2

2

18

City Limit (North of
Rath Street)

3

0

3

4

1

1

0

2

2

2

Downing Avenue

3

0

6

0

2

0

0

2

2

-

Arrow Highway

-

-

III

Stewart Avenue

III

Vineland Avenue

Francisquito Avenue

III

Alderson Avenue

Los Angeles Street

-r

-

----

III

Center Street

Olive Street

III

Central Avenue

Downing Avenue

-

La Rica Avenue

-

Baldwin Park
Boulevard

-

-

I-

--

3

0

Puente Avenue

0

0

-

III

Harlan Avenue

Los Angeles Street

Ramona Boulevard

3

0

III

Syracuse Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

Garvey Avenue

0

0

III

Big Dalton Avenue

Puente Avenue

Garvey Avenue

0

0

III

Clark Street

La Rica Avenue

Alderson Avenue

3

III

Landis Avenue

Joanbridge Street

Los Angeles Street

III

Palm Avenue

Stewart Avenue

III

Bleecker Street

Arrow Highway

-----

18

-

Ramona Parkway

-- - - - -

r-

6

0

1

3

2

2

-_.

1

0

2

2

1

2

2

2

--

2

17

I - -r--

2
2

.-

17
16

r----

3

2

2

0

0

2

2

2

16

3

4

2

1

0

2

2

2

16

3

2

2

2

0

2

2

2

1S

0

3

2

1

0

0

2

2

2

1S

3

0

3

0

1

2

0

2

2

2

15

La Rica Avenue

3

0

3

0

1

1

1

2

2

2

15

Olive Street

0

0

6

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

14

-- -

-

-

-

-

+-

0

6

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

14

0

3

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

14

Azusa Canyon Road

3

0

3

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

14

Center Street

Azusa Canyon Road

6

0

3

0

0

2

0

2

1

0

14

Olive Street

Los Angeles Street

0

0

6

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

14

II

Commerce Drive

Live Oak Avenue

West City Limit

0

II

Live Oak Avenue

Rivergrade Road

Arrow Highway

III

Nubia Street

Bleecker Street

II

Olive Street

III

Phelan Avenue

ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 351 of 778

I 73

BALDWIN PARK

Table 3--22 Tier 7 Projects (Score of 20-74)
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3.S.3 Implementation Strategies
The Bicycle Master Plan provides the long-term vision
for the development of a citywide bicycle network that
can be used by all residents for all types oftrips. The
following strategies, action items and measures of
effectiveness are provided to guide the City toward the
vision identified in the Plan.

Strategy 1: Strategically Pursue Infrastructure
Projects
City staff can strategically pursue funding and
implementation of infrastructure projects recommended
in th is Plan. Ideally, City staff will pursue capital
improvements funding or grant funding for high-priority
bicycle improvements first. If grant requirements or
construction in conjunction with another roadway project
make construction of a lower priority project possible,

0

7
7

6

..
then the City might advance that project regardless of
priority.

Action Item: On an annual basis the City can publish
a public report documenting the status and ongoing
actions for all bicycle infrastructure projects. This report
may be combined with the prioritization review discussed
below. The first update is recommended to occur in Fall
2015.

Strategy 2: Review Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) Concurrence
The opportunity to implement projects concurrent
with the CIP can reduce the burden of implementing
bicycle facility projects, and improve the schedule for use
regardless of priority ranking for each project.
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Action Item: Annually evaluate the CIP for opportunities

Action Item: Provide compliance update to the Bicycle

to implement recommended bicycle facility projects
included within this Plan.

Master Plan in five years, and a more comprehensive full
update in ten years. Other elements ofthe Plan shall be
reviewed and updated as needed.

Strategy 3: General Plan Incorporation
Key policies, strategies and recommendations included
in t his Bicycle Master Plan can be incorporated into
the General Plan Circulation Element during the next
update. At the least, the Circulation Element update
can incorporate the recommended bikeways network,
add revisions to the roadway cross-sections showing
dimensions for on-street bike lanes, and incorporate
policies for public and private realm accommodation of
bicycling activities. Additionally, roadways with excess
vehicular capacity can be reviewed to modify travel lanes
and provided on-street or protected bike lanes. The City
can also develop engineering standards for NACTO-type
bicycle treatments for ongoing use.
Action Item: Update the General Plan Circulation Element

and incorporate key items from the Bicycle Master Plan.
Strategy 4: Review City Representative
Current work on bicycle facility projects at the City has
been implemented by planning and engineering staff
within multiple City Departments. The City may review
the designated bikeways representative to determine if
other staff within the City have availability or are suited to
help secure funding or programmatic recommendations
provided within this Plan.

Strategy 7: Collaborate with Ca ltrans
Caltrans manages and operates various freeways adjacent
the city with interchange ramps and bridges that often
are higher-stress locations for bicycle riders. This Plan
includes bicycle facility recommendations that require
regular coordination and collaboration with Caltrans.
Action Item: Collaborate with Caltrans to implement

bicycle facility improvements on Caltrans-managed
facilities, including innovative and conventional
treatments using examples of similar facilities within the
City, County, and State as precedents.
Strategy 8: Establish Measures of Effectiveness
Measures of effectiveness (MOEs, also known as targets or
indicators) are used as a quantitative way to measure the
City's progress toward implementing the Bicycle Master
Plan. Well-crafted MOEs track progress toward meeting
an agreed-upon goal within an established timeframe.
Table 3-23 describes several MOEs recommended for use
by the City to track key achievements.
As new baseline information is discovered as conditions
change, and as the City implements the Bicycle Master
Plan, the MOEs should be reevaluated, revised and
updated.

Action Item: Designate a single point person at the City to

focus on implementation of bikeway infrast ructure and
non-infrastructure projects.
Strategy 5: Regularly Revisit Project Prioritization
Projects have been prioritized based on safety, public
input, transportation benefit, connectivity benefit, cost,
and feasibility. It is recommended that the prioritized list
be reviewed every fiscal year, with new projects added,
completed projects removed, and the priorities revised as
conditions change.
Action Item: Annual review and update of the bicycle

master plan's recommended facilities list and programs
schedule. Updates to the list can be shared with the
public. The first update is recommended in Fall 2015.
Strategy 6: Update the Bicycle Master Plan
While this Plan is intended to guide bikeways planning in
the City for the next 20 years, updates may be needed to
address changes in priority and evaluation efforts. State
funding has typically required updates to bicycle master
plans every five years to establish funding opportunity
for active transportation projects. Often, cities provide a
compliance update within five years and a comprehensive
update every ten years.
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An example evaluation or MOEs ("indicators") report is
produced by the City of Santa Monica which evaluates
sustainability indicators as well as non-motorized
program measures. The Santa Monica Sustainable City
Report Card is provided online at the following location
http://www.smgov.net/Oepartments/OSE/categories/
sustainability.aspx

3.5.4 Potential Funding Sources
Potential funding sources for implementation of
recommended bicycle facility infrastructure projects and
programs has been identified for further consideration.
The funding sources listed are typically competitive
in nature, so the City will evaluate the applicability of
potential projects and likely scoring before developing
a grant application. Additionally, the City will determine
the availability of staff to prepare grant applications and
to administer the grant. Preparation of grant applications
can often be a time-intensive effort, and receipt of
funding is not guaranteed due to increasing competition
for active transportation projects. Resource demands
should be considered by the City given the potential
benefit of each grant opportunity.
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Table 3-23 Recommended Measures of Effectiveness
Measl!l re

Benchmark

Target

Bicycle journey to work mo de share

1.0% bicycle mode split per
Census

Increase bicycle mode split to 2.0 0Vo by 2035.

Bicycle Facility Improvemen ts
Implementation

Approximately 4.5 miles of
bikeways

Increase bikeways network by
implementing bicycle facility
recommendations.

Bicycle counts

Bike counts included in this Plan

Annually collect bike counts at bas eline
locations to document ridership Volumes.

Bicycle rider trends/behavio rs

Bike counts included in this Plan

Increase bicycling by women 10% per year
up to 50% of total bicycling popul ation,
focus efforts to reduce wrong way bicycling
where reported as cause in bike in cidents.

Public attitudes about bicyc ling

Bike survey provides indication of
challenging locations and current
persp ectives

Increase in positive attitudes abou
bicycling within community.

Bicycle boulevard demonst ration
project

Not applicable

Develop demonstration bicycle bo ulevard
on selected corridor and evaluate for
success in usage and connectivity.

Bicycle Friendly Community
Designation

Not currently designated by the
League of American Bicyclists

-

-

---

-

-

f---

Grant funding

--

Baseline to be established

---We recommend the City identify potential projects that
would fit well with the following funding sources and
initiate/continue discussions with key agencies and
stakeholders; funding sources are identified with the date
of the next anticipated call listed in parentheses:
•

Caltrans Active Transportation Program (Late
2014 or Early 2015)

•

Metro Call for Projects (2015)

•

Metro ExpressLanes Net Toll Revenues (Date
Unknown)

•

SCAG Sustainability Program (Future date subject
to SCAG Regional Council action)

•

Land and Water Conservation Fund (2015)

Preliminary consideration of applicability and discussion
with stakeholders can help verify that a potential
opportunity is well -suited for the grant source, and
can help position the City to document a history of
collaboration and provide a venue to secure letters of
support for incorporation into the grant application.
Refer to Chapter 9 for a listing of additional funding

---- -

----

--

Secure League of American Bicycli sts
Bronze Award by 2016 and Silver Award by
2021.

---

---

Attain an annual average funding of
$200,000 or more for infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.

--

-

--

--

sources that may be considered for funding bicycle facility
improvements and programs.

3.6 Active Transportation
Program (ATP) Compliance
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) is an annual
statewide discretionary grant program that funds
bicycle and pedestrian projects through the California
Department ofTransportation (Caltrans). Available as
grants to local jurisdictions, the ATP emphasizes projects
and programs that enhance bicycling for transportation
purposes. In order for the City to qualify for ATP funding
in future cycles, the Bicycle Master Plan must contain
specific elements. Appendix I displays the requisite ATP
components and their location within this Plan.
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4 EI Monte
This chapter presents EI Monte's portion ofthe San
Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan. The chapter is
organized into the following sections:
•

Existing Conditions

•

Needs Analysis

•

Recommended Bicycle Facilities & Programs

•

Project Costs

•

Project Implementation

•

Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance

4.1 Existing Conditions
EI Monte is located in the central part ofthe San Gabriel
Valley. The third largest incorporated city in the San
Gabriel Valley, EI Monte has approximately 114,000
residents in a total area of 9.65 square miles. The
reSUlting population density is 11,816 people per square
mile. EI Monte is bordered by the San Gabriel River and
Interstate 605 (1-605) to the west, Temple City to the
north, Rosemead to the west, and South EI Monte to the
south. The Interstate 10 (1-10) freeway bisects the city from
west to east. The EI Monte Bus Station (serving 22,000
passengers daily) and nearby EI Monte Metrolink station
are key transportation destinations. Both the Rio Hondo
and San Gabriel River Bike Paths, along with Peck Road
Park and Arceo Park, draw large numbers of bicycle riders
and others.
The purpose of this chapter is to explore existing
bicycling conditions in EI Monte. With a bicycle commute
mode share just above one percent (1.1%), EI Monte
has somewhat higher bicycle use than neighboring

Image 16- Valley Mall Shopping District
communities, and nearly the same rate as the City of Los
Angeles and State of California (1 .0 percent each). An
estimated 8,248 bicycle trips are made daily in EI Monte.

4,1,1 Land Use
Figure 4-1 presents EI Monte's land use map. Residential
uses dominate the City, with single family homes
accounting for forty-five percent (45%) of land area and
multi-family residential buildings occupying eleven
percent (11%). Commercial, mixed-use, and office
designations account for a total of approximately fourteen
percent (14%) ofthe city's land, while industrial uses
also make up fourteen percent (14%). Commercial uses
are focused along Garvey Avenue, Peck Road, Ramona
Boulevard, Santa Anita Avenue, and Valley Boulevard .
Parks, open space, and recreational facilities account for
less than one percent (0.9%) of land. This land use pattern
makes EI Monte a place where people can both live and
work.

Image 15- Bike Parking at EI Monte Bus Station
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Figure 4-1 EI Monte Land Use Map
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4.1.2 Relevant Plans and Policies

a
W ' ,---,
L -1

City
,
Boundanes

.-J

Parks and Recreation Element:
PR-S.1 Bicycle Paths. Create a bicycle path
network that is consistent with the Circulation
Element, and Emerald Necklace Vision, and
supports the MTA (Metro) bicycle hub concept.

This section discusses various City of EI Monte plans and
policies and their relevance to this Plan.
Vision EI Monte General Plan Update (2011 )
An updated General Plan was adopted by the EI Monte
City Council in June 2011, and it includes a Health and
Wellness Element (discussed below). As of 2011, EI Monte
has no bicycle routes or lanes. The City ranks among the
top third of cities in Los Angeles County with the highest
bicycle injury and fatality rates per 10,000 residents.
From 2003-2007 there were 319 motor vehicle collisions
involving bicycle riders; 317 of these collisions resulted in
bicycle rider injuries and 2 in bicycle rider fatalities. Four
of the elements within the General Plan include policies
related to bicycle infrastructure and improvements that
aim, in part, to reverse the safety trends cited above.

I

Agriculture

1 Mile

_ _J",----'-=""""'=-- - ' - - - '

Open Space &
Recreation

PR-S.S Public Awareness. Raise public awareness
ofthe health benefits of walking and bicycling,
the safe use ofthe streets and sidewalks, and
the availability oftrails, bicycle routes, and
greenways.

Community Design Element:
•

CD-9.S Streetscapes. EI Monte would like to
provide bicycle lanes equipped with large
enough right of way to provide a safety buffer for
bicycle riders.

Land Use Element:
LU-6.10 Green Infrastructure. Green the
riverbanks along the San Gabriel River through
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the implementation of Emera ld Necklace
projects, including linear parks, bicycle trails, and
walking paths, and improve green infrastructure
within Flair Park.
LU-7.B River Fro ntag e. Green the riverbanks along
the Rio Hondo River through the implementation
of Emera ld Necklace projects, including linear
parks, bicycle trails, and walking paths to frame
the edge of the Northwest Planning District, and
improve adjacent residential neighborhoods.

•

LU-9.S Bicycle Lanes/Walkways. Create a Class 2
bicycle lane along Durfee Road, from the south
City limits to Ramona Boulevard to provide
an exclusive or semi-exclusive use of bicycles;
also line the street with complete sidewalks to
encourage pedestrian activity.

Circulation Element:
•

The Circulation Element identifies key city
roadways for bicycle facilities, shown in Figure
4-2 and Figure 4-3.

Figure 4-2 Summary of Functions of Key City Roadways, Including Bike Facilities

Street
Lower Azusa Rd
(entire length)
Bryant Rd
Santa Anita to
Cogswell
Valley Blvd
(entire length)
Ramona Blvd
(entire length)
MildredSt
(entire length)
Garvey Ave
(entire length)
Mountain View Rd
Peel< to Va lIey
Rosemead Blvd
(entire length)
Baldwin Ave
(entire leng th)
Arden Dr
(entire length)
Santa Anita Ave
(entire leng th)
Tyler Ave
(entire length)
Peck Rd
(entire length)
Cogswell Rd
(entire length)
DUlfee Rd
Soult! of Valley
North of Valley
Potrero Ave
Soult! of Valley
Merced Ave
(entire length)
Cenlral Ave
South of Valley

Roadway Type

Auto

TfUCk

Function
Transit

Blcvcle

Secondary
Arterial

Yes

Secondal)'

Bike Route
(see map)

Collector Street

No

No

Bike Route

Yes

Primary

Secondary
Arterial

Yes

Primary

Collector Street

No

No

Bike Route

Yes

Primary
(see map}

No

No

No

Bike Lane

Major Arterial

Major Arterial

Principal

Principal

Collector Street

Bike Roule
(see map)
Bike Route
(see map)

Major Arterial

Principal

Yes

Primary

No

Major Arterial

Principal

Yes

Seoondar]l

No

No

Secondary

Bike Lane

Yes

Primary

Bike Route
(see map)

No

Prima!)'

Bike Lane

Yes

Seoondar,'

Bike Roule
(see map)

Collector Street

No

Secondary

Bike Route

Secondary
Arterial
Collector Street

No
No

SeoondarJ'

Bike Lane
Bike Lane

Collector Street

No

No

Bike Roule
(see map)

Collector Street

No

No

Bike Lane

Collector Street

No

No

No

Secondary
Arterial
Major Arterial

Principal

Secondary
Arterial
Major Arterial

Principal

No
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Figure 4-3 Proposed Bicycle Network from EI Monte General Plan (2011)
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•

•

Two "green" corridors (i.e., bicycle and pedestrian
corridors) are proposed that will create a
backbone for bicycle and pedestrian circulation
in EI Monte:
o

Corridor parallel to 1-10 that connects Rio
Hondo Channel to the San Gabriel River

o

North-south corridor along Tyler Avenue

The General Plan proposes that a feasibility study
be conducted in Study Area #2 pursuant to the
"Plan to Improve Traffic Safety and Circulation in
EI Monte"
o

•

•

o

Study Area #2 is bounded by Santa Anita
Avenue, Valley Boulevard, Tyler Avenue and
Ramona Boulevard.

C-4.4 Regional Transit Stations. Support the
efficient operation of the EI Monte Transit Station
and the Metrolink Station, and focus bus transit
routes, the bicycle network, and pedestrian
corridors to these facilities to maximize potential
for transit ridership.

o

C-6.2 Require new development to provide
amenities for transit, bicycle riders, and
pedestrians and to provide connections to
the bicycle and pedestrian networks where
appropriate.

EI Monte Community Health and Wellness ElementImplementation Plan (2011)
The EI Monte Community Health and Well ness Element's
Implementation Plan has 77 implementation actions to
improve health in EI Monte. They have established 14
goals to address important health topics. Ofthese goals,
several address healthy and active transportation:
•

o

Healthy Transportation System:
o

Goal HW-4: A transportation system that
supports safe, healthy, and active lifestyles,
by providing multimodal connectivity
between parks, schools, neighborhoods, and
downtown.

o

Driver education about laws relating to
pedestrians and bicycle riders.

o

Create and adopt a revised Level of
Service Ordinance.

o

Expand programs related to Car Sharing.

o

Review and revise the zoning code to
encourage developers to unbundle
parking costs based on density/mixeduse areas.

Goal HW-S: A high quality pedestrian
network created so residents can safely walk
to their destinations.
o

Create a Citywide Pedestrian Mobility
Plan.

o

Identify and address sidewalk
deficiencies.

o

Implement wayfinding signage and
walking map.

GoaIHW-6: A bicycle and shared-use trail
network that facilitates cycling for both
recreation and transportation.
o

Continue to partner with local bicycle
shops to provide free or low cost cycling
training .

o

Install bike racks and bike corrals.

o

Establish standards for bike parking .

o

Create and implement a Citywide
Bicycle Mobility Plan that meets the
requirements of Caltrans' Bicycle
Transportation Account.

Goal HW-08: "Living" and "Complete" streets
are developed throughout the City.
o

Promote ciclovfas, or car-free streets, on
selected days.

o

Standardize monitoring tools to study
the number of people walking, biking,
and taking public transportation.

Encourage business and neighborhood
associations to apply for street closure
permits for block parties.

o

Develop and implement a Complete
Streets ordinance.

o

Create and adopt a New Streets Manual.

o

o

Publish a study on locations in the
City with the highest bicycle- and
pedestrian-related collision rates.

Work with the Department of Public
Works to implement "green streets".

o

Incorporate public plazas.

o

o

Inventory all existing rail crossings and
improve crossing safety for pedestrians
and bicycle riders at risky intersections.

•

Parks, Trails and Public Facilities
o

Goal HW-9: Parks, trails, open spaces, and
community facilities distributed throughout
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EI Monte support active, healthy recreation
and activities.
o

•

Create perimeter paths around parks with
appropriate space and surfaces for all
types of users.

Air Quality
o

Goal HW-12: Land use patterns reduce
driving, enhance air quality, and improve
respiratory health.

For more information on the City's Health & WeI/ness
Initiative: http://www.ci.el-monte.ca.us/Government/
ParksandRecreationlCommunitySeniorSrvslHealthWellness.
aspx

Plan to Improve Traffic Safety and Circulation in EI
Monte (2007)
This 2007 Plan offers recommendations to create a more
livable, prosperous downtown area in the City of EI Monte.
General recommendations consist of improved pedestrian
crossings, bikeways on all streets where adequate width
is available, road diets on suitable streets, roundabouts to
slow vehicle traffic, enhanced pedestrian-scale lighting,
and improved railroad crossings.
Road diets, coupled with added bicycle lanes, are
recommended for Santa Anita Avenue, Ramona
Boulevard, and Valley Boulevard. These streets, along
with the locations of proposed roundabouts, are shown
in Figure 4-4. The Plan also recommends Safe Routes to
School Programs for the city's several schools.

Figure 4-4 Map of Recommendations from Plan to Improve Traffic Safety and Circulation
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4.1 .3 Engineering

Bicycle Parking

Existing Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle storage can range from a simple and convenient
bicycle rack to storage in a bicycle locker or cage that
protects against weather, vandalism and theft. The City
does not currently have an inventory of existing bicycle
parking locations. Short-term bicycle racks can be found
at some major destinations, including City Hall, the
Metro-run EI Monte Station (Ryan - I pulled this name
from website), the Metrolink-run EI Monte Station, and
parks throughout the city. Many bicycle riders resort to
securing their bike to street fixtures such as trees, lights,
telephone poles, and parking meters when sufficient
parking facilities are not provided.

This report refers to standard bikeway definitions
identified by Caltrans in Chapter 1000 ofthe Highway
Design Manual (Caltrans HDM). Additional concepts
for bikeways have been promoted and implemented
throughout the United States; however, they have not
been adopted for use in the Caltrans HDM. Bicycle facility
types are discussed in Section 1.3.
Table 4-1 summarizes the classification and mileage of
the existing network.
Table 4-1 Existing Bicycle Network Mileage

End-of-Trip Facilities

Mileage

Facility Type
Class I (Bike Path)

4.0

Class II (Bike Lanes)

0.0

Class III (Bike Route)

--

Total Mileage

- 1 - - ---

0.0

-_.-

4.0
----

As shown in Table 4-1, a total of 4.0 miles of bikeways are
currently provided in the City of EI Monte, consisting of
the following facilities:
•

San Gabriel River Bike Path (maintained by Los
Angeles County); and

•

Rio Hondo Bike Path (maintained by Los Angeles
County).

Signage

The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTCD) and the CA HDM outline the requirements
for bikeway signage. The Bike Lane Sign (R81) is required
at the beginning of each designated bike lane and at
each major decision point. The Bike Route Sign (D11-1) is
required on Class III facilities. Shared-use paths require
additional standardized signs to help manage different
user groups. Upon implementation of bikeways, the City
will install CA MUTCD standard signs as appropriate.

The presence and quality oftrip-end facilities (e.g.
showers, lockers, and changing facilities) can greatly
influence a person's decision to complete a trip via
bicycle. These facilities enable bicycle riders to change
into work attire (especially after riding in wet or hot
conditions). The city currently does not have an inventory
of existing end -oHrip facilities.
Bicycle Signal Detection

Bicycle detection at actuated traffic signals permits
bicycle riders to trigger a green light, even when no
motor vehicle is present. California Assembly Bill 1581
requires all new and replacement actuated traffic signals
to detect bicycle riders and to provide sufficient time for a
bicycle rider to clear an intersection from a standing start.
Caltrans Policy Directive 09-06 clarifies the requirements
and permits any type of detection technology. The most
common technologies are in-pavement loop detectors
and video detection. More recently, microwave detection
has been used to detect and differentiate between bicycle
riders and motor vehicles.
The City complies with the Caltrans Policy Directive by
installing detector loops designed to detect bicycles
during pavement rehabilitation and traffic signal upgrade
projects. Traffic signal timing is reviewed and updated as
necessary through t raffic signal corridor timing projects.
Multi-Modal Connections

Figure 4-5 Co/trans Bikeway Signs

BIKE LANE
R81(CA)

011-1

Transit is often best for longer trips, while bicycling
is better for shorter trips. Combining transit use and
bicycling can offer a high level of mobility that is
comparable to automobile travel. Figure 4-5 shows the
existing Metro and Metrolink transit lines that serve the
City of EI Monte and SCAG-identified Park-and-Ride lots
within the City.
The Southern California Regional Rail Authority operates
Metrolink commuter rail in the San Gabriel Valley. EI
Monte is served by the San Bernardino line with a
downtown park-and-ride station located just northwest
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of the Valley Boulevard/Tyler Avenue intersection. All
Metrolink trains allow bicycles on-board at all times,
with each train car able to hold three bikes. In addition,
several trains on the San Bernardino line contain a special
"Bike Car" that is designed to hold 18 bicycles on the
lower level; published Metrolink schedules show which
trains contain the special bike cars. Additionally, the City
operates a weekday Commuter Shuttle that allows free
transfers with a valid Metrolink ticket or pass.
EI Monte is also well served by the EI Monte Bus Station,
which facilitates regional and local bus travel for 22,000
passengers daily. A high number of bus lines in the San
Gabriel Valley either terminate at or pass through the EI
Monte Station. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro) operates several bus
lines from the EI Monte Bus Station and many others
that travel through the City, including the Silver Line that
travels to Downtown Los Angeles via the EI Monte Busway
along the 1-10 freeway. Metro buses are equipped with
front-end racks that can carry two bicycles.

Foothill Transit operates several bus lines that serve EI
Monte, and all buses are equipped with racks that can
carry two bicycles. Line 178 connects EI Monte Station
to the Puente Hills Mall. Line 486 passes through the
southwestern corner of the City on its way between EI
Monte Station and Cal Poly Pomona, with stops in La
Puente, Walnut, and at Mt. San Antonio College. Line 488
connects EI Monte Station and the cities of Baldwin Park,
Covina, West Covina, and Glendora. Line 492 serves Santa
Anita Avenue and connects with several cities on the way
to the Montclair Transit Center. Other Foothill Transit lines
connect EI Monte to Downtown Los Angeles, including
Lines 481 and the Silver Streak.
EI Monte Transit operates five local lines that provide
residents with transportation services to most major
shopping areas, recreation facilities, and most schools
within the City. EI Monte Transit buses operate Monday
through Saturday. Baldwin Park Transit buses do not
accommodate bicycles.

Figure 4-6 Existing Public Transportation Facilities in EI Monte
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EI Monte Station is connected to the Rio Hondo Bike
Path by a newly constructed entrance and signed route
through the station's parking lot. In addition, Metro is
currently constructing a "Bike Hub" at the EI Monte Station
to provide high-quality storage and a variety of services
to bicycle commuters.
Maintenance
Street maintenance programs aid in the quality and
longevity of bicycle facilities. The City of EI Monte
currently has a Street Maintenance program that provides
staff with guidelines to inspect, schedule, and repair
City streets, alleys, and bike trails. The program provides
maintenance of signs, pavement markings, curb markings,
street name signs, and roadway striping. In addition to
as-needed repairs, the program annually repaints school
pavement legends and inspects school regulatory and
warning signs. Street sweeping occurs on over 300 curbmiles on a weekly basis.
The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) serves to develop
and construct major public improvements and address
significant maintenance items. The ClP prioritizes and
allocates funding for large scale projects including
roadway resurfacing, repair projects, and improvements
within the city.

4.1.4 Existing/Previous Education,
Encouragement, and Enforcement
Strategies
Bicycle education programs and enforcement of bicyclerelated policies help to make riding safer for all bicycle
riders. The City does not currently have education
campaigns related to bicycling within the City.
EI Monte police officers enforce all bicycle-related rules in
the California Vehicle Code and issue citations when they
observe violations.

4.1.5 Past and Future Bicycle-Related
Expenditures
No new bicycle facilities have been implemented within
the City within the past three years. The City has obtained
funding for the following bicycle- and pedestrian-related
projects:
EI Monte Regional Bicycle Commuter Access
Improvements - Metro Call for Projects (2013)
In 2013, the City of EI Monte received funding from Metro
to implement a variety of improvements to enhance
bicycling and walking connections between the EI Monte
Transit Center and regional employment centers. The
improvements are as follows:

•

200-foot bicycle/pedestrian bridge across the Rio
Hondo approximately 300 feet southwest of the
San Bernardino (1-10) Freeway

•

Class II bike lanes on Tyler Avenue from Garvey
Avenue to Klingerman Street (0.47 miles)

•

Class II bike lanes on Merced Avenue from Garvey
Avenue to Towneway Drive (0.27 miles)

•

Class III bike route on Ramona Avenue from Tyler
Avenue to Valley Boulevard (0.20 miles)

•

Class III bike route on Valley Boulevard from Peck
Road to Santa Anita Avenue (0.93 miles)

•

Class III bike route on Towneway Drive from
Merced Avenue to Brockway Street (0.32 miles)

•

Class III bike route on Brockway Street from
Towneway Drive to Fletcher Park entrance/Rio
Hondo bike access ramp (0.11 miles)

•

20 wayfinding signs along the Class II and Class III
bike facilities

•

Lighting for the new pedestrian/bicycle bridge,
bridge access points, and the Rio Hondo bike
path under the 1-10 overpass

Ramona Boulevard and Tyler Avenue Bike Lanes
(2013)
On Thursday, October 9, 2013, the City of EI Monte
approved Class-II bikeways on Ramona Boulevard and
Tyler Avenue. The bike lane installation project will
include striping, stenciling, way-finding signage, loop
detectors, bike rack installations, and the development
of a mUlti-lingual bicycle education program. These are
the first bike lanes planned in the City. The new bike lanes
will link to the Community Center, Transit Center, Senior
Center, Arceo Park, EI Monte High School, the Metro
Transit Center, Aquatic Center, and neighboring cities.
Preliminary designs for the Tyler Avenue bike lanes were
developed in the summer of 2014.

4.2 Needs Analysis
This section describes the needs of bicycle riders in EI
Monte. This section provides estimates and forecasts
of bicycle travel to determine the estimated bicycling
demand in the city. In addition, this section analyzes
recent bicycle collision data to identify areas that would
benefit from bicycle facility improvements. Public
outreach efforts related to the preparation of this Plan are
discussed in Chapter 1 and Appendices B, C, and D of this
Plan.

4.2.1 Bicycle Demand Estimates and
Forecasts
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The model uses the U.S. Census Bureau's American
Communities Survey (ACS) journey-to-work data and
applies a market segment approach to estimate the
number of bicycling or walking trips. Elementary school
and college students usually have a different bicycle/
walking mode split than work commuters.

Several of these variables provide a way to estimate the
number of walking and bicycling trips made for other
reasons than work trips, such as shopping and running
errands. NHTS 2009 data indicates that for every bicycle
work trip, there are sl ightly more than two utilitarian
bicycle trips made. Although these trips cannot be
directly attached to a certain group of people (not all of
the utilitarian bicycl ing trips are made by people who
bicycle to work), these multipliers allow a high percentage
of the community's walking and bicycling activity to be
captured in an annual estimate.

In addition, national transportation surveys, in particular
the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS, 2009), have
shown that commute trips are only a fraction of the total
trips an individual takes on a given day. The model uses
the NHTS findings to estimate the number of non-work,
non-school trips taken by commuters to determine the
number of walking or bicycling trips that occur in a day.
This information can be projected out using standard
trip lengths by mode and trip purpose to estimate the
number of driving miles reduced by non-motorized
modes.

The Safe Routes to School Baseline Data Report (2010) was
used to determine the percent of students who walk or
bicycle by the parents' estimate of distance as well as the
frequency of carpooling for trip replacement.
As with any modeling projection, the accuracy of the
result is dependent on the accuracy of the input data and
other assumptions. Effort was made to collect the best
data possible for input to the model, but in many cases
national data was used whereJocal data points were
unavailable. Examples of information that could improve
the accuracy of this exercise include the detailed results of
local Safe Routes to Schools parent and student surveys,
a regional household travel survey, and a student travel
survey of college students.

Model Data
The foundation of this analysis is the ACS 2008-2012 fiveyear estimate for EI Monte. Model va riables from the ACS
include: total population, employed population, school
enrollment (grades K-12 and college students), and travelto-work mode split.
The 2009 NHTS provides a substantial national dataset of
travel characteristics, particularly for trip characteristics
of bicycling and walking trips. Data used from this survey
include:
•

Student mode split, grades K-12

•

Trip distance by mode by trip purpose

•

Ratio of walking/bicycling work trips to utilitarian
trips

•

Ratio of work trips to social/recreational trips

•

Average trip length by trip purpose and mode

Existing Walkin g and Bicycling Trips
Table 4-2 below presents commute to work data
estimates for EI Monte, as well as nearby cities and
comparison geographies, as reported in the 2008-2012
American Community Survey 5-year estimates. This
information for EI Monte is one of several inputs of the
demand model.

Table 4-2 Existing Mode Split Comparison with Neighboring Cities

Junisd ict ion

Walk

Bike

liran sit

Carpool

Drive Alone

EI Monte

3.0%

1.1%

6.7%

13.5%

70.6%

Rosemead

1.3%

0.8%

4.3%

12.2%

76.2%

South Pasadena

1.2%

0.8%

5.1%

9.2%

78.4%

Temple City

0.8%

0.4%

3.4%

12.8%

77.5%

City of Los Angeles

3.7%

1.0%

11 .1%

10.3%

67.0%

County of Los Angeles

2.9%

0.8%

7.1%

10.9%

72.2%

California

2.8%

1.0%

5.1%

11 .5%

73.0%

United States

2.8%

0.6%

5.0%

10.0%

76.1%

--

Source: 2008-2012 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates
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Table 4-3 shows the estimated current number of
daily bicycling and walking trips. Based on the model
assumptions, the majority of trips are non-work utilitarian

trips, which include medical/dental services, shopping/
errands, family personal business, obligations, transport
someone, meals, and other trips.

Tab le 4-3 Current Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips

Bicycling

Walking

Source

,-

r---

1,020

2,781

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split
from ACS, doubled for round-trips

Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

62

1,801

Number of transit commuters from ACS multiplied by
transit mode split from TCRP Report 153, doubled for
round-trips

K-12 bicycle/walking trips

411

5,493

School children population from ACS multiplied by mode
split from SRTS Baseline Data Report (2010), doubled for
round-trips

249

1,014

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split
from NHTS 2009, doubled for round-trips

Daily bicycle/walking utilitaria n
trip_s_____

1,643

12,024

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific utilitarian trip multiplier from NHTS 2009

Daily social/recreational trips

4,863

10,880

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific social/recreational trip multiplier from
NHTS 2009

Current daily bicycling and
walking trips

8,248

33,992

Annual commute trips

271,582

1,150,082

Bicycle/walking and walk- or bike-to-transit trips
multiplied by annual work days

Annual K-12 trips

73,980

988,740

K-12 bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual K-12 school
days

Annual college trips

37,350

152,100

College bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual college
class days

437,549

4,972,323

Bicycling/walking commute t rips

-

College bicycle/walking trips

- ----

-

I-

-

-

Annual Extrapolation

Annual utilitarian trips

-

-

Annual commute trips multiplied by mode-specific
utilitarian trip multiplier
"-

As shown in Table 4-3, current commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle is estimated at
approximately 8,250 trips daily, and approximately
437,500 bicycle trips are estimated to occur annually.

Trip Replacement

and bicycling, the model isolates different walking
and bicycling user groups and applies trip distance
information for walking or bicycling trips by mode based
on NHTS 2009. Table 4-4 shows the trip replacement
factors.

Trip Replacement as part of this Plan specifically refers to
the number of trips that are completed via bicycling or
walking that would otherwise be achieved by utilizing a
motorized mode such as driving/riding in an automobile
or traveling on public transportation. To estimate the total
distance residents travel to work or school by walking

Yearly factors are calculated by assuming that work and
school/college trips occur five days per week, while
utilitarian trips occur seven days per week. However, work
and utilitarian trips occur year-round, while school and
college trips are only three-quarters of the year, due to
summer vacation .
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Table 4-4 Current Bicycling and Walking Trip Replacement (Annual)

Bicycling
Vehicle commute trips replaced

212,405

-

Walking

SOllJnce

917,101

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
ifthat mode were not available

-.K-12 vehicle trips replaced

31,513

481,240

SR2S Baseline Data Report, 2010

College vehicle trips replaced

30,440

130,806

NHTS 2009

Utilitarian vehicle trips replaced

342,208

3,965,043

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not available

Commute VMT replaced

751,914

614,458

NHTS 2009 average bic~cle trip distance for "Work" trips

K-12 VMT repl aced

24,201

170,899

SRTS 201 0, percent of students who walk or bicycle by
parent's estimate of distance

College VMT replaced

45,051

73,251

NHTS 2009 average trip distance for "School/Daycare/
Religious" trips

Utilitarian VMT replaced

647,914

2,643,362

Derived from NHTS 2009

Total VMT reduced

1,469,081

3,501,970

Per capita VMT reduced

13

31

Vehicle Miles Traveled

I-

_._.-

---~

---

--~--

Current Benefits
To the extent that bicycling and walking trips replace
single-occupancy vehicle trips, they reduce emissions
and have tangible economic impacts by reducing traffic

congestion, crashes, and maintenance costs. In add ition,
the reduced need to own and operate a vehicle saves
families money. These benefits are shown in Table 4-5.

Table 4-5 Annual Benefits of Current Bicycling and Walking Trips

tMeas ure

Bicycl ing

Wa l~in cy

Total

1,469,081

3,501,970

4,971,051

4,405

10,500

14,905

33

78

111

Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)

3,077

7,334

10,411

Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)

40,161

95,734

135,895

1,195,106

2,848,873

4,043,979

Yearly vehicle miles reduced

--

----

~

Air Quality Benefits
Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)
Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

As shown in Table 4-5, current bicycle trip benefits
include the reduction of over 1,469,000 vehicle miles
annually and a reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by
nearly 1.2 million pounds annually.

Potential Future Walking and Bicycling Trips

and anticipated commuting patterns in 2035. Future
population predictions as determined by the SCAG 2012
RTP Growth Forecast (for 2035) were used in this model.
Table 4-6 shows the projected future demographics used
in the future analysis.

Estimating future benefits requires additional
assumptions regarding EI Monte's future population
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Table 4-6 Projected Future Demographics

Val we

Demographic

SGl urce

Population

140,100

SCAG 2012 RTP Growth Forecast

Employed population

56,951

Same percentage as current model estimate

School population, K-12

25,276

Same percentage as current model estimate

9,135

Same percentage as current model estimate

-

College student population

Forecast bicycling mode share was increased to address
the higher use potentially generated by the addition of
recommended bikeway facilities to the existing system.
The analysis predicts that the bicycle mode split w ill
increase to 2.2% by 2035, due in part to bicycle network

-

-

--

--

implementation and education/encouragement
programs. The results of the future bicycling trips model,
assuming an increase to 2.2% bicycle mode share, are
shown in Table 4-7.

Table 4-7 Estimated Future (2035) Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips

.-Trip Type
Bicycle/walking commute trips

Bicycling

Walking

2,506

3,417

Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round-trip

2,213

Number of transit commuters multiplied by transit mode
spl.!! from TCRP Report 153, doubled for round -trip

Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

-

76

-

Discussion

-

K-12 bicycle/walking trips

506

6,749

School children population multiplied by mode split,
doubled for round-trip

College bicycle/walking trips

306

1,246

Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round -trip

Daily bicycle/walking utilitarian
trips

4,037

14,773

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific utilitarian trip multiplier

Daily social/recreational trips

11,949

13,368

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific social/recreational trip multiplier

Total future daily bicycling and
walking trips

19,380

41,766

As shown in Table 4-7, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 2.2%, forecast year 2035 commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle are estimated to
grow to approximately 19,400 trips daily.

-

Future Benefits

The trip replacement factors remain the same as in the
model of current trips. Table 4-8 shows the air quality
benefits of the future projected walking and bicycling
trips.
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Table 4-8 Annual Benefits of Future Bicycling and Walking Trips
Measure

Bicycling

Walking

T0tal

Yearly vehicle miles reduced

3,426,000

4,303,000

7,729,000

Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)

10,271

12,901

23,172

Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

76

96

172

Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)

7,175

9,012

16,187

Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)

93,647

117,631

211,278

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

2,786,746

3,500,465

6,287,211

Air Quality Benefits'

As shown in Table 4-8, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 2.2%, forecast year 2035 benefits include the
reduction of over 3.4 million vehicle trips annually and
the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by close to 2.8
million pounds annually.

4.2.2 Bicycle Counts
A knowledge of current bicycling levels in the City of EI
Monte helps to identify areas of particular need while also
serving as a baseline from which to evaluate the impact
of bicycling infrastructure and program improvements
called for in this Plan. To assess current bicycling levels
at different sites throughout the City, the project
team conducted bicycle counts using two separate
methodologies: manual counts with volunteers and
automated counts using electronic tube counters.

Methodology
The methodology for the manual bicycle counts derives
from the National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation
Project (NBPD), a collaborative effort of Alta Planning +
Design and the Institute of Transportation Engineers. The
NBPD methodology aims to capture existing levels of
both utilitarian and recreational bicycling trips. The NBPD
also provides guidance on how to select count locations.
Volunteers conducted bicycle counts at eight locations
in EI Monte on Thursday, December 19,2013 from 7:00
a.m. to 9:00 a.m., at five locations that same day from
4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., and at six locations on Saturday,
December 21,2013 from 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. These
dates are meant to capture volumes of bicycle riders on
a typical weekday and weekend day. The manual bike
count locations were selected by staff members from the
City of EI Monte, Day One, and Alta Planning + Design.
This snapshot of locations is intended to capture a diverse
bicycling population using the roads and streets that span
the spectrum of "bike-friendliness."
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...,In addition to manual counts, automated 24-hour
bicycle counts were conducted using Eco-Counters that
were procured by the Los Angeles County Department
of Public Health and distributed to each of the five
Regional Bike Plan partner cities for various time periods.
In EI Monte, the automated counters were installed at
ten locations between March 4, 2014 and April 1, 2014.
The project team experienced several issues with the
automated counters that negatively affected the accuracy
of the bicycle count data, such as maintenance problems
and data reporting flaws. Therefore, the project team
recommends that the automated count data be dismissed
in favor of the manual count results. However, the
automated counting technology should be refined and
considered for use in future bicycle data collection efforts.

Results
Manual bicycle count locations and results for the City
of EI Monte are displayed in are displayed in Figure 4-7,
Figure 4-8, and Figure 4-9 as well as in Appendix F.
During the Thursday morning manual counts, the EI
Monte location that experienced the highest volume
of bicycle riders was Tyler Avenue between Ramona
Boulevard and Amador Street with 44 total bicycle
riders passing during the two hour count period. In the
afternoon of that same Thursday, the count location
of Garvey Avenue between Nevada Avenue and Tyler
Avenue saw the highest volume of bicycle riders - 29
bicycle riders from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. On Saturday,
the most bicycle riders were again counted along Garvey
Avenue between Nevada Avenue and Tyler Avenue, with
59 riders passing by during the count period.
In the City as a whole, 92 percent of the 519 total bicycle
riders counted were male. Eighty-seven percent of
those observed were not wearing bicycle helmets, and
61 percent were riding on the sidewalks. Riding on the
sidewalk can be an indicator of a lack of safe bicycling
facilities and/or proper education, as bicycle riders that
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Figure 4-7 Weekday Morning Bicycle Coun t
Results in EI Monte

Figure 4-8 Weekday Afternoon Bicycle Count
Results in EI Monte
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do not see them or do not understand that bicycle
riders are afforded the same rights as vehicles. Similarly,
many bicycle riders do not know or follow the "rules of
the road." Uninformed or unlawful roadway users can
contribute to collisions.
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Figure 4-9 Weekend Bicycle Count
Results in EI Monte
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This section reviews bicycle-related collisions from
January 2007 to December 2011, as reported by the
Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS).
Table 4-9 presents the number of bicycle-related
collisions in EI Monte from 2007-2011. Figure 4-10 maps
bicycle-related collisions over the study period with larger
dots representing locations with mUltiple collisions.

Table 4-9 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Year

are uncomfortable riding with traffic may choose to
instead travel along the sidewalk.

4.2.3 Bicycle-Related Collision Analysis
Safety is a major concern for current and potential
bicycle riders, and can influence the decision whether or
not to bicycle. Potential bicycle riders that do not have
experience riding, especially in traffic, typically will not
ride if they perceive the roadway as dangerous. People
who do not ride often express frustration when drivers

-

Year

Number of Collisiom s

2007

46

2008

54

2009

39

2010

67

2011

62

Total

268

Table 4-10 displays the top 11 roadways with the most
bicycle-related collisions based on data from 20072011. The top 5 roadways for bicycle-related collisions
accounted for over half (53%) of all bicycle-related
collisions during the period 2007-2011.
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fable 4-10 Highest Bicycle-Related Collision Roadways

--

--,

Roa€lway

Number 0f Collisions

Table 4-11 shows the percent of bicycle-related collisions
based on the day of the week.

Tab le 4-17 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Day of the Week

Valley Boulevard

38

Peck Road

32

Day of the Week

Garvey Avenue

28

Monday

16%

Durfee Avenue

25

Tuesday

14%

Ramona Boulevard

20

Wednesday

19%

Santa Anita Avenue

19

Thursday

16%

Lower Azusa Road

10

Friday

14%

Tyler Avenue

9

Saturday

10%

Meeker Avenue

5

Sunday

11%

Merced Avenue

5

Mountain View Rd

5

--

Percent of Collisions

As shown in Table 4-11, the highest percentage of
bicycle-related collisions (19%) occurred on Wednesdays,
and the second highest percentage (16%) occurred on
Mondays and Thursdays.

Figure 4-10 Bicycle-Related Collisions in EI Monte, 2007-2077
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4.3 Recommended Bicycle
Facilities and Programs
The proposed bikeway network, when completed, will
include nearly 80 miles of bicycle facilities to increase
connectivity within EI Monte and to the surrounding
communities. The proposed bikeway network has been
developed to create a comprehensive, safe, and logical
network.
Recommendations for bikeways within the City are
subject to a variety of facto rs that affect the schedule and
final implementation:
•

Recommendations have been developed based
on technical review and public input, however,
the recommendations are conceptual and further
feasibility review may be needed to address
physical, community, and financ ial constraints.

•

While a prioritized list is provided in the
Implementation section (Section 4.5), projects
may be implemented sooner based on
coordination with other City projects or funding
opportunities.

•

Funding for the bikeway recommend ations is
discussed further in the Implementation sect ion,
and suggestions are provided to the City to seek
funding sources to minimize the effect on the
City General Fund for implementation.

•

The City may develop further criteria and
standards fo r use of enhanced bicycle treatments
such as sharrows, green conflict zone striping,
bike lane buffers, bicycle boulevard elements,
etc. The City will explore the possibility of
provid ing enhanced Class II or Class III facilities
anywhere Class II or III facilities are proposed .

Table 4-1 2 summarizes the bikeway recommendations
and total mileage by category. Figure 4-11 shows the
recommended bikeway network, including potential
enhanced Class II and Class III facilities.

Table 4-12 Recommended Bikeway Network
Existil'lg Bikeways (Miles)

Proposed Bikeways (Mil es)

Total Bikeways (Miles)

Class I Shared-Use Path

4.0

6.5

10.5

Class II Bike Lane

0.0

25.0

25.0

Class III Bike Route

0.0

43.1

43.1

Total

4 .0

74.6

78.6

Facility Type

-

Note: Enhanced bikeways removed from this table to avoid double-counting mileages.

As shown in Table 4-12, when accounting for existing and proposed bikeways, bikeways identified in this Plan total 78.6
miles.
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Figure 4-77 EI Monte Recommended Bikeway Network
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4.3.1 Class I Shared-Use Paths
Class I off-street shared-use paths are often desired by
casual bicycle riders, as well as bicycle riders concerned
about interacting with vehicular traffic. A network of offstreet shared-use paths provides greater opportunities for
connectivity to destinations throughout the community,
so recommendations have been developed to improve
the network within the City given notable property and
right-of-way constraints. Some of the recommendations
provided for shared-use paths require coordination
with other agencies such as the County of Los Angeles,
Caltrans, and Southern California Edison.
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Where there is not sufficient space or right-of-way for a
Class I bicycle facility, buffered or physically protected
Class II bike lanes can provide bicycle riders with a more
comfortable level of separation from motor vehicle traffic
and parked vehicles. The subsequent section discusses
Class II bikeways recommendations.
Table 4-13 identifies the proposed Class I shared-use
paths for the City of EI Monte bikeways network.
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Table 4-13 Proposed Class I Shared-Use Paths
Length

Roadway Alignment

From

To

Arcadia Wash

City Limit (North of Lower Azusa Road)

Rio Hondo Bike Path

0.2

Eaton Wash

Temple City Boulevard

Rio Hondo Bike Path

1.2

EI Monte Avenue Class I Path

Ranger Avenue

Rio Hondo Bike Path West Bank

0.1

(Miles)

Metrolink Right-of-Way Path

Rio Hondo Bike Path

Durfee Avenue

2.0

Rio Hondo Bike Path West Bank

City Limit (Existing Rio Hondo Bike Path)

Rio Vista Park

1.5

-

-

Rio Hondo Bike Path West Bank

Railroad Right-of-Way

Rosemead Boulevard

1.9

Rio Vista Park Bridge

Rio Hondo Bike Path East Bank

Rio Hondo Bike Path West Bank

0.1

Rubio Wash

North City Limit

South City Limit

1.4

Star Street Extension to San
Gabriel River Trail

Star Street (Eastern Terminus)

San Gabriel River Trail

0.1

8.5

Total Proposed Class I Shared-Use Paths
As shown in Table 4-13 a total of 8.5 miles of Class I
shared-use paths are recommended in this Plan.

4.3.2 Class II Bike Lanes
Many commuters and recreational bicycle riders may
prefer bike lanes due to their more direct routing .
This report recommends the city go beyond simply
striping standard Class II bike lanes due to their limited
functionality as a result of potential "dooring" issues
adjacent to parked cars or the presence of gutter pans
and drainage grates that effectively narrow the width

of the bike lane. In some locations where wide Class II
bike lanes might be provided, modification of striping
to provide a buffer between on -street parking and/
or vehicular traffic is recommended. At other locations
with minimal crossings, protected bike lanes may be
recommended. The use of buffered or protected bike
lanes will be considered on a case-by-case basis through
the design of the facility.
Table 4-14 identifies the proposed Class II bike lanes for
the City of EI Monte bikeways network.

Tab le 4-14 Proposed Class" Bike Lanes
Len~th

Roadway

From

To

Arden Drive

Lower Azusa Road

Valley Boulevard

1.1

Baldwin Avenue

Lower Azusa Road

Flair Drive

1.4

Denholm Drive

Durfee Avenue

Parkway Drive

0.2

Durfee Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

Barringer Street

2.5

EI Monte Avenue

Fairhall Street

Ranger Avenue

0.2

Flair Drive

Telstar Avenue

Baldwin Avenue

0.2

Garvey Avenue

City Limit (East of Potrero Avenue)

Durfee Avenue

2.5

Lower Azusa Road

City Limit (150 feet West of Agnes
Avenue)

City Limit (60 feet West of Agnes
Avenue)

<0.1

Meeker Avenue

Peck Road

Garvey Avenue

0.3

Merced Avenue

Towneway Drive

Fern Street

0.5

Mountain View Road

Valley Boulevard

Peck Road

0.8

Mountain View Road

Peck Road

City Limit (South of Weaver Avenue)

0.3

(Miles)

-

--
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Table 4-14 Proposed Class II Bike Lanes (continued)
Lengt h
(Miles)

Roadway

Fmm

To

Parkway Drive

Denholm Drive

South of Fineview Street (City Limit)

1.1

Peck Road

Randolph Street

Ramona Boulevard

2.0

Peck Road

Ramona Boulevard

1-1 0 Freeway

0.5

Peck Road

1-10 Freeway

City Limit (South of Weaver Street)

1.3

Santa Anita Avenue

Tyler Avenue

0.4

Rio Hondo Parkway (Contraflow)

Peck Road

Hammill Road

0.1

Rosemead Boulevard

1-10 Freeway

Rio Hondo River

0.7

Santa Anita Avenue

Grand Avenue

Lower Azusa Road

0.4

Santa Anita Avenue

Lower Azusa Road

Valley Boulevard

1.4

Santa Anita Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Fern Street/Elliott Avenue
Intersection

0.3

Star Street

Maxson Road

Bannister Avenue

0.2

Flair Drive

0.9

Ramona Boulevard
-

-

Telstar Avenue

Rosemead Boulevard

The Wye Street

Buffington Road

Tyler Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

Tyler Avenue

Valley Boulevard

Valley Boulevard

Eaton Wash

---

-

--

Cogswell Road

0.2

Valley Boulevard

0.8

Klingerman Street

1.3

San Gabriel River

3.3

Total Prop osed Class II Bike Lan es
As shown in Table 4-14, a total of 25.0 miles of Class II bike
lanes are recommended in this Plan.

4.3.3 Class III Bike Rout es
Any street that is legal for bicycles is inherently a shared
roadway in which bicycle riders and drivers share a lane
of traffic, and a car cannot necessarily pass a bicycle rider
in the same lane. To improve motorists' awareness of the
presence of bicycle riders and to indicate good routes for
bicycle riders, cities often post signs indicating that the
road is a "Class III Bike Route," as well as painting shared
roadway markings in the travel lane. Class III bike routes
are often identified at locations where the available st reet
width is not wide enough to accommodate an on -street
bike lane (Class II facility).
Potential enhancements requested during community
engagement activities include the use of shared lane
markings (sharrows) and use ofthe "Bikes May Use Full
Lane" signage (MUTeD R4-11) as seen in Image 17.
Another treatment for consideration is designation
of bicycle boulevards for improved connectivity and
wayfinding by bicycle riders that seek lower stress routes
to travel. Bicycle boulevards are generally defined as low-
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25.0

volume, low-speed streets that have been optimized for
bicycle travel using treatments such as traffic calming and
traffic reduction, signage and pavement markings, and
intersection crossing treatments. Class III bike routes will
be considered for upg rading to bicycle boulevards on a
case-by-case basis by City staff.

MAY USE
FULL LANE
R4-11
Image 17- Sign R4- 77 "Bikes May Use Full Lane"
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Table 4-15 identifies the proposed Class III bike routes for
the City of EI Monte bikeways network.
Table 4-15 Proposed Class /1/ Bike Routes

Roadway

From

To

Adelia Avenue

Rio Hondo Parkway

Cit y Limit (South of Cortada Street)

0.3

Anderson Road

Potrero Avenue

Sastre Avenue

0.1

Arden Way

Lower Azu sa Road

Arden Drive

Asher Street

Towneway Drive

Rio Hondo Parkway

0.2
0.1

Bannister Avenue

Star Street

Lambert Avenue

0.3

Bessie Avenue

Rowland Avenue

Gibson Road

Bodger Street

Merced Avenue

Tyler Avenue

0.3
0.9

-

Length (M iles)

Brockway Street

Lashbook Avenue

Towneway Drive

Bryant Road

Santa Anita Avenue

Cogswell Road

1.0
1.4

California Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

Brockway Street

0.3

Cedar Avenue

Cedar Ci rcle

Lambert Avenue

0.9

Ceda r Cir

Cedar Avenue

Cedar Avenue

Center Avenue

Railroad Street

Valley Mall

0.3
0.1

Central Avenue

Badger Street

Fern Street

Clark Street

Cog swell Road

Durfee Avenue

0.3
0.2

Cogswell Road

Clark Street

Garvey Avenue

2.8

Concert Street

Tyler Avenue

Peck Road

0.3

Cypress Avenue

Ranchito Street

Orchard Street

1.0

Deana Street

Cogswell Road

Gilman Road

O.S

Elliott Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

Parkway Drive

1.6

Elrovia Avenue

Hemlock Street

Fa irview Avenue

0.3

Elrovia Avenue

Ranchito Street

Lambert Avenue

O.S

Emery Street

Elrovia Avenue

La Madera Avenue

Emery Street

Tyler Avenue

Cypress Avenue

0.4
0.3

Esto Avenu e

Hickson Street

Marsen Street

0.4

Fairview Avenue

Cedar Avenue

Elrovia Avenue

0.2

Fern Street

Sastre Avenue

East of Sastre Avenue

0.1

Ferris Road

Ramona Boulevard

Cogswell Road

O.S

Fineview Street

Mountain View Road

Pa rkway Drive

Forest Grove Street

Cypress Avenue

Bryant Road

0.9
0.8

Gibson Road

Loftus Drive

Rose Avenue

0.4

Gilman Road

Ramona Boulevard

Deana Street

O.S

Hammill Road

Rio Hondo Parkway

Hemlock Street

Havenpark Avenue

Rio Hondo Parkway

Bodger Street

0.2
0.2

Hemlock Street

Elrovia Avenue

Cogswell Road

0.7

Hickson Street

Arden Drive

Esto Avenue

0.2

Killia n Street

La Madera Avenue

Maxson Road

0.4
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Table 4-15 Proposed Class 11/ Bike Routes (continued)
r----'

Roadway

Frolilil

'-

To

Length (Miles)

-

Klingerman Street

City Limit (East ofTyler Avenue)

Parkway Drive

1.2

La Madera Avenue

Emery Street

Bryant Road

0.6

Lambert Avenue

Tyler Avenue

Bann ister Avenue

1.7

Lansdale Avenue

Mountain View Road

Cogswell Road

0.1

Lashbrook Avenue

Brockway Street

City Limit (Between Cortada Street
and Garvey Avenue)

0.1

Lee Lane

Ramona Boulevard

Peck Road

0.2

Lexington Avenue

Valley Mall

Elliott Avenue

1.2

Loftus Drive

Baldwin Avenue

Gibson Road

0.1

Lower Azusa Road

Arden Drive

Durfee Avenue

2.4

Magnolia Street

Peck Road

Parkway Drive

1.2

Marsen Street

Esto Avenue

Ranger Avenue

0.1

Maxson Road

Valley Bou levard

Fineview Street

1.1

Maxson Road

Ranchito Street

Exline Street

1.5

McGirk Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

Peck Road

0.6

Meeker Avenue

Valley Bouleva rd

Peck Road

0.3

Meeker Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Mountain View Road

0.3

Mildred Street

Rio Hondo Parkway

Meeker Avenue

1.0

Montecito Drive

Tyler Avenue

Cypress Avenue

0.3

Mountain View Road

Lansdale Avenue

Valley Boulevard

0.1

Oak Street

California Avenue

Meeker Avenue

0.3

Orchard Street

Cypress Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

0.2

Potrero Avenue

City Limit (South of Garvey Avenue)

City Limit (Near Kale Street)

0.4

Potrero Avenue

Rio Hondo Parkway

City Limit (North of Garvey Avenue)

0.2

Railroad Street

Mont erey Avenue

Tyler Avenue

0.2

Ramona Boulevard

Tyler Avenue

San Gabriel River

2.0

Ranchito Street

Santa Anita Avenue

Elrovia Avenue

0.5

Ranchito Street

Cogswell Road

Maxson Road

0.2

Ranger Avenue

EI Monte Avenue

Rio Vista Park

0.5

Rio Hondo Parkway

Adelia Avenue

Asher Street

0.7

Rio Hondo Parkway

Hammill Road

Cogswell Road

0.4

Rose Avenue

Gibson Road

Arden Drive

0.3

Roseglen Street

Peck Road

Lower Azusa Road

0.8

Santa Anita Avenue

Valley Boulevard

1-10 Freeway

0.6

Santa Anita Avenue

1-10 Freeway

Garvey Avenue

0.4

Sastre Avenue

Fern Street

Anderson Road

0.1

Towneway Drive

Brockway Street

Brockway Street

0.6

Tyler Avenue

Emery Street

Santa Anita Avenue

0.2

Valley Mall

Santa Anita Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

0.5

Total Proposed Class III Bike Routes

100

43.1
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As shown in Table 4-15, a total of 43.1 miles of Class III
bike routes are recommended in this Plan.

4.3.4 End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities
Support facilities and connections to other modes of
transportation are essential components of a bicycle
system because they enhance safety and convenience
for bicycle riders at the end of every trip. With nearly
all utilitarian and many recreational bike trips, bicycle
riders need secure and well-located bicycle parking. A
com prehensive bicycle parking strategy is one of the
most important things that a jurisdiction can apply
to immediately enhance the bicycling environment.
Moreover, a bicycle parking strategy with connections
to public transit will further the geographical range of
residents traveling without using an automobile.
Bicycle parking can be categorized into short-term
and long-term parking. Bicycle racks are the preferred
device for short-term bike parking. These racks serve
people who wish to leave their bicycles for relatively
short periods of time, typically for shopping or errands,
eating or recreation. Bicycle racks provide a high level of
convenience and moderate level of security. Long-term
bicycle parking includes bike lockers and bike rooms
and serves people who intend to leave their bicycles
for longer periods oftime. Long-term bicycle parking
facilities are typically found in multifamily residential
buildings and commercial buildings. These facilities
provide a high level of security but are less convenient
than bicycle racks.
Recommended bicycle parking standards are presented
in Appendix G.ln addition, Appendix H presents a
comprehensive bicycle parking study for EI Monte and the
other four regional bike plan partner cities.
Short-Term Bicycle Parking
This Plan recommends the City adopt one or more of the
short-term bicycle rack types shown in Figure 4-12 as the
standard for short-term parking.

Figure 4-12 Types of Bicycle Racks

U-Rack

Post and
Loop

OJ
Horseshoe

Lightning Bolt™
or Varsity Rack™

This Plan also recommends implementation of adequate
short-term bicycle parking in the form of bicycle racks
within the public right-of-way at major trip attractors,
including commercial and civic activity centers and transit
hubs. The City should prioritize the installation of bicycle
parking throughout the city, with particular attention
directed at the following locations:
•

EI Monte Library (Currently Closed for
Refurbishment)

•

Norwood Library

•

Metro-Operated EI Monte Station

•

Metrolink-Operated EI Monte Station

•

EI Monte City Hall

•

Jack Crippen Senior Citizen Center

•

EI Monte Community Center

•

Valley Mali Shopping District

•

EI MonteCenterShopping District

•

EI Monte Auto Dealerships District

•

EI Monte Government & Business District

•

City Parks

•

EI Monte Post Office

•

Schools

Although the number of racks is determined by the space
available, it is recommended that short-term bicycle
parking capacity to accommodate eight bicycles is
provided at each ofthe civic uses identified above, and
short-term bicycle parking both within the public rightof-way and on private property for commercial and office
areas be determined based on intensity of development.
The adequacy of short-term bicycle parking requires
regular review to determine if additional capacity is
needed.
In order to decrease the risk of bicycle theft and/or
vandalism to property, this Plan recommends that shortterm bike racks be installed in areas with moderate to
heavy pedestrian and vehicular traffic. Additionally, bike
racks should be painted in a bright color, such as yellow,
to increase visibility and reduce the risk of pedestrian
injuries.

Long-Term Bicycle Parking
Locations where visitors are expected to park their
bicycles for longer than 2 hours should provide more
secure, long-term bicycle parking options, such as bicycle
lockers.
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Municipal Code Bicycle Parking

City staff may coordinate with public and private sector
development opportunities to determine which projects
and facilities should incorporate secure bicycle parking
areas into their design. Secure bicycle parking areas that
provide services, such as bicycle rentals and repair may be
considered. The following are locations where long-term
bicycle parking is recommended, and these are shown in
Figure 4-13.

This plan recommends the City amend its Municipal Code
to include requirements on types of short-term and longterm bicycle parking facility designs. Bicycle rack designs
should include racks that provide two points of contact
with the bicycle so that it can be locked from both the
front wheel/frame and the rear wheel. This will provide
a higher degree of security and support for the bicycle.
This will more accurately address the bicycle demand at a
given development. Additionally, space to maneuver the
bicycle away from fixed objects and buildings is required
to accommodate short-term bicycle parking needs.

EI Monte Library (Currently Closed for
Refurbishment)
Norwood Library
Metro-Operated EI Monte Station

Key design aspects related to long-term bicycle parking
includes:

Metrolink-Operated EI Monte Station
EI Monte City Hall

Covered, lockable enclosures with permanently
anchored racks for bicycles.

Jack Crippen Senior Citizen Center

Lockable bicycle rooms with permanently
anchored racks; or

EI Monte Community Center

Lockable, permanently anchored bicycle lockers.

Figure 4-13 EIMonte Recommended Long-Term Bicycle Parking Facilities
on

~

...

rempl.
City

Irwlnda/.

Rosemead
410

Ml trollnk ">9,

elMont. ~

~%

\

Bus Station

.--_ _ _ _ _ _--"_
. D,

Q~l!
c::.J
l<

...
,c,o.

' W'rj

AIlV)'

..~

I

1
')

Vdli.~

~is
g.

""5
~

Mildred Sf
EI Monte Ubrary

EI Mont.

A1fJl/ ~

Sf

(j

C/

.
'~

~/1l1o

;

.. s'

.""".
1\)'(,

!'

EI Monte

I.ofto Dr

I)teoto Q.

~ ..•

Q,-",.".
'/1

EI Monte

aty Hall

~
,.

-;:~O'kS'
~
.f

... ,

~
communlt)' ! ~

Bodger Sl

EI Monte

'to

J "'0"'b'

Center
ncer1 51
G;lfvey Aye .lade
Cllppon Sonlor ~
CllllOnl Center ~

tV?
..
:.rQdI.

~-f~

4",-_

-qr.o.
-1'1l

,,'" "'1,"V

.¢

,.'"

1

J

Elliott Av.

!
(j

'-\!

--"',,-...-

~!f'
nlncr~
Industry

<::

~<
W

I.:::J

1M'1
0.75
0.25
05
I e
L...---'-_-'-_-'----'.

102

eO

Lo ngTerm

Bike Parkin!

City

Bou nd aries

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 380 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

When people commute by bicycle, they often sweat or
become dirty from weather or road conditions. Providing
changing and storage facilities encourage commuters to
travel by bicycle because they have a place to change and
prepare before work or school. This Plan recommends the
City Municipal Code be revised as needed to require all
new mid-size and large employers, offices, and businesses
to supply changing and storage facilities, such as by
providing showers and locker space within the buildings
or arranging agreements with nearby recreation centers
to allow commuters to use their facilities.
As noted in the Recommended Programs section, t he
installation of bicycle ma intenance hubs or stations at key
high-traffic locations can accommodate bicycle riders for
a variety of needs (such as minor repairs, inflating tires,
filling water bottles, providing wayfinding information,
and promotion of local businesses).

4.3.5 Recommended Programs
Improvements to and continued support of education,
enforcement and evaluation programs have been proven
to increase the number of bicycle trips and bicycling safety.
These programs can ensu re that more community members
know about new and improved facilities, learn the skills they
need to integrate bicycling into their activities, and receive
positive reinforcement about integrating bicycling into their
daily lives. In essence, the new and enhanced programs
market the idea of bicycling to the community and
encourage a shift to bicycling as a transportation option.
This Plan supports the continuation and enhancement of
the City's education, encouragement, and enforcement
programs that are currently in place. The following
additional programs are each designed to promote bicycling
in the City, increase safety for those traveling by bicycle,
and raise awa reness of the benefits of bicycling . Table 4-16
provides a summary of the recommended programs.
Further details on recommended programs are included in
Chapter 8.

Table 4-1 6 Recommended Programs

Cat egory

Pr0g rarn

Res j:)on sible Part y

Education

Bicycle Safety and Share
the Road Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Bicycle Resource Website

City

City

Near-Term

Adult Bicycling Skills
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City, Metro

City; Grants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Education Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Clinics & Bicycle Campus

City, Safe Routes to School
National Partnership

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Senior Bicycle Education
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Valet at City Events

Special Event Promoter, City

City_

Near-Term

Youth and FamilyOriented Bicycle Rides

Advocacy Groups, City

Private

Near-Term

"Be Seen" Bike Light
Campaign

City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Bike Festivals & Fami ly
Bike Fest/Family Biking
Day

City, Advocacy Groups

City; Sponsorships

Near-Term

Launch Party for New
Bicycle Facilities

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly
Community Designation

City

N/A

Near-Term

Tou rism Integration

City

City

Near-Term

Funding Source

Sched l:J le*

City; Grants

Near-Term

-

r-

I-

1---

Encouragement

-

-

,-

-

-

r----

-

- ,-
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Table 4-76 Recommended Programs (continued)
,.---'

Category

I-- -

Enforcement

Evaluation

-

Program

Responsible Part y

Funding Source

Sclledule*

Commuter Incentive
Programs

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Safe Routes to School
Program

City, Advocacy Groups

Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly Business
Districts

Business Improvement District!
Association, City

City; Contributions
from Business
Associations

Middle-Term

Bicycle Hubs

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Media Outlets

City

In-Kind
Contributions; Grants

Middle-Term

Individualized Marketing
Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants

Middle-Term

Mobility Coordinator

City

City;Gran~

Long-Term

-

- -

-----

Ride with the City

City

City

Near-Term

Open Streets/Ciclovfa
Events

City

City; Grants

Long-Term

Bicycle Sharing

Metro, SGVCO ~, ~ty

Grants; Sponsors~ iEs

Long_-Term

Speed Radar Trailer/
Feedback Signs

City

Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Patrol Units

City

City

Near-Term

Undercover Officer
Enforcement

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Theft Abatement
Program

City

Grants

Middle-Term

Bicycle Counts and
Survey Program

City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Mapping Bikeway
Investments

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Report Card

City

Cit~

Middle-Term

Complete Streets Policy

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bicycle Parking Policy and
Enforcement

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Counters/Bicycle
Barometers

City

Grants

Middle-Term

*Near-term =0-3 years, Middle-Term

-

--

-----

--

=3-6 years, Long-Term =6+ years.

4.4 Project Costs
4.4.1 Implementation Costs
The following planning-level costs are typically
utilized to estimate capital expenditures required for
implementation of bikeways by classification:

104

-

•

Class I Shared-Use Path: $1,000,000 per mile;

•

Class II Bike Lane: $50,000 per mile; and

•

Class III Bike Route: $20,000 per mile.

The planning level cost estimates do not include potential
right-of-way acquisition, extensive grading, landscaping,
or potential utility impacts. Cost estimate refinements still
may occur based on further engineering review and are
intended to provide an estimate for budgeting purposes.
Table 4-17 summarizes the total cost of implementation
for the bikeways recommendations.
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Table 4· 17 Recommended Bikeway Network Cost Estimate

....,

.--Facilit y Ty~e

Proposed Bikeways (Miles)

Unit Cost ($/Mile)

Total Cost ($)

Class I Shared-Use Path

8.5

$1,000,000

$8,500,000

Class II Bike Lane

25.0

$50,000

$1,25,000

Class III Bike Route

43.1

$20,000

$862,000

Total

76.6

--

$10,612,000

As shown in Table 4-17, the total cost estimate for
recommended bicycle infrastructure projects is $10.6
million, of which $8.5 million is attributed to Class I
shared-use paths and bridges.

4.4.2 Maintenance Costs
Bicycle facilities require regular maintenance and repair.
On-street bicycle facilities are maintained as part of
the normal roadway maintenance program and extra

emphasis should be placed on keeping bike lanes and
roadway shoulders clear of debris and keeping vegetation
overgrowth from blocking visibility. The cost of
maintaining Class I facilities may be shared among various
agencies or departments. The typical maintenance costs
for the existing and proposed bikeway network are shown
in Table 4 -18, and the cost for maintaining the built out
network is provided (accounting for existing bikeways
within the City).

Table 4 -18 Annual Bikeways Network Maintenance Cost Estimates
Unit Cost ($/
Mile)

Annual Cost
($)

12.5

$15,000

$187,500

Lighting and removal of debris and
vegetation overgrowth

Class II Bike Lane

25.0

$5,000

$125,000

Repainting lane stripes and stencils,
sign replacement as needed

Class III Bike Route

43.1

$5,000

$215,500

Sign replacement as needed

Total

80.6

--

$498,000

Facility Type

Total Length
(Miles)

Class I Shared-Use Path

-,

----

As shown in Table 4-18, the annual cost for maintaining
the bikeways network assuming implementation of
all paths, bike lanes, and bike routes is approximately
$528,000. It should be noted this cost will be realized
over time as implementation of the network is
completed, and actual costs will be lower until the
entire network is constructed. Additionally, costs for
maintenance of the LA County off-street shared-use
paths are not the responsibility of the City of EI Monte.

4.5 Project Implementation
This chapter provides a strategy for implementing the
capital project recommendations in this Plan. This
implementation strategy and sequence is guided by a
criteria-based ranking consistent with the goals of this
Plan as well as the goals of other City, region, and State
plans and policies.
A lengthy list of recommendations has been provided
in this Plan, and ranking allows staff to prioritize the

Typical Maintenance Items

projects to advance to implementation. A variety of
variables will influence the implementation including the
availability of funding, engineering analysis, and support
from community stakeholders and representatives.
Many signing and striping projects can be completed by
the City Department of Public Works and are exempt from
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements.
Such projects can be implemented using City or grant
funds with approval by the City Management and/or City
Council, if required due to the visibility or importance
of the project. More complex projects with greater
associated impacts typically include the following steps to
advance to implementation:
1. Preparation of a Feasibility Study involving a
conceptual design (with consideration of possible
alternatives and environmental issues) and cost
estimate for individual projects as needed.
2. Secure funding and any applicable environmental
approvals.
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3. Completion of final plans, specifications and
estimates, advertising for bids, receipt of bids and
award of contract(s).

community members identified as desirable for future
bicycle facilities are of priority to the network because
they address the needs of the public.

4. Approval of the project by the City Council.

Gap Closure

5. Construction of Project.

Gaps in the bicycle network come in a variety of forms,
ranging from a "missing link" on a roadway to larger
geographic areas without bicycle facilities. Gaps in the
bikeway network discourage bicycle use because they
limit access to key destinations and land uses. Facilities
that fill a gap in the existing and proposed bicycle
network are of high priority.

4.5.1 Prioritization Criteria
The intent of ranking projects is to create a prioritized list
of bicycle projects for implementation. As projects are
implemented, lower ranked projects move up the list. The
project list and individual projects outlined in this Plan
are flexible concepts that serve as a guideline. The ranked
project list, and perhaps the overall system and segments
themselves, may change over time as a result of changing
bicycling patterns, land use patterns, implementation
constraints and opportunities and the development of
other transportation system facilities.
Projects may be implemented out of scoring order
as opportunities arise. Opportunities may include
grant availability, new development projects, capital
improvement projects, or roadway repaving. The City
can review the project list and project ranking at regular
intervals to ensure it reflects the most current priorities,
needs, and opportunities for implementing the bicycle
network in a logical and efficient manner.
Each ranking criterion contains information about a
facility and its ability to address an existing or future need
in the San Gabriel Valley. The resulting project ranking
determines each project's relative importance in funding
and scheduled construction.
The following criteria are used to evaluate each proposed
bicycle facility, its ability to address demand and
deficiencies in the existing bicycle network and its ease of
implementation. The criteria are organized into "utility"
and "implementation" prioritization factors.

Utility Prioritization Factors
Utility criteria include conditions of bicycle facilities that
enhance the bicycle network. Each criterion is discussed
below.

Connectivity to Existing Facilities
Proposed bikeways that connect to existing bicycle
facilities in the partner cities and to adjacent jurisdictions'
bikeways increase the convenience of bicycle travel.
Proposed facilities that fit this criterion are of high
importance to the cities.

Connectivity to Regional Facilities
Linkage to existing and future regional bikeways in
the San Gabriel Valley will enhance future connectivity
between the partner cities and surrounding communities.
For the purposes of this evaluation, linkage to the
following facility types would be identified as regional
connections:
•

EXisting/Planned off-street trails along
waterways, utility corridors, etc.

•

Existing/Planned on-street bikeways that
continuously span across two or more
jurisdictions

Connectivity to Activity Centers
Improved linkage to key employment, recreational,
commercial and civic destinations within the community
can increase bicycling activity and reduce in-town
vehicular travel for short-distance trips. These activity
centers generate many trips which could be made by
bicycle if the proper facilities were available. The following
activity centers will be reviewed for improved access
related to the recommended bikeway improvements:

Bicycle-Related Collisions

•

Major Employment & Commercial Areas

Bicycle facilities have the ability to increase safety by
reducing potential conflicts between bicycle riders and
motorists, which often result in collisions. Proposed
facilities that are located on roadways with past bicycleautomobile collisions are important to the partner cities.

•

Civic Centers

•

Public Libraries

•

Community Centers

•

K-12 Public Schools

Public Input

•

East Los Angeles College

The Project Team solicited public input through a series
of booths at local events, jurisdiction-wide workshops,
community street audits, a web-based feedback portal,
monthly polls and an opinion survey. Facilities that

•

Major Cultural Destinations, such as museums
and interpretive centers

•

Hospitals & Medical Centers
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•

Parks & Recreation Centers

•

Commercial/retail business centers (shopping
malls, downtown districts, retail complexes, etc.)

Connectivity to Multi-Modal Transportation Centers

Bicycle facilities that link to modes of public
transportation increase the geographical distance bicycle
riders are able to travel. Proposed bicycle facilities that
connect to transit stops and centers im prove bicycle
riders' mobility and are therefore key pieces of the bicycle
network. Priority ranking will be given to bikeways that
connect to the following major transportation centers:

from other agencies governing roadways and land within
the individual cities will score lower. Examples include
collaboration with adjacent jurisdictions, approval
by Caltrans, or permitting by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works for projects utilizing local
washes, creeks, storm channels, etc.
Project Cost

Projects that are less expensive do not require as much
funding as other projects and are therefore easier to
implement. Projects that cost less are of higher priority to
the partner cities.
Parking Displacement

•

Baldwin Park Metrolink Station

•

EI Monte Bus Station

•

EI Monte Metrolink Station

•

East Los Angeles College Transit Center

•

Proposed future Metro Gold Line stations

Installing safe, easily accessible and attractive bicycle
facilities occasionally requires the displacement of
on-street vehicular parking. Therefore, projects that
do not require parking displacement are of increased
importance.

4.5.2 Project Ranking

Implementation Prioritization Factors
Implementation criteria address the ease of implementing
each proposed project. Each criterion is discussed below.

Table 4-19 shows how the criteria are weighted for
project prioritization and ranking.
Each recommended project was evaluated based on the
ranking criteria and scored to develop the prioritization
tables. As shown in Table 4-19, the maximum potential
score for a recommended project is 34 points.

Permitting

Projects that can be implemented solely by the
participating cities have higher readiness factors,
whereas those that require permitting and approvals

Table 4 19 Ranking Criteria and Weighting

Cniter-ia

S[ore

Multi plier

Tot al

2

3

6

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 3 or
more bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

1

3

3

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 1-2
bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

0

3

0

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that did not experience
any bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

2

3

Description

U1!ility Priorritization Factors
Bicycle-Related
Collisions

Public Input

I

6

Roadway wa s identified by the public as desirable for a future
l!acility multiple t imes

3

Roadway wa s identified by the public as desirable for a future
facility once

-,
3

1
0
Gap Closure

Connectivity: Existing

-

3

i

-

~

0

I Roadway wa s not identified by t he public as desirable for a
I future facility

2

3

6

Fills a network gap between two or more existing facilities

1

3

3

Fills a network gap between an existing facility and a proposed
facility

0

3

0

Does not directly or indirectly fill a network gap

2

2

4

-,

I

Provides direct access to an existing bicycle facility
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Table 4-19 Ranking Criteria and Weighting (continued)

Criteria

Connectivity: Regional

Connectivity:
Activity Centers

Scone

Multiplier.

Total

1

2

2

0

2

0

2

2

4

Provides direct access to a regional existing/proposed bicycle
facility

1

2

2

Provides secondary connectivity to a regional existing/
proposed bicycle facility

0

2

0

Does not directly or indirectly access a regional existing/
proposed bicycle facility

2

2

4

I

2

~ovides a~ess to 1-3 activity cent;~

0

-2 --2

0

I Does not provide a<':cess to an activity center

2

1

2

Provides direct access to a major Transportation Center

1

1

1

Provides secondary connectivity to a major Transportation
Center

0

1

0

Does not directly or indirectly access to a major Transportation
Center

2

1

2

Does not require permitting from agency (other than the
respective city)

1

1

1

Requires permitting or approval from 1 agency

0

1

0

Requires permitting or approval from 2 or more agencies

2

Will cost less than $40,000 to implement

1
I"-

Connectivity:
Multi-Modal

- -

- r

-

I-

Description
Provides secondary connectivity to an existing bicycle facility

--

-

------

-

Does not directly or indirectly acc::ess an existing bicycle facility

Provides ac::cess to more than 3 a<':tivity centers

-

-

---

-

Implermentatii(>mPfli(j)ritirzation Fa<': to ~s
Permitting

Proje<': t Cost

2

--1

1
I--

1
I--

Parking Displacement

-

1

T-o

t

-

108

-

-

..,.....

.

,

Will cost be~ n $40,OO~ n~ $200,000 to implement _ _

0

1

2

1

2

Does not require any parking removal

1

1

1

Requires removal of some on-street parking stalls

0

1

0

Requires removal of all on-street parking stalls

Will cost over $200,000 to implement

Within the City of EI Monte, a total of 112 bicycle facility
projects were identified and grouped into the following
three tiers by each projects prioritization score:
•

--

- - ,-

Tier 1 (34-20 points): Tier 1 projects have the
highest potential for addressing the City's goals
for bicycle transportation and are intended for
near-term project implementation. The highest
score received by a project was 31 points. A total
of 28 projects are listed in Tier 1 and are shown in
Table 4-20.

•

Tier 2 (19-15 points): Tier 2 projects are intended
for mid-term implementation. A total of 29
projects are listed in Tier 2 and are shown in
Table 4-21.

•

Tier 3 (14-0 points): Tier 3 projects are not
currently ready for implementation but are
included as long-term potential bicycle-specific
projects. A total of 55 projects are listed in Tier 3
and are shown in Table 4-22.
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that require right-of-way purchase or coordinat ion with
mUltiple jurisdictions, may not be completed w ithin the
next twenty years,

All of the projects are recommended for implementation
over the next twenty (20) years, However, due to the
unpredictability of funding sources, economic conditions,
and community support, some projects, especially those

Tobie 4-20 Tier 7 Projects (Score of 34-20)
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3

6

6

4

2

1

Ramona
Boulevard

Santa Anita Avenue

Tyler Avenue

6

6

6

0

2

1

III

Ramona
Boulevard

Tyler Avenue

San Gabriel River

6

0

6

4

2

1

II

Tyler Avenue

Valley Boulevard

Klingerman Street

6

6

6

0

2

II

Peck Road

1-10 Freeway

City Limit (South of
Weaver Street)

6

6

6

2

II

Santa Anita
Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Fern Street/Elliott
Avenue Intersection

6

6

6

I

Eaton Wash

Temple City
Boulevard

Rio Hondo Bike Path

6

6

II

Garvey Avenue

City Limit (East of
Potrero Avenue)

Durfee Avenue

6

II

Peck Road

Randolph Street

Ramona Boulevard

I

Rio Vista Park
Bridge

Rio Hondo Bike Path
East Bank

III

Santa Anita
Avenue

II

1

2

1

2

28

2

2

2

0

27

1

2

2

2

26

2

1

2

1

0

26

2

1

0

1

1

0

25

0

2

1

0

2

2

0

25

3

4

2

0

0

1

0

2

24

6

6

0

2

1

0

2

1

0

24

6

6

6

0

2

1

0

2

1

0

24

Rio Hondo Bike Path
Bank

3

6

3

4

2

1

1

1

1

2

24

Valley Boulevard

1-10 Freeway

6

0

6

2

2

1

2

1

2

2

24

Tyler Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

Valley Boulevard

3

6

6

0

2

1

2

2

2

0

24

III

Lower Azusa
Road

Arden Drive

Durfee Avenue

6

0

6

4

2

0

0

2

1

2

23

III

Cedar Avenue

Cedar Circle

Lambert Avenue

6

0

3

4

2

1

0

2

2

2

22

II

Santa Anita
Avenue

Grand Avenue

Lower Azusa Road

0

6

6

4

2

0

0

2

2

0

22

II

Santa Anita
Avenue

li

e-

I-

--

- -,...

-

1----
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Table 4-20 Tier 7 Projects (Score of 34-20) (continued)
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Rio Hondo
Parkway
(Contraflow)
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3

3

3

4

2

1

0

2

2

1

21

I

EI Monte Avenue
Class I Path

Ranger Avenue

Rio Hondo Bike Path
West Bank

0

6

3

4

2

1

1

1

1

1

20

II

Baldwin Avenue

Lower Azusa Road

Flair Drive

6

6

3

0

2

0

0

2

1

0

20

Ramona Boulevard

Deana Street

6

0

3

2

2

1

0

2

2

2

20

Tyler Avenue

Bannister Avenue

6

0

6

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

20

Meeker Avenue

6

0

3

0

2

2

1

2

2

2

20

1-10 Freeway

3

6

6

0

2

0

0

1

2

0

20

III

-

OJ

c:

iij

iij
"0
0

Gilman Road

III

'-

Lambert Avenue

-.

III

Mildred Street

---

Rio Hondo Parkway
I---

r --

--

-

-

II

Peck Road

Ramona Boulevard

I

Rio Hondo Bike
Path West Bank

City Limit (Existing
Rio Hondo Bike Path)

Rio Vista Park

0

6

3

4

2

1

1

1

0

2

20

I

Rubio Wash

North City Limit

South City Limit

6

6

3

0

2

0

0

1

0

2

20

III

Santa Anita
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6
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0

1

1

2

2
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Table ~-21 Tier 2 Projects (Score

of 79-75~

...

III

\I)

....c:

0

iij

u

0

iij
"0
0
~

'S

'';;

Q)

c:

Q)

]

01

"0

'' ;;

c:

III

U
"0

....til ....
::J

'x
UJ

C.

~
>-

0:
I

0

~

'';;

u...

....J

'u
til

OJ

c:

Q)

t

til
U

til

0

Vi

C.

E

'~
Q)

0:

...>-

'';;

:;

<C

~

u

::J

'S

'S

0

U

U

U

'' ;;
U

c:
c:

c:
c:

c:
c:

c:
c:

~
\I)

0

'';;
Q)

....>. ...>. ,'.:>.

'';;
Q)

'';;
Q)

...c:

I

...>.
'S

Q)

Q)

c:

>

Q)

Q)

E
Q)
u

01

c:

'f

til

....

Q.

0
U
u

B

\I)

....

III

01

c:

"0

u>Ci5

::J
0-

0
U

0
U

0
U

0
U

'[

l!)

Q)

UJ

0-

0-

0-

c:

U

,~

::0

C.
til

'E
...

Q)

...

X

til

E
-:t

C

...0

Q)

u

Vl

...

~

iij

til

~

I

Arcadia Wash

City Limit (North of
Lower Azusa Road)

Rio Hondo Bike Path

0

6

3

4

2

0

0

1

1

2

19

III

Bryant Road

Santa Anita Avenue

Cogswell Road

6

0

6

0

2

1

0

2
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0

19

II

Durfee Avenue
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3
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0

2
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0

2

1

0

19

III

Lexington
Avenue
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2

1

1

2

2

2
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II

Mountain View
Road

Valley Boulevard
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6

3

3

0

2

1

0

2

2

0

19
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Table 4-2 1 Tier 2 Projects (Score of 79- 75) (continued)
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2

2
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Santa Anita Avenue

Peck Road

3

0

3

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

15

Parkway Drive

Denholm Drive

City Limit (South of
Fineview Street)

0

3

3

2

1

1

0

2

1

2
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Tob ie 4-22 Tier 3 Projects (Score of 74 or less)
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Meeker Avenue
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Mountain View Road

6

0
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0

2

0

0

2

2

2

14

III

Bannister
Avenue

Star Street

Lambert Avenue

0

0

0

4

2

1

0

2

2

2

13

III

Bodger Street

Merced Avenue

Tyler Avenue

3

0

0

0

2

2

0

2

2

2

13

III

Central Avenue

Bodger Street

Fern Street

0

0

3

0

2

1

1

2

2

2

13

III

Killian Street

La Madera Avenue
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3

0

3

0

l'

0

0

2

2

2
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Lansdale Avenue

Mountain View Road

Cogswell Road

3

0

3

0

1

0

0

2

2

2
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Oak Street

California Avenue
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3

0

0

0

2

1

1

2

2

2
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Rio Hondo
Parkway

Adelia Avenue

Asher Street

3

0

3

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

13

III

Roseglen Street

Peck Road

Lower Azusa Road

0

0

3

2

2

0

0

2

2

2
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II

Telstar Avenue

Rosemead Boulevard

Flair Drive

0

6

3

0

1

0

0

2

1

0

13

III

Brockway Street

Lashbook Avenue

Towneway Drive

0

0

3

2

1

0

0

2

2

2

12

III

Potrero Avenue

City Limit (South of
Garvey Avenue)

City Limit (Near Kale
Street)

0

0

3

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

12

III

Rio Hondo
Parkway

Hammill Road

Cogswell Road

0

3

0

2

1

0

0

2

2

2

12

III

Towneway Drive

Brockway Street

Brockway Street

0

0

3

2

1

0

0

2

2

2

12

III

Adelia Avenue

Rio Hondo Parkway

City Limit (South of
Cortada Street)

0

0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

III

Cypress Avenue

Ranchito Street

Orchard Street

0

0

3

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

11

II

EI Monte Avenue

Fairhall Street

Ranger Avenue

0

0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

III

Elrovia Avenue

Ranchito Street

Lambert Avenue

0

0

3

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

11

-

r-- rIII

Emery Street

Elrovia Avenue

La Madera Avenue

3

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

III

Lashbrook
Avenue

Brockway Street

City Limit (Between
Cortada Street and
Garvey Avenue)

0

0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

III

Lee Lane

Ramona Boulevard

Peck Road

3

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

III

Montecito Drive

Tyler Avenue

Cypress Avenue

0

0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

112

-

I ALTA PLANNING +OESIGN

Page 390 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

Table 4-22 Tier 3 Projects (Score of 14 or less) (continued)
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Potrero Avenue

Rio Hondo Parkway

City Limit (North of
Garvey Avenue)

0

0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

III

Railroad Street

Monterey Avenue

Tyler Avenue

0

0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

III

Ranchito Street

Santa Anita Avenue

Elrovia Avenue

0

0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

0

0

3

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

III

-

EI Monte Avenue

Ranger Avenue

-

r- '
-

III

Gibson Road

Rose Avenue

-

t-

II

Star Street

III

California
Avenue

III

Esto Avenue

- .'

0

0

3

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

11

-11

Maxson Road

Bannister Avenue

0

0

3

2

1

1

0

2

2

0

11

Ramona Boulevard

Brockway Street

0

0

0

0

2

1

1

2

2

2

10

Hickson Street

Marsen Street

0

0

3

0

0

1

2

2

10

0

0

3

0

1

2

2

10

0

0

3

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

10

0

3

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

10

3

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

10

0

0

3

0

2

1

0

1

2

1

10

- f0

-2

2

0

10

-

--

Rio Vista Park
f--- - Arden Drive

-

-

-

-

Elrovia Avenue

-

-

III

Fairview Avenue

III

Havenpark
Avenue

Rio Hondo Parkway

Bodger Street

III

Hickson Street

Arden Drive

Esto Avenue

III

La Madera
Avenue

Emery Street

Bryant Road

II

Lower Azusa
Road

150 feet West of
Agnes Avenue

60 feet West of
Agnes Avenue

Peck Road

Garvey Avenue

3

0

0

0

2

1

Cogswell Road

Maxson Road

0

0

3

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

10

f-

-

_ .Cedar Avenue

2
0
. _f--- 0
0 2

-

--

f- .

--

0

~- .

-

-

f- O

-

c--

1--

II

Meeker Avenue

III

Ranchito Street

-

_

.

.

-

-

III

Asher Street

Towneway Drive

Rio Hondo Parkway

0

0

3

0

0

0

0

2

2

2

9

III

Concert Street

Tyler Avenue

Peck Road

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

9

III

Marsen Street

Esto Avenue

Ranger Avenue

0

0

3

0

0

0

0

2

2

2

9

III

Tyler Avenue

Emery Street

Santa Anita Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

9

Arden Way

Lower Azusa Road

Arden Drive

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

8

III

Bessie Avenue

Rowland Avenue

Gibson Road

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Clark Street

Cogswell Road

Durfee Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Fern Street

Sastre Avenue

East of Sastre Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Ferris Road

Ramona Boulevard

Cogswell Road

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

-
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Tab le 4-20 Tier 7 Projects (Score

of 34-20) (continued)
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Forest Grove
Street

Cypress Avenue

Bryant Road

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Klingerman
Street

City Limit (East of
Tyler Avenue)

Parkway Drive

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

1

8

III

Orchard Street

Cypress Avenue

Ramona Boulevard

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

II

The Wye Street

Buffington Road

Cogswell Road

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

8

III

Anderson Road

Potrero Avenue

Sastre Avenue

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Cedar Circle

Cedar Avenue

Cedar Avenue

0

0

0

0

i

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Hammill Road

Rio Hondo Parkway

Hemlock Street

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Sastre Avenue

Fern Street

Anderson Road

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

4.5.3 Implementation Strategies

--

Strategy 2: Review Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) Concurrence

The Bicycle Master Plan provides the long-term vision
for the development of a citywide bicycle network that
can be used by all residents for all types of trips, The
following strategies, action items and measu res of
effectiveness are provided to guide the City towa rd the
vision identified in the Plan,

Action Item: Annually evaluate the OP for opportunities

Strategy 1: Strategically Pursue Infrastructure
Projects

to implement recommended bicycle facility proj ects
included within this Plan,

City staff can strategically pursue funding and
implementation of infrastructure projects recommended
in this Plan, Ideally, City staff will pursue capital
improvements funding or grant funding for high-priority
bicycle improvements first, If grant requirements or
construction in conjunction with another roadway project
make construction of a lower priority project possible,
then the City might advance that project regardless of
priority,

Strategy 3: General Plan Incorporation

Action Item: On an annual basis the City can publish

a public report document ing the status and ongoing
actions for all bicycle infrastructure projects, This report
may be combined with the prioritization review discussed
below, The first update is recommended to occur in Fall
2015,

114

The opportunity to implement projects concurrent
with the CIP can reduce the burden of implementing
bicycle facility projects, and improve the schedule for use
rega rdless of priority ranking for each project,

Key policies, strategies and recommendations included
in this Bicycle Master Plan can be incorporated into
the General Plan Circulation Element during the next
update, At the least, the Circulation Element update
can incorporate the recommended bikeways network,
add revisions to the roadway cross-sections showing
dimensions for on -street bike lanes, and incorporate
policies for public and private realm accommodation of
bicycling activities, Additionally, roadways with excess
vehicular capacity can be reviewed to modify travel lanes
and provided on -street or protected bike lanes, The City
can also develop engineering standards for NACTO-type
bicycle treatments for ongoing use,
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Action Item: Update the General Plan Circulation Element
and incorporate key items from the Bicycle Master Plan.
Strategy 4: Review City Representative
Current work on bicycle facility projects at the City has
been implemented by planning and engineering staff
within mUltiple City Departments. The City may review
the designated bikeways representative to determine if
other staff within the City have availability or are suited to
help secure funding or programmatic recommendations
provided within this Plan.

Action Item: Designate a single point person at the City to
focus on implementation of bikeway infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.
Strategy 5: Regularly Revisit Project Prioritization
Projects have been prioritized based on safety, public
input, transportation benefit, connectivity benefit, cost,
and feasibility. It is recommended that the prioritized list
be reviewed every fiscal year, with new projects added,
completed projects removed, and the priorities revised as
conditions change.

Action Item: Annual review and update of the bicycle
master plan's recommended facilities list and programs
schedule. Updates to the list can be shared with the
public. The first update is recommended in Fall 2015.
Strategy 6: Update the Bicycle Master Plan
While this Plan is intended to guide bikeways planning in
the City for the next 20 years, updates may be needed to
address changes in priority and evaluation efforts. State
funding has typically required updates to bicycle master

.

plans every five years to establish funding opportunity
for active transportation projects. Often, cities provide a
compliance update within five years and a comprehensive
update every ten years.

Action Item: Provide compliance update to the Bicycle
Master Plan in five years, and a more comprehensive full
update in ten years. Other elements of the Plan shall be
reviewed and updated as needed.
Strategy 7: Collaborate with Caltrans
Caltrans manages and operates various freeways adjacent
to the City with interchange ramps and bridges that often
are higher-stress locations for bicycle riders. Additionally,
Caltrans manages Rosemead Boulevard (State Route 19)
along the western edge of the City. This Plan includes
bicycle facility recommendations that require regular
coordination and collaboration with Caltrans.

Action Item: Collaborate with Caltrans to implement
bicycle facility improvements on Caltrans-managed
facilities, including innovative and convent ional
treatments using examples of similar facilities within the
City, County, and State as precedents.
Strategy 8: Establish Measures of Effectiveness
Measures of effectiveness (MOEs, also known as targets or
indicators) are used as a quantitative way to measure the
City's progress toward implementing the Bicycle Master
Plan. Well-crafted MOEs track progress toward meeting
an agreed-upon goal within an established timeframe.
Table 4-23 describes several MOEs recommended for use
by the City to track key achievements.

Table 4-23 Recommended Measures of Effectiveness

MeaSllifie

Bench mark

Target

Bicycle journey to work mode share

1.1% bicycle mode split per Census

Increase bicycle mode split to 2.2% by 2035.

Bicycle Facility Improvements
Implementation

Approximately 4.6 miles of
bikeways

Increase bikeways network by
implementing bicycle facility
recommendations.

Bicycle counts

Bike counts included in this Plan

Annually collect bike counts at baseline
locations to document ridership volumes.

Bicycle rider trends/behaviors

Bike counts included in this Plan

Increase bicycling by women 10% per year
up to 50% of total bicycling population,
focus efforts to reduce wrong way bicycling
where reported as cause in bike incidents.

Public attitudes about bicycling

Bike survey provides indication of
challenging locations and current
perspectives

Increase in positive attitudes about
bicycling within community.

Bicycle boulevard demonstration
project

Not applicable

Develop demonstration bicycle boulevard
on selected corridor and evaluate for
success in usage and connectivity.

c-
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Table 4-23 Recommended Measures of Effectiveness (continued)

Measure

Berncln mank

Ta rget

Bicycle Friendly Community
Designation

Not currently designated by the
League of American Bicyclists

Secure League of American Bicyclists
Bronze Award by 2016 and Silver Award by
2021.

Grant funding

Baseline to be established

Attain an annual average funding of
$200,000 or more for infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.

As new baseline information is discovered as conditions
change, and as the City implements the Bicycle Master
Plan, the MOEs should be reevaluated, revised and
updated.
An example eva luation or MOEs ("indicators") report is
produced by the City of Santa Monica which evaluates
sustainability indicators as well as non -motorized
program measures. The Santa Monica Sustainable City
Report Card is provided online at the following location

http://www.smgov.netIDepartmentsIOSEIcategoriesl
sustainability.aspx

4.5.4 Potential Funding Sources
Potential funding sources for implementation of
recommended bicycle facility infrastructure projects and
programs has been identified for further consideration.
The funding sources listed are typically competitive
in nature, so the City will evaluate the applicability of
potent ial projects and likely scoring before developing
a grant application. Additionally, the City will determine
the availability of staff to prepare grant applications and
to administer the grant. Preparation of grant applications
can often be a time-intensive effort, and receipt of
funding is not guaranteed due to increasing competition
for active transportation projects. Resource demands
should be considered by the City given the potential
benefit of each grant opportunity.

Preliminary consideration of applicability and discussion
with stakeholders can help verify that a potential
opportunity is well-suited for the grant source, and
can help position the City to document a history of
collaboration and provide a venue to secure letters of
support for incorporation into the grant application.
Refer to Chapter 9 for a listing of additional funding
sources that may be considered fo r funding bicycle facility
improvements and programs.

4.6 Active Transportation
Program (ATP) Compliance
The Active Transportation Prog ram (ATP) is an annual
statewide discretionary grant program that funds
bicycle and pedestrian projects through the California
Department ofTransportation (Caltrans). Available as
grants to local jurisdictions, the ATP emphasizes projects
and programs that enhance bicycling for transportation
purposes. In order for the City to qualify for ATP funding
in future cycles, the Bicycle Master Plan must contain
specific elements. Appendix I displays the requisite ATP
components and their location within this Plan.

We recommend the City identify potential projects that
wou ld fit well with the following funding sources and
initiate/continue discussions with key agencies and
stakeholders; funding sources are identified with the date
of the next anticipated call listed in parentheses:

116

•

Caltrans Active Transportation Program (Late
2014 or Early 2015)

•

Metro Call for Projects (2015)

•

Metro ExpressLanes Net Toll Revenues (Date
Unknown)

•

SCAG Sustainability Program (Future date subject
to SCAG Regional Council action)

•

Land and Water Conservation Fund (2015)
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Monterey Park

This chapter presents Monterey Park's portion of the San
Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan. The chapter is
organized into the following sections:
•

Existing Conditions

•

Needs Analysis

•

Recommended Bicycle Facilities & Programs

•

Project Costs

•

Project Implementation

•

Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance

5.1 Existing Conditions
The City of Monterey Park is located in the southwestern
part of the San Gabriel Valley. There are approximately
60,600 residents with 7,870 people per square mile
and a total area of 7.7 square miles. Monterey Park is
bordered by unincorporated East Los Angeles to the west,
Alhambra and the 1-10 freeway to the north, Rosemead to
the east, and Montebello to the south. Bicycle riders and
others are particularly drawn to East Los Angeles College
for educational and cultural activities and to shopping,
dining, and entertainment destinations in northern and
southern Monterey Park.
The purpose of this chapter is to explore existing bicycling
conditions in Monterey Park. With a bicycling mode
share of 0.4 percent (for commute trips), Monterey Park
has somewhat lower bicycle use than most neighboring
communities, as well as the State of California (1 .0
percent). An estimated 1,887 bicycle trips are made daily
in Monterey Park.

5.1.1 Land Use
Figure 5-1 presents Monterey Park's land use map. Single
family residential homes account for approximately
forty-seven percent (47%) ofthe City's land area while
ten percent (10%) is occupied by multi-family residential
buildings. Parks, open space, and recreational facilities
account for three percent (3%) of land. Commercial,
mixed-use, and office designations account for a total of
approximately ten percent (10%) of the City's land, while
industrial uses make up four percent (4%). Commercial
uses are focused along Atlantic Boulevard, Garvey
Avenue, and Garfield Avenue. The remaining 26% of
land in the City is zoned for a variety of uses, including
Agriculture (2%), Educational (4%), Public Facilities (1.2%),
Special Use Facilities (0.7%), and Transportation & Utilities
(10%). Ten percent (10%) of the land is vacant or in some
phase of construction.

Image 18- East L.A. College Transit Center
Image 79- Residential Street in Monterey Park
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Figure 5-7 Land-Use Map of Monterey Park
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5.1.2 Relevant Plans and Policies
This section discusses various City of Monterey Park plans
and policies and their relevance to this Plan.
Sout h Ga rfield Transit Village Specific Plan (In
Progress)

In anticipation of the proposed Metro Gold Line Eastside
Transit Corridor Phase 2 station at Garfield Avenue
and Via Campo, the City of Monterey Park is currently
engaging in an update to the South Garfield Specific
Plan in order to encourage and facilitate transit-oriented
development along the South Garfield corridor as
well as the perpendicular commercial corridor along
Pomona Boulevard. The current Specific Plan permits a
combination of uses that primarily encourage automobile
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Boundaries

use with minimal consideration of active transportation
modes.
The Transit Village Specific Plan will also study pedestrian
and bicycle use of Garfield Avenue, Pomona Boulevard,
and surrounding streets in an effort similar to the
Downtown Mixed-Use and Pedestrian Linkages Plan (see
below in this section). This study will outline existing
conditions and current street use, and recommend
improvements needed in order to engage pedestrians
and encourage public and active transportation use. The
study will also identify linkages to important destinations
throughout the City, including East Los Angeles College.
Figure 5-2 below shows the current lack of bicycle
facilities in the area surrounding the South Garfield
Commercial District (indicated by the blue star in the
center)
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Figure 5-2 Bicycle Facilities in the Vicinity of the South Garfield Commercial District
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Healthy Community Element of the General Plan
(2013)
The City's Healthy Community Element aims to create
conditions that make it easier for people to make healthier
choices. This element addresses some respiratory health
issues that relate to poor air quality and transportation.
The City of Monterey Park strives to provide safe bicycling
and walking access to parks. The City also plans to provide
convenient transit access to health care services on North
Garfield Avenue and along Atlantic Boulevard.
For more information: http://www.montereypark.ca.gov/
DocumentCenter/View/S90
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following policies are provided specific to bicycle travel
within the City:
•

Policy 5.6 MUltipurpose Trails: Seek opportunities
to provide off-street multipurpose trails for
biking and walking that increase connectivity
throughout the City while providing an attractive
environment for walking and bicycling separated
from the roadway.

•

Policy 6.1 Public Bicycle Parking: Ensure
adequate bicycle parking is available at City
facilities and bus stops.

•

Policy 6.2 Bicycle Parking in Development
Projects: Require the provision of bicycle parking
for new buildings and expansion projects
as specified in the California Green Building
Standards Code (CALGreen).

•

Policy 6.3 End-of-Trip Facilities at Businesses:
Encourage businesses to provide bike parking
and other end-of-trip facilities that promote
bicycling.

Sustainable Community Element of the General Plan
(2013)
The Sustainable Community Element focuses on the
environmental aspects of sustainability relating to land
use and transportation. It identifies Monterey Park as
having limited facilities for bicycling and, in some areas,
deficient sidewalks for pedestrians. The City supports
development of mixed-use areas along transit corridors to
encourage people to walk, bike, or use public transit. The

t'o",;"tA.Ut;jCliON
Spu-hVenue

lr~Mrt rS
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•

•

Policy 7.2 Safe Driver Behavior: Promote safe
driver behavior around bicycle riders and
pedestrians, including knowing when to yield,
looking for other people in the roadway, driving
at appropriate speeds, and passing at a safe
distance.

Downtown Mixed-Use and Pedestrian Linkages Plan
(2004)
The Downtown Monterey Park Mixed-Use and Pedestrian
Linkages Plan provides guidance for the growth of the
Downtown area, as shown in Figure 5-3. The Plan focuses
on three primary Downtown streets: Garvey Avenue
(Atlantic Boulevard to New Avenue), Atlantic Boulevard
(Hellman Avenue to Garvey Avenue), and Garfield Avenue
(Hellman Avenue to Newmark Avenue).

Policy 7.3 Bicyclist and Pedestrian Education:
Encourage and promote the education of
community members, including children, as safe
and alert bicycle riders and pedestrians.

This Plan discusses how transportation infrastructure
and the developing community can be interconnected.
Recommendations are provided for both public and
private realm. The Plan noted that bicycle travel within the
downtown study area is generally minimal, except near
Garfield Hospital and at the McPherrin Avenue/Garvey
Avenue intersection. The Plan included the following
recommendations:

For more information: http://www.montereypark.ca.gov/
DocumentCenterlView/589
Climate Action Plan (2012)
The City of Monterey Park recently prepared and adopted
a Climate Action Plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
citywide. The Plan recommends a variety of strategies
including the creation and adoption of a Master Bike Plan.
The City also looks to expand their pedestrian network
and increase bicycle parking and other end-of-trip
facilities. Taken together, these actions have the potential
to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the City by
2.5% by the year 2020. The City will prioritize locations
for Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) improvements,
including installing curb ramps, closing sidewalks gaps,
and removing sidewalk obstructions.

•

Bicycle parking along major streets to provide
bicycle riders with improved access to
destinations along downtown's corridors.

•

Traffic calming on Class III bicycle routes.

•

Installation of Class II bicycle lanes along
McPherrin Avenue.

For more information: http://www.montereypark.
ca.gov/524/Pedestrian-Linkages-Plan

For more information: http://www.montereypark.ca.gov/
documentcenter/view/581

Figure 5-3 Map of Downtown Monterey Park with Project Area highlighted in Blue
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5.1.3 Engineering

Bicycle Parking

Existing Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle storage can range from a simple and convenient
bicycle rack to storage in a bicycle locker or cage that
protects against weather, vandalism and theft. The City
currently has an inventory of existing short-term bicycle
parking locations at several locations along Garvey
Avenue and Garfield Avenue. Short-term bicycle racks
can be found at some major destinations, including City
Hall and parks throughout the city. Many bicycle riders
resort to securing their bike t o street fixtures such as
trees, lights, telephone poles, and parking meters when
sufficient parking facilities are not provided.

This report refers to standard bikeway definitions
identified by Caltrans in Chapter 1000 of the Highway
Design Manual (Caltrans HOM). Additional concepts
for bikeways have been promoted and implemented
throughout the United States; however, they have not
been adopted for use in the Caltrans HOM. Bicycle facility
types are discussed in Section 1.3.
Table 5-1 summa rizes the classification and mileage of
the existing network.

Table 5-7 Existing Bicycle Network
Facilit y Type

Mileage

Class I (Bike Path)

End-ot-Trip Faci lities

-

,-

0.0

Class II (Bike Lanes)

0.7

Class III (Bike Route)

0.0

Total Mileage

0.7

As shown in Table 5-1, a total of 0.7 miles of bikeways are
currently provided in the City of Monterey Park, consisting
of the following facilities:
•

On-street Class II bike lanes on Alhambra Avenue
(between Hellman Avenue and Newmark
Avenue)

Signage
The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTCD) and the CA HOM outline the requirements
for bikeway signage. The Bike Lane Sign (R81) is required
at the beginning of each designated bike lane and at
each major decision point. The Bike Route Sign (011-1) is
required on Class III facilities. Shared-use paths require
additional standardized signs to help manage different
user groups. The City has installed CA MUTCD standard
signs along the appropriate bikeways.

Figure 5-4 Ca/trans Bikeway Signs

d®

c#0

BIKE LANE

BIKE ROUTE

R81(CA)

D11-1

The presence and quality of trip-end facilities (e.g.
showers, lockers, and changing facilities) can greatly
influence a person's decision to complete a trip via
bicycle. These facilities enable bicycle riders to change
into work attire (especially after riding in wet or hot
conditions). The City currently does not have an inventory
of existing end-of-trip facilities.
Bicycle Signal Detection
Bicycle detection at actuated traffic signals permits
bicycle riders to trigger a green light, even when no
motor vehicle is present. California Assembly Bill 1581
requires all new and replacement actuated traffic signals
to detect bicycle riders and to provide sufficient time for a
bicycle rider to clear an intersection from a standing start.
Caltrans Policy Directive 09-06 clarifies the requirements
and permits any type of detection technology. The most
common technologies are in-pavement loop detectors
and video detection. More recently, microwave detection
has been used to detect and differentiate between bicycle
riders and motor vehicles.
The City complies with the Caltrans Policy Directive by
installing detector loops designed to detect bicycles
during pavement rehabilitation and traffic signal upgrade
projects. Traffic signal tim ing is reviewed and updated as
necessary through traffic signal corridor timing projects.
Multi-Modal Connections
Transit is often best for longer trips, while bicycling
is better for shorter trips. Combining transit use and
bicycling can offer a high level of mobility that is
comparable to travel by automobile. Figure 5-5 shows
the existing Metro and Metrolink transit lines that serve
the City of Monterey Park. The nearest Metrolink station
is the Cal State L.A. station immediately to the northwest
of Monterey Park in the City of Los Angeles, and the
nearest light rail station is at the Atlantic Boulevard/
Pomona Boulevard intersection a block south of the City's
southern border.
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The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro) operates the following bus lines in the
City of Monterey Park (All Metro buses can carry two
bicycles):

In the City of Monterey Park, Montebello Bus Lines
operates Line 10 along Atlantic Boulevard between East
Los Angeles College and Whittier and Line 30 along
Garfield Avenue between Alhambra and South Gate.
Montebello Bus Lines' buses are equipped with racks that
can carry two bicycles.

68 - Along Avenida Cesar Chavez and Riggin
Street between Downtown Los Angeles and the
Shops at Montebello

The City of Monterey Park also provides a local-ci rculator
bus system - Spirit Bus - which complements regional
bus service and accommodates local trips to all of the
City's key destinations as well as the Cal State Los Angele s
Metrolink station. Most routes operate Monday through
Saturday. Spirit buses purchased after 2012 are equipped
with bicycle racks .

70 - Along Garvey Avenue, between Downtown
Los Angeles and EI Monte Bus Station
•

258 - Along Monterey Pass Road between
Alhambra and Paramount
260 - Along Atlantic Boulevard between
Pasadena and the Artesia Blue Line Station

In November 2013, the City of Monterey Pa rk opened
a new transit center at East Los Angeles College. The
new center provides students with improved access to
buses, making travel to campus easier and safer since bus
boardings no longer need to occur in mixed traffic. In
addition, transit information kiosks will display schedules
and other information for the various bus lines that serve

762 - Rapid service along Atlantic Boulevard
between Pasadena and the Artesia Blue Line
Station
770 - Rapid service along Avenida Cesar Chavez,
Atlantic Boulevard, and Garvey Avenue between
Downtown Los Angeles and EI Monte Bus Station

Figure 5-5 Existing Public Transportation Facilities in Monterey Park
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the immediate area - including Metro, Montebello Bus
Lines and the City of Monterey Park Spirit - as well as
the Metro Gold Line a few blocks away at the Pomona
Boulevard/Atlantic Boulevard intersection in East Los
Angeles.

Maintenance
Street maintenance programs aid in the quality and
longevity of bicycle facilities. The City of Monterey Park
currently has a Street Maintenance program that provides
staff with guidelines to inspect, schedule, and repair
City streets, alleys, and bike trails. The program provides
maintenance of signs, pavement markings, curb markings,
street name signs, and roadway striping. In addition to
as-needed repairs, the program annually repaints school
pavement legends and inspects school regulatory and
warning signs. Street sweeping occurs on residential
streets (once per week), city boulevards (four times per
week) and parking lots (one to two t imes per week).
The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) serves to develop
and construct majo r public imp rovements and address
significant maintenance items. The CIP prioritizes and
allocates funding for large scale projects including
roadway resurfacing, repair projects, and improvements
within the city.

5.1.4 Existing/Previous Education,
Encouragement, and Enforcement
Strategies
Bicycle education programs and enforcement of bicyclerelated policies help to make riding safer for all bicycle
riders. The City does not currently have education
campaigns related to bicycling within the City.
Monterey Park police officers enforce all bicycle-related
rules in the California Vehicle Code and issue citations
when they observe violations.

5.1.5 Past and Future Bicycle-Related
Expenditures
No new bicycle facilities have been implemented within
the City within the past three years.

S.2 Needs Analysis
This section describes the needs of bicycle riders in
Monterey Park. This section provides estimates and
forecasts of bicycle travel to determine the estimated
bicycling demand in the city. In addition, this section
analyzes recent bicycle collision data to identify areas that
would benefit from bicycle facility improvements. Public
outreach efforts related to the preparation of this Plan is
discussed in Chapter 1 of this Plan.

5.2.1 Bicycle Demand Estimates and
Forecasts
The model uses the U.S. Census Bu reau's American
Communities Survey (ACS) journey-to-work data and
applies a market segment approach to estimate the
number of bicycling or walking trips. Elementary school
and college students usually have a different bicycle/
walking mode split than work commuters.
In addition, national transportation surveys, in particular
the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS, 2009), have
shown that commute trips are only a fraction of the total
trips an individual takes on a given day. The model uses
the NHTS findings to estimate the number of non-work,
non-school trips taken by commuters to determine the
number of walking or bicycling trips that occur in a day.
This information can be projected out using standard trip
lengths by mode and trip purpose to estimate the number
of driving miles reduced by non- motorized modes.

Model Data
The foundation of this analysis is the ACS 2008-2012 fiveyear estimate for Monterey Park. Model variables from
the ACS include: total population, employed population,
school enrollment (grades K-12 and college students), and
travel-to-work mode split.
The 2009 NHTS provides a substantial national dataset of
travel characteristics, particularly for trip characteristics
of bicycling and walking trips. Data used from this survey
include:
•

Student mode split, grades K-12

•

Trip distance by mode by trip purpose

•

Ratio of walking/bicycling work trips to utilitarian
trips

•

Ratio of work trips to social/recreational trips

•

Average trip length by trip purpose and mode

Several of these variables provide a way to estimate the
number of walking and bicycling trips made for other
reasons than work trips, such as shopping and running
errands. NHTS 2009 data indicates that for every bicycle
work t rip, there are slightly more than two utilitarian
bicycle trips made. Although these trips cannot be
directly attached to a certain group of people (not all of
the utilitarian bicycling trips are made by people who
bicycle to work), these multipliers allow a high percentage
of the community's walking and bicycling activity to be
captured in an annual estimate.
The Safe Routes to School Baseline Data Report (2010) was
used to determine the percent of students who walk or
bicycle by the parents' estimate of distance as well as the
frequency of carpooling for trip replacement.
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Existing Walking and Bicycl in g Trips

As with any modeling projection, the accuracy of the
result is dependent on the accuracy of the input data and
other assumptions. Effort was made to collect the best
data possible for input to the model, but in many cases
national data was used where local data points were
unavailable. Examples of information that could improve
the accuracy of this exercise include the detailed results of
local Safe Routes to Schools parent and student surveys,
a regional household travel survey, and a student travel
survey of college students.

Table 5-2 below presents commute to work data
estimates for Monterey Park, as well as nearby cities and
comparison geographies, as reported in the 2008-2012
American Community Survey 5-year estimates. This
information for Monterey Park is one of several inputs of
the demand model.

Table 5-2 Existing Mode Split Comparison with Neighboring Cities

Jl!Irisdicction

Walk

Bike

r ransit

Carpool

Drive Alone

Monterey Park

1.9%

0.4%

3.8%

11 .6%

75.8%

Rosemead

1.3%

0.8%

4.3%

12.2%

76.2%

South Pasadena

1.2%

0.8%

5.1%

9.2%

78.4%

Temple City

0.8%

0.4%

3.4%

12.8%

77.5%

City of Los Angeles

3.7%

1.0%

11.1%

10.3%

67.0%

County of Los Angeles

2.9%

0.8%

7.1%

10.9%

72.2%

California

2.8%

1.0%

5.1%

11 .5%

73.0%

United States

2.8%

0.6%

5.0%

10.0%

76.1%

! S9 urce: 2008-2012 Amer~a ~~ommu ~ty Survey 5-year Estimates
Table 5-3 shows the estimated current number of
daily bicycling and walking trips. Based on the model
assumptions, the majority of trips are non-work utilitarian

trips, which include medical/dental services, shopping/
errands, family personal business, obligations, transport
someone, meals, and other trips.

Table 5-3 Current Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips

I Bicycling/walking commute trips

Bicycling

Walking

205

976

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split
from ACS, doubled for round-trips

20

566

Number of transit commuters from ACS multiplied by
transit mode split from TCRP Report 153, doubled for
round -trips

153

2,040

202

823

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split
from NHTS 2009, doubled for round-trips

330

4,220

Bicycle/walking commute tri ps (above)-multiplied by
mode-specific utilitarian trip multiplier from NHTS 2009

977

3,818

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific social/recreational trip multiplier from
NHTS 2009

i

I

r

-

- -

Source

-

. Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

-

f-

; K-12 bicycle/walking trips

-

--. - - -

-

I

-1

_ ~ounc!:-tr~~
College bicycle/walking trips
I

- -- - - - -

, Daily bicycle/walking utilitarian

L.!.':P.s
I

Daily social/recreational trips

-----124

I

School children population from ACS multiplied by mode •
,
split from SRTS Baseline Data Report (2010), doubled for

--

-

i

-I

-l
I

I

-------'
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Table 5-3 Current Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips (continued)
Bicycling

Walking

1,887

12,443

Annual commute trips

56,475

387,042

Bicycle/walking and walk- or bike-to-transit trips
_ _ _ __
multiplied by annual work days

Annual K-12 trips

27,540

367,200

K-12 bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual K-12 school
days

Annual college trips

30,300

123,450

College bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual college
class days

Annual utilitarian trips

90,988

1,673,357

I Current daily bicycling and
I walking trips

Source

Annual Extrapolation

Annual commute trips multiplied by mode-specific
utilitarian trip multiplier
~------------------

As shown in Table 5-3, current commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle are estimated at
approximately 1,890 trips daily, and approximately 91,000
bicycle trips are estimated to occur annually.

Trip Replacement
To estimate the total distance residents travel to work
or school by walking and bicycling, the model isolates
different walking and bicycling user groups and applies

trip distance information for walking or bicycling trips by
mode based on NHTS 2009.

Table 5-4 shows the trip replacement factors.
Yearly factors are calculated by assuming that work and
school/college trips occur five days per week, while
utilitarian trips occur seven days per week. However,
work and utilitarian trips occur year-round, while school
and college trips are only three-quarters of the year, due
to summer vacation .

,

Tab le 5-4 Current Bicycling and Walking Trip Replacement (Annual)

Bicycling

Walking

Source

Vehicle commute trips replaced

46,269

321,943

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not available

K-12 vehicle trips replaced

11,731

178,724

SR2S Baseline Data Report, 2010

College vehicle trips replaced

24,694

106,167

NHTS 2009

Utilitarian vehicle t rips replaced

74,544

1,391,906

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not ava ilable

Commute VMT replaced

163,791

215,702

NHTS 2009 average bicycle trip distance for "Work" trips

K-12 VMT replaced

9,009

63,469

SRTS 2010, percent of students who walk or bicycle by
parent's estimate of distance

College VMT replaced

36,547

59,453

NHTS 2009 average trip distance for "School/Daycare/
Religious" trips

Utilitarian VMT replaced

141,137

927,937

Derived from NHTS 2009

Total VMT reduced

350,484

1,266,561

6

21

r

r-

f--.

--

-

Vehicle Miles Traveled

-

_.Per capita VMT reduced

- - - --

-

'-

-

--
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Current Benefits
To the extent that bicycling and walking trips replace single-occupancy vehicle trips, they reduce emissions and have
tangible economic impacts by reducing traffic congestion, crashes, and maintenance costs. In addition, the reduced need
to own and operate a vehicle saves families money. These benefits are shown in Table 5-5.

Table 5-5 Annual Benefits of Current Bicycling and Walking Trips
r-'

Measure

Bicycling

Walking

Tota l

Yearly vehicle miles reduced

350,484

1,266,561

1,617,046

1,051

3,798

4,848

8

28

734

2,653

9,581

34,624

285,121

1,030,355

- --

Air Quality Benefits'
Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)
Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

-

--Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)
--Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)
-

,---

-

-

----

~.

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

-

As shown in Table 5-5, current bicycle trip benefits
include the reduction of over 350,000 vehicle miles
annually and a reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by
over 285,000 pounds annually.

36

----3,387

-

44,206
1,315,476

Potential Future Walking and Bicycling Trips
Estimating future benefits requires additional
assumptions regarding Monterey Park's future population
and anticipated commuting patterns in 2035. Future
population predictions as determined by the SCAG 2012
RTP Growth Forecast (for 2035) were used in this model.
Table 5-6 shows the projected future demographics used
in the future analysis.

Table 5-6 Projected Future Demographics

-

Demographic

Value

Source

Population

77,700

SCAG 2012 RTP Growth Forecast (for 2035)

Employed population

33,031

School population, K-12

9,827

Same percentage as current model estimate

College student population

7,757

Same percentage as current model estimate

Same percentage as current model estimate

--

---

-

-

Forecast bicycling mode share was increased to address
the higher use potentially generated by the addition of
recommended bikeway facilities to the existing system.
The analysis predicts that the bicycle mode split will
increase to 0.8% by 2035, due in part to bicycle network

126

implementation and education/encouragement
programs. The results of the future bicycling trips model,
assuming an increase to 0.8% bicycle mode share, are
shown in Table 5 7.
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Table 5-7 Estimated Future (2035) Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips
lirip Type

Discussion

Bicycl ing

Walking

Bicycle/walking commute trips

528

1,255

Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

25

K-12 bicycle/walking trips

197

2,624

School children population multiplied by mode split,
doubled for round-trip

College bicycle/walking trips

260

1,058

Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round -trip

Daily bicycle/walking utilitarian
trips

851

5,426

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modesp ecific utilitarian trip multil?lier

Daily social/recreational trips

2,51 7

4,910

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific social/recreational trip multiplier

Total future daily bicycling and
walki ~~ trips

4,37 8

16,001

--728

-

As shown in Table 5 -7, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 0.8%, forecast year 2035 commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle are estimated to
grow to approximately 4,400 trips daily.

Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round-trip
Number of transit commuters multiplied by transit mode
spl it from TCRP Report 153, doubled for round-trip

- -

-

The trip replacement factors remain the same as in the
model of current trips. Table 5-8 shows the air quality
benefits of the future projected walking and bicycling
trips.

Future Benefits

Table 5-8 Annual Benefits of Future Bicycling and Walking Trips

,....
Measure

Bicycling

Walking

Total

Yearly vehicle miles reduced

808,000

1,629,000

2,437,000

Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)

2,423

4,884

7,306

Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

18

36

54

Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)

1,692

3,411

5,104

Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)

22,091

44,526

66,617

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

657,383

1,325,021

1,982,403

Air Quality Benefits'

As shown .in Table 5-8, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 0.8%, forecast year 2035 benefits include the
reduction of over 800,000 vehicle trips annually and the
reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by over 657,000
pounds annually.

-

improvements called for in this Plan. To assess current
bicycling levels at different sites throughout the City,
the project team conducted bicycle counts using two
separate methodologies: manual counts with volunteers
and automated counts using electronic tube counters.

5.2.2 Bicycle Counts

Methodology

A knowledge of current bicycling levels in the City of
Monterey Park helps to identify areas of particular need
while also serving as a baseline from which to evaluate
the impact of bicycling infrastructure and program

The methodology for the manual bicycle counts derives
from the National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation
Project (NBPD), a collaborative effort of Alta Planning +
Design and the Institute ofTransportation Engineers. The
NBPD methodology aims to capture existing levels of both
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utilitarian and recreational bicycling trips. The NBPD also
provides guidance on how to select count locations.
Volunteers conducted bicycle counts at eight locations in
Monterey Park on the following Saturdays from 11:00 a.m.
to 1:00 p.m.: May 3, June 14, and June 21, 2014. Weekday
morning bicycle counts took place from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00
a.m. at nine locations on various mid-week days between
May 6 and June 17,2014. Weekday evening counts took
place from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. at eight locations on
several days between May 8 and June 17, 2014. These
dates are meant to capture volumes of bicycle riders on a
typical weekday and weekend day. The manual bike count
locations were selected by staff members from the City
of Monterey Park, Day One, and Alta Planning + Design.
This snapshot of locations is intended to capture a diverse
bicycling population using the roads and streets that span
the spectrum of "bike-friendliness."
In addition to manual counts, automated 24-hour bicycle
counts were conducted using Eco-Counters that were
procured by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health and distributed to each ofthe five Regional
Bike Plan partner cities for various time periods. In
Monterey Park, the automated bicycle counters were
installed at eight locations between April 24 and May 13,
2014. The project team experienced several issues with

the automated counters that negatively affected the
accuracy of the bicycle count data, such as maintenance
problems and data reporting flaws. Therefore, the project
team recommends that the automated count data be
dismissed in favor of the manual count results. However,
the automated counting technology should be refined
and considered for use in future bicycle data collection
efforts.
Results
Manual bicycle count locations and results for the City
of Monterey Park are displayed in Figure 5-6, Figure
5-7, and Figure 5-8, as well as in Appendix F. During
the weekday morning manual counts, the Monterey Park
location that experienced the highest volume of bicycle
riders was Avenida Cesar Chavez between Schoolside
Avenue and Collegian Avenue, with 31 total bicycle
riders passing during the two hour count period. For the
weekday afternoon count periods, the count location
of East Garvey Avenue between Rural Drive and Sefton
Avenue saw the highest volume of bicycle riders - 27
bicycle riders from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. On weekends,
the most bicycle riders were again counted along East
Garvey Avenue between Rural Drive and Sefton Avenue,
with 20 riders passing by during the count period.

Figure 5 - 6 Weekday Morning Bike Count Results in Monterey Park
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Figure 5-7 Weekday Morning Bike Count Results in Monterey Park
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Figure 5-8 Weekend Bike Count Results in Monterey Park
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In the City as a whole, approximately 87 percent of bicycle
riders counted were male. Approximat ely 77 percent of
those observed were not wearing bicycle helmets, and
53 percent were riding on the sidewalks. Riding on the
sidewalk can be an indicator of a lack of safe bicycling
facilities and/or proper education, as bicycle riders that
are uncomfortable riding with traffic may choose to
instead travel along the sidewalk.

This section reviews bicycle-related collisions from
January 2007 to December 2011, as reported by the
Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS).
Table 5-9 present s the number of bicycle-related
collisions in Monterey Park from 2007-2011. Figure 5-9
maps bicycle-related collisions over the study period with
larger dots representing locations with multiple collisions.

Table 5-9 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Year

5.2.3 Bicycle-Related Collision Analysis
Safety is a major concern for current and potential
bicycle riders, and can influence the decision whether or
not to bicycle. Potential bicycle riders that do not have
experience riding, especially in traffic, typically will not
ride if they perceive the roadway as dangerous. People
who do not ride often express frustration when drivers
do not see them or do not understand that bicycle
riders are afforded the same rights as vehicles. Similarly,
many bicycle riders do not know or follow the "rules of
the road." Uninformed or unlawful roadway users can
contribute to collisions.

-

Year

Number of Collisi0ns

2007

5

2008

7

2009

10

2010

18

2011

24

Total

64

--

Figure 5-9 Bicycle-Related Collisions in Monterey Park, 2007-201 1
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Table 5-10 displays the top eight roadways with the most
bicycle-related collisions based on data from 2007-2011 .
The eight roadways in Table 5-10 accounted for nearly
sixty percent (58%) of all bicycle-related collisions during

130

the period 2007-2011 . The top roadway -Garvey Avenue was host to one-fifth (20%) of all bicycle-related collisions
in the City during this period.
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Table 5-10 Highest Bicycle-Related Collision Roadways
Roadway

Number of Collisions

Garvey Avenue

13

Emerson Avenue

5

Atlantic Boulevard

4

Alhambra Avenue

3

Garfield Avenue

3

Monterey Pass Road

3

Newmark Avenue

3

Riggin Street

---

connectivity within Monterey Park and to the surrounding
communities. The proposed bikeway network has been
developed to create a comprehensive, safe, and logical
network.
Recommendations for bikeways within the City are
subject to a variety of factors that affect the schedule and
final implementation:

,

3

•

Recommendations have been developed based
on technical review and public input, however,
the recommendations are conceptual and further
feasibility review may be needed to address
physical, community, and financial constraints.

•

While a prioritized list is provided in the
Implementation section (Section 5.5), projects
may be implemented sooner based on
coordination with other City projects or funding
opportu n ities.

•

Funding for the bikeway recommendations is
discussed further in the Implementation section,
and suggestions are provided to the City to seek
funding sources to minimize the effect on the
City General Fund for implementation.

•

The City may develop further criteria and
standards for use of enhanced bicycle treatments
such as sharrows, green conflict zone striping,
bike lane buffers, bicycle boulevard elements,
etc. The City will explore the possibility of
providing enhanced Class II or Class III facilities
anywhere Class II or III facilities are proposed.

Table 5-11 shows the percent of bicycle-related collisions
based on the day of the week.

TobIe 5-71 Bicycle-Related Colfisions by Day of the Week
Day of the Week

Percent of Collisions

Monday

14%

. Tuesday_ _

13%

Wednesday

23%

Thursday

19%

Friday

11%

Saturday

14%

Sunday

6%

f--

As shown in Table 5-11, the highest percentage of
bicycle-related collisions (23%) occurred on Wednesdays,
with the second highest percentage (19%) on Thursdays.

5.3 Recommended Bikeways

Table 5-12 summarizes the bikeway recommendations
and total mileage by category. Figure 5-10 shows the
recommended bikeway network, including potential
enhanced Class II and Class III facilities.

The proposed bikeway network, when completed, will
include over 50 miles of bicycle facilities to increase

TobIe 5-12 Recommended Bikeway Network
Facility Type

~

Existing Bikeways
(Miles)

Proposed Bikeways
(Miles)

Total Bikeways (Miles)

0.0

0.7

0.7

17.3

18.0

'--

Class I Shared-Use Path
Class II Bike Lane

-_.-

-

0.7

--

Class III Bike Route

0.0

34.7

34.7

Total

0.7

52.7

53.4

As shown in Table 5-12, when accounting for existing and
proposed bikeways, bikeways identified in this Plan total
53.4 miles.
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Figure 5-10 Monterey Park Recommended Bikeway Network
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5.3.1 Class I Shared-Use Paths
Class I off-street shared-use paths are often desired by
casual bicycle riders, as well as bicycle riders concerned
about interacting with vehicular traffic. A network of offstreet shared-use paths provides greater opportunities for
connectivity to destinations throughout the community,
so recommendations have been developed to improve
the network within the City given notable property and
right-of-way constraints. The recommendation provided
for a shared- use path may require coordination with other
agencies such as the County of Los Angeles and Southern
California Edison.

Where there is not sufficient space or right-of-way for a
Class I bicycle facility, buffered or physically protected
Class II bike lanes can provide bicycle riders with a more
comfortable level of separation from motor vehicle traffic
and parked vehicles. The subsequent section discusses
Class II bikeway recommendations.

Table 5-13 identifies the proposed Class I shared-use
path for the City of Monterey Park bikeways network.

Table 5-13 Proposed Class /Shared-Use Path
Road way
Utility Right-of-Way

, - -'.

From
i lsabella Avenue

To

IFloral Drive

Length (Miles)
0.7

Total Proposed Class I Shared-Use Path 0.7

132
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As shown in Table 5-13, a 0.7 mile Class I shared-use path
is recommended in this Plan along a utility corridor rightof-way between Hendricks Avenue and Findlay Avenue.

5.3.2 Class II Bike Lanes
Many commuters and recreational bicycle riders may
prefer bike lanes due to their more direct routing. This
report recommends the city improve locations where
existing Class II bike lanes may have limited functionality
due to potential "dooring" issues adjacent to parked
cars, or locations where gutter pans and drainage grates
effectively narrow the width of the bike lane. In some
locations where wide Class II bike lanes are currently
provided, modification of striping to provide a buffer

between on-street parking and/or vehicular traffic is
recommended. At other locations with minimal crossings,
protected bike lanes may be recommended. The use of
buffered or protected bike lanes will be considered on a
case-by-case basis through the design of the facility.
Figure 5-11 illustrates how Pomona Boulevard (between
Garfield Avenue and Wilcox Avenue) might look with a
paint-buffered Class II bike lane installed in place of an
existing motor vehicle travel lane. Figure 5-12 illustrates
the existing and alternative street cross-sections for this
segment of Pomona Boulevard.

Figure 5-77 Before/After Depiction of Potential Buffered Bike Lane on Pomona Boulevard

(Existing)

(Proposed)

Figure 5-12 Before/After Depiction of Potential Two -Way Cycle Track on Pomona Boulevard

Existing

Proposed
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Figure 5-12 Existing &Alternative Street Cross-Sections for Pomona Boulevard
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Table 5 -14 identifies the proposed Class II bike lanes for the City of Monterey Park bikeways network.

Table 5- 14 Proposed Class /I Bike Lanes
Length
(Miles)

Roadway

From

To

1st Street

Vancouver Avenue

Collegian Avenue

0.5

Alhambra Avenue

Newmark Avenue

Graves Avenue

0.3

Atlas Avenue

Saturn Street

Potrero Grande Drive

0.1

Avenida Cesar Chavez

Vancouver Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

0.7

Casuda Canyon Drive

Corporate Center Drive

Garvey Avenue

0.9

Corporate Center Drive

Ramona Boulevard

Floral Drive

1.2

Floral Drive

Ford Boulevard

Monterey Pass Road

0.4

Floral Drive

Vancouver Avenue

Collegian Avenue

0.8

Fremont Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Monterey Pass Road

0.1

Garfield Avenue

Graves Avenue

Riggin Street

1.3

Garvey Avenue

Casuda Canyon Drive

Atlantic Boulevard

1.2

Gerhart Street

Riggin Street

Pomona Boulevard

0.2

Monterey Pass Road

Garvey Avenue

Floral Drive

1.5

Monterey Pass Road

Garvey Avenue

Fremont Avenue

0.4

New Avenue

1-10 Freeway

Garvey Avenue

0.6

New Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Graves Avenue

0.5

Orange Avenue

Graves Avenue

Saturn Street

1.2

Pomona Boulevard

Sadler Avenue

Westbound SR-60 Off-Ramp

1.5

Potrero Grande Drive

Westbound SR-60 Off-Ramp

Arroyo Drive

1.5

Ramona Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Garfield Avenue

.---

-

I--

-

0.5
-

Ramona Boulevard

City Limit (West of Ameron Way)

City Limit (North of Luminarias Way)

0.6

Riggin Street

Atlantic Boulevard

Ferdinand Avenue

0.7

Saturn Street

Atlas Avenue

Potrero Grande Drive

0.6

Total Proposed (lass II Bike Lanes 17.3
As shown in Table 5-14, a total of 17.3 miles of Class II bike lanes are recommended in this Plan .

ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 413 of 778

I 135

MONTEREY PARK

5.3.3 Class III Bike Routes
Any street that is legal for bicycles is inherently a shared
roadway in which bicycle riders and drivers share a lane
of traffic, and a car cannot necessarily pass a bicycle rider
in the same lane. To improve motorists' awareness of the
presence of bicycle riders and to indicate good routes for
bicycle riders, cities often post signs indicating that the
road is a "Class III Bike Route," as well as painting shared
roadway markings in the travel lane. Class III bike routes
are often identified at locations where the available street
width is not wide enough to accommodate an on -street
bike lane (Class II facility).
Potential enhancements requested during commun ity
engagement activities include the use of shared lane
markings (sharrows) and use of the "Bikes May Use Full
Lane" signage (MUTCD R4-11) as seen in Image 20.
Another treatment for consideration is designation
of bicycle boulevards for improved connectivity and
wayfinding by bicycle riders that seek lower stress routes
to travel. Bicycle boulevards are generally defined as

low-volume, lowspeed streets
that have been
optimized for
bicycle travel
using treatments
such as traffic
calming and
traffic reduction,
signage and
pavement
markings, and
intersection
R4-11
crossing
Image 20- Sign R4-7 7 "Bikes May
treatments. Class
Use Full Lane"
III bike routes will
be considered
for upgrading to
bicycle bouleva rds on a case-by-case basis by City staff.

MAY USE
FULL LANE

Table 5-1 5 identifies the proposed Class III bike routes for
the City of Monterey Park bikeways network.

Table 5-75 Proposed C/ass/ll Bike Routes

Length (Miles)

R0adway

Fro lllil

To

Abajo Drive

Verde Vista Drive

Vagabond Drive

0.1

Ackley Street

Fulton Avenue

Arroyo Drive

0.9

Adobe Place

Atlantic Boulevard

Ynez Avenue

0.1

Arroyo Drive

Ackley Street

Potrero Grande Drive

0.3

Atlantic Boulevard

Hellman Avenue

Eastbound SR-60 Off-Ramp

2.8

Bleakwood Avenue

Floral Drive

Dorner Street

0.3

Brightwood Street

Monterey Pass Road

Grandridge Avenue

1.6

Cadiz Street

Crest Vista Drive

YnezAvenue

0.5

Collegian Avenue

Floral Drive

1st Street

0.3

Coral View Street

South Garfield Avenue

Fulton Avenue

0.6

Crest Vista Drive

Cadiz Street

Floral Drive

1.1

Dorner Drive

Woods Avenue

Bleakwood Avenue

0.1

East Markland Drive

Fulton Avenue

Potrero Grande Drive

0.2

EI Mercado Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

Cadiz Street

0.5

EI Portal Place

De La Fuente Street

EI Mercado Avenue

0.3

EI Repetto Drive

Atlantic Boulevard

Wilcox Avenue

0.9

Elmgate Street

Almora Street

Wilcox Avenue

0.6

Emerson Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

City Limit (East of New Avenue)

1.6

Findlay Avenue

Almora Street

Pomona Boulevard

0.5

Floral Drive

1-710 Freeway

Ford Boulevard

0.1

Floral Drive

Monterey Pass Road

Vancouver Avenue

0.3

Floral Drive

Collegian Avenue

Garfield Avenue

0.9

136
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Table 5-15 Proposed Class 11/ Bike Routes (continued)
Len ~t h

Roadway

From

To

Fulton Avenue

Wilcox Avenue

Pomona Boulevard

1.3

Garfield Avenue

Riggin Street

Pomona Boulevard

0.2

(Miles)

Garfield Avenue

Hellman Avenue

Graves Avenue

1.1

Garvey Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

Dequine Avenue

1.6

Gerhart Street

Hammel Street

Riggin Street

0.1

Grandridge Avenue

Garfield Avenue

Floral Drive

1.4

Graves Avenue

South Garfield Avenue

New Avenue

1.0

Harding_Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

Ramona Avenue

0.5

Hellman Avenue

Hathaway Avenue

New Avenue

1.6

Hillside Street

Ridgecrest Street

Floral Drive

0.5

Kempton Avenue

South lincoln Avenue

Coral View Drive

0.8

McPherrin Avenue

Hellman Avenue

Harding Avenue

0.9

Mooney Drive

Kempton Avenue

Sefton Avenue

0.3

Newmark Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

New Avenue

1.5

Orange Avenue

Hellman Avenue

Graves Avenue

1.0

Ridgecrest Street

Crest Vista Drive

Floral Drive

1.6

Riggin Street

Ferdinand Avenue

Fulton Avenue

0.8

South lincoln Avenue

Graves Avenue

Kempton Avenue

0.1

Sefton Avenue

Graves Avenue

Mooney Drive

0.1

Vagabond Drive

Abajo Drive

Ridgecrest Street

0.4

Verde Vista Drive

Casuda Canyon Drive

--

~b~ o Drive

0.4

Wilcox Avenue

Kempton Avenue

Pomona Boulevard

1.4

Woods Avenue

Dorner Drive

City limit (South of SR-60)

0.2

Ynez Avenue/Park Avenue

McPherrin Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

1.3

Total Proposed Class III Bike Routes
As shown in Table 5-15, a total of 34.7 miles of Class III
bike routes are recommended.

5.3.4 End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities
Support facilities and connections to other modes of
transportation are essential components of a bicycle
system because they enhance safety and convenience
for bicycle riders at the end of every trip. With nearly
all utilitarian and many recreational bike trips, bicycle
riders need secure and well-located bicycle parking. A
comprehensive bicycle parking strategy is one of the
most important things that a jurisdiction can apply
to immediately enhance the bicycling environment.
Moreover, a bicycle parking strategy with connections
to public transit will further the geographical range of
residents traveling w ithout using an automobile.

-

34.7

Bicycle parking can be categorized into short-term and
long-term parking. Bicycle racks are the preferred device
for short-term bike parking. These racks serve people who
leave their bicycles for relatively short periods of time,
typically for shopping or errands, eating or recreation.
Bicycle racks provide a high level of convenience and
moderate level of security. Long-term bike parking
includes bike lockers and bike rooms and serves people
who intend to leave their bicycles for longer periods of
time and are typically found in multifamily residential
buildings and commercial buildings. These facilities
provide a high level of security but are less convenient
than bicycle racks.
Recommended bicycle parking standards are presented
in Appendix G. In addition, Appendix H presents a
comprehensive bicycle parking study for Monterey Park
and the other four regional bike plan partner cities.
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Short-Term Bicycle Parking

This Plan recommends the City adopt the short-term
bicycle rack types shown in Figure 5-13 as the standard
short-term parking.

Figure 5-13 Types of Bicycle Racks

U-Rack

Post and
Loop

Of
Horseshoe

Lightning Bo/eM
or Varsity Rack™

This Plan also recommends implementation of adequate
short-term bicycle parking in the form of bicycle racks
at major trip attractors, including commercial and civic
activity centers and transit hubs. The City should prioritize
the installation of bicycle parking throughout the City,
with particular attention directed at the following
locations:
•

Monterey Park Library

•

Monterey Park Civic Center

•

Langley Senior Center

•

Monterey Park Historical Museum

•

East Los Angeles Community College (Campus &
Transit Center)

•

Garvey Avenue Commercial District

•

South Garfield Commercial District

•

City Parks

•

Monterey Park Hospital

•

Monterey Park Post Office

•

Schools

•

Atlas Employment Center

•

Future Gold Line Station

Although the number of racks is determined by the space
available, it is recommended that short-term bicycle
parking capacity to accommodate eight bicycles is
provided at each of the civic uses identified above, and
short-term bicycle parking for commercial and office areas
be determined based on intensity of development. The
adequacy of short-term bicycle parking requires regular
review to determine if additional capacity is needed.
Long-Term Bicycle Parking

Locations where visitors are expected to park their
bicycles for longer than 2 hours should provide more
secure, long-term bicycle parking options, such as bicycle
lockers.

138

City staff may coordinate with public and private sector
development opportunities to determine which projects
and facilities should incorporate secure bicycle parking
areas into their design. Secure bicycle parking areas that
provide services, such as bicycle rentals and repair may be
considered . The following are locations where long-term
bicycle parking is recommended, and these are shown in
Figure 5-14.
•

Monterey Park Civic Center

•

East Los Angeles Community College (Campus &
Transit Center)

•

Monterey Park Hospital

•

Atlas Employment Center

•

Future Gold Line Station

•

Municipal Code Bicycle Parking

This Plan recommends the City amend its Municipal Code
to include requirements on types of short-term and longterm bicycle parking facility designs. Bicycle rack designs
should include racks that provide two points of contact
with the bicycle so that it can be locked from both the
front wheel/frame and the rear wheel. This will provide
a higher degree of security and support for the bicycle.
This will more accurately address the bicycle demand at a
given development. Additionally, space to maneuver the
bicycle away from fixed objects and buildings is required
to accommodate short-term bicycle parking needs.
Key design aspects related to long-term bicycle parking
includes:
•

Covered, lockable enclosures with permanently
anchored racks for bicycles.

•

Lockable bicycle rooms with permanently
anchored racks; or

•

Lockable, permanently anchored bicycle lockers.

When people commute by bicycle, they often sweat or
become dirty from weather or road conditions. Providing
changing and storage facilities encourage commuters to
travel by bicycle because they have a place to change and
prepare before work or school. This Plan recommends the
City Municipal Code be revised as needed to require all
new mid-size and large employers, offices, and businesses
to supply changing and storage facilities, such as by
providing showers and locker space within the buildings
or arranging agreements with nearby recreation centers
to allow commuters to use their facilities.
As noted in the Recommended Programs section, the
installation of bicycle maintenance hubs or stations at key
high-traffic locations can accommodate bicycle riders for
a variety of needs (such as minor repairs, inflating tires,
filling water bottles, providing wayfinding information,
and promotion of local businesses).
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Figure 5-14 Monterey Park Recommended Long-Term Bicycle Parking Facilities
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S.3.S Recommended Programs
Improvements to and continued support of education,
enforcement and evaluation programs have been proven
to increase the number of bicycle trips and bicycling
safety. These programs can ensure that more community
members know about new and improved facilities,
learn the skills they need to integrate bicycling into their
activities, and receive positive reinforcement about
integrating bicycling into their daily lives. In essence, the
new and enhanced programs market the idea of bicycling
to the community and encourage a shift to bicycling
as a transportation option. This Plan supports the

continuation and enhancement of the City's education,
encouragement, and enforcement programs that are
currently in place. The following additional programs are
each designed to promote bicycling in the City, increase
safety for those traveling by bicycle, and raise awareness
of the benefits of bicycling. Table 5-16 provides a
summary of the recommended programs.
Further details on recommended programs are included
in Chapter 8.

ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 417 of 778

I 139

MONTEREY PARK

Table 5-16 Recommended Programs
....,
Category

Program

Responsible Party

Fundi mg SOlll rce

Schedule*

Education

Bicycle Safety and Share
the Road Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Resource Website

City

City

Near-Term

Adult Bicycling Skills
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City, Metro

City; Grants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Education Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Clinics & Bicycle Campus

City, Safe Routes to School
National Partnership

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Senior Bicycle Education
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Valet at City Events

Special Event Promoter, City

City

Near-Term

Youth and FamilyOriented Bicycle Rides

Advocacy Groups, City

Private

Near-Term

"Be Seen" Bike Light
Campaign

City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Bike Festivals & Family
Bike Fest/Family Biking
Day

City, Advocacy Groups

City; Sponsorships

Near-Term

Launch Party for New
Bicycle Facilities

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly
Community Designation

City

N/A

Near-Term

Tourism Integration

City

City

Near-Term

Commuter Incentive
Programs

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Safe Routes to School
Program

City, Advocacy Groups

Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly Business
Districts

Business Improvement District!
Association, City

City; Contributions
from Business
Associations

Middle-Term

Bicycle Hubs

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Media Outlets

City

In-Kind
Contributions; Grants

Middle-Term

Individualized Marketing

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants

Middle-Term

Mobility Coordinator

City

City; Grants

Long-Term

Ride with the City

City

City

Near-Term

Open Streets/Ciclovfa
Events

City

City; Grants

Long-Term

Bicycle Sharing

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants; Sponsorships

Long-Term

Speed Radar Trailer/
Feedback Signs

City

Grants

Near-Term

Encouragement

.-

-

Campai ~ns

Enforcement
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Table 5-16 Recommended Programs (continued)

Category

-

Evaluation

Program

Responsible Part y

Funding Source

Schedule*

Bicycle Patrol Units

City

City

Near-Term

Undercover Officer
Enforcement

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Theft Abatement
Program

City

Grants

Middle-Term

Bicycle Counts and
Survey Program

City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Mapping Bikeway
Investments

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Report Card

City

City

Middle-Term

Complete Streets Policy

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bicycle Parking Policy and
Enforcement

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Counters/Bicycle
Barometers

City

Grants

Middle-Term

,-

-

*Near-term = 0-3 years, Middle-Term = 3-6 years, Long-Term = 6+ years.

5.4 Project Costs
5.4.1 Implementation Costs
The following planning-level costs are typically
utilized to estimate capital expenditures required for
implementation of bikeways by classification:
•

Class I Shared-Use Path: $1,000,000 per mile;

•

Class II Bike Lane: $50,000 per mile; and

•

Class III Bike Route: $20,000 per mile.

The planning level cost estimates do not include potential
right-of-way acquisition, extensive grading, landscaping,
or potential utility impacts. Cost estimate refinements still
may occur based on further engineering review and are
intended to provide an estimate for budgeting purposes.
Table 5-17 summarizes the total cost of implementation
for the bikeways recommendations.

Ta ble 5-17 Recommended Bikeway Network Cost Estimate
Proposed Bikeways (Miles)

Unit Cost ($/Mile)

Total Cost ($)

Class I Shared-Use Path

0.7

$1,000,000

$700,000

Class II Bike Lane

17.3

$50,000

$865,000

Class III Bike Route

34.7

$20,000

$694,000

Total

52.7

--

$2,259,000

Facility Type

As shown in Table 5-17, the total cost estimate for
recommended bicycle infrastructure projects is
$2,259,000, of which almost $865,000 is attributed to Class
II bike lanes.

5.4.2 Maintenance Costs
Bicycle facilities require regular maintenance and repair.
On-street bicycle facilities are maintained as part of
the normal roadway maintenance program and extra

emphasis should be placed on keeping bike lanes
and roadway shoulders clear of debris and keeping
vegetation overgrowth from blocking visibility. The cost of
maintaining Class I facilities may be shared among various
agencies or departments. The typical maintenance costs
for the existing and proposed bikeway network are shown
in Table 5-18, and the cost for maintaining the built out
network is provided (accounting for existing bikeways
within the City).
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Table 5-78 Annual Bikeways Network Maintenance Cost Estimates
F.acilit y T~ pe

"fotal Le n~~h
(Miles)

Util it Cost ($/
Mile)

Annual Cost
($)

Class I Shared-Use Path

0.7

$15,000

$10,500

Lighting and removal of debris and
vegetation overgrowth

Class II Bike Lane

18.0

$5,000

$90,000

Repainting lane stripes and stencils,
sign replacement as needed

Class III Bike Route

34.7

$5,000

$173,500

Sign replacement as needed

53.4

--

$274,000

Total

As shown in Table 5-18, the annual cost for maintaining
bikeways network assuming implementation of all paths,
bike lanes, and bike routes is approximately $274,000. It
should be noted this cost will be realized over time as
implementation of the network is completed, and actual
costs will be lower until the entire network is constructed .

5.5 Project Implementation
This chapter provides a strategy for implementing the
capital project recommendations in this Plan. This
implementation strategy and sequence is guided by a
criteria-based ranking consistent with the goals of this
Plan as well as the goals of other City, region, and State
plans and policies.
A lengthy list of recommendations has been provided in
this Plan, and ranking allows staff to prioritize the projects
to advance to implementation. A variety of variables will
influence the implementation including the availability
of funding, engineering analysis, and support from
community stakeholders and representatives.
Many signing and striping projects can be completed by
the City Department of Public Works and are exempt from
CEQA requirement s. Such projects can be implemented
using City or grant funds with approval by the City
Management and/or City Council, if required due to the
visibility or importance of the project. More complex
projects with greater associated impacts typically include
the following steps to advance to implementation:
1. Preparation of a Feasibility Study involving a
conceptual design (with consideration of possible
alternatives and environmental issues) and cost
estimate for individual projects as needed.

2. Secure funding and any appl icable environmental
approvals.
3. Completion of final plans, specifications and
estimates, advertising for bids, receipt of bids and
award of contract(s).
4. Approval of the project by the City Council.
5. Construction of Project.
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Typical Maint enance Items

5.5.1 Prioritization Criteria
The intent of ranking projects is to create a prioritized list
of bicycle projects for implementation. As projects are
implemented, lower ranked projects move up the list. The
project list and individual projects outlined in this Plan
are flexible concepts that serve as a guideline. The ranked
project list, and perhaps the overall system and segments
themselves, may change over time as a result of changing
bicycling patterns, land use patterns, implementation
constraints and opportunities and the development of
other transportation system facilities.
Projects may be implemented out of scoring order
as opportunities arise. Opportunities may include
grant availability, new development projects, capital
improvement projects, or roadway repaving. The City
can review the project list and project ranking at regu lar
intervals to ensure it reflects the most current priorities,
needs, and opportunities for implementing the bicycle
network in a logical and efficient manner.
Each ranking criterion contains information about a
facility and its ability to address an existing or future need
in the San Gabriel Valley. The reSUlting project ranking
determines each project's relative importance in funding
and scheduled construction.
The following criteria are used to evaluate each proposed
bicycle facility, its ability to address demand and
deficiencies in the existing bicycle network and its ease of
implementation. The criteria are organized into "utility"
and "implementation" prioritization factors.

Ut ility Prioritization Factors
Utility criteria include conditions of bicycle facilities that
enhance the bicycle network. Each criterion is discussed
below.

Bicycle-Related Collisions
Bicycle facilities have the ability to increase safety by
reducing potential conflicts between bicycle riders and
motorists, which often result in collisions. Proposed
facilities that are located on roadways with past bicycleautomobile collisions are important to the partner cities.
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Public Input

•

East Los Angeles College

The Project Team solicited public input through a series
of booths at local events, jurisdiction-wide workshops,
community street audits, a web -based feedback portal,
monthly polls and an opinion survey. Facilities that
community members identified as desirable for future
bicycle facilities are of priority to the network because
they address the needs of the public.

•

Major Cultural Destinations, such as museums
and interpretive centers

•

Hospitals & Medical Centers

•

Parks & Recreation Centers

•

Commercial/retail business centers (shopping
malls, downtown districts, retail complexes, etc.)

Gap Closure

Connectivity to Multi-Modal Transportation Centers

Gaps in the bicycle network come in a variety of forms,
ranging from a "missing link" on a roadway to larger
geographic areas without bicycle facilities. Gaps in the
bikeway network discourage bicycle use because they
limit access to key destinations and land uses. Facilities
that fill a gap in the existing and proposed bicycle
network are of high priority.

Bicycle facilities that link to modes of public
transportation increase the geographical distance bicycle
riders are able to travel. Proposed bicycle facilities that
connect to transit stops and centers improve bicycle
riders' mobility and are therefore key pieces of the bicycle
network. Priority ranking will be given to bikeways that
connect to the following major transportation centers:

Connectivity to Existing Facilities

•

Baldwin Park Metrolink Station

Proposed bikeways that connect to existing bicycle
facilities in the partner cities and to adjacent jurisdictions'
bikeways increase the convenience of bicycle travel.
Proposed facilities that fit this criterion are of high
importance to the cities.

•

EI Monte Bus Station

•

EI Monte Metrolink Station

•

East Los Angeles College Transit Center

•

Proposed future Metro Gold Line stations

Connectivity to Regional Facilities

Linkage to existing and future regional bikeways in
the San Gabriel Valley will enhance future connectivity
between the partner cities and surrounding communities.
For the purposes of this evaluation, linkage to the
following facility types would be identified as regional
connections:
•

Existing/Planned off-street trails along
waterways, utility corridors, etc.

•

Existing/Planned on-street bikeways that
continuously span across two or more
jurisdictions

Connectivity to Activity Centers

Improved linkage to key employment, recreational,
commercial and civic destinations within the community
can increase bicycling activity and reduce in-town
vehicular travel for short-distance trips. These activity
centers generate many trips which could be made by
bicycle if the proper facilities were available. The following
activity centers will be reviewed for improved access
related to the recommended bikeway improvements:

Implementation Prioritization Factors
Implementation criteria address the ease of implementing
each proposed project. Each criterion is discussed below.
Permitting

Projects that can be implemented solely by the
participating cities have higher readiness factors,
whereas those that require permitting and approvals
from other agencies governing roadways and land within
the individual cities will score lower. Examples include
collaboration with adjacent jurisdictions, approval
by Caltrans, or permitting by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works for projects utilizing local
washes, creeks, storm channels, etc.
Project Cost

Projects that are less expensive do not require as much
funding as other projects and are therefore easier to
implement. Projects that cost less are of higher priority to
the partner cities.
Parking Displacement

Installing safe, easily accessible and attractive bicycle
facilities occasionally requires the displacement of
on-street vehicular parking. Therefore, projects that
do not require parking displacement are of increased
importance.

•

Major Employment & Commercial Areas

•

Civic Centers

•

Public Libraries

•

Community Centers

5.5.2 Project Ranking

•

K-12 Public Schools

Table 5-19 shows how the criteria are weighted for
project prioritization and ranking.
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Table 5-19 Ranking Criteria and Weighting

Cr.iteria

Soore

Multiplier

Total

2

3

6

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 3 or
more bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

1

3

3

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 1-2
bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

0

3

0

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that did not experience
any bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

2

3

6

Roadway was identified by the public as desirable for a future
facility multiple times

DescriptioA

Utility Pnio~itiiZatiom FactoFs
Bicycle-Related
Collisions

Public Input

- -

I-

--

i--

1

Gap Closure

0

3

2

--

1

3

1

Roadway was identified by the public as desirable for a future
facility once

--

--

-

0

Roadway was not identified by the public as desirable for a
future facility

3

6

Fills a network gap between two or more existing facilities

1

3

3

Fills a network gap between an existing facility and a proposed
facility

0

3

0

Does not directly or indirectly fill a network gap

2

4

Provides direct access to an existing bicycle facility

2

Provides secondary connectivity, to an existing bicyde facility

2

Connectivity: Existing

3

1

--

- 2
---

-

-

-

_. -- - - - - - - -- Does not directly or indirectly provide access to an existing

2

0

2

2

4

Provides direct access to a regional existing/proposed bicycle
facility

1

2

2

Provides secondary connectivity to a regional existing/
proposed bicycle facility

0

2

0

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to a regional
existing/proposed bicycle facility

2

2

4

I Provides access to more than 3 activity centers

- -

- 2

2

I Provides access to 1-3 activity centers

0

Does not provide access to an activity center

2

1

2

Provides direct access to a major Transportation Center

1

1

1

Provides secondary connectivity to a major Transportation
Center

0

1

0

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to a major
Transportation Center

1

2

Does not require permitting from agency (other than the
respective city)

0

bicycle facility
Connectivity: Regional

Con nectivity,:
Activity Centers

1
0
Con nectivity:
Multi-Modal

--

2

--

- - - - --

Implememtation Prie~itiiza1!ion Factofis
Permitting
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Table 5-19 Ranking Criteria and Weighting (continued)

Critenia

Project Cost

Score

Multi plier

f ot al

1

1

1

Requires permitting or approval from 1 agency

0

1

0

Requires permitting or approval from 2 or more agencies

2
1
0

Parking Displacement

1

- 1
- 1

I

i

I

2

1

Description

I

I

Will cost less than $40,000 to implement
Will cost between $40,001 and $200,000 to implement

----.-'

r

0

Will cost over $200,000 to implement

2

1

2

Does not require any parking removal

1

1

1

Requires removal of some on-street parking stalls

0

1

0

Requires removal of all on-street parking stalls

Each recommended project was evaluated based on the
ranking criteria and scored to develop the prioritization
tables. As shown in Table 5-19, the maximum potential
score for a recommended project is 34 points.
Within the City of Monterey Park, a total of 71 bicycle
facility projects were identified and grouped into the
following three tiers by each projects prioritization score:
•

Tier 1 (34-17 points): Tier 1 projects have the
highest potential for add ressing the City's goals
for bicycle transportation and are intended for
near-term project implementation. The highest
score received by a project was 24 pOints. A total
of 18 projects are listed in Tier 1 and are shown in
Table 5-20.

•

Tier 2 (16-13 points): Tier 2 projects are intended
for mid-term implementation. A total of 18
projects are listed in Tier 2 and are shown in
Table 5-21.

•

Tier 3 (12-0 points): Tier 3 projects are not
currently ready for implementation but are
included as long-term potential bicycle-specific
projects. A total of 35 projects are listed in Tier 3
and are shown in Table 5-22.

All of the projects are recommended for implementation
over the next twenty (20) years. However, due to the
unpredictability offunding sources, economic conditions,
and community support, some projects, especially those
that require right-of-way purchase or coordination with
mUltiple jurisdictions, may not be completed within the
next twenty years.
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Table 5-20 Tier 7 Projects (Score of 34-77)
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Garvey Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

Dequine Avenue

6

0

6

4

2

1

0

2

2

1

24

III

Garfield Avenue

Riggin Street

Pomona Boulevard

3

6

3

0

2

1

2

2

2

2

23

II

Alhambra
Avenue

Newmark Avenue

Graves Avenue

3

3

3

4

2

1

0

2

2

2

22

III

Emerson Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

City Limit (East of
New Avenue)

6

0

3

4

2

1

0

2

2

2

22

III

Garfield Avenue

Hellman Avenue

Graves Avenue

3

6

3

0

2

1

1

2

2

2

22

III

Garfield Avenue

Hellman Avenue

Graves Avenue

3

6

3

0

2

1

1

2

2

2

22

III

Newmark
Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

New Avenue

6

0

3

4

2

1

0

2

2

2

22

II

Floral Drive

Ford Boulevard

Monterey Pass Road

6

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

20

II

Garvey Avenue

Casuda Canyon Drive

Atlantic Boulevard

3

6

6

0

2

0

0

2

1

0

20

II

Garfield Avenue

Graves Avenue

Riggin Street

3

6

3

0

2

1

1

2

1

0

19

III

Hellman Avenue

Hathaway Avenue

New Avenue

3

0

3

4

2

1

0

2

2

2

19

II

Floral Drive

Vancouver Avenue

Collegian Avenue

3

6

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

18

II

Ramona Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Garfield Avenue

3

6

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

18

III

Floral Drive

1-710 Freeway

Ford Boulevard

3

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

17

III

Floral Drive

Monterey Pass Road

Vancouver Avenue

3

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

17

III

Floral Drive

Collegian Avenue

Garfield Avenue

3

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

17

II

Monterey Pass
Road

Garvey Avenue

Floral Drive

6

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

1

0

17

III

Riggin Street

Ferdinand Avenue

Fulton Avenue

3

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

17
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Ta ble 5-21 Tier 1 Projects (Score of 16-13)
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Avenida Cesar
Chavez

Vancouver Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

3

6

0

'"

0

2

1

0

2

2

0

16

III

Graves Avenue

South Garfield
Avenue

New Avenue

3

0

3

2

2

0

0

2

2

2

16

II

Pomona
Boulevard

Sadler Avenue

Westbound SR-60
Off- Ramp

6

3

0

0

2

1

2

1

1

0

16

II

Riggin Street

Atlantic Boulevard

Ferdinand Avenue

3

6

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

0

16

I

Utility Right-ofWay

Isabella Avenue

Floral Drive

6

6

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

2

16

II

Gerhart Street

Riggin Street

Pomona Boulevard

6

0

0

0

2

0

1

2

2

2

15

III

Grandridge
Avenue

Garfield Avenue

Floral Drive

6

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

15

III

McPherrin
Avenue

Hellman Avenue

Harding Avenue

6

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

15

II

New Avenue

1-10 Freeway

Garvey Avenue

6

3

0

0

2

1

0

1

2

0

15

III

Orange Avenue

Hellman Avenue

Graves Avenue

3

0

3

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

15

II

1st Street

Vancouver Avenue

Collegian Avenue

3

3

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

14

Hellman Avenue

Eastbound SR-60
Off-Ramp

6

0

0

0

2

1

1

1

1

2

14

Graves Avenue

3

3

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

14

Saturn Street

0

3

3

0

2

1

0

2

1

2

14

o-

"'"

r--

~

~

~

III

Atlantic
Boulevard

II

New Avenue

Garvey Avenue

II

Orange Avenue

Graves Avenue

II

Potrero Grande
Drive

Westbound SR-60
Off-Ramp

Arroyo Drive

0

6

0

0

2

0

1

2

1

2

14

III

Bleakwood
Avenue

Floral Drive

Dorner Street

6

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

13

III

Findlay Avenue

Almora Street

Pomona Boulevard

3

0

0

0

2

1

1

2

2

2

13

III

Wilcox Avenue

Kempton Avenue

Pomona Boulevard

3

0

0

0

2

1

1

2

2

2

13

-
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Table 5-22 Tier 3 Projects (Score of 72 or less)
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Fremont Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Monterey Pass Road

0

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

0

12

II

Monterey Pass
Road

Garvey Avenue

Fremont Avenue

0

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

0

12

II

Ramona
Boulevard

City Limit (West of
Ameron Way)

City Limit (North of
Luminarias Way)

0

6

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

0

12

III

Arroyo Drive

Ackley Street

Potrero Grande Drive

3

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

II

Casuda Canyon
Drive

Corporate Center
Drive

Garvey Avenue

0

3

0

0

2

1

0

2

1

2

11

III

Fulton Avenue

Wilcox Avenue

Pomona Boulevard

3

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

11

III

Gerhart Street

Hammel Street

Riggin Street

3

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

10

III

Kempton
Avenue

South Lincoln
Avenue

Coral View Drive

3

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

10

III

Brightwood
Street

Monterey Pass Road

Grandridge Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

9

III

Coral View Street South Garfield
Avenue

Fulton Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

9

III

East Markland
Drive

Fulton Avenue

Potrero Grande Drive

0

0

0

0

2

0

1

2

2

2

9

III

EI Portal Place

De La Fuente Street

EI Mercado Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

9

III

Elmgate Street

Almora Street

Wilcox Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

9

III

Harding Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

Ramona Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

9

II

Saturn Street

Atlas Avenue

Potrero Grande Drive

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

9

III

Woods Avenue

Dorner Drive

City Limit (South of
SR-60)

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

2

2

9

III

Adobe Place

Atlantic Boulevard

Ynez Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

II

Atlas Avenue

Saturn Street

Potrero Grande Drive

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Cadiz Street

Crest Vista Drive

YnezAvenue

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

II

Corporate
Center Drive

Ramona Boulevard

Floral Drive

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

1

2

8

III

Crest Vista Drive

Cadiz Street

Floral Drive

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

8

III

Dorner Drive

Woods Avenue

Bleakwood Avenue

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

8

148

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 426 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGION AL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

Table 5-22 Tier 3 Projects (Score of 72 or less) (continued)
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III

EI Mercado
Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

Cadiz Street

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

EI Repetto Drive

Atlantic Boulevard

Wilcox Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Hillside Street

Ridgecrest Street

Floral Drive

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

8

III

Ridgecrest Street Crest Vista Drive

Floral Drive

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

III

Vagabond Drive

Ridgecrest Street

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Verde Vista Drive Casuda Canyo n Drive

Abajo Drive

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

8

III

Ynez Avenue/
Park Avenue

McPherrin Avenue

Atlantic Boulevard

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

2

2

2

8

III

Abajo Drive

Verde Vista Drive

Vagabond Drive

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Ackley Street

Fulton Avenue

Arroyo Drive

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Collegian
Avenue

Floral Drive

1st Street

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Mooney Drive

Kempton Avenue

Sefton Avenue

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

2

2

7

III

South Lincoln
Avenue

Graves Avenue

Kempton Aven ue

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Sefton Avenue

Graves Avenue

Mooney Drive

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

2

2

6

-

,

Abajo Drive

-

5.5.3 Implementation Strateg ies
The Bicycle Master Plan provides the long-term vision
for the development of a citywide bicycle network that
can be used by all residents for all types of trips, The
following strategies, action items and measures of
effectiveness are provided to guide the City toward the
vision identified in the Plan,
Strategy 1: Strategically Pursue Infrastructure
Projects

City staff can strategically pursue funding and
implementation of infrastructure projects recommended
in this Plan, Ideally, City staff will pursue capital
improvements funding or grant funding for high-priority
bicycle improvements first. If grant requirement s or
construction in conjunction with another roadway project

8

--

-

-

-

make construction of a lower priority project possible,
then the City might advance that project regardless of
priority,
Action Item: On an annual basis the City can publish
a public report documenting the status and ongoing
actions for all bicycle infrastructure projects, This report
may be combined w ith the prioritization review discussed
below, The first update is recommended to occur in Fall
201 5,
Strategy 2: Review Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) Concurrence

The opportunity to implement projects concurrent
with the CIP can reduce the burden of implementing
bicycle facility projects, and improve the schedule for use
regardless of priorit y ranking for each project.
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Action Item: Annually evaluate the CIP for opportunities
to implement recommended bicycle facility projects
included within this Plan.
Strategy 3: General Plan Incorporation
Key policies, strategies and recommendations included
in this Bicycle Master Plan can be incorporated into
the General Plan Circulation Element during the next
update. At the least, the Circulation Element update
can incorporate the recommended bikeways network,
add revisions to the roadway cross-sections showing
dimensions for on-street bike lanes, and incorporate
policies for public and private realm accommodation of
bicycling activities. Additionally, roadways with excess
vehicular capacity can be reviewed to modify travel lanes
and provided on -street or protected bike lanes. The City
can also develop engineering standards for NACTO-type
bicycle treatments for ongoing use.
Action Item: Update the General Plan Circulation Element
and incorporate key items from the Bicycle Master Plan.
Strategy 4: Review City Representative
Current work on bicycle facility projects at the City has
been implemented by planning and engineering staff
within mUltiple City Departments. The City may review
the designated bikeways representative to determine if
other staff within the City have availability or are suited to
help secure funding or programmatic recommendations
provided within this Plan.
Action Item: Designate a single point person at the City to
focus on implementation of bikeway infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.
Strategy 5: Regularly Revisit Project Prioritization
Projects have been prioritized based on safety, public
input, transportation benefit, connectivity benefit, cost,
and feasibility. It is recommended that the prioritized list
be reviewed every fiscal year, with new projects added,
completed projects removed, and the priorities revised as
conditions change.

Action Item: Provide compliance update to the Bicycle
Master Plan in five years, and a more comprehensive full
update in ten years. Other elements of the Plan shall be
reviewed and updated as needed.
Strategy 7: Collaborate with Caltrans
Caltrans manages and operates various freeways adjacent
the city with interchange ramps and bridges that often
are higher-stress locations for bicycle riders. This Plan
includes bicycle facility recommendations that require
regular coordination and collaboration with Caltrans.
Action Item: Collaborate with Caltrans to implement
bicycle facility improvements on Caltrans-managed
facilities, including innovative and conventional
treatments using examples of similar facilities within the
City, County, and State as precedents.
Strategy 8: Establish Measures of Effectiveness
Measures of effectiveness (MOEs, also known as targets or
indicators) are used as a quantitative way to measure the
City's progress toward implementing the Bicycle Master
Plan. Well-crafted MOEs track progress toward meeting
an agreed-upon goal within an established timeframe.
Table 5-23 describes several MOEs recommended for use
by the City to track key achievements.
As new baseline information is discovered as conditions
change, and as the City implements the Bicycle Master
Plan, the MOEs should be reevaluated, revised and
updated.
An example evaluation or MOEs ("indicators") report is
produced by the City of Santa Monica which evaluates
sustainability indicators as well as non-motorized
program measures. The Santa Monica Sustainable City
Report Card is provided online at the following location
http://www.smgov.net/Departments/OSElcategories/
sustainability.aspx

Action Item: Annual review and update of the bicycle
master plan's recommended facilities list and programs
schedule. Updates to the list can be shared with the
public. The first update is recommended in Fall 2015.
Strategy 6: Update the Bicycle Master Plan
While this Plan is intended to guide bikeways planning in
the City for the next 20 years, updates may be needed to
address changes in priority and evaluation efforts. State
funding has typically required updates to bicycle master
plans every five years to establish funding opportunity
for active transportat ion projects. Often, cities provide a
compliance update within five years and a comprehensive
update every ten years.
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Tab l e 5-23 Recommended Measures of Effectiveness
Measure

Bench mark

Target

Bicycle journey to work mode share

0.4% bicycle mode split per
Census

Increase bicycle mode split to 0.8% by 2035.

Bicycle Facility Improvements
Implementation

Approximately 1 mile of bikeways

Increase bikeways network by
implementing bicycle facility
recommendations.

Bike counts included in this Plan

Annually collect bike counts at baseline
locations to document ridership volumes.

-

-

Bicycle counts

---

Bicyclist trends/behaviors

----

r-

--

Bike counts included in this Plan

-

Increase bicycling by women 10% per year
up to 50% of total bicycling population,
focus efforts to reduce wrong way bicycling
where reported as cause in bike incidents.

Public attitudes about bicycling

Bike survey provides indication of
challenging locations and current
perspectives

Bicycle boulevard demonstration
project

Not applicable

Develop demonstration bicycle boulevard
on selected corridor and evaluate for
success in usage and connectivity.

Bicycle Friendly Community
Designation

Not currently designated by the
League of American Bicyclists

Secure League of American Bicyclists
Bronze Award by 2016 and Silver Award by
2021.

Grant funding

Baseline to be established

-----

-

-- - - - -

Increase in positive attitudes about
bicycling within community.

---

Attain an annual average funding of
$200,000 or more for infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.

-

- '- -

5.5.4 Potential Funding Sources
Potential funding sources for implementation of
recommended bicycle facility infrastructure projects and
programs has been identified for further consideration.
The funding sources listed are typically competitive
in nature, so the City will evaluate the applicability of
potential projects and likely scoring before developing
a grant application. Additionally, the City will determine
the availability of staff to prepare grant applications and
to administer the grant. Preparation of grant applications
can often be a time-intensive effort, and receipt of
funding is not guaranteed due to increasing competition
for active transportation projects. Resource demands
should be considered by the City given the potential
benefit of each grant opportunity.
We recommend the City identify potential projects
that would fit well with the following funding sources
and initiate continue discussions with key agencies and
stakeholders; funding sources are identified with the date
ofthe next anticipated call listed in parentheses:

•

Caltrans Active Transportation Program (Late
2014 or Early 2015)

•

Metro Call for Projects (2015)

•

Metro ExpressLanes Net Toll Revenues (Date
Unknown)

•

SCAG Sustainability Program (Future date subject
to SCAG Regional Council action)

•

Land and Water Conservation Fund (2015)

Preliminary consideration of applicability and discussion
with stakeholders can help verify that a potential
opportunity is well-suited for the grant source, and
can help position the City to document a history of
collaboration and provide a venue to secure letters of
support fo r incorporation into the grant application.
Refer to Chapter 9 for a listing of additional funding
sources that may be considered for funding bicycle facility
improvements and programs.
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5.6 Active Transportation
Program (ATP) Compliance
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) is an annual
statewide discretionary grant program that funds
bicycle and pedestrian projects through the California
Department ofTransportation (Caltrans). Available as
grants to local jurisdictions, the ATP emphasizes projects
and programs that enhance bicycling for transportation
purposes. In order for the City to qualify for ATP funding
in future cycles, the Bicycle Master Plan must contain
specific elements. Appendix I displays the requisite ATP
components and their location within this Plan.
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6 San Gabriel

·

.

This chapter presents the City of San Gabriel's portion of
the San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan. The
chapter is organized into the following sections:
•

Existing Conditions

•

Needs Analysis

•

Recommended Bikeways

•

Project Costs

•

Project Implementation

•

Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance

6.1 Existing Conditions
The City of San Gabriel is located in the western part of
the San Gabriel Valley. There are approximately 39,700
residents with 9,580 people per square mile and a
total area of 4.15 square miles. San Gabriel is bordered
by Alhambra to the west, San Marino to the north,
Rosemead, Temple City and Rosemead to the east,
and the Interstate 10 (1-10) freeway along the southern
boundary. Bicyclists and others are drawn to the Mission

Image 22- San Gabriel Mission Playhouse

District for cultural activities and various commercial and
recreational destinations throughout the City.
The purpose of this section is to explore existing bicycling
conditions in San Gabriel. With a bicycle mode share of
0.9 percent (for commute trips), San Gabriel has somewhat
higher bicycle use than neighboring communities and a
slightly lower rate than the City of Los Angeles and State
of California (both at 1.0 percent). An estimated 2,669
bicycle trips are made daily in San Gabriel.

6.1 .1 Land Use
Figure 6-1 presents San Gabriel's land use map.
Residential land uses dominate the City, with single family
homes accounting for fifty-four percent (54%) of land area
and multi-family residential buildings occupying fourteen
percent (14%). Commercial, mixed-use, and office
designations account for a total of approximately twelve
percent (12%) of the city's land, while industrial uses make
up twelve percent (12%). Commercial uses are focused
along Las Tunas Drive, Valley Boulevard, and San Gabriel
Boulevard. Parks, open space, and recreational facilities
account for nearly seven percent (7%) of land. This land
use pattern makes San Gabriel a place where people can
both live and work.

Image 21- San Gabriel Grapevine Arbor
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Figure 6-7 San Gabriel Land Use Map
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6.1.2 Relevant Plans and Policies
This section discusses various City of San Gabriel plans
and policies and their relevance to this Plan.

•

154

0.75

Community gardens
o

Individual structures including bike racks
may not exceed 120 square feet in size
or 12 feet in height. Combined area of all
structures shall not exceed 15 percent ofthe
garden area.

753.180 Areas to be Landscaped
Flood Control Channels
o

It proposes that amendments should be made to the
zoning code detailing the number of parking spaces
required, as well as location and design standards for both
short- and long-term bike parking. Shared-use paths will
also be established as part of any new developments that
are situated along flood control channels. The following
code refinements are included in the document specific
to bicycle travel and accommodation:

05

Si ngle Fa mily
Residen tial

753.762 Special Conditions for Specific Land Uses

"Greening the Code" - Draft Code Amendments
(2013)
The City of San Gabriel "Greening the Code" was funded
through a grant from the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG). It evaluates best practices and
proposes zoning provisions to promote environmentally
susta inable development.

•

Data
Unavailable

Greening the Code will require a 15-foot
landscaped buffer planted with drought
tolerant plants, including a 12-foot wide
service road and bicycle path, along the
outer edge of flood channel easements for
all new developments.

753.220 Number of Parking Spaces Required
Parking Reduction
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o

Motorcycle or bicycle parking may substitute
for up to five percent of required automobile
parking. Bicycle parking spaces shall comply
with Section 153.229

753.229 Bicycle Parking
•

•

The new Code contains bicycle parking
requirements for all new development and any
changes in use, expansion of a use, or expansion
of floor area which create an increase of 10
percent or more in the number of required
parking spaces.
Both short- and long-term bicycle parking
facilities may be required, depending on the
specific characteristics of the project. The Code
provides guidance on the number of bicycle
parking spaces required, location, security, size
and accessibility.

•

Bank of America (Las Tunas Drive and Del Mar
Avenue)

•

546 South Mission Road

•

Los Angeles County Public Library, San Gabriel
Branch at Del Mar Avenue and Angeleno Avenue

•

Vincent Lugo Park

•

Smith Park

•

Plaza Park

•

All schools

The background report notes that existing bicycle parking
facil ities are not adequate for San Gabriel's needs, and it
identifies the following locations for consideration of new
bikeways:
•

Santa Anita Avenue Street (Broadway to Hermosa
Drive): Class III

For more information: http://www.sangabrielcity.com/
index.aspx?nid=777

•

Del Mar Avenue (Hermosa Drive to 1-10 Freeway):
Class II

San Gabriel Parks and Recreation Master Plan (2009)

•

Fairview Avenue (Ramona Street to San Gabriel
Boulevard): Class II

•

Wells Street (Ramona Street to San Gabriel
Boulevard): Class III

•

San Marino Avenue could be a potential Class
III due to low Average Daily Traffic volumes that
range between 2,000 and 9,000, depending on
the street segment.

In 2009, the City of San Gabriel worked with students from
the University of Southern California School of Public
Policy on a parks master plan. Though the plan was
not adopted by the City Council, it was reviewed by the
Planning and Parks & Recreation Commissions. The City
will use these documents as the basis for a master plan
that will be formally adopted by the Council. Both the
background report and the master plan provide valuable
information about improving and expanding the City's
parks and recreational systems and establishing a bicycle
network to provide additional connectivity.

San Gabriel Parks and Recreation Master Plan Background Report

The background report also identifies trail opportunities
to help improve connectivity for bicyclists as well as other
modes of active transportation:
•

The San Gabriel Parks and Recreation Master Plan
Background Report provides an assessment of
demographic composition, an inventory of existing parks
and recreation facilities and programs, and highlights of
improvements to existing conditions. The background
report provides an inventory of current bikeways and tripend facilities within the City of San Gabriel:

Existing Bikeway:
•

•

Junipero Serra Drive is the only existing bicycle
facility in the City. It is a Class III bicycle route
with several D11-1 "Bicycle Route" signs. It is a
fairly wide street that ranges from 48' to 64'.
The roadway is narrower at the 4-way stop on
Broadway. The curvilinear nature ofthe road
and on-street parallel parking pose hazards to
bicyclists.
Bicycle racks exist at the following locations:

•

The Alhambra Wash along Vincent Lugo Park
has opportunity for development due to no
slope, a City-owned portion of the easement,
and no impediment by adjacent structures. If
the easement terminated at Hovey Avenue,
improved connections would be made to
McKinley Elementary School, Ramona Street, and
Del Mar Avenue. The following constraints were
identified related to a potential trail along the
Alhambra Wash:
o

Fluctuating easement widths

o

Acquiring property to expand easement

A Segregated Shared-Use Path along the Union
Pacific Railroad Corridor would connect the
eastern and western portions of the City. Access
would be available to Mission District, Plaza Park,
and Grapevine Park. The following constraints
were identified related to a potential trail
adjacent to the Union Pacific Railroad Corridor:
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o

Cost of construction

•

o

Negotiation with Union Pacific to dedicate or
sell a portion of the right-of-way

Phase 2 (2015 -2020): implementation of three (3)
more bikeways

•

Phase 3 (2025-2030): completion ofthe City's
bikeway network

o

Health and safety hazards relating to rail
pollution, noise, and debris ricochet

San Gabriel Parks and Recreation Master Plan - Final
Report
The San Gabriel Parks and Recreation Master Plan is a
guide to improving and expanding the City's parks and
recreational system. It seeks to increase neighborhood
access and connectivity to parks and recreation by
improving walkability, enhancing transit service,
and establishing a bicycle network. For example,
the plan has identified the Edison Utility Corridor as
a major opportunity to create a trail. The Parks and
Recreation Master Plan includes the following policies,
recommendations and phasing related to bicycle travel
and accommodation within the City:
•

•

Policy 1.6.1 : Construct a network of bicycle
facilities comprised of collector streets,
neighborhood streets, and trails that provide
connections to secondary arterial anchors; the
collector and neighborhood streets will act as
access points to parks, recreational facilities, and
schools.
Policy 1.6.2: Install bicycle parking throughout
the City to ensure the safety of personal
property.

•

Policy 1.6.3: Increase the visibility of bicyclists on
streets.

•

Policy 1.6.4: Create a bike sharing program for
city employees.

•

Policy 1.6.5: Initiate a relationship with
surrounding cities to develop a regional bicycle
and pedestrian trail system.

Recommendations for Future Programming

Create a student bicycle parking design
competition.
•

Create a program to provide bike parking to local
businesses.

•

Provide 3 'pilot' bicycles for a bike sharing
program to assess need for expansion.

•

Identify trail opportunities along the Washes and
the Alameda Corridor East.

Phasing

•

156

Phase 1 (2010 -2015): implementation of one (1)
bikeway

Valley Vision: Valley Boulevard Neighborhoods
Sustainabillty Plan (2006)
The Valley Boulevard Neighborhoods Sustainability
Plan (VBNSP) focuses on reducing dependence on fossil
fuels, chemicals, and activities that harm life-sustaining
ecosystems, and on meeting the hierarchy of present and
future human needs fairly and efficiently. It is applicable
to neighborhoods adjacent to Valley Boulevard. The
study area, shown in Figure 6 -2 is bounded by the Valley
Boulevard commercial corridor, the City of Alhambra on
the west, the City of Rosemead on the east, the northsouth arterials of New Avenue, Del Mar Avenue, and
San Gabriel Boulevard, and it includes the residential
neighborhoods south of Valley Boulevard to the 1-10
Freeway and north of Valley Boulevard to Alhambra Wash.
The plan also recommends designing open space, trails
and landscaped areas to capture storm water runoff and
allow it to percolate into the groundwater basin, to the
extent feasible. The VBNSP includes the following bicycle
improvement recommendations:
•

Greenway/trail along Alhambra Wash to connect
neighborhoods.

•

Marked bicycle routes in residential areas that
connect to commercial and community areas.

•

Develop enhanced bicycle-oriented signage.

•

Bicycle parking requirements for multi-family,
commercial, and mixed-use projects.

For more information: http://www.sangabrielcity.com/
index.aspx?NID=406

City of San Gabriel General Plan (2004)
The City of San Gabriel General Plan was updated in 2004
and addresses quality of life for San Gabriel residents,
with a goal of becoming a more "green" and sustainable
community. The City does not currently have either a
Bicycle or Pedestrian Master Plan. Three ofthe General
Plan's chapters include policies related to bicycle
infrastructure and improvements:
Mobility

•

Target 3.5.1: Expand the citywide bikeway
system .

•

Target 3.5.3: Promote the development of a
regional bikeway system through cooperation
with the State, County, and neighboring
communities.
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Figure 6-2 Valley Boulevard Neighborhoods Streetscapel Landscape Conceptual Plan
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Environmenta l Resources

Open Space
•

Target 7.3.1: Establish a trail system along
existing storm drain easements to access existing
regional bike trails.

•

Target 7.3.2: Develop new bicycle and
pedestrian trails in commercial and residential
neighborhoods, parks, or rail corridors that create
"walkable" close-knit neighborhoods that will
reduce air pollution and energy consumption.

Require bicycle parking racks for commercial
developments over 2,000 square feet and
residential developments over four units.
The 2004 General Plan identified "potential bike routes",
shown in Figure 6-3, along Santa Anita Street, Fairview
Avenue, Wells Street, Del Mar Avenue, Alhambra Wash,
and Rubio Wash .
For more information on the General Plan:
http://www.sangabrielcity.com/index.aspx?NID=404

Figure 6-3 San Gabriel Bikeways & Transit Map from 2004 General Plan
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6.1.3 Engineering

Bicycle Parking

Existing Bicycle Facilities

Bicycle storage can range from a simple and convenient
bicycle rack to storage in a bicycle locker or cage that
protects against weather, vandalism and theft. The City
does not currently have an inventory of existing bicycle
parking locations. Short-term bicycle racks can be found
at some major destinations, including City Hall and parks
throughout the city. Many bicyclists resort to securing
their bike to street fixtures such as trees, lights, telephone
poles, and parking meters when sufficient parking
facilities are not provided.

This report refers to standard bikeway definitions
identified by Caltrans in Chapter 1000 of the Highway
Design Manual (Caltrans HDM). Additional concepts
for bikeways have been promoted and implemented
throughout the United States; however, they have not
been adopted for use in the Caltrans HDM. Bicycle facility
types are discussed in Section 1.3. There are no existing
bikeways in the City of San Gabriel.

Table 6-1 summarizes the classification and mileage of
the existing network.

End-ot-Trip Facilities

Class III (Bike Route)

0.4

The presence and quality of trip-end facilities (e.g.,
showers, lockers, and changing facilities) can greatly
influence a person's decision to complete a trip via
bicycle. These facilities enable cyclists to change into work
attire (especially after riding in wet or hot conditions). The
City currently does not have an inventory of existing endof-trip facilities.

Total Mileage

0.4

Bicycle Signal Detection

Table 6-1 Existing Bicycle Network
Facility Type

Mileage

Class I (Bike Path)

0.0

Class II (Bike Lanes)

0.0

As shown in Table 6-1, a total of 0.4 miles of bikeways are
currently provided in the City of San Gabriel, consisting of
the following facility:
•

Class III bicycle route along Junipero Serra Drive

Signage
The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTCD) and the CA HDM outline the requirements
for bikeway signage. The Bike Lane Sign (R81) is required
at the beginning of each designated bike lane and at
each major decision pOint. The Bike Route Sign (D11-1) is
required on Class III facilities. Shared-use paths require
additional standardized signs to help manage different
user groups. Upon implementation of bikeways, the City
will install CA MUTCD standard signs as appropriate.

Figure 6-4 Ca/trans Bikeway Signs

The City complies with the Caltrans Policy Directive by
installing detector loops designed to detect bicycles
during pavement rehabilitation and traffic signal upgrade
projects. Traffic signal timing is reviewed and updated as
necessary through traffic signal corridor timing projects.

Multi-Modal Connections
Transit is often best for longer trips, while bicycling
is better for shorter trips. Combining transit use and
bicycling can offer a high level of mobility that is
comparable to travel by automobile. Figure 6-5 shows
the existing Metro and Metrolink transit lines that serve
the City of San Gabriel and SCAG-identified Park-and-Ride
lots within the City. 2

BIKE LANE
R81(CA)

Bicycle detection at actuated traffic signals permits
bicyclists to trigger a green light, even when no motor
vehicle is present. California Assembly Bill 1581 requires all
new and replacement actuated traffic signals1 to detect
bicyclists and to provide sufficient time for a bicyclist to
clear an intersection from a standing start. Caltrans Policy
Directive 09-06 clarifies the requirements and permits
any type of detection technology. The most common
technologies are in-pavement loop detectors and video
detection. More recently, microwave detection has been
used to detect and differentiate between bicyclists and
motor vehicles.

Dll-1

1 Actuated traffic signals stay red until the Signal detects a car or bicyclist that is waiting for the light to turn green.
2 GIS mapping data were only available for Metro and Metrolink facilities.
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Figure 6-5 Existing Public Transportation Facilities in San Gabriel
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The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro) operates local bus lines 76 and 78
through the City of San Gabriel along Valley Boulevard
and Las Tunas Boulevard, respectively, connecting
residents to Downtown Los Angeles and the EI Monte
Bus Station (line 76). In addition, Metro Express line
487 connects San Gabriel to Downtown Los Angeles
and eastern Pasadena. All Metro buses are equipped
with front-end racks that can carry two bicycles, which
are available on a first-come, first-served basis. Finally,
Montebello Bus Lines' #20 line connects San Gabriel to
the Cities of Montebello and Commerce via San Gabriel
Boulevard.

Maintenance
Street maintenance programs aid in the quality and
longevity of bicycle facilities. The City of San Gabriel
currently has a Street Maintenance program that provides
staff with guidelines to inspect, schedule, and repair
City streets, alleys, and bike trails. The program provides
maintenance of signs, pavement markings, curb markings,

160

-

line
-

,

Metro local
Sus

ElM'

O.2S
0.5
O.7S
1 MII,6 [ , City
' - - _ - ' - _ - ' - _ - ' - _ - - '1
~ _ I eoul1darie~

street name signs, and roadway striping. In addition to
as-needed repairs, the program annually repaints school
pavement legends and inspects school regulatory and
warning signs. Street sweeping occurs once every two
weeks.

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) serves to develop
and construct major public improvements and address
significant maintenance items. The ClP prioritizes and
allocates funding for large scale projects including
roadway resurfacing, repair projects, and improvements
within the city.

6.1.4 Existing/Previous Education,
Encouragement, and Enforcement
Strategies
Bicycle education programs and enforcement of bicyclerelated policies help to make riding safer for all bicyclists.
The City does not currently have education campaigns
related to bicycling within the City.
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San Gabriel police officers enforce all bicycle-related rules
in the California Vehicle Code and issue citations when
they observe violations.

6.1.5 Past and Future Bicycle-Related
Expenditures

The 2009 NHTS provides a substantial national dataset of
travel characteristics, particularly for trip characteristics
of bicycling and walking trips. Data used from this survey
include:
•

Student mode split, grades K-12

No new bicycle facilities have been planned or
implemented within the City within the past three years.

•

Trip distance by mode by trip purpose

•

6.2 Needs Analysis

Ratio of walking/bicycling work trips to utilitarian
trips

•

Ratio of work trips to social/recreationai trips

•

Average trip length by trip purpose and mode

This section describes the needs of bicyclists in San
Gabriel. This section provides estimates and forecasts
of bicycle travel to determine the estimated bicycling
demand in the city. In addition, this section analyzes
recent bicycle collision data to identify areas that would
benefit from bicycle facility improvements. Public
outreach efforts related to the preparation of this Plan are
discussed in Chapter 1 and Appendices B, C, and D of this
Plan.

6.2.1 Bicycle Demand Estimates and
Forecasts
The model uses the U.S. Census Bureau's American
Communities Survey (ACS) journey-to-work data and
applies a market segment approach to estimate the
number of bicycling or walking trips. Elementary school
and college students usually have a different bicycle/
walking mode split than work commuters.
In addition, national transportation surveys, in particular
the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS, 2009), have
shown that commute trips are only a fraction of the total
trips an individual takes on a given day. The model uses
the NHTS findings to estimate the number of non-work,
non-school trips taken by commuters to determine the
number of walking or bicycling trips that occur in a day.
This information can be projected out using standard
trip lengths by mode and trip purpose to estimate the
number of driving miles reduced by non-motorized
modes.

Model Data
The foundation of this analysis is the ACS 2008-2012
five-year estimate for San Gabriel. Model variables from
the ACS include: total popUlation, employed population,
school enrollment (grades K-12 and college students), and
travel-to-work mode split.

Several of these variables provide a way to estimate the
number of walking and bicycling trips made for other
reasons than work trips, such as shopping and running
errands. NHTS 2009 data indicates that for every bicycle
work trip, there are slightly more than two utilitarian
bicycle trips made. Although these trips cannot be
directly attached to a certain group of people (not all of
the utilitarian bicycling trips are made by people who
bicycleto work), these multipliers allow a high percentage
of the community'swalking and bicycling activity to be
captured in an annual estimate.
The Safe Routes to School Baseline Data Report (2010) was
used to determine the percent of students who walk or
bicycle by the parents' estimate of distance as well as the
frequency of carpooling for trip replacement.
As with any modeling projection, the accuracy of the
result is dependent on the accuracy of the input data and
other assumptions. Effort was made to collect the best
data possible for input to the model, but in many cases
national data was used where local data points were
unavailable. Examples of information that could improve
the accuracy of this exercise include the detailed results of
local Safe Routes to Schools parent and student surveys,
a regional household travel survey, and a student travel
survey of college students.
Existing Walking and Bicycling Trips

Table 6-2 below presents commute to work data
estimates for San Gabriel, as well as nearby cities and
comparison geographies, as reported in the 2008-2012
American Community Survey 5-year estimates. This
information for San Gabriel is one of several inputs of the
demand model.
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Tab le 6-2 Existing Mode Split Comparison with Neighboring Cities

Walk

Bike

liransit

Carpool

Drive Alone

: San Gabriel

3.8%

0.9%

3.5%

11.5%

76.2%

! Rosemead

1.3%

0.8%

4.3%

12.2%

76.2%

1.2%

0.8%

5.1 %

9.2%

78.4%

I Temple City

0.8%

0.4%

3.4%

12.8%

77.5%

! City of Los Angeles

3.7%

1.0%

11.1%

10.3%

67.0%

I County of Los Angeles

!
I

1

South Pasadena

I

I
i California

2.9%

0.8%

7.1%

10.9%

72.2%

2.8%

1.0%

5.1 %

11.5%

73.0%

I United States

2.8%

0.6%

5.0%

10.0%

76.1%

I

! Source:

2008-2012 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates

Table 6-3 shows the estimated current number of
daily bicycling and walking trips. Based on the model
assumptions, the majority of trips are non-work utilitarian

trips, which include medical/dental services, shopping/
errands, family personal business, obligations, transport
someone, meals, and other trips.

Table 6-3 Current Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips

Bicyclimg

Walking

Source

329

1,391

Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

13

372

K-12 bicycle/walking trips

110

1,463

School children population from ACS multiplied by mode
split from SRTS Baseline Data Report (2010), doubled for
round -trips

College bicycle/walking trips

118

479

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split
from NHTS 2009, doubled for round-trips

Daily bicycle/walking utilitarian
trips

530

6,014

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific utilitarian trip multiplier from NHTS 2009

Daily social/recreational trips

1,569

5,442

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific social/recreational trip multiplier from
NHTS 2009

Current daily bicycling and
walking trips

2,669

15,161

Annual commute trips

85,842

442,513

Bicycle/walking and walk- or bike-to-transit trips
multiplied by annual work days

Annual K-12 trips

19,800

263,340

K-12 bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual K-12 school
days

Annual college trips

17,700

71,850

College bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual college
class days

138,301

1,913,183

Bicycle/walking commute trips

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split
from ACS, doubled for round-trips
Number of transit commuters from ACS multiplied by
transit mode split from TCRP Report 153, doubled for
round-trips

Annual Extrapolation

Annual utilitarian trips

162

Annual commute trips multiplied by mode-specific
utilitarian trip multiplier
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As shown in Table 6 -3, current commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle are estimated
at approximately 2,700 trips daily, and approximately
138,000 bicycle trips are estimated to occur annually.
Trip Replacement

and bicycling, the model isolates different walking
and bicycling user groups and applies trip distance
information for walking or bicycling trips by mode based
on NHTS 2009. Table 6-4 shows the trip replacement
factors.

Trip Replacement as part of this Plan specifically refers to
the number of trips that are completed via bicycling or
walking that would otherwise be achieved by utilizing a
motorized mode such as driving/riding in an automobile
or traveling on public transportation. To estimate the total
distance residents travel to work or school by walking

Yearly factors are calculated by assuming that work and
school/College trips occur five days per week, while
utilitarian trips occur seven days per week. However, work
and utilitarian trips occur year-round, while school and
college trips are only three-quarters of the year, due to
summer vacation.

Table 6- 4 Current Bicycling and Walking Trip Replacement (Annual)

Vehicle commute trips replaced

----

K-12 vehicle trips replaced

College vehicle trips replaced
Utilitarian vehicle trips replaced

Bicycling

Walkin!!J

Source

70,986

376,964

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not available

128,173

SR2S Baseline Data Report, 2010

14,425

61,791

NHTS 2009

114,367

1,629,786

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not available

- 8,434

-

Vehicle Miles Traveled

--

--

Commute VMT replaced

251,292

252,566

NHTS 2009 average bicycle trip distance for "Work" trips

K-12 VMT replaced

6,477

45,517

SRTS 2010, percent of students who walk or bicycle by
parent's estimate of distance

College VMT replaced

21,349

34,603

NHTS 2009 average trip distance for "SchooIlDaycare/
Religious" trips

Utilitarian VMT replaced

216,535

1,086,524

Derived from NHTS 2009

Total VMT reduced

495,653

1,419,210

Per capita VMT reduced

12

36

Current Benefits
To the extent that bicycling and walking trips replace
single-occupancy vehicle trips, they reduce emissions
and have tangible economic impacts by reducing traffic

congestion, crashes, and maintenance costs. In addition,
the reduced need to own and operate a vehicle saves
families money. These benefits are shown in Table 6-5.
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Table 6-5 Annual Benefits of Current Bicycling and Walking Trips

1
-:

Measl!J re

Bicycling

Walking

T(Dtal

Yearly vehicle miles reduced

495,653

1,419,210

1,914,863

1,486

4,255

5,741

-:I

11

32

43

!

Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)

1,038

2,972

4,010

Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)

13,550

38,797

52,347

403,217

1,154,535

1,557,752

I

Air Quality Benefits'
Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)
Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

As shown in Table 6-5, current bicycle trip benefits
include the reduction of over 495,000 vehicle miles
annually and a reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by
over 403,000 pounds annually.
Potential Future Walking and Bicycl ing Trips

I
I
:

and anticipated commuting patterns in 2035. Future
population predictions as determined by the SCAG 2012
RTP Growth Forecast (for 2035) were used in this model.
Table 6-6 shows the projected future demographics used
in the future analysis.

Estimating future benefits requires additional
assumptions regarding San Gabriel's future population

Table 6-6 Projected Future Demographics (Year 2035)

DemeQJraphi(

Value

SOl!Jrce

Population

46,100

SCAG 2012 RTP Growth Forecast

Employed population

21,193

Same percentage as current model estimate

School population, K-12

6,344

Same percentage as current model estimate

College student population

4,069

Same percentage as current model estimate

Forecast bicycling mode share was increased to address
the higher use potentially generated by the addition of
recommended bikeway facilities to the existing system.
The analysis predicts that the bicycle mode split will
double to 1.8% by 2035, due in part to bicycle network

implementation and education/encouragement
programs. The results of the future bicycling trips model,
assuming an increase to 1.8% bicycle mode share, are
shown in Table 6-7.

7 From EPA report 420-F-05-022 "Emission Facts: Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks."
2005.
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Table 6-7 Estimated Future (2035) Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips
I T-rip Type

Discussion

Bicycling

Walking

763

1,611

Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round-trip

15

430

Number of transit commuters multiplied by transit mode
split from TCRP Report 153, doubled for round -trip

K-12 bicycle/walking trips

127

1,694

College bicycle/walking trips

136

555

Daily bicycle/walking utilitarian
trips

1,229

6,965

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific utilitarian trip multiplier

Daily social/recreational trips

3,638

6,303

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific social/recreational trip multiplier

Total future daily bicycling and
walking trips

5,908

17,558

Bicycle/walking commute trips
Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

School children population multiplied by mode split,
doubled for round-trip
Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round -trip

Future Benefits

As shown in Table 6-7, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 1.8%, forecast year 2035 commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle are estimated to
grow to approximately 5,900 trips daily.

The trip replacement factors remain the same as in the
model of current trips. Table 6 -8 shows the air quality
benefits of the future projected walking and bicycling
trips.

Table 6-8 Annual Benefits of Future Bicycling and Walking Trips
Measure

Bicyoling

Walking

Total

Yearly vehicle miles reduced

1,096,000

1,643,000

2,739,000

Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)

3,287

4,926

8,213

Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

24

37

61

Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)

2,296

3,441

5,737

Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)

29,970

44,916

74,887

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

891,864

1,336,624

2,228,488

Air Quality Benefits'

,-

As shown in Table 6 -8, assuming bicycle mode split increases to 1.8%, forecast year 2035 benefits include the
reduction of almost 1.1 million vehicle trips annually and the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by nearly 900,000
pounds annually.

1 From EPA report 420-F-05-022 "Emission Facts: Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks."
2005.

ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 443 of 778

I 165

SAN GABRIEL

6.2.2 Bicycle Counts
A knowledge of current bicycling levels in the City of
San Gabriel helps to identify areas of particular need
while also serving as a baseline from which to evaluate
the impact of bicycling infrastructure and program
improvements called for in this Plan. To assess current
bicycling levels at different sites throughout the City,
the project team conducted bicycle counts using two
separate methodolog ies: manua l counts with volunteers
and automated counts using electronic tube counters.

Figure 6-6 Weekday Morn ing Bicycle Count
Results in San Gabriel
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Methodology
The methodology for the manual bicycle counts derives
from the National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation
Project (NBPD), a collaborative effort of Alta Planning +
DeSign and the Institute of Transportation Engineers. The
NBPD methodology aims to capture existing levels of
both utilitarian and recreational bicycling trips. The NBPD
also provides gu idance on how to select count locations.
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Volunteers conducted bicycle counts at five locations in
San Gabriel on Saturday, June 7, 2014 from 11 :00 a.m. to
1:00 p.m. and at six locations on Tuesday, June 10, 2014
both from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and from 4:00 p.m. to
6:00 p.m. These dates are meant to capture volumes of
bicycle riders on a typical weekday and weekend day.
The manual bike count locations were selected by staff
members from the City of San Gabriel, Day One, and Alta
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Figure 6-7 Weekday Aftern oon Bicycle Count
Results in San Gabriel
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Results in San Gabriel
Marino

So.
Mlll i no

r

Ang C'CcnD/lYt

So.

~ GQblJ"
'8(,lolnd /.... f
.. 1I ~wAyw

;X .
j !

f alMcwAv t

~ ,,,.,S. ~

>r"

I
~'-'IIW

,.,~

Bike Counts
W~ ~ k d ~ r P M

•

•
166

•

•

J

It
BikeCov nts.

". Ileyl!lvd

·

'A'ccktnd

M.m lu ll !ll

•

t,~9

•

le " 9

•

1(,\ - 1:9

•

I n ')9

."."
•

' - - - ' -=

_ e0

G.75
I M~t' O
"---'----"
W~

~ . ')
l :;1 - Z-4

: \ - ·14

fl) . ]~

tJ' YI!OLlnd \

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 444 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REG IONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

Planning + Design. This snapshot of locations is intended
to capture a diverse bicycling population using the roads
and streets that span the spectrum of "bike-friendliness."
In addition to manual counts, automated 24-hour bicycle
counts were conducted using Eco-Counters that were
procured by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health and distributed to each ofthe five Regional
Bike Plan partner cities for various time periods. In San
Gabriel, the automated counters were installed at eight
locations between April 7, 2014 and April 22, 2014.
The project team experienced several issues with the
automated counters that negatively affected the accuracy
of the bicycle count data, such as maintenance problems
and data reporting flaws. Therefore, the project team
recommends that the automated count data be dismissed
in favor ofthe manual count results. However, the
automated counting technology should be refined and
considered for use in future bicycle data collection efforts.
Results
Manual bicycle count locations and results for the City
of San Gabriel are displayed in Appendix F. During the
Tuesday morning manual counts, the San Gabriel location
that experienced the highest volume of bicyclists was
West Valley Boulevard between Prospect Avenue and
Abbot Avenue with 26 total bicycle riders passing during
the two hour count period. In the afternoon of that same
Tuesday, the count location of East Valley Boulevard
between Walnut Grove Avenue and South Delta Street
saw the highest volume of bicycle riders - 56 bicycle
riders from 4:00 p.m . to 6:00 p.m. On Saturday, the most
bicycle riders were again counted along West Valley
Boulevard between Prospect Avenue and Abbot Avenue,
with 31 riders passing by during the count period.
In the City as a whole, approximately 82 percent of bicycle
riders counted were male. Approximately 84 percent of
those observed were not wearing bicycle helmets, and

65 percent were riding on the sidewalks. Riding on the
sidewalk can be an indicator of a lack of safe bicycling
facilities and/or proper education, as bicyclists that are
uncomfortable riding with traffic may choose to instead
travel along the sidewalk.

6.2.3 Bicycle Collision Analysis
Safety is a major concern for current and potential
bicyclists, and can influence the decision whether or not
to bicycle. Potential bicyclists that do not have experience
riding, especially in traffic, typically will not ride if they
perceive the roadway as dangerous. People who do not
ride often express frustration when drivers do not see
them or do not understand that bicyclists are afforded
the same rights as vehicles. Similarly, many bicyclists do
not know or follow the "rules of the road." Uninformed or
unlawful roadway users can contribute to collisions.
This section reviews bicycle-related collisions from
January 2007 to December 2011, as reported by the
Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS).
Table 6-9 presents the number of bicycle-related
collisions in San Gabriel from 2007-2011 . Figure 6-9 maps
bicycle-related collisions over the study period with larger
dots representing locations with mUltiple collisions.

Table 6-9 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Year

-

Year

Number of Collisions

2007

7

2008

20

2009

19

2010

17

2011

16

Total

79

-

---
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Figure 6-9 Bicycle-Related Collisions in San Gabriel, 2007-2077
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Table 6-10 displays the top 5 roadways with the most
bicycle-related collisions based on data from 2007-2011.
Valley Bou levard and San Gabriel Boulevard together
accounted for over 40% of all bicycle-related collisions in
San Gabriel during the period 2007-2011 .

Table 6- 10 Highest Bicycle-Related Collision Roadways
Roadway

Nl!Imber of Collisions

Valley Boulevard

17

San Gabriel Boulevard

15

Las Tunas Drive

11

Del Mar Avenue

4

Mission Road

4

Table 6-11 shows the percent of bicycle-related collisions
based on the day of the week.

a

W

City

,-.1 Boundaries

Table 6-17 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Day of the Week
Day of the Week

Percent of Collisions

Monday

14%

Tuesday

19%

Wednesday

14%

Thursday

20%

Friday

13%

Saturday

14%

Sunday

6%

As shown in Table 6-11, the highest percentage of
bicycle-related collisions (20%) occurred on Thursdays,
with the second highest percentage (19%) on Tuesdays.

6.2.4 Bicycle Thefts
The San Gabriel Police Department recorded 15 cases
of bicycle theft in the City during the 2013 calendar
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year. Table 6-12 describes the location, date, time, and
estimated bicycle value for each reported theft.
Two-thirds of the reported bicycle thefts occurred at a
residential location, while only one-fifth of the thefts
occurred on a public street/sidewalk. About one-fourth
(4 of 15) ofthe thefts occurred in March and another one-

fourth occurred in April. Nearly half (47%) of the bicycle
thefts took place between 12:00pm and 8:00pm, while
one-third (33%) occurred between 8:00pm and 4:00am.
Six of the stolen bicycles were valued at over $400, with
another six of the fifteen valued at between $200 and
$400.

Tobie 6-12 Bicycle Thefts in the City of San Gabriel (2073)

Location (by Block)

Location Type

200 Broadway

Date

Time

Estimated Value of Stolen Bicycle

StreetlSidewalk

02/17/2013

18:36

$200 - $400

200 Sunset Avenue

Residence

02/26/2013

17:05

$50 - $199

100 W. Norwood Place

StreetlSidewalk

03/0212013

10:15

Over $400

....

-

200 Sunset Avenue

Residence

03/03/2013

01 :37

Over $400

300 Sunset Avenue

Residence

03/03/2013

04:00

$200 - $400

200 Pine Street

Residence

03/23/2013

17:30

Over $400

600 Broadway

Residence

04/03/2013

02:00

Over $400

400 Lafayette Street

Residence

04/17/2013

20:55 "

$50 - $199

-

-

1500 New Avenue
700 Sunset Avenue

--Residence
Residence
- --

900 Charlotte Avenue

Residence

1500 New Avenue

Residence

300 Mission Drive

Commercial

700 Pearl Street
1300 Las Tunas Drive

-

-

04/17/2013
23:59
--04/18/2013
20:11
05108/2013
13:22

$200 - $400
$50 - $199

---

Over $400

07101/2013

11 :00

$200 - $400

07/18/2013

12:37

$200 - $400

StreetlSidewalk

07/2312013

16:37

$200 - $400

Miscellaneous

10/10/2013

16:50

Over $400

--

"-

6.2.5 Bicycle-Related Traffic Stops
The San Gabriel Police Department reported a total of
26 traffic stops involving bicycle riders in the City during
the 2013 calendar year. Table 6-13 lists the location, date,
day of the week, and time for all of these traffic stops . .
The specific violations were not disclosed by the Police
Department.
Half (50%) of all bicycle-related traffic stops occurred
in the months of April and May, while only two bicycle-

related stops occurred over the winter months (January,
February, and December 2013). This likely reflects a higher
number of overall bicycle riders in warmer months. Nearly
forty percent of bicycle-related traffic stops in San Gabriel
took place on weekend days. During the week, Thursday
saw the most bicycle-related traffic stops, with six stops
(23% of the total) reported .
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Tab le 6-13 Bicycle-Related Traffic Stops (2073)
Locatiom (by IBlolCk)

Date

Day of Week

Ti me of Day

1300 S. Gladys Avenue

01/04/2013

Friday

23:16

N. Mission Drive & Coolidge Drive

01/26/2013

Saturday

14:42

W. Valley Boulevard & New Avenue

03/13/2013

Wednesday

10:03

Del Mar Avenue & Main Street

04/03/2013

Wednesday

17:40

900 S. Del Mar Avenue

04/04/2013

Thursday

12:18

N. San Marino Avenue & Hermosa Drive

04/06/2013

Saturday

16:26

200 S. San Gabriel Boulevard

04/17/2013

Wednesday

00:17

E. Las Tunas Drive & California Street

04/21/2013

Sunday

11:09

1700 S. New Avenue

04/28/2013

Sunday

16:18

E. Live Oak Street & California Street

04/28/2013

Sunday

11 :31

05/05/2013

Sunday

02:02

400 E. Angeleno Avenue

05/10/2013

Friday

23:01

San Gabriel Boulevard & 1-10 Freeway

05/11/2013

Saturday

05/11/2013

Saturday

OS/23/2013

Thursday

San Gabriel Boulevard & EI Monte Street

OS/28/2013

Tuesday

100 W. Clary Avenue

06/12/2013

Wednesday

05:06

S. California Street & Live Oak Street

06/21/2013

Friday

23:22

Grand Avenue & E. Charlotte Avenue

07/14/2013

Sunday

21:19

100 W. Valley Boulevard

07/24/2013

Wednesday

12:49

--

E. Las Tunas Drive & Gladys Avenue

--------

300 E. Valley Boulevard

--

-

E. Valley Boulevard & Lafayette Street

-

--

--

------

---

.-

.-

00:37
10:59

-

20:35
-

-

500 E. Las Tunas Drive
I--

-

-- - - -

E. Valley Boulevard & Alegro Square

08/01/2013
Thursday
----- ---- ----- 08/15/2013
Thursday

14:54

15:50

--

---

E. Dewey Avenue & Del Mar Avenue

08/29/2013

Thursday

10:53
---08:18

S. San Gabriel Boulevard &Valley Boulevard

09/21/2013

Saturday

02:45

W. Angeleno Avenue & Rosenda Street

09/30/2013

Monday

21:21

500 E. Mission Road

10/31/2013

Thursday

12:44

------

6.3 Recommended Bicycle
Facilities and Programs
The proposed bikeway network, when completed, will
include over 30 miles of bicycle facilities to increase
connectivity within San Gabriel and to the surrounding
communities. The proposed bikeway network has been
developed to create a comprehensive, safe, and logical
network.

170

Recommendations for bikeways within the City are
subject to a variety of factors that affect the schedule and
final implementation:
•

Recommendations have been developed based
on technical review and public input, however,
the recommendations are conceptual and further
feasibility review may be needed to address
physical, community, and financial constraints.
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While a prioritized list is provided in the
Prioritization Chapter, projects may be
implemented sooner based on coordination with
other City projects or funding opportunities.
Funding for the bikeway recommendations is
discussed further in the Prioritization Chapter,
and suggestions are provided to the City to seek
funding sources to minimize the effect on the
City General Fund for implementation.
•

such as sharrows, green conflict zone striping,
bike lane buffers, bicycle boulevard elements,
etc. The City will explore the possibility of
providing enhanced Class II or Class III facilities
anywhere Class II or III facilities are proposed.
Table 6-14 summarizes the bikeway recommendations
and total mileage by category. Figure 6-10 shows the
recommended bikeway network, including potential
enhanced Class III facilities .

The City may develop further criteria and
standards for use of enhanced bicycle treatments

Table 6-14 Recommended Bikeway Network
Facility Type

Existing Bikeways (Mi les)

P'roposed gikeways (Miles)

Class I Shared-Use Path

0.0

4.8

Class II Bike Lane

0.0

9.6*

Class III Bike Route Proposed for Upgrade to Class 11*

0.4

--

Other Class III Bike Route

0.0

Total

0.4

.....I

19.2

- -

33.6

• 0:4 miles of Class /II bike route along )unipero Serra Drive proposed for upgrade to Class /I bike lanes.

As shown in Table 6-14, proposed bikeways identified in this Plan total 33.6 miles.

Figure 6-10 San Gabriel Recommended Bikeway Network
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6.3 .1 Class I Sha red-Use Paths
Class I off-street shared-use paths are often desired by
casual bicyclists, as well as bicyclists concerned about
interacting with vehicular traffic. A network of off-street
shared-use paths provides greater opportunities for
connectivity to destinations throughout the community,
so recommendations have been developed to improve
the network within the City given notable property and
right-of-way constraints. Some of the recommendations
provided for shared-use paths require coordination
with neighboring cities and other agencies such as the
County of Los Angeles and Caltrans. The City also recently

adopted new zoning code standards that will require
all new developments along flood control channels to
provide a bicycle and pedestrian trail.
Where there is not sufficient space or right-of-way for a
Class I bicycle facility, buffered or physically protected
Class II bike lanes can provide bicycle riders with a more
comfortable level of separation from motor vehicle traffic
and parked vehicles. The subsequent section discusses
Class II bikeways recommendations.
Table 6-15 identifies the proposed Class I shared-use
paths for the City of San Gabriel bikeways network.

Table 6-15 Proposed Class I Shared-Use Paths

Roadway

From

To

Alhambra Wash

City Limit (near Ramona Street/Wells Street
Intersection)

Hovey Avenue

0.5

Alhambra Wash

Del Mar Avenue

1-10 Freeway

0.4

Eaton Wash

City Limit (South of Hermosa Drive)

Elm Avenue

0.1

Rubio Wash

Rose Avenue

Elm Avenue

0.8

Rubio Wash

San Gabriel Boulevard

Valley Boulevard

1.5

Union Pacific Right-of-Way

West City Limit

East City Limit

1.5

Length (Miles)

-

Total Proposed Class I Shared-Use Paths

As shown in Table 6-15 a total of 4.8 miles of Class I
shared-use paths are recommended in this Plan.

6.3 .2 Class II Bike Lanes
Many commuters and recreational bicyclists may prefer
bike lanes due to their more direct routing . This report
recommends the City go beyond simply striping standard
Class II bike lanes due to their limited functionality as a
result of potential "dooring" issues adjacent to parked
cars or the presence of gutter pans and drainage grates
that effectively narrow the width of the bike lane. In
some locations where wide Class II bike lanes might be
provided, modification of striping to provide a buffer

172

4 .8

between on-street parking and/or vehicular traffic is
recommended. At other locations with minimal crossings,
protected bike lanes may be recommended. The use of
buffered or protected bike lanes will be considered on a
case-by-case basis through the design of the facility.
Table 6-16 identifies the proposed Class II bike lanes for
the City of San Gabriel bikeways network. Figure 6-11
illustrates how Del Mar Avenue might look with Class II
bike lanes installed as part of a future roadway resurfacing
project.
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Table 6-16 Proposed Class /I Bike Lanes

...Roadway

From

To

Longden Drive

1-10 Freeway

2.9

Ramona Street

Del Mar Avenue

0.5

Junipero Serra Drive

San Marino Avenue

Mission Road

0.4

Las Tunas Drive

City Limit (East of Champion Place)

San Gabriel Boulevard

San Gabriel Boulevard

Muscatel Avenue

Santa Anita Street

City Limit (East of
Charlotte Avenue)

San Gabriel Boulevard

City Limit (North of Los Olivos Drive)

Hermosa Drive

Valley Boulevard

New Avenue

Rubio Wash

Length (Miles)

~

Del Mar Avenue

-Fairview
Avenue

-

-------Las Tunas
Drive
t-Mission Road

-

--

1.3

-- 0.8
-- 1.5

-

-

0.6
1.4

Walnut Grove Avenue

Las Tunas Drive

City Limit (North of
Cheyenne Drive)

0.1

Walnut Grove Avenue

City Limit (South of Cheyenne Drive)

City Limit (North of
Frandsen Street)

0.1

Total Proposed Class II Bike Lanes

-

9.6

As shown in Table 6-16, a total of 9.6 miles of Class II bike lanes are recommended in this Plan .

Figure 6-11 Before/After Depiction of Proposed Class 1/ Bike Lanes on Del Mar Avenue

Existing

Proposed
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6.3.3 Class III Bike Routes
Any street that is legal for bicycles is inherently a shared
roadway in which bicyclists and drivers share a lane of
traffic, and a ca r cannot necessarily pass a bicyclist in
the same lane. To improve motorists' awareness of the
presence of bicyclists and to indicate good routes for
bicyclists, cities often post signs indicating that the road is

~

a "Class III Bike Route," as well as painting shared roadway
markings in the travel lane. Class III bike routes are often
identified at locations where the available street width is
not wide enough to accommodate an on-street bike lane
(Class II facility).
Potential enhancements requested during community
engagement activities include the use of shared lane
markings (sharrows) and use of the "Bikes May Use Full
Lane" signage (MUTCD R4-11).
Another treatment for consideration is designation
of bicycle boulevards for improved connectivity and
wayfinding by cyclists that seek lower stress routes to
travel. Bicycle boulevards are generally defined as lowvolume, low-speed streets that have been optimized for
bicycle travel using treatments such as traffic calming and
traffic reduction, signage and pavement markings, and
intersection crossing treatments. Class III bike routes will
be considered for upgrading to bicycle boulevards on a
case-by-case basis by City staff.

MAY USE
FULL LANE
R4-11
Image 23- Sign R4-7 7 "Bikes May Use Full Lane"

Table 6-17 identifies the proposed Class III bike routes for
the City of San Gabriel bikeways network.

Table 6-17 Proposed ClO5S/ll Bike Routes
R0adway

From

To

Alhambra Road

Domingo Drive

City Limit (West of Valencia Street)

0.7

Angeleno Avenue

Mission Road

San Gabriel Boulevard

0.7

Broadway

City Limit (West of La Presa Avenue)

City Limit (West of Muscatel Avenue)

0.2

Broadway

Mission Drive

Burton Avenue

1.6

California Street

East Angeleno Avenue

Wells Street

0.8

Clary Avenue

Junipero Serra Drive

Del Mar Avenue

0.3

Country Club Drive

Roses Road

Las Tunas Drive

0.5

Fairview Avenue

Del Mar Avenue

San Gabriel Boulevard

0.5

Grand Avenue

Del Mar Avenue

City Lim it (East of Rubio Wash)

0.7

Hermosa Drive

City Limit (West of Vista Street)

Burton Avenue

0.1

Hermosa Drive

Mission Drive

Charlotte Avenue

1.3

Hovey Avenue

Alhambra Wash

Del Mar Avenue

0.2

Longden Avenue

City Limit (East of Vista Street/Bion Avenue)

Burton Avenue

0.1

Longden Drive

San Marino Avenue

San Gabriel Boulevard

0.7

Manley Drive

Wells Street

Valley Boulevard

0.4

Marshall Street

New Avenue

City Limit (East of Charlotte Avenue)

1.2

Mission Drive

City Limit (North of Domingo Street)

Mission Road

1.3

Muscatel Avenue

Elm Avenue

City Limit (North of Las Tunas Drive)

0.1

Ramona Street

Mission Road

New Avenue

0.8

Roses Road

St. Albans Road

Country Club Drive

1.2

Length
(Miles)

I

.......
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Table 6-17 Proposed Class 1ft Bike Routes (continued)
Roadway

Fn!>m

To

San Gabriel Boulevard 1

Hermosa Drive

1-10 Freeway

I-

Length
(Miles)
2.3

San Marino Avenue

Longden Drive

Clary Avenue

1.1

Santa Anita Street

Hermosa Drive

Mission Drive

1.0

St. Albans Road

City Limit (North of Coolidge Drive)

Roses Road

Wells Street

Ramona Street

Del Mar Avenue

0.5

Wells Street

Del Mar Avenue

Rubio Wash

0.7

Willard Avenue

City Limit (Alley North of Las Tunas Drive)

City Limit (South of Las Tunas Drive)

0.1

-

-

--

0.1

Total Proposed Class III Bike Routes
As shown in Table 6-17, a total of 19.2 miles of Class III
bike routes are recommended in this Plan.

6.3.4 End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities
Support facilities and connections to other modes of
transportation are essential components of a bicycle
system because they enhance safety and convenience for
bicyclists at the end Of every trip. With nearly all utilitarian
and many recreational bike trips, bicyclists need secure
and well-located bicycle parking. A comprehensive
bicycle parking strategy is one of the most important
things that a jurisdiction can apply to immediately
enhance the bicycling environment. Moreover, a bicycle
parking strategy with connections to public transit will
further the geographical range of residents traveling
without using an automobile.
Bicycle parking can be categorized into short-term
and long-term parking. Bicycle racks are the preferred
device for short-term bike parking. These racks serve
people who wish to leave their bicycles for relatively
short periods of time, typically for shopping or errands,
eating or recreation. Bicycle racks provide a high level of
convenience and moderate level of security. Long-term
bicycle parking includes bike lockers and bike rooms
and serves people who intend to leave their bicycles
for longer periods of time. Long-term bicycle parking
facilities are typically found in multifamily residential
buildings and commercial buildings. These facilities
provide a high level of security but are less convenient
than bicycle racks.
Recommended bicycle parking standards are presented
in Appendix G.ln addition, Appendix H presents a
comprehensive bicycle parking study for San Gabriel and
the other four regional bike plan partner cities.

19.2

.-

Short-Term Bicycle Parking
This Plan recommends the City adopt one or both of the
short-term bicycle rack types shown in Figure 6-12 as the
standard for short-term parking.

Figure 6-12 Types of Bicycle Racks

Horseshoe

U-Rack

This Plan also recommends implementation of adequate
short-term bicycle parking in the form of bicycle racks
within the public right-of-way at major trip attractors,
including commercial and civic activity centers and transit
hubs. The City should prioritize the installation of bicycle
parking throughout the City, with particular attention
directed at the following locations:
•

San Gabriel Library

•

San Gabriel City Hall

•

San Gabriel Historical Museum

•

San Gabriel Community Recreation Center

•

San Gabriel Historic Mission District

•

Mission Drive Shopping District

•

San Gabriel Valley Medical Center

•

City Parks

1. While San Gabriel Boulevard from Hermosa Drive to 1-10 is currently recommended as a Class II/ bike route, the City will explore the possibility of providing
Class II bike lanes along this corridor in the future, taking the potential loss of on-street parking into consideration.
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•

Chi Mui Post Office

Long-Term Bicycle Parking

•

Schools

Locations where visitors are expected to park their
bicycles for longer than 2 hours should provide more
secure, long-term bicycle parking options, such as bicycle
lockers.

Although the number of racks is determined by the space
available, it is recommended that short-term bicycle
parking capacity to accommodate eight bicycles is
provided at each of the civic uses identified above, and
short-term bicycle parking both within the public rightof-way and on private property for commercial and office
areas be determined based on intensity of development.
The adequacy of short-term bicycle parking requires
regular review to determine if additional capacity is
needed.

City staff may coordinate with public and private
sector development opportunities to determine which
projects and facilities should incorporate secure bicycle
parking areas into their design. (The City's zoning code
already requires secure bicycle parking facilities for all
new developments.) Secure bicycle parking areas that
provide services, such as bicycle rentals and repair may be
considered . The following are locations where long-term
bicycle parking is recommended, and these are shown in
Figure 6-12.

In order to decrease the risk of bicycle theft and/or
vandalism to property, this Plan recommends that shortterm bike racks be installed in areas with moderate to
heavy pedestrian and vehicular traffic. Additionally, bike
racks should be painted in a bright color, such as yellow,
to increase visibility and reduce the risk of pedestrian
injuries.

•

San Gabriel City Hall

•

San Gabriel Community Recreation Center
San Gabriel Valley Medical Center

Figure 6 -12 San Gabriel Recommended Long-Term Bicycle Parking Facilities
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Municipal Code Bicycle Parking
The City's current zoning code requires all new
developments to provide bicycle parking. These required
bicycle parking facilities will provide two points of contact
with the bicycle so that it can be locked from both the
front wheel/frame and the rear wheel. This will provide
a higher degree of security and support for the bicycle.
This will more accurately address the bicycle demand at a
given development. Additionally, space to maneuver the
bicycle away from fixed objects and buildings is required
to accommodate short-term bicycle parking needs.
Key design aspects related to long-term bicycle parking
includes:
•

Covered, lockable enclosures with permanently
anchored racks for bicycles.

•

Lockable bicycle rooms with permanently
anchored racks; or

•

Lockable, permanently anchored bicycle lockers.

When people commute by bicycle, they often sweat or
become dirty from weather or road conditions. Providing
changing and storage facilities encourage commuters to
travel by bicycle because they have a place to change and
prepare before work or school. The City's zoning code
currently requires all new mid-size and large employers,
offices, and businesses to supply changing and storage
facilities, such as by providing showers and locker space
within the buildings or arranging agreements with
nearby recreation centers to allow commuters to use their
facilities.

As noted in the Recommended Programs section, the
installation of bicycle maintenance hubs or stations at
key high-traffic locations can accommodate bicyclists for
a variety of needs (such as minor repairs, inflating tires,
filling water bottles, providing wayfinding information,
and promotion of local businesses).

6.3.5 Recommended Programs
Improvements to and continued support of education,
enforcement and evaluation programs have been proven
to increase the number of bicycle trips and bicycling
safety. These programs can ensure that more community
members know about new and improved facilities,
learn the skills they need to integrate bicycling into their
activities, and receive positive reinforcement about
integrating bicycling into their daily lives. In essence, the
new and enhanced programs market the idea of bicycling
to the community and encourage a shift to bicycling
as a transportation option. This Plan supports the
continuation and enhancement ofthe City's education,
encouragement, and enforcement programs that are
currently in place. The following additional programs are
each designed to promote bicycling in the City, increase
safety for those traveling by bicycle, and raise awareness
of the benefits of bicycling. Table 6-18 provides a
summary of the recommended programs.
Further details on recommended programs are included
in Chapter 8.

Table 6-78 Recommended Programs
--,

Cate@or.y

Program

Responsible Party

Fundi mg Source

Soli\ed \!lle*

Education

Bicycle Safety and Share
the Road Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Resource Website

City

City

Near-Term

Adult Bicycling Skills
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City, Metro

City; Grants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Education Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Clinics & Bicycle Campus

City, Safe Routes to School
National Partnership

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Senior Bicycle Education
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Valet at City Events

Special Event Promoter, City

City

Near-Term

Youth and FamilyOriented Bicycle Rides

Advocacy Groups, City

Private

Near-Term

"Be Seen" Bike Light
Campaign

City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Encouragement
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Table 6-18 Recommended Programs (continued)

...-Category

Enforcement

Evaluation

*Near-term

178

Program

Iilesponsible Party

Fundi r.l g Sou rce

Schedule*

Bike Festivals & Family
Bike Fest/Family Biking
Day

City, Advocacy Groups

City; Sponsorships

Near-Term

Launch Party for New
Bicycle Facilities

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly
Community Designation

City

N/A

Near-Term

Tourism Integration

City

City

Near-Term

Commuter Incentive
Programs

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Safe Routes to School
Program

City, Advocacy Groups

Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly Business
Districts

Business Improvement District!
Association, City

City; Contributions
from Business
Associations

Middle-Term

Bicycle Hubs

City

Cit~;

Middle-Term

Media Outlets

City

In- Kind
Contributions; Grants

Middle-Term

Individualized Ma rketing
Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants

Middle-Term

Mobility Coordinator

City

City; Grants

Long-Term

Ride with the City

City

City

Near-Term

Open Streets/Ciclovia
Events

City

City; Grants

Long-Term

Bicycle Sharing

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants; Sponsorships

Long-Term

Speed Radar Trailer/
Feedback Signs

City

Grants

Near-Term

Grants

-

Bicycle Patrol Units

City

City

Near-Term

Undercover Officer
Enforcement

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Theft Abatement
Program

City

Grants

Middle-Term

Bicycle Counts and
Survey Program

City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Mapping Bikeway
Investments

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Report Card

City

City

Middle-Term

Complete Streets Policy

City

City; Grants

Midd le-Term

Bicycle Parking Policy and
Enforcement

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Counters/Bicycle
Barometers

City

Grants

Middle-Term

=0-3 years, Middle-Term =3-6 years, Long-Term =6+ years.
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6.4 Project Costs
6.4.1 Implementation Costs
The planning level cost estimates do not include potential
right-of-way acquisition, extensive grading, landscaping,
or potential utility impacts. Cost estimate refinements still
may occur based on further engineering review and are
intended to provide an estimate for budgeting purposes.
Table 6-19 summarizes the total cost of implementation
for the bikeways recommendations.

The following planning-level costs are typically
utilized to estimate capital expenditures required for
implementation of bikeways by classification:
•

Class I Shared-Use Path: $1,000,000 per mile;

•

Class II Bike Lane: $50,000 per mile; and

•

Class III Bike Route: $20,000 per mile.

Table 6-79 Recommended Bikeway Network Cost Estimate
Facility Type

Proposed Bikeways (Miles)

Unit Cost ($/Mile)

Total Cost ($)

Class I Shared-Use Path
4.8
$1,000,000
$4,800,000
--------------------------------------------------~
Class II Bike Lane
9.6
$50,000
$480,000

------------------------------19.2

Class III Bike Route

-------

Total

$20,000

$384,000

33.6

$5,664,000

As shown in Table 6 -19, the total cost estimate for recommended bicycle infrastructure projects is slightly less than $5.7
million, of which nearly $5 million are attributed to Class I shared-use paths and bridges. Note that much ofthe cost of
future Class I shared-use paths will be borne by private developers that are now required to provide paths along any
flood control channels on their property.

6.4.2 Maintenance Costs
Bicycle facilities require regular maintenance and repair.
On-street bicycle facilities are maintained as part of
the normal roadway maintenance program and extra
emphasis should be placed on keeping bike lanes and
roadway shoulders clear of debris and keeping vegetation
overgrowth from blocking visibility. The cost of

maintaining Class I facilities may be shared among various
agencies or departments. The typical maintenance costs
for the existing and proposed bikeway network are shown
in Table 6-20, and the cost for maintaining the built out
network is provided (accounting for existing bikeways
within the City).

Tab le 6-20 Annual Bikeways Network Maintenance Cost Estimates
Unit Cost
($/Mile)

T0tal Length
(Miles)

Annual Cest ($)

Class I Shared-Use Path

$15,000

4.8

$72,000

Lighting and removal of debris and
vegetation overgrowth

Class II Bike Lane

$5,000

9.6

$48,000

Repainting lane stripes and stencils, sign
replacement as needed

Class III Bike Route

$5,000

19.2

$96,000

Sign replacement as needed

33.6

$216,000

Facility Type

Total

As shown in Table 6-20, the annual cost for maintaining
the bikeways network assuming implementation of
all paths, bike lanes, and bike routes is approximately
$216,000. It should be noted this cost will be realized

Typical Mainternance Items

over time as implementation of the network is completed,
and actual costs will be lower until the entire network is
constructed .
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6.S Project Implementation
This chapter provides a strategy for implementing the
capital project recommendations in this Plan. This
implementation strategy and sequence is guided by a
criteria-based ranking consistent with the goals of this
Plan as well as the goals of other City, region, and State
plans and policies.
A lengthy list of recommendations has been provided in
this Plan, and ranking allows staff to prioritize the projects
to advance to implementation. A variety of variables will
influence the implementation including the availability
of funding, engineering analysis, and support from
community stakeholders and representatives.
Many signing and striping projects can be completed by
the City Department of Public Works and are exempt from
CEQA requirements. Such projects can be implemented
using City or grant funds with approval by the City
Management and/or City Council, if required due to the
visibility or importance of the project. More complex
projects with greater associated impacts typically include
the following steps to advance to implementation:
1. Preparation of a Feasibility Study involving a
conceptual design (with consideration of possible
alternatives and environmental issues) and cost
estimate for individual projects as needed.
2. Secure funding and any applicable
environmental approvals.
3. Completion of final plans, specifications and
estimates, advertising for bids, receipt of bids and
award of contract(s).
4. Approval of the project by the City Council.
5. Construction of Project.

6.5.1 Prioritization Criteria

can review the project list and project ranking at regular
intervals to ensure it reflects the most current priorities,
needs, and opportunities for implementing the bicycle
network in a logical and efficient manner.
Each ranking criterion contains information about a
facility and its ability to address an existing or future need
in the San Gabriel Valley. The reSUlting project ranking
determines each project's relative importance in funding
and scheduled construction.
The following criteria are used to evaluate each proposed
bicycle facility, its ability to address demand and
deficiencies in the existing bicycle network and its ease of
implementation. The criteria are organized into "utility"
and "implementation" prioritization factors.

Utility Prioritization Factors
Utility criteria include conditions of bicycle facilities that
enhance the bicycle network. Each criterion is discussed
below.

Bicycle-Related Collisions
Bicycle facilities have the ability to increase safety by
reducing potential conflicts between bicyclists and
motorists, which often result in collisions. Proposed
facilities that are located on roadways with past bicycleautomobile collisions are important to the partner cities.

Public Input
The Project Team solicited public input through a series
of booths at local events, jurisdiction-wide workshops,
community street audits, a web-based feedback portal,
monthly polls and an opinion survey. Facilities that
community members identified as desirable for future
bicycle facilities are of priority to the network because
they address the needs of the public.

Gap Closure

The intent of ranking projects is to create a prioritized list
of bicycle projects for implementation. As projects are
implemented, lower ranked projects move up the list. The
project list and individual projects outlined in this Plan
are flexible concepts that serve as a guideline. The ranked
project list, and perhaps the overall system and segments
themselves, may change over time as a result of changing
bicycling patterns, land use patterns, implementation
constraints and opportunities and the development of
other transportation system facilities.

Gaps in the bicycle network come in a variety of forms,
ranging from a "missing link" on a roadway to larger
geographic areas without bicycle facilities. Gaps in the
bikeway network discourage bicycle use because they
limit access to key destinations and land uses. Facilities
that fill a gap in the existing and proposed bicycle
network are of high priority.

Projects may be implemented out of scoring order
as opportunities arise. Opportunities may include
grant availability, new development projects, capital
improvement projects, or roadway repaving. The City

Proposed bikeways that connect to existing bicycle
facilities in the partner cities and to adjacent jurisdictions'
bikeways increase the convenience of bicycle travel.
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Proposed facilities that fit this criterion are of high
importance to the cities.
Connectivity to Regional Facilities

Linkage to existing and future regional bikeways in
the San Gabriel Valley will enhance future connectivity
between the partner cities and surrounding communities.
For the purposes of this evaluation, linkage to the
following facility types would be identified as regional
connections:
•

Existing/Planned off-street trails along
waterways, utility corridors, etc.

•

Existing/Planned on-street bikeways that
continuously span across two or more
jurisdictions

Connectivity to Activity Centers

Improved linkage to key employment, recreational,
commercial and civic destinations within the community
can increase bicycling activity and reduce in-town
vehicular travel for short-distance trips. These activity
centers generate many trips which could be made by
bicycle if the proper facilities were available. The following
activity centers will be reviewed for improved access
related to the recommended bikeway improvements:

network. Priority ranking will be given to bikeways that
connect to the following major transportation centers:

•

EI Monte Bus Station

•

EI Monte Metrolink Station

•

East Los Angeles College Transit Center

•

Proposed future Metro Gold Line stations

Implementation Prioritization Factors
Implementation criteria address the ease of implementing
each proposed project. Each criterion is discussed below.
Permitting

Projects that can be implemented solely by the
participating cities have higher readiness factors,
whereas those that require permitting and approvals
from other agencies governing roadways and land within
the individual cities will score lower. Examples include
collaboration with adjacent jurisdictions, approval
by Caltrans, or permitting by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works for projects utilizing local
washes, creeks, storm channels, etc.
Project Cost

Projects that are less expensive do not require as much
funding as other projects and are therefore easier to
implement. Projects that cost less are of higher priority to
the partner cities.

•

Major Employment & Commercial Areas

•

Civic Centers

•

Public Libraries

•

Community Centers

•

K-12 Public Schools

•

East Los Angeles College

•

Major Cultural Destinations, such as museums
and interpretive centers

Installing safe, easily accessible and attractive bicycle
facilities occasionally requires the displacement of
on-street vehicular parking. Therefore, projects that
do not require parking displacement are of increased
importance.

•

Hospitals & Medical Centers

6.5.2 Project Ranking

•

Parks & Recreation Centers

•

Commercial/retail business centers (e.g.,
shopping malls, downtown districts, retail
complexes, etc.)

Parking Displacement

Table 6-21 shows how the criteria are weighted for
project prioritization and ranking.

Connectivity to Multi-Modal Transportation Centers

Bicycle facilities that link to modes of public
transportation increase the geographical distance
bicyclists are able to travel. Proposed bicycle facilities that
connect to transit stops and centers improve bicyclists'
mobility and are therefore key pieces of the bicycle
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Table 6-21 Ranking Criteria and Weighting
Criter.ia

Score

Multiplier

Total

2

3

6

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 3 or
more bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

1

3

3

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 1-2
bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

0

3

0

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that did not experience
any bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

2

3

6

Roadway was identified by the public as desirable for a future
facility multiple times

Description

Utility Prioriti~a1iion Fadous
Bicycle-Related
Collisions

Public Inpl!lt

-

1

3

--(;)
Gap Closure

Connectivity: Existing

~ d~si~;ble for~ future

otRoadway was-;;;t identified by the publie as desirable for a
I future facility,

-

6

Fills a network gap between two or more existing facilities

1

3

3

Fills a network gap between an existing facility and a proposed
facility

0

3

0

Does not directly or indirectly fill a network gap

2

-

-

.,...

2

-

2

4

-

2

-

IProvides secondary conne: tivitY,t o an existing bi; y,cle f~ilit;

I

2

2

2

4

Provides direct access to a regional existing/proposed bicycle
facility

1

2

2

Provides secondary connectivity to a regional existing/
proposed bicycle facility

0

2

0

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to a regional
existing/proposed bicycle facility

2

2

4

Provides access to more than 3 activity centers

-

-

-'-

2

~

0

IProvides direct access to an existing bicycle facility

0

1

Connectivity:
Multi-Modal

-

~adway

was identified by the publie
facility once

3

1

Connectivity:
Activity Centers

3

- 3 1

2

-Connectivity: Regional

f- - - -

-

~-

.-,...

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to an existing
bicycle facility

i""

2

Provicles access to 1-3 activity centers

0

Does not provide access to an activity center

-

-

-

-

-

0

2

2

1

2

Provides direct access to a major Transportation Center

1

1

1

Provides secondary connectivity to a major Transportation
Center

0

1

0

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to a major
Transportation Center

2

1

2

Does not require permitting from agency (other than the
respective city)

1

1

1

Requires permitting or approval from 1 agency

llililplemeliltation P r.i() ~iti~atior.l Factors
Permitting
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Table 6-21 Ranking Criteria and Weighting (continued)

Critenia

Project Cost

Score

Multiplier

Total

0

1

0

Requires permitting or approval from 2 or more agencies

1

2

Will cost less than $40,000 to implement

-

Parking Displacement

2
1
0

Des€UilDtion

t

--- - I - 1 1
Will cost betw: en $40,001 and $200,000 to implement
- 1
Will cost over $200,000 to implement
0

2

1

1
0

i

2

Does not require any parking removal

1

1

Requires removal of some on-street parking stalls

1

0

Requires removal of all on-street parking stalls

Each recommended project was evaluated based on the
ranking criteria and scored to develop the prioritization
tables. As shown in Table 6-21, the maximum potential
score for a recommended project is 38 points.

•

Tier 2 (18-15 points): Tier 2 projects are intended
for mid-term implementation. A total of 16
projects are listed in Tier 2 and are shown in
Table 6-23.

Within the City of San Gabriel, a total of 43 bicycle facility
projects were identified and grouped into the following
three tiers by each project's prioritization score:

•

Tier 3 (14-0 points): Tier 3 projects are not
currently ready for implementation but are
included as long-term potential bicycle-specific
projects. A total of 12 projects are listed in Tier 3
and are shown in Table 6 -24.

•

Tier 1 (26-19 points): Tier 1 projects have the
highest potential for addressing the City's goals
for bicycle transportation and are intended for
near-term project implementation. The highest
score received by a project was 26 points. A total
of 15 projects are listed in Tier 1 and are shown in
Table 6-22.

All of the projects are recommended for implementation
over the next twenty (20) years. However, due to the
unpredictability of funding sources, economic conditions,
and community support, some projects, especially those
that require right-of-way purchase or coordination with
mUltiple jurisdictions, may not be completed within the
next twenty years.
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Tab le 6 -22 Tier 1 Projects (Score of 26-19)
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Broadway

City Limit (West of La
Presa Avenue)

III

Broadway

II

"'
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'tI

VI

W
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c

. . ..
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...

~

ai

A-

City Limit (West of
Muscatel Avenue)

6

6

0

'"

0

4

4

0

2

2

2

26

Mission Drive

Burton Avenue

6

6

0

0

4

4

0

2

2

2

26

Del Mar Avenue

Longden Drive

1-10 Freeway

6

6

0

0

4

4

0

1

1

2

24

I

Alhambra Wa sh

City Limit (near
Ramona Street/Wells
Street Intersection)

Hovey Avenue

6

6

0

0

4

4

0

1

0

2

23

II

Las Tunas Drive

City Limit (East of
Champion Place)

San Gabriel
Boulevard

6

6

0

0

4

4

0

2

1

0

23

II

Mission Road

Santa Anita Street

City Limit (East of
Charlotte Avenue)

6

6

0

0

4

4

0

2

1

0

23

I

Rubio Wash

San Gabriel
Boulevard

Valley Boulevard

6

6

0

0

4

4

0

1

0

2

23

II

Valley Boulevard

New Avenue

Rubio Wash

6

6

0

0

4

4

0

2

1

0

23

II

Las Tunas Drive

San Gabriel
Boulevard

Muscatel Avenue

6

6

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

0

22

I

Alhambra Wash

Del Mar Avenue

1-10 Freeway

6

6

0

0

4

2

0

1

0

2

21

I

Eaton Wash

City Limit (South of
Hermosa Drive)

Elm Avenue

6

6

0

0

4

0

0

1

1

2

20

I

Union Pacific
Railroad Rightof-Way

West City Limit

East City Limit

3

6

0

0

4

4

0

1

0

2

20

II

Junipero Serra
Drive

San Marino Avenue

Mission Road

3

3

0

0

4

4

0

2

2

1

19

I

Rubio Wash

Rose Avenue

Elm Avenue

6

6

0

0

4

0

0

1

0

2

19

II

San Gabriel
Boulevard

City Limit (North of
Los Olivos Drive)

Hermosa Drive

6

3

0

0

4

0

0

2

2

2

19
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Table 6-23 Tier 2 Projects (Score of 78-75)
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Marshall Street

New Avenue

City Limit (East of
Charlotte Avenue)

6

0

0

'"

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

18

III

San Gabriel Boulevard

Hermosa Drive

1-10 Freeway

6

0

0

0

4

4

0

1

1

2

18

III

San Marino Avenue

Longden Drive

Clary Avenue

6

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

18

III

Wells Street

Del Mar Avenue

Rubio Wash

6

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

18

III

Mission Drive

City Limit (North of
Domingo Street)

Mission Road

3

0

0

0

4

4

0

2

2

2

17

III

Ramon a Street

Mission Road

New Avenue

3

0

0

0

4

4

0

2

2

2

17

III

Santa Anita Street

Hermosa Drive

Mission Drive

3

0

0

0

4

4

0

2

2

2

17

III

California Street

East Angeleno
Avenue

Well s Street

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

III

Clary Aven ue

Junipero Serra
Drive

Del Mar Avenue

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

II

Fairview Ave nue

Ramona Street

Del Mar Avenue

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

III

Hermosa Drive

Mission Drive

Charlotte Avenu e

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

III

Muscatel Avenue

Elm Avenue

City Limit (North of
Las Tunas Drive)

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

III

Roses Road

st. Albans Road

Country Club Drive

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

III

Wells Street

Ramona Street

Del Mar Avenue

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

II

Walnut Grove Avenue

City Limit (South of
Ch eyenne Drive)

City Limit (North of
Frandsen Street)

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

II

Walnut Grove Avenue

Las Tunas Drive

City Limit (Nort h of
Cheyenne Drive)

3

0

0

0

4

2

0

2

2

2

15

-

1--
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Tab le 6-24 Tier 3 Projects (Score of 74 or less)
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6.5.3 Implementation Strategies
The Bicycle Master Plan provides the long-term vision
for the development of a citywide bicycle network that
can be used by all residents for all types of trips. The
following strategies, action items and measures of
effectiveness are provided to guide the City toward the
vision identified in the Plan.

Strategy 1: Strategically Pursue Infrastructure
Projects
City staff can strategically pursue funding and
implementation of infrastructure projects recommended
in this Plan. Ideally, City staff will pursue capital
improvements funding or grant funding for high-priority
bicycle improvements first. If grant requirements or
construction in conjunction with another roadway project
make construction of a lower priority project possible,
then the City might advance that project regardless of
priority.
Action Item: On an annual basis the City can publish
a public report documenting the status and ongoing
actions for all bicycle infrastructure projects. This report
may be combined with the prioritization review discussed
below. The first update is recommended to occur in Fall
2015.

Strategy 2: Review Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) Concurrence
The opportunity to implement projects concurrent
with the CIP can reduce the burden of implementing
bicycle facility projects, and improve the schedule for use
regardless of priority ranking for each project.
Action Item: Annually evaluate the CIP for opportunities
to implement recommended bicycle facility projects
included within this Plan .

Strategy 3: General Plan Incorporation
Key policies, strategies and recommendations included
in this Bicycle Master Plan can be incorporated into
the General Plan Circulation Element during the next
update. At the least, the Circulation Element update
can incorporate the recommended bikeways network,
add revisions to the roadway cross-sections showing
dimensions for on-street bike lanes, and incorporate
policies for public and private realm accommodation of
bicycling activities. Additionally, roadways with excess
vehicular capacity can be reviewed to modify travel lanes
and provided on-street or protected bike lanes. The City
can also develop engineering standards for NACTO-type
bicycle treatments for ongoing use.

Action Item: Update the General Plan Circulation Element
and incorporate key items from the Bicycle Master Plan.

Strategy 4: Review City Representative
Current work on bicycle facility projects at the City has
been implemented by planning and engineering staff
within multiple City Departments. The City may review
the designated bikeways representative to determine if
other staff within the City have availability or are suited to
help secure funding or programmatic recommendations
provided within this Plan.
Action Item: Designate a single point person at the City to
focus on implementation of bikeway infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.

Strategy 5: Regularly Revisit Project Prioritization
Projects have been prioritized based on safety, public
input, transportation benefit, connectivity benefit, cost,
and feasibility. It is recommended that the prioritized list
be reviewed every fiscal year, with new projects added,
completed projects removed, and the priorities revised as
conditions change.
Action Item: Annual review and update of the bicycle
master plan's recommended facilities list and programs
schedule. Updates to the list can be shared with the
public. The first update is recommended in Fall 2015.

Strategy 6: Update the Bicycle Master Plan
While this Plan is intended to guide bikeways planning in
the City for the next 20 years, updates may be needed to
address changes in priority and evaluation efforts. State
funding has typically required updates to bicycle master
plans every five years to establish funding opportunity
for active transportation projects. Often, cities provide a
compliance update within five years and a comprehensive
update every ten years.
Action Item: Provide compliance update to the Bicycle
Master Plan in five years, and a more comprehensive full
update in ten years. Other elements of the Plan shall be
reviewed and updated as needed.

Strategy 7: Collaborate with Caltrans
Caltrans manages and operates various freeways adjacent
to the City with interchange ramps and bridges that often
are higher-stress locations for bicyclists. This Plan includes
bicycle facility recommendations that require regular
coordination and collaboration with Caltrans.
Action Item: Collaborate with Caltrans to implement
bicycle facility improvements on Caltrans-managed
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facilities, including innovative and conventional
treatments using examples of similar facilities within the
City, County, and State as precedents.
Strategy 8: Establish Measures of Effectiveness

City's progress toward implementing the Bicycle Master
Plan. Well-crafted MOEs track progress toward meeting
an agreed-upon goal within an established timeframe.
Table 6-25 describes several MOEs recommended for use
by the City to track key achievements.

Measures of effectiveness (MOEs, also known as targets or
indicators) are used as a quantitative way to measure the

Table 6-25 Recommended Measures of Effectiveness
~

Bemchmark

Target

Bicycle journey to work mode share

0.9% bicycle mode split per
Census

Increase bicycle mode split to 1.8% by 2035.

Bicycle Facility Improvements
Implementation

Approximately 4.6 miles of
bikeways

Increase bikeways network by
implementing bicycle facility
recommendations.

Bicycle counts

Bike counts included in this Plan

Annually collect bike counts at baseline
locations to document ridership volumes.

Bike counts included in this Plan

Increase bicycling by women 10% per year
upto 50% of tot aI bicycling population,
focus efforts to reduce wrong way bicycling
where reported as cause in bike incidents.

Measure
!--

r---'

Bicyclist trends/behaviors

r--

- - --

r--

-

Bike survey provides indication of
challenging locations and current
perspectives

Increase in positive attitudes about
bicycling within community.

Bicycle boulevard demohstration
project

Not applicable

Develop demonstration bicycle boulevard
on selected corridor and evaluate for
success in usage and connectivity.

Bicycle Friendly Community
Designation

Not currently designated by the
League of American Bicyclists

Secure League of American Bicyclists
Bronze Award by 2016 and Silver Award by
2021.

Grant funding

Baseline to be established

Attain an annual average funding of
$200,000 or more for infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.

Public attitudes about bicycling

-

r-

As new baseline information is discovered as conditions
change, and as the City implements the Bicycle Master
Plan, the MOEs should be reevaluated, revised and
updated.
An example evaluation or MOEs ("indicators") report is
produced by the City of Santa Monica which evaluates
sustainability indicators as well as non-motorized program
measures. The Santa Monica Sustainable City Report Card
is provided online at the following location

http://www.smgov.net/ Oepartments/OSElcategories/
sustainability.aspx
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6.5.4 Potential Funding Sources
Potential funding sources for implementation of
recommended bicycle facility infrastructure projects and
programs has been identified for further consideration.
The funding sources listed are typically competitive
in nature, so the City will evaluate the applicability of
potential projects and likely scoring before developing a
grant application. Additionally, the City will determine the
availability of staff to prepare grant applications and to
administer the grant. Preparation of grant applications can
often be a time-intensive effort, and receipt of funding is
not guaranteed due to increasing competition for active
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transportation projects. Resource demands should be
considered by the City given the potential benefit of each
grant opportunity.
We recommend the City identify potential projects that
would fit well with the following funding sources and
initiate/continue discussions with key agencies and
stakeholders; funding sources are identified with the date
of the next anticipated call listed in parentheses:
•

Caltrans Active Transportation Program (Late
2014 or Early 2015)

•

Metro Call for Projects (2015)

•

Metro ExpressLanes Net Toll Revenues (Date
Unknown)

•

SCAG Sustainability Program (Future date subject
to SCAG Regional Council action)

•

Land and Water Conservation Fund (2015)

Preliminary consideration of applicability and discussion
with stakeholders can help verify that a potential
opportunity is well-suited for the grant source, and
can help position the City to document a history of
collaboration and provide a venue to secure letters of
support for incorporation into the grant application.
Refer to Chapter 9 for a listing of additional funding
sources that may be considered for funding bicycle facility
improvements and programs.

6.6 Active Transportation
Program (ATP) Compliance
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) is an annual
statewide discretionary grant program that funds
bicycle and pedestrian projects through the California
Department ofTransportation (Caltrans). Available as
grants to local jurisdictions, the ATP emphasizes projects
and programs that enhance bicycling for transportation
purposes. In order for the City to qualify for ATP funding
in future cycles, the Bicycle Master Plan must contain
specific elements. Appendix I displays the requisite ATP
components and their location within this Plan.
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7 South EI Monte
This chapter presents the City of South EI Monte's portion
of the San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan . The
chapter is organized into the following sections:

7.1

•

Existing Conditions

•

Needs Analysis

•

Recommended Bicycle Facilities & Programs

•

Project Costs

•

Project Implementation

•

Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance

Existing Conditions

The City of South EI Monte is located in the south central
part of the San Gabriel Valley. There are approximately
20,100 residents with 7,184 people per square mile and a
total area of 2.8 square miles. South EI Monte is bordered
by Rosemead to the west, EI Monte to the north and east,
and the Whittier Narrows Recreational Area along the
southern boundary. Bicycle riders and others are drawn to
Whittier Narrows and both the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel
River bike paths for recreational activities.

Image 25- San Gabriel River Bike Path at Thienes Avenue Gate

7.1.1

Land Use

Figure 7-1 presents South EI Monte's land use map.

Image 24- South EI Monte City Hall
The purpose of this chapter is to explore existing bicycling
conditions in South EI Monte. With a bicycling mode
share of 0.7 percent (for commute trips), South EI Monte
has somewhat lower bicycle use than most neighboring
communities, as well as the State of California (1.0
percent). An estimated 984 bicycle trips are made daily in
South EI Monte.

Industrial uses dominate the City, occupying fortyeight percent (48%) of land area. Single family homes
account for twenty-seven percent (27%) of the City's
land, and multi-family residential buildings occupy only
four percent (4%). Parks, open space, and recreational
facilities account for less than one percent (0.2%) of land.
Commercial, mixed-use, and office designations account
for a total of approximately ten percent (10%) of the city's
land. Commercial uses are focused along Rush Street,
Santa Anita Avenue, Tyler Avenue, Peck Road, and Durfee
Avenue.
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Figure 7-1 South EI Monte Land Use Map
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7.1.2 Relevant Plans and Policies
This section discusses various City of South EI Monte plans
and policies and their relevance to this Plan.
Thienes Avenue Bike Lane Striping Project - Notice to
Residents/ Property Owners (2013)
The Thienes Avenue Bike Lane Striping Project is an effort
to promote cycling in South EI Monte with a bi-directional
bikeway on the northerly side ofThienes Avenue from

Tyler Avenue to Durfee Avenue. Figure 7-2 provides an
overhead view, and Figure 7-3 provides striping plans and
a cross-section of the proposed project.

Figure 7-2 Overhead View of Proposed Thienes Avenue Bike Lanes
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Figure 7-3 Striping Plan and Cross Section for Proposed Thienes Avenue Bike Lanes
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Revitalizing the Durfee Avenue/Peck Road Corridor in
South EI Monte (2012)
Following the model of the Revitalization Plan for the
Santa Anita/Tyler Avenue Corridor (see below), the City
of South EI Monte conducted a design charrette to focus
on the Durfee Avenue/Peck Road corridor in the southern
portion of the City. In addition to the primary corridor, the
planning effort also focused on the adjoining portions of
East Rush Street and Thienes Avenue. The resulting report
details the charrette process and highlights the complete

streets designs that were produced by residents and the
project team. The report also presents potential funding
sources for the City to consider seeking. Many of the
recommendations call for a reduction in the number and/
or width of general purpose travel lanes to accommodate
exclusive bicycle lanes. Figure 7-4 provides a beforeand-after example of a lane reduction on Peck Road. Curb
extensions and improved pedestrian crossings are also
recommended throughout the report.

Figure 7-4 Peck Road, Facing South, North of Durfee/Peck Intersection - Existing & Proposed
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Sh ively Middle School Preliminary School Route
(2011 )

As part of a Safe Routes to School (SRTS) project, a
preliminary school route plan was created illustrating
pedestrian improvements along Strozier Avenue and EI
Poche Street, shown in Figure 7-5.

New Flashing Beacons will be implemented on:
Lerman Road at Millet Avenue
New/Proposed Crosswalk, Flashing Beacon at:
Central Avenue at Lerman Road

The following is a list of some improvements
recommended in the SRTS project:

Santa Anita Avenue at Central Avenue

New sidewalks, new wheelchair ramps, and driveways
should be implemented along:

•

Lerman Road at Strozier Avenue
Strozier Avenue at Lerma Road

Strozier Avenue from Lerma Road to Rush Street
EI Poche Street from Strozier Avenue to Mary van
Dyke Park

Figure 7-5 Shively Middle School Preliminary School Route Plan
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SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL (SR2S) CYCLE·8
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Bicycle Master Plan, Submitted as Part of 2011 Metro
Call for Projects (2011 )
In 2011, the City of South EI Monte submitted a proposal
to receive Metro Call for Projects funds for several
bicycle infrastructure projects. The application included
a Bicycle Master Plan map highlighting these proposed
bikeways, shown in Figure 7-6. The impetus for the
Bicycle Master Plan and subsequent funding application
is a need to create regional non-motorized transportation
connections between the City of South EI Monte, the EI

Monte Transit Center, and the Whittier Narrows Recreation
Area. The three primary corridors proposed to receive
bicycle facilities are Merced Avenue, Tyler Avenue/Santa
Anita Avenue, and Thienes Avenue. Merced Avenue would
become a Class III bicycle route, while Tyler Avenue/Santa
Anita Avenue and Thienes Avenue would receive Class II
bike lanes.

Figure 7-6 South EI Monte 207 7 Bicycle Master Plan Map
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Revitalization Plan for the Santa Anita / Tyler Avenue
Corridor (2010)
The Local Government Commission partnered with
Caltrans and the City of South EI Monte in 201 0 to envision
ways to revitalize a one-mile long segment of Santa Anita
Avenue just to the northeast of the its intersection with
the SR-60 freeway. The study also includes small portions
ofTyler Avenue and Rush Street northeast of where Santa
Anita Avenue turns directly north, shown in Figure 7-7.
Focus groups and design charrettes resulted in a series
of community-preferred street designs that create more
space for pedestrians and bicycle riders. The report's

recommendations include treatments that provide more
space for bicycle riders and pedestrians, lower motor
vehicle speeds, improve intersections for all users, and
improving the street appearance with landscaping.
To implement the Class II bike lanes on Santa Anita
Avenue and Tyler Avenue from the "Y"-shaped
intersection to the northerly city boundary, "road diets"
(i.e., reconfiguration of the travel lanes that reduces motor
vehicle lanes to two and lowers vehicular travel speeds)
will be required as recommended by the 2010 study.

Figure 7-7 Proposed Road Diets for the Santa Anita Avenue/Tyler Avenue Corridor

City of South EI Monte General Plan (2000)
The 2000 General Plan identified a very simple bikeway
network in the City of South EI Monte and stated a goal
to "accommodate alternative modes of transit in land use
and circulation system planning" to reduce demands on
the existing roadway system. Policies 4.1 and 4.2 call for a

198

Citywide Class II on-street bicycle network consistent with
Figure 7-8 below (consisting of Rush Street and Santa
Anita Avenue/Tyler Avenue) and a local bicycle path link
to the Whittier Narrows Recreation Area.
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Figure 7-8 Proposed Bikeways from 2000 South EI Monte General Plan
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City Codes - Chapte r 10.24 - Bicycles (1989)

Bicycle Parking

Section 10.24.010 of the 1989 South EI Monte City Code
adopts Los Angeles County's Chapter 15.84, which
establishes a bicycle registration ordinance.

Bicycle storage can can range from a simple and
convenient bicycle rack to storage in a bicycle locker or
cage that protects against weather, vandalism and theft.
The City does not currently have an inventory of existing
bicycle parking locations. Short-term bicycle racks can be
found at some major destinations, including City Hall and
parks throughout the city. Many bicycle riders resort to
securing their bike to street fixtures such as trees, lights,
telephone poles, and parking meters when sufficient
parking facilities are not provided.

7.1.3 Engineering
Existing Bicycle Facilities

Existing Bicycle Facilities
This report refers to standard bikeway definitions
identified by Caltrans in Chapter 1000 of the Highway
Design Manual (Caltrans HDM). Additional concepts
for bikeways have been promoted and implemented
throughout the United States; however, they have not
been adopted for use in the Caltrans HDM. Bicycle facility
types are discussed in Section 1.3.
Table 7-1 summarizes the classification and mileage of
the existing network.

Table 7-1 Existing Bicycle Network

Class I (Bike Path)

0.1

Class II (Bike Lanes)

0.0

Class III (Bike Route)

0.0

Total Mileage

0.1

-

As shown in Table 7-1, a total of 0.1 miles of bikeways
are currently provided in the City of South EI Monte,
consisting of the following facilities:
•

Rio Hondo Bike Path (maintained by Los Angeles
County).

Signage

The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CA MUTCD) and the CA HDM outline the requirements
for bikeway signage. The Bike Lane Sign (R81) is required
at the beginning of each designated bike lane and at
each major decision point. The Bike Route Sign (D11-1) is
required on Class III facilities. Shared-use paths require
additional standardized signs to help manage different
user groups. Upon implementation of bikeways, the City
will install CA MUTCD standard signs as appropriate.

Ca/trans Bikeway Signs

BIKE LANE
R81(CA)

200

011-1

The presence and quality of trip-end facilities (e.g.
showers, lockers, and changing facilities) can greatly
influence a person's decision to complete a trip via
bicycle. These facilities enable bicycle riders to change
into work attire (especially after riding in wet or hot
conditions). The City currently does not have an inventory
of existing end-of-trip facilities.
Bicycle Signal Detection

Mileage

Facility Type

End-of-Trip Facilities

Bicycle detection at actua't ed traffic signals permits
bicycle riders to trigger a green light, even when no
motor vehicle is present. California Assembly Bill 1581
requires all new and replacement actuated traffic signals'
to detect bicycle riders and to provide sufficient time for a
bicycle rider to clear an intersection from a standing start.
Caltrans Policy Directive 09-06 clarifies the requirements
and permits any type of detection technology. The most
common technologies are in-pavement loop detectors
and video detection. More recently, microwave detection
has been used to detect and differentiate between bicycle
riders and motor vehicles.
The City complies with the Caltrans Policy Directive by
installing detector loops designed to detect bicycles
during pavement rehabilitation and traffic signal upgrade
projects. Traffic signal timing is reviewed and updated as
necessary through traffic signal corridor timing projects.
Multi-Modal Connections

Transit is often best for longer trips, while bicycling
is better for shorter trips. Combining transit use and
bicycling can offer a high level of mobility that is
comparable to travel by automobile. Figure 7-9 shows
the existing Metro and Metrolink transit lines that serve
the City of South EI Monte and SCAG-identified Park-andRide lots within the City.2

'Actuated traffic signals stay red until the signal detects a car or bicycle
rider that is waiting for the light to turn green.
' GIS mapping data were only available for Metro and Metrolink facilities.
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The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro) operates the following bus lines in the
City of South EI Monte:
70 - Along Garvey Avenue, between Downtown
Los Angeles and EI Monte Bus Station
770 - Rapid service along Garvey Avenue,
between Downtown Los Angeles and EI Monte
Bus Station
176 - Along Rush Street and Tyler Avenue;
connects to EI Monte Bus Station, the Shops at
Montebello, and Highland Park in Los Angeles
266 - Along Rosemead Boulevard, between East
Pasadena and the Lakewood Center Mall
270 - Along Peck Road, between the EI Monte
Metrolink station and the cities of Whittier and
Norwalk
•

577 - Freeway express service between EI Monte
Bus Station and the Long Beach VA Medical
Center

All Metro buses are equipped with front-end racks that
can carry two bicycles.
Foothill Transit operates bus line 269 through South
EI Monte along Tyler Avenue and Santa Anita Avenue,
connecting to EI Monte Bus Station and the Shops at
Montebello. All Foothill Transit buses are equipped with
racks that can carry two bicycles.

Maintenance
Street maintenance programs aid in the quality and
longevity of bicycle faci lities. The City of South EI Monte
currently has a Street Maintenance program that provides
staff with guidelines to inspect, schedule, and repair
City streets, alleys, and bike trails. The program provides
maintenance of signs, pavement markings, curb markings,
street name signs, and roadway striping. In addition to
as-needed repairs, the program annually repaints school
pavement legends and inspects school regulatory and
warning signs. Street sweeping occurs on a weekly basis.

Figure 7-9 Existing Public Transportation Facilities in South EI Monte
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The Capital Improvement Program (C1P) serves to develop
and construct major public improvements and address
significant maintenance items. The CIP prioritizes and
allocates funding for large scale projects including
roadway resurfacing, repair projects, and improvements
within the city.

South EI Monte police officers enforce all bicycle-related
rules in the California Vehicle Code and issue citations
when they observe violations.

7.1.4 Existing/ Previous Education,
Encouragement, and Enforcement
Strategies

No new bicycle facilities have been implemented within
the City during the past three years. The City has secured
funding to implement future bikeway improvements as
listed in Table 7-2.

7.1.5

Past and Future Bicycle-Related
Expenditures

Bicycle education programs and enforcement of bicyclerelated policies help to make riding safer for all bicycle
riders. The City does not currently have education
campaigns related to bicycling within the City.
Tab le 7-2 Funded Bikeway Projects

Facility Type

Title/Description
Durfee Avenue (North City Limit to Thienes Avenue)

Class II

Fawcett Avenue (Lerma Road to Santa Anita Avenue)

Class II/C~cle Track

Garvey Avenue (West City Limit to East City Limit)

Class II

Merced Avenue (North City Limit to Lerma Road)

Class II/Cycle Track

Peck Road (Thienes Avenue to South City Limit)

Class II/Cycle Track

t----"

.

Rush Street (West City Limit to Santa Anita Avenue)

Class II

Santa Anita Avenue (Tyler Avenue to South City Limit)

Class II

Thienes Avenue (Durfee Avenue to San Gabriel River Trail)
Tyler Avenue (North City Limit to Santa Anita Avenue)

202

--

Class II/Cycle Track
Class II
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7.2 Needs Analysis
This section describes the needs of bicycle riders in
South EI Monte. This section provides estimates and
forecasts of bicycle travel to determine the estimated
bicycling demand in the city. In addition, this section
analyzes recent bicycle collision data to identify areas that
would benefit from bicycle facility improvements. Public
outreach efforts related to the preparation of this Plan are
discussed in Chapter 1 and Appendices B, C, and D of
this Plan.

7.2 .1 Bicycle Demand Estimates and
Forecasts
The model uses the U.S. Census Bureau's American
Communities Survey (ACS) journey-to-work data and
applies a market segment approach to estimate the
number of bicycling or walking trips. Elementary school
and college students usually have a different bicycle/
walking mode split than work commuters.
In addition, national transportation surveys, in particular
the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS, 2009), have
shown that commute trips are only a fraction of the total
trips an individual takes on a given day. The model uses
t he NHTS findings to estimate the number of non-work,
non -school t rips taken by commuters to determine the
number of walking or bicycling trips that occur in a day.
This information can be projected out using standard trip
lengths by mode and trip purpose to estimate the number
of driving miles reduced by non-motorized modes.

Model Data
The foundation of this analysis is the ACS 2008-2012 fiveyear estimate for South EI Monte. Model variables from
the ACS include: total population, employed population,
school enrollment (grades K-12 and college students), and
travel-to-work mode split.

Several of these variables provide a way to estimate the
number of walking and bicycling trips made for other
reasons than work trips, such as shopping and running
errands. NHTS 2009 data indicates that for every bicycle
work trip, there are slightly more than two utilitarian
bicycle trips made. Although these trips cannot be
directly attached to a certain group of people (not all of
the utilitarian bicycling trips are made by people who
bicycle to work), these multipliers allow a high percentage
of the community's walking and bicycling activity to be
captured in an annual estimate.
The Safe Routes to School Basel ine Data Report (2010) was
used to determine the percent of students who walk or
bicycle by the parents' estimate of distance as well as the
frequency of carpooling for trip replacement.
As with any modeling projection, the accuracy ofthe
result is dependent on the accuracy of the input data and
other assumptions. Effort was made to collect the best
data possible for input to the model, but in many cases
national data was used where local data points were
unavailable. Examples of information that could improve
the accuracy of this exercise include the detailed results of
local Safe Routes to Schools parent and student surveys,
a regional household travel survey, and a student travel
survey of college students.
Existing Walking and Bicycling Trips

Table 7-3 below presents commute to work data
estimates for South EI Monte, as well as nearby cities
and comparison geographies, as reported in the 20082012 American Community Survey 5-year estimates. This
information for South EI Monte is one of several inputs of
the demand model.

The 2009 NHTS provides a substantial national dataset of
travel characteristics, particularly for trip characteristics
of bicycling and walking trips. Data used from this survey
include:
•

Student mode split, grades K-12

•

Trip distance by mode by trip purpose
Ratio of walking/bicycling work trips to utilitarian
trips

•

Ratio of work trips to social/recreational trips

•

Average trip length by trip purpose and mode
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7iable 7-3 Existing Mode Split Comparison with Neighboring Cities
~

.--,
Drive Alome

Jl!lrisdiction

Walk

Bike

Transit

Carpool

South EI Monte

5.9%

0.7%

4.2%

12.7%

72.4%

Rosemead

1.3%

0.8%

4.3%

12.2%

76.2%

South Pasadena

1.2%

0.8%

5.1%

9.2%

78.4%

Temple City

0.8%

0.4%

3.4%

12.8%

77.5%

City of Los Angeles

3.7%

1.0%

11 .1%

10.3%

67.0%

County of Los Ange les

2.9%

7.1%

10.9%

72.2%

California

2.8%

-0.8%
1.0%

5.1%

11.5%

73.0%

United States

2.8%

0.6%

5.0%

10.0%

76.1%

-

I

_____ J

: Source: 2008-2012 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates

Table 7-4 shows the estimated current number of
daily bicycling and walking trips. Based on the model
assumptions, the majority oftrips are non-work utilitarian

trips, which include medical/dental services, shopping/
errands, family personal business, obligations, transport
someone, meals, and other trips.

Table 7-4 Current Weekday Bicyclingand Walking Trips

Bicycling

Walking

116

979

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split
from ACS, doubled for round-trips

7

202

Number of transit commuters from ACS multiplied by
transit mode split from TCRP Report 153, doubled for
round -trips

85

1,138

School children population from ACS multiplied by mode
split from SRTS Baseline Data Report (2010), doubled for
round-trips

36

145

Employed population from ACS multiplied by mode split
from NHTS 2009, doubled for round-trips

187

4,233

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific utilitarian trip multiplier from NHTS 2009

553

3,830

Bicycle/walking commute trips (above) multiplied by
mode-specific social/recreational trip multiplier from
NHTS 2009

984

10,527

Annual commute trips

30,873

296,431

Bicycle/walking and walk- or bike-to-transit trips
multiplied by annual work days

Annual K-12 trips

15,300

204,840

K-12 bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual K-12 school
days

Annual college trips

5,400

21,750

College bicycle/walking trips multiplied by annual college
class days

Annual utilitarian trips

49,740

1,281,605

Bicycling/walking commute trips
~

-

I Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

Source

---

i K-12 bicycle/walking trips

- .~-------------

~

-

I College bicycle/walking trips

I.Daily bicycle/walking
- - - utilitarian
I

I D~ily social/recreational trips

-

_.

~

---

-------------1

I trips
I

ICurrent dailybicycling and

!

__.J

I walking trips
Annual Extrapolation

-

204

Annual commute trips multiplied by mode-specific
utilitarian trip multiplier
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As shown in Table 7-4, current commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle are estimated at
approximately 980 trips daily, and approximately 31,000
bicycle trips are estimated to occu r annually.

Trip Replacement
To estimate the total distance residents travel to work
or school by walking and bicycling, the model isolates
different walking and bicycling user groups and applies

trip distance information for walking o r bicycling trips
by mode based on NHTS 2009. Table 7-5 shows the trip
replacem ent factors.
Yearly factors are calculated by assuming that work and
school/college trips occur five days per week, while
utilitarian trips occur seven days per week. However,
work and utilitarian trips occur year- round, while school
and college trips are only three-quarters of the year, due
to summer vacation.

Tab le 7-5 Current Bicycling and Walking Trip Replacement (Annual)
Bicycling

Walking

Source

Vehicle commute trips replaced

24,484

248,076

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not available

K-12 vehicle trips replaced

6,517

99,700

SR2S Baseline Data Report, 2010

Coll ~ e vehicle t rips replaced

4,401

18,705

NHTS 2009

Utilitarian vehicle trips replaced

39,446

1,072,544

Redistribution of bikers/walkers using existing mode split
if that mode were not available

Commute VMT replaced

86,673

166,211

NHTS 2009 average bicycle trip distance for "Work" trips

K-12 VMT replaced

5,005

35,406

SRTS 201 0, percent of students who walk or bicycle by
parent's estimate of distance

College VMT replaced

6,513

10,475

NHTS 2009 average trip distance for "School/Daycare/
Religious" trips

74,685

715,029

Derived from NHTS 2009

Total VMT reduced

172,876

927,120

Per capita VMT reduced

9

46

Vehicle Miles Traveled

-

--

- - -.- --

-

Utilitarian VMT replaced

-

---

---

--
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Current Benefits

To the extent that bicycling and walking trips replace single-occupancy vehicle trips, they reduce emissions and have
tangible economic impacts by reducing traffic congestion, crashes, and maintenance costs. In addition, the reduced need
to own and operate a veh icle saves families money. These benefits are shown in Table 7-6.
Table 7-6 Annual Benefits of Current Bicycling and Walking Trips

Measure
Yearly vehicle miles reduced

Bicycling

Walkililg

Total

172,876

927,120

1,099,997

518

2,780

3,298

4

21

24

362

1,942

2,304

4,726

25,345

30,071

140,636

754,218

894,854

Air Quality Benefits'
Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)
Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)
Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)
Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)
Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)
As shown in Table 7-6, current bicycle trip benefits
include the reduction of over 170,000 vehicle miles
annually and a reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by
over 140,000 pounds annually.

Potential Future Walking and Bicycling Trips

Estimating future benefits requires additional
assumptions regarding South EI Monte's future population
and anticipated commuting patterns in 2035. Future
population predictions as determined by the SCAG 2012
RTP Growth Forecast (for 2035) were used in this model.
Table 7-7 shows the projected future demographics used
in the future analysis.

Ta ble 7-7 Projected Future Demographics

Demogra",hic

Value

Source

Population

21,800

SCAG 2012 RTP Growth Forecast (for 2035)

Employed population

8,945

Same percentage as current model estimate

School popUlation, K-12

4,598

Same percentage as current model estimate

College student population

1,150

Same percentage as current model estimate

Forecast bicycling mode share was increased to address
the higher use potentially generated by the addition of
recommended bikeway facilities to the existing system.
The analysis predicts that the bicycle mode split will
increase to 1.4% by 2035, due in part to bicycle network

implementation and education/encouragement
programs. The results of the future bicycling trips model,
assuming an increase to 1.4% bicycle mode share, are
shown in Table 7-8.

, From EPA report 420-F-05-022 "Emission Facts: Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks."
2005.
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Toble7-B Estimated Future (2035) Weekday Bicycling and Walking Trips
Trip Type

Bicycling

Walking

250

1,056

Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round -trip

Walk- or bike-to-transit trips

8

218

Number of transit commuters multiplied by transit mode
split from TCRP Report 153, doubled for round -trip

K-12 bicycle/walking trips

92

1,228

College bicycle/walking trips

39

157

Daily bicycle/walking utilitarian
trips

403

4,566

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific utilitarian trip multiplier

Daily social/recreational trips

1,192

4,131

Bicycle/walking commute trips multiplied by modespecific social/recreational trip multiplier

Total future daily bicycling and
walking trips

1,984

11,356

Bicycle/walking commute trips

Discl!J ssi0n

School children population multiplied by mode split,
doubled for round-trip
Employed population multiplied by mode split, doubled
for round-trip

--

As shown in Table 7-8, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 1.4%, forecast year 2035 commute, school,
college and utilitarian trips via bicycle are estimated to
grow to approximately 2,000 trips daily.

Future Benefits
The trip replacement factors remain the same as in the
model of current trips. Table 7-9 shows the air quality
benefits of the future projected walking and bicycling
trips.

TobIe 7-9 Annual Benefits of Future Bicycling and Walking Trips
Measure

Bicyoling

Walking

"Votal

Yearly vehicle miles reduced

351,000

1,000,000

1,351,000

Reduced Hydrocarbons (pounds/year)

1,052

2,999

4,051

Reduced Particulate Matter (pounds/year)

8

22

30

Reduced Nitrous Oxides (pounds/year)

735

2,095

2,830

Reduced Carbon Monoxide (pounds/year)

9,594

27,342

36,936

Reduced Carbon Dioxide (pounds/year)

285,485

813,654

1,099,139

Air Quality Benefits'

As shown in Table 7-9, assuming bicycle mode split
increases to 1.4%, forecast year 2035 benefits include the
reduction of over 350,000 vehicle trips annually and the
reduction of carbon dioxide emissions by over 285,000
pounds annually

improvements called for in this Plan. To assess current
bicycling levels at different sites throughout the City,
the project team conducted bicycle counts using two
separate methodologies: manual counts with volunteers
and automated counts using electronic tube counters.

7.2.2 Bicycle Counts

Methodology

A knowledge of current bicycling levels in the City of
South EI Monte helps to identify areas of particular need
while also serving as a baseline from which to evaluate
the impact of bicycling infrastructure and program

The methodology for the manual bicycle counts derives
from the National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation
Project (NBPD), a collaborative effort of Alta Planning +
Design and the Institute ofTransportation Engineers. The
NBPD methodology aims to capture existing levels of both
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utilitarian and recreational bicycling trips. The NBPD also
provides guidance on how to select count locations.
Volunteers conducted manual bicycle counts at seven
locations in South EI Monte on Saturday, December 14,
2013 from 11 :00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. and at six locations on
Tuesday, December 17,2013 from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.
Weekday afternoon counts took place at eight locations
from 4:00 p.m. t o 6:00 p.m . on either December 12,2013,
December 17, 2013, or January 21, 2014. These dates are
meant to capture volumes of bicycle riders on a typical
weekday and weekend day. The manual bike count
locations were selected by staff members from the City
of South EI Monte, Day One, and Alta Planning + Design.
This snapshot of locations is intended to capture a diverse
bicycling population using the roads and streets that span
the spectrum of "bike-friendliness."

In addition to manual counts, automated 24-hour bicycle
counts were conducted using Eco-Counters that were
procured by the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Health and distributed to each of the five Regional
Bike Plan partner cities for various time periods. In South
EI Monte, the automated counters were installed at ten
locations between February 6th and March 9th, 2014.
The project tea m experienced several issues with the
automated counters that negatively affected the accuracy
of the bicycle count data, such as maintenance problems
and data report ing flaws. Therefore, the project team
recommends that the automated count data be dismissed
in favor of the manual count results. However, the
automated counting technology should be refined and
considered for use in future bicycle data collection efforts.

Figure 7-70 Weekday Morning Bike Count Results in South EI Monte
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Figure 7-11 Weekday Morning Bike Count Results in South EI Monte
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Figure 7-12 Weekend Bike Count Results in South EI Monte
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Results
Manual bicycle count locations and results for the City
of South EI Monte are displayed in Figure 7-10, Figure
7-11, and Figure 7-12, as well as in Appendix F. During
the weekday morning manual counts, the South EI
Monte location that experienced the highest volume
of bicycle riders was Thienes Avenue between Parkway
Drive and the San Gabriel River Trail, with 17 total bicycle
riders passing during the two hour count period. During
the weekday afternoon counts, the location ofThienes
Avenue between Durfee Avenue and Fruitvale Avenue
saw the highest volume of bicycle riders - 20 bicycle
riders from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. On Saturday, the most
bicycle riders were counted along Thienes Avenue
between Parkway Drive and the San Gabriel River Trail,
with 57 riders passing by during the count period.
In the City as a whole, approximately 94 percent of the
362 total bicycle riders counted were male. Approximately
88 percent of those observed were not wearing bicycle
helmets, and 37 percent were riding on the sidewalks.
Riding on the sidewalk can be an indicator of a lack of safe
bicycling facilities and/or proper education, as bicycle
riders that are uncomfortable riding with traffic may
choose to instead travel along the sidewalk.

Table 7-10 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Year
Year

Number of Collisions

2007

8

2008

13

2009

10

2010

17

2011

12

Total

60

Table 7-11 displays the top five roadways with the most
bicycle-related collisions based on data from 2007-2011.
The five roadways in Table 7-11 accounted fo r two-thirds
(67%) of all bicycle-related collisions during the period
2007-2011. The top two combined - Rush Street and
Garvey Avenue - were host to forty percent (40%) of all
bicycle-related collisions during this period

Table 7-11 Highest Bicycle-Related Collision Roadways
Roadway

Numwer of Collisiorns

Garvey Avenue

13

7.2.3 Bicycle Collision Analysis

Emerson Avenue

11

Safety is a major concern for current and potential
bicycle riders, and can influence the decision whether or
not to bicycle. Potential bicycle riders that do not have
experience riding, especially in traffic, typically will not
ride if they perceive the roadway as dangerous. People
who do not ride often express frustration when drivers
do not see them or do not understand that bicycle
riders are afforded the same rights as vehicles. Similarly,
many bicycle riders do not know or follow the "rules of
the road." Uninformed or unlawful roadway users can
contribute to collisions.

Atlantic Boulevard

7

Alhambra Avenue

5

Garfield Avenue

4

Monterey Pass Road

3

This section reviews bicycle-related collisions from
January 2007 to December 2011, as reported by the
Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS).
Table 7-10 presents the number of bicycle-related
collisions in South EI Monte from 2007-2011. Figure 7-13
maps bicycle-related collisions over the study period with
larger dots representing locations with multiple collisions.

Newmark Avenue

3

Riggin Street

3

-

.-

Table 7-1 2 shows the percent of bicycle-related collisions
based on the day of the week ..

Table 7-12 Bicycle-Related Collisions by Day of the Week
Day of t he Week

Per(ent of Collisions

Monday

12%

Tuesday

27%

----'

Wednesday

13%

Thursday

18%

Friday

17%

Saturday

7%

Sunday

7%

As shown in Table 7-12, the highest percentage of
bicycle-related collisions (27%) occurred on Tuesdays,
with the second highest percentage (18%) on Thursdays.
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Figure 7-13 Bicycle-Related Collisions in South EI Monte, 2007-201 1
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7.3 Recommended Bicycle
Facilities and Programs

coordination with other City projects or funding
opportunities.

The proposed bikeway network, when completed,
will include over 20 miles of bicycle facilities to
increase connectivity within South EI Monte and to
the surrounding communities. The proposed bikeway
network has been developed to create a comprehensive,
safe, and logical network.
Recommendations for bikeways w ithin the City are
subject to a variety of factors that affect the schedule and
final implementation:
Recommendations have been developed based
on technical review and public input, however,
the recommendations are conceptual and further
feasibility review may be needed to address
physical, community, and financial constraints.
•

While a prioritized list is provided in the
Implementation section (Section 7.5), projects
may be implemented sooner based on

Funding for the bikeway recommendations is
discussed further in the Implementation section,
and suggestions are provided to the City to seek
funding sources to minimize the effect on the
City General Fund for implementation.
•

The City may develop further criteria and
standards for use of enhanced bicycle treatments
such as sharrows, green conflict zone striping,
bike lane buffers, bicycle boulevard elements,
etc. The City will explore the possibility of
providing enhanced Class II or Class III facilities
anywhere Class II or III facilities are proposed.

Table 7-13 summarizes the bikeway recommendations
and total mileage by category. Figure 7-14 shows the
recommended bikeway network, including potential
enhanced Class II and Class III facilities
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Table 7-73 Recommended Bikeway Network
Existing Bikeways
(Miles)

Proposed Bikeways
(Miles)

Total Bikeways (Miles)

Class I Shared-Use Path

0.1

0.1

0.2

Class II Bike Lane

0.0

11.3

11.3

Facility Type

Class III Bike Route

0.0

10.6

10.6

Total

0.1

22.0

22.1

As shown in Table 7-13, when accounting for existing and proposed bikeways, bikeways identified in this Plan total 22.1
miles.

Figure 7-14 South EI Monte Recommended Bikeway Network
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Class I Shared-Use Paths
Class I off-street shared- use paths are often desired by
casual bicycle riders, as well as bicycle riders concerned
about interacting with vehicular traffic. A network of offstreet shared-use paths provides greater opportunities for
connectivity to destinations throughout the community,
so recommendations have been developed to improve

212

the network within the City given notable property and
right-of-way constraints. The recommendation provided
for a shared-use path requires coordination with other
agencies such as the County of Los Angeles, Caltrans, and
Southern California Edison.
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Where there is not sufficient space or right-of-way for a
Class I bicycle facility, buffered or physically protected
Class" bike lanes can provide bicycle riders with a more
comfortable level of separation from motor vehicle traffic
and parked vehicles. The subsequent section discusses
Class" bikeways recommendations.

Table 7-14 identifies the proposed Class I shared-use
path (Rubio Wash) for the City of South EI Monte bikeways
network.

Table 7-14 Proposed Class I Shared-Use Path
Roadway
Rubio Wash

From

To

Length (Miles)

North City Limit

Rio Hondo Bike Path

0.1

_ _---L_ __

~_o_t_
al_P_
roposed

L -_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

As shown in Table 7-14, a total of 0.1 miles of Class I
shared-use paths are recommended in this Plan, where
the Rubio Wash passes through the City of South EI
Monte.

7.3.1 Class II Bike Lanes
Many commuters and recreational bicycle riders may
prefer bike lanes due to their more direct routing . This
report recommends the city improve locations where
existing Class" bike lanes may have limited functionality
due to potential "dooring" issues adjacent to parked
cars, or locations where gutter pans and drainage grates

Class I Shared-Use Path 0.1

effectively narrow the width of the bike lane. In some
locations where wide Class" bike lanes are currently
provided, modification of striping to provide a buffer
between on-street parking and/or vehicular traffic is
recommended. At other locations with minimal crossings,
protected bike lanes may be recommended. The use of
buffered or protected bike lanes will be considered on a
case-by-case basisthrough the design of the facility.
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Table 7-15 identifies the proposed Class II bike lanes for the City of South EI Monte bikeways network.

Table 7-15 Proposed Class II Bike Lanes
Length
(Miles)

Roadway

Prom

To

Chico Avenue

Rush Street

South City Limit

0.4

Durfee Avenue

Barringer Street

Thienes Avenue

0.4

Durfee Avenue

Peck Road

Southwest City Limit

0.6

Fawcett Avenue

Lerma Road

Santa Anita Avenue

0.1

Garvey Avenue

Rio Hondo River

City Limit (East of Potrero Avenue)

0.7

Merced Avenue

Fern Street

Lerma Road

1.1

Mountain View Road

Weaver Avenue

Rush Street

0.1

Peck Road

City Limit (South of Weaver
Street)

Rush Street

0.2

Peck Road

Thienes Avenue

San Gabriel River

0.7

------Potrero Avenue

City Limit (Near Kale Street)

North of Lerma Road

0.9

Rosemead Boulevard

North City Limit

South of Rush Street

1.0

Rush Street

Loma Avenue

Bunker Avenue

2.5

Santa Anita Avenue

Rush Street

Tyler Avenue

0.3

Santa Anita Avenue

Tyler Avenue

Lexington-Gallatin Road

1.2

Thienes Avenue

Durfee Avenue

San Gabriel River Trail

0.4

Total Proposed Class II Bike Lanes

11.3

As shown in Table 7-15, a total of 11.3 miles of Class II bike lanes are recommended in this Plan.

7.3.2 Class III Bike Routes
Any street that is legal for bicycles is inherently a shared
roadway in which bicycle riders and drivers share a lane
of traffic, and a car cannot necessarily pass a bicycle rider
in the same lane. To improve motorists' awareness of the
presence of bicycle riders and to indicate good routes for
bicycle riders, cities often post signs indicating that the
road is a "Class III Bike Route," as well as painting shared
roadway markings in the travel lane. Class III bike routes
are often identified at locations where the available street
width is not wide enough to accommodate an on-street
bike lane (Class II facility).
Potential enhancements requested during community
engagement activities include the use of shared lane
markings (sharrows) and use of the "Bikes May Use Full
Lane" signage (MUTCD R4-11) as seen in Image 26.
Another treatment for consideration is designation
of bicycle boulevards for improved connectivity and
wayfinding by bicycle riders that seek lower stress routes
to travel. Bicycle boulevards are generally defined as
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low-volume, lowspeed streets
that have been
optimized for
bicycle travel
using treatments
such as traffic
calming and
traffic reduction,
signage and
pavement
markings, and
intersection
crossing
R4-11
treatments. Class
III bike routes will
Image 26- Sign R4-7. 7 "Bikes May
be considered
Use Full Lane"
for upgrading
to bicycle
boulevards on a case-by-case basis by City staff.

MAY USE
FULL LANE
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Table 7-16 identifies the proposed Class III bike routes for the City of South EI Monte bikeways network.

Table 7 16 Proposed Class III Bike Routes
Roadway

From

To

Adelia Avenue

City Limit (South of Cortada
Street)

Garvey Avenue

0.1

Adelia Avenue

Remer Street

Alesia Street

0.1

Alesia Street

Adelia Avenue

Potrero Avenue

0.1

Andrews Street

Lexington-Gallatin Road

Lexham Avenue

0.1

Central Avenue

Fern Street

Durfee Avenue

1.5

Chico Avenue

Garvey Avenue

Rush Street

0.8

i-

Length (Miles)

Cogswell Road

Central Avenue

Gomez Palacio Drive

0.2

Durfee Avenue

Central Avenue

Michael Hunt Drive

0.3

Elliott Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

City Limit (East of Granada
Avenue)

0.1

Elliott Avenue

Paulson Avenue

Continental Avenue

0.1

Farndon Street

Peck Road

Thienes Avenue

0.5

Fawcett Avenue

Lexham Avenue

Farmer Avenue

0.1

-

Fern Avenue

Sastre Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

0.6

Kayann Place

Michael Hunt Drive

Farndon Street

0.1

Klingerman Street

Potrero Avenue

Central Avenue

0.5

Klingerman Street

Central Avenue

City Limit (East ofTyler Avenue)

0.7

Lashbrook Avenue

City Limit (Between Cortada
Street and Garvey Avenue)

Garvey Avenue

0.1

Lerma Road

City Limit (West of Fawcett
Avenue)

Central Avenue

0.4

Lexham Avenue

Fawcett Avenue

Andrews Street

0.1

Lexington-Gallatin Road

Andrews Street

Southwest City Limit

0.2

Loma Avenue

Mabel Avenue

Rush Street

Mabel Avenue

Loma Avenue

Rosemead Boulevard

0.2

Michael Hunt Drive

Santa Anita Avenue

Kayann Place

0.7

Potrero Avenue

City Limit (North of Garvey
Avenue)

City Limit (South of Garvey
Avenue)

0.1

-

-

-

0.7

-

Remer Street

Chico Avenue

Adelia Avenue

0.1

Santa Anita Avenue

Elliott Avenue

Rush Street

0.5

Thienes Avenue

Tyler Avenue

Durfee Avenue

0.6

Vacco Street

Central Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

0.2

Weaver Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

Mountain View Road

0.5

Weaver Street

Central Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

0.3

Total Proposed Class III Bike Routes

10.6

As shown in Table 7-16, a total of 10.6 miles of Class III bike routes are recommended in this Plan.
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7.3.3 End-of-Trip Bicycl e Facilities
Support facilities and connections to other modes of
transportation are essential components of a bicycle
system because they enhance safety and convenience
for bicycle riders at the end of every trip. With nearly
all utilitarian and many recreational bike trips, bicycle
riders need secure and well-located bicycle parking. A
comprehensive bicycle parking strategy is one of the
most important things that a jurisdiction can apply
to immediately enhance the bicycling environment.
Moreover, a bicycle parking strategy with connections
to public transit will further the geographical range of
residents traveling without using an automobile.
Bicycle parking can be categorized into short-term and
long-term parking. Bicycle racks are the preferred device
for short-term bike parking. These racks serve people who
leave their bicycles for relatively short periods of time,
typically for shopping or errands, eating or recreation.
Bicycle racks provide a high level of convenience and
moderate level of secu rity. Long-term bike parking
includes bike lockers and bike rooms and serves people
who intend to leave their bicycles for longer periods of
time and are typically found in multifamily residential
buildings and commercial buildings. These facilities
provide a high level of security but are less convenient
than bicycle racks.

the installation of bicycle parking throughout the city,
with particular attention directed at the following
locations:
•

South EI Monte Civic Center (City Hall, Aquatics
Center, and Library)

•

American Military Museum

•

South EI Monte Senior Center & Community
Center

•

South EI Monte Community Mini-Center

•

Greater EI Monte Community Hospital

•

San Gabriel River Path Trailheads

•

City Parks

•

South EI Monte Post Office

•

Schools

Although the number of racks is determined by the space
available, it is recommended that short-term bicycle
parking capacity to accommodate eight bicycles is
provided at each of the civic uses identified above, and
short-term bicycle parking for commercial and office areas
be determined based on intensity of development. The
adequacy of short-term bicycle parking requires regular
review to determine if additional capacity is needed.
Long-Term Bicycle Parking

Recommended bicycle parking standards are presented
in Appendix G. ln addition, Appendix H presents a
comprehensive bicycle parking st udy for South EI Monte
and the other four regional bike plan partner cities.'

•

Locations where visitors are expected to park
their bicycles for longer than 2 hours should
provide more secure, long-term bicycle parking
options, such as bicycle lockers.

Short-Term Bicycle Parking

•

City staff may coordinate with public and private
sector development opportunities to determine
which projects and facilities should incorporate
secure bicycle parking areas into their design.
Secure bicycle parking areas that provide
services, such as bicycle rentals and repair may
be considered. The following are locations where
long-term bicycle parking is recommended, and
these are shown in Figure 7-16.

•

South EI Monte Civic Center (City Hall, Aquatics
Center, and Library)

•

Greater EI Monte Community Hospital

This Plan recommends the City adopt the short-t erm
bicycle rack types shown in Figure 7-15 as the standard
short-term parking.
Figure 7-15 Types of Bicycle Racks

U-Rack

Post and
Loop

OJ
Horseshoe

Lightning Bolt™
or Varsity RackTM

This Plan also recommends implementation of adequate
short-term bicycle parking in the form of bicycle racks
at major trip attractors, including commercial and civic
activity centers and transit hubs. The City should prioritize

Municipal Code Bicycle Parking

This plan recommends the City amend its Municipal Code
to include requirements on types of short-term and longterm bicycle parking facility designs. Bicycle rack designs
should include racks that provide two points of contact
with the bicycle so that it can be locked from both the

7. The Bicycle Parking Study for the partner cities was conducted by Jonathan Rodriguez, a graduate student in the Department of Community and Global
Health at Claremont Graduate University.
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front wheel/frame and the rear wheel. This will provide
a higher degree of security and support for the bicycle.
This will more accurately address the bicycle demand at a

given development. Additionally, space to maneuver the
bicycle away from fixed objects and build ings is required
to accommodate short-term bicycle parking needs.

I

q

§

£.

~'Y

----."ark

Mont.b.llo

Q

Unincorporated
'--_ 0.25
...._ _0....
.5_ _0.....75_

Key design aspects related to long-term bicycle parking
includes:
Covered, lockable enclosures with permanently
anchored racks for bicycles.
•

Lockable bicycle rooms with permanently
anchored racks; o r
Lockable, permanently anchored bicycle lockers.

When people commute by bicycle, they often sweat or
become dirty from weather or road conditions. Providing
changing and storage facilities encourage commuters to
travel by bicycle because they have a place to change and
prepare before work or school. This Plan recommends the
City Municipal Code be revised as needed to require all

--': Mil.

U

9

Long Term
Bike Pa rking

City
BO\mdaries

new mid-size and large employers, offices, and businesses
to supply changing and storage facilities, such as by
providing showers and locker space within the buildings
or arranging agreements with nearby recreation centers
to allow commuters to use their facilities.
As noted in the Recommended Programs section, the
installation of bicycle maintenance hubs or stations at key
high-traffic locations can accommodate bicycle riders for
a variety of needs (such as minor repairs, inflating tires,
filling water bottles, providing wayfinding information,
and promotion of local businesses).
* Note: Any changes to the Municipal Code will require
coordination with the Planning Department, City
Attorney, and City Manager's office.
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7.3.4 Recommended Programs
Improvements to and continued support of education,
enforcement and evaluation programs have been proven
to increase the number of bicycle trips and bicycling
safety. These programs can ensure that more community
members know about new and improved facilities,
learn the skills they need to integrate bicycling into their
activities, and receive positive reinforcement about
integ rating bicycling into their daily lives. In essence, the
new and enhanced programs market the idea of bicycling
to the community and encourage a shift to bicycling
as a transportation option. This Plan supports the

continuation and enhancement of the City's education,
encouragement, and enforcement programs that are
currently in place. The following additional programs
are each designed to promote bicycling in the City,
increase safety for those traveling by bicycle, and raise
awareness of the benefits of bicycling. Further details on
recommended programs are included in Chapter 8.

Table 7-17 provides a summary of the recommended
programs.
Further details on recommended programs are included
in Chapter 8.

Table 7-17 Recommended Programs
Category

Pr@g nann

ResponsilDle Party

Fwnding Source

Schedl!Jle*

Education

Bicycle Safety and Share
the Road Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Resource Website

City

City

Near-Term

Adult Bicycling Skills
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City, Metro

City; G~ants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Education Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Youth Bicycle Safety
Clinics & Bicycle Campus

City, Safe Routes to School
National Partnership

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Senior Bicycle Education
Classes

Bicycle Clubs, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Valet at City Events

Special Event Promoter, City

City

Near-Term

Youth and FamilyOriented Bicycle Rides

Advocacy Groups, City

Private

Near-Term

"Be Seen" Bike Light
Campaign

City

City; Grants

Near-Term

Bike Festivals & Family
Bike Fest/Family Biking
Day

City, Advocacy Groups

City; Sponsorships

Near-Term

Launch Party for New
Bicycle Facilities

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly
Community Designation

City

N/A

Near-Term

Tourism Integration

City

City

Near-Term

Commuter Incentive
Programs

Metro, SGVCOG, City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Safe Routes to School
Program

City, Advocacy Groups

Grants

Near-Term

Bicycle Friendly Business
Districts

Business Improvement District/
Association, City

City; Contributions
from Business
Associations

Middle-Term

Encouragement

'----
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Tobie 7-17 Recommended Programs (continued)
Category

Program

Responsi bl le Part y

Funding Source

Schedule*

Bicycle Hubs

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Media Outlets

City

In-Kind
Contributions; Grants

Middle-Term

Individualized Marketing
Campaigns

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants

Middle-Term

City

City; Grants

-----.-.:.- Mobility Coo~ inator

Enforcement

City

Open Streets/Ciclovfa
Events

-

Long-Term

- --City

Near-Term

City

City; Grants

Long-Term

Bicycle Sharing

Metro, SGVCOG, City

Grants; Sponsorships

Long-Term

Speed Radar Trailer/
Feedback Signs

City

Grants

Near-Term

City
. -r-'- -

Near-Term

City

Near-Term

City

Grants

M iddle-Term

-

---

Bicycle Patrol Un\ts

City

Undercover Officer
Enforcement

City

Bicycle Theft Abatement
Prog ram

Bicycle Counts and
Survey Program

City

Evaluation

Ride with the Cit_
y__

-.- - -

-

Mapping Bikeway
Investments

-

-

-

City; Grants

--

Near-Term

City

City

Near-Term

Bicycle Report Card

Cit~_

City

Middle-Term

Complete Streets Policy

City

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bicycle Parking Policy and City
Enforcement

City; Grants

Middle-Term

Bike Counters/Bicycle
Barometers

Grants

Middle-Term

City

--

,-

*Near-term = 0-3 years, Middle· Term = 3·6 years, Long·Term = 6+ years,

,- -

7.4 Project Costs
7.4.1 Implementation Costs
The following planning-level costs are typically
utilized to estimate capital expenditures requ ired for
implementation of bikeways by classification:
•

Class I Shared-Use Path: $1,000,000 per mile;

•

Class II Bike Lane: $50,000 per mile; and

•

Class III Bike Route: $20,000 per mile,

The planning level cost estimates do not include potential
right-of-way acquisition, extensive grading, landscaping,
or potential utility impacts. Cost estimate refinements still
may occur based on further engineering review and are
intended to provide an estimate for budgeting purposes.
Table 7-18 summarizes the total cost of implementation
for the bikeways recommendations.
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Table 7-18 Recommended Bikeway Network Cost Estimate

.-.......,

~

Total C0st ($)

Proposed Bikeways (Miles)

l!J nit Cost ($/Mile)

Class I Shared-Use Path

0.1

$1,000,000

$100,000

Class II Bike Lane

11.3

$50,000

$565,000

Class III Bike Route

10.6

$20,000

$212,000

22.0

--

$877,000

Faci lity Type

Total

--

As shown in Table 7-18, the total cost estimate for
recommended bicycle infrastructure projects is $877,000,
of which almost $600,000 is attributed to Class II bike
lanes. The City has already secured funding for the
majority of the Class II bike lanes proposed in this Plan,
so the actual implementation cost borne by the City will
likely be much lower.

7.4.2 Maintenance Costs
Bicycle facilities require regular maintenance and repair.
On-street bicycle facilities are maintained as part of

the normal roadway maintenance program and extra
emphasis should be placed on keeping bike lanes
and roadway shoulders clear of debris and keeping
vegetation overgrowth from blocking visibility. The cost of
maintaining Class I facilities may be shared among various
agencies or departments. The typical maintenance costs
for the existing and proposed bikeway network are shown
in Table 7-19, and the cost for maintaining the builtout
network is provided (accounting for existing bikeways
within the City).

Table 7- 19 Annual Bikeways Network Maintenance Cost Estimates

Faci lity Type

Total Length
(Miles)

Unit Cost ($/
Mile)

Annual Cost
($)

Class I Shared-Use Path

$15,000

0.2

$3,000

Lighting and removal of debris and
vegetation overgrowth

Class II Bike Lane

$5,000

11.3

$56,500

Repainting lane stripes and stencils,
sign replacement as needed

$5,000

10.6

---

----

--Class III Bike Route

-

Total

22.1

---

As shown in Table 7-19, the annual cost for maintaining
bikeways network assuming implementation of all paths,
bike lanes, and bike routes is approximately $112,500.
It should be noted this cost will be realized over time
as implementation of the network is completed, and
actual costs will be lower until the entire network is
constructed. Additionally, costs for maintenance of the
Los Angeles County off-street shared-use paths are not
the responsibility of the City of South EI Monte.

7.5 Project Implementation
This chapter provides a strategy for implementing the
capital project recommendations in this Plan. This
implementation strategy and sequence is guided by a
criteria- based ranking consistent with the goals of this
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Typica l Maintenance It em s

$53,000

--

Sign replacement as needed

$112,500

Plan as well as the goals of other City, region, and State
plans and policies.
A lengthy list of recommendations has been provided in
this Plan , and ranking allows staff to prioritize the projects
to advance to implementation. A variety of variables will
influence the implementation including the availability
of funding, engineering analysis, and support from
community stakeholders and representatives.
Many signing and striping projects can be completed by
the City Department of Public Works and are exempt from
CEQA requirements. Such projects can be implemented
using City or grant funds with approval by the City
Management and/or City Council, if required due to the
visibility or import ance of the project. More complex

I ALTA PLANNING +OESIGN

Page 498 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REG IONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

projects with greater associated impacts typically include
the following steps to advance to implementation:
1. Preparation of a Feasibility Study involving a
conceptual design (with consideration of possible
alternatives and environmental issues) and cost
estimate for individual projects as needed.

motorists, which often result in collisions. Proposed
facilities that are located on roadways with past bicycleautomobile coll isions are important to the partner cities.

Public Input

3. Completion of final plans, specifications and
estimates, advertising for bids, receipt of bids and
award of contract(s).

The Project Team solicited public input through a series
of booths at local events, jurisdiction-wide workshops,
community street audits, a web-based feedback portal,
monthly polls and an opinion survey. Facilities that
community members identified as desirable for future
bicycle facilities are of priority to the network because
they address the needs of the public.

4. Approval of the project by the City Council.

Gap Closure

2. Secure funding and any applicable environmental
approvals.

5. Construction of Project.

7.5.1 Prioritization Criteria
The intent of ranking projects is to create a prioritized list
of bicycle projects for implementation. As projects are
implemented, lower ranked projects move up the list. The
project list and individual projects outlined in this Plan
are flexible concepts that serve as a guideline. The ranked
project list, and perhaps the overall system and segments
themselves, may change over time as a result of changing
bicycling patterns, land use patterns, implementation
constraints and opportunities and the development of
other transportation system facilities.
Projects may be implemented out of scoring order
as opportunities arise. Opportunities may include
grant availability, new development projects, capital
improvement projects, or roadway repaving. The City
can review the project list and project ranking at regular
intervals to ensure it reflects the most current priorities,
needs, and opportunities for implementing the bicycle
network in a logical and efficient manner.
Each ranking criterion contains information about a
facility and its ability to address an existing or future need
in the San Gabriel Valley. The reSUlting project ranking
determines each project's relative importance in funding
and scheduled construction.
The following criteria are used to evaluate each proposed
bicycle facility, its ability to address demand and
deficiencies in the existing bicycle network and its ease of
implementation. The criteria are organized into "utility"
and "implementation" prioritization factors.

Utility Prioritization Factors
Utility criteria include conditions of bicycle facilities that
enhance the bicycle network. Each criterion is discussed
below.

Gaps in the bicycle network come in a variety of forms,
ranging from a "missing link" on a roadway to larger
geographic areas without bicycle facilities. Gaps in the
bikeway network discourage bicycle use because they
limit access to key destinations and land uses. Facilities
that fill a gap in the existing and proposed bicycle
network are of hig.h priority.

Connectivity to Existing Facilities
Proposed bikeways that connect to existing bicycle
facilities in the partner cities and to adjacent jurisdictions'
bikeways increase the convenience of bicycle travel.
Proposed facilities that fit this criterion are of high
importance to the cities.

Connectivity to Regional Facilities
Linkage to existing and future regional bikeways in
the San Gabriel Valley will enhance future connectivity
between the partner cities and surrounding communities.
For the purposes of this evaluation, linkage to the
following facility types would be identified as regional
connections:
•

Existing/Planned off-street trails along
waterways, utility corridors, etc.

•

Existing/Planned on-street bikeways that
continuously span across two or more
jurisdictions

Connectivity to Activity Centers

Improved linkage to key employment, recreational,
commercial and civic destinations within the community
can increase bicycling activity and reduce in-town
vehicular travel for short-distance trips. These activity
centers generate many trips which could be made by
bicycle if the proper facilities were available. The following
activity centers will be reviewed for improved access
related to the recommended bikeway improvements:

Bicycle-Related Collisions

•

Major Employment & Commercial Areas

Bicycle facilities have the ability to increase safety by
reducing potential conflicts between bicycle riders and

•

Civic Centers

•

Public Libraries
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•

Community Centers

Implementation Prioritization Factors

•

K-12 Public Schools

•

East Los Angeles College

Implementation criteria address the ease of implementing
each proposed project. Each criterion is discussed below.

•

Major Cultural Destinations, such as museums
and interpretive centers

•

Hospitals & Medical Centers

•

Parks & Recreation Centers

•

Commercial/retail business centers (shopping
malls, downtown districts, retail complexes, etc.)

Permitting

Connectivity to Multi-Modal Transportation Centers

Bicycle facilities that link to modes of public
transportation increase the geographical distance bicycle
riders are able to travel. Proposed bicycle facilities that
connect to transit stops and centers improve bicycle
riders' mobility and are therefore key pieces of the bicycle
network. Priority ranking will be given to bikeways that
connect to the following major transportation centers:

Projects that can be implemented solely by the
participating cities have higher readiness factors,
whereas those that require permitting and approvals
from other agencies governing roadways and land within
the individual cities will score lower. Examples include
collaboration with adjacent jurisdictions, approval
by Caltrans, or permitting by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works for projects utilizing local
washes, creeks, storm channels, etc.
Project Cost

Projects that are less expensive do not require as much
funding as other projects and are therefore easier to
implement. Projects that cost less are of higher priorityto
the partner cities.

•

Baldwin Park Metrolink Station

Parking Displacement

•

EI Monte Bus Station

•

EI Monte Metrolink Station

•

East Los Angeles College Transit Center

•

Proposed future Metro Gold Line stations

Installing safe, easily accessible and attractive bicycle
facilities occasionally requires the displacement of
on-street vehicular parking. Therefore, projects that
do not require parking displacement are of increased
importance.

7.5.2 Project Ranking
Table 7-20 shows how the criteria are weighted for project prioritization and ranking.

Table 7-20 Ranking Criteria and Weighting
Criteria

Score

Mwltiplier

Total

[)escription

2

3

6

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 3 or
more bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

1

3

3

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that experienced 1-2
bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

0

3

o

Provides a bicycle facility on a roadway that did not experience
any bicycle-related collisions between 2007-2011

2

3

6

Roadway was identified by the public as desirable for a future
facility mUltiple times

Ut ility Prior,itizatiol'l Fa(tons
Bicycle-Related
Collisions

Public Input

I-

l-

1
1-._-

0

3
1--

3

i
-

"3
-

o

I

Gap Closure

222

2

3

6

Roadway was identified by the public as desirable for a future facility once

-1--- - - -

-

-

-

-

-

--~

Roadway was not identified by the public as desirable for a
future facility
Fills a network gap between two or more existing facilities
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Table 7-20 Ranking Criteria and Weighting (continued)

S(0re

Criteria

Tetal

Multiplier

Descriptiorl

-r--

1

3

Fills a network gap between an existing facility and a proposed
facility

3

0

Does not directly or indirectly fill a network gap

4

Provides direct access to an existing bicycle facility

2

Provides secondary connectivity t o an existing bicycle facility

--

I---

0
Connectivity: Existing

2
1

----'

3

2

r-

-

0

2

r

I

2

0

-

-

-

I Does not directly or indirectly provide access t o an existing
bicycle facility

Connectivity: Regional

-

Connectivity:
Activity Centers

2

2

4

Provides direct access to a regional existing/proposed bicycle
facility_

1

2

2

Provides secondary connectivity to a regional existing/
proposed bicycle facility

0

2

0

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to a regional
existing/proposed bicycle facility

2

2

4

Provides access to more than 3 act ivity centers

2

Provides access to 1-3 activity centers

1

-

2

J

-

.-

-

1--

Connectivity:
Multi-Modal

---

0

2

0

Does not provide access to an activity center

2

1

2

Provides direct access to a major Transportation Center

1

1

1

Provides secondary connectivity to a major Transportation
Center

0

1

0

Does not directly or indirectly provide access to a major
Transportation Center

2

1

2

Does not require permitting from agency (other than the
respective city)

1

1

1

Requires permitting or approval from 1 agency

0

1

0

Requires permitting or approval from 2 or more agencies

1

2

--

Implement at ion Pr.iori1!iiZa1!ion Factors
Permitting

Project Cost

2

0

1

0

Will cost over $200,000 t o implement

2

1

2

Does not require any parking removal

1

1

1

Requires removal of some on-street parking stalls

0

1

0

Requires removal of all on-street parking stalls

1

1
I-

Parking Displacement

-1 Will cost less than $40,000 to implement

~ 1I

I-

1

Will cost between $40,~01 and $200,000 to implement

Each recommended project was evaluated based on the
ranking criteria and scored to develop the prioritization
tables. As shown in Table 7-20, the maximum potential
score for a recommended project is 34 points.

-

Within the City of South EI Monte, a total of 47 bicycle
facility projects were identified and grouped into the
following three tiers by each projects prioritization score:
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•

•

Tier 1 (34-22 points): Tier 1 projects have the
highest potential for addressing the City's goals
for bicycle transportation and are intended for
near-term project implementation. The highest
score received by a project was 27 points. A total
of 12 projects are listed in Tier 1 and are shown in
Table 7-21,

•

Tier 3 (13-0 points): Tier 3 projects are not
currently ready for implementation but are
included as long-term potential bicycle-specific
projects. A total of 21 projects are listed in Tier 3
and are shown in Table 7-23.

All of the projects are recommended for implementation
over the next twenty (20) years. However, due to the
unpredictability offunding sources, economic conditions,
and community support, some projects, especially those
that require right-of-way purchase or coordination with
mUltiple jurisdictions, may not be completed within the
next twenty years.

Tier 2 (21 -14 points): Tier 2 projects are intended
for mid-term implementation. A total of 14
projects are listed in Tier 2 and are shown in
Table 7 -22,

Table 7-21 Tier 7 Projects (Score of 34-22)
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Garvey Avenue

Rio Hondo River

City Limit (East of
Potrero Avenue)

6

6

"
3

II

Rosemead
Boulevard

North City Limit

City Limit (South of
Rush Street)

6

6

6

4

2

0

0

1

1

1

27

II

Santa Anita
Avenue

Tyler Avenue

Lexington-Gallatin
Road

3

6

6

4

2

2

1

2

1

0

27

II

Rush Street

Loma Avenue

Bunker Avenue

6

6

6

0

2

1

0

2

1

2

26

III

Thienes Avenue

Durfee Avenue

San Gabriel River
Trail

3

6

6

4

2

1

0

2

2

0

26

III

Santa Anita
Avenue

Elliott Avenue

Rush Street

6

6

6

0

2

1

0

2

2

0

25

II

Santa Anita
Avenue

Rush Street

Tyler Avenue

6

6

6

0

2

1

0

2

2

0

25

II

Durfee Avenue

Barringer Street

Thienes Avenue

6

6

6

0

2

0

0

2

2

0

24

II

Peck Road

Thienes Avenue

San Gabriel River

3

6

3

4

2

0

2

2

2

0

24

III

Thienes Avenue

Tyler Avenue

Durfee Avenue

3

6

6

2

2

1

0

2

2

0

24

II

Durfee Avenue

Peck Road

Southwest City Limit

0

6

6

2

2

1

2

2

2

0

23

II

Tyler Avenue

Klingerman Street

Santa Anita Avenue

3

6

6

0

2

1

0

2

2

0

22
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Table 7-22 Tier 7 Projects (Score of 27-74)
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Weaver Street)

Rush Street

3

6

6

"

0
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0

21

I

Rubio Wash

North City Limit

Rio Hondo Bike Path

6

6

3

0

2

0

0

1

1

2

21

III

Central Avenue

Fern Street

Durfee Avenue

6

0

3

0

2

2

1

2

2

2

20

II

Merced Avenue

Fern Street

Lerma Road

6

3

3

0

2

0

1

2

1

0

18

II

Mountain View
Road

Weaver Avenue

Rush Street

3

3

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

17

III

Lashbrook
Avenue

City Limit (Between
Cortada Street and
Garvey Avenue)

Garvey Avenue

3

0

3

2

2

0

- r-- r2
0
2
2

16

III

Lerma Road

City Limit (West of
Fawcett Avenue)

Central Avenue

3

0

3

0

1

2

1

2

2

2

16

III

Michael Hunt
Drive

Santa Anita Avenue

Kayann Place

3

0

3

0

2

0

1

2

2

2
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III
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Garvey Avenue

Rush Street
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0

3

0
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0

0

2

2

2
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0
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0

0
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0
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2
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III

Klingerman
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0

0

0
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0

0

2

2

2
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III

Mabel Avenue

Loma Avenue

Rosemead Boulevard
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0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

2
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Table 7-23 Tier 3 Projects (Score of 72 or less)
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Vacco Street

Central Avenue
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3
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2
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III

Cogswell Road

Central Avenue

Gomez Palacio Drive

0

0

3

0

1

1

1

2

2

2

12

III

Klingerman
Street

Central Avenue

City Limit (East of
Tyler Avenue)

3

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

12

III

LexingtonGallatin Road

Andrews Street

City Limit (North of
Santa Anita Avenue)

0

0

3

0

2

0

1

2

2

2

12

III

Loma Avenue

Mabel Avenue

Rush Street

0

0

3

0

2

1

0

2

2

2

12

III

Weaver Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

Mountain View Road

3

0
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2

1

0

2

2

2
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III

Durfee Avenue

Central Avenue

Michael Hunt Drive

3

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2
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II

Fawcett Avenue

Lerma Road

Santa Anita Avenue

0
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1
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0

11

III

Andrews Street

Lexington -Gallatin
Road

Lexham Avenue
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2

2
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III

Fawcett Avenue

Lexham Avenue

Farmer Avenue
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0

3

0

0

1

0

2

2

2

10

III

Lexham Avenue

Fawcett Avenue

Andrews Street

0

0

3

0

0

0

1

2

2

2

10

II

Chico Avenue

Rush Street

South City Limit

0

0

3

0

2

0

0

2

2

0

9

II

Potrero Avenue

City Limit (Near Kale
Street)

North of Lerma Road

0

6

0

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

9

III

Adelia Avenue

City Limit (South of
Cortada Street)

Garvey Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Elliott Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

City Limit (East of
Granada Avenue)

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Elliott Avenue

Paulson Avenue

Continental Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Weaver Street

Central Avenue

Santa Anita Avenue

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

2

2

2

8

III

Alesia Street

Adelia Avenue

Potrero Avenue

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Kayann Place

Michael Hunt Drive

Farndon Street

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Remer Street

Chico Avenue

Adelia Avenue

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

2

2

7

III

Adelia Avenue

Remer Street

Alesia Street

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

2

2

6
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7.S.3 Implementation Strategies
The Bicycle Master Plan provides the long-term vision
for the development of a citywide bicycle network that
can be used by all residents for all types of trips. The
following strategies, action items and measures of
effectiveness are provided to guide the City toward the
vision identified in t he Plan.
Strategy 1: Strategically Pursue Infrastructure
Projects

City staff can strategically pursue funding and
implementation of infrastructure projects recommended
in this Plan. Ideally, City staff will pursue capital
improvements funding or grant funding for high-priority
bicycle improvements first. If grant requirements or
construction in conjunction with another roadway project
make construction of a lower priority project possible,
then the City might advance that project regardless of
priority.
Action Item: On an annual basis the City can publish
a public report documenting the status and ongoing
actions for all bicycle infrastructure projects. This report
may be combined with the prioritization review discussed
below. The first update is recommended to occur in Fall
2015.
Strategy 2: Review Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) Concurrence

The opportunity to implement projects concurrent
with the ClP can reduce the burden of implementing
bicycle facility projects, and improve the schedule for use
regardless of priority ranking for each project.
Action Item: Annually evaluate the ClP for opportunities
to implement recommended bicycle facility projects
included within this Plan.
Strategy 3: General Plan Incorporation

Key policies, strategies and recommendations included
in th is Bicycle Master Plan can be incorporated into
the General Plan Circulation Element during the next
update. At the least, the Circulation Element update
can incorporate the recommended bikeways network,
add revisions to the roadway cross-sections showing
dimensions for on-street bike lanes, and incorporate
policies for public and private realm accommodation of
bicycling activities. Additionally, roadways with excess
vehicular capacity can be reviewed to modify travel lanes
and provided on -street or protected bike lanes. The City
can also develop engineering standards for NACTO-type
bicycle treatments for ongoing use.
Action Item: Update the General Plan Circulation Element
and incorporate key items from the Bicycle Master Plan .

Strategy 4: Review City Representative

Current work on bicycle facility projects at the City has
been implemented by planning and engineering staff
within mUltiple City Depart ments. The City may review
the designated bikeways representative to determine if
other staff within the City have availability or are suited to
help secure funding or programmatic recommendations
provided within this Plan.
Action Item: Designate a single point person at the City to
focus on implementation of bikeway infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.
Strategy 5: Regularly Revisit Project Prioritization

Projects have been prioritized based on safety, publ ic
input, transportation benefit, connectivity benefit, cost,
and feasibility. It is recommended that the prioritized list
be reviewed every fiscal year, with new projects added,
completed projects removed, and the priorities revised as
conditions change.
Action Item: Annual review and update of the bicycle
master plan's recommended facilities list and programs
schedule. Updates to the list can be shared with the
public. The first update is recommended in Fall 2015.
Strategy 6: Update the Bicycle Master Plan

While this Plan is intended to guide bikeways planning in
the City for the next 20 years, updates may be needed to
address changes in priority and evaluation efforts. State
funding has typically required updates to bicycle master
plans every five years to establish funding opportunity
for active transportation projects. Often, cities provide a
compliance update within five years and a comprehensive
update every ten years.
Action Item: Provide compliance update to the Bicycle
Master Plan in five years, and a more comprehensive full
update in ten years. Other elements of the Plan shall be
reviewed and updated as needed.
Strategy 7: Collaborate with Caltrans

Caltrans manages and operates various freeways adjacent
the city with interchange ramps and bridges that often
are higher-stress locations for bicycle riders. Additionally,
Caltrans manages Rosemead Boulevard (State Route 19)
along the western edge of the City. This Plan includes
bicycle facility recommendations that require regular
coordination and collaboration with Caltrans.
Action Item: Collaborate with Caltrans to implement
bicycle facility improvements on Caltrans-managed
facilities, including innovative and conventional
treatments using examples of similar facilities within the
City, County, and State as precedents.
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Strategy 8: Establish Measures of Effectiveness
Measures of effectiveness (MOEs, also known as targets or
indicators) are used as a quantitative way to measure the
City's progress toward implementing the Bicycle Master
Plan. Well-crafted MOEs track progress toward meeting
an agreed-upon goal within an established timeframe.
Table 7-24 describes several MOEs recommended for use
by the City to track key achievements.

Tobie 7-24 Recommended Measures of Effectiveness
Measure

Benchmark

Target

Bicycle journey to work mode share

0.7% bicycle mode split per
Census

Increase bicycle mode split to 1.4% by 2035.

Bicycle Facility Improvements
Implementation

Approximately 4.6 miles of
bikeways

Increase bikeways network by
implementing bicycle facility
recommendations.

Bicycle counts

Bike counts included in this Plan

Annually collect bike counts at baseline
locations to document ridership volumes.

Bicyclist trends/behaviors

Bike counts included in this Plan

Increase bicycling by women 10% per year
up to 50% of total bicycling population,
focus efforts to reduce wrong way bicycling
where reported as cause in bike incidents.

Public attitudes about bicycling

Bike survey provides indication of
challenging locations and current
perspectives

Increase in positive attitudes about
bicycling within community.

Bicycle boulevard demonstration
project

Not applicable

Develop demonstration bicycle boulevard
on selected corridor and evaluate for
success in usage and connectivity.

Bicycle Friendly Community
Designation

Not currently designated by the
League of American Bicyclists

Secure League of American Bicyclists
Bronze Award by 2016 and Silver Award by
2021.

Grant funding

Baseline to be established

Attain an annual average funding of
$200,000 or more for infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects.

As new baseline information is discovered as conditions
change, and as the City implements the Bicycle Master
Plan, the MOEs should be reevaluated, revised and
updated.

An example evaluation or MOEs ("indicators") report is produced by the City of Santa Monica which evaluates
sustainability indicators as well as non-motorized program measures. The Santa Monica Sustainable City Report
Card is provided online at the following location
http://www.smgov.net/Departments/OSE/categories/sustainability.aspx
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7.5.4 Potential Funding Sources
Potential funding sources for implementation of
recommended bicycle facility infrastructure projects and
programs has been identified for further consideration.
The funding sources listed are typically competitive
in nature, so the City will evaluate the applicability of
potential projects and likely scoring before developing
a grant application. Additionally, the City will determine
the availability of staff to prepare grant applications and
to administer the grant. Preparation of grant applications
can often be a time-intensive effort, and receipt of
funding is not guaranteed due to increasing competition
for active transportation projects. Resource demands
should be considered by the City given the potential
benefit of each grant opportunity.
We recommend the City identify potential projects that
would fit well with the following funding sources and
initiate/continue discussions with key agencies and
stakeholders; funding sources are identified with the date
of the next anticipated call listed in parentheses:
•

Caltrans Active Transportation Program (Late
2014 or Early 2015)

•

Metro Call for Projects (2015)

•

Metro ExpressLanes Net Toll Revenues (Date
Unknown)

•

SCAG Sustainability Program (Future date subject
to SCAG Regional Council action)

•

Land and Water Conservation Fund (2015)

Preliminary consideration of applicability and discussion
with stakeholders can help verify that a potential
opportunity is well-suited for the grant source, and
can help position the City to document a history of
collaboration and provide a venue to secure letters of
support for incorporation into the grant application.
Refer to Chapter 9 for a listing of additional funding
sources that may be considered for funding bicycle facility
improvements and programs.

7.6 Active Transportation
Program (AlP) Compliance
The Active Transportation Program (ATP) is an annual
statewide discretionary grant program that funds
bicycle and pedestrian projects through the California
Department ofTransportation (Caltrans). Available as
grants to local jurisdictions, the ATP emphasizes projects
and programs that enhance bicycling for transportation
purposes. In order for the City to qualify for ATP funding
in future cycles, the Bicycle Master Plan must contain
specific elements. Appendix I displays the requisite ATP
components and their location within this Plan.
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. 8 Recommended Programs
Comprehensive education, encouragement, enforcement,
and evaluation programs are critical to increasing the
number of bicycle trips and improving safety. Such
programs ensure that more residents become aware of
new and improved facilities, learn the rules of the road,
build confidence to operate a bike in live traffic and
receive positive reinforcement for integrating bicycling
into their daily lives. In essence, the programs outlined in
this chapter reinforce the idea and shift toward bicycling
as a viable and sustainable transportation option. This
Plan supports the continuation and enhancement of
the region's education, encouragement, enforcement,
and evaluation programs that are currently in place. The
following programs are designed to increase the rates of
bicycling in the region, increase safety for those traveling
by bicycle, and raise awareness related to the mUltiple

benefits of bicycling. Table
recommended programs.

8-' provides a summary of the

The San Gabriel Valley is widely recognized as one of the
most culturally diverse regions in California with English,
Spanish and Chinese as the three primary languages.
Therefore, any non -infrastructure programs implemented
in the region's communities should be developed with
strong consideration of the diverse language and cultural
needs ofthe San Gabriel Valley's residents.
This list presents a comprehensive assortment of potential
programs to choose from, and the partner cities are not
bound to implement all of them upon adoption of this
Plan. However, the Plan recommends that each partner
city consider implementing as many of these as is feasible
and as funds can be obtained.

Table 8-1 Recommended Programs
Cate~ 0ry

Program

i Education
i

Responsible Party

Fumding Source

I Public Service Announcements &

I Metro; SGVCOG; City

i City; Grants

:I Awareness Campaigns
_.
__

:
r

j

; Bicycle Safety "Checkpoints"
Campaign

. Advocacy Groups; City

I

City

Smart phone Application
.-

~YCle Clubs; City;_M; tro

-----.-

I Adult Bicycling Skills Classes
r

------

Youth Bicycle Safety Education
Classes
Youth Bicycle Safety Clinics &
Bi~~cI~ Cam"p~ _ ___
Senior Bicyc~du~ati~

Bicycle Clubs; City

1_

JI

Clas~es

_ __

Traffic Violation Diversion Class
Bike Valet &Related Services at City
Events
Bicycle Rider Visibility Campaign
Bike Festivals & Family Bike Fest!
Family Biking Day
pen

Stre~ts ~v~nts

Near-Term

City;

- ; N; ar-Term

1 Gra~ts-, City; Grants

, Near-Term

J- __

I

j

.

! Middle-Term :
I

, Advocacy Groups; City

I City; Grants

Advocacy Groups; Bike

City; Grants

f

Middle-Term ;

J

i _____ ____ ~ _____ ~
l Shop(s)
~ City

Met~-- _ _

. Special Event Promoter;
City

Community Bicycle Rides

L

___

I City

J ______
_~ Bic~~ Clubsi.City _---.J ~ity; Grant~
-.l Middle-Term ~

Bicycle Parking & Support Amenities I City;

I

Near-Term

L~ational Partnersh ~p_

Earn/Build-a-Bike Program

Encouragement

i City; Grants

I City; Safe Routes to School ! City; Grants

Bicycle Cooperative & Education
_
Center (Bike Co-op)

_ _

' Near-Term

_____ i

-j-

r BicydeResou~ce Website &I
f

Schedwle

Advocacy Groups; City

1Citt... _
I

City; Advocacy Groups

i

, Near-Term

J

J. _

City

; Middle-Term

City; Metro; Grants

j-Ne~ r-~erm _~

! City

I

[ Near-Term

I

_

I

~

_

Near-Term

i

City; Grants

Near-Term

i

City; Sponsorships

Near-Term

"I Private

I
~

City; AdVO: CY Grou~ __ ~~~~~etro;

J

GrantSj~iddle-Term
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Table 8 - 1 Recommended Programs (continued)

Category

-,

Enforcement

Mobile Bike Repair
- ----

-

-

; Speed Radar Trailer/Fe~ back Si.gns
--

-----

'I:

, Bicycle Patrol Uni~

iL__
: Evaluation

Grants

City

City

l~

I City

City

City

~de-~v--;;officer Enfor~m-;;'t ICitY
J Bicycle Theft Abatement Program -+ City_
~ Bicycle ~ Pedestrian Counts

-

I Near-Term

-1---

-

I Near-Term

City

---.

Grants

_

P.?!i~ _ _

lI Bicycle Parking Policy &

.1. Ci! L.
j

Cit>'. _

; City

~orcement
____ ~
_
I Automatic Bike Counters/Bicycle ' City

LNote: N_ea_r-te_rm_=0-3 ~:a~:'::::~;:rm = 3-6),ears,Long-Term = 6+ years,

8.1 Education
Education programs are designed to improve safety,
increase awareness, and build confidence for bicycling
on public streets. Bicycle-related collision data show
that an inadequate bicycling environment is directly
related to increased collisions . Therefore, in addition to
infrastructure improvements, education about the rules of
the road, riding etiquette and proper traffic skills reduce

Cit~

I Near-Term

..j

_~ _Near-Te ~j

t~~p.E~'3l_Bikewa~ Investments

__ _

--!

_ \ Middle-TermJ
_

_ LO~.

-,

JNea~-Te ~

+ C~tli Advoca<:}, ~rou e~_J-C!.!y; Grants

i~~cle Report Sard

232

-

i Near-Term j Near-Term

-1

i General Community Bicycle Survey I City; Ad~oca ~y Gro Ll~ City; Grants
i Complete Streets

I

City

-----

--j-

! Officer Education Advancement

I

City; P~ivate

---

, Neighborhood Speed Watch
:-----

Advocacy Groups; City

_

-1 Near-Term -J
1Near-Ter~

.;

~e-Term_J

City

City; Grants __ ~ Middle-Term :
City; Grants

: Middle-Term '

1-Grants

.J

Middle-Term

i

----j

- =--=-__-_-L...l

the frequency of bicycle-related collisions. This Plan
recommends the following education programs:

8.1.1 Public Service Announcements (PSAs)
and Awareness Campaigns
High profile and well-produced PSAs are not only
memorable but an effective way to reach a broad
audience on a wide range of issues. These awareness
campaigns highlight bicycling and walking as viable
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forms of transportation while reinforcing the "Rules of the
Road" and safety for all roadway users. Such campaigns
are one important element for creating a safer bicycling
and walking environment. Many jurisdictions and local
agencies have launched awareness campaigns to deliver
messages across mUltiple jurisdictions or in specific
cities. Often times, local cities provide in-kind support by
disseminating messages via newsletters, the city website,
message boards, flyers, posters, etc. However, given the
technological advances of today, a dynamic multi-media
approach is necessary and effective to reach large and/
or specific aud iences. Effective PSA strategies incorporate
new aged platforms such as online viral videos (i.e.,
Vimeo, YouTubeL social networks (i.e., Facebook, Twitter)
and blogs in combination with traditional outreach
methods such as press conferences, local television and
radio, and grassroots flyer distribution. Nevertheless,
identifying the target audience is a critical first step in
determining a strategy for a public service announcement
and awareness campaign. The following are various
examples of community-based awareness campaigns:
Give Me 3 - Sparked by collisions between motorists and
people bicycling, this campaign raises awareness about a
new California State law, the "Three Feet for Safety Act" of
2013 (California Assembly Bill 1371), which requires motor
vehicles to provide at least 3 feet of clearance to safely
pass a bicycle rider on the road . The bill will be operative
as of September 16, 2014'. Other similar examples of
"3 feet to pass" outreach campaigns include those by
the City of Los Angeles 2 , Bicycle Colorado 3, and bicycle
advocates in Nevada's Lake Tahoe area.

Precaucion: Tu Familia Tambh!n Usa La Bicicleta
(Precaution: Your Family Also Uses a Bicycle) -

Given that
the City of
Los Angeles is
comprised of
48.5% Latinos
(many of which
speak Spanish
as a primary
language), the
Los Angeles
County Bicycle
Coalition's City of
Lights Program
launched a
languagesensitive
campaign aimed
at raising caution
and informing
motorists that
Image 28- Spanish Language PSA
families also use
Poster by Aaron Kuehn
bicycles on public
roads. The bus
shelter posters,
press conference, and accompanying 60-second video
were created in close partnership with local Spanishspeaking day laborers in the City of Los Angeles.
Sonoma County Transit also launched a "You've got a
friend who bikes!" campaign, which combines compelling
ads with an easy-to-use website focused at people
driving, bicycling, and walking. This type of campaign is
particularly effective when kicked off in conjunction with
other bicycling/walking events or back to school periods
in the fall. The safety and awareness messages could be
displayed near high-traffic corridors (e.g., on banners),
printed in local publications, broadcast as radio and/
or television ads, and be made available in Spanish and
other languages.
Sample program: Sonoma County (CA) Transit: http://sctransit.com/
bicycles/ bicycle-safety/downloadable-safety-materials/

Image 27- Give Me 3 Poster (courtesy of thebirdwheel.com)

Every Lane is a Bike Lane - In many cases, both
motorists and cyclists are unfam iliar w ith a bicycle rider's
right to occupy a full travel lane to safely navigate traffic
situations. As a result, Los Angeles County Metro
spearheaded a campaign to inform motorists about
cyclists' rights to the road. Because this campaign
primarily targeted motorists, Metro opted to place this

1. http://leginfo.ca.gov/pub/ 13-14/ bil//asm/ab_13S1-1400/ab_ 1371_ bill_20130923_chaptered.htm
2. http://ladotbikeblog.wordpress.com/ 2010/0B/ 24/ mayor-launches-give-me-3-campaign
3. http://bicyclecolo.org/articles/ bicycle-safety-law-tips-pgl02B.htm
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message on bus backs, billboards, bumper stickers, and
drive-time radio.

Image 29- Every Lane is a Bike Lane Campaign
(Courtesy of http://cyclingindublin.com/)

Bicycle Safety "Checkpoints" Campa ign
Unlike the negative connotation associated with vehicular
checkpoints that target driving under the influence and
unlicensed drivers, bicycle "checkpoints" are coordinated
to offer light refreshments, distribute informational

materials (i.e. Rules-of-the-Road pocket guides, maps),
provide safety equipment (i.e. lights, helmets, reflectors)
and other bicycle related accessories (i.e. water bottles,
stickers, bells).
A checkpoint campaign is typically most effective when
promoted in advance and executed in multiple locations
on major arterials with high visibility. Within the San
Gabriel Valley region, a series of checkpoints can be
coordinated among a set of neighboring cities with similar
demographics and characteristics to optimize cultural
sensitivity and sub-region marketing and outreach
efforts. Utilizing police departments and partnering with
local advocacy groups helps build stronger working
relationships with the bicycling community while
capitalizing on passionate volunteers to conduct bike
safety checkpoints.
Here in the San Gabriel Valley, Huntington Memorial
Hospital partnered with Day One, a public health nonprofit, to coordinate mUltiple "checkpoints" throughout
the City of Pasadena and lmincorporated portions of
Altadena in the summer of 2014. By targeting corridors
that are frequented by people bicycling, local youth
advocates from local high schools succeeded in
distributing over 200 free helmets, lights, and reflective
leg straps along with education materials.

8.1.2 Bicycle Resource Website and
Smartphone Application
In the age of immediate information, it is critically
important to maintain a stimulating website, especially
to inform and engage local residents about public
projects. In many cases, websites create an administrative
burden due to the constant attention necessary to
remain up-to-date. Although every city has a website
for city-specific information, this Plan recommends a
single, comprehensive website that serves as a onestop, online bicycle resource center. Consolidating
individual city bike web pages helps avoid inconsistent
messaging and conflicting maps and routes, minimizes
site maintenance, allows for multiple language settings,
reduces administrative overhead, and reinforces the legal
operation of bicycles across jurisdictions. Ultimately, this
approach makes for a streamlined, user-friendly interface.
The City of Long Beach has created a prime example for a
bicycling information website (www.bikelongbeach.org).

Image 30- Bicycle Safety Checkpoint
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Due to the advent and growing popularity of the
Smartphone, this Plan also recommends developing a
Smartphone application that coincides with the in-depth
website. The website's most essential information can be
condensed into a convenient, easy-to-use Smartphone
application. Given the innovative nature and the endless
possibilities for capturing valuable raw data, a well-
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constructed application can track bicycling miles traveled,
popular routes, travel patterns, and include interactive
features that gather attitudes, perceptions, and opinions
related to roadway comfort levels, areas of improvements,
route alternatives, and more. The app can also be used to
take pictures or video to immediately report hazardous
conditions, stolen bicycles, suspicious activity, roadway
improvements, and collisions. Furthermore, the app can
provide intuitive bicycle route recommendations based
on live data sourcing, thereby helping cyclists to avoid
congested streets reSUlting from traffic collisions or peak
hour pile ups.
This Plan recommends that cities in the San Gabriel
Valley collaborate to support the development and/
or improvement of a bicycle resource website and
Smartphone application. At minimum, the website and
app shall include:
•

•

Ability to create a user profile to:
o

Log routes, miles, road conditions, and
attitude

o

Register user owned bicycles

o

Submit comments, suggestions, and provide
feedback

o

Rate routes, roads, and comfort levels

Bicycle network maps with multiple layers such
as:
o

Regional and city-level routes

o

Bikeway classifications

o

Bikeway implementation priorities &
schedules

o

Desirable destinations

o

Parking facilities

o

Fix-it stations

o

Bike-related businesses (bike shops, repair
cooperatives, bike friendly businesses, etc.)

•

California Vehicle Code, Section 21200: Operation
of a Bicycle and other city-specific ordinances

•

Bicycling tips such as:
o

•

o

Bike safety trainings and classes

o

Community rides

•

Guidance on requesting new bike racks

•

Tourist information (bike rental locations, where
to get a hard copy bikeways map, etc.)

8.1.3 Bicycle Safety and Skills Classes
The benefits of bicycling on individual and environmental
health are well-documented and plentiful, and should
therefore be equally accessible for people regardless of
age and ability. However, given the current uncomfortable
conditions along our cities' roadways, bicycling in traffic
requires a heightened level of experience, confidence,
and skill to safely negotiate public streets. To help reduce
collisions and improve safety, bike safety classes should
be designed to empower community members to
confidently ride a bike more often, especially novice and
vulnerable roadway users such as seniors and children.
In addition, to encourage more women to engage in
bicycling, cities can offer classes for women, taught by
women .
The League of American Bicyclists has developed a
nationally-recognized, comprehensive curriculum that is
taught by League Certified Instructors (LCI's).
The 8-hour long, Smart Cycling program instills five core
principles:
1. Follow the law
2. Be predictable
3. Be conspicuous
4. Think ahead
5. Ride ready
In the summer of 2013, BikeSGV offered a shortened
version of the Smart Cycling program at local city and
school facilities such as community centers, libraries,
and parks throughout the San Gabriel Valley. The 3-hour
"Need to Know" Bicycle Safety Courses consisted of one-

Carrying items using baskets and panniers

o

Properly locking a bicycle

o

Riding in the rain with help from fenders and
rain gear

o

Taking bicycles on public transit vehicles

Calendar for upcoming events such as:
o

Bike Month activities

Image 37- Bicycle Commuter Workshop in San Marino
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hour of in-class instruction, one-hour of parking lots drills
and skills, and a one-hour guided bike ride on live streets.
All participants received a complimentary helmet, set of
lights, bike map, water bottle, and other bicycle related
accessories. Course materials covered bicycle safety
checks, fixing a flat tire, crash avoidance techniques, and
traffic negotiation. As a result of this project, BikeSGV now
has 15 League Certified Instructors among its members
that are familiar with the local landscape and regularly
teach classes throughout the region.
Bike safety classes can be offered based on the following
audiences:

Novice or Entry-Level- People that are new to
bicycling are considered to be novice or entry-level
riders. Bicycle safety and skills classes can be tailored to
provide fundamental skills and a general understanding
of basic regulations related to bicycling. For example, a
novice or entry-level curriculum can include rules of the
road, general bike maintenance and repair, emergency
maneuvers, and planning safe routes of travel.
Intermediate or Advanced - This group of people may
not need rudimentary, entry-level skills but may benefit
most from classes that enhance the bicycling lifestyle. For
example, an intermediate or advanced class can cover
commuting with panniers and baskets, grocery shopping
with a bike trailer, touring coastlines, etc.
Seniors - Older adults with declining agility, vision, and
mental health often lose the ability to operate motor
vehicles. Although their overall mobility will be impacted,
they may find solace in traveling via bicycle for short
distance trips to the market or visiting family, for instance.
However, as vulnerable roadway users, it is imperative
that aging adults are familiar with the bicycling rules
of the road and learn to navigate low-stress, residential
streets. Bike safety classes can also introduce the adult
tricycle as a means to carry a light load while adequately
maintaining balance. Sample program: http://www.
portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/155167
Youth - Nearly all cyclists are introduced to bicycling
as a child but very rarely learn the laws associated with
riding a bike. Bike safety can easily be incorporated as a
school-based program (Le., physical education) or as after
school clinics. School sites are most ideal due to available
playgrounds, black tops, and parking lots that can be
transformed into simple but practical obstacle courses.
Bike safety clinics help students develop basic techniques
and safety skills by using stop signs, traffic cones, and
other props to simulate the roadway environment.
Students receive instruction on how to maneuver, observe
signs and markings, and look for oncoming traffic before
proceeding through intersections. Instructors can also
ensure children's helmets and bicycles are appropriately
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Image 32- Youth Bicycle Skills Course at Temple City Bike
Festival

sized, well-adjusted and functioning properly. These types
of education programs are usually sponsored by a jOint
City/School District committee that includes appointed
parents, teachers, student representatives, administrators,
police, bicycle coalition advocates, and city engineering
department staff.
This Plan recommends offering a series of free or lowcost bicycle safety classes throughout the year that are
taught by locally based League Certified Instructors
and structured to prioritize seniors, youth, and novice
riders. This Plan also recommends pursuing Safe Routes
to School Program funding that includes annual youth
bicycle safety education classes.
Sample Resources:
•

Marin County Safe Routes to School Curriculum:
http://www.saferoutestoschools. org!curriculum.
html

•

Bicycle Tra nsportation Alliance - Por tland, OR:
http://btaoregon.orglwp-contentiuploadsI20771771
curriculum-BSE.pdf

•

League of Am erican Bicyclists: http://bikeleague.
orglp rogramsleducation!courses.php

•

Women on Bikes SoCa/'s all-female Lc/ trainin gs:
http://bikeleague. o rg!content/first-all-female-Icitraining-huge-success

8.1.4 Bicycle Cooperative and Education
Center (Bike Co-op)
For many, the cost of purchasing and maintaining a
bicycle is a true barrier to bicycling, especially for youth in
disadvantaged communities. A bicycle cooperative (also
known as a "bike campus") is a cost- effective, community
workspace designed to teach basic maintenance and
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repair. Local jurisdictions can utilize existing facilities
and land, such as underused parks and parking lots,
to create a b icycle education center. The concept of a
bicycle cooperative has been incorporated into public
spaces throughout the United States with examples at
fairgrounds, elementary schools, and parks along river
bike paths.
The most ideal way to overcome the cost barriers
associated with owning a bike is to recycle used bikes.
Often times, public safety and transportation agencies
such as police departments, Metro, and Foothill Transit
build up an inventory of used bicycles that have been
seized as evidence, abandoned on public furn iture, or
lost and not reclaimed. Such bicycles can be gifted,
repurposed and distributed at low-cost or free to
qualifying families and individuals, thereby increasing
the bicycle mode share in a target area . Beyond recycling
bicycles, a va riety of compliment ary programs, services,
and safety accessories are issued with each bicycle as
part of ongoing education and encouragement efforts.
However, the operation, growth and overall sustainability
of a bike cooperative are reliant on specialized personnel
such as certified mechanics, instructors, and experienced
bike shop operato rs. Service-learning volunteers and
college interns are a rich source of human capital to help
balance day-to-day responsibilities and programs. The
City of Los Angeles has four co-ops throughout the city,
and another co-op was recently opened in Santa Ana
after a concerted effort to increase funding and secure a
permanent space.
This Plan recommends partnering with local public safety
and code enforcement agencies, the region 's bicycle
coalition and other public and environmental health
organizations to establish a bicycle cooperative and
education center in each city and foster the development
of accompanying education programs.

Sample programs include:
• www.thebicycletree.orgl
•

http://bikerowave.org/

• http://bikeoven.coml
• http://valleybikery.com/
• http://www.bicyclekitchen.com/

8.1.S Earn/ Build-a-Bike Program
Structured primarily to benefit youth, the earn/builda-bike program allows local youth to participate in
service learning opportunities (i .e., conducting bike
counts, gathering surveys, operating information
booths, etc.) with the end goal of earning a sustainable
form of transportation. With the help of experienced

professionals, youth are guided through the process of
building and customizing a bicycle from used frames,
parts, and accessories. Each bicycle is sized, tuned, and
adjusted to suit the needs of each individual's riding style
and purpose. Through the building process, youth are also
required to complete a bike safety class, which includes
bike maintenance and repair. Typically, this program is
coupled with a bicycle cooperative and education center
as described above.

Sample programs:
• http://thebikery.weebly.com/programs.html
• http://www.bicyclekitchen.com/index. php?/
projectslprogramsl

8.1.6 Traffic Violation Diversion Classes
Recognizing that the public at large is not familiar with
the governing Rules ofthe Road (California Vehicle Code,
Section 21200: Operation of a Bicycle), local cities can
offer diversion classes to first-t ime offenders of certain
traffic violations, such as running a stoplight, riding on a
sidewalk (where illegal), or riding against traffic flow. In
lieu of a citation and/or fine, individuals can take a onetime, free, or low-cost class to demonstrate knowledge
gained w ith respect to riding a bicycle on public streets.
These diversion classes are a good way to educate road
users about cyclists' rights and responsibilities, and they
can also increase public acceptance of enforcement
actions against people bicycling. This Plan recommends
offering diversion classes for first-time offenders of minor
traffic violations.

Sam ple programs:
•

Huntington Beach: http://articles.latimes.comI20771
ju nl03110ca Il la-me-0603 -bike-etiquette-20 770603

•

Tempe, Arizona: http://www.tempe.gov/city-hall/
city-court!civil-and-trafficl bicycle-diversion-class

8.2 Encouragement
Many communities across the world are investing in ways
to encourage more cycling. Encouragement programs
focus on increasing the frequency of bicycling by
maximizing opportunities to get on a bike. Communities,
business districts, colleges, transportation providers, and
employers playa critical role in encouraging people to
ride by offering an array of incentives, recognition, and/
or services that makes bicycling a more convenient,
attractive and viable transportation option. In essence,
encouragement programs create a cultural construct
in which the bicycling lifestyle is promoted, supported,
and praised. Some efforts include bike-themed festivals,
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installing "way-finding" signage, community rides and
challenges, BMX and mountain bike parks, public bike
share, discounts at local bike friendly businesses, and
much more.

S.2 .1 Bicycl e Parking and Support Amenities
Ensuring safe, secure, convenient, and adequate supply
of bicycle parking helps make the decision to bicycle
easier. The strategic placement and quality of bike
parking facilities also playa major role in deterring bicycle
theft, decongesting sidewalks, and minimizing nuisance
parking on light and sign posts, trees, bus shelters,
mailboxes, etc. Many cities are adopting ordinances
that guide bike pa rking requirements, design, supply,
locations, placement, and installation of old and new bike
parking facilities. However, bike parking does not have
to have a singular pu rpose. There has been a growing
movement toward integrating additional support
amenities in conjunction with bike parking facilities.

by Change Lab Solutions - shown in Appendix J - and
incorporates support amenities as described above.
Sample programs:
• http://news.fullerton.edu/2012fa/Bike-Fixit-Sta tio ns.
asp
•

http://articles.la times.co m/2072/may/77/business/
la-n-autos-flex-fuel-207 20577

•

http://www.boston.comlyourtown/ news/
com bri dgel20 17103!cambridge_ i nsta IIs_ free_
bike_ m.htm l

•

http://blogdown town. com/2 073/02/7729-new-bikeparking-ordinance-poised-to -shape

8.2.2 Bicycle Valet and Related Services
Similar to a vehicle valet service, patrons of a bicycle valet
are issued a numbered ticket that coincides with their
respective bicycle, which is then subjected to the care and
supervision of valet attendants in an enclosed safe zone.
Cities typically offer bicycle valet as a complimentary
service at mid- to large-scale events such as farmers
markets, concerts in the park, community carnivals,
and health festivals, to name a few examples. The bike
valet can also provide a menu of additional services and
products at a low-cost, such as: sizing and adjustments,
full tune-ups, maintenance and repair, bike wash, shirts,
caps, lights, helmets, tubes, healthy snacks, flavored
water, and much more.
San Francisco passed a city ordinance that requires all
major city events to provide valet bike parking. The San
Francisco Bicycle Coalition now offers free bike valet at all
San Francisco Giants home games.
Sample p rogram: http://www.sfbike.arglresaurceslb ikeparkinglvalet-bicycle-parkingl

This Plan recommends integrating bike valet and related
services inta existing or new bicycle-parking ordinances.
Image 33- Mobile Bike Repair Station in Los Angeles
When properly planned, bike-parking facilities can also
serve as rest stops and maintenance stations with general
information kiosks for pedestrians and people bicycling.
These advanced support amenities can include: DIY (do-ityourself) "fix-it" stations with basic tools and an air pump;
water bottle refill and hydration fountains; information
kiosks displaying routes, transit itineraries, and proper
locking instructions; ample lighting for night time use;
and an emergency call box. Bicycle maintenance stations
are an inexpensive alternative to providing stand-alone
bicycle repair shops.
This Plan recommends adopting a bicycle-parking
ordinance that is based on the National model created
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Image 34- Bike Valet in Pasadena far Amgen Tour
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8.2.3 Community Bicycle Rides
Many people are unwilling and uncomfortable riding
alone due to a realistic fear of sharing the road with motor
vehicles. Parents, especially, express concerns about
their children riding within arms distance of high-speed
or high-volume traffic. Beyond the recreational value
of slow-paced rides with family, friends, and neighbors,
community bike rides help build confidence among
youth, adults, seniors, and entry level cyclists. Community
rides typically target novice riders and families in an
effort to expose them to live traffic situations on calm
and less stressful streets. Group rides that target youth
and parents are commonly known as a Kidical Mass ride,
which includes a fun theme, raffles, and other incentives
to boost participation.

Sample programs:
•

http://www.bikelongbeach.org/event/kidicalmass-70

•

http://www.kidicalmass.org/aboutl

•

http://www.bikesgv.org/the-bike-train.html

This plan recommends that each city work with their
respective public safety department and local bicycle
group to initiate an ongoing community bike ride that
takes place regularly (monthly or quarterly).

8.2.4 Bicycle Rider Visibility Campa ign
According to the California Vehicle Code (CVC), Section
21201 : Operation of a Bicycle, bicycles ridden in darkness
must be equipped with at least a white headlight and
rear reflectors that are visible from 300 feet and 500 feet,
respectively. However, the purchase price of lights and
reflectors combined with being unfamiliar with the Rules
of the Road is a barrier to the safe and legal operation of
a bicycle. As a reSUlt, many jurisdictions have executed
citywide visibility campaigns to distribute lights to
passing cyclists 'in an effort to increase their visibility and
help reduce nighttime collisions.
This Plan recommends that cities conduct visibility
campaigns in combination with bicycle checkpoints or
public service announcement campaigns. The visibility
campaigns can also be reserved for fall when daylight
hours are reduced.

Image 35- Family-Oriented Community Bicycle Ride
Routes can be predetermined to incorporate stops
along the way for restroom and water breaks or simply
to reg roup with all ride participants. Community bike
rides can also be integrated into existing city-sponsored
events such as an annual5K/l OK/marathon, parades, or
coordinated with a local group. Although street closures
are not required, it is always recommended to have a
team of experienced ride marshals or police escorts to
assist with the ride, especially if the route includes major
arterial roads or large intersections.
For the past several years, the City of South EI Monte
has coordinated a community bike ride with the Mayor
on the first Saturday of every month. The ride is open to
the general public but widely promoted to city residents
via the city newsletter, website, digital readers, social
network, flyers, etc. The ride provides a great opportunity
to experience the City from a different vantage point
while concurrently modeling positive bicycling etiquette
and behavior. BikeSGV also hosts a community bike ride
the last Sunday of every month, known as the Bike Train,
wh ich follows an 18-mile loop that traverses the Rio
Hondo and San Gabriel River bike paths.

Image 36- The Los Angeles Bicycle Coalition's Operation
Firefly Bike Light Giveaway (Credit: Jennifer Wong)
Sample Programs:
•

Operation Firefly, Los Angeles: http://la-bike.org/
OperationFirefly

•

Light Up the Night, San Francisco: http://www.
sfbike.org/?Iights

•

Get Lit Program, Portland: http://www.
communitycyclingcenter.org/index.php/get-litl
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8.2.S Family Bike Festivals
Creating a fun, lively, and family-friendly atmosphere is an
attractive way to promote bicycling, especially for youth
and beginner bicycle riders. Bike festivals are also a good
way to highlight local organizations, schools, businesses,
and agencies that advance public health, physical
activity, sustainable development and transportation,
and education. Participating agencies may include
the county's transportation authority, the local bicycle
coalition, public safety agencies, community health
non-profits, medical centers, etc. For example, the City
of EI Monte partnered with Mountain View High School
along with organizations such as Day One, BikeSGV,
Performance Bicycles, and Walk 'n Rollers to host its first
ever Bicycle Festival during National Bike Month in 2014.
The festival attracted nearly 200 people.

lower grades are offered an opportunity to re-do the
stations to earn a better grade and thereby qualify for the
giveaways.
Other bike festival activities or workshops may include:
•

"Freedom from Training Wheels" workshop

•

Bike rodeo & obstacle course

•

How to use bike wagons (carrying kids, dogs,
groceries, etc.)

•

Adapted bicycles available for families to try

•

ABC Quick Check (Air, Brakes, Cranks/Chain/
Cassette)

•

Fix-a-flat & patch-a-tube competitions

•

Group ride/parade

Development offamily-oriented education may be a
program for implementation by local bicycle advocacy
groups where volunteers are readily available and willing
to improve cycling conditions within the community.
Sample programs:
•

http:// down townlongbeach.orgILatest-NewsDetaiIIBike-Fes t-of- Long-Beach

•

http://www0 7.smgov. netlbikesml

•

http://www.sfbike.orgl?family_ day

8.2.6 Open Streets Events

Image 37- Santa Monica's Inaugural Family Bike
Festival in 2072
Typically, a bike festival will include a number of act ivities
such as a gro up bike ri de, workshops, raffles, booths, food
and beverages. One way to coordinate a festival is by
arranging stations with activities that progressively build
upon each preceding station . This approach also provides
a guiding flow chart for participants upon arrival. For
example:
Station 1: Bike and helmet safety inspection
Station 2: Sizing and adjusting a bicycle
Station 3: Rules of the Road
Station 4: Stop and Go, Scan-Signal-Scan
Also, incentives can be integrated into the program to
help drive meaningful participation among youth. Youth
can be issued a report card and assigned a grade upon
satisfactorily completing each station. Once the report
card is complete with a grade of "B" or higher, youth will
qualify for a grand prize raffle or earn bike related safety
accessories such as lights, reflectors, and bells. Youth with
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Open (or "Car-free") Streets events have been around in
the United States for quite some time, but did not become
widely popular in Los Angeles County until the advent of
CicLAvia in the City of Los Angeles in 2010. Open streets
events consist of temporarily closing streets to motorvehicles and "opening" the streets to people. With the
absence of ca rs, people are free to explore communities
in a completely different and creative way. The general
public is afforded the opportunity to walk, jog, run, bike,
dance, hula hoop, roller-skate, etc. Open Streets events
promote health by creating a safe and attractive space
for physical activity and social interaction, and are costeffective compared to the cost of build ing new parks
for the same purpose. Events can be weekly or onetime occasions, and are generally very popular and well
attended.
Ideally, these events would provide access to civic,
cultural, and/or commercial destinations. For future
expansion ofthe program, organizers could consider
lessons learned and best practices from other
communities. Some recommendations include:
•

Make sure that there are programmed, familyfriendly activities along the route; an "open
street" alone is not sufficient to draw participants
(and especially not on a repeat basis).
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8.2.7 New Bicycle Facility Launch Party
When a new bicycle facility is built, some residents
will haphazardly become aware of the facility and
use it, while others remain oblivious to the changes.
Hosting a launch party allows the City to celebrate t he
incremental steps toward creating a more sustainable
and bike friendly community while promoting public
safety and sustainable transportation . This approach also
attracts positive media attention by inviting local and
regional elected officials to participate w ith ceremonial
ribbon cuttings, inaugural rides, specific unveilings,
etc. Moreover, this presents an opportunity to formally
engage and educate local residents about the proper and
improper use of such facilities.
Image 38- CicLAvia in Los Angeles
•

These events lend themselves to innovative
partnerships and public/private funding. Health
care providers whose mission includes facilitating
physical activity are often major sponsors.
Businesses may also support the event if it brings
customers to thei r location.

•

The cost of organizing the event can be
mit igated through volunteer participation, as
this type of event lends itself to enthusiastic
volunteer support. However, this will require a
high level and quality of volunteer recruitment
and management to be sustainable in the long
run.

•

Police costs to manage the road closure will
be one of the largest costs. Work with the local
police department to develop a long-term traffic
closure management strategy that uses police
resources where needed but also allows welltrained volunteers to participate in managing
road closures.

•

Consider utilizing new roadways or bicycle
facility improvements.

•

Sample programs include:

•

CicLAvia, Los Angeles: http://www.ciclavia.org/
about/

•

Sunday Streets, San Francisco: http://
sun d aystreetssf.co m/

•

Summer Streets, New York City: http://www.nyc.
gov/html/dot/summerstreets/htmllhome/home.
shtml

The Open Streets Guide has further information: http://
openstreetsproject.org/blog/20 72/02/27/open-streetsproject-releases-best-practices-guide/

In spring of 2014, the City ofTemple City hosted the
Rosemead Boulevard "GO" Festival to celebrate the grand
opening of the newly revitalized Rosemead Bouleva rd.
The Complete Streets project featured the first "cycle
track" (protected bike lane) in the San Gabriel Valley,
3-feet wide bio swales, enhanced sidewalks, shortened
crosswalks, new public art, LED street lighting, and over

Image 39- Laun ch Party for the Rosemead Boulevard
Cycle Track
300 new trees. City staff members were on hand to
answer questions, provide project details, offertutorials,
and celebrate. Similarly, the City of Vancouver partners
with local community groups to host neighborhood
parties when a new bikeway is constructed.
This Plan recommends that the project cities host
launch parties for all high priority projects in this Plan,
as well as inform the public of all new bikeways through
the bicycling website and other appropriate outreach
methods.
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8.2.8 Bicycle Friendly Community
Designation
The League of American Bicyclists (LAB) recognizes
communities that improve bicycling conditions
through engineering, education, encouragement,
enforcement, and evaluation programs. Based on the
level of improvements, cities can achieve platinum, gold,
silver, or bronze level status or an honorary mention.
Similar to schools that receive academic achievement
awards or buildings that are LEED (Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design) certified, a bicycle friendly
designation can increase property values, spur business
growth, increase tourism, promote zero-emission
transportation, attract young leaders, and set a path
toward creating a more vibrant and healthy community.
For more info: http://www.bikeleague.org/content/
communities

8.2.9 Bicycle Friendly Business Districts
Similar to a bike friendly community, local businesses can
encourage their patrons to arrive by bicycle by offering
discounts, added amenities, and overall special treatment.
Jurisdictions can work with businesses to create "Bicycle
Friendly Business" programs to honor businesses that
support bicycling. Some programs assign a gold, silver,
or bronze level designation to businesses that apply for
the program based on the level of benefits they provide
people bicycling. The League of American Bicyclists
has a Bicycle Friendly Business program as part of its
Bicycle Friendly Communities designation, which is a
good model to follow. The City of Long Beach's program
provides cargo bikes for businesses to make deliveries,

ASK ABOUT SATURDAY SPECIALS FOR BICYCLISTS
Oikolong Oooch .org

Image 40- Promotion for Long Beach's
Bike Saturdays Incentive Program
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and businesses provide shopping and dining discounts
on Saturdays to customers that arrive on bicycles. This
program could be implemented through local Business
Improvement Districts or Business Associations.
Sample programs:
•

http://www.bikeleague.org/programs/
bicyclefriendlyamerica/bicyclefriendlybusiness/
about.php

•

http://ww w.bikelongbeach.org/welcome/bikeshare-program/bicycle-friendly-business-districtprogram

8.2 .1 0 Tourism Integration
To encourage visitors and tourists to consider bicycling
in the region, bicycling-related resources could be
incorporated into tourism information. Websites could
include a calendar specific to bicycling events and group
rides, locations of bicycle rental and repair shops, and a
map of the region's bikeways.
Forvisitors who are already interested in bicycle riding,
bicycle rental businesses can distribute bicycle route
maps or links to mobile maps and riding guidance upon
renting.
Promotion of bicycling within the region can also be
implemented using a mobile phone application to
promote bike rental shops, bikeways, bicycle safety, and
other related topics that might appeal to visitors and
residents bicycling within the community.

8.2.1 1 Commuter Incentive Programs
A Commuter Incentive Program offers enticing rewards
to encourage people to commute to and from work via
sustainable modes of transportation. Cities can partner
with the local chamber of commerce to create a rewards
program that jointly promotes local businesses. Using a
web-based portal, participants can create a log of their
method of transportation and their commute mileage.
The portal can then set performance goals, create custom
challenges, challenge friends and coworkers, and issue
rewards based on achievements. Rewards can be in the
form of gift cards, discounts, movie tickets, or even cash.
San Luis Obispo (SLO) Regional Rideshare organizes the
"Commute for Cash Challenge" every October as part
of "Rides hare Month" in which commuters log the miles
that they commute using alternative transportation for
a chance to win prizes. This program could serve as a
starting point for a more permanent commuter incentive
program during the rest of the year. Another example
is Georgia's Commute Options, which is a joint effort
between the Georgia Department ofTransportation and
the region's transportation management associations. The
program offers a user-friendly, interactive website to track
participation, issue rewards, and promote sustainable
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transportation . The site also features leader boards,
commute calculators to track savings, clean air calculators
to track carbon reductions, chat rooms, blogs, and award s.
Sample programs include:
•

Georgia Department of Transportation: ht tp://
gacommuteoptions.com/

•

aCTA Share the Ride: http://www.octa.n etiSharethe-Ride/

•

SLO Council of Governments Regional Rideshare:
http://rideshare.org//VewHome.aspx

8.2 .12 Safe Routes to School Program
Getting children to walk and bicycle to school more
often is good for children's health. Moreover, it can
reduce traffic congestion, reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, and reduce hazards associated with highvolume traffic immediately surrounding schools. Safe
Routes to School programs use a "5 E's" approach using
Engineering, Education, Enforcement, Encouragement,
and Evaluation strategies to improve the physical
environment and encourage children to walk and bike to
school. Programs are usually funded by a state or regional
grant and facilitated by a coalition of city government,
school district officials, administrators, teachers, parents,
students, and neighbors. Unless a need is clearly defined,
Safe Routes to School funding is typically reserved for
elementary and middle schools.

encouragement activities occur regularly despite the
transition of parents of graduating children .
Sample program: http://www.alamedacountysr2s.org/

8.2.13 Media Outlets
Local media have a high level of interest in stories related
to public welfare, community successes, and bicycle
safety. There are many opportunities fo r local agencies
to gain publicity for bicycle-related programs and safety
issues. Developing and maintaining relationships with
local media outlets can assist with publicizing bicycle
encouragement and safety programs.
A cost-effective way for the project cities to promote
bicycling as an effective and enjoyable way to travel is
to use existing television public service announcements
(PSAs) made available through the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), Safe Kids Coalition,
and the California Office ofTraffic Safety (OTS). These
agencies provide existing award-winning television public
service announcements on the following topics:
•

Bicycle education for seniors

•

Bicycle education for the general public

•

Bicycle education for children and their families

•

Motorist education on driving next to people
bicycling

•

Drivers running red lights

The media is also an effective tool for promoting bicyclerelated efforts through press releases and invitations to
staged publicity events. Positive stories such as ribbon
cuttings or community events can encourage residents to
participate as well as increase awareness and support for
on-going efforts.

8.2.14 Individualized Marketing Campaign

Image 4 1- Family Bike Ride for Los Angeles Metro's Safe
Routes to School Program

This Plan recommends that each city pursue grant
funding to develop and implement Safe Routes to
School infrastructure that improves access to schools and
non-infrastructure programs to educate and encourage
walking and bicycling to schools. Creation of a local
coalition consisting of Parent-Teacher Associations, local
residents, and other stakeholders is useful to provide
continuity in Safe Routes to School efforts and ensure

Building bicycling and walking infrastructure is essential
to effecting mode shift, but it is not enough to attract
large numbers of new users. The City of Portland,
Oregon, was one pioneer of individualized marketing
programs in the United States. For a decade now, the City
has selected a residential target area ranging between
20,000 and 37,000 households, and used a combination
of direct mail outreach, customized travel information
packets, incentive gifts, and themed guided walks and
bicycle rides to engage residents and encourage them
to drive less and walk/bicycle more. The program has
consistently garnered over 20% participation and has
resulted in an approximately 10% reduction in drive-alone
trips in the target area . More recently, similar projects in
Alameda, California, St. Paul, Minnesota, and Cambridge,
Massachusetts, have used similar strategies to engage
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residents on active transportation and single occupancy
vehicle reduction.

8.2.15 Bicycle Coordinator
To take full advantage of bicycle planning efforts, and
to assist with implementation of the many projects and
programs recommended in this plan along with other
related plans, this Plan recommends hiring a bicycle
coordinator. In addition to creating a local bicycle
coordinator, cities may also elect to equally contribute to
a collective pot toward a sub-regional bicycle coordinator.
The latter approach is more cost effective and ensures
the implementation of projects and programs with
surrounding and participating cities. The job duties for
this staff person may include, but are not limited to:
•

Reviewing development of proposals to ensure
bike requirements are incorporated

•

Developing and implementing educational and
promotional programs

•

Researching sources of funding and writing
project proposals

•

Conducting annual bicycling counts

•

Serving as the contact for bicycling inquiries and
complaints

•

Coordinating with neighboring cities, the County,
and other agencies to implement policies,
programs, and projects

programs implemented in the San Francisco Bay Area,
New York City, Washington, D.C., Boston, Minneapolis,
and Montreal. Locally, the Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA) and the City of Fullerton are cu rrently
demonstrating the Bike Link program with stations at
Cal State Fullerton, Fullerton Community College, and in
Downtown Fullerton. Los Angeles County, San Diego, and
Seattle are also planning to kick start bike share programs
within the very near future.
This Plan recommends that San Gabriel Valley cities
collaborate to develop a regional Bike Share program.
Sample programs:
•

aCTA/Fullerton Bike Link: http://www.octa .net!
Share-the-Ride/Bike/BikeShare/Overview/

•

Bay Area Bike Share: https://bayareabikeshare.com/

S.2.1 7 Mobile Bike Repair
A concern that often dissuades people from bicycling
for transportation is having mechanical issues with their
bicycle. To make it easier and more convenient for people
bicycling, mobile bike repair groups provide bicycle
maintenance at your location. These groups pick-up
bicycles for tune-ups and deliver them to you. Services
can include simple adjustments like fixing tires or more
complicated work like adjusting derailleurs. This Plan
recommends that project cities work with the local bicycle
coalition to promote and encourage use of the mobile
bike repair for residents and visitors.

S.2.16 Bicycle Sharing Program

Sample program: http://anywherebicyclerepair.com/

Bike sharing is a novel, active transportation program
that allows the general public to check bikes in and out
for a nominal fee from a self-serve bike share station
in a service area. Bike share stations are strategically
located near attractive destinations such as convention
centers, transit centers, downtown business districts, city
facilities, and more. Bike Share is most ideal for shortdistance trips. Such programs have become increasingly
popular throughout North America, with successful

8.3 Enforcement
Enforcement programs are designed to create a lawabiding nexus between law enforcement/public safety
agencies and the bicycling community. Enforcement
programs also empower agencies to uphold bicycle
divisions of the law while encouraging cyclists and
motorists to exercise caution when sharing the road. The
following recommended enforcement programs aim to
educate both people bicycling and motorists about the
rules and responsibilities they have on the road.

S.3.1 Speed Radar Trailer/Feedback Signs
Speed radar trailers help reduce traffic speeds and
enforce speed limits in areas with speeding problems.
Police set up an unmanned trailer that displays the speed
of approaching motorists along with a speed limit sign.
Speed trailers may be effective on busier arterial roads
without bikeway facilities or near schools with reported
speeding.

Image 42- Bike Share Kiosk and Bicycles in San Francisco
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Speed trailers work as both an educational and
enforcement tool. By itself, the unmanned trailer educates
motorists about their current speed in relation to the
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speed limit. Speed trailers can transport easily to streets
where local residents complain about speeding problems.

paths. Bike officers undergo special training in bicycle
safety and bicycle-related traffic laws and are therefore
equipped to enforce laws pertaining to bicycling.
Additional bicycle officers can help educate people
bicycling and motorists through enforcement and also
serve as excellent outreach personnel to the public at
parades, street fairs, and other gatherings.
The Tucson Police Department initiated a Bicycle Rapid
Response Team in 2009 to manage and control crowds
at public parks, protests, concerts, parades, sporting
events, etc. The officers are trained in escort, blocking,
diversionary, and dispersal techniques.

8.3.4 Officer Education Advancement

Image 44- Speed Feedback Sign
Local police departments can station officers near
the trailer to issue speeding citations when speeding
continues to occur. It is recommended that city staff
provide the management role for this program, working
with the public to determine which locations are in most
need. This program can be administered randomly,
cyclically, or as demand necessitates because of the speed
trailers' portability.

8.3.2 Neighborhood Speed Watch
In areas where speeding problems have been identified
by residents, a Neighborhood Speed Watch can be used
to warn motorists that they are exceeding the speed limit.
A radar unit is loaned out to a designated neighborhood
representative to record speed information about
vehicles. The person operating the radar unit must record
information, such as make, model, and license number of
offending vehicles. This information is sent to the local law
enforcement agency having jurisdiction at the location
of the violations, and the department then sends a letter
to the registered vehicle owner, informing them that the
vehicle was seen on a specific street exceeding the legal
speed limit. Letters are typically sent out to those driving
at least 5 mph over the speed limit. Although not a
formal citation, the letter explains that local residents are
concerned about safety for their families and encourages
the motorist to drive within the speed limit.

Just like ordinary citizens, many police officers may not
be acquainted with specific codes related to the legal
operation of a bicycle. Occasionally, this unfamiliarity
leads to wrongful citations and avoidable tension. As the
bicycle mode share rises, it is critically important that
public safety and law enforcement agencies are familiar
with state and local bicycling laws. Police officers can
enroll in ongoing education and trainings to learn bicycle
enforcement techniques. Police officers and Junior Cadets
of local Explorer programs may also become League
Certified Instructors, thereby qualifying to teach bike
safety and skills courses in the community. This Plan
recommends that each city's law enforcement agency
create a bicycle specific training seminar that reviews the
laws governing use of bicycles. It is also recommended
that each city's law enforcement agency employ at least
2-5 League Certified Instructors.

8.3.3 Bicycle Patrol Units
Many police departments around the world are bolstering
their Bicycle Patrol Units due to increased ability to
effectively patrol small communities or neighborhoods,
especially in urban areas or business districts. Bicycle
Patrol Units can also be mobilized to monitor Class I bike
paths such as the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel River bike

Image 43- Officer Receiving Certified Bicycling
Instruction
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8.3.5 Undercover Officer Enforcement
As more laws are enacted to improve the safety of bicycle
riders, such as the State's new three foot passing rule,
it is important to ensure that the laws are enforced to
increase compliance. The City could work with the Police
Department to set up "undercover" stings around high
bike traffic areas to identify violations. For instance, police
officers could ride on bicycles and ticket motorists that
do not provide the mandated three feet of distance when
passing. The Houston Police Department has recently
conducted undercover rides to enforce the City's three
foot passing rule. More information on the Houston
program can be found by clicking the link below.
Sample program: http://www.cyclelicio.us/2014/houstonpo lice-3-foot-passing-rule-enforcementl

8.3.6 Bicycle Theft Abatement Program

city's complete transportation system. In the world of
transportation, bicycling and walking fall in a relatively
new category known as Active Transportation and
therefore require further understanding. Bicycle counts
act as methods to evaluate not only the impacts of
specific bikeway improvement projects but can also
measure progress toward goals such as the following:
•

Increase bicycle travel for trips of three miles or
less;

•

Redi rect bicycle traffic to specific corridors;

•

Increase the proportion of people bicycling
wearing helmets;

•

Decrease the proportion of people bicycling
riding on sidewalks;

•

Increase the share of women bicycling; etc.

One strategy to combat bicycle theft is outfitting several
bikes with hidden GPS tracking devices and locking
them in areas known for high rates of theft, then tracking
the bicycles if they are stolen. This might also help local
law eriforcement identify bicycle theft rings if a pattern
emerges. Alternatively, the City could distribute GPS
devices to residents on an as-available basis, such as
when residents apply for a bicycle license. The City could
set aside general fund resources or apply for grants to
purchase GPS devices for the program . An example
program exists at the University of Texas at Austin.
Sample program: http://w w w.kho u.com/news/texasnewsIUT-police-catch ing-campus-thieves-with-GPS-baitbikes-20748892 7.html

8.4 Evaluation and Planning
In order to accurately track the progress of the San
Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan, it is critical that the
project cities monitor, measure, and evaluate the impact
of projects, policies, and programs. Data collected
th rough these efforts can serve as a yearly baseline and
would be an integral part of an annual performance
report. Information such as behavior, travel patterns,
and demands related to active transportation will not
only inform policies and planning decisions but will also
contribute to developing education, encouragement,
and enforcement programs. Findings can also be used
to communicate successes and challenges with elected
officials, stakeholders, and local residents alike. Some
effective methods to document the performance of new
facilities and programs are presented below.

8.4.1 Bicycle & Pedestrian Counts

Image 45- Counting Bicycle Riders along a Path
The Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) and the LA County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro) have created a countywide Bike Count
Data Clearinghouse and Manual titled Conducting Bicycle
and Pedestrian Counts: A Manual for Jurisdictions in
Los Angeles County and Beyond. The manual identifies
two primary ways to generate bike and pedestrian data:
automated counts and manual counts. Automated
counts require installing sensors on the streets and
sidewalks. Although very effective at counting people
24 hours a day, 7 days a week, the equipment also has its
limitations. Manual counts, on the other hand, are great
for determining gender, helmet use, travel direction,
general age, and sidewalk riding but are much more labor
intensive.
This Plan recommends partnering with the local bicycle
coalition to employ the SCAG/Metro Bicycle and
Pedestrian Count Methodology to conduct annual bicycle
and pedestrian counts.

Conducting bicycle and pedestrian counts are necessary
to help understand the region's and each individual
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8.4 .2 Automatic Bike Counters/Bicycle
Barometers

u.s.

cities are starting to install automatic bike counters
(sometimes called "bicycle barometers") at key locations
with high bicycle use. These counters automatically log
every bicycle trip and display it on a public-facing board.
One benefit of bike counters is providing highly accurate
count data to the project cities - data that is collected at
all times of day and all times of year. Another benefit is
providing data to the general public about actual bicycle
usage, which is often much higher than mot orists and
other residents estimate. This can help counteract the
impression that bikeway investments are benefitting only
a few people.
Bicycle barometers can be permanent or temporary in
nature, and they can be used to provide data to interest ed
stakeholders about bicycle traffic. The County of Los
Angeles recently purchased portable bike counters for
collection of data for 7-day counts rotating throughout
the county to evaluate current activity. Possible locations
for bike counters within the region might be at key entry
points into the community or key const rained locations.

Sample programs:
•

http://portland-hawthorne-bridge.visio-tools.coml

•

https:ll www.seattle.govl transportationl
bikecounter.htm

Image 47- Volunteer Conducting a Bicycle Rider Survey
vs. fears of existing and potential cyclists presents an
opportunity to address such issues through informed
decision making. Surveys help gather feedback,
suggestions, and input along with conveying concerns,
perceptions, and attitudes related to specific factors such
as:
•

Current bicycling conditions (roadway design,
pavement quality, traffic hazards, etc.)

•

Commute/Trip information (bicycling frequency,
length of trips, method of commuting, etc.)

•

Preferred routes (major arterials, low-stress
streets, Class-I bike paths, etc.)

This Plan recommends partnering with the local
bicycle coalition, school districts, and other community
stakeholders to administer a citywide, general commun ity
bike survey on a yearly basis.

8.4 .3 Mapping Bikeway Investment s
Often, residents and decision-makers do not have ready
access to information about the construction and location
of new bikeways. After completing this Plan, maps could
be created as tools specifically to report on the progress
of planned bikeway implementation. The map can be
updated on an ongoing basis.

Sample program: http://www.bicyclela.org/maps_main.htm
Image 46- Bicycle Barometer in Copenhagen,

Denmark

General Community Bicycle Survey
Administering a general community bike survey will
allow each city and the region to gain a better sense for
the pulse of its bicycling community. Understanding
the wants vs. needs, behavior vs. intentions, or concerns

8.4.4 Bicycle Report Card
Local and/or regional annual reports or 'report cards' on
bicycling could be produced. Annual reports developed
from count and survey efforts can help the jurisdictions
measure its success toward the goals ofthis Plan as
well as rate the overall quality or effectiveness of the
ongoing efforts to increase bicycling in the region. In
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addition to bicycle counts, the jurisdictions could include
measurements such as bicycle-related crash rates (both
on- and off-road), fatality and injury rates, and school
bicycling mode share. The report card can summarize
recent efforts and successes in obtaining funding for
additional improvements and programs.

Complete Streets Policy Workboo k: http://www.
smartgrow thamerica.orgldocuments!cslresources!cspolicy workbook. pdf
Sample Programs:
•

City of Baldwin Park Complete Streets Policy: www.
smartgrowthamerica.o rgl documen ts!cslpolicy!csca-bald winpark-policy.pdf

•

City of San Clemente Complete Streets Policy: http://
bit./yl 7cigoFg

8.4.5 Complete Streets Pol icy
A "complete street" is a roadway that has been designed
to serve all users, including those in motor vehicles, on
bicycles, on foot, or traveling by public transit. Complete
Streets provide safety and mobility for the widest range
of the population, including seniors, youth, and the
disabled. Many communities around the United States
have adopted policies that call fo r all roadway projects to
result in complete streets.
According to the National Complete Streets Coalition
(w ww.completestreets.org).an ideal policy would include
the following elements:
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•

Includes a vision for how and why the
community wants to complete its streets

•

Specifies that 'all users' include pedestrians,
people bicycling, and transit passengers of all
ages and abilities, as well as operators of trucks,
buses, and automobiles.

•

Applies to both new and retrofit projects,
including design, planning, maintenance, and
operations, for the entire right-of-way.

•

Makes any exceptions specific and sets a clear
procedure that requires high-level approval of
exceptions.

•

Encourages street connectivity and aims
to create a comprehensive, integrated, and
connected network for all modes.

•

Is adoptable by all agencies to cover all roads.

•

Directs the use of the latest and best design
criteria and guidelines while recognizing the
need for flexibility in balancing user needs.

•

Directs that complete streets solutions will
complement the context of the community.

•

Jurisdictions could use the Complete Streets
Policy Workbook (see link below) to create a
locally-appropriate Complete Streets policy.
The Policy itself need not be cumbersome in its
language; however, the real "teeth" associated
with the Policy is the subsequent development
of design guidelines and development code that
will meet the goals established in the policy.

8.4.6 Bicycle Parking Policy and Enforcement
Lack of good or sufficient bicycle parking can make
bicycling for transportation much more difficult. This
Plan recommends adopting a bicycle parking ordinance
that will include or update bicycle parking requirements
in each city's development code. The ordinance must
incorporate bike parking support amenities and meet
or exceed the guidelines put forth by the Association
of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals' Bicycle
Parking Guidelines, 2nd Edition (http://www.apbp.
orgl?page=p ublications) or reflect the national model
created by Change Lab Solutions, shown in Appendix I.
Developer bicycle parking code requirements are only
effective if they are enforced. If widespread violations
occur without consequence, adequate bicycle parking
will not be available to building users. Therefore, code
enforcement practices might also be examined and
updated if needed to ensure compliance before an
occupancy permit is issued.
The project cities can also adopt a policy to encourage
the installation of high-capacity "Bike Corrals" that can
fit several bicycles in popular commercial districts. One
possible arrangement is for the project cities to install
the bike corrals at the request of businesses that agree
to maintain and clean the corral area. The City of Los
Angeles has also received federal funds to install bike
racks on sidewalks through the "Request a Rack" program
when requested by stakeholders.
Sample programs:
•

San Francisco: http://ww w.sfbike.org/?access

•

Los Angeles: ht tp://iado tbikeblog.w ordp ress.com/
bike-corralsl

•

Los Angeles: ht tp://www. bicyciela.org/ RackRequest.
htm
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9 Potential Funding Sources
,......
Funding Source

Remarks

Federal
Bus and Bus Facilities Program: Can be used for projects to provide access for bicycles to public transportation
facilities, to provide shelters and parking facilities for bicycles in or around public
State of Good Repair
transportation facilities, or to install equipment for transporting bicycles on public
transportation vehicles.
Bus Livability Initiative

-

Can be used for bicycle and pedestrian support facilities, such as bicycle parking, bike
racks on buses, pedestrian amenities, and educational materials

-

Federal Transit Act

Typical funded projects have included bike lockers at transit stations and bike parking
near major bus stops. FTA funds can also be used for First/Last Mile bicycling and
pedestrian improvements within 3 miles of a transit stop. Guideline for the use of 10%
of the annual CMAQ funds starting in fiscal year 2012-2013 for bike/pedestrian projects
through a competitive call to local agencies.

Land and Water Conservation
Fund

Federal fund provides matching grants to state and local governments for the
acquisition and development of land for outdoor recreation use. Lands acquired
through program must be retained in perpetuity for public recreational use. Individual
project awards are not available. Recent call deadline was February 2014.

MAP-21 - Surface
Transportation Program

A wide variety of bicycle and pedestrian improvements are eligible, including onstreet bicycle facilities, off-street trails, sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle and pedestrian
signals, parking, and other ancillary facilities.

MAP-21 - Highway Safety
Improvement Program (HSIP)

This program provides funds for the implementation of bicycle facilities that address
safety concerns, especially along corridors with high bicycle-related collision rates.
Projects may include education and enforcement programs. The HSIP includes the
Railroad -Highway Crossings program.

MAP-21 - Pilot TransitOriented Development
Planning Program

Provides funding to advance planning efforts that seek to increase access to transit
hubs for pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

MAP-21 - Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement Program
(CMAQ)

The amount of CMAQ funds depends on the state's population share and on the
degree of air pollution . Recent revisions were made to bring CMAQ in line with the
new MAP-21 legislation. There is a broader emphasis on projects that are proven
to reduce PM-2.5. Eligible projects include: "Constructing bicycle and pedestrian
facilities (paths, bike racks, support facilities, etc.) that are not exclusively recreational
and reduce vehicle trips; (and) non -construction outreach related to safe bicycle
use." Studies that are part of the project development pipeline (e.g., preliminary
engineering) are el igible for funding. "An assessment of the project's expected
emission reduction benefits should be completed prior to project selection."

National Center for
Environmental Health Health Impact Assessment for
Improved Community Design

The grant program aims to increase the capacity of public health departments to
include health considerations in transportation and land use planning decisions.
The grant will provide an average of $145,000 per year for 3 years to 6 awardees. The
most recent Letter of Intent Deadline was March 28, 2014. It appears that the grant is
available every 3 years.

New Opportunities for Bicycle
and Pedestrian Infrastructure
Financing Act

A proposed bill in Congress to set aside 1% ofTlFIA's $1 billion for bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure projects, such as the conversion of abandoned rail corridors
for trails, bicycle signals, and path lighting. For these projects, TIFIA's minimum
project cost would be $2 million. Eligible costs include: planning & feasibility studies,
construction, and land acquisition. The bill reserves 25% of project funding for lowincome communities.
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Funding Source

Remarks

Rivers, Trails, and Conservation RTCA staff provides technical assistance to communities so they can conserve rivers,
Assistance Program
preserve open space, and develop trails and greenways.
Transportation Investments
Generating Economic
Recovery (TIGER) Program

Can be used for innovative, multimodal and multi-jurisdictional transportation
projects that promise significant economic and environmental benefits to an entire
metropolitan area, a region, or the nation. These include bicycle and pedestrian
projects. Project minimum is $10 million.

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency - Brownfields
Program

Assessment grants provide funding for a grant recipient to inventory, characterize,
assess, and conduct planning and community involvement related to brownfields sites
(locations that have been host to a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant).
Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) grants provide funding for a grant recipient to capitalize
a revolving loan fund and to provide sub-grants to carry out cleanup activities at
brownfield sites. Cleanup grants provide funding for a grant recipient to carry out
cleanup activities at brownfield sites.

State ofCalif0rnia
Caltrans Active Transportation
Program (ATP)

Funds construction, planning, and design of facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and
other non-motorized forms of transportation. The next application cycle has not yet
been finalized, but it is expected to open in early 2015. The ATP uses MAP-21 federal
funds, so local agencies must adhere to certain federal guidelines.

Clean Water State Revolving
Fund Program

The CWSRF program offers low interest financing agreements for water quality
projects, which can include "implementation of non point source projects or program."
Annually, the program disburses between $200 and $300 million. Stormwater
management components of bicycle infrastructure projects may be eligible for this
funding source. Applications are accepted on a continuous basis.

Climate Ready Grant Program

Climate Ready grants are available for projects located along the coast and coastal
watersheds. Multi-use trails are eligible. $1.5 million total; $50,000 minimum grant;
$200~000 maximum. Managed by California Coastal Conservancy.

Community Based
Transportation Planning
Grants

Eligible projects that exemplify livable community concepts including enhancing
bicycle and pedestrian access. Administered by Caltrans. $3 million, each project not
to exceed $300,000.

Environmental Enhancement
and Mitigation Program
(EEMP)

Funds may be used for land acquisition. Individual grants limited to $350,000.

Environmental Justice:
Context-Sensitive Planning

Funds projects that foster sustainable economies, encourage transit-oriented and
mixed use development, and expand transportation choices, including walking and
biking. Projects can be design and education, as well as planning. Adm inistered by
Caltrans. $3 million, each ~rant not to exceed $250,000.

Habitat Conservation Fund

Provides funds to local entities to protect threatened species, to address wildlife
corridors, to create trails, and to provide for nature interpretation programs which
bring urban residents into park and wildlife areas. $2 million available annually.
Application deadline is typically in October.

-

--

--

.-

Office ofTraffic Safety (OTS)
Grant Program

Funds safety improvements to existing facilities, safety promotions including bicycle
helmet giveaways and studies to improve traffic safety. The grant cycle typically
begins with a Request for Proposals in October, which are due the following January.
In 2009, OTS awarded $82 million to 203 agencies.

Petroleum Violation Escrow
Account (PVEA)

Funds programs based on public transportation, computerized bus routing and ride
sharing, home weatherization, energy assistance and building energy audits, highway
and bridge maintenance, and reducing airport user fees.
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Funding Source

Remarks

Public Access Program

Funds the protection and development of public access areas in support of wildlifeoriented uses, includin~ helping to fund construction of ADA trails.

Recreational Trails Program

Administered in California as part of the ATP. $5.8 million guaranteed set-aside.
Managed by the California Department of Parks and Recreation.

Safe Routes to School (SRTS)

In 2014, federal SRTS funds were rolled into the State's ATP to streamline grant
allocation. $24 million combined in ATP for state and federal Safe Routes to School
projects for the 2014 cycle. SRTS is primarily a construction program to enhance safety
of pedestrian and bicycle facilities near schools. A small percentage of funds can be
used for programmatic improvements. Improvements can be made to target students
of all grade levels.

-

-

Sustainable Communities
Planning Grant and Incentives
Program

-

-

Funded by Prop 84 bond funds, this grant program funds the development and
implementation of plans that lead to significant reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions, such as rehabilitation of existing infrastructure and the enhancement of
recreational resources. The minimum grant award is $50,000; the maximum award is
$500,000, unless the application is a joint proposal, in which case the maximum award
is $1 million.
The 10% local match requirement is waived for a proposal that qualifies for the
Environmental Justice set-aside.

Watershed Protection
Program (Proposition 13)

--

Grants to municipalities, local agencies, or nonprofit organizations to develop local
watershed management plans (maximum $200,000 per local watershed plan) and/
or implement projects (maximum $5 million per project) consistent with watershed
plans. Sixty percent of the funds will be allocated to projects in the Counties of Los
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Diego, San Bernardino, and Ventura. Administered by
the Division of Financial Assistance.

Regional
Clean Air Fund (AB 434/2766
- Vehicle Registration Fee
Surcharge)

Administered by SCAQMD. Local jurisdictions and transit agencies can apply. Funds
can be used for projects that encourage biking, walking, and/or use of public transit.
For bicycle-related projects, eligible uses include: designing, developing and/or
installing bikeways or establishing new bicycle corridors; making bicycle facility
enhancements/improvements by installing bicycle lockers, bus bike racks; providing
assistance with bike loan programs (motorized and standard) for police officers,
community members and the general public. Matching requirement: 10-15%.

Metro Call for Projects

Every other year, Metro accepts Call for Projects applications in eight modal
categories. The Call is a competitive process that distributes discretionary capital
transportation funds to regionally significant projects. Capital funds are programmed
5 years out and typically provided, and design and right-of-way acquisition are eligible
expenses as long as they are directly related and part of construction. So, a project
awarded Call for Projects funds in 2015 would not be implemented until 2020.

Metro ExpressLanes Net Toll
Revenues

40% of net toll revenues will be allocated each year for "System Connectivity/Active
Transportation" projects within 3 miles of the 1-110 and 1-10 freeway corridors where
the ExpressLanes demonstration is in effect. This allocation is estimated to be $4.2-5.2
million for the period ending February 2014. Metro issued a Call for Projects to access
these funds in early 2014. It is unknown if the Metro Board will be make funds available
for another call.

Metro Measure R Local Return

Fifteen percent (15%) of the Measure R county sales tax is designated for use by local
cities and the County of Los Angeles for transportation purposes, including bicyclerelated uses such as infrastructure, signage, bike sharing, and education efforts.
Guidelines for the Local Return program can be found at: http://ebb.metro.net/
projects_studies/locaUeturn/images/measure-r-Local-Return-Guidelines.pdf

-
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Metro Open Streets Program

Metro will allocate up to $2 million annually, through a competitive application
process, to fund local Open Streets events in L.A. County cities. The first cycle
announced in 2014 funded 12 open streets events to occur in 2015 and 2016.

Metro Transit-Oriented
Development (TOO) Planning
Grants

$5 million fund to spur the adoption of transit-supportive land use and other
regulatory plans around station areas in order to increase access to and utilization of
public transit. Eligibility is for L.A. County jurisdictions with land use authority within
one-half mile of existing, planned, or proposed transit stations. The most recent cycle
of applications was completed in July 2014.

SCAG Sustainability Program

•

SCAG provides financial and technical assistance to member agencies for
integrated land use and transportation planning. The 2013-2014 Sustainability
Program emphasized:

•
•

Projects that make measurable progress toward implementation

·
·
•

Assistance to communities for updating General Plans
Inter-jurisdictional and multi-stakeholder partnerships
Outreach and education to the community and stakeholders on sustainable
development
Past Compass Blueprint partner jurisdictions may propose work that will
move their plans closer to implementation.

Southern California Edison
Rule 20A Funds

Rule 20A funds are allocated by Southern California Edison by County Supervisorial
District to help local governments "underground" utility lines for aesthetic purposes.

TDA Article 3 Funds

Administered by Metro. TDA Article 3 funds are allocated annually on a per capita
basis to both cities and the County of Los Angeles for the planning and construction of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Local agencies may either draw down these funds or
place them on reserve. Agencies must submit a claim form to Metro by the end of the
fiscal year in which they are allocated. Failure to do so may result in the lapse of these
allocations. More info at: http://www.metro.net/projects/tda/

Pflivate
Community Action for a
Renewed Environment (CARE)

EPA grant program to help community organize and take action to reduce toxic
pollution in its local environment.

Health Foundations

Focus pedestrian improvements for an obesity prevention strategy. Examples include
California Wellness Foundation, Kaiser, and the California Endowment.

PeopleForBikes

PeopleForBikes (formerly Bikes Belong) provides grants for up to $10,000 with a 50%
match that recipients may use towards the engineering, design, and construction of
bike paths, lanes, bridges, and end-of-trip facilities, as well as programs.

Rails to Trails Conservancy

Provides technical assistance for converting abandoned rail corridors to use as multiuse trails.

Surdna Foundation

The Surdna Foundation makes grants to nonprofit organizations in the areas of
environment, community revitalization, effective citizenry, the arts, and the nonprofit
sector.

.-
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State Standards
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) (2012)
The California MUTeD 2012 an amended version of the FHWA MUTeD 2009 edition modified for use
in California. While standards presented in the CA MUTCD substantially conform to the FHWA MUTCD,
the state of California follows local practices, laws and requirements with regards to signing, striping
and other traffic control devices.
California Highway Design Manual (HOM) (2012)
This manual establishes uniform policies and procedures to carry out highway design functions for
the California Department ofTransportation. The 2012 edition incorporated Complete Streets focused
revisions to address the Department Directive 64 R-l.
Complete Intersections: A Guide to Reconstructing Intersections and Interchanges for Bicyclists
and Pedestrians (2010)
This California Department ofTransportation reference guide presents information and concepts
related to improving conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians at major intersections and interchanges.
The guide can be used to inform minor signage and striping changes to intersections, as well as major
changes and designs for new intersections.

Main Street, California: A Guide for Improving Community and Transportation Vitality (2013)
This Caltrans informational guide reflects California's current manuals and policies that improve
multi modal access, livability and sustainability within the transportation system. The guide
recognizes the overlapping and sometimes competing needs of main streets.

.
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This April 2014 memorandum encourages flexibility in highway design. The memo stated that
"Publications such as the National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) "Urban Street
Design Guide" and "Urban Bikeway Design Guide;' ... are resources that Caltrans and local entities can
reference when ma king planning and design decisions on the State highway system and local streets
and roads:'

Additional US Federal Guidelines
Meeting the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is an important part
of any bicycle and pedestrian facility project. The United States Access Board's proposed
Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines 4 (PROWAG) and the 2010 ADA Standards for
Accessibl e DesignS(2010 Standards) contain standards and guidance for the construction of
accessible facilities. This includes requirements for sidewalk curb ramps, slope requirements,
and pedestrian railings along stairs.
The 2011 AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets commonly
referred to as the "Green Book;' contains the current design research and practices for
highway and street geometric design.

4
5

http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/
http://www.ada.govI2010ADAstandards_index.htm
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National Standards
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The Federal Highway Administration's Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) defines the standards used by
road managers nationwide to install and maintain traffic control devices on all public streets, highways, bikeways, and private
roads open to public traffic. The MUTCD is the primary source for guidance on lane striping requirements, signal warrants, and
recommended signage and pavement markings.
To further clarify the MUTCD, the FHWA created a table of contemporary bicycle facilities that lists various bicycle-related signs,
markings, signals, and other treatments and identifies their official status (e.g., can be implemented, currently experimental).
See Bicycle Facilities and the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 1
Bikeway treatments not explicitly covered by the MUTCD are often subject to experiments, interpretations and official rulings by
the FHWA. The MUTeD Official Rulings is a resource that allows website visitors to obtain information about these supplementary materials. Copies of various documents (such as incoming request letters, response letters from the FHWA, progress reports,
and final reports) are available on this website. 2
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities, updated in June 2012 provides guidance on dimensions, use, and layout of specific bicycle facilities. The standards
and guidelines presented by AASHTO provide basic information, such as minimum sidewalk widths, bicycle lane dimensions,
detailed striping requirements and recommended signage and pavement markings.
The National Association of City Transportation Officials' (NACTO) 2012 Urban Bikeway Design Guide 3 is the newest pUblication of nationally recognized bicycle-specific design standards, and offers gUidance on the current state of the practice designs.
The NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide is based on current practices in the best cycling cities in the world. The intent of the
guide is to offer substantive guidance for cities seeking to improve bicycle transportation in places where competing demands
for the use of the right of way present unique challenges. All of the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide treatments are in use
internationally and in many cities around the US.
Some of these treatments are not directly referenced in the current versions of the AASHTO Guide or the MUTCD, although
many of the elements of these treatments are found within these documents. In all cases, engineering judgment is recommended to ensure that the application makes sense for the context of each treatment, given the many complexities of urban
streets.

2

3
260

Bicycle Facilities and the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. (2011 J. FHWA.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/mutcd_bike.htm
MUTCD Official Rulings. FHWA. http.!lmutcd.fhwa.dot.govlorsearch.asp
http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/
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Introduction
These guidelines are intended to assist the communities in the San Gabriel Valley region in the selection and design of
bicycle facilities. The following sections pull together best practices by facility type from public agencies and municipalities
nationwide. Within the design guidance, treatments are covered within a single sheet tabular format relaying important
design information and discussion, example photos, schematics (if applicable), and existing summary guidance from current standards. Existing standards are referenced throughout and should be the first source of information when seeking to
implement any of the treatments featured here.

Guiding Principles
The following are guiding principles for these design guidelines:
The bicycling environment should be safe. All bicycling routes should be physically safe and perceived as safe by all
users. Safe means minimal conflicts with external factors, such as noise, vehicular traffic and protruding architectural
elements. Safe also means routes are clear and well marked with appropriate pavement markings and directional
signage.
The bicycle network should be accessible. Shared-use paths, bike routes and crosswalks should permit the mobility
of residents of all ages and abilities. The bicycle network should employ principles of universal design. Bicyclists have a
range of skill levels, and facilities should be designed with a goal of providing for inexperienced/recreational bicyclists
(especially children and seniors) to the greatest extent possible.
Bicycle network improvements should be economical. Bicycle improvements should achieve the maximum benefit
for their cost, including initial cost and maintenance cost, as well as a reduced reliance on more expensive modes of
transportation. Where possible, improvements in the right-of-way should stimulate, reinforce and connect with adjacent private improvements.
The bicycle network should connect to places people want to go. The bicycle network should provide continuous direct routes and convenient connections between destinations such as homes, schools, shopping areas, public
services, recreational opportunities and transit. A complete network of on-street bicycling facilities should connect
seamlessly to existing and proposed shared-use paths to complete recreational and commuting routes.
The bicycling environment should be clear and easy to use. Shared-use paths and crossings should allow all people
to easily find a direct route to a destination with minimal delays, regardless of whether these persons have mobility,
sensory, or cognitive disability impairments. All roads are legal for the use of bicyclists (except freeways, from which
bicyclists are prohibited unless a separate facility on that right of way is provided). This means that most streets are
bicycle facilities and should be designed, marked and maintained accordingly.
The bicycling environment should be attractive and enhance community livability. Good design should integrate
with and support the development of complementary uses and should encourage preservation and construction of
art, landscaping and other items that add value to communities. These components might include open spaces such
as plazas, courtyards and squares, and amenities like street furniture, banners, art, plantings and special paving. These
along with historical elements and cultural references, should promote a sense of place. Public activities should be encouraged and the municipal code should permit commercial activities such as dining, vending and advertising when
they do not interfere with safety and accessibility.
Design guidelines are flexible and should be applied using professional judgment. This document references
specific national gUidelines for bicycle facility design, as well as a number of design treatments not specifically covered
under current guidelines. Statutory and regulatory guidance may change. For this reason, the guidance and recommendations in this document function to complement other resources considered during a design process, and in all
cases sound engineering judgment should be used.
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Design Needs of Bicyclists
The purpose of this section is to provide the facility designer with an understanding of how bicyclists operate and how
their bicycle influences that operation. Bicyclists, by nature, are much more affected by poor facility design, construction
and maintenance practices than motor vehicle drivers. Bicyclists lack the protection from the elements and roadway
hazards provided by an automobile's structure and safety features. By understanding the unique characteristics and needs
of bicyclists, a facility designer can provide quality facilities and minimize user risk.

Bicyde as a Design Veh ide
Similar to motor vehicles, bicyclists and their bicycles exist in a variety of sizes and configurations. These variations occur in
the types of vehicle (such as a conventional bicycle, a recumbent bicycle or a tricycle), and behavioral characteristics (such
as the comfort level of the bicyclist). The design of a bikeway should consider reasonably expected bicycle types on the
facility and utilize the appropriate dimensions.
The figure below illustrates the operating space and physical dimensions of a typical adult bicyclist, which are the basis for
typical facility design. Bicyclists require clear space to operate within a facility. This is why the minimum operating width is
greater than the physical dimensions of the bicycl ist. Bicyclists prefer five feet or more operating width, although four feet
may be minimally acceptable.
Standard Bicycle Rider Dimensions

._ - , _

•

Operating
Envelope

8'4"

: . ~--------------~

Eye Level

5'

Handlebar
Height

3'8"

Physical Operating

l~;----~-----------

tL.___________
Preferred Operating Width

~~~
Minimum Operating
Width

4'

5'
Source: AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th Edition. 2012.
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In addition to the design dimensions of a typical bicycle, there are many other commonly used pedal-driven cycles and accessories to consider when planning and designing bicycle facilities. The most common types include tandem bicycles, recumbent
bicycles, and trailer accessories. The figure and table below summarize the typical dimensions for bicycle types.

Bicycle as Design Vehicle - Typical Dimensions

Bicycle
Type

Feature

Typical
Dimensions

Physical width

2 ft 6 in

Operating width
(Minimum)

4ft

Operating width
(Preferred)

5 ft

Physical length

5 ft 10 in

Physical height of
handlebars

3 ft 81n

Operating height

8 ft 4 in

Eye height·

5ft

Vertical clearance to
obstructions (tunnel
height, lighting, etc)

10ft

Approximate center of
gravity

2 ft 9 in - 3 ft
4in

Recumbent
Bicyclist

Physical length

8ft

Eye height

3ft10in

Tandem
Bicyclist

Physical length

8ft

Bicyclist with
child trailer

Physical length

10ft

Physical width

2 ft 6 in

Upright Adult
Bicyclist

5'10"

8'

6'10"

3'11"

~
2'6"

Bicycle as Design Vehicle - Typical Dimensions
Source: AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th
Edition *AASHTO does not provide typical dimensions for tricycles.

Design Speed Expectaf ons
The expected speed that different types of bicyclists can
maintain under various conditions also influences the design
of facilities such as shared-use paths. The table to the right
provides typical bicyclist speeds for a variety of conditions.
Path designers should tailor the curvature and sight distance
needs based on the typical speed of the fastest expected
user. See data tables in the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilitate and the California Highway Design
Manual for detailed guidance.
264

Bicycle as Design Vehicle - Design Speed Expectations

Bicycle
Type
Upright Adult
Bicyclist

Recumbent
Bicyclist

Feature

Typical
Speed

Paved level surfacing

8-15 mph

Downhill

20-30+ mph

Uphill

5 -12 mph

Paved level surfacing

11-18 mph

*Tandem bicycles and bicyclists with trailers have typical
speeds equal to or less than upright adult bicyclists.
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Types of Bicyclists
It is important to consider bicyclists of all skill levels when creating a non-motorized plan or project. Bicyclist skill level
greatly influences expected speeds and behavior, both in separated bikeways and on shared roadways. Bicycle infrastructure should accommodate as many user types as possible, with decisions for separate or parallel facilities based on providing a comfortable experience for the greatest number of people.
The bicycle planning and engineering professions currently use several systems to classify the population which can assist
in understanding the characteristics and infrastructure preferences of different bicyclists. The current AASHTO Guide to the
Development of Bicycle Facilities encourages designers to identify their rider type based on the trip purpose (Recreational
vs Transportation) and on the level of comfort and skill of the rider (Causal vs Experienced). A more detailed framework
for understanding of the US population's relationship to transportation focused bicycling is illustrated in the figure below.
Developed by planners in Portland, OR 1 and supported by research 2, this classification provides the following alternative
categories to address varying attitudes towards bicycling in the US:
Strong and Fearless (approximately 1% of population) - Characterized by bicyclists that will typically
ride anywhere regardless of roadway conditions or
weather. These bicyclists can ride faster than other
user types, prefer direct routes and will typically
choose roadway connections -- even if shared with
vehicles -- over separate bicycle facilities such as
shared-use paths.

1%

Strong and
Fearless
Enthused and
Confident

Enthused and Confident (5-10% of population) - This
user group encompasses bicyclists who are fairly
comfortable riding on all types of bikeways but usually
choose low traffic streets or shared-use paths when
available. These bicyclists may deviate from a more
direct route in favor of a preferred facility type. This
group includes all kinds of bicyclists such as commuters, recreationalists, racers and utilitarian bicyclists.

Interested but
Concerned

Interested but Concerned (approximately 60% of
population) - This user type comprises the bulk of
the cycling population and represents bicyclists who
typically only ride a bicycle on low traffic streets or
shared-use paths under favorable weather conditions.
These bicyclists perceive significant barriers to their
increased use of cycling, specifically traffic and other
safety issues. These people may become "Enthused
& Confident" with encouragement, education and
experience.
No Way, No How (approximately 30% of population) Persons in this category are not bicyclists, and perceive
severe safety issues with riding in traffic. Some people
in this group may eventually become more regular
cyclists with time and education. A significant portion
of these people will not ride a bicycle under any
circumstances.

No Way, No How

Typical Distribution of Bicyclist Types

Roger Geller, City of Portland Bureau of Transportation. Four Types of Cyclists.
http://www.portlandonline.com/transportation/index.cfm?&a=237507.2009.

2

Dill, J., McNeil, N. Four Types of Cyclists? Testing a Typology to Better Understand Bicycling Behavior and Potential. 2012.
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Facility Continua
The following continua illustrate the range of bicycle facilities applicable to various roadway environments, based on the
roadway type and desired degree of separation. Engineering judgment, traffic studies, previous municipal planning efforts,
community input and local context should be used to refine criteria when developing bicycle facility recommendations
for a particular street. In some corridors, it may be desirable to construct facilities to a higher level of treatment than those
recommended in relevant planning documents in order to enhance user safety and comfort. In other cases, existing and/
or future motor vehicle speeds and volumes may not justify the recommended level of separation, and a less intensive
treatment may be acceptable.

Arterial/Highway Bikeway Continuum (without curb and gutter)
Shared Lane

Marked Wide
Curb Lane

Shoulder
Bikeway

Wide Shoulder
Bikeway

Cycle Track:
protected with
barrier

Shared-Use Path

Arterial/Highway Bikeway Continuum (with curb and gutter)
Marked Wide
Curb Lane

Conventional
Bicycle Lane

Buffered
Bicycle Lane

Cycle Track:
at-grade, protected
with parking

Cycle Track:
protected with
barrier

Cycle Track:
curb separated

Shared-Use Path:
curb separated

Collector Bikeway Continuum
Shared Lane
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Marked Wide
Curb Lane

Conventional
Bicycle Lane

Wide Bicycle
Lane

Buffered
Bicycle Lane
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C ass III Shared Roadways
On shared roadways, bicyclists and motor vehicles use
the same roadway space. These facilities are typically
used on roads with low speeds and traffic volumes,
however they can be used on higher volume roads with
wide outside lanes or shoulders. A motor vehicle driver
will usually have to cross over into the adjacent travel
lane to pass a bicyclist, unless a wide outside lane or
shoulder is provided.
Shared roadways employ a large variety of treatments
from simple signage and shared lane markings to more
complex treatments including directional signage, traffic
diverters, chicanes, chokers, and/or other traffic calming
devices to reduce vehicle speeds or volumes.
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Signed Shared Roadway
Description

Guidance

Signed shared roadways are facilities shared with motor
vehicles. They are typically used on roads with low speeds
and traffic volumes, however can be used on higher volume roads with wide outside lanes or shoulders. A motor
vehicle driver will usually have to cross over into the adjacent travel lane to pass a bicyclist, unless a wide outside
lane or shoulder is provided.

Lane width varies depending on roadway configuration.
Bike route signage (Dll-l) should be applied at intervals
frequent enough to keep bicyclists informed of changes
in route direction and to remind motorists of the presence of bicyclists. Commonly, this includes placement at:
Beginning or end of Bicycle Route.
At major changes in direction or at intersections
with other bicycle routes.
At intervals along bicycle routes not to exceed V2
mile.

Discussion
Signed shared roadways serve either to provide continuity with other bicycle facilities (usually bike lanes) or to designate
preferred routes through high-demand corridors.
This configuration differs from a bicycle boulevard due to a lack of traffic calming, wayfinding, pavement markings and
other enhancements designed to provide a higher level of comfort for a broad spectrum of users.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.

Maintenance needs for bicycle wayfinding signs are
similar to other signs, and will need periodic replacement
due to wear.

Caltrans. CA-MUTCD. 2012.
Caltrans. California HOM. 201 2.
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Guidance

A marked shared roadway is a general purpose travel lane
marked with shared lane markings (SLM) used to encourage bicycle travel and proper positioning within the lane.

Lower than 35 mph speed limit preferred.
In extreme circumstances, SLMs may be placed on
roadways above 35 mph.

In constrained conditions, the SLMs are placed in the
middle of the lane. On a wide outside lane, the SLMs can
be used to promote bicycle travel to the right of motor
vehicles.

In constrained conditions, preferred placement is in
the center of the travel lane to minimize wear and
promote single file travel.

In all conditions, SLMs should be placed outside of the
door zone of parked cars.

Minimum placement of SLM marking centerline is
11 feet from edge of curb where on-street parking is
present, 4 feet from edge of curb with no parking.

Consider modifications to signal timing to induce a
bicycle-friendly travel speed for all users

•

MUTCD 0 11-1
(optional)

When placed adjacent to parking, SLMs
should be outside of the "Door Zone':
Minimum placement is 11'from curb

Discussion
If collector or arterial, this should not be a substitute for dedicated bicycle facilities if space is available.
Bike Lanes should be considered on roadways with outside travel lanes wider than 15 feet, or where other lane narrowing
or removal strategies may provide adequate road space. SLMs shall not be used on shoulders, in designated bike lanes, or
to designate bicycle detection at signalized intersections. (MUTCD 9(07)

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
Caltrans. (A -MUTCD. 2012.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Placing SLMs between vehicle tire tracks will increase the
life of the markings and minimize the long-term cost of
the treatment.
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Bicycle Boulevards
Bicycle boulevards are low-volume, low-speed streets
modified to enhance bicyclist by using treatments such
as signage, pavement markings, traffic calming and/or
traffic reduction, and intersection modifications. These
treatments allow through movements of bicyclists while
discouraging similar through-trips by non-local motorized traffic.
Jurisdictions throughout the country use a wide variety
of strategies to determine where specific treatments are
applied. While no federal guidelines exist, several best
practices have emerged for the development of bicycle
boulevards. At a minimum, bicycle boulevards should
include distinctive pavement markings and wayfinding
signs. They can also use combinations of traffic calming,
traffic diversion, and intersection treatments to improve
the bicycling environment. The appropriate level of
treatment to apply is dependent on roadway conditions,
particularly motor vehicle speeds and volumes.
Traffic conditions on bicycle boulevards should be
monitored to provide guidance on when and where
treatments should be implemented. When motor
vehicle speeds and volumes or bicyclist delay exceed
the preferred limits, additional treatments should be
considered for the bicycle boulevard.
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Bicycle Boulevard Route Selection
Description
Bicycle boulevards should be developed on streets that
improve connectivity to key destinations and provide a
direct route for bicyclists. Local streets with existing traffic
calming, traffic diversions, or signalized crossings of major
streets are good candidates, as they tend to be existing
bicycle routes and have low motor vehicle speeds and
volumes. Other streets where residents have expressed a
desire for traffic calming are also good options.
Bicycle boulevards parallel to commercial streets improve
access for "interested but concerned" bicyclists and
complement bike lanes on major roadways.

Guidance
Streets are signed at 25 mph or less to improve the
bicycling environment and decrease the risk and
severity of crashes.
Traffic volumes are limited to 3,000 vehicles per day
(ideally less than 1,500) to minimize passing events
and potential conflicts with motor vehicles.
Use of streets that parallel major streets can discourage non-local motor vehicle traffic without significantly impacting motorists.
Use of streets where a relatively continuous route for
bicyclists exists and/or where treatments can provide
wayfinding and improve crossing opportunities at
offset intersections.
Use of streets where bicyclists have right-of-way at
intersections or where right-of-way is possible to
assign to bicyClists.

In Portland, OR, the bicycle
network includes a high density
of bicycle boulevards parallel to
streets with bike lanes.
~
I

~". ,. .
,

MULTI·USE PATH
(Iost!d to motor vehicles
MULTI·USE PATH (unpaved)

I

BIKE BOULEVARDS I
I NEIGHBORHOOD GREEN STREETS
pavement markings & directional
signs to guide cyclists

-

BIKE LANE
or wide shoulder. usually on
higher lraffic Slreels

---

SHARED ROADWAY WITH WIDER
OUTSIDE LANE
on moderate lmd highff traffic:

SHARED ROADWAY
on lower traffic street

street

Discussion
Bicycle boulevards should form a continuous network of streets or off-street facilities that accommodate bicyclists who
are less willing to ride on streets with motorized traffic. Most bicycle boulevards are located on residential streets, though
they can also be on commercial or industrial streets. Due to the presence of trucks and commercial vehicles, as well as
the need to maintain good traffic flow and retain motor vehicle parking, bicycle boulevards on commercial or industrial
streets can tolderate higher automobile speeds and volumes than would be desired on neighborhood streets. Vertical
traffic calming can minimize impacts to large vehicles and parking.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

Alta Planning + Design and IBPI. Bicycle Boulevard Planning and
Design Handbook. 2009.
City of Berkeley. Bicycle Boulevard DesIgn Tools and Guidelines. 2000.
City of Emeryville. Bicycle Boulevard Treatments. 2011 .

Repaving, street sweeping and other maintenance should
occur with higher frequency than on other local streets.
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Bicycle Boulevard Basic Treatments
Description
Signs and pavement markings are the minimum
treatments necessary to designate a street as a bicycle
boulevard. Together, they visibly designate a roadway to
both bicyclists and motorists. Signs, and in some cases
pavement markings, provide wayfinding to help bicyclists
remain on the designated route.

Guidance
Pavement Markings

Place symbols every 250-800 feet along a linear corridor, as
well as after every intersection.
On narrow streets where a motor vehicle cannot pass a
bicyclist within one lane of traffic, place stencils in the
center ofthe travel lane.
A bicycle symbol can be placed on a standard road sign,
along with distinctive cOloration.
Signs

Some cities have developed unique logos or colors for
wayfinding signs that help brand their bicycle boulevards.
Be consistent in content, design, and intent; colors reserved
by the Manual on Uniform Traffic Devices (MUTCD) for
regulatory and warning road signs are not recommended.
Signs can include information about intersecting bikeways
and distance/time information to key destinations.

Discussion
Wayfinding signs displaying destinations, distances, and "riding time" can dispel common misperceptions about time and
distance while increasing users' comfort and accessibility to the bicycle boulevard network. Bicycle boulevards frequently
include offset intersections or 'jog' onto another street. Signs and pavement markings can help bicyclists remain on the
route. In addition, fewer businesses or services are located along local streets, and signs inform bicyclists ofthe direction
to key destinations, including commercial districts, transit hubs, schools and universities, and other bikeways.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

City of Milwaukie. Milwaukie Bicycle Wayfinding signage Plan. 2009.
City of Oakland. Design GuIdelines for Bicycle Wayfinding Sign age.

Pavement markings should be repainted and signs
replaced as needed. Wayfinding signs should be regularly
updated with new miljor destiniltions ilnd bikeways.

2009.
NACTO. Urban BIkeway Design Guide. 2012 .
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'Bicycle Boul~vard Vertical Traffic'Calming
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Description
Motor vehicle speeds affect the frequency at which automobiles pass bicyclists as well as the severity of crashes
that can occur, Maintaining motor vehicle speeds closer to
those of bicyclists' greatly improves bicyclists' comfort on
a street. Slower vehicular speeds also improve motorists'
ability to see and react to bicyclists and minimize conflicts
at driveways and other turning locations.
Vertical speed control measures are composed of slight
rises in the pavement, on which motorists and bicyclists
must reduce speed to cross.

Guidance
Bicycle boulevards should have a maximum posted
speed of 25 mph. Use traffic calming to maintain an
85th percentile speed below 22 mph.
Speed humps are raised areas usually placed in a
series across both travel lanes. A 14' long hump
reduces impacts to emergency vehicles. Speed humps
can be challenging for bicyclists, gaps can be provided
in the center or by the curb for bicyclists and to
improve drainage. Speed humps can also be offset to
accommodate emergency vehicles.

Offset Speed Hump

-

Speed lumps or cushions have gaps to accommodate
the wheel tracks of emergency vehicles.
Speed tables are longer than speed humps and
flat-topped. Raised crosswalks are speed tables that
are marked and signed for a pedestrian crossing.

Temporary Speed Cushion

For all vertical traffic calming, slopes should not
exceed 1:10 or be less steep than 1:25. Tapers should
be no greater than 1:6 to reduce the risk of bicyclists
losing their balance. The vertical lip should be no more
than a 1/4" high .

Discussion
Emergency vehicle response times should be considered where vertical deflection is used. Because emergency vehicles
have a wider wheel base than passenger cars, speed lumps/cushions allow them to pass unimpeded while slowing most
other traffic. Alternatively, speed tables are recommended because they cannot be straddled by a truck, decreasing the
risk of bottoming out. Traffic calming can also deter motorists from driving on a street. Monitor vehicle volumes on adjacent streets to determine whether traffic calming results in inappropriate volumes. Traffic calming can be implemented
on a trial basis.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012.
Alta Planning + Design and IBPI. Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Design
Handbook 2009.
BlkeSafe. Bicycle countermeasure selection system.
Ewing, Reid. Traffic Calming: State of the Practice, 1999,
Ewing, Reid and Brown, Steven. US, Traffic Calming Manual. 2009.
NACTO, Urban Street Design Guide. 2013.

Traffic calming should be designed to minimize impacts
to snowplows. Vegetation should be regularly trimmed to
maintain visibility and attractiveness.
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Bicycle Boulevard Horizontal Traffic Calming
Description
Horizontal traffic calming devices cause drivers to slow
down by constricting the roadway space or by requiring
careful maneuvering.
Such measures may reduce the design speed of a street,
and can be used in conjunction with reduced speed
limits to reinforce the expectation of lowered speeds.

Guidance

Temporary Curb Extension

Maintain a minimum clear width of 20 feet (or 28
feet with parking on both sides), with a constricted
length of at least 20 feet in the direction of travel.
Chicanes are a series of raised or delineated curb
extensions, edge islands, or parking bays on alternating sides of a street forming an "S"-shaped curb,
which reduce vehicle speeds by requiring motorists
to shift laterally through narrowed travel lanes.
Pinchponts are curb extensions placed on both
sides of the street, narrowing the travel lane and
encouraging all road users to slow down. When
placed at intersections, pinch points are known as
chokers or neckdowns. They reduce curb radii and
further lower motor vehicle speeds.
Traffic circles are raised or delineated islands placed
at intersections that reduce vehicle speeds by
narrowing turning radii and the travel lane. Traffic
circles can also include a paved apron to accommodate the turning radii of larger vehicles like fire
trucks or school buses.

Choker or Neckdown

Pinch point with Bicycle Access

Discussion
Horizontal speed control measures should not infringe on bicycle space. Where possible, provide a bicycle route outside
of the element so bicyclists can avoid having to merge into traffic at a narrow pinch point. This technique can also
improve drainage flow and reduce construction and maintenance costs. Traffic calming can also deter motorists from driving on a street. Monitor vehicle volumes on adjacent streets to determine whether traffic calming results in inappropriate
volumes. Traffic calming can be implemented on a trial basis.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
Alta Planning + Design and IBPI. Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Design
Handbook. 2009.
BlkeSafe. Bicycle countermeasure selection system.
Ewing, Reid. Traffic Calming: State of the Practice. 1999.
Ewing, Reid and Brown, Steven. U.S. Traffic Calming Manual. 2009.
NACTO. Urban Street Design Guide. 2013.

Traffic calming should be designed to minimize impacts
to snowplows. Vegetation should be regularly trimmed to
maintain visibility and attractiveness.
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Bicycle Boulevard Traffic Diversion

.

'

Description
Motor vehicle traffic volumes affect the operation of a
neighborhood greenway. Higher vehicle volumes reduce
bicyclists' comfort and can result in more conflicts.
Implement volume control treatments based on the
context of the neighborhood greenway, using engineering judgment. Target motor vehicle volumes range from
1,000 to 3,000 vehicles per day, above which the route
should be striped as a bike lane or considered a signed
shared roadway.

Part ial Closure

Guidance
Traffic diversion treatments reduce motor vehicle
volumes by completely or partially restricting
through traffic on a neighborhood greenway.
Partial closures allow full bicycle passage while
restricting vehicle access to one way traffic at that
point.

Diagonal Diverter

Diagonal diverters require all motor vehicle traffic
to turn.
Median diverters (see Major Intersection Treatments)
restrict through motor vehicle movements while providing a refuge for bicyclists to cross in two stages.
Street closures create a "T" that blocks motor
vehicles from continuing on a neighborhood
greenway, while bicycle travel can continue unimpeded. Full closures can accommodate emergency
vehicles with the use of mountable curbs (maximum
of six inches high).

Median Diverter

Discussion
Neighborhood greenways on streets with volumes higher than 3,000 vehicles per day are not recommended, although a
segment of a neighborhood greenway may accommodate more traffic for a short distance if necessary to complete the
corridor. Providing additional separation with a bike lane, cycle track or other treatment is recommended where traffic
calming or diversion cannot reduce volumes below this threshold.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
Alta Planning + Design and IBPI. Bicycle Boulevard Planning and
Design Handbook. 2009.
Ewing, Reid. Traffic Calming: State of the Practice, 1999.
Ewing, Reid and Brown, Steven. U.S. Traffic Calming Manual. 2009.
Oregon Department ofTransportation. Right-In Right-Out Channelization. 1998.

Depending on the diverter type, these treatments can be
challenging to keep clear of snow and debris. Vegetation
should be regularly trimmed to maintain visibility and
attractiveness.
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Bicycle Boulevard Minor Intersection Treatments
Description
Treatments at minor roadway intersections are designed
to improve the visibility of a bicycle boulevard, raise
awareness of motorists on the cross-street that they are
likely to encounter bicyclists, and enhance safety for all
road users.

Guidance
On the bicycle boulevard, the majority of intersections with minor roadways should stop-control cross
traffic to minimize bicyclist delay. This will maximize
bicycling efficiency.

Stop Signs on Cross-Street

If a stop sign is present on the bicycle boulevard, a
second stop bar for bicyclists can be placed closer to
the centerline ofthe cross street than the motorists'
stop bar to increase the visibility of bicyclists waiting
to cross the street.
Curb extensions can be used to move bicyclists
closer to the centerline to improve visibility and
encourage motorists to let them cross.

Bicycle Forward Stop Bar

.

Curb Extension

Discussion
Stop signs increase bicycling time and energy expenditure, frequently leading to non-compliance by bicyclists and
motorists, and/or use of other less desirable routes. Bicycle boulevards should have fewer stops or delays than other local
streets. A typical bicycle trip of 30 minutes can increase to 40 minutes if there is a STOP sign at every block (Berkeley Bicycle
Boulevard Design Tools and Guidelines). If several stop signs are turned along a corridor, speeds should be monitored and
traffic-calming treatments used to reduce excessive vehicle speeds on the bicycle boulevard .

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

City of Berkeley. Bicycle Boulevard Design Tools and Guidelines. 2000.
City of London Transport for London. Advanced stop lines (ASLS)

Vegetation in t raffic circles and curb extensions should be
regularly trimmed to maintain visibility and attractiveness. Repaint bicycle stop bars as needed.

background and research studies.
Transportation Research Board. Improving Pedestrian Safety at
Unslgnalized Crossings. NCHRP Report # 562. 2006.
276

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 554 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN
,

..

.

~

Bicycle Boulevard Major Intersection Treatments
Description
The quality of treatments at major street crossings can
significantly affect a bicyclist's choice to use a bicycle
boulevard, as opposed to another road that provides a
crossing treatment.

Guidance
Bike boxes increase bicyclist visibility to motorists
and reduce the danger of right "hooks" by providing a
space for bicyclists to wait at signalized intersections.
Median islands provided at uncontrolled intersections
of bicycle boulevards and major streets allow bicyclists
to cross one direction of traffic at a time as gaps in
traffic occur.
Hybrid beacons, active warning beacons and bicycle
signals can facilitate bicyclists crossing a busy street
on which cross-traffic does not stop.
Select treatments based on engineering judgment;
see National Cooperative Highway Research Program
(NCHRP) Report # 562 Improving Pedestrian Safety
at Unsignalized Crossings (2006) for guidance on
appropriate use of crossing treatments. Treatments
are designed to improve visibility and encourage
motorists to stop for pedestrians; with engineering
judgement many ofthe same treatments are appropriate for use along bicycle boulevards.

Median Island

Hybrid Beacon

Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB)

Discussion
Bicycle boulevard retrofits to local streets are t ypically located on streets without existing signalized accommodation
at crossings of collector and arterial roadways. Without treatments for bicyclists, these intersections can become major
barriers along the bicycle boulevard and compromise safety.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

Transportation Research Board. Improving Pedestrian Safety at
Unslgnalized Crossings. NCHRP Report # 562. 2006.
Federal Highway Administration. Safety Effects of Marked Versus
Unmarked Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Locations. FHWA-RD-04-100.
2004.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Maintain signs, markings, and other treatments and replace as needed. Monitor intersections for bicyclist delay
to determine if additional treatments are warranted.
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Class II Bikeways
Designated exclusively for bicycle travel, separated
bikeways are segregated from vehicle travel lanes by
striping, and can include pavement stencils and other
treatments. Separated bikeways are most appropriate on
arterial and collector streets where higher traffic volumes
and speeds warrant greater separation.
Separated bikeways can increase safety and promote
proper riding by:
Defining road space for bicyclists and motorists,
reducing the possibility that motorists will stray into
the bicyclists' path.
Discouraging bicyclists from riding on the sidewalk.
Reducing the incidence of wrong way riding.
Reminding motorists that bicyclists have a right to
the road.
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Bike Lane without On-Street Parking
Description

Guidance

Bike lanes designate an exclusive space for bicyclists
through the use of pavement markings and signage. The
bike lane is typically located on the right side of the street,
between the adjacent travel lane and curb, and is used in
the same direction as motor vehicle traffic.

4 foot minimum when no curb and gutter is present.

A bike lane width of 7 feet makes it possible for bicyclists
to ride side-by-side or pass each other without leaving the
bike lane, thereby increasing the capacity of the lane.

7 foot maximum width for use adjacent to arterials
with high travel speeds. Greater widths may encourage motor vehicle use of bike lane. Configure as
buffered bicycle lanes when a wider facility is desired.

S foot minimum when adjacent to curb and gutter or
3 feet more than the gutter pan width if the gutter pan
is wider than 2 feet.

CAMUTCD R81

6-8"white line
gutter seam

Discussion
Wider bicycle lanes are desirable in certain situations such as on higher speed arterials (45 mph+) where use of a wider
bicycle lane would increase separation between passing vehicles and bicyclists. Appropriate signing and stenciling is
important with wide bicycle lanes to ensure motorists do not mistake the lane for a vehicle lane or parking lane. Consider
buffered bicycle lanes when further separation is desired.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 201 2.

Paint can wear more quickly in high traffic areas. Bicycle
lanes should be cleared of debris through routine street
cleaning operations and on an as-needed basis.

Caltrans CA-MUTeD. 2012.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 201 2.

Caltrans. California HOM. 2012.
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Bike Lane Adjacent to On-Street Parallel Parking
Description

Guidance

Bike lanes designate an exclusive space for bicyclists
through the use of pavement markings and signage. The
bike lane is located adjacent to motor vehicle travel lanes
and is used in the same direction as motor vehicle traffic.
Bike lanes are typically on the right side of the street,
between the adjacent travel lane and curb, road edge or
parking lane.

12 foot minimum from curb face to edge of bike lane.
14.5 foot preferred from curb face to edge of bike lane.
7 foot maximum for marked width of bike lane.
Greater widths may encourage vehicle loading in bike
lane. Configure as buffered bicycle lanes when a wider
facility is desired.

Many bicyclists, particularly less experienced riders, are
more comfortable riding on a busy street if it has a striped
and signed bikeway than if they are expected to share a
lane with vehicles.

CAMUTCD R81

A marked separation
can reduce door zone
riding.

4"white line or
parking "Ts"

6-8"white line

Discussion
The bike lane should have sufficient width to allow bicyclists to stay out of the door zone while not encroaching into the
adjacent vehicular lane.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Focllities. 2012.
Caltrans CA-MUTCD. 2012.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.
Caltrans. California HOM. 2012.

Paint can wear more quickly in high traffic areas. Bicycle
lanes should be cleared of debris through routine street
cleaning operations and on an as-needed basis.
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Bike Lanes and Diagonal Parking

,.

Description

Guidance

In certain areas with high parking demand such as urban
commercial areas, diagonal parking can be used to
increase parking supply.

Front-in Diagonal Parking

Back-in diagonal parking improves sight distances
between drivers and bicyclists when compared to conventiorial head-in diagonal parking. Back-in parking is best
paired with a dedicated bicycle lane.

Shared lane markings are the preferred facility with
front-in diagonal parking
Back-in Diagonal Parking
5 foot minimum marked width of bike lane
Parking bays are sufficiently long to accommodate
most vehicles (so vehicles do not block bike lane)

Front-in Diagonal Pa rking

Back-in Diagonal Parking
.'

Center placed shared
lane marking

2' buffer space

Discussion
Conventional front-in diagonal parking is not compatible or recommended with the provision of bike lanes, as drivers
backing out of conventional diagonal parking have limited visibility of approaching bicyclists. Under these conditions,
shared lane markings should be used to guide bicyclists away from reversing automobiles.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
Ca ltrans. Main Street, California. 201 3.

Paint can wear more quickly in high traffic areas. Bicycle
lanes should be cleared of debris through routine street
cleaning operations and on an as-needed basis.
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Buffered Bike Lane
Description

Guidance

Buffered bike lanes are conventional bicycle lanes paired
with a designated buffer space, separating the bicycle
lane from the adjacent motor vehicle travel lane and/or
parking lane. Buffered bike lanes follow general guidance
for buffered preferential vehicle lanes as per MUTCD
guidelines (section 30-01l.
Buffered bike lanes are designed to increase the space
between the bike lane and the travel lane and/or parked
cars. This treatment is appropriate for bike lanes on
roadways with high motor vehicle traffic volumes and
speed, adjacent to parking lanes, or a high volume of truck
or oversized vehicle traffic.

The minimum bicycle travel area (not including buffer)
is 5 feet wide.
Buffers should be at least 2 feet wide. If 3 feet or wider,
mark with diagonal or chevron hatching. For clarity at
driveways or minor street crossings, consider a dotted
line for the inside buffer boundary where cars are
expected to cross.
Buffered bike lanes can buffer the travel lane only, or
parking lane only depending on available space and
the objectives of the design.

CAMUTCO R81
(optional)

Parking side buffer designed to
discourage riding in the "door zone"

Color may be used at the beginning of
each block to discourage motorists from
entering the buffered lane

Discussion
Frequency of right turns by motor vehicles at major intersections should determine whether continuous or truncated
buffer striping should be used approaching the intersection. Commonly configured as a buffer between the bicycle lane
and motor vehicle travel lane, a parking side buffer may also be provided to help bicyclists avoid the 'door zone' of parked
cars.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
FHWA. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. (30·01 ). 2009.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.
Caltrans CA-MUTeD. 201 2

Paint can wear more quickly in high traffic areas. Bicycle
lanes should be cleared of debris through routine street
cleaning operations and on an as-needed basis.
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Cycle Tracks
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Guidance

Description

Cycle tracks should ideally be placed along streets with
long blocks and few driveways or mid-block access points
for motor vehicles.

A cycle track is an exclusive bike facility that combines the
user experience of a separated path with the on-street
infrastructure of a conventional bike lane. A cycle track is
physically separated from motor traffic and distinct from
the sidewalk. Cycle tracks have different forms but all share
common elements- they provide space that is intended
to be exclusively or primarily used by bicycles, and are
separated from motor vehicle travel lanes, parking lanes,
and sidewalks.

One-Way Cycle Tracks
7 foot recommended minimum to allow passing, S
foot minimum width in constrained locations.
Two-Way Cycle Tracks
Cycle tracks located on one-way streets have fewer
potential conflict areas than those on two-way streets.
12 foot recommended minimum for two-way facility. 8
foot minimum in constrained locations

Raised cycle tracks may be at the level of the adjacent
sidewalk or set at an intermediate level between the
roadway and sidewalk to separate the cycle track from the
pedestrian area.
If possible, separate cycle
track and pedestrian zone
with a furnishing area

3'parking
buffer

The cycle track shall be
located between the
parking lane and the
sidewalk

Discussion
Special consideration should be given at transit stops to manage bicycle and pedestrian interactions. Driveways and
minor street crossings are unique challenges to cycle track design. Parking should be prohibited within 30 feet of the
intersection to improve visibility. Color, yield markings and "Yield to Bikes" signage should be used to identify the conflict
area and make it clear t hat t he cycle track has priority over entering and exiting traffi c. If configu red as a raised cycle track,
t he crossing should be raised so that the sidewalk and cycle track maintain their elevation through the crossing.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Barrier separated and raised cycle tracks may require
special equipment for sweeping and maintenance.
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Separated B-keways at
Intersec ions
An intersection facilitates the interchange between
bicyclists, motorists, pedestrians and other modes
in order to advance traffic flow in a safe and efficient
manner. Designs for intersections with bicycle facilities
should reduce conflict between bicyclists and vehicles
by heightening the level of visibility, denoting clear
right-of-way and facilitating eye contact and awareness
with other modes. Intersection treatments can improve
both queuing and merging maneuvers for bicyclists, and
are often coordinated with timed or specialized signals.
The configuration of a safe intersection for bicyclists may
include elements such as color, signage, medians, Signal
detection and pavement markings. Intersection design
should take into consideration existing and anticipated
bicyclist, pedestrian and motorist movements. In all
cases, the degree of mixing or separation between
bicyclists and other modes is intended to reduce the
risk of crashes and increase bicyclist comfort. The level
oftreatment required for bicyclists at an intersection
will depend on the bicycle facility type used, whether
bicycle facilities are intersecting, and the adjacent street
function and land use.
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Bike Box

'
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Description
A bike box is a designated area located at the head of
a traffic lane at a signalized intersection that provides
bicyclists with a safe and visible space to get in front of
queuing motorized traffic during the red signal phase.
Motor vehicles must queue behind the white stop line at
the rear of the bike box.

NO
TURN
ON RED

•

R10-11
May be combined w ith intersection
crossing markings and colored
bike lanes in conflict areas

Guidance
14'minimum depth
A "No Turn on Red" (MUTCD R1 0-11) sign shall be
installed overhead to prevent vehicles from entering
the Bike Box.
A "Stop Here on Red" sign should be post-mounted at
the stop line to reinforce observance ofthe stop line.

-

R1 0-15 variant

TURNING
VEHICLES

r+
t

V TOO~O

Colored pavement can
be used in the box fo r<

A "Yield to Bikes" sign should be post-mounted in
advance of and in conjunction with an egress lane to
reinforce that bicyclists have the right-of-way going
through the intersection.

v=
I~

'OP

nco

An ingress lane should be used to provide access to
the box.
A supplemental "Wait Here" legend can be provided in
advance of the stop bar to increase clarity to motorists.

~ It"':

STOP
HERE

RED

Wide stop lines used
for increased visibility -r--:----.:--- -- - - - '

If used, colored pavement should
extend 50'from the intersection

~---------+-

Discussion
Bike boxes are considered experimental by the FHWA.
Bike boxes should be placed only at signalized intersections, and right turns on red shall be prohibited for motor vehicles.
Bike boxes should be used in locations that have a large volume of bicyclists and are best utilized in central areas where
traffic is usually moving more slowly. Prohibiting right turns on red improves safety for bicyclists yet does not significantly
impede motor vehicle travel.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.
FHWA. Interim Approval (IA-14) has been granted. Requests to use
green colored pavement need to comply with the provisions of
Paragraphs 14 through 22 of Section 1A.l0. 201 1.

Because the effectiveness of markings depends entirely
on their visibility, maintaining markings should be a high
priority.
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Colored Bike Lanes in Conflict Areas
Description
Colored pavement within a bicycle lane increases the
visibility of the facility and reinforces priority of bicyclists in
conflict areas.
The design (right) illustrates a through bike lane to the
left of a right turn only lane with signage indicating that
motorists should yield to bicyclists through the conflict
area.

R4-4

Guidance
Green colored pavement was given interim approval
by the Federal Highways Administration in March
2011. See interim approval for specific color standards.
The colored surface should be skid resistant and
retro-reflective.

...

A "Yield to Bikes" sign should be used at intersections
or driveway crossings to reinforce that bicyclists have
the right-of-way in colored bike lane areas.

BEGIN
RIGHT TURN LANE

•

YIELD TO BIKES
Normal white dotted
edge lines should
define colored space

Discussion
Evaluations performed in Portland, OR, st. Petersburg, FL and Austin, TX found that Significantly more motorists yielded
to bicyclists and slowed or stopped before entering the conflict area after the application of the colored pavement when
compared with an uncolored treatment.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

FHWA. lnterim Approval (lA-14) has been granted. Requests to use
green colored pavement need to comply with the provisions of
Paragraphs 14 through 22 of Section 1A.l0. 2011 .
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Because the effectiveness of markings depends entirely
on their visibility, maintaining markings should be a high
priority.
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Combined Bike Lane I Turn Lane
Description
The combined bike lane/turn lane places a standard-width
bike lane on the left side of a dedicated right turn lane. A
dotted line delineates the space for bicyclists and motorists
within the shared lane. This treatment includes signage
advising motorists and bicyclists of proper positioning
within the lane.
This treatment is recommended at intersections lacking
sufficient space to accommodate both a standard through
bike lane and right turn lane.

Short length turn pockets
encourage slower motor
vehicle speeds

Guidance
Maximum shared turn lane width is 13 feet; narrower
is preferable.
Bike Lane pocket should have a minimum width of 4
feet with 5 feet preferred.
A dotted 4 inch line and bicycle lane marking should
be used to clarify bicyclist pOSitioning within the
combined lane, without excluding cars from the
suggested bicycle area.
A "Right Turn Only" sign with an "Except Bicycles"
plaque may be needed to make it legal for through
bicyclists to use a right turn lane.

BEGIN
RIGHT TURN LANE
.".

It

YIELD TO BIKES
R4-4

Discussion
Case studies cited by the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center indicate that this treatment works best on streets
with lower posted speeds (30 MPH or less) and with lower traffic volumes (10,000 ADT or less). May not be appropriate
for high-speed arterials or intersections with long right turn lanes. May not be appropriate for intersections with large
percentages of right-turning heavy vehicles.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Locate markings out of tire tread to minimize wear.
Because the effectiveness of markings depends on their
viSibility, maintaining markings should be a high priority.
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Two-Stage Turn Box
Bike lane turn box protected
Cycle track turn box
protected by physical buffer: by parking lane:

Description
Two-stage turn boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make
left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right
side bike lane or cycle track.
On right side bike lanes, bicyclists are often unable to
merge into traffic to turn left due to high traffic volumes
and speeds. On cycle tracks, bicyclists cannot merge due to
physical separation.
In both cases, the provision of two-stage left turn boxes
is important to allow for access and mobility on the bike
network.

Guidance
The queue box shall be placed in a protected area.
Typically this is within an on-street parking lane or
cycle track buffer area .
6 Foot minimum depth of bicycle storage area. 8' feet
preferred.
Bicycle stencil and turn arrow pavement markings
shall be used to indicate proper bicycle direction and
positioning.
A "No Turn on Red" (MUTCD R1 0-11) sign should be
installed on the cross street to prevent vehicles from
entering the turn box.
Consider using colored
pavement inside the box to
further define the bicycle
space

Turns from a bicycle lane
should be protected by a
curb extension

Discussion
Two-Stage Turn boxes are considered experimental by FHWA, unless configured as a "jug handle" turn integrated into the
sidewalk.
While two stage turns may increase bicyclist comfort in many locations, this configuration will typically result in higher
average delay for turning bicyclists due to the need to receive two separate green Signal indications (one for the through
street, followed by one for the cross street) before proceeding.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Paint can wear more quickly in high traffic areas or in
winter climates.
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Channelized Turn Lanes
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Guidelines

In some intersections of arterials streets, design vehicle
requirements or intersection angles may result in wide
turning radii at corners. Configuring the intersection as a
channelized (or free-right) turn lane with a raised refuge
island can improve conditions for pedestrians trying to
cross the street.

The preferred angle of intersection between the
channelized turn lane and the roadway being joined
is no more than 15 degrees to allow for simultaneous
visibility of pedestrians and potential roadway gaps.

Similar to a median refuge island, the raised refuge island
can reduce crossing distances, allow staged crossing of the
roadway, and improve visibility of pedestrians crossing the
roadway.

Signing: Pedestrian crossing sign assembly (Wll-2) or
Yield (Rl -2) to encourage yielding. Yield to Bikes (R4-4)
or similar if bike lanes are present.

Design with a maximum 30-35 foot turning radius.

Raised crossings in the channelized turn lane may slow
driver speed through the turning area.
To improve safety and comfort for pedestrians, measures
to slow traffic at the pedestrian crossing are recom mended such as provision of a raised crosswalk, signalized
pedestrian walk phase, high visibility crosswalk, and/or
pedestrian crossing signage.
Locat e crosswa lk in t he midd le of the
channelized tu rn lane, On e ca r length back
from t he ot her st reet.

urn lane--should be
co fig ured as an "add la ne" to
provide for deceleration an
storage.

....-_ _ 1

Dashed bike lane to
defin e me~g ln g area .
, or optional.

BEGIN
RIGHT TURN LANE

•

YiElD TO BIKES

(Not to scale)

MUTCD R4-4
Appropriate bicycle lane markings for
free-flowin g "sli p lane" configu ration.
(Not a preferred cond it ion)

Discussion
This design requires trucks to turn into multiple receiving lanes, and may not be appropriate on the approach to streets
with one through lane.
Channelized turn lanes can be very challenging for blind pedestrians. NCHRP 674 identified the use of sound strips (a full
lane rumble strip-like device) in conjunction with flashing beacons to increase yielding compliance.

Additional References and Guidelines
TRB. NCHRP 674 Crossing Solutions at Roundabouts and Channelized
Turn Lanes for Pedestrians with Vision Disabilities. 201 1.
ITE. Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares. 2010.
Caltrans. CA-MUTCD. 2012
Caltrans. Complete Intersections. 2010.

Materials and Maintenance
Signage and striping require routine maintenance.
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Bicycles at Signals a d
Beacons
Designs for bicycles at signalized crossings should allow
bicyclists to trigger signals an safely maneuver the
crossing.
Warning beacons can be utilized at unsignalized intersection crossings. Push buttons, sign age, and pavement
markings may be used to supplement these facilities for
both bicyclists and motorists.
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Description
Video detection
camera

Push Button Actuation

User-activated button mounted on a pole facing the street.
Loop Detectors

Bicycle-activated loop detectors are installed within the
roadway to allow the presence of a bicycle to trigger a
change in the traffic signal. This allows the bicyclist to stay
within the lane of travel without having to maneuver to the
side of the road to trigger a push button.
Loops that are sensitive enough to detect bicycles should
be supplemented with pavement markings to instruct
bicyclists how to trip them.
Video Detection Cameras

Push button

Video detection systems use digital image processing to
detect a change in the image at a location. These systems
can be calibrated to detect bicycles. Video camera system
costs range from $20,000 to $25,000 per intersection.
Remote Traffic Microwave Sensor Detection (RTMS)

RTMS is a system which uses frequency modulated
continuous wave radio signals to detect objects in the
roadway. This method marks the detected object with a
time code to determine its distance from the sensor. The
RTMS system is unaffected by temperature and lighting,
which can affect standard video detection.

In bike lane
loop detection

Discussion
Proper bicycle detection should meet two primary criteria: 1) accurately detects bicyclists and 2) provides clear guidance
to bicyclists on how to actuate detection (e.g., what button to push, where to stand).
Bicycle loops and other detection mechanisms can also provide bicyclists with an extended green time before the light
turns yellow so that bicyclists of all abilities can reach the far side of the intersection.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
Caltrans CA-MUTCD. 2012.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012 .
Caltrans. Policy Directive 09-06. 2009.
Caltrans. Complete Intersections. 2010.

Signal detection and actuation for bicyclists should
be maintained with other traffic signal detection and
roadway pavement markings.
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Hybrid Beacons for Bike Route Crossings
Description

Guidance

A hybrid beacon, formerly known as a High-intensity
Activated CrosswalK (HAWK), consists of a signal-head with
two red lenses over a single yellow lens on the major street,
and pedestrian signal heads for the minor street. There are
no signal indications for motor vehicles on the minor street
approaches.

Hybrid beacons may be installed without meeting traffic
control signal warrants if roadway speed and volumes are
excessive for comfortable user crossing.

in addition to paths crossing roadways between traffic
signals (Le. midblock), hybrid beacons may be used at
minor road / major road intersections where a normal
traffic signal warrant is not met.

If installed within a signal system, signal engineers
should evaluate the need for the hybrid signal to be
coordinated with other signals.
Parking and other sight obstructions should be
prohibited for at least 100 feet in advance of and at
least 20 feet beyond the marked crosswalk to provide
adequate sight distance.
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Discussion
The hybrid beacon can significantly improve th e operation of a bicycle route, particularly along bicycle boulevard
corridors. Because of the low traffic volumes on these facilities, intersections with major roadways are often unsignalized,
creating difficult and potentially unsafe crossing conditions for bicyclists.
Each crossing, regardless of traffic speed or volume, requires additional review by a registered engineer to identify sight
lines, potential impacts on traffic progression, timing with adjacent signals, capacity and safety.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

FHWA. Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon Guide. 2014.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.
Caltrans. CA-MUTCD. 2012.

Hybrid beacons are subject to the same maintenance
needs and requirements as standard traffic signals.
Signing and striping need to be maintained to help users
understand any unfamiliar traffic control.
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Retrofitting Existing

Streets to add SOkeways
Most major streets are characterized by conditions (e.g.,
high vehicle speeds and/or volumes) for which dedicated bike lanes are an appropriate facility to accommodate
safe and comfortable riding. Although opportunities
to add bike lanes through roadway widening may exist
in some locations, many major streets have physical
and other constraints that would require street retrofit
measures within existing curb-to-curb widths.
Although largely intended for major streets, these measures may be appropriate for any roadway where bike
lanes would be the best accommodation for bicyclists.
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Lane Narrowing
Description

Guidance

Lane narrowing utilizes roadway space that exceeds
minimum standards to provide the needed space for bike
lanes. Many roadways have existing travel lanes that are
wider than those prescribed in local and national roadway
design standards, or which are not marked. Most standards
allow for the use of 11 foot and sometimes 10 foot wide
travel lanes to create space for bike lanes.

Vehicle lane width:
Before: 10-15 feet
After: 10-11 feet
Bicycle lane width:
Guidance on bicycle lanes applies to this treatment.

Discussion
Special consideration should be given to the amount of heavy vehicle traffic and horizontal curvature before the decision
is made to narrow travel lanes. Center turn lanes can also be narrowed in some situations to free up pavement space for
bike lanes.
AASHTO supports reduced width lanes in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets: "On interrupted-flow operation conditions at low speeds (45 mph or less), narrow lane widths are normally adequate and have some advantages."
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Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012 .
AASHTO. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. 2004.
NACTO. Urban Street Design Guide. 2013.
Caltrans. Main Street, California. 2013.

Repair rough or uneven pavement surface. Use bicycle
compatible drainage grates. Raise or lower existing grates
and utility covers so they are flush with the pavement.
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Lane Reconfiguration

. ....

.

Description

Guidance

The removal of a single travel lane will generally provide
sufficient space for bike lanes on both sides of a street.
Streets with excess vehicle capacity provide opportunities
for bike lane retrofit projects.

Vehicle lane width:

. .:~ ';

. .

Width depends on project. No narrowing may be
needed if a lane is removed.

Bicycle lane width:
Guidance on bicycle lanes applies to this treatment.

Discussion
Depending on a street's existing configuration, traffic operations, user needs and safety concerns, various lane reduction
configurations may apply. For instance, a four-lane street (with two travel lanes in each direction) could be modified to
provide one travel lane in each direction, a center turn lane, and bike lanes. Prior to implementing this measure, a traffic
analysis should identify potential impacts.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
FHWA. Evaluation ofLane Reduction "Road Diet" Measures on Crashes.
Publication Number: FHWA-HRT-l0-053. 2010.
NACTO. Urban Street Design Guide. 2013.
Caltrans. Main Street, California. 2013.

Repair rough or uneven pavement surface. Use bicycle
compatible drainage grates. Raise or lower existing grates
and utility covers so they are flush with the pavement.
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Bicycle Parking
Bicyclists expect a safe, convenient place to secure their
bicycle when they reach their destination. This may be
short-term parking of 2 hours or less, or long-term parking for employees, students, residents, and commuters.
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Bicycle Racks
Description

Guidance

Short-term bicycle parking is meant to accommodate visitors, customers, and others expected to depart within two
hours. It should have an approved standard rack, appropriate location and placement, and weather protection. The
Association for Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals (APBP)
recommends selecting a bicycle rack that:

2' minimum from the curb face to avoid 'dooring:
Close to destinations; SO' maximum distance from
main building entrance.
Minimum clear distance of 6' should be provided
between the bicycle rack and the property line.

Supports the bicycle in at least two places, preventing
it from falling over.

Should be highly visible from adjacent bicycle routes
and pedestrian traffic.

Allows locking of the frame and one or both wheels
with aU-lock.

Locate racks in areas that cyclists are most likely to
travel.

Is securely anchored to ground.
Resists cutting, rusting and bending or deformation.

Bicycle shelt ers consist of bicycl e racks
grouped together with in structures with
a roof that provides weather protection.

A loop may be attached t o
retired parki ng meter posts to
fo rma lize the meter as bicycle
parking.

1
2' mi n

Avoid fi re zones, loading
zones, bus zones, etc.

Discussion
Where the placement of racks on sidewalks is not possible (due to narrow sidewalk width, sidewalk obstructions, street
trees, etc.), bicycle parking can be provided in th e street where on-street vehicle parking is allowed in the form of onstreet bicycle corrals.
Some types of bicycle racks may meet design criteria, but are discouraged except in limited situations. This includes
undulating "wave" racks, schoolyard "wheel bender" racks, and spiral racks.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 201 2.
APBP. Bicycle Parking Guide 2nd Edition. 2010.

Use of proper anchors will prevent vandalism and theft.
Racks and anchors should be regularly inspected for damage. Educate snow removal crews to avoid burying racks
during winter months.
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Bicycle Corral

~.

.

Description

Guidance

Bicycle corrals (also known as on-street bicycle parking)
consist of bicycle racks grouped together in a common
area within the street traditionally used for automobile
parking. Bicycle corrals are reserved exclusively for bicycle
parking and provide a relatively inexpensive solution to
providing high-volume bicycle parking. Bicycle corrals can
be implemented by converting one or two on-street motor
vehicle parking spaces into on-street bicycle parking. Each
motor vehicle parking space can be replaced with approximately 6-10 bicycle parking spaces.

See the previous page for sidewalk bicycle rack placement
and clear zones.
Bicyclists should have an entrance width from the
roadway of 5' - 6:
Can be used with parallel or angled parking.
Parking stalls adjacent to curb extensions are good
candidates for bicycle corrals since the concrete
extension serves as delimitation on one side.

Bicycle corrals move bicycles off the sidewalks, leaving
more space for pedestrians, sidewalk cafe tables, etc.
Because bicycle parking does not block sightlines (as large
motor vehicles would do), it may be possible to locate
bicycle parking in 'no-parking'zones near intersections and
crosswalks.

cJ®

Remove existing sidew alk
bicycle racks to maximize

P'd" : ;" 'P"~

1-

PARKING
4
D4-3

r

Bicycle pavement marking
indicates maneuvering zone

Pliysical barrier to avoid
accidental damag Q
bicycles or racks

~-----------------------------------------------, I
Discussion
In many communit ies, the installation of bicycle corrals is driven by requests from adjacent businesses, and is not a
city-driven initiative. In such cases, the city does not remove motor vehicle parking unless it is explicitly requested. In
other areas, the city provides the facility and business associations take responsibility for the maintenance of the facility.
Communities can establish maintenance agreements with the requesting business. Bicycle corrals can be especially effective in areas with high bicycle parking demand or along street frontages with narrow sidewalks where parked bicycles
would be detrimental t o the pedestrian environment.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

APBP. Bicycle Parking Guide2nd Edition. 2010.

Physical barriers may obstruct drainage and collect
debris. Establish a maintenance agreement with neighboring businesses. In snowy climates the bicycle corral
may need to be removed during the winter months.
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Bikeway Maintena ce
Regular bicycle facility maintenance includes sweeping,
maintaining a smooth roadway, ensuring that the gutterto-pavement transition remains relatively fiat, and installing bicycle-friendly drainage grates. Pavement overlays
are a good opportunity to improve bicycle facilities. The
following recommendations provide a menu of options
to consider to enhance a maintenance regimen.

Recommended Walkway and Bikeway
Maintenance Activities

Maintenance Activity

Frequency

Inspections

Seasonal - at beginning
and end of Summer

Pavement sweeping!
blowing

As needed, with higher frequency in the early Spring
and Fall

Pavement sealing

5 - 15 years

Pothole repair

1 week - 1 month after
report

Culvert and drainage
grate inspection

Before Winter and after
major storms

Pavement markings
replacement

As needed

Signage replacement

As needed

Shoulder plant trimming
(weeds, trees, brambles)

Twice a year; middle of
growing season and early
Fall

Tree and shrub plantings, trimming

1 - 3 years

Major damage response
(washouts, fallen trees,
flooding)

As soon as possible
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Sweeping
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Description
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Guidance

Bicyclists often avoid shoulders and bike lanes filled with
gravel, broken glass and other debris; they will ride in
the roadway to avoid these hazards, potentially causing
conflicts with motorists. Debris from the roadway should
not be swept onto sidewalks (pedestrians need a clean
walking surface), nor should debris be swept from the
sidewalk onto the roadway.

Establish a seasonal sweeping schedule that prioritizes
roadways with major bicycle routes.
Sweep walkways and bikeways whenever there is an
accumulation of debris on the facility.
In curbed sections, sweepers should pick up debris;
on open shoulders, debris can be swept onto gravel
shoulders.
Pave gravel driveway approaches to minimize loose
gravel on paved roadway shoulders.
Perform additional sweeping in the Spring to remove
debris from the Winter, and in the Fall in areas where
leaves accumulate .

Gutter to Pavement Transition.
Description

'

,
,

Guidance

On streets with concrete curbs and gutters, 1 to 2 feet of
the curbside area is typically devoted to the gutter pan,
where water collects and drains into catch basins. On many
streets, the bikeway is situated near the transition between
the gutter pan and the pavement edge. This transition can
be susceptible to erosion, creating potholes and a rough
surface for travel.

Ensure that gutter-to-pavement transitions have no
more than a W' vertical transition .
Examine pavement transitions during every roadway
project for new construction, maintenance activities,
and construction project activities that occur in
streets.
Inspect the pavement 2 to 4 months after trenching
construction activities are completed to ensure that
excessive settlement has not occurred.

The pavement on many streets is not flush with the gutter,
creating a vertical transition between these segments. This
area can buckle over time, creating a hazardous condition
for bicyclists.

Provide at least 3 feet of pavement outside of the
gutter seam.

Maintenance Management Plan
Description
Bikeway users need accommodation during construction
and maintenance activities when bikeways may be closed
or unavailable. Users must be warned of bikeway closures
and given adequate detour information to bypass the
closed section. Users should be warned through the use of
standard signing approaching each affected section (e.g.,
"Bike Lane Closed;'''Trail Closed"), including information
on alternate routes and dates of closure. Alternate routes
should provide reasonable directness, equivalent traffic
characteristics, and be signed.
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Guidance
Provide fire and police departments with map of
system, along with access points to gates/bollards
Enforce speed limits and other rules of the road
Enforce all trespassing laws for people attempting to
enter adjacent private properties
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Bikeway Signing
The ability to navigate through a city is informed by
landmarks, natural features and other visual cues. Signs
throughout the city should indicate to bicyclists:
Direction of travel
Location of destinations
Travel time/distance to those destinations
These signs will increase users' comfort and accessibility to
the bicycle systems.
Signage can serve both wayfinding and safety purposes
including:
Helping to familiarize users with the bicycle network
Helping users identify the best routes to destinations
Helping to address misperceptions about time and
distance
Helping overcome a "ba"rrier to entry" for people
who are not frequent bicyclists (e.g., "interested but
concerned" bicyclists)
A community-wide bicycle wayfinding signage plan would
identify:
Sign locations
Sign type - what information should be included and
design features
Destinations to be highlighted on each sign - key
destinations for bicyclists
Approximate distance and travel time to each destination
Bicycle wayfinding signs also visually cue motorists that
they are driving along a bicycle route and should use
caution. Signs are typically placed at key locations leading
to and along bicycle routes, including the intersection of
multiple routes. Too many road signs tend to clutter the
right-of-way, and it is recommended that these signs be
posted at a level most visible to bicyclists rather than per
vehicle sign age standards.
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Wayfinding Sign Types

Description
A bicycle wayfinding system consists of comprehensive
signing and/or pavement markings to guide bicyclists to
their destinations along preferred bicycle routes. There are
three general types of wayfinding signs:
Confirmation Signs
Indicate to bicyclists that they are on a designated bikeway.
Make motorists aware of the bicycle route.
Can include destinations and distance/time. Do not include
arrows.
Turn Signs

...

~

Davis Park

Indicate where a bikeway turns from one street onto
another street. Can be used with pavement markings.
Include destinations and arrows.

&to
BIKE ROUTE

Decisions Signs
Mark the junction of two or more bikeways.
Inform bicyclists of the designated bike route to access
key destinations. Includes destinations and arrows and
distances.
Travel times are optional but recommended.

t

Davis Park
0.3 miles

2 min

. . . Belmont Elementary
0.7 miles

5 min

Discussion
Section 1A.12 of the MUTCD establishes the general meaning for signage colors. Green is the color used for directional
guidance and is t he most common color of bicycle wayfinding signage in the US, including t hose in the MUTCD.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 201 2.
FHWA. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 2009.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.

Maintenance needs for bicycle wayfinding signs are
similar to other signs and will need periodic replacement
dueto wear.
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W~yfinding Sign Placemen't
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Confirmation Signs

Guidance

Every 1,4 to V2 mile on off-street facilities and every 2 to 3
blocks along on-street bicycle facilities, unless another type
of sign is used (e.g., within 150 ft of a turn or decision sign).
Should be placed soon after turns to confirm destination(s).
Pavement markings can also act as confirmation that a
bicyclist is on a preferred route.

Signs are typically placed at decision points along bicycle
routes - typically at the intersection of two or more
bikeways and at other key locations leading to and along
bicycle routes.

Turn Signs
Near-side of intersections where bike routes turn (e.g.,
where the street ceases to be a bicycle route or does not go
through). Pavement markings can also indicate the need to
turn to the bicyclist.

Decisions Signs
Near-side of intersections in advance of a junction with
another bicycle route.
Along a route to indicate a nearby destination.

fi\

Decision

\:I Sign

~

Confirmation

~Sign

o

Turn Sign

&!0 ... Library

Discussion
It can be useful to classify a list of destinations for inclusion on the signs based on their relative importance to users
throughout the area. A particular destination's ranking in the hierarchy can be used to determine the physical distance
from which the locations are signed. For example, primary destinations (such as the downtown area) may be included on
signage up to 5 miles away. Secondary destinations (such as a transit station) may be included on signage up to two miles
away. Tertiary destinations (such as a park) may be included on signage up to one mile away.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
FHWA, Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 2009.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide, 2012 .

Maintenance needs for bicycle wayfinding signs are
similar to other signs and will need periodic replacement
due to wear.
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Class I Shared-Use Paths
A shared-use path allows for two-way, off-street bicycle
use and also may be used by pedestrians, skaters,
wheelchair users, joggers and other non-motorized
users. These facilities are frequently found in parks, along
rivers, beaches, and in greenbelts or utility corridors
where there are few conflicts with motorized vehicles.
Path facilities can also include amenities such as lighting,
signage, and fencing (where appropriate).
Key features of shared-use paths include:
Frequent access points from the local road network.
Directional signs to direct users to and from the
path.
A limited number of at-grade crossings with streets
or driveways.
Terminating the path where it is easily accessible to
and from the street system.
Separate treads for pedestrians and bicyclists when
heavy use is expected.
The geometric design of shared-use paths should be
designed to support the speed and volume of expected
user types. Bicyclist speeds can vary significantly
depending on path grade. The table below lists typical
bicyclists speeds.

' I~

.

..;.:~
::~

Bicycle Design Speed Expectations

Shared-Use
Bicycle
Type
Upright Adult
Bicyclist

Recumbent
Bicyclist

Feature

Typical
Speed

Paved level surfacing

8-15 mph

Downhill

20-30+ mph

Uphill

5 -12 mph

Paved level surfacing

11-18 mph

.

;:::!--~

"-

pa~hs alOng~

Source: AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th
Edition
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General Design Practices
Description
Shared-use paths can provide a desirable facility, particularly for recreation, and users of all skill levels preferring
separation from traffic. Bicycle paths should generally
provide directional travel opportunities not provided by
existing roadways.

Guidance
Width

8 feet is the minimum allowed for a two-way bicycle
path and is only recommended for low traffic situations.
10 feet is recommended in most situations and will be
adequate for moderate to heavy use.
12 feet is recommended for heavy use situations with
high concentrations of multiple users. A separate track
(S'minimum) can be provided for pedestrian use.
Lateral Clearance

A 2 foot or greater shoulder on both sides of the
path should be provided. An additional foot of lateral
clearance (total of 3') is required by the MUTCD for the
installation of signage or other furnishings.
If bollards are used at intersections and access points,
they should be colored brightly and/or supplemented
with reflective materials to be visible at night.
Overhead Clearance

Clearance to overhead obstructions should be 8 feet
minimum, with 10 feet recommended.
Striping

When striping is required, use a 4 inch dashed yellow
centerline stripe with 4 inch solid white edge lines.
Solid centerlines can be provided on tight or blind
corners, and on the approaches to roadway crossings.

Discussion
Terminate the path where it is easily accessible to and from the street system, preferably at a controlled intersection or at
the beginning of a dead-end street.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.

Asphalt is the most common surface for bicycle paths.
The use of concrete for paths has proven to be more
durable over the long term. Saw cut concrete joints rather
than troweled improve the experience of path users.

Caltrans CA-MUTCD. 201 2.
Flink, C. Greenways: A Guide To Planning Design And Development.
1993.

Caltrans. California HOM. 2012.
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Shared-Use Paths in Active Rail Corridors
Description

Guidance

Rails-with-Trails projects typically consist of paths adjacent to active railroads. It should be noted that some
constraints could impact the feasibility of rail-with-trail
projects. In some cases, space needs to be preserved for
future planned freight, transit or commuter rail service.
In other cases, limited right-of-way width, inadequate
setbacks, concerns about safety/trespassing, and numerous mid-block crossings may affect a project's feasibility.

Shared-use paths in utility corridors should meet or exceed
general design standards. If additional width allows, wider
paths, and landscaping are desirable.
If required, fencing should be a minimum of 5 feet in
height with higher fencing than usual next to sensitive
areas such as switching yards. Setbacks from the active rail
line will vary depending on the speed and frequency of
trains, and available right-of-way.

Setback is based on
space constraints,
train frequency, train
speed and physical
separation.

Separation greater tha n 20' will result in a more
pleasant trail user experience and should be
pursued w here possi ble.

10-25' minimum

liencing bet w een tra il
and tracks will likely be
req wlred

Discussion
Railroads may require fencing with rail-with-trail projects. Concerns with trespassing and security can vary with the
volume and speed of train traffic on the adjacent rail line and the setting of the shared-use path, i.e. whether the section
of track is in an urban or rural setting.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
Caltrans (A -MUTCD. 201 2.
FHWA. Rails-with-Trails: Lessons Learned. 2002.
California Public Utilities Commission. General Orders.

Asphalt is the most common surface for bicycle paths.
The use of concrete for paths has proven to be more
durable over the long term. Saw cut concrete joints rather
than troweled improve the experience of path users.
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Shared-Use Paths in River and Utility Corridors
Description

Guidance

Utility and waterway corridors often offer excellent shareduse path development and bikeway gap closure opportunities. Utility corridors typically include powerline and
sewer corridors, while waterway corridors include canals,
drainage ditches, rivers, and beaches. These corridors offer
excellent transportation and recreation opportunities for
bicyclists of all ages and skills.

Shared-use paths in utility corridors should meet or exceed
general design practices. If additional width allows, wider
paths, and landscaping are desirable.

Access Points
Any access point to the path should be well-defined with
appropriate signage designating the pathway as a bicycle
facility and prohibiting motor vehicles.

Path Closure
Public access to the shared-use path may be prohibited
during the following events:
Canal/flood control channel or other utility maintenance activities
Inclement weather or the prediction of storm condi-

Discussion
Similar to railroads, public access to flood control channels or canals may be undesirable. Hazardous materials, deep water
or swift current, steep, slippery slopes, and debris all may constitute risks for public access. Appropriate fencing may be
desired to keep path users within the designated travel way. Creative design of fencing is encouraged to make the path
facility feel welcoming to the user.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.

Asphalt is the most common surface for bicycle paths.
The use of concrete for paths has proven to be more
durable over the long term. Saw cut concrete joints rather
than troweled improve the experience of path users.

Caltrans CA -MUTeD. 207 2.
Flink, C. Greenways: A Guide To Planning Design And Development.
1993.

308

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 586 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN
,

...

.'

Shared-Use Paths Along Roadways
Description

Guidance

Shared-use paths along roadways, also called sidepaths,
are a type of path that run adjacent to a street.

Guidance for sidepaths should follow that for general
design practises of shared-use paths.

Because of operational concerns it is generally preferable
to place paths within independent rights-of-way away
from roadways. However, there are situations where
existing roads provide the only corridors available.

A high number of driveway crossings and intersections
create potential conflicts with turning traffic. Consider alternatives to sidepaths on streets with a high
frequency of intersections or heavily used driveways.

Along roadways, these facilities create a situation where a
portion of the bicycle traffic rides against the normal flow
of motor vehicle traffic and can result in wrong-way riding
where bicyclists enter or leave the path.

Where a sidepath terminates special consideration
should be given to transitions so as not to encourage
unsafe wrong -way riding by bicyclists.

The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities cautions practitioners of the use of two-way sidepaths
on urban or suburban streets with many driveways and
street crossings.

Crossing design should emphasize visibility of users
and clarity of expected yielding behavior. Crossings
may be STOP or YIELD controlled depending on sight
lines and bicycle motor vehicle volumes and speeds.

In general, there are two approaches to crossings: adjacent
crossings and setback crossings, illustrated below.

Adjacent Crossing - A separation of 6 feet emphasizes the
conspicuity of riders at the approach to the crossing.

Setback Crossing - A set back of 25 feet separates the path
crossing from merging/turning movements that may be
competing for a driver's attention.

Discussion
Sidepaths differ from Cycle Tracks because of lack of separation from pedestrians, lack of bicycle-specific accommodation
at intersections, and often lack of consideration at driveways or minor street crossings. When right of way is available,
cycle track installations are preferred to sidepaths.
To reduce potential conflicts in some situations, it may be better to place one-way sidepaths on both sides of the street.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. See entry on Raised Cycle
Tracks. 2012.

Asphalt is the most common surface for bicycle paths.
The use of concrete for paths has proven to be more
durable over the long term. Saw cut concrete joints rather
than troweled improve the experience of path users.
ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 587 of 778

I 309

APPENDIX /I.: BICYCLE FACILITY DESIGN GUIDELINES

Pat IRoadway Crossings
At-grade roadway crossings can create potential
conflicts between path users and motorists, however,
well -designed crossings can mitigate many operational
issues and provide a higher degree of safety and comfort
for path users. This is evidenced by the thousands of successful facilities around the United States with at-grade
crossings. In most cases, at-grade path crossings can
be properly designed to provide a reasonable degree of
safety and can meet existing traffic and safety standards.
Path facilities that cater to bicyclists can require additional considerations due to the higher travel speed of
bicyclists versus pedestrians.
Consideration must be given to adequate warning
distance based on vehicle speeds and line of sight, with
the visibility of any signs absolutely critical. Directing
the active attention of motorists to roadway signs may
require additional alerting devices such as a flashing
beacon, roadway striping or changes in pavement
texture. Signing for path users may include a standard
"STOP" or "YIELD" sign and pavement markings, possibly
. combined with other features such as bollards or a bend
in the pathway to slow bicyclists. Care must be taken not
to place too many signs at crossings lest they begin to
lose their visual impact.
A number of striping patterns have emerged over the
years to delineate path crossings. A median stripe on
the path approach will help to organize and warn path
users. Crosswalk striping is typically a matter of local and
State preference, and may be accompanied by pavement
treatments to help warn and slow motorists. In areas
where motorists do not typically yield to crosswalk
users, additional measures may be required to increase
compliance.
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Marked/Unsignalized Crossings

.

Guidance

Description
A marked/un signalized crossing typically consists of a
marked crossing area, signage and other markings to slow
or stop traffic. The approach to designing crossings at
mid-block locations depends on an evaluation of vehicular
traffic, line of sight, pathway traffic, use patterns, vehicle
speed, road type, road width, and other safety issues such
as proximity to major attractions.
When space is available, using a median refuge island can
improve user safety by providing pedestrians and bicyclists
space to perform the safe crossing of one side of the street
at a time.

~
flAHEAOI
••

Wl1-15,
W16-9P

Refer to the FHWA report, "Safety Effects of Marked
vs. Unmarked Crosswalks at Uncontrolled Locations"
for specific volume and speed ranges where a marked
crosswalk alone may be sufficient.
Where the speed limit exceeds 40 miles per hour,
marked crosswalks alone should not be used at
unsignalized locations.
Crosswalks should not be installed at locations that
could present an increased risk to pedestrians, such as
where there is poor sight distance, complex or confusing designs, a substantial volume of heavy trucks,
or other dangers, without first proViding adequate
design features and/or traffic control devices.

Det ectable warning
strips help visually
impaired pedestrians
identify t he edge of
the street

Curves in paths help slow
path users and make them
aware of oncoming vehicles

If used, a cufb ramp
should be t he fu ll
width of the path
Crossw alk markings legally
m idblock pedestrian rrn ~~ i I1 h "

:=::.~=~.

Discussion
The assignment of right of way at path crossings requires a detailed understanding of user volumes, travel speeds, and
approach sight distance. Installing unwarranted controls on path approaches can lead to a loss of respect for traffic
control at more critical locations. Good engineering judgment should be used for deciding which treatment to use.
In conventional intersection design, right of way is assigned to the higher volume or higher speed approach. In many
cas es, path volumes will exceed that of m inor crossed streets, and right of way may be assigned to the path traffic. In
crossings with appropriate sight distances, "YIELD" control of the path or road can be an effective solution for users as it
encourages caution without being overly restrictive. For further discussion see chapter 5 in the AASHTO Guide for the

Development of Bicycle Facilities.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Focilities. 2012. Ch 5.
Caltrans CA-MUTCD. 201 2
Caltrans. California HOM. 201 2.

Locate markings out of wheel tread when possible to
minimize wear and maintenance costs.
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Active Warning Beacons
Description

Guidance

Enhanced marked crossings are unsignalized crossings
with additional treatments designed to increase motor
vehicle yielding compliance on multi-lane or high volume
roadways.

Guidance for marked/unsignalized crossings applies.

These enhancements include pathway user or sensor actuated warning beacons, Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacons
(RRFB) shown below, or in-roadway warning lights.

Providing secondary installations of
RRFBs on median islands improves
driver yielding behavior

Warning beacons shall not be used at crosswalks
controlled by YIELD signs, STOP signs, or traffic control
signals.
Warning beacons shall initiate operation based on
user actuation and shall cease operation at a predetermined time after the user actuation or, with passive
detection, after the user clears the crosswalk.

Median refuge islands provide
added comfort and should be
angled to direct users to face
oncoming traffic

Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacons
(RRFB) dramatically increase
compliance over conventional
warning beacons

Discussion
Rectangular rapid flash beacons show the most increased compliance of all the warning beacon enhancement options.
A study of t he effectiveness of going from a no-beacon arrangement to a two-beacon RRFB installation increased yielding
from 18 percent t o 8 1 percent. A four-beacon arrangement raised compliance to 88%. Additional studies of long term
installations show little to no decrease in yielding behavior over time.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.
Caltrans CA-MUTeD. 2012.
FHWA. MUTeD - Interim Approval for Optional Use of Rectangular
Rapid Flashing Beacons (lA -II J. 2008.

Locate markings out of wheel tread when possible to
minimize wear and maintenance costs. Signing and
striping need to be maintained to help users understand
any unfamiliar traffic control.
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,

. Route Users to Signalized Crossings
Description

Guidance

Path crossings within approximately 400 feet of an existing
signalized intersection with pedestrian crosswalks are
typically diverted to the signalized intersection to avoid
traffic operation problems when located so close to an
existing signal. For this restriction to be effective, barriers
and signing may be needed to direct path users to the
signalized crossing. If no pedestrian crossing exists at the
signal, modifications should be made.

Path crossings should not be provided within approximately 400 feet of an existing signalized intersection. If
possible, route path directly to the signal.

Barriers ar.ld signing may be
needed to direct shared-use
patl1l users to the signalized
crossings

USE"

CROSSWALK
R9-3bP

•
If possible, route users
directly to the signal

Discussion
In the US, the minimum distance a marked crossing can be from an existing signalized intersection varies from approximately 250 to 660 feet. Engineering judgement and the context of the location should be taken into account when
choosing the appropriate allowable setback. Pedestrians are particularly sensitive to out of direction travel and jaywalking
may become prevalent ifthe distance is too great.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

AASHTO. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 2012.
AASHTO. Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities. 2004.

If a sidewalk is used for crossing access, it should be kept
clear of snow and debris and the surface should be level
for wheeled users.
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-

-

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon Crossings
Description

Guidance

Pedestrian hybrid beacons provide a high level of comfort
for crossing users through the use of a red-signal indication
to stop conflicting motor vehicle traffic.

Hybrid beacons (illustrated here) may be installed without
meeting traffic signal control warrants if roadway speed
and volumes are excessive for comfortable path crossings.

Hybrid beacon installation faces only cross motor vehicle
traffic, stays dark when inactive, and uses a unique 'wigwag' signal phase to indicate activation. Vehicles have the
option to proceed after stopping during the final flashing
red phase, which can reduce motor vehicle delay when
compared to a full signal installation.

FHWA does not allow bicycle signals to be used with
Hybrid beacons, though some cities have done so successfully.

Pedest rian signal
controls path users

To maximize safety when used for bicycle crossings, the
flashing 'wig-wag' phase should be very short and occur
after the pedestrian signal head has changed to a solid
"DON'T WALK" indication as bicyclists can enter an intersection quickly.

Should be installed at least
100 feetfrom side streets
or driveways that are
controlled by STOP or YIELD
signs

Push bwtton

Discussion
Shared-use path signals are normally activated by push buttons but may also be triggered by embedded loop, infrared,
microwave or video detectors. The maximum delay for activation of the signal should be two minutes, with minimum
crossing times determined by the width of the street.
Each crossing, regardless of traffic speed or volume, requires additional review by a registered engineer to identify sight
lines, potential impacts on traffic progression, timing with adjacent signals, capacity and safety.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

FHWA. Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon Guide. 2014.
NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.
Caltrans CA-MUTCD. 2012.

Hybrid beacons are subject to the same maintenance
needs and requirements as standard traffic signals.
Signing and striping need to be maintained to help users
understand any unfamiliar traffic control.
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,Full Traffic Signal Crossings
I

.

Description

Guidance

Signalized crossings provide the most protection for crossing path users through the use of a red-signal indication to
stop conflicting motor vehicle traffic.

Full traffic signal installations must meet MUTeD pedestrian, school or modified warrants. Additional guidance for
signalized crossings:

A full traffic signal installation treats the path crossing as
a conventional4-way intersection and provides standard
red-yellow-green traffic signal heads for all legs of the
intersection.

Located more than 300 feet from an existing signalized intersection
Roadway travel speeds of 40 MPH and above
Roadway ADT exceeds 15,000 vehicles

Full traffic signal

Full traffic signal controls path
bicycle traffic

1

W11 -15

Push button

Discussion
Shared-use path signals are normally activated by push buttons but may also be triggered by embedded loop, infrared,
microwave or video detectors. The maximum delay for activation of the signal should be two minutes, with minimum
crossing times determined by the width of the street.
Each crossing, regardless of traffic speed or volume, requires additional review by a registered engineer to identify sight
lines, potential impacts on traffic progression, timing with adjacent signals, capacity and safety.

Additional References and Guidelines

Materials and Maintenance

Caltrans CA -MUTeD. 2012.

Traffic signals require routine maintenance. Signing and
striping need to be maintained to help users understand
any unfamiliar traffic control.

NACTO. Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 2012.
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Appendix B: Summary of Jurisdictional Outreach
Meetings
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In December 2013, the project team facilitated five (5)
public Jurisdictional Meetings (one in each participating
city) to present an overview ofthe plan process and
gather input from the individual communities. All of the
five individual meetings took place from 6:30pm - 8:00pm
at centrally located public facilities.
The meetings followed an Open House format, with
various stations throughout the room. Staff and
volunteers from Bike SGV joined Alta Planning + Design
staff to answer questions and prompt community
members to provide their own ideas for how to create
a more bike-friendly San Gabriel Valley. In addition to
the Sign-In Table, six stations were provided to provide
information and to collect ideas:
1. Bicycle Master Plan Presentation

Station 2: Mapping
Destinations
•

Shopping center at Atlantic & Riggin

•

Cal State LA transit center

•

Future Metro Garfield Station at SR-60 & Garfield

•

Bruggemeyer Library

•

Senior Center at Emerson & Ynez

•

Businesses along Atlantic Blvd

•

Rio Hondo Trail

•

Schools

Challenges
•

Underpass below 1-10 on Ynez/6th is narrow &
dark (it is a well-used alternative to Garfield and
Atlantic)

2. Mapping
3. Bicycle Facility Types
4. Education, Encouragement & Evaluation - What's
Working? What Can We Do Better?

•

1-10 freeway (in general)

•

Wide Hellman

5. Survey Station

•

Tight/narrow crossings on Fremont & Atlantic

6. Kids' Activity Station

•

Intersections along Floral near East LA College

•

Monterey Pass Road

B.l Monterey Park (Library) 12/03/2013
The first of five Jurisdictional Meetings for the SGVRBMP
took place on Tuesday, December 3rd, 2013, at Monterey
Park's Bruggemeyer Library. Twenty-four (24) people
attended, among them several city staff and elected
officials.

Suggested Routes/I mprovements
•

Path along Garvey Ave. to improve access to
businesses

•

Use transmission lines in southeast part of city for
bike paths

•

New Street goes all the way to San Gabriel
Mission

•

Improved 1-10 crossing at Ynez

•

Use Hellman & Ramona to parallel Garvey
through Rosemead to access Rio Hondo; also,
Emerson to Dorothy

•

Check opportunity to reduce travel lane width on
Potrero Grande

•

Want bike lanes on Garfield from Huntington all
the way down into Monterey Park

•

Consider bikeways on slower residential streets
instead of high traffic roads

•

Improve pavement quality including slot drainsAlhambra

•

On Hellman, maybe reduce travel lane width to
install bike lanes

•

Relocate Brightwood bike lane (route) to Floral

Image 48- Project Staff with Monterey Park Resident at
Public Meeting
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•

Install bikeways on Emerson, because it connects several schools in the region

•

Create a trail along Alhambra Wash

•

Bikeway along Graves Ave

•

Use Collegian/W. 1st St/S. Woods Ave to connect to Metro Gold Line Atlantic Station

Station 3: Bicycle Facilities
Comments
•

Bike Parking is needed at East LA College Transit Center

•

Suggestion: Put reflectors or lights along bike lane stripe

•

Bike racks need to be simple and have instructions in Spanish & Chinese (the City's bike-shaped bike racks often
go unused because people don't know what they are for)

•

Nobody knows how to use Bicycle Lockers, or where to sign up

Which types do you prefer?
Iilikeway TyjOes
Standard Bikeway Types

Number of Dots l "lnnovative" Bikeway TYlDes

Off-Street Bike Path

Number of Dots

Cycle Tracks

0

3

. .

On-Street Bike Lanes

3

Buffered Bike Lanes

Signed Shared Roadway

2

Enhanced Colored Bike Lanes

3

Bicycle Boulevard

1

Super Sharrows

0

0

Bicycle Parki ng
Short Term Bicycle Parking Facilities
f--On-Street Bicycle Corral

Number of [Jots

Long Term Bicycle Parking Facilities

-

Number of Dots

1

Bicycle Lockers

1

Curb Extension Bicycle Racks

1

Bicycle Rooms and Compounds

0

Sidewalk Bicycle Racks

5

Bike Stations

4

Sheltered Bicycle Racks

1

Automated Bicycle Parking

0

Sig rnage, Markings & Way,fi nding
Category

Number of Dots

Facility Signage and Pavement Markings

3

Wayfinding Signage

0

Station 4: Education, Encouragement &
Enforcement
Comments
•

Need bicycle education campaign for elderly
residents & children (frequent violations)

•

Encourage bike rider etiquette at all age levels
(stop at stop signs, follow rules of road, etc.)

•

Do outreach at Senior Center at Emerson & Ynez

Which types do you prefer?
Non-infrastructlll re Programs
Category

Nl!l mber of Dots

Education

2

Encouragement

2

Enforcement

2
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B.2 South EI Monte (Senior
Center) -12/04/2013
The second Jurisdictional Meeting took place on
Wednesday, December 4th, at the South EI Monte Senior
Center. Around 10 people attended, most of them
families recruited from the adjacent Community Center.

•

Schools

•

Center of town

•

Parks

•

Whittier Narrows Rec Area

Challenges
•

Poor school access

•

No good way to get to EI Monte Transit Center on
bike from South EI Monte

•

Potrero & Rush are both narrow

•

High Volume Roadways

•

Issues

•

City of South EI Monte received Metro grant to
install bike lanes along Rush, Garvey, Merced, and
Santa Anita

•

Lots of cyclists use Durfee to get to Ramona, then
to San Gabriel River Trail

Suggested Routes/ Improvements
•

Check for opportunity to connect Rush Street to
Rio Hondo

•

Address high volume roads near schools for
student travel

•

Check links to access Whittier Narrows Rec Area

•

Potrero & Rush are key to connecting to Whittier
Narrows, but they are narrow

Image 49- Project Staff at South EI Monte Public Meeting

Station 2: Mapping
Destinations
•

Superior Market on Peck Road

•

Thienes River Trail Entrance

Station 3: Bicycle Facilities
Which types do you prefer?
~

Bikeway Types
St~ndard Bikew~ T2'£es

_____c_

Number of Dots

-

"Innovative" Bikeway Types

-

-

Number of Dots

Cycle Tracks

3

4

Buffered Bike Lanes

3

Signed Shared Roadway

1

Enhanced Colored Bike Lanes

Bicycle Boulevard

0

Super Sharrows

0

Off-Street Bike Path

On-Street Bike Lanes
---

-

---

1

-

0

Bicycle Parking

320

Short Term Bicycle Parking Facilit ies

Number of Dots

Long Term Bicycle Parking Facilities

Number of Dots

On-Street Bicycle Corral

2

Bicycle Lockers

0

Curb Extension Bicycle Racks

1

Bicycle Rooms and Compounds

1

Sidewalk Bicycle Racks

2

Bike Stations

4

Sheltered Bicycle Racks

2

Automated Bicycle Parking

0

--
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Signage, Markings & Wayfinding
Category

Number of Dots

Facility Signage and Pavement Markings

4

Wayfinding Sign age

0

Station 4: Education, Encouragement &
Enforcement
Which types do you prefer?
lNon-lnfrastrUicture Prog.rams
Category

Number of Dots

Education

1

Encouragement

4

Enforcement

1

Image 50- Residents' Preferences for Various Bicycle Parking
Facilities

B.3 San Gabriel (Library) 12/05/2013
The third Jurisdictional Meeting took place on Thursday,
December 5th, at the San Gabriel Public Library. Seven

people attended this meeting. While attendance was
relatively low, the conversations with attendees were
spirited and productive.

Station 2: Mapping
Destinations
•

Valley Blvd for commercial uses and regional
connection to adjacent cities

Issues
•

"Scared of getting hit"

Suggested Routes/lm provements

Image 5 7- Resident Reviewing Potential Bicycle Facility
Types

•

Fairview Ave

•

Del Mar Ave

•

Mission Dr

•

Las Tunas Dr

•

Longden Ave

•

Bike Blvd on/around Lafayette St
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Station 3: Bicycle Facilities
Which types do you prefer?
Bikeway Types
Number of Dots

"Innovative" Bikeway Types

Number of Dots

Off-Street Bike Path

2

Cycle Tracks

4

On-Street Bike Lanes

0

Buffered Bike Lanes

0

Signed Shared Roadwa~

0

Enhanced Colored Bike Lanes

0

Bicycle Boulevard

0

Super Sharrows

0

Standard Bikeway Types

Bi€ycle Parking
Short Term Bicycle Parking Facilities

Number of Dots

Long Term Bicycle Parking Facilities

Number of Dots

On-Street Bicycle Corral

0

Bicycle Lockers

1

Curb Extension Bicycle Racks

0

Bicycle Rooms and Compounds

0

Sidewalk Bicycle Racks

0

Bike Stations

0

Sheltered Bicycle Racks

0

Automated Bicycle Parking

0

Signage, Markings & Wayfinding

- Number of Dots

Category

,- - - - - - -

Facility Signage and Pavement Markings

-

--

Wayfinding Signage

2

------------1
0

~-----------

Station 4: Education, Encouragement & Enforcement
Which types do you prefer?
Non-Inf rastructure Prog ra m s
Category

Number of Dots

Education

0

Encouragement

0

Enforcement

0

8.4 Baldwin Park (Arts &
Recreation Center) 12/11/2013
The fourth Jurisdictional Meeting took place at the
Baldwin Park Arts & Recreation Center on Wednesday,
December 11th. Fifteen (15) people attended, including
many families who were already at the Center for youth
dance classes. City staff and planning commissioners
were also present, and they expressed strong interest in
the bicycle plan process and potential results.

Station 2: Mapping
Destinations
•
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Image 52- Project Sta ff Speaking with Baldwin Park Residents

Employers in cities of Industry & La Puente

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 600 of 778

SAN GABRI EL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

•

Schools

•

Baldwin Park Metrolink station

•

Baldwin Park Teen Center

•

Baldwin Park High School

•

Downtown West Covina (via Pacific)

•

Bike Blvds on small streets, such as Maine (South
of Ramona) and Landis.

•

Bike facility on Merced

•

Bike facility on Frazier to Merced

•

Construct Class I path along Walnut Creek
Channel

Challenges
•

Intersection of Baldwin Park Blvd & Merced

•

1-605 Freeway overpass on Ramona; poor
connection to San Gabriel River Trail

Station 3: Bicycle Facilities
Comments

Suggested Routes/ Improvements
•

Safer ways to access jobs in Industry & La Puente

•

On the image of the partially separated green bike lane, a participant wrote, "Would be better with more
protection on both sides."

Which types do you prefer?
Bikeway Types
Standard Bikeway Types

Number of Dots

"Innovative" Bikeway Types

Number of Dots

Off-Street Bike Path

1

Cycle Tracks

3

On-Street Bike Lanes

2

Buffered Bike Lanes

0

Signed Shared Roadway

0

Enhanced Colored Bike Lanes

1

Bicycle Boulevard

2

Super Sharrows

0
1

Bicycle Panki mg
Short Term Bicycle Parking Facilities

Number of Dots

Long Term Bicycle Parking Facilities

Number of Dots

On-Street Bicycle Corral

2

Bicycle Lockers

0

Curb Extension Bicycle Racks

0

Bicycle Rooms and Compounds

2

Sidewalk Bicycle Racks

0

Bike Stations

0

Sheltered Bicycle Racks

2

Automated Bicycle Parking

0

---,

Signage, Markings & Waymndil'lg
Category

Number of Dots

Facility Signage and Pavement Markings

2

Wayfinding Signage

2

Station 4: Education, Encouragement & Enforcement
W hich types do you prefer?
Non- Infrastructure Pmgrallils

_Category
.

Number of Dots

Education

2

Encouragement

3

Enforcement

0
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8 .5 EI Monte (Senior Center) 12/ 17/2013
The fifth and final Jurisdictional Meeting in this initial
round took place on Tuesday, December 17th, at the
City of EI Monte's Jack Crippen Senior Center. At least
14 people attended this final meeting, including several
families and teenagers that were using the adjacent
recreation center.

Image 53- EI Monte Community Members at the

Issues
•

Streets are especially dangerous with high buses
and trucks

•

No bike lanes on Potrero between Enloe Street
and Als Drive

Suggest ed Routes/ Improvements
•

Create safe lanes for motorcycles and bicycles to
separate cars from them

•

Streets are took dark and need more lights at
night

•

Illumination on trails, maybe solar powered
lights, along Brockway

•

Add a bike lane from Metrolink Station to Legg
Lake Park (for use of library, pool, civic center)

•

Rides on Valley from Garvey to Puente in City of
Industry.

•

Adding a bike lane from Legg Lake Park off on
Santa Anita to where it ends and then go for a
hike.

•

Add a bike lane on Peck Road, it is a wide street.

•

Family rides from South EI Monte to school at
Tyler and Ramona

Public Meeting

Station 2: Mapping
Destinations
•

Community & Senior Center

•

Library

•

Market

•

Park

•

Police Station

•

Post Office

•

Bank

•

Bus Depot

•

La Primaria Elementary School

•

Le Gore Elementary School

•

Rio Vista Elementary School

Image 54- Public Comments Placed on the EI Monte
Bikeways Map

Challenges

324

•

Flair and Baldwin is a very difficult intersection

•

Tyler and Elliot is a difficult intersection.

•

Mildred and Santa Anita is a difficult intersection.
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Station 3: Bicycle Facilities
Which types do you prefer?

Bikeway Types
Standard Bikeway Types

Numbe r of Dots

"Innovative" Bikeway Types

3

Cycle Tracks

On-Street Bike Lanes

3

Buffered Bike Lanes

Signed Shared Roadway

1

Enhanced Colored Bike Lanes

Bicycle Boulevard

0

Super Sharrows

Off-Street Bike Path

---+--- - -

--------~----

Bicycle Pa fiking

~

-

Short Term Bicycle Parking Facilities
On-Street Bicycle Co ~

-

Curb Extension Bicycle Racks

-

.-

2
0

-----

Number of Dots

Long Term Bicycle Parking Facilities

Number of Dots

1

Bicycle Lockers

2

3

Bicycle Rooms and Compo unds

2
1

1

Bike Stations

2

Automated Bicycle Parking

--

.----

-

Signage, Markings & Wayfinding

-----+

o

-

- - - --r-- -

Category

Number of Dots

----------

Facility Signage and Pavement Markings

4

Wayfinding Signage

4

--.

2

--

Sheltered Bicycle Racks

---

-

4

--

Sidewalk Bicycle Racks

---

_ Number of Dots

-

-

- -- --+--------_.-

Station 4: Education, Encouragement & Enforcement
Which types do you prefer?

Non-Infrastructu fie Programs
Category

Number of Dots

Education

6

-

Encouragement
Enforcement

L....

-

4
5

--

-

-
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Appendix c: Bicycling Survey Form and Survey Results
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BICYCLE SURVEY
The Sa n Gabriel Valley Bicycle Ma stel Plan aims

tQ eni;QUrage hflah hy i3nd more active
l ifest yles bV trea ting a safe an,d' interconnected bicytle net w ork t hat is ea.sflv aece sslble
for pf'ople o f all ages and abili ties throughout the San Gabriel valley.

Date: ~

r__ __
~ / _~

{
6. W hat ,s ~'our p ri fll ar~' mo de of cOnll11ut.lng? ~~ days a weekl

n Drlvt! alon e

1. Where do yo u ,!i \l ~?
Ad dress: ~
, ~~~~~_ _~~_~~~~_~_~~

( 11'1': _ _ _ __ _ __ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ __
Zip: _ _

~_~~

__ _ _ _ _"_ _ _ _
~

~

_ __

CilrpooljvMlpClol

n 'Tram;t (b us, rilll, dia,J-a-r lde1

rJ

M Olorc ,«:le

0

nlk~

1

O Wa l ~

o Otl1 t!r.
[I Female

2. W hat is your ce(tder?

3. Do y OU worlo: In t he San GOlbrlel Vi1l1 c'~ ?

o Male
0

Yes

7. Hllwo h l!n do you comrmlle

0 No

0 1·2 d, V ~ pc" nio t'll h

I) 3;-0$ dny,; per week

l l l css than :1-2 days pcr mOont.h

11110, wllem do '1 oou work? CItI":_ _ _ _ ___ ZJp: _ _ -'-_
4. Ii(lW / :If

o

Un~~ r

work Of
:1 m il"~

i ~ '~ O \J r

~~ h"'Q I

o loS miles

o I n C'~er comm utt! by blcycrl!

1-2 dialls per w eek
~. How Ofl l,!l'! d o ,),011 rlde;t

troQrn .... hef(.. you 1i'~ C?

by blcyclco 10 work or 5,(hooI7

(J S+ da,\,$ p~r w clll k

btc'fCle?

I 1-:20 m l r~~

U !l~ cl ay ~ PC'r w eek

n 1.-2 ,(J 1;l ~·~ pel rnQ f'I ~ h

0 Ove r :20 miles

LJ 3-0$ days per week

rJ less tn.lO1-2 days pet mo nlh

0

o r, never ride a bicycle
's.. What l~ y(l~ ( ;tile cr oup'/'
f) Under 18

9. II yell ride a b ~tv, l e , what are ~'0 ~1r rCi)sens'rCh(!ck all that apply.

o E"vlronmclltallv fril?I1d1V

n 36-4S

o 4(;·S5
o Ov{lr5t>

{ ] 1B"2S
0 2&-35

Gel to work o~ school

r

[] ~Kc r clse/' Cfellti OI'i
J Shop, r UrI errands. or Il.O eat

0 Visit Jrleo osltaml1v

o Ge t Hit/rom traosl,

o ell
U

n p erlhanot hC'fm Odl!~

Ot l1t! r~

_ _ _ _ _ __

r

1

10. If you r id I! t OI o!! xercise/r [?cr eatlon, wh.at ~H e~' e n ls you from comm utlnn bV bl,ke? Ched illl that a pplv-

r

l, ~ c k

of off-$lrll'l!t I>lkp. pal h5ll.(.>. r ili er tmlls, p..lf k u olll5, et c_I

o l ack efbikG! fOlltes (sharl!il lanes wit'" motor vehicles)
o L:.ck of blk ' p:\fkltiJl or '~Oo(.nE: •

o My work/ school doesn' t. hav!!' showers

0 S Cl m ~ l hnu$

I h;w l! t lJoO m uch stu ff to Cilrry

I h~ y e to t(n n ~ p'.p rt ehllctrl/o

n . II yo u i ld~ ill tHc~'c l l!, wh ~ t I~ a'Jl.'rage Il!ngth OfYOoUf ri de?
! l Under 2 miles
r 111-10 m iles

o 2· 5 mUes

If you rid !! iI tricycle!, dle YOII I'I(!ilr a hl'lmct?

o A lw<lVs

a

o Ol her:
Cod 'J

12.

n I d on'l h.lve- eno ugh t ime
D Ili'l!! loe'far i1WiI,\,'

l ~c k (ff. 'o n· ~tr{'!! t blk!! l ~ fl!!5 (d{'dl c ~ t e d bll<e Iilnes)

Nc~ ... ~ r

0 Ovc r 20 miles

!1 6-10 mlles

14. How wouId yo u ch araCteri ze your bievc:!ing <ibili ty/le...!! I o f intere st?

o I am a confidle nt ,rjder who is comfortable in most traWc Si t Uiltions, regMil lcss of bicycl e facilil les.
U I am a , ider wllo is comfort able in some traffic ~i t u ()tio· n.s <l nd with appropria te bieyd e facil ltie~.

tJ I am a t idal who i ~ no t ,C()mfort<l blc in t raffic siluations and will only riele on paths/grecnwaY'S and qui(>t

j

r(! ~id c rUia l

streets.

o I ilm not cu r r~ntly a rider, b ut i3m inl erested. in laking up qding.
o ~ am oot In,ere ste d In evd ing.
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lS. What ke~P$ ~\()U frori'l rid Ing more ~ften ,n th~ San Gabr iel v~li ev~ Check all tha~ appty.
La" k; ~f off-Wile! bike paths (river trails, park tt.;lIIS, I!1'tc.)
LJ I do rl(lt feel safe

o i.a~ k ofoIHtr~(!tb i ke I'anl!s (dedicated brke lanes)
o latk {lfbl ' 0 foo tos ( ~ h i)rco I';) ne ~ with m ~tOr've hielc $)

0 1tlilvel wi th sma·ll ,chi ldren

o l(Jek ~f liil:e Mt ~ i tl8 or HOflllSC

o I dOn't hiJvc OMU,s,h time
o Myd e~liMtiO n ~ <;r(: too (M ,(;w

o ins ufllclen.t light ing

o Health 1~5ues or (;oncems

o Vehicle vo l l)m e~ or$peeds

o We~tllI~ r
o 'Other; ~_~~~_~~_ _~~~~~~

o 3iliwior o( motori<! ~
o :Ba haviOI or other eye lists
16. p

ea~e

V

. I0 I~ to m le 3 b'-C'fele:
ran lOw hilt d. ellree the I 01IQw ng (on 01 t 'I OJ\~ e eet YOLlr ,dec.l~
.1,. 'Jerv

import,lnt

:l. $QmewhH
ImpCl'ltilnt

3. Neufl31

0
0
0

Pres I! ocil of b ik~ rOutes

C
0
0
0

0

0
0
U
0

Condition of bi keway/roadway ~ '.e. pavement qu allt~·}

0

0

0

0

0

0

U

U

CChe-s.lve bike rOllte'~ between dties

Pf(:Sllr.tii ol oft-street bH;c pa ths
Pfeseoce or an-street brke Ia;nes

UnimpOrta nt

0
0

[J

Of othor eyclist\.

C}

0
0

Amount of street 1!gt1 tIn g

(J

(]

0
0

Ac.(;(!ss to blk~ parking and stQrage

0

0

0

Abilitv 10 ,combino b l cyc l ~ Irips with triJ nsl t tr ips

0
0

0

0

0

i la;ve t t ime

D
0

0

I...l
0

Weather

0

W
0
0

0

Mailable 'n'orma ( lo l)/kno w ~d ge of bI ke rOlltes

0

0

se hlwior
S~ h ~\li 01

0'

motorl$t~

0
0
0

LJ

0
0
0
0
0
I.J

Tf;) rtiC volll mes/~pccd1s

5.

4. SOmewll>ll ~
U nimJ>Ortant

0

0
Cl
0
LJ

0
0
LJ

0
0

I
17. Plo<lsO <ate yoUr l,nttlrestin the fo llowlnf, blc~'cI(! programs;

3..v'eryhll1etested

2. Somewhat Interested I

L Notlnterested

I

Rld.lng sfo:il ls <l no safety i:QU rscs far aDu Its

(J

U

Rid Ing skltls and safety Gaurses far chi ld ren

0

0.. . . ..

I . _I

.. -

--

. ~- - - -

._-_..

.. ... __....

. .. -.

__ ....

....... .

_-_...

--

.

_.-

---

. . __. .__. .. __ ..

Safe Routes tQ $ehool programs for children

I,.J

0

Public a\Yar(:rte~~ c"rrlp;) lgn ~

0

0

0

1.J
0 .._---- ._0
.

SFXlci;)1 even ts
--

...

M aps a nd guides

-_ .....
.. ..
---- ". .......Sleye Ie illfOimatl on 11Ieb1.ltes

---

--

--

..... ..

_....

.....

--

-- -

..... ...

-

-.

_-

. ...

'-J~:i/

. ....._-_ ....

0 ...... ..
0

. .. ..

. --

.- ." _.--'

. ..._"

0

.....

0

...__.. .. .

I
I

0
. __ . .. ... _--

I

.... .

_-

I
. ......_-_.

0" . -

0
0

.

0

lJ

Information an dl maps deltvered t~ my home
_.
. ..... . .. -_ ..
._- -.
- ---- ....-- -_.
Sooths lit pl)b4lceve l10ts
" .' .. j: :.;, .. ,

0
0

-

Corrun,~ tel lt~e nti ;;;e p rl)&(a m ~

I

- --

U

I
.-----

I

0
0

0
0 -0
-.

-_.

..

--

..

.

-

.....

_"

•. .

..

18. Where would ~'Ou liko to S41'lt new bicy<;le fQ(;nili ~~ (i.e. bi keli)ncs.

19, Additi onill CQmm o nt~ ;

signs, parkrng. etc.)?
Strcct(s);
I ntersectr on {s ]~

Sctt Oo] (~) :
i'ark(s):

Other pvWe

(~c

ilit.,.:
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Respondent Demographics

Figure C-1 Age of Survey Respondents

One-third of the survey respondents live in one of the
five participating San Gabriel Valley cities. Respondents
who do not live in one of the participating cities live in
other cities and communities nearby. Nearly forty percent
(40%) of survey respondents also work in one of the
participating San Gabriel Valley cities.
Over half (53%) of the respondents are between 18 and
45 years old. In contrast, less than thirty percent (30%)
of the respondents were over 46 years old. This suggests
that the survey was either distributed predominantly to
middle-aged populations or the bicycling populations in
the participating San Gabriel Valley cities are generally of
working age.

• Under 13

. 13·17
. 18·25
. 26-35
. 36-45
. 46·55
• Over 56

Figure C-2 Primary Commute Mode

Respondent Bicycle Mode
Characteristics
Fewer than sixty percent (60%) of survey respondents
commute predominantly by driving alone, which is
far below the average for the United States, State of
California and County of Los Angeles. One quarter (25%)
of respondents commute primarily by bicycle, and ten
percent (10%) commute predominantly by walking,
which means that a total of thirty-five percent (35%) of
respondents get to work using active, non-motorized
travel modes. This is a disproportionately high percentage
as compared to the national averages of walking and
bicycling to work, which is probably because people who
ride a bicycle regularly are naturally more interested in
participating in a survey about bicycling.
As further evidence that survey respondents are
disproportionately bicycle riders, nearly half (42%) of
respondents said they commute by bicycle at least one
day each week, and just under thirty percent commute
by bicycle more than twice per week. In addition, almost
two-thirds (64%) ride a bicycle for exercise or recreation
at least one day per week. Also, seventy-two percent
(72%) of respondents said they were comfortable riding in
some or most traffic situations. According to the crosstabulation analyses, respondents from outside the San
Gabriel Valley are more likely to identify as confident and
comfortable riding alongside motor vehicle traffic.
Forty-six percent (46%) of respondents live less than
five miles from work. It is likely that the short commute
distance contributes to the disproportionate number of
bike and walk commuters seen in the survey. Only a small
proportion of respondents (4.3%) does not work or go to
school.

• Drive alone
• Carpool/Vanpool
• Public transit
• Motorcycle
• Bicycle

. Walk

Figure C-3 Days per Week Commuting by Bicycle
• 5+ days per week
. 3-4 days per week
• 1-2 days per week
. 1-2 days per month
• less than 1-2 days per
month
• I never commute by
bicycle

Figure C-4 Commute Distance
4.3%
• Under 2 miles

. 2-5 miles
. 6-10 miles

. 11-20 miles
• Over 20 miles

The survey asked respondents to estimate bicycle trips
that were not commute trips, such as bicycle rides for
exercise or to run errands. The frequency of bicycle trips
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for non-commute purposes was significantly higher
than those made for work or school. While nearly half of
respondents (42%) said that they never ride to/from work
or school, only eight percent replied that they never ride
for recreation or exercise. Similarly, while just over forty
percent of respondents commute by bike at least once
a week, almost three-quarters ride their bicycles at least
once a week for recreation or exercise.

Figure (-5 Days per Week Riding a Bike for Recreation/
Excerise
• 5+ days per week

. 3-4 days per week
. 1-2 days per week
• 1-2 days per month
• Less than 1-2 days per
month
• I never ride a bicycle

Ofthe optional responses, the top reason survey
respondents selected as why they bicycle was for
Exercise/Recreation; over eighty percent (80.7%) of the
survey respondents selected this as a reason. A similar
percentage (79.5%) of respondents stated they ride
a bicycle because it is good for their health, and just
above half (51%) of respondents do so because it is
environmentally friendly. After these reasons, the next
most common response was bicycling to shop, run
errands, or eat out, which thirty-five percent (35%) of
respondents listed as a reason that they ride a bicycle. The
percentage of respondents bicycling for these utilitarian
trips exceeds the percentage who reported that they
bike to get to work or school (34.7%). This suggests that
interventions that aim to increase bicycling, whether they
are programs, infrastructure, or education, should target
many destinations, not just job centers and schools, and
focus on many different travel periods, not just the peak
commuting hours.
According to cross-tabulation analyses, respondents from
outside of the five partner cities and the San Gabriel Valley
are more likely than those living within the San Gabriel
Valley to ride a bicycle for environmental or personal
health reasons, or to connect with public transit.
About one-third (31%) of survey respondents said that the
average length of their bicycle trips is between two and
five miles, while fifteen percent (15%) responded that their
bicycle trips average less than two miles. Nearly one-fifth
(19%) of respondents ride an average of more than twenty
miles at a time.

Barriers to Bicycling
The survey asked respondents to note what prevents
them from bicycling to work/school and from bicycling in
general. It also asked respondents to rate the degree to
which a number of conditions influence their decisions to
bicycle.
A number of common themes emerged from the
responses. Survey respondents highly value bicycle lanes.
They cited lack of bicycle lanes as the biggest barrier that
prevents them from biking to work or school. Similarly,
respondents commonly cited lack of bicycle paths
and routes as barriers to riding and rated these as very
important factors in their decision to ride, as well. The
cross-tabulation analyses showed that respondents living
within the five partner cities are more likely than others to
cite a lack of off-street bike paths as a reason for not riding
a bicycle more often. On the other hand, all respondents
cite a lack of on-street bike lanes a barrier at about the
same rate.
A second common theme is the behavior of motorists,
which scored highly on respondents' ranking of
conditions that influenced their decision to ride a bicycle
in their community. Motorist behavior was specifically
one of the most common reasons that participants
chose not to ride a bicycle. Similarly, respondents also
considered vehicle volumes and speeds important factors
in determining their decisions to ride.
Some of the conditions that respondents considered less
important influences in their decisions to bicycle relative
to the other options were distance to their destination
(only 17% chose this as a barrier) and behavior of other
bicycle riders (only 8% think it negatively influences their
decision to ride a bicycle).

Figure (-6 Average Bicycle Trip Length

• Under 2 miles

. 2-5 miles
. 6-10 miles

. 11-20 miles
• Over 20 miles

Table C-1, Table C-2, and Table C-3 display the full
responses regarding barriers to rid ing.
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Table (-7 Barriers to Commuting by Bicycle
What prevents yau from C0mrnW1Jing by bicyole to wank/school more often?
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Lack of off-street bike paths (river trails, park trails, etc.)

41.0%

171

Lack of on-street bike lanes (dedicated bike lanes)

48.0%

200

Lack of bike routes (shared lanes with motor vehicles)

33.6%

140

Lack of bike parking or storage

19.2%

80

My work/school doesn't have showers

18.2%

76
101

I don't have enough time

24.2%

I live too far away

23.7%

99

I have too much stuff to carry

28.1%

117

I have to transport children

6.0%

25

answered cql!Jestion

417

skipped question

70

Other (please specify)

57

J

Table (-2 Barriers to Riding in the San Gabriel Valley
What keeps you from ~iding more ofte rn in the San Gabriel Valley? Check all that apply.
Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Lack of off-street bike paths (river trails, park trails, etc.)

41.3%

170

Lack of on-street bike lanes (dedicated bike lanes)

52.7%

217

Lack of bike routes (shared lanes with motor vehicles)

36.9%

152

Lack of bike parking or storage

25.0%

103

Insufficient lighting

20.9%

86

Vehicle volumes or speeds

37.6%

155

Behavior of motorists

44.2%

182

Behavior of other cyclists

8.0%

33

I do not feel safe

26.5%

109

I travel with small children

6.6%

27

I don't have enough time

24.5%

101

My destinations are too far away

17.0%

70

Health issues or concerns

2.7%

11

Weather

12.1%

50

Other
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412
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TabJe (-3 Factors that Influence Decisions to Ride a Bicycle
1

Please ~ank t o what degree of'importa rnce t he following cOl'1€l itions affect your decision to nide a bicycle:
Answer Options

Very Important

Somewhat Important

Neutral

Not Important

Connected bike routes between cities

283

101

39

9

Presence of off-street bike paths

265

109

46

12

Presence of on-street bike lanes

317

84

21

9

Presence of bike routes

289

100

23

17

Condition of bikeway/roadway (e.g., pavement
quality)

288

111

18

9

Traffic volumes/speeds

290
299

87

29
25

9

Behavior of motorists

88

9
48

131

75
75

20
24

201

106

73

40

196
210

137
127

72

23
22

185

137

Amount of street lighting

166
221

Access to bike parking and storage

196

Ability to combine bicycle trips with transit
trips
Travel time

Behavior of other cyclists

Available information/knowledge of bike
routes
Weather

90
120
111

63
70

33

amswered qCJesticolil

437

skif!>ped q;l!IeSlliom

50
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Bicycle Infrastructure and Programs
The survey invited participants to indicate where they would like to see new bicycle facilities and asked them to rank their
interest in a number of bicycle programs. 242 of the 487 respondents gave specific feedback on where they would like to
see bicycle facilities. The most popular programs were bicycle riding skills and safety education for children and adults,
public awareness campaigns, maps and guides, and bicycle information websites. In addition, respondents from the five
partner cities are more likely than other respondents to rank bicycle-related programs as livery important" to them. Table
(-4 displays the full responses on bicycle programs.

Table (-4 Bicycle Program Interest
Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle-related programs are to you:
Answer Options

Very Important

Somewhat Important

Neutral

Not Important

Riding skills and safety education for adults

262

111

38

21

Riding skills and safety education for children

312

67

28

17

Public awareness campaigns

291

99

28

8

Special bicycle events (e.g., CicLAvia, Bike
Month, etc.)

238

127

45

15

Bicycle maps and guides

253

131

28

14

Bicycle information websites or smart phone
apps

242

130

40

11

Local business incentives (e.g., arrive by bike for
20% off)

232

116

63

15

Information booths at public events

192

133

73

21

334

answered q uestion

433

skipped ques1!ioJll

54
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Cross-tabulation Analysis of Survey Responses
Code:
1 = From a San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan Partner City
2 = From a Non-Partner City within the San Gabriel Valley
3 = From Areas Outside of the San Gabriel Valley
Note: Columns without a header represent respondents that did not choose that item on the survey.

If you ride a bike, what are your reasons? Check all that apply - Environmentally Friendly
SGVPartner * ReasonbikeEnvironmental Crosstabulation

ReasonbikeEnvironmental

Environmentally Friendly

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

124

69

193

64.2%

35.8%

100.0%

113

116

229

49.3%

50.7%

100.0%

20

28

48

41.7%

58.3%

100.0%

257

213

470

54.7%

45.3%

100.0%

Bar Chart

•

• Environmentally Friendly

1:

'o"

()

SGVPartner
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If you ride a bike, what are your reasons? Check all that apply - Good for my health
SGVPartner ' Reasonbikehealth Crosstabulation

Reasonbikehealth

Good for my health

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

68

125

193

35 .2%

64.8%

100.0%

64

165

229

27.9%

72.1%

100.0%

8

40

48

16.7%

83 .3%

100.0%

140

330

470

29.8%

70.2%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• Good for my health

1:::::J

o
U

SGVPartner
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If you ride a bike, what are your reasons? Check all that apply, Get to work or school
SGVPartner * Reasonbikeworkschool Crosstabulation

Reasonbikeworkschool

Get to work or school

SGVPariner

1

Count

% within SGVPariner

2

Count

% within SGVPariner

3

Count

% within SGVPariner

Total

Count

% within SGVPariner

Total

152

41

193

78.8%

21.2%

100.0%

148

81

229

64.6%

35.4%

100.0%

27

21

48

56.2%

43.8%

100.0%

327

143

470

69.6%

30.4%

100.0%

Bar Chart

•

• Get to work or SCl100i

SGVPartner
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If you ride a bike, what are your reasons? Check all that apply ' Exercise/recreation
SGVPartner· ReasonbikeExerciserecreation Crosstabulation

ReasonbikeExerciserecreation

Total

Exercise/recreation

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Cou nt

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

73

120

193

37.8%

62.2%

100.0%

55

174

229

24 .0%

76.0%

100.0%

6

42

48

12.5%

87.5%

100.0%

134

336

470

28 .5%

71 .5%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• Exerclselrecreaiion

C
:J
o

(.)

SGVPartner
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If you ride a bike, what are your reasons? Check all that apply' Shop, run errands, go eat
SGVPartner' ReasonbikeShop Crosstabulation

ReasonbikeShop

Shop, run errands, go
Total

eat

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

144

49

193

74.6%

25.4%

100.0%

149

80

229

65.1%

34.9%

100.0%

29

19

48

60.4%

39.6%

100.0%

322

148

470

68.5%

31.5%

100.0%

BarChart

,run errands, go eat

c
o

o"

SGVPartner
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If you ride a bike, what are your reasons? Check all that apply - Visit friends/ family
SGVPartner' ReasonbikeVisit Crosstabulation

ReasonbikeVisit

Visit friendsl family

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

3

45

193

76.7%

23.3%

100.0%

164

65

229

71 .6%

28.4%

100.0%

37

11

48

77 .1%

22.9%

100.0%

349

121

470

74.3%

25.7%

100.0%

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

148

Count

% within SGVPartner

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

BarChart

•

• Visn friendsl family

1:
::l

o

(J

SGVPartner
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If you ride a bike, what are your reasons? Check all that apply - Cheaper than other modes of transportation
SGVPartner· ReasonbikeCheap Crosstabulation

ReasonbikeCheap

Cheaper than other
modes of transportation

SGVPartner

1

2

193

76.2%

23.8%

100.0%

168

61

229

73.4%

26.6%

100.0%

35

13

48

72.9%

27.1%

100.0%

350

120

470

74.5%

25.5%

100.0%

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

46

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

147

Count

% within SGVPartner

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

BarChart

than other modes
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If you ride a bike, what are your reasons! Check all that apply - Get to/from public transit
SGVPartner' ReasonbikeTransit Crosstabulation

ReasonbikeTransit

Get to/from public transit

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

170

23

193

88.1%

11.9%

100.0%

196

33

229

85.6%

14.4%

100.0%

36

12

48

75.0%

25.0%

100.0%

402

68

470

85.5%

14.5%

100.0%

Bar Chart

•

• Get to/from public trans~
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What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply - Lack of offstreet bike paths (river trails, park trails, etc.)
SGVPartner' PreventcommuteOffStreetPaths Crosstabulation

PreventcommuteOffStreetPaths

Lack of off-street bike
paths (river trails, park
trails, etc)

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

114

79

193

59.1%

40.9%

100.0%

151

78

229

65.9%

34.1%

100.0%

37

11

48

77.1%

22.9%

100.0%

302

168

470

64.3%

35.7%

100.0%

Bar Chart
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What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply - Lack of onstreet bike lanes (dedicated bike lanes)
SGVPartner' PreventcommuteBikeLanes Crosstabulation

PreventcommuteBikeLanes

Lack of on-street bike
lanes (dedicated bike
lanes)

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Cou nt

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

113

80

193

58 .5%

41.5%

100.0%

133

96

229

58.1%

: 41.9%

100.0%

28

20

48

58.3%

41.7%

100.0%

274

196

470

58.3%

41 .7%

100.0%

BarChart
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What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply - lack of bike
routes (shared lanes with motor vehicles)
SGVPartner * PreventcommuteBikeroutes Crosstabulation

PreventcommuteBikeroutes

Lack of bike routes
(shared lanes with motor

v

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner
3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

146

47

193

75.6%

24.4%

100.0%

166

63

229

72 .5%

. 27.5%

100.0%

37

11

48

77.1%

22.9%

100.0%

349

121

470

74.3%

25.7%

100.0%

Bar Chart

of bike routes (sharee
wHhmotorv
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APPENDIX C: BICYCLING SURVEY FORM AND SURVEY RESULTS

What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply - Lack of
Connecting Routes to other cities
SGVPartner * Preventcommuteconnectingroutes Crosstabu lation

Preventcommuteconnectingroutes

Lack of connecting bike
routes to other cities

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

191

2

193

99.0%

1.0%

100.0%

215

14

229

93 .9%

6.1%

100.0%

48

0

48

100.0%

.0%

100.0%

454

16

470

96.6%

3.4%

100.0%

BarChart

~
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What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply, Lack of bike
parking or storage
SGVPartner' Preventcommutebikeparking Crosstabulation

Preventcommutebikeparking

Lack of bike parking or
storage

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

158

35

193

81.9%

18.1%

100.0%

194

35

229

84.7%

15.3%

100.0%

40

8

48

83.3%

16.7%

100.0%

392

78

470

83.4%

16.6%

100.0%

BarChart

of bike pari(ing or siorage
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What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply - My
work/school doesn't have showers
SGVPartner' Preventcommutenoshowers Crosstabulation

Preventcommutenoshowers

My work/school doesn't

have showers

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

167

26

193

86 .5%

13.5%

100.0%

193

36

229

84 .3%

15.7%

100.0%

36

12

48

75.0%

25.0%

100.0%

396

74

470

84 .3%

15.7%

100.0%

Bar Chart

.. M', wo',k1s<,ho~ doesn't

~

I:

o"
o

SGVp.rtner

348

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 626 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply - I don't have
enough time
SGVPartner' Preventcommutenotime Crosstabulation

Preventcommutenotime

I don't have enough time

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

155

38

193

80.3%

19.7%

100.0%

178

51

229

77.7%

22.3%

100.0%

37

11

48

77.1%

22.9%

100.0%

370

100

470

78.7%

21.3%

100.0%

Bar Chart

•

• 1don~ have enough time

SGVPartner
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What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply - I live too far
away
SGVPartner· Preventcommutetoofar Crosstabulation

Preventcommutetoofar

I live too far away

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

153

40

193

79 .3%

20 .7%

100.0%

180

49

229

78.6%

21.4%

100.0%

41

7

48

85.4%

14.6%

100.0%

374

96

470

79.6%

20.4%

100.0%

Bar Chart

•

• llfvetoofN 8wey
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What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply - I have too
much stuff to carry
SGVPartner' Preventcommutetoomuchstuff Crosstabulation

Preventcommutetoomuchstuff

I have too much stuff to
Total

carry

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

153

40

193

79.3%

20.7%

100.0%

170

59

229

74.2%

25.8%

100.0%

34

14

48

70.8%

29.2%

100.0%

357

113

470

76.0%

24.0%

100.0%

BarChart

have 100 much stuff to cany
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What prevents you from commuting by bike to work/school more often? Check all that apply' I have to
transport children
SGVPartner * Preventcommutetransportchildren Crosstabulation

Preventcommutetransportchildren

I have to transport
children

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

179

14

193

92 .7%

7.3%

100.0%

219

10

229

95.6%

4.4%

100.0%

48

0

48

100.0%

.0%

100.0%

446

24

470

94.9%

5.1%

100.0%

BarChart

have to transport chHdren

SGVPartner
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Lack of offstreet bike paths (river trails, park trails, etc.)
SGVPartner· Ridemorebikepaths Crosstabulation

Ridemorebikepaths

Lack of off-street bike
paths (river trails, park
Total

trails, etc.)

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

120

73

193

62.2%

37.8%

100.0%

148

81

229

64.6%

35.4%

100.0%

36

12

48

75.0%

25.0%

100.0%

304

166

470

64.7%

35.3%

100.0%

Bar Chart
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Lack of onstreet bike lanes (dedicated bike lanes)
SGVPartner * Ridemorebikelanes Crosstabulation

Ridemorebikelanes

Lack of on-street bike
lanes (dedicated bike
lanes)

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

112

81

193

58.0%

42.0%

100.0%

119

110

229

52.0%

48.0%

100.0%

26

22

48

54 .2%

45.8%

100.0%

257

213

470

54 .7%

45.3%

100.0%

Bar Chart
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply, Lack of bike
routes (shared lanes with motor vehicles)
SGVPartner * Ridemorebikeroutes Crosstabulation

Ridemorebikeroutes

Lack of bike routes
(shared lanes with motor
Total

vehicles)

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

135

58

193

69.9%

30.1%

100.0%

164

65

229

71.6%

.2.8.4%

100.0%

37

11

48

77.1%

22.9%

100.0%

336

134

470

71.5%

28.5%

100.0%

Bar Chart

of bike routes (sharee
with motor vehicles)

SGVPartner
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Lack of bike
parking or storage
SGVPartner' Ridemoreparking C rosstabulation

Ridemoreparking

Lack of bike parking or
storage

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

152

41

193

78 .8%

21 .2%

100.0%

177

52

229

77 .3%

22.7%

100.0%

38

10

48

79 .2%

20.8%

100.0%

367

103

470

78.1%

21.9%

100.0%

BarChart

Lack of bike pdl1<lng or storage
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Insufficient
lighting
SGVPartner * Ridemorenightlight Crosstabulation

Ridemorenightlight

Insufficient lighting

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

153

40

193

79.3%

20.7%

100.0%

194

35

229

84.7%

15.3%

100.0%

38

10

48

79.2%

20.8%

100.0%

385

85

470

81 .9%

18.1%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• Insufficient lighting
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Vehicle volumes
or speeds
SGVPartner· Ridemoreveh icletraffic Crosstabu lation

Ridemorevehicletraffic

Too much vehicle traffic

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

134

59

193

69.4%

30 .6%

100.0%

149

80

229

65 .1%

34.9%

100.0%

33

15

48

68.8%

31.2%

100.0%

316

154

470

67 .2%

32.8%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• Too much vehicle traffic

SGVPartner
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Behavior of
motorists
SGVPartner· Ridemoremotoristbehave Crosstabulation

Ridemoremotoristbehave

Behavior of motorists

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

3

61

193

68.4%

31.6%

100.0%

134

95

229

58.5%

41.5%

100.0%

27

21

48

56.2%

43.8%

100.0%

293

177

470

62.3%

37.7%

100.0%

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

132

Count

% within SGVPartner

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

BarChart

•

• Behavior of motorists

SGVPartner
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Behavior of
other bicycle riders
SGVPartner· Ridemorecyclistbehave Crosstabulation

Ridemorecyclistbehave

Behavior of other cyclists

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Cou nt

% within SGVPartn er

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

180

13

193

93.3%

6.7%

100.0%

213

16

229

93.0%

7.0%

100.0%

44

4

48

91 .7%

8.3%

100.0%

437

33

470

93.0%

7 .0%

100.0%

Bar Chart

01 other cyclists
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - I do not feel safe
SGVPartner' Ridemorefeelsafe Crosstabulation

Ridemorefeelsafe

I do not feel safe

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

147

46

193

76.2%

23.8%

100.0%

180

49

229

78.6%

21.4%

100.0%

38

10

48

79.2%

20.8%

100.0%

365

105

470

77.7%

22.3%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• 1do not feel safe

SGVPartner
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - I travel with
small children
SGVPartner· Ridemorechildren Crosstabulation

Ridemorechildren

I travel with small
children

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

177

16

193

91 .7%

8.3%

100.0%

219

10

229

95 .6%

4.4%

100.0%

47

1

48

97.9%

2.1%

100.0%

443

27

470

94.3%

5.7%

100.0%

Bar Chart

•

• 1travel wfth small children

SGVPartner
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply' I don't have
enough time
SGVPartner· Ridemoretime Crosstabulation

Ridemoretime

I do not have enough
Total

time

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

161

32

193

83.4%

16.6%

100.0%

171.

58

229

74.7%

25.3%

100.0%

39

9

48

81.2%

18.8%

100.0%

371

99

470

78.9%

21.1%

100.0%

Bar Chart

I do not have enough time

SGVPartner
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - My destinations
are too far away
SGVPartner ' Ridemoretoofar Crosstabulation

Ridemoretoofar

My destinations are too
faraway

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

167

26

193

86.5%

13.5%

100.0%

192

37

229

83.8%

16.2%

100.0%

42

6

48

87 .5%

12.5%

100.0%

401

69

470

85 .3%

14.7%

100.0%

Bar Chart

•
•
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Health issues or
concerns
SGVPartner' Ridemorehealthissues Crosstabulation

Ridemorehealthissues

Health issues or
concerns

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

188

5

193

97.4%

2.6%

100.0%

224

5

229

97.8%

2.2%

100.0%

47

1

48

97.9%

2.1%

100.0%

459

11

470

97.7%

2.3%

100.0%

Bar Chart

I issues or concerns
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What keeps you from riding a bike more often where you live or work? Check all that apply - Weather
SGVPartner' Ridemoreweather Crosstabulation

Ridemoreweather

Total

Weather

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

179

14

193

92.7%

7.3%

100.0%

199

30

229

86.9%

13.1%

100.0%

43

5

48

89 .6%

10.4%

100.0%

421

49

470

89.6%

10.4%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• Wea1her

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Connected bike routes between cities
SGVPartner" Decisionconnectedroutes Crosstabulation

Decisionconnectedroutes

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Cou nt

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Tolal

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not Important

Somewhat important

Very Important

Tolal

13

15

5

35

125

193

6.7%

7.8%

2 .6%

18.1%

64.6%

100.0%

28

19

4

56

122

229

12.2%

8.3%

1.7%

24 .5%

53.3%

100.0%

6

4

0

8

30

48

12.5%

8.3%

.0%

16.7%

62 .5%

100.0%

47

38

9

99

277

470

10.0%

8.1%

1.9%

21.1%

58.9%

100.0%

BarChart

••

• Neutral
DNot Important
• Somewhat important
OVery Important

'C:s
o

o

SGVPartner
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Please rank to w hat degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Presence of off-street bike paths
SGVPartner· Decisionoffstreetpaths Crosstabulation

Decisionoffstreetpaths

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not Important

Somewhat important

Very Important

Total

13

20

7

31

122

193

6.7%

10.4%

3.6%

16.1%

63.2%

100.0%

29

20

5

68

107

229

12.7%

8.7%

2.2%

29.7%

46 .7%

100.0%

6

5

0

9

28

48

12.5%

10.4%

.0%

18.8%

58 .3%

100.0%

48

45

12

108

257

470

10.2%

9.6%

2.6%

23.0%

54.7%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• Neutral
DNot Important
• Somewhat important
OVery Imp0l1arrt

1:
::J

o

U

SGVPartner

368

I ALTA PLANNING +DESIGN

Page 646 of 778

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY REGIONAL BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Presence of on-street bike lanes
SGVPartner * Decisionbikelanes Crosstabulation

Oecisionbikelanes

Not Important

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% w ithin SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPa rtner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% with in SGVPartner

Very Important

Somewhat important

Total

16

14

6

23

134

193

8.3%

7.3%

3. 1%

11 .9%

69.4%

100.0%

27

6

2

54

140

229

11 .8%

2.6%

.9%

23.6%

61. 1%

100.0%

6

1

0

6

35

48

12 .5%

2 .1 %

.0 %

12.5%

72.9%

100.0%

49

21

8

83

309

470

10.4%

4.5%

1.7%

17.7%

65.7%

100.0°/1)

Bar Chart

•

• Neutral
ONot Impoliont
• Somewhat important
OVery Important

~
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o

o
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Presence of bike routes
SGVPartner ' Declsionblkeroutes erosstabulation

Decisionbikeroutes

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not Important

Somewhat important

Very Important

Total

15

9

7

31

131

193

7.8%

4.7%

3.6%

16.1%

67.9%

100.0%

30

12

8

56

123

229

13.1%

5.2%

3.5%

24.5%

53.7%

100.0%

6

2

2

12

26

48

12.5%

4.2%

4.2%

25.0%

54.2%

100.0%

51

23

17

99

280

470

10.9%

4 .9%

3.6%

21.1%

59.6%

100.0%

BarChart

•o

• Neutral
Not Important
• Somewhat important
O Very Important

1:
::J

o

o

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Condition of bikeway/roadway (e.g., pavement
quality)
SGVPartner * Decisionconditionofroad Crosstabulation

Decisionconditionofroad

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

3

4

30

129

193

8.8%

6.7%

2.1%

15.5%

66.8%

100.0%

31

3

5

66

124

229

13.5%

1.3%

2.2%

28.8%

54.1%

100.0%

6

2

0

12

28

48

12.5%

4.2%

.0%

25.0%

58.3%

100.0%

54

18

9

108

281

470

11.5%

3.8%

1.9%

23 .0%

59 .8%

100.0%

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

13

Count

% within SGVPartner

Very Important

17

% within SGVPartner

2

Somewhat important

Not Important

Bar Chart

•

• Neutral

DNotlmportant

• Somewhat important
OVery Important

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: , Traffic volumes/speeds
SGVPartner '" Decisiontraffic Crosstabulation

Decisiontraffic

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not Important

Somewhat important

Very Important

Total

18

8

8

34

125

193

9.3%

4.1%

4.1%

17.6%

64.8%

100.0%

30

17

1

52

129

229

13.1%

7.4%

.4%

22.7%

56.3%

100,0%

6

3

0

10

29

48

12.5%

6.2%

.0%

20.8%

60.4%

100.0%

54

28

9

96

283

470

11.5%

6.0%

1.9%

20.4%

60.2%

100.0%

BarChart
Decisiontraffic

••

• Neulral
ONot Important

.Somewhat important
OVery Important

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Behavior of motorists
SGVPartner 11 Deci sionmoto ristbehave Crosstabu lation

Decisionmotoristbehave

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Somewhat important

Not Important

Very Important

Total

20

9

7

29

128

193

10 .4%

4.7%

3 .6%

15.0%

66.3%

100.0%

31

12

2

48

136

229

13.5%

5.2%

.9%

21.0%

59.4%

100.0%

6

3

0

12

27

48

12.5%

6.2%

.0%

25.0%

56.2%

100.0%

57

24

9

89

291

470

12. 1%

5.1 %

1.9%

18.9%

6 1.9%

100. 0%

B ar Chart

••

• Neutral
D Not lmportant

. Somewhat important
OVery Important

C
:::J
o

()

SGVP artn er
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Behavior of other bicycle riders
SGVPartner'" Decisioncyclistbehave Crosstabulation

Decisioncyclistbehave

Not Important

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within-SGVP artner

Somewhat important

Very Important

Total

20

34

17

42

80

193

10.4%

17.6%

8.8%

21.8%

41.5%

100.0%

30

41

23

67

66

229

13.1%

17.9%

10.0%

29.3%

29.7%

100.0%

6

11

7

10

12

48

16.7%

22.9%

14.6°/1)

20.8%

25.0%

100.0%

56

86

47

119

160

470

12.3%

1B.3%

10.0%

25.3%

34 .0%

100.0%

Bar Chart

••

• Neutral
DNot Important
• Somewhat important
OVery Important

1::::J
o

(J

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Amount of street lighting
SGVPartner * Decisionstreetlight Crosstabulation

Decisionstreetlight

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% with in SGVPartner

2

Cou nt

% within SGVPartne r

3

Count

% within SGVPa rtner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not Important

Somewhat important

Very Important

Total

17

30

5

29

11 2

193

8.8%

15.5%

2.6%

15.0%

58 .0%

100.0%

30

37

14

65

83

229

13.1%

16.2%

6.1%

28.4%

36.2%

100.0%

6

7

1

15

19

48

12.5%

14.6%

2.1%

3 1.2%

39 .6%

100.0%

53

74

20

109

214

470

11.3%

15.7%

4.3%

23 .2%

45.5%

100 .0%

Bar Chart

••

• Neutral

DNotlmportant
• Somewhat important

Overy Important

..,.
c

o

(J

SGVPartner
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Please rank to w hat degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: ' Access to bike parking and storage
SGVPartner * Oecisionbikeparking Crosstabulation

Decisionbikeparking

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not Important

Somewhat important

Total

Very Important

18

26

10

46

93

193

9.3%

13.5%

5.2%

23.8%

48.2%

100.0%

30

36

11

72

80

229

13.1%

15.7%

4.8%

31.4%

34.9%

100.0 %

6

11

2

12

17

48

12.5%

22 .9%

4.2%

25.0%

35.4 %

100.0%

54

73

23

130

190

470

11 .5%

15.5%

4.9%

27.7%

40.4%

100.0%

BarChart

••

• Neutral
ONoIlrnportani
. Somewhat importanl
O Very Importanl

SGVPartner

376
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please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Ability to combine bicycle trips with transit
trips
SGVPartner ~ Decisioncombinetrips Crosstabulation

Decisioncombinelrips

Not Important

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Somewhat important

Very Important

Very important

Tota l

19

30

16

36

0

92

193

9.8%

15.5%

8.3%

18.7%

.0%

47.7%

100 .0%

35

39

18

49

11

77

229

15.3%

17.0%

7.9%

21.4%

4.8%

33.6%

100.0%

6

4

4

18

1

15

48

12.5%

8.3%

8.3%

37.5%

2.1%

31 .2%

100.0%

60

73

38

103

12

184

470

12.8%

15.5%

8 .1%

21.9%

2.6%

39.1%

100.0%

Bar Chart

..

D,C'isiont'ombJnetrips

• Neutral
oNel Important
. Somewhat Important
OVery important

. Very Important

1::J
o

U
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to tide a bicycle: - Travel time
SGVPartner· Oecisiontraveltime Crosslabulation

Decisiontraveltime

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPa rtner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not Important

Somewhat important

Very Important

Total

Very important

17

24

11

44

1

96

193

8.8%

12.4%

5.7%

22.8%

.5%

49.7%

100.0%

29

40

9

74

10

67

229

12.7%

17.5%

3.9%

32.3%

4.4%

29.3%

100.0%

6

7

2

17

1

15

48

12.5%

14.6%

4.2%

35 .4%

2.1%

31 .2%

100.0%

52

71

22

135

12

178

470

11.1 %

15.1%

4.7%

28 .7%

2.6%

37.9%

100.0%

Bar Chart

DecisiontraveHirne

••

• Neutral

o Not Important

• Somewhat impol1ant
OVery impol1ant
. Very Important

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Available informationlknowledge of bike
routes
SGVPartner * Decisionknowledge Crosstabulation

Decisionknowledge

Not Important

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Somewhat important

18

22

9

42

9.3%

11.4%

4 .7%

21 .8%

34

31

11

70

14.8%

13.5%

4.8"/0

6

10

12.5%

Very Important

Very important

1

Total

101

193

52.3%

100.0%

9

74

229

30.6%

3.9%

32.3%

100.0%

2

12

2

16

48

20 .8%

4.2%

25.0%

4.2%

33.3%

100.0%

58

63

22

124

12

191

470

12.3%

13.4%

4 .7%

26.4%

2.6%

40.6%

100.0%

.5%

Bar Chart
Deoisionknowledge

•

• Neutral
ONot lmportant
• Somewhat important

OVery imporiant
. Very Important

1::::I
o

U

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following conditions affect your decision to ride a bicycle: - Weather
SGVPartner· Decisionwealher Crosstabulation

Decisionwealher

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not Important

Somewhat important

Very Important

Very important

Total

18

28

16

49

1

81

193

9.3%

14.5%

8.3%

25.4%

.5%

42.0%

100,0%

31

37

12

71

7

71

229

13.5%

16.2%

5.2%

31 .0%

3.1%

31 .0%

100.0%

6

5

5

14

1

17

48

12.5%

10.4%

10.4%

29.2%

2.1%

35.4%

100.0%

55

70

33

134

9

169

470

11.7%

14.9%

7.0%

28.5%

1 .9%

36.0%

100.0%

Bar Chart
Decisionwea1l1er

••

• Neutral
ONotlmport.,~

. Somewhat impol1ant
O Very important
• Very Important

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle programs are to you: - Riding skills and safety education for adults
SGVPartner * Programeducationadult Crosstabulation

Programeducationadult

Not important

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartne r

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Very important

Somewhat important

Total

13

12

4

45

119

193

6.7%

6.2%

2.1%

23.3%

61 .7%

100.0%

28

21

14

49

117

229

12.2%

9.2%

6.1%

21.4%

51.1%

100.0%

7

5

3

14

19

48

14.6%

10.4%

6.2%

29.2%

39.6%

100.0%

48

38

21

108

255

470

10.2%

8.1%

4.5%

23.0%

54.3%

100,D%

BarChart

•

• Neutral
ONot Important
. Somewhat irnpor1arrt
OVery important

...s::
::l

o

U
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle programs are to you: - Riding skills and safety education for children
SGVPartner' Programeducatl onchlld Crosstabulation

Programeducationchild

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not important

Very important

Somewhat important

Total

19

6

3

30

135

193

9.8%

3.1%

1.6%

15.5%

69.9%

100.0%

29

18

14

26

142

229

12.7%

7.9%

6.1%

11.4%

62.0%

100.0%

8

4

0

9

27

48

16.7%

8.3%

.0%

18.8%

56.2%

100.0%

56

28

17

65

304

470

11 .9%

6.0%

3.6%

13.8%

64.7%

100.0%

Bar Chart

•

• Neutral
O Not important

. Somewhat important
O Very important

....s:
::J

o

U

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle programs are to you: - Safe Routes to School
SGVPartner' Programsaferoutes Crosstabulation

Programsaferoutes

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

3

Total

0

1

3

193

97.9%

.0%

.5%

1.6%

100.0%

196

4

8

21

229

85.6%

1.7%

3.5%

9.2%

100.0%

42

0

2

4

48

87.5%

.0%

4.2%

8.3%

100.0%

427

4

11

28

470

90.9%

.9%

2.3%

6.0%

100.0%

Count

% within SGVPartner

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

189

Count

% within SGVPartner

Very important

Somewhat important

Bar Chart

•o

• Neutral

Somewhat important

. Very important

...
<:

"o

(.)

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle programs are to you: - Public awareness campaigns
SGVPartner· Programpublicawareness Crosstabulation

Programpublicawareness

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not important

Very important

Somewhat important

Total

17

6

6

38

126

193

8.8%

3.1%

3.1 %

19.7%

65.3%

100.0%

30

19

1

46

133

229

13.1%

8.3%

.4%

20.1%

58.1%

100.0%

7

3

1

12

25

48

14.6%

6.2%

2 .1%

25.0%

52.1%

100.0%

54

28

8

96

284

470

11 .5 %

6.0%

1.7%

20.4%

60.4%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• Neutral
ONot important
• Somewhat important
O Very Importent

....C
::I

o

(J

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle programs are to you: - Special bicycle events (e.g., CicLAvia, Bike Month, etc.)
SGVPartner " Programspecialevents Crosstabulation

Programspecialevenls

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count
% within SGVPartne r

Not important

Not Important

Somewhat Important

Very important

Total

20

10

0

7

47

109

193

10.4%

5.2%

.0%

3.6%

24.4%

56.5%

100.0%

28

28

1

7

64

101

229

12.2%

12.2%

.4%

3.1%

27.9%

44.1%

100.0%

7

5

0

0

13

23

48

14.6%

10.4%

.0%

.0%

27. 1%

47.9%

100.0%

55

43

1

14

124

233

470

11.7%

9.1%

.2%

3.0%

26.4%

49.6%

100.0%

BarChart

•

P:CJ9-:S"IIS:;X:I;:i:iC.'C.~

• Neutral
DNotimportant
. Not ImpOitant
DSomewhat Important

. Very important

C
::I

o

U

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle programs are to you: - Bicycle maps and guides
SGVPartner · Programsmapsguides Crosstabulation

Programsmapsguides

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count
% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Very important

Somewhat important

Not important

Total

18

11

7

35

122

193

9 .3%

5.7%

3.6%

18.1%

63.2%

100.0%

29

14

6

76

104

229

12.7%

6 .1%

2.6 %

33.2%

45.4%

100.0%

7

3

1

15

22

48

14.6%

6.2%

2.1%

31 .2%

45.8%

100.0%

54

28

14

126

248

470

11 .5%

6.0%

3.0%

26.8%

52.8%

100.0%

BarChart

•

• Neutral
ONotirnportant

. Somewhat important
O Very important

1::::J
o

f.)

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle programs are to you: - Bicycle information websites or smart phone apps
SGVPartner' Programsapps erosstabulation

Programsapps

Neulral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

Count

% within SGVPartner

Not important

Somewhat important

Somewhat Important

Very Important

Very important

Total

21

15

6

1

39

2

109

193

10.9%

7.8%

3.1%

.5%

20.2%

1.0%

56.5%

100.0%

29

22

3

12

68

17

78

229

12.7%

9.6%

1.3%

5.2%

29.7%

7.4%

34.1%

100.0%

7

3

2

0

9

5

22

48

14.6%

6.2%

4.2%

.0%

18.8%

10.4%

45.8%

100.0%

57

40

11

13

116

24

209

470

12.1%

8.5%

2.3%

2.8%

24.7%

5.1%

44.5%

100.0%

BarChart

•

Programsapps

• Neutral
DNot "nportant
. Somewhat important
DSomewhat Important
. Very irnpor1ant
IIIVery Important

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of importance the following bicycle programs are to you: - Local business incentives (e.g., arrive by bike for 20% off)
SGVPartner· Programincentives Crosstabulation

Programincenti ves

Not important

Neutral

SGVPartner

1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count

% within SGVPartner

Total

. Count

% within SGVPartner

Somewhat Important

Somewhat important

Very important

Very Important

Total

22

19

7

0

35

0

110

193

11.4%

9.8%

3.6%

.0%

18.1%

.0%

57.0%

100.0%

52

31

5

2

55

7

77

229

22.7%

13.5%

2.2%

.9%

24.0%

3.1%

33.6%

100.0 %

12

7

1

0

10

1

17

48

25.0%

14.6%

2. 1%

.0%

20.8%

2.1%

35.4%

100.0%

86

57

13

2

100

8

204

470

18.3%

12.1%

2.8%

.4%

21 .3%

1.7%

43.4%

100.0%

BarChart
Programlncentives

•o

• Neutral
Not Important
• Somewhat important
Somewhat Important

o

. Very important
_ Very Imp0l1ant

C
:s
o

U

SGVPartner
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Please rank to what degree of Importance the folloWIng bIcycle programs are to you: - informatJon booths at publIc events
SGVPartner A Programlnformationbooths Crosstabulation

Programlnformationbooths

Neutral

SGVPartner 1

Count

% within SGVPartner

2

Count

% within SGVPartner

3

Count
% within SGVPartner

Tota Count

Not Important

Not important

Somewhat important

Somewhat Important

Very Important

Very important

Total

21

22

0

8

1

40

2

99

193

10.9%

11.4%

.0%

4.1%

.5%

20.7%

1.0%

51.3%

100.0%

32

42

1

9

13

61

12

59

229

14.0%

1B.3%

.4%

3.9%

5.7%

26.6%

5.2%

25.8%

100.0%

7

8

0

3

2

13

2

13

48

14.6%

16.7%

.0%

6.2%

4.2%

27.1%

4.2%

27.1%

100.0%

60

72

1

20

16

114

16

171

470

12.8%

15.3%

.2%

4.3%

3.4%

24.3%

3.4%

36 .4%

100.0%

I

% within SGVPartner

BarChart

•

• Neutral
ONot Impoliant
. Not Important

OSomewhat important
• Somewhat Important

. Very important
OVery Important

C
::J

o

()

SGVPartner
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How would you characterize your bicycling ability/level of interest?
SGVPartner· Blkeability Crosstabulatlon

Bikeability

I am a rider who is nol
I am a confident

I am a confidenl

rider who is

rider who is

traffic situations,

regardless of bicycle regardless of bicycle
faci1ilies

SGVPartner

1

% Vtilhin SGVPartner

2

3

3.1%

Count

% Vtithin SGVPartner

2.6%

Tot Count

I am a rider who is not

I am not

I am not

comfortable in traffic

currently a

currently a

some traffic

some traffic

ride on

situatIons and will only

rider, but am

rider, but am

situations and

situations and

paths/greenways and

ride on paths/greenways

interested in

interested in

lamnot

with bicycle

with bicycle

quiet, residential

and quiet, residential

taking up

laking up

interested in

facilities

facilities.

streets

streets.

cycling

cycling,

cycling

55

45

31.1%

2.1%

28.5%

.5%

23.3%

83

17

55

17

37

36.2%

7.4%

24.0%

7.4%

16.2%

19

Count

% Vtithin SGVPartner

facilities.

60

Count

comfortable in traffic

is comfortable in is comfortable In situations and will only

comfortable in most comfortable in most
traffic situations,

I am a rider who I am a rider who

16

.0%

8.3%

193

.0%

3.1%

10

.4%

4.4%

Total

100.0%

229

.4%

.9%

17

100.0%

48

2.1%

39.6%

12.5%

35.4%

.0%

8.3%

13

162

27

127

18

86

2.8%

34.5%

5.7%

27.0%

3.8%

18.3%

.0%

.0%

2.1%

.0%

26

100.0%

470

al
% Vtithin SGVPartner

.2%

5.5%

.4%

1.7%

Bar Chart
Bik ea bility

i
I am a confident rider who is
comfortable in most traffic
situations, regardless of bicyole
facilities .
I am a rider who is comfortable
in some traffio situations and
with bicycle facilities
I am a rider who is comfortable
in some traffic situations and
with bicycle facilities.
I am a rider who is not
comfortable in traffic situations
and will only ride on
paths/greenways and quiet.
residential streets
I am a rider who is not
C"omfortable in traffic situations
and will only ride on
paths/greenways and quiet.
residential streets.
I am not currently a rider, but
am interested in taking up
cycling

...
C

::::I

o

U

SGVPartner
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APPENDIX D: ONLINE POLL RESULTS AND COMMENTS

0.1 Online Poll Results
Between October 2013 and January 2014, online poll questions were posted on the project website (www.dobikeplan.
com). The questions and results are shown in Figure 0 -1.

[OCT 13] Do yo·

10 0\

[NOV 13]1Where hOldd

b~ko :

afoty & Rules ,o f tho Road! be· taught?

EI mo"i. ry 5cho>Q I

10 "-Iolo

9 vo'l es

9 votes

1 voto

6 vote

2 vote
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l ust*r
t

pnr yclr. l¡lultþClty {t.15}, l*rgc Event
throughout

{¡t-tû nlle*} nillr u*rlçr¡c

roubç¡
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----·-..·..---..·-----·.-u.------...···:.-.·.-JANUARy-.--.~..----..--.......--.....---------...---......
What Ea tJWe t ·treets in the SGV woul'd you Uke to SG'e transformed into, a!
"Complete Streer~?' (,c,ombo of treat car, bus ra,pid tran it and/or mlJlti..use·i
~~)
I

19 yote-s

14. %

15 yotes

13 Yotes

13 votes
C010fil do

m d.
10 voto

o tl'le.r:

2 \IoUI'

'OIJhe~ .An.swer
H.,(: ondil BI d
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0.2 Online Comments
The following comments in Table 0-1 were submitted through the website (www.dobikeplan.com) between November
6,2013, and February 27, 2014.

Table D- l Online Comments Received
Date Submitted

Commer:1t

11/06/13

Garvey Avenue and Newmark Avenue are main streets taken by people to get from East-West/
West-East. Several schools, libraries, civic centers and shopping malls are with in walking/bikin g
distance of these streets. Garvey is particularly busy so Newmark can probably be an alternative
bike lane. It may also be difficult to place a bike lane on Garvey because it is quite narrow.

~

-

Bike lanes can definitely be added to Atlantic Blvd and possibly even keeping in mind the opti on
of cycletracks. The boulevard is very wide and stretches from Pasadena all the way to Long Bea ch.
However, it would be amazing if a cycletrack on Atlantic can stretch from Pasadena to Olympic
which connects riders to Downtown LA or the Gold Line Station off Atlantic and Pomona Blvd.
11/06/13

11/16/13

I-- - -

12/05/13

A bikeway that can connect the San Gabriel Bikeway entrance from Durfee Ave, and peck rd near
the 60 FWY and that goes along all the way on Durfee Ave until it meets with Garvey Ave near the
entrance of the 10 FWY
Cycletrack on Rosemead Blvd to connect planned cycletracks in Temple City. Possible Bike route or
bike lane should be considered on Peck Road to lead riders toward Workman Mills Road to con nect
to Whittier as well as EI Monte. Everything else on the map is spot on .

- ---- -Create two-direction protected lanes on either San Gabriel Blvd and/or Del Mar Blvd in San Ga briel
around Gabrielino High School in San Gabriel (@ San Gabriel Blvd & Wells/Valley Blvd). Lots of
potential student riders.
Create two -direction protected lane on Las Tunas (San Gabriel) through Main St (Alhambra).
Thank you for your consideration!

.- - 01/09114

-

I think the route should be in group 1. Pasadena has easy access to public transportation, i.e., Gold
Line. Pasadena is the most recognized city in the SGV, and I think they have the experience in
hosting bi ~ events, i.e., Rose Parade/game. I will ride mt~ icycle th.:.re.

01/10/14

What a great idea, hope you can pull it off.

01/12/14

I think that is a great plan and I think it is possible to implement.

--

--

Besides bike lanes, there also needs to be places where you could ride to and safely leave your bike
(even with a strong bike lock on it, bikes are not safe from thieves). That is a major challenge fo
me. I would like to ride to the gym or to church, but even if there are bike racks, they are in obs cure
places that thieves can easily access.
Since I have experience in public speaking, I could help you with presentations. I live in Arcadia and
have been cycling the past few years. Took 2 outdoor cycling courses at Pasadena City College and
rode in my first century in the spring of 2011.1 do at least one group ride per week and do solo rides
around the Rose Bowl a one or two days per week and a spin class at my gym.
01/23/14

Bike parking? That could work too no?

---

--
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---

,....---

Date Submitted

Comment

02/02/14

Reading the text accompanying your master plan map it's not clear what the highlighted routes
represent (it "provides an initial foundation", whatever that means). Are you suggesting these
are suitable bike routes (perhaps deserving of some improvements), or is this a sort of wish list
(identifying direct routes that could benefit from measures that would make them suitable for bike
use in the future)? Case in point: Arrow Highway is without a doubt THE most dangerous route a
cyclist could take trough San Dimas, La Verne, and Pomona (I live in La Verne}. I've felt safe riding
along freeway shoulders in rural areas where bikes are allowed, but I would NEVER consider riding
along Arrow Highway. La Verne's long range Bicycle Gap Closure Project does call for a road diet on
Arrow Highway that would add bike lanes, but none currently exist.

02/16/14

I think this is a great idea. I didn't look into it completely yet to give my comments; however I
believe everything is doable. Just need to set the right people, funders, and supporters, etc. in
place. Are their committees or volunteers for this project yet? I'd like to be a part of this initiative.
Thanks.

02/27/14

I've been riding a bike for the last 16 years; and I use a bike like people use Autos. City hall talks a
good talk but never follows through. EI Monte has been known as an unfriendly city for bike riders.
The bike paths that go through your so called emerald necklaced are disgusting! It's more liked
laced with homeless encampments, beer bottles, trash, crap, people urinating; it's really, really bad!
City Hall needs to get out on a bike ride now and then to check it out!

~------~---~--
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APPENDIX E: SAMPLE COMPLETE STREETS POLICY LANGUAGE

Assembly Bill 1358
California Assembly Bill (AB) 1358, also known as the
Complete Streets Act of 2008, amended the California
Government Code §65302 to require that all major
revisions to a city or county's Circulation Element include
provisions for the accommodation of all roadway users
including bicyclists and pedestrians. Accommodations
include bikeways, sidewalks, crosswalks, and curb
extensions. Below is the language from the bill as a
reference for the participating San Gabriel Valley cities
when implementing related policies presented in this
Plan.
AB 1358, Leno. Planning: circulation element:
transportation .
(1) Existing law requires the legislative body of each
county and city to adopt a comprehensive, long-term
general plan for the physical development of the
county or city with specified elements, including a
circulation element consisting of the general location and
extent of existing and proposed maj or thoroughfares,
transportation routes, terminals, any military airports
and ports, and other local public utilities and facilities,
all correlated with the land use element of the plan. This
bill would require, commencing January 1,2011, that the
legislative body of a city or county, upon any substantive
revision ofthe circulation element of the general plan,
modify the circulation element to plan for a balanced,
multimodal transportation network that meets the
needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways, defined
to include motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, children,
persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of commercial
goods, and users of public transportation, in a manner
that is su itable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of
the general plan. By requiring new duties of local officials,
this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
(2) Existing law establishes in the Office of the Governor
the Office of Planning and Research with duties that
include developing and adopting guidelines for the
preparation of and content of mandatory elements
required in city and county general plans. This bill would
require the office, commencing January 1, 2009, and
no later than January 1, 2014, upon the next revision of
these guidelines, to prepare or amend guidelines for a
legislative body to accommodate the safe and convenient
travel of users of streets, roads, and highways in a manner
that is suitable to the ru ral, suburban, or urban context
of the general plan, and in doing so to consider how
appropriate accommodation varies depending on its
transportation and land use context. It would authorize
the office, in developing these guidelines, to consult
with leading transportation experts, including, but not
limited to, bicycle transportation planners, pedestrian

398

planners, public transportation planners, local air quality
management districts, and disability and senior mobility
planners.
(3) The California Constitution requires the state to
reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain
costs mandated by the state. Statutory provisions
establish procedures for making that reimbursement. This
bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by
this act for a specified reason.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS
FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. This act shall be known and may be cited as
the California Complete Streets Act of 2008.
SEC. 2. The Legislature finds and declares all of the
following: (a) The California Globa l Warming Solutions
Act of 2006, enacted as Chapter 488 of the Statutes of
2006, sets targets for the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions in California to slow the onset of humaninduced climate change. (b) The State Energy Resources
Conservation and Development Commission has
determined that transportation represents 41 percent of
total greenhouse gas emissions in California. (c) According
to the United States Department ofTransportation's 2001
National Household Travel Survey, 41 percent of trips in
urban areas nationwide are two miles or less in length,
and 66 percent of urban trips that are one mile or less
are made by automobile. (d) Shifting the transportation
mode share from single passenger cars to public transit,
bicycling, and walking must be a significant part of shortand long-term planning goals if the state is to achieve
the reduction in the number of vehicle miles traveled and
in greenhouse gas emissions required by current law. (e)
Walking and bicycling provide the additional benefits
of improving public health and reducing treatment
costs fo r conditions associated with reduced physical
activity including obesity, heart disease, lung disease, and
diabetes. Medical costs associated with physical inactivity
were estimat ed by the State Department of Health
Care Services to be $28 billion in 2005. (f) The California
Blueprint for Bicycling and Walking, prepared pursuant to
the Supplemental Report of the Budget Act of 2001, sets
the goal of a 50 percent increase in bicycling and walking
trips in California by 2010, and states that to achieve
this goal, bicycling and walking must be considered in
land use and community planning, and in all phases of
transportation planning and project design. (g) In order
to fulfill the commitment to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, make the most efficient use of urban land and
transportation infrastructure, and improve public health
by encouraging physical activity, transportation planners
must find innovative ways to reduce vehicle miles
traveled and to shift from short trips in the automobile
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to biking, walking, and use of public transit. (h) It is the
intent of the Legislature to require in the development of
the circulation element of a local government's general
plan that the circulation of users of streets, roads, and
highways be accommodated in a manner suitable for the
respective setting in rural, suburban, and urban contexts,
and that users of streets, roads, and highways include
bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, motorists,
movers of commercial goods, pedestrians, public
transportation, and seniors.
SEC. 3. Section 65040.2 of the Government Code is
amended to read: 65040.2. (a) In connection with its
responsibilities under subdivision (I) of Section 65040,
the office shall develop and adopt guidelines for the
preparation of and the content of the mandatory
elements required in city and county general plans by
Article 5 (commencing with Section 65300) of Chapter
3. For purposes of th is section, the guidelines prepared
pursuant to Section 50459 of the Health and Safety Code
shall be the guidelines for the housing element required
by Section 65302. In the event that additional elements
are hereafter required in city and county general plans by
Article 5 (com mencing with Section 65300) of Chapter 3,
the office shall adopt guidelines for those elements within
six months of the effective date of the legislation requiring
those additional elements. (b) The office may request
from each state department and agency, as it deems
appropriate, and the department or agency shall provide,
technical assistance in readopting, amending, or repealing
the guidelines. (c) The guidelines shall be advisory to each
city and county in order to provide assistance in preparing
and maintaining their respective general plans. (d) The
guidelines shall contain the guidelines fo r addressing
environmental justice matters developed pursuant to
Section 65040.12. (e) The guidelines shall contain advice
including recommendations for best practices to allow
for collaborative land use planning of adjacent civilian
and military lands and facilities. The guidelines shall
encourage enhanced land use compatibility between
civilian lands and any adjacent or nearby military facilities
through the examination of potential impacts upon
one another. (f) The guidelines shall contain advice
for addressing the effects of civilian development on
military readiness activities carried out on all ofthe
following : (1) Military installations. (2) Military operating
areas. (3) Military training areas. (4) Military training
routes. (5) Military airspace. (6) Other territory adjacent
to those installations and areas. (g) By March 1,2005, the
guidelines shall contain advice, developed in consultation
with the Native American Heritage Commission, for
consulting with California Native American tribes for all
of the following: (1) The preservation of, or the mitigation
of impacts to, places, features, and objects described
in Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public Resources

Code. (2) Procedures for identifying through the Native
American Heritage Commission the appropriate California
Native American tribes. (3) Procedures for continuing to
protect the confidentiality of information concerning
the specific identity, location, character, and use ofthose
places, features, and objects. (4) Procedures to facilitate
voluntary landowner participation to preserve and
protect the specific identity, location, character, and use
of those places, features, and objects. (h) Commencing
January 1, 2009, but no laterthan January 1, 2014, upon
the next revision of the guidelines pursuant to subdivision
(i), the office shall prepare or amend guidelines for a
legislative body to accommodate the safe and convenient
travel of users of streets, roads, and highways in a
manner that is suitable to the rural, subu rban, or urban
context of the general plan, pursuant to subdivision (b)
of Section 65302. (1) In developing guidelines, the office
shall consider how appropriate accommodation varies
depending on its transportation and land use context,
including urban, suburban, or rural environments. (2) The
office may consult with leading transportation experts
including, but not limited to, bicycle transportation
planners, pedestrian planners, public transportation
planners, local air quality management districts, and
disability and senior mobility planners. (i) The office shall
provide for regular review and revision of the guidelines
established pursuant to this section.
SEC. 4. Section 65302 of the Government Code is
amended to read : 65302. The general plan shall consist of
a statement of development policies and shall include a
diagram or diagrams and text setting forth objectives,
principles, standards, and plan proposals. The plan shall
include the following elements: (a) A land use element
that designates the proposed general distribution and
general location and extent of the uses ofthe land for
housing, business, industry, open space, including
agriculture, natural resources, recreation, and enjoyment
of scenic beauty, education, public buildings and grounds,
solid and liquid waste disposal facilities, and other
categories of public and private uses of land. The location
and designation of the extent of the uses of the land for
public and private uses shall consider the identification of
land and natural resources pursuant to paragraph (3) of
subdivision (d). The land use element shall include a
statement of the standards of population density and
building intensity recommended for the various districts
and other territory covered by the plan. The land use
element shall identify and annually review those areas
covered by the plan that are subject to flooding identified
by flood plain mapping prepared by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or the
Department of Water Resources. The land use element
shall also do both ofthe following: (1) Designate in a land
use category that provides for timber production those
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parcels of real property zoned for timberland production
pursuant to the California Timberland Productivity Act of
1982 (Chapter 6.7 (commencing with Section 51100) of
Part 1 of Division 1 ofTitle 5). (2) Consider the impact of
new growth on military readiness activities carried out on
military bases, installations, and operating and training
areas, when proposing zoning ordinances or designating
land uses covered by the general plan for land, or other
territory adjacent to military facilities, or underlying
designated military aviation routes and airspace. (A) In
determining the impact of new growth on military
readiness activities, information provided by military
facilities shall be considered. Cities and counties shall
address military impacts based on information from the
military and other sources. (B) The following definitions
govern this paragraph: (i) "Military readiness activities"
mean all of the following: (I) Training, support, and
operations that prepare the men and women of the
military for combat. (II) Operation, maintenance, and
security of any military installation. (III) Testing of military
equipment, vehicles, weapons, and sensors for proper
operation or suitability for combat use. (ii) "Military
installation" means a base, camp, post, station, yard,
center, homeport facility for any ship, or other activity
under the jurisdiction of the United States Department of
Defense as defined in paragraph (1) of subsection (e) of
Section 2687 ofTitle 10 of the United States Code. (b) (1) A
circulation element consisting of the general location and
extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares,
transportation routes, terminals, any military airports and
ports, and other local public utilities and facilities, all
correlated with the land use element of the plan. (2) (A)
Commencing January 1, 2011, upon any substantive
revision of the circulation element, the legislative body
shall modify the circulation element to plan for a
balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets
the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways for
safe and convenient travel in a manner that is suitable to
the rural, suburban, or urban context ofthe general plan.
(B) For purposes of this paragraph, "users of streets, roads,
and highways" means bicyclists, children, persons with
disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods,
pedestrians, users of public transportation, and seniors. (c)
A housing element as provided in Article 10.6
(commencing with Section 65580). (d) (1) A conservation
element for the conservation, development, and
utilization of natural resources including water and its
hydraulic force, forests, soils, rivers and other waters,
harbors, fisheries, wildlife, minerals, and other natural
resources. The conservation element shall consider the
effect of development within the jurisdiction, as described
in the land use element, on natural resources located on
public lands, including military installations. That portion
of the conservation element including waters shall be
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developed in coordination with any countywide water
agency and with all district and city agencies, including
flood management, water conservation, or groundwater
agencies that have developed, served, controlled,
managed, or conserved water of any type for any purpose
in the county or city for which the plan is prepared.
Coordination shall include the discussion and evaluation
of any water supply and demand information described in
Section 65352.5, ifthat information has been submitted
by the water agency to the city or county. (2) The
conservation element may also cover all of the following:
(A) The reclamation of land and waters. (B) Prevention and
control of the pollution of streams and other waters. (C)
Regulation of the use of land in stream channels and
other areas required for the accomplishment of the
conservation plan. (D) Prevention, control, and correction
of the erosion of soils, beaches, and shores. (E) Protection
of watersheds. (F) The location, quantity and quality of the
rock, sand and gravel resources. (3) Upon the next revision
of the housing element on or after January 1,2009, the
conservation element shall identify rivers, creeks, streams,
flood corridors, riparian hClbitats, and land that may
accommodate floodwater for purposes of groundwater
recharge and stormwater management. (e) An openspace element as provided in Article 10.5 (commencing
with Section 65560). (f) (1) A noise element that shall
identify and appraise noise problems in the community.
The noise element shall recognize the guidelines
established by the Office of Noise Control and shall
analyze and quantify, to the extent practicable, as
determined by the legislative body, current and projected
noise levels for all of the following sources: (A) Highways
and freeways. (B) Primary arterials and major local streets.
(C) Passenger and freight on -line railroad operations and
ground rapid transit systems. (D) Commercial, general
aviation, heliport, helistop, and military airport
operations, aircraft overflights, jet engine test stands, and
all other ground facilities and maintenance functions
related to airport operation. (E) Local industrial plants,
including, but not limited to, railroad classification yards.
(F) Other ground stationary noise sources, including, but
not limited to, military installations, identified by local
agencies as contributing to the community noise
environment. (2) Noise contours shall be shown for all of
these sources and stated in terms of community noise
equivalent level ((NEL) or day-night average level (Ldn).
The noise contours shall be prepared on the basis of noise
monitoring or following generally accepted noise
modeling techniques for the various sources identified in
paragraphs (1) to (6), inclusive. (3) The noise contours shall
be used as a guide for establishing a pattern of land uses
in the land use element that minimizes the exposure of
community residents to excessive noise. (4) The noise
element shall include implementation measures and
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possible solutions that address existing and foreseeable
noise problems, if any. The adopted noise element shall
serve as a guideline for compliance with the state's noise
insulation standards. (g) (1) A safety element for the
protection of the community from any unreasonable risks
associated with the effects of seismically induced surface
rupture, ground shaking, ground failure, tsunami, seiche,
and dam failure; slope instability leading to mudslides and
landslides; subsidence, liquefaction, and other seismic
hazards identified pursuant to Chapter 7.8 (commencing
with Section 2690) of Division 2 of the Public Resources
Code, and other geologic hazards known to the legislative
body; flooding; and wildland and urban fires. The safety
element shall include mapping of known seismic and
other geologic hazards. It shall also address evacuation
routes, military installations, peakload water supply
requirements, and minimum road widths and clearances
around structures, as those items relate to identified fire
and geologic hazards. (2) The safety element, upon the
next revision of the housing element on or after January
1,2009, shall also do the following: (A) Identify
information regarding flood hazards, including, but not
limited to, the following: (i) Flood hazard zones. As used in
this subdivision, "flood hazard zone" means an area
subject to flooding that is delineated as either a special
hazard area or an area of moderate or minimal hazard on
an official flood insurance rate map issued by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency. The identification of a
flood hazard zone does not imply that areas outside the
flood hazard zones or uses permitted within flood hazard
zones will be free from flooding or flood damage. (ii)
National Flood Insurance Program maps published by
FEMA. (iii) Information about flood hazards that is
available from the United States Army Corps of Engineers.
(iv) Designated floodway maps that are available from the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board. (v) Dam failure
inundation maps prepared pursuant to Section 8589.5
that are available from the Office of Emergency Services.
(vi) Awareness Floodplain Mapping Program maps and
200-year flood plain maps that are or may be available
from, or accepted by, the Department of Water Resources.
(vii) Maps of levee protection zones. (viii) Areas subject to
inundation in the event of the failure of project or
non project levees or floodwalls. (ix) Historical data on
flooding, including locally prepared maps of areas that are
subject to flooding, areas that are vulnerable to flooding
after wildfires, and sites that have been repeatedly
damaged by flooding. (x) Existing and planned
development in flood hazard zones, including structures,
roads, utilities, and essential public facilities. (xi) Local,
state, and federal agencies with responsibility for flood
protection, including special districts and local offices of
emergency services. (B) Establish a set of comprehensive
goals, policies, and objectives based on the information

identified pursuant to subparagraph (A), for the
protection of the community from the unreasonable risks
of flooding, including, but not limited to: (i) Avoiding or
minimizing the risks offlooding to new development. (ij)
Evaluating whether new development should be located
in flood hazard zones, and identifying construction
methods or other methods to minimize damage if new
development is located in flood hazard zones. (iii)
Maintaining the structural and operational integrity of
essential public facilities during flooding. (iv) Locating,
when feasible, new essential public facilities outside of
flood hazard zones, including hospitals and health care
facilities, emergency shelters, fire stations, emergency
command centers, and emergency communications
facilities or identifying construction methods or other
methods to minimize damage if these facilities are located
in flood hazard zones. (v) Establishing cooperative
working relationships among public agencies with
responsibility for flood protection. (C) Establish a set of
feasible implementation measures designed to carry out
the goals, policies, and objectives established pursuant to
subparagraph (B). (3) After the initial revision ofthe safety
element pursuant to paragraph (2), upon each revision of
the housing element, the planning agency shall review
and, if necessary, revise the safety element to identify new
information that was not available during the previous
revision of the safety element. (4) Cities and counties that
have flood plain management ordinances that have been
approved by FEMA that substantially comply with this
section, or have substantially equivalent provisions to this
subdivision in their general plans, may use that
information in the safety element to comply with this
subdivision, and shall summarize and incorporate by
reference into the safety element the other general plan
provisions or the flood plain ordinance, specifically
showing how each requirement of this subdivision has
been met. (5) Prior to the periodic review of its general
plan and prior to preparing or revising its safety element,
each city and county shall consult the California
Geological Survey of the Department of Conservation, the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, if the city or county
is located within the boundaries of the Sacramento and
San Joaquin Drainage District, as set forth in Section 8501
of the Water Code, and the Office of Emergency Services
for the purpose of including information known by and
available to the department, the office, and the board
required by this subdivision. (6) To the extent that a
county's safety element is sufficiently detailed and
contains appropriate policies and programs for adoption
by a city, a city may adopt that portion of the county's
safety element that pertains to the city's planning area in
satisfaction of the requirement imposed by this
subdivision.
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SEC. 5. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant
to Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution
because a local agency or school district has the authority
to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient
to pay for the program or level of service mandated
by this act, within the meaning of Section 17556 of the
Government Code.

Complete Streets Policy Elements
According to the National Coalition for Complete Streets
(http://www.comPletestreets.orglchanging-POliCY/POliCYelements/).anideal complete streets policy:

402

•

Includes a vision for how and why the
community wants to complete its streets

•

Specifies that 'all users' includes pedestrians,
bicycle riders and transit passengers of all
ages and abilities, as well as trucks, buses and
automobiles.

•

Applies to both new and retrofit projects,
including design, planning, maintenance, and
operations, for the entire right of way.

•

Makes any exceptions specific and sets a clear
procedure that requires high-level approval of
exceptions.

•

Encourages street connectivity and aims to
create a comprehensive, integrated, connected
network for all modes.

•

Is adoptable by all agencies to cover all roads.

•

Directs the use of the latest and best design
criteria and guidelines while recognizing the
need for flexibility in balancing user needs.

•

Directs that complete streets solutions will
complement the context of the community.

•

Establishes performance standards with
measurable outcomes.

•

Includes specific next steps for implementation
of the policy
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Table F-l Weekday Morning Bicycle Count Results (Tuesday-Thursday, 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM)
Number of
Cha racte r,istics
Bicycle Riders

Count Location
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4
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Francisquito Ave bit Ramona Blvd & Cos bey Ave

13

1

14

Maine Ave bit Los Angeles St & Estella St

27

1

2

0

Merced Ave bit Ramona Pkwy & Ramona Blvd

f-- -

--

Ramona Blvd bit San Gabriel River Trail & 1-605 Freeway

---

W. Badillo St bit Puente Ave & Downing Ave
Garvey Ave bit Nevada Ave &Tyler Ave

--

Garvey Ave bit Tyler Ave & Consol Ave

-

I---

Ramona Blvd bit California St & Valley Blvd

24

24

0

0

12

10

1

28

0

24

9

2

2

0

1

1

1

--
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0

,13
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0

38

4
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0

13

0
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0
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2
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-
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0
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1
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4
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0
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2
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3
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0
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0
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6

29

0

23

9

1

Tyler Ave bit Ramona Blvd & Amador St

36

8

44

0

38

18

2

Valley Blvd bit Monterey Ave & Santa Anita Ave

18

2

20

0

19

12

0

Ramona Blvd bit Nevada Ave & Tyler Ave

----

I-.

Tyler Ave bit Garvey Ave & Concert St
Tyler Ave bit Bryant Rd & Basye St
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Tyler Ave bit Iris Ln & Valley Mall

-

f-

18

-

-

-

-

I--

Monterey Park

r-

Avenida Cesar Chavez bit Schools ide Ave & Collegian Ave

26

5

31

0

26

16

1

E. Pomona Blvd bit S. Garfield Ave & Juneway Rd

2

0

2

0

2

0

E. Garvey Ave bit S. Rural Dr & S. Sefton Ave

20

4

24

2

2
r-21

17

2

Monterey Pass Rd bit Vagabond Dr &W. Newmark Ave

13

0

13

0

5

2

10

2

12

0

-

0

N. Atlantic Blvd bit W. Hellman Ave & W. Hampton Ave

9

2

1

N. Garfield Ave bit W. Hellman Ave & W. Hampton Ave

9

1
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0

10

7

1

S. Atlantic Blvd bit W. Floral Dr & W. Riggin St

17

2

19

0

12

0

S. Garfield Ave bit W. Riggin St & W. Fernfield Dr

7

0

7

0

14
t-7

6

0

W. Garvey Ave bit N. Ynez Ave & N. Pherrin Ave

17

2

19

1

15

12

0

E. Valley Blvd bit Walnut Grove Ave & S. Delta St

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

E. Las Tunas Dr bit Country Club Dr & S. California St

5

0

5

0

5

1

2

E. Mission Dr bit S. San Gabriel Blvd & S. Gladys Ave

6

4

10

0

10

6

0

Las Tunas Dr bit S. Alammay Ave & N. Sycamore Dr

3

0

3

0

3

2

0

S. Del Mar Ave bit W. Las Tunas Dr & W. Live Oak St

0

2

2

0

1

1

0

2

1

3

0

1

2

0

---

r--

t-San Gabriel

I-

S. Mission Dr bit Carmelita Dr & W. Santa Anita Ave
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NllI mberof
Clilar.acteristics
Bicycle Riders

Count Location
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0
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0
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Table F-2 Weekday Afternoon Bicycle Count Results (Tuesday-Thursday, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM)

....QJ

M

"iti

E
QJ

"iti
~

u.

;g

"iti
....

u

Francisquito Ave bit Ramona Blvd & Cosbey Ave
Maine Ave bit Los Angeles St & Estella St

27

5
5

36
32

Merced Ave bit Ramona Pkwy & Ramona Blvd

41

0

41

Ramona Blvd bit San Gabriel River Trail & 1-605 Freeway
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9
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3

0
2
0
8
3
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Garvey Ave bit Nevada Ave & Tyler Ave
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1
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0
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0
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--

--
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--

Ramona Blvd bit California St & Valley Blvd

21

0
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17

1

Ramona Blvd bit Nevada Ave & Tyler Ave

13

2
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0
0

12

7

6

Tyler Ave bit Garvey Ave & Concert St

--

--
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Tyler Ave bit Bryant Rd & Basye St

---
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--

--
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2

17

0

13
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5
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Number of
Characteristics
Bicycle Riders

Count Locatiom
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2

2

4

2

2

0

0
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5
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0
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0

13

0

3

0

0
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2
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0

13

10

0

N. Garfield Ave bit W. Hellman Ave & W. Hampton Ave
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S. Atlantic Blvd bit W. Floral Dr & W. Riggin St

9

1

10

0

10

6

1

6

0

6

0

5

3

1

16

1

17

0

15

14

0

E. Valley Blvd bit Walnut Grove Ave & S. Delta St

41

15
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1
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0

r-

S. Garfield Ave bit W. Riggin St & W. Fernfield Dr

-

W. Garvey Ave bit N. Ynez Ave & N. Pherrin Ave
San Gabriel

f-

I---

E. Las Tunas Dr bit Country Club Dr & S. California St

8

1

9

0

8

6

0

E. Mission Dr bit S. San Gabriel Blvd & S. Gladys Ave

9

7
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4

13

4

0

Las Tunas Dr bit S. Alammay Ave & N. Sycamore Dr

13

3
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3
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11

1
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--
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--
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5

1

6

0

6
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0
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--
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1
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0

38
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Durfee Ave bit Santa Anita Ave & Peck Rd
Durfee Ave bit Thienes Ave & Broadmead St

-

Durfee Ave bit Thienes Ave & Rush St
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Thienes Ave bit Durfee Ave & Maxson Rd
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Thienes Ave bit Parkway Dr & San Gabriel River Trail
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0
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0
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1
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0

2
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0
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0
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1
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0
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1
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6

4

13

0

13

0

13

5

1

14

0

14

0

13

0

0

Thienes Ave bit Tyler Ave & Floradale Ave

19

0

19

1

18

12

7

Tyler Ave bit Thienes Ave & Santa Anita Ave

18

0

18

0

17

13

1
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Tobie F-3 Weekend Bicycle Count Results (Saturday-Sunday, 11:00 AM to 1:00 PM)
I Number of
Cha racte ~isti cs
, Bicycle Riders

Count Location
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1
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28

4

32

1

30

17

2

Valley Blvd bit Monterey Ave & Santa Anita Ave

19

0

19

0

14

11

7

Monterey Park

I

Avenida Cesar Chavez bit Schoolside Ave & Collegian Ave

8

0

8

0

7

4

0

E. Pomona Blvd bit S. Garfield Ave & Juneway Rd

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

E. Garvey Ave bit S. Rural Dr & S. Sefton Ave

16

4

20

0

18

14

0

Monterey Pass Rd bit Vagabond Dr & W. Newmark Ave

7

1

8

0

4

0

0

N. Atlantic Blvd bit W. Hellman Ave & W. Hampton Ave

11

1

12

0

9

5

2

N. Garfield Ave bit W. Hellman Ave & W. Hampton Ave

8

1

9

0

5

6

0

S. Atlantic Blvd bit W. Floral Dr & W. Riggin St

6

1

7

0

5

3

0

S. Garfield Ave bit W. Riggin St & W. Fernfield Dr

10

4

14

0

7

7

0

W. Garvey Ave bit N. Ynez Ave & N. Pherrin Ave

6

1

7

0

7

6
-

'--

E. Valley Blvd bit Walnut Grove Ave & S. Delta St

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

E. Las Tunas Dr bit Country Club Dr & S. California St

7

1

8

0

4

4

1

E. Mission Dr bit S. San Gabriel Blvd & S. Gladys Ave

8

3

11

0

10

5

0

0

San,Gabriel

Las Tunas Dr bit S. Alammay Ave & N. Sycamore Dr

7

1

8

1

5

3

0

S. Del Mar Ave bit W. Las Tunas Dr & W. Live Oak St

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

S. Mission Dr bit Carmelita Dr & W. Santa Anita Ave

--

--

--

--

--

--

--
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r---

!~ Number of
Characteristics
Bicycle Riders

Count Locatio n

...,
Q)

Q)

n;
:::E
San Gabriel Blvd bit E. Wells St & E. Valley Blvd
W. Valley Blvd bit Prospect Ave & Abbot Ave
South EI Monte
-,
Durfee Ave bit Santa Anita Ave & Peck Rd
Durfee Ave bit Thienes Ave & Broadmead St
Durfee Ave bit Thienes Ave & Rush St
Thienes Ave bit Durfee Ave & Fruitvale Ave
Thienes Ave bit Durfee Ave & Maxson Rd
Thienes Ave bit Parkway Dr & San Gabriel River Trail
Thienes Ave bit Tyler Ave & Flo radale Ave
Tyler Ave bit Thienes Ave & Santa Anita Ave
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--

-

-

19
25

n;

E
Q)
LL.

....

~

v

32
1:
U

E

"!i
J:

n;

~
Q)
"C

>.

~

C'l

c:

Vi

...0

0

Z

c:
0

14
21

0

3:

6

21
31

0
0

20
23

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

33
21
22
6
50
2

4
1
4
1
7
0
0

37
22
26
7
57
2

1
0
2
0
0
0
0

35
20
25

27
12
9
2
0
2
1

0
7

8

2

n;

~

d)

8

6

39
2
8

0

8

2
0
0
0
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Appendix G: Recommended Bicycle Parking
Standards
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Short-Term Bicycle Parking
Short-term bicycle parking comes in the form of bicycle
racks that are meant for storing bicycles up to two hours.
Bicycle rack designs should include racks that provide two
points of contact with the bicycle so that it can be locked
from both the front wheel/frame and the rear wheel.

This will provide a high degree of security and support
for the bicycle. Recommended bicycle rack types shown
in Figure G-1 include the Inverted U-rack (commonly
known as the U-rack), flat top rack, post and ring rack, and
custom racks that provide the security mentioned above.

Figure G- l Recommended Types of Short-Term Bicycle Parking

Long-Term Bicycle Parking
Commuters and other bicycle riders that plan to stay at
their destinations longer than two hours require more
secure bicycle parking. Long-term bicycle parking, with
examples shown in Figure G-2 should be in the form of:
•

•

Lockable bicycle rooms with permanently
anchored racks; or

•

Lockable, permanently anchored bicycle lockers.

Bicycle lockers can hold up to two bicycles and come in a
variety of materials, such as metal and polyethylene.

Covered, lockable enclosures with permanently
anchored racks for bicycles;
Figure G-2 Recommended Types of Long-Term Bicycle Parking

Metal Triangular

~----------------------r-------

High-Volume Bicycle Parking
Where bicycle parking demand is high, more formal
structures and larger facilities should be provided. Several
options for high-volume bicycle parking are outlined
below.

410
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On-Street Bike Parking Corral

Bike Oasis

A relatively inexpensive solution to providing highvolume bicycle parking is to convert one or two onstreet motor vehicle parking spaces into on -street
bicycle parking. Bike racks are installed in the street and
protected from motor vehicles with removable curbs and
bollards. These facilities move bicycles off the sidewalks,
and leave space for sidewalk cafe tables or pedestrians.
Bicycle parking does not block sightlines like motor
vehicles do, so it may be possible to locate bicycle parking
in no-parking zones near intersections and crosswalks.

Bike Oases are installed on curb extensions and consist of
attractive covered bike parking and an information panel.
Portland's Bike Oases, for example, provide parking space
for ten bicycles. Bicycling and walking maps are installed
on the information panel.

Bike Station
Bike Stations serve as one-stop bicycle service centers for
bicycle commuters. They include 24-hour secure bicycle
parking and may provide additional amenities such as
a store to purchase items (e.g., helmets, raingear, tubes,
patch kits, bike lights, and locks), bicycle repair facilities,
showers and changing facilities, bicycle rentals, and
information about bicycling. Some Bike Stations provide
free bike parking, while others charge a fee or require
membership.
Bike Stations have been installed in several cities in
California, including Covina, Claremont, Long Beach, San
Francisco, Los Angeles and Berkeley, as well as in Chicago,
and Seattle.
The following amenities should be considered for Bike
Stations:
•

Attended bicycle parking

•

Bicycle repair shop

•

Bicycle rental establishment

•

Changing rooms

•

Accessory shop

•

Shower and locker facilities
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~ I CYCLE

PARKING STANDARDS

Bicycle Parking Styles Not Recommended
Bicycle rack styles are not recommended if they do not
provide two points of contact with the bicycle so that it
can be locked from both the front wheel/frame and the
rear wheel. Examples of rack styles not recommended
include "wheel bender" and wave racks. Because both
types of racks do not provide two points of contact,

412

parked bicycles are not supported and can fall, which
can potentially cause damage to the bicycle. Without
two points of contact, there are fewer places to lock the
bicycle, which reduces the amount of security provided
by the rack. Wave racks, in particular, are also not
recommended because the lack of two points of contact
causes bicycles to tip over and reduces the racks' capacity.
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Appendix H: Bicycle Parking Study for the San Gabriel
Valley Bike Plan Partner Cities
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Introduction
The Los Angeles Department of Transportation has compiled a complete inventory of bike
parking facilities and capacity on a Google-based mapping platform for the Cities of Los Angeles,
Santa Monica, and Long Beach. However, a similar effort has yet to be conducted in the San
Gabriel Valley. As part of the San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Master Plan, this study aims to explore
and analyze existing bicycle parking facilities in the participating cities of Monterey Park, Baldwin
Park, San Gabriel, El Monte, and South EI Monte (Figure 1). As such, this report is the first
comprehensive study of bicycle parking facilities and related amenities and services specific to the
San Gabriel Valley.

" ~I

•

Good [93]

o

Fair

•

Poor [120]

[37]

Figure 1: Representation of Partner Cities and bike rack locations.
From left to right: Monterey Park; San Gabriel; South EI Monte; EI Monte; Baldwin Park.
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What is Bicycle Parking?
Bicycle parking is a dedicated space on public or private property that is designated for
parking bicycles. Bike parking facilities come in many forms with endless styles and designs.
Bike parking is classified in two categories:
•

Short-term - Typically located on the sidewalk or street in front of buildings or attractive
destinations. Designed to accommodate convenience, utility, and improved safety and
visibility .

•

Long-term - Usually require a wider variety of fixtures and site plan layouts. These
fixtures come in the form of enclosed rooms, lockers, or cages that maintain exclusive
access. This type of parking facility focuses on improved security from theft and weather
damage.

Why is Bicycle Parking Important?
At the most basic level, bike parking encourages people to ride, especially if safe and
secure bike parking is available at their intended destination. However, well-designed bicycle
parking greatly contributes to a more sustainable, healthier and vibrant community by:
•

Increasing general parking capacity;

•

Encouraging physical activity through active transportation;

•

Reducing greenhouse gas emissions;

•

Maintaining orderly streetscape, visual aesthetics and overall community pleasantness;

•

Preserving the pedestrian right-of-way by maintaining clear walkways;

•

Minimizing nuisance parking on posts, benches, hand rails, and other public furniture;

•

Increasing security thereby reducing the opportunity for theft; and
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•

Minimizing potential for damage to bicycles resulting from weather, abrasive materials,
or congested surroundings.

What Makes a Good Bike Rack?
A good bike rack supports a bicycle frame at two or more points on a horizontal plane.
This configuration offers added stability, which allows users to easily load and unload cargo
without the bicycle tipping over. All bike racks should meet the following criteria:
•

Supports the bicycle in at least two places, preventing it from falling over;

•

Prevents the wheel from bending, turning or tipping;

•

Allows frame and one or both wheels to be locked with au-lock;

•

Allow front-in and back-in parking;

•

Is securely anchored to the ground;

•

Resists tampering, cutting, rusting, bending, vandalism or deformation;

•

Allows adequate space on all sides ofthe rack.
Complex designs with a learning curve result in unintended use, reduced security and

creates an obstruction for other users, which ultimately limits the bike rack effectiveness. All
bicycle rack designs should strive to accommodate both conventional and non-traditional bicycle
types such as recumbent, adult tricycles, folding bicycles, and other. Racks that only support the
wheel and do not support the frame are not recommended. Such racks often bend the wheel of
the bicycle.

What are bike parking support amenities and services?
In order to encourage more commuting and travel via bicycles, bike parking facilities in
attractive destinations must be accompanied with more specific types of support amenities.
Support amenities are any addition or enhancement to a concentration of bike parking facilities
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that further encourages or supports bicycle ridership. Examples of such amenities may include
but are not limited to the following:

Hydration Station
Needless to say, riding a bike can work up a quite a
thirst, especially in a warmer climate area such as
Southern California. Modern water fountains such as
the one demonstrated on the right, promotes
sustainability through the use of reusable water
bottles while providing water to bicycle riders,
pedestrians and dogs alike. Typically, cities partner
with local organizations to offer free reusable water
bottles in conjunction with education around water
conservation, limiting single-use plastic water
bottles, and tips for living in a drought.

Repair Stations
Similar to gas stations that offer basic amenities for
cars such as water, air, and windshield wipers, a
bicycle repair station serves as the equivalent
amenity to the cycling community. Repair stations
provide a work stand, pump and basic tools to
conveniently conduct general bike repairs such as
brake and derailleur adjustments, flat tire inflation
and more. Fix-it stations are designed to thwart theft
and are most ideal for locations with a high volume
of bicycle riders such as universities, K-12 schools,
downtown districts, etc.
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Emergency Call Box

Emergency call boxes are emerging tools that serve
multiple benefits, especially in communities with
higher rates of crime. Beyond having a direct line to
911 operators, call boxes can also be rigged with
security cameras, sirens, and lights. This tool is
primarily used to report suspicious behavior, theft,
assault or other illegal activities. Moreover,
emergency call boxes are well suited for lower
income communities where owning a cell phone is
not prevalent.
Information Kiosks

Information kiosks have become a staple amenity at
transportation hubs, tourist attractions, malls and
central business areas. Kiosks typically include a
map and legend to help orient users while providing
general information and guidance specific to the
area. Information kiosks that specific to bike parking
facilities can include a bikeway network map, safe
travel tips, parking instructions, rules of the road,
public services announcements, location of support
amenities in the area and much more.
Bicycle Vending Machine

Many communities with higher rates of bicycling are
installing vending machines that cater directly to
cyclists. Basic accessories, tools, tubes, snacks and
drinks for normally available for purchase 24 hours
a day, 7 days a week. Bicycle vending machines
would be ideal for community centers, schools,
malls, etc.
High Capacity Bike Parking

Venues that attract lots of people such as
transportation centers, regional parks, downtown
districts and concert halls will likely benefit from
high capacity bike parking facilities . These facilities
provide a central, safe and highly visible solution for
bicycle parking and increases overall general
parking capacity. Such amenities are most ideal for
venues that host large audiences such as the Rose
Santa Anita Race Track and universities.
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Bike Valet
Similar to car valet, patrons are issued a numbered
ticket that coincides with their respective bicycle,
which is then subjected to the care and supervision
of valet attendants in an enclosed safe zone. Bike
valet is usually offered as a complimentary service at
mid- to large-scale events such as farmer's markets,
art and music festivals, concerts in the park, and
community carnivals.

What are the Different Types of Bike Racks and what are their Advantages/Disadvantages?
Bicycle parking spaces and space efficiency are interrelated and thus require a delicate
balance between the amount of spaces available and the effective use of space in a given area. A
bike rack with lots of spaces doesn't always equate to an effective use of space. Additionally, all
bike racks should hold the number of bicycles that it's designed to hold. Although the quality of
bike parking facilities is often overlooked, great care, consideration, and research should be
devoted to ensure thatbike parking facilities are maximized to their full effectiveness.
For example, a comb rack with 20 parking spaces typically only accommodates up to 10 bicycles
due to the inadequate use of space between each individual parking space. Poor design combined
with low security, lack of frame support and wheel bending properties, the comb rack ultimately
discourages cyclists from using them. As a result, the comb rack is widely considered to be an
ineffective bike parking facility option.
On the flip side, a set of 5 Inverted U bike racks are considered to be effective based on
their ability to accommodate 10 bikes while minimizing the amount of space it occupies. Plus,
the frame can be supported at two points thereby improving security and resulting in a much
more user friendly bike rack.
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As previously mentioned, bike racks are an important component of bicycle infrastructure
and way to encourage more bicycling in a community. The following tables examine the vast
array of bike parking facilities, their individual pros and cons and safety ratings among other
characteristics.
---------- Continued on to the next page.
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INVERTEDU

Other Names
&
Variants

Pros

•
•
•
•

•

Supports the bicycle in at least two places, preventing it from falling over;
Prevents the wheel from bending, turning or tipping
Allows frame and one or both wheels to be locked with au-lock
IiI Allow front-in and back-in parking
Ii'] Is securely anchored to the ground
Ii'] Resists tampering, cutting, rusting, bending, vandalism or deformation
Ii'] Allows adequate space on all sides of the rack
Ii']
Ii']

lEI

While resistant to cutting, square tubing is recommended over round tubing due to
round tubing being more vulnerable to cutting.

•
•

Racks and parked bicycles detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle does not interfere with pedestrian activities.

•

Two bicycles per each Inverted V-rack

Cons
Safety &
Detectability
Capacity

V-Rack
A-R!ack
Staple Rack
Sheffield R!ack
Flat-Top Rack
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ROUND RACKS

Variants

o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Supports the bicycle in at least two places, preventing it from falling over;
Prevents the wheel from bending, turning or tipping
Allows frame and one or both wheels to be locked with au-lock
Allow front-in and back-in parking
Is securely anchored to the ground
Resists tampering, cutting, rusting, bending, vandalism or deformation
Allows adequate space on all sides of the rack

Cons

[EJ

While resistant to cutting, square tubing is recommended over round tubing due to
round tubing being more vuLnerable to cutting.

Safety &
Detecta bility

•
•

Racks and parked bicycles detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle does not interfere with pedestrian activities.

Capacity

•

Two bicycles per each Round rack

Pros

POST & LOOP RACK
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Variants

•
•
•

Post and &ing Rack
Hoop-and-Post
Bollard Rack

Pros

iii
iii
iii
iii
iii
iii

Supports the bicycle in at least two places, preventing it from falling over;
Prevents the wheel from bending, turning or tipping
Allows frame and one or both wheels to be locked with au-lock
Allow front-in and back-in parking
Is securely anchored to the ground
Resists tampering, cutting, rusting, bending, vandalism or deformation
Allows adequate space on all sides of the rack

Il9
Il9

While resistant to cutting, square tubing is recommended over round tubing due to
round tubing being more vulnerable to cutting.
Metal rings vulnerable to prying

Safety &
Detectability

•
•

Racks and parked bicycles detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle does not interfere with pedestrian activities.

Capacity

•

Two bicycles per each Post-and-Loop rack

Cons
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LIGHTNING BOLT RACK

Bike Dock

Variants

424

Pros

o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Supports the bicycle in at least two places, preventing it from falling over;
Additional support due to the addition of a wheel-well
Prevents the wheel from bending, turning or tipping
Allows frame and one or both wheels to be locked with au-lock
Allow front-in and back-in parking
Is securely anchored to the ground
Resists tampering, cutting, rusting, bending, vandalism or deformation
Allows adequate space on all sides of the rack

Cons

IBI
IBI

Locking loop vulnerable to prying
Accessible from only one side

Safety &
Detectability

•
•

Racks and parked bicycles detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle does not interfere with pedestrian activities.

Capacity

•

One bicycle per each wheel-well
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WAVE RACK

2014101f.1 1

•
•
•
•

Undulating Rack
Serpentine Rack
Sine Wave Rack
Ribbon Rack

Pros

iii
iii
iii
iii

Allows frame and one or both wheels to be locked with au-lock
Allow front-in and back-in parking
Is securely anchored to the ground
Resists tampering, cutting, rusting, bending, vandalism or deformation

Cons

IEl
IEl
IEl
IEl

Does not support bicycle at two points
Arrangement of parking spaces reduces capacity and efficiency
Constricting design may cause handlebar conflicts
While resistant to cutting, square tubing is recommended over round tubing due to
round tubing being more vulnerable to cutting.

Safety &
Detectability

•
•

Racks and parked bicycles detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle does not interfere with pedestrian activities.

Capacity

•
•
•

One bicycle per space
May not hold advertised capacity
One bicycle parked parallel reduces total capacity to two bicycles.

Other Names &
Variants
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SPIRAL RACK

Other Names &
Variants

426

•

Helix Rack

Pros

iii
iii
iii
iii

Allows frame and one or both wheels to be locked with au-lock
Allow front-in and back-in parking
Is securely anchored to the ground
Thicker round tubing resists tampering, cutting, rusting, bending, vandalism or
deformation[Left Image]

Cons

IBl
IBl
IBl
IBl

Does not support bicycle at two points
Arrangement of parking spaces reduces capacity and efficiency
Constricting design may cause handlebar conflicts
Thinner round tubing is susceptible to tampering, cutting, rusting, bending,
vandalism, or deformation [Right Image]

Safety &
Detectability

•
•

Racks and parked bicycles detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle does not interfere with pedestrian activities.

Capacity

•
•

One bicycle per space
May not hold advertised capacity
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COAT-HANGER RACK

Pros

o
o
o
o

Supports the bicycle in at least two places, preventing it from falling over;
Allows frame and one or both wheels to be locked with au-lock
Allow front-in and back-in parking
Is securely anchored to the ground
Allows adequate space on all sides of the rack

Cons

[BJ
[BJ
[BJ
[BJ

Locking loop vulnerable to prying
Constricting design may cause handlebar problems
Arrangement of parking spaces reduces capacity and efficiency
Some bicycles may not fit under rack

Safety &
Detectability

•
•

Racks and parked bicycles detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle does not interfere with pedestrian activities.

Capacity

•
•

One bicycle per coat-hanger loop
May not hold advertised capacity
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TOAST RACK

Other Names &
Variants
Pros

Cons

•

N/A

0
0

Allow front-in and back-in parking
Is securely anchored to the ground

~

Does not support bicycle at two points
Bicycle frame not supported
Arrangement of parking spaces reduces capacity and efficiency
Constricting design may cause handlebar conflicts
Susceptible to bending, cutting, and prying
Some bicycles may not fit in rack
Wheels susceptible to bending

~
~
~
~
~
~

•

428

Safety &
Detecta bility

•
•

Racks may not be initially detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle may block an interfere with pedestrian activities
Cane detectable, but may pose tripping hazard depending on height

Capacity

•
•

One bicycle per space
May not hold advertised capacity
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COMB RACK

Other Names &
Variants
Pros

Cons

Safety &
Detectability
Capacity

•

N/A

0

Allow front-in and back-in parking

!Bl
!Bl
!Bl
!Bl
!Bl
!Bl
!Bl

Does not support bicycle at two points
Bicycle frame not supported
Arrangement of parking spaces reduces capacity and effieiency
Constricting design may cause handlebar conflicts
Susceptible to bending, cutting, and prying
Some bicycles may not fit in rack
Wheels susceptible to bending

•
•
•
•

Racks may not be initially detectable to pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle may block an interfere with pedestrian activities
Cane detectable, but may pose tripping hazard
Racks are rarely anchored, reducing safety and security

•

One bicycle per space
May not hold advertised capacity

•
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WHEEL-WELL RACK

Other Names &
Variants
Pros

Cons

430

•

Concrete Slots

0

Allow front-in and back-in parking

[BJ
[BJ
[BJ
[BJ
[BJ
[BJ
[BJ
[BJ

Does not support bicycle at two points
Bicycle frame not supported
Arrangement of parking spaces reduces capacity and efficiency
Constricting design may cause handlebar conflicts
Susceptible to bending, cutting, and prying
Some bicycles may not fit in rack
Wheels susceptible to bending
Does not support V-lock

•

Safety &
Detectability

•
•
•

Racks are difficult to detect for pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle may block an interfere with pedestrian activities
Cane detectable, but may pose tripping hazard
Racks are rarely anchored, reducing safety and security

Capacity

•
•

One bicycle per space
May not hold advertised capacity
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GROOVED RACK

Other Names &
Variants
Pros

Cons

Safety &
Detectability
Capacity

•

NIA

0

Allow front-in and back-in parking

lEI
lEI
lEI
lEI
lEI
lEI
lEI
lEI

Does not support bicycle at two points
Bicycle frame not supported
Arrangement of parking spaces reduces capacity and efficiency
Constricting design may cause handlebar conflicts
Susceptible to bending, cutting, and prying
Some bicycles may not fit in rack
Wheels susceptible to bending
Does not support U-Iock

•

•
•

Racks are difficult to detect for pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle may block an interfere with pedestrian activities
Cane detectable, but may pose tripping hazard

•
•

One bicycle per space
May not hold advertised capacity
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CUSTOM DESIGN RACKS

Other Names &
Variants
Pros

•

N/A

o
o
o
o

Unique designs
Completely customizable
Gives the location a sense of identity
Allow purchaser to determine visuals, design, rack type, safety, etc.
Cost increase

Cons
Safety & Detectability

Capacity

•
•

Due to their unique designs, racks and parked bicycles are easily detectable to
pedestrians and bicycle riders
Parking of bicycle does not usually interfere with pedestrian activities.

•

Varies depending on bike rack design

Bike Lockers
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Bike lockers provide an individual-secured, enclosed space for each stored bicycle and
are primarily used for long-term bicycle parking in public places. Bike lockers are the most
secure way to park a bicycle for long periods of time. However, lockers should still be located
close to entrances, high traffic, and visible areas, and be convenient to the bicycle rider's
destination. This helps in encouraging a bicycle rider's continued use of bike lockers while
simultaneously discouraging theft and vandalism. Lockers can be rented to a single individual
who possesses a key, or they can be made available to the public through the installation of code
locks or locking mechanisms provided by the bicycle rider such as a V-lock.
The security of a bicycle locker depends on the security ofthe wall panels, door, frame,
and the locking mechanism. All bike lockers should meet the following criteria:
•

Locker doors should open at least 90 degrees to allow easy loading/unloading

•

Lockers should be clearly labeled as bicycle parking

•

Directions for use should be posted on or near the lockers

•

Information about how to access the lockers should be posted on or near the locker.

•

Stacked lockers should have a wheel track to guide the bicycle into the locker.
Lockers can be square or triangular. Square lockers are often stacked to provide

additional parking while triangular lockers can be installed back-to-back in circular formations to
save space (APBP, 2010). Bike lockers are typically constructed out of fiberglass, metal, or
plastic. The following provides more information on bike locker types.
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Fiberglass

Overall Status

Pros

Cons

434

•

Highly Recommended

fir
fir
fir
fir
fir

Constructed of reinforced fiberglass
Optional transparent panels allow visibility into lockers
Acclimate better to harsh weather conditions over metal
More heavy duty than plastic but not as heavy duty as metal
Hi h Securi Level

~

N/A
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Metal

Overall Status
Pros

Cons

•

Highly Recommended

0'
0'
0'
0'
0'

Constructed of solid and/or mesh metal walls
Mesh walls allows visibility into lockers
Suitable for double-stacking
,
Heavy-duty
Best for locations that rna ex
ree of snow load
In hot climates, metal bike lockers can get very hot, which may
cause harm to users

~
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Plastic

Overall Status
Pros

Cons

•

Not Recommended

0 Lower Cost
[B.J
[B.J
[B.J
[B.J
[B.J
[B.J

Constructed of plastic walls
Highly flammable
Susceptible to prying
Panels can separate from the frame
Does not have the option to have transparent panels
Least amount of
all bike locker

Bike Corrals
Bike corrals are bicycle parking facilities that can accommodate multiple bicycle spaces
within a single parking space. They can typically accommodate 8- 10 Inverted U bicycle racks,
though this varies depending on the size of the parking space. Inverted U bike racks are the most
recommended type of bike rack to be used for these designated spaces. Other types, such as coathanger and wave bike racks, can be implemented as well, though this is strongly not
recommended.
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According to a study conducted by Portland State University's School of Urban Studies
and Planning, there are five perceived bike corral benefits, which is as follows:
•

Bike Corrals help promote sustainability

•

Bike corrals enhance the street and neighborhood identity

•

Bike corrals increase transportation options for employees and patrons

•

Bike corrals increase foot and bike traffic

•

Bike corrals increase the visibility of businesses from the street

Methodology
Bike racks were located by bicycling throughout the project cities with a special
emphasis on streets and areas with businesses, parks, transit centers, community centers, and
other attractive destinations. Residential communities were not explored because they typically
do not have bicycle-parking facilities. K-12 schools were also not explored due to limited access
during the summer months. Maps were created using ArcMap 10.2.2. Pictures and locations of
each bike rack were taken with an Olympus TG-l digital camera with an internal GPS feature.
However, due to the cameras 1OO-foot margin of error, Geographic Information Systems [GIS]
and Google Maps were used to pinpoint and identify the exact coordinates of each bike rack.
Microsoft Excel was used to log each rack along with the following data:
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1. 1D

2. Rack Type
3. Total Bike Parking Spaces
4. Bike Rack Status
5. Bike Rack Condition
6. City
7. State
8. Zip Code
9. Nearby Street Name
10. Nearby Address
11. Nearby Business
12. Park/School
13. Latitude
14. Longitude
15. Creation Date
16. Creator
17. Edit Date
18. Editor
19. Additional Comments
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The information above was combined with a picture of each bike rack to provide a visual
aid. After entering the data in to ArcMap, the Identity Tool [Figure 2J can be used to click on any
specific point, which prompts an attribute table to be displayed thereby providing access to all
associated information. Once completed, this mapping tool will be published on the San Gabriel
Valley Bicycle Master Plan website.
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Figure 3: Example of how the data will be used in ArcMap. As can be seen, this selected point shows all 19
categories of infonnation as well as a picture of what the bike rack and its surroundings look like.
This feature will be available for every bike rack point.

Moreover, to evaluate the practical effectiveness of each bike rack, a "report card" was
created consisting of 10 questions, each with its own specific criteria. Each criteria is weighted a
different score for a maximum of 100 possible points overall. The criteria and point distribution
per question is as follows:

•

[1] Bike rack supports the bike frame in at least two places?
o
o

Supported in two or more places [20 points)
Bike rack does not support at two point at all [0 points)
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•

[2] Bike rack allows adequate room for frame and one wheel to be locked with a ulock?
o
o

•

Yes 110 points]
No [0 points]

[3] Bike rack is located within 50 feet of closest building entrance, transportation
stop, recreational area, or other destination?

o <= 50 feet [10 points]
o 51-75 feet [8 points]
o 75-100 feet [5 points]
o 100-120 feet [3 points]
o > 120 feet [0 points]
* When dealing with bike corrals, the closest bike rack will be used f or measurement.

•

[4] Parking facility does not require the user to lift the bike?
o
o

•

[5] Bike parking has at least 2 feet of clearance on all usable sides?
o
o

•

o
o
o

Slight corrosion, peeling, but nothing significant [8 points]
Bike rack contains bent portions but all spaces are still intact and usable [6 points]
Bike rack contains bent portions that render some (but not all) spaces unusable [4 points]
Bike rack contains cut portions that render some (but not all) spaces unusable [2 points)
Severe damage. Bike rack unusable and/or highly damaged [0 points)

[7] Bike rack does not interfere with pedestrian activities or violate ADA compliance
once parked?
o
o

440

Yes [10 points]
No [0 points]

[6] Bike rack has no damage?
o No Damage rIO points]
o
o

•

Yes [10 points]
No [0 points]

Yes [10 points]
No [0 points]
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•

[8J Is
o
o
o

•

[9J Is the bike parking facility located in an attractive and convenient location?
o Yes [5 points)
o Location is attractive but not convenient or vice-versa [3 points)
o No [0 points)

•

[1 OJ Is the bike rack bolted and secure?
o Yes [10 points)
o

the location in a place of high visibility (Day and Night)?
Visible in both day and night [5 points)
Visible during the day but not at night [3 points)
Location is not very visible at all [0 points)

No [0 points)

Scores ranged from 0 to 100 points with 100 being the best and 0 being the worst. Bike
racks that scored 80-100 were categorized as "Good," and set the standard for high quality bike
parking. Bike racks that scored in the range of 70-79 were categorized as "Fair" and may contain
flaws or cause for concerns related to the overall security of the bicycles being parked. Bike
racks that score 0-69 were categorized as "Poor" and as such, are not recommended for use due
to a lack of support, security, andlor potential damage to the bike.
While not yet included, each question and overall score will be incorporated as
information for each specific bike rack point for both ArcMap and Google Maps. This will bring
a total of 30 unique sets of information per bike rack point, expanding upon the existing 19 once
completed.
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Results

EIMonte

•

•

Good [63]

o

Fair [8]

•

Poor [56]

.
2

~Ir

If ' " 1 '

.Mile

Figure 4: Map ofEI Monte and as well as bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify good and fair bike
racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

EI
Monte

Fair
Racks

Fair
Capacity

Poor

Racks

Capacity

Total
Racks

Total
Capacity

Poor

Count

8

50

56

266

127

456

Percent

6.30%

10.96%

44.10%

58.34%

100%

100%

Table 1: Numerical and percentage values of good, fair, and poor racks and
parking space capacity, respectively, for the City ofEI Monte.

The City ofEI Monte has a total of 127 bike racks, with a capacity of 456 spaces. "Good"
bike parking totaled 63 bike racks, with 140 parking spaces, which include 50 bike racks (lOa
parking spaces) located at the EI Monte Bus Station. Excluding this outlier, there are only 12
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"Good" bike racks distributed throughout the city with a capacity of 40 parking spaces; 8 "Fair"
bike racks, with 50 parking spaces; and 56 "Poor" bike racks, with 266 parking spaces.
As identified in the map, the City ofEl Monte has four main clusters of bike racks. The
first and largest concentration of bike racks is located at the El Monte Bus Station. The second
cluster is located is in the downtown area, also known as the Valley Mall. A third cluster is
located near the intersection of Ramona Blvd. and Peck Rd., and the last cluster is located near
the intersection of Garvey Ave. and Valley Blvd .
.I

•
o

Fair

•

Poor

0.5

.Mile

r
I

Figure 5: Map ofEI Monte downtown areas and bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify
good and fair bike racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

Downtown El Monte contains mostly "Poor" bike parking. Although there are many bike
racks in this area, the majority are in the form of concrete slot bike racks (Page 14), which are
arguably one of the worst bike racks for bicycle riders. When presented with poor bike parking
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facilities, bicycle riders typically resort to non-bike specific alternatives, such as light posts,
benches, or trees. Electing to park a bicycle on more secure street furniture has an adverse effect
on pedestrian right-of-ways and tends to depict bicycle riders as scofflaws.
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South EI Monte
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Figure 6: Map of South EI Monte and as well as bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify
good and fair bike racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

South El
Monte

Fair
Racks

Fair
Capacity

Poor
Racks

Poor
Capacity

Total
Racks

Total
Capacity

Count

2

14

II

49

14

70

Percent

14.29%

20%

78.57%

70%

100%

100%

Table 2: Numerical and percentage values of good, fair, and poor racks and
parking space capacity, respectively, for the City of South EI Monte.

The City of South El Monte has a total of 14 bike racks, with a total of70 parking spaces.

Good bike parking totaled 1 bike rack, with 7 parking spaces available. Fair bike parking totaled
2 bike racks, with 14 parking spaces available. Poor bike parking totaled 11 bike racks, with 49
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parking spaces available. There were very few bike racks in the City of South El Monte.
However, there was one cluster near the intersection of Durfee Ave. and Rush St.

o

Fair

•

Poor

0.5

.Mile

Figure 7: Map of South El Monte downtown area and bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify
good and fair bike racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

Downtown South El Monte only contains three bike racks, none of which are within
close proximity to one another. Of these, only one, located at the South El Monte public library,
received a grade offair. The remaining two received a grade of poor. Besides the library, there
are not very many places that are attractive destinations for bicycle riders in this area, a potential
contributing factor to the lack of bike parking.
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Baldwin Park
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Figure 8: Map of Baldwin Park as well as bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signifY good
and fair bike racks for use. Red points signifY poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

Baldwin
Park

Fair
Racks

Fair
Capacity

Poor
Racks

Poor
Capacity

Total
Racks

Total
Capacity

Count

]2

76

17

136

31

221

Percent

38.71 %

34.39%

54.84%

61.54%

100%

100%

Table 3: Numerical and percentage values of good, fair, and poor racks and
parking space capacity, respectively, for the City of Baldwin Park.

The City of Baldwin Park has a total of 31 bike racks with 221 spaces for parking
available. Good bike parking totaled 2 bike racks, with 9 parking spaces available. Fair bike
parking totaled 12 bike racks, with 76 parking spaces available. Poor bike parking bike parking
totaled 17 bike racks, with 136 parking spaces available.
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There are three main clusters in Baldwin Park. The first two clusters are located at the
Francisquito Ave. - Baldwin Park Blvd. and Merced Ave. - Puente Ave. intersections. These
areas are of high traffic due to banks, restaurants, and stores. The third cluster is a rather weak,
though well spread out cluster located in the downtown area.

c

Fair

•

Poor

Q5
I Mile

Figure 9: Map of Baldwin Park downtown area and bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify
good and fair bike racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

Downtown Baldwin Park contains a mix of bike parking. The bulk of good andfair bike
parking in Baldwin Park, most of which are wave racks, exist in the Hilda Solis Recreational
Area and the Metrolink station. There are 8 total bike racks that are poor. Overall, there is
definitely room for improvement in bike parking in this area, especially with a bike lane running
the length of Ramona Blvd. through the downtown area. Sidewalks in this area contain adequate
and sufficient room for implementation ofInverted U bike racks. Evidence of nuisance bike
parking on posts and trees suggests that existing parking supply is not meeting parking demand.
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Unlike downtown EI Monte, however, the use of this alternative parking occurs because there is
no bike parking available in the immediate vicinity. These factors further reinforce the need for
an increase in good bike parking infrastructure.
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Monterey Park

Monterey Park

•

. •" ~I
•

>

Good [20]
Fair [5]

•

Poor [16]

2

3

.Mile

Figure 10: Map of Monterey Park as well as bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify
good and fair bike racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

Monterey
Park

Fair
Racks

Fair
Capacity

Poor

Poor
Capacity

Total
Racks

Total
Capacity

Racks
Count

5

45

16

152

41

247

Percent

12.20%

18.22%

39.02%

61.54%

100%

100%

Table 4: Numerical and percentage values of good, fair, and poor racks and
parking space capacity, respectively, for the City of Monterey Park.

The city of Monterey Park has a total of 41 bike racks, with 247 spaces for parking
available. 16 of those bike racks are located at the East Los Angeles Community College,
accounting for 160 total bike parking spaces. Good bike parking totaled 20 bike racks, with 50
parking spaces. Fair bike parking totaled 5 bike racks, with 45 parking spaces. Poor bike parking
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totaled 20 bike racks, with a total of 152 parking spaces. However, East Los Angeles Community
College contains 12 poor bike racks which contain 122 parking spaces, thus accounting for the
bulk of the poor bike racks in the City. Excluding these outliers, Monterey Park has a true poor
bike rack count of 8 bike racks, with 30 total parking spaces.
Two main clusters of bike racks exist in Monterey Park. The first is located at East Los
Angeles Community College. A majority of bike racks here are poor, though current
construction work may be contributing to this. It is recommended to check back in this area after
construction work is completed. A second cluster exists in the downtown area as depicted in
figure 9 .

•
o

Fair

•

Poor

Figure 11: Map of Monterey Park downtown area and bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify
good and fair bike racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.
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With the exception of one inadequate bike rack, Downtown Monterey Park contains only

good bike racks. Garvey Ave. constitutes the main street that runs through downtown Monterey
Park and as such, contains the majority of bike racks. All bike racks along this street are custom
bike racks and are very easy to visualize and identifY. They are very secure and can
accommodate up to two bikes each, making Monterey Park arguably the best downtown area for
bike parking among the five project cities.
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San Gabriel

San Gabriel
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•
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Poor [20]

Figure 12: Map of San Gabriel as well as bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify
good and fair bike racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

San
Gabriel

Fair
Racks

Fair
Capacity

Poor
Racks

Poor
Capacity

Total
Racks

Total
Capacity

Count

10

56

20

197

37

288

Percent

27.03%

19.45%

54.05%

68.40%

100%

100%

Table 5: Numerical and percentage values of good, fair, and poor racks and
parking space capacity, respectively, for the City of San Gabriel.

The City of San Gabriel has a total of 37 bike racks with 288 spaces for parking
available. Good bike parking totaled 7 bike racks, with 35 parking spaces available. Acceptable
bike parking totaled 10 bike racks, with 56 parking spaces. Poor bike parking totaled 20 bike
racks, with 197 parking spaces available.
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There are two main clusters in San Gabriel. The first is located in the Mission district,
which also happens to be the downtown area. The second is located just north of the Mission Rd.
- San Gabriel Blvd. intersection. Oddly enough, while there are bike racks located on both sides
of this street, only the southbound lane has businesses alongside it, making the northbound bike
racks less convenient.

•
o

Fair

•

Poor

Figure 13: Map of San Gabriel downtown area and bike rack locations. Green and yellow points signify
good and fair bike racks for use. Red points signify poor bike racks that are not recommended for use.

Downtown San Gabriel contains mostly fair and poor bike racks. However, there is one
bike rack that was graded as good. Mission Dr. makes up the main street that runs through
downtown San Gabriel. As such, we see the most bike racks here. Most bike racks here are wave
racks and are easy to visualize and identify. There are, however, two comb racks, one of which
was unbolted when surveyed.
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Discussion

In our bicycle report card, the only bike racks that made a good rating were the
following :

•

Inverted U

•

Round

•

Custom

•

Post-and Loop

•

Wave

•

Helix
All Inverted U bike racks got a grade of "good" only, therefore making these bike racks

the best kind to use and implement. All custom bike racks in the study area were also designed in
a way to where they all got a grade of "good." While there were no lightning bolt racks in the
study area, these bike racks would also always get a grade of "good" at all times assuming they
were properly installed and in appropriate locations. Round bike racks got a grade of either

"good' or "poor." The four that were graded "poor" were located in Baldwin Park and were
constructed of poor material that could be easily cut.
Post-and-Loop racks were typically categorized as "good." However, there were
instances in which certain post-and-loop bike racks were placed too close together, thus leaving
little space to park multiple bicycles. As a result, these remaining bike racks were categorized as

"poor."
Wave bike racks varied between "good," ''fair,'' and "poor." with the largest amount of
wave racks being graded ''fair.'' Helix bike racks that were a certain height and could hold the
bicycle at two points would always get a grade of "good," while others that didn't meet height
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requirements were ''fair.'' Finally, all toast, comb, and wheel-well bike racks got a grade of

''poor,'' making them the least ideal type of bike rack to be used. While there were no grooved
bike racks in the study area, these types of bike racks would also not have been ideal and would
all score ''poor'' should there have been any.

Bike Rack Counts and
Poor

Fair
0

0.00%

0

0.00%

5
5

2.00%

0

0.00%

4

1.60%

2.00%

0

0.00%

2

0.80%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

12

4.80%

36

14.40%

17

6.80%

1

0.40%

1

0.40%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

32

12.80%

0
0

0 .00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

Table 6: The following table shows bike rack counts and percentages across the Project Cities. Only bike racks are
analyzed in this table and are divided based on how they scored in the bicycle report card.

When looking at bike rack parking type, 93 bike racks contributed to "good" bike
parking, accounting for 37.2 percent of all bike racks. There were 37 bike racks that contributed
to ''fair'' parking, accounting for 14.8 percent of bike racks. Finally, 120 bike racks contributed
to ''poor'' parking, accounting for 48 percent. As can be seen in Table 6, ''poor'' bike racks
constitute the majority of bike racks across the project cities, accounting for nearly half of all
bike racks. Wave racks were the most common types of bike racks found, though they did vary
in terms of grade. However, toast racks were the most common type of bike racks found within a
single grading category.
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and
Fair

Poor

0.00%

0

0.00%

8

0.00%
0.62%

4
0

0.31%
0.00%

10

0.78%

0
0

10

0.78%

0

0.00%

0

O.

78

6.08%

236

0.00%
18.41%

80

6.24%

0

0.3
0.00%

5
0

0.00%
0.00%

0
346

26.99%

332
20

25 .90%
1.56%

0
0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%
0.00%

Custom

133

10.37%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

TOTAL:

251

19.58%

241

18.80%

790

61.62%

Table 7: The following table shows bicycle parking spaces and percentages across the Project Cities. Only bike
parking spaces are analyzed in this table and are divided based on how they scored in the bicycle report card.

When looking at bicycle parking spaces and percentages, patterns start to emerge when
comparing parking spaces with bike rack counts and percentages. As can be seen in Table 7,

"good' parking consists of251 spaces, making up 19.58 percent oftotal parking. "Fair" parking
consists of241 spaces, making up 18.80 percent of all parking spaces. Finally, "poor" parking
spaces consist of 790 spaces, making up 61.62 percent of all parking spaces.
While ''poor'' bike racks make up 48 percent of all bike racks in the project cities, bicycle
parking spaces account for nearly two-thirds of all bicycle parking. This increase seems ideal at
first. For less bike racks, you get more parking spaces. However, it is because ofthis very reason
that bicycle riders use this type of bicycle parking the least. The increase in parking spaces
comes at the cost of safety and security, rendering these types of parking unpopular.
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A similar pattern can be seen with ''fair'' parking. "Fair" parking makes up 14.80 percent
of all bike racks in the project cities, yet sees an increase in bicycle parking spaces at 18.8
percent of all parking spaces. While these kinds of bicycle parking are safer to use than ''poor''
parking spaces, it can be seen that ''fair'' parking spaces follow a similar pattern of an increase in
parking space when compared to total bike rack count, though the sacrifices in safety and
security are nowhere near that of "poor" bike racks.

"Good' parking spaces break this pattern by seeing a decrease in parking spaces when
compared to bike rack counts. "Good' bicycle parking spaces make up 19.58 percent of all
parking spaces in the project cities, yet the total bike rack count makes up 37.2 percent of all bike
racks. This initially seems bad, as it seems that more bike racks means less parking spaces
overall when compared to ''fair'' and ''poor'' bicycle parking. However, the increased safety and
security of these bike racks makes them the most popular and commonly used of all bike racks.
Therefore, it is important that businesses and/or cities focus on the long-term beneficial
properties of bike racks by using those categorized as "good." While ''fair'' and "poor" bike
racks may seem more beneficial at first, the truth is that these types of bike racks lack the safety
and security features of "good" bike racks, thus rendering them inferior and less used by bicycle
riders. It is recommended that if bike racks are being considered, those that have a grade of

"good' should only be considered, specifically Inverted U, Round, Post-and-Loop, or Lightning
Bolt bike racks.
Recommendations
Currently in the San Gabriel Valley, there are very few good bicycle parking facilities
and support amenities . There is a drastic need for improvement in bicycle parking. Of all the bike
racks in the project cities, 48 percent of them accounted for poor parking. This is amplified even
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further for these racks account for 61.6 percent of all bike parking in the project cities. To put
this into perspective good bike racks accounted for 37.5 percent of all bike racks in the project
cities, which makes up only 19.6 percent of parking spaces. While these poor bike racks contain
more parking spaces, they are less likely to be used due to their lack of support and security.
Despite this, there is a massive downgrade in bicycle parking in the project cities, with poor bike
parking outnumbering good bike parking 3 to 1.

In order to improve bicycle parking infrastructure in these project cities, it is
recommended that these cities adopt and install inverted U bike racks alongside city sidewalks
and stores. Lightning Bolt bike racks are also recommended for schools and libraries. Custom
bike racks that meet the requirements of the bike parking report card are also recommended. An
excellent example of this is Monterey Park, which just recently installed custom bike racks in its
downtown district.

In the analysis of bicycle racks across the San Gabriel Valley, water fountains were only
encountered when in parks and community centers. There needs to be an increase in water
fountains in order to accommodate bicycle riders and pedestrians. Additionally, the San Gabriel
Valley has only four fix-it stations that are available to the public free of charge. Three of these
are located in Pasadena at the following locations: Day One office, Pasadena Community
College, and the California Institute of Technology. The remaining fix-it station is located in
Azusa at Azusa Pacific University. There was one fix-it station at the El Monte bus station;
however, use of this fix-it station was not free and had a cost associated with its use. Besides
this, none others were found in the project cities. It is critical that more-fix-it stations be installed
in order to promote and encourage more bicycle riding in the San Gabriel Valley. Ideal locations
for fix-it stations and water fountains include the commercial district in El Monte, downtown El
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Monte, downtown Monterey Park, East Los Angeles Community College, the Baldwin Park
community center, and Metrolink stations.
Support facilities such as lockers and showers are critical yet often overlooked elements
ofa complete bikeway system (Alta, 2014). In order to encourage and empower individuals to
utilize bicycles, a wide range of bicycle parking and support facilities must be provided. In
particular, showers and lockers are recommended at or near the work area to promote work
commuting.

Limitations
Our study did have limitations. While areas of high traffic were explored by bicycle,
these areas were explored only once. As such, some bike racks may have been missed and not
included in the report. Additionally, bike rack occupancy was not explored. A greater depth of
information may have been obtained by exploring bike rack occupancy. It is recommended that
bike rack occupancy be observed over time in order to establish a bike occupancy rate. This
could lead to a better understanding of what areas experience the most bicycle traffic and further
assist in implementing a better bicycle parking infrastructure. Another possible improvement to
the study could have been interviewing bicycle riders. Personal interviews could elicit
information regarding bicycle riders' knowledge, attitudes. This method could have added
important qualitative data and greater insight into the thoughts and opinions of bicycle riders in
regards to bicycle parking infrastructure.
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Master Table
City

Count!
Percent

Fair
Racks

Fair
Capacity

Total
Racks

Total
Capacity

EI Monte

Count

8

50

127

456

Percent

6.30%

10.96%

100%

100%

Count

2

14

14

70

Percent

14.29%

20%

100%

100%

Count

12

76

31

221

Percent

38.71%

34.39%

100%

100%

Count

5

45

41

247

Percent

12.20%

18.22%

100%

100%

Count

10

56

37

288

Percent

27.03%

19.45%

100%

100%

South EI
Monte

Baldwin
Park

Monterey
Park

San
Gabriel
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Appendix I: Active Transportation Program (ATP)
Compliance Tables
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Tab le M-l Baldwin Park Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance Table
r-

Sectiom(s)

Requirement

1--'

a) The estimated number of existing bicycle trips in the plan area and the estimated increase in
the number of bicycle trips resulting from implementation of the plan.

3.2.1,3.2.2

b) The number and location of collisions, serious injuries, and fatalities suffered by bicycle riders 2.1,3.2.3
in the plan area, both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of all collisions and injuries,
and a goal for collision, serious injury, and fatality reduction after implementation of the plan.
c) A map and description of existing and proposed land use and settlement patterns which
shall include, but not be limited to, locations of residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping
centers, public buildings, major employment centers, and other major destinations.

3.1.1

d) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transportation facilities.

3.1.3,3.3

e) A map and description of existing and proposed end-of-trip bicycle parking facilities. These
shall include, but not be limited to, parking at schools, shopping centers, public buildings,
and major employment centers.

3.1.3,3.3.4

f) A description of existing and proposed policies related to bicycle parking in public
locations, private parking garages and parking lots and in new commercial and residential
developments.

2.1,3.3.4

-

.-

- -

I--

-

g) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking facilities
for connections with and use of other transportation modes. These shall include, but not
be limited to, parking facilities at transit stops, rail and transit terminals, ferry docks and
landings, park and ride lots, and provisions for transporting bicycle riders and bicycles on
transit or rail vehicles or ferry vessels.

--

-

i) A description of proposed signage providing wayfinding along bicycle networks to

-

-

h) A map and description of existing and proposed facilities for changing and storing clothes
and equipment. These shall include, but not be limited to, locker, restroom, and shower
facilities near bicycle parking facilities.

-

3.1.3,3.3.4

3.1.3, 3.3.4

2.1

designated destinations.
j) A description of the policies and procedures for maintaining existing and proposed bicycle
facilities, including, but not limited to, the maintenance of smooth pavement, freedom from
encroaching vegetation, maintenance oftraffic control devices including striping and other
pavement markings, and lighting.

2.1,3.1.3

k) A description of bicycle safety and education programs conducted in the area included
within the plan, efforts by the law enforcement agency having primary traffic law
enforcement responsibility in the area to enforce provisions ofthe Vehicle Code pertaining to
bicycle operation, and the resulting effect on accidents involving bicycle riders.

3.1.4

I) A description of the extent of citizen and community involvement in development of the

1.5, Appendix

plan, including disadvantaged and underserved communities.

I----'-

-

-

m) A description of how the bicycle transportation plan has been coordinated and is consistent
with other local or regional transportation, air quality, or energy conservation plans,
including, but not limited to, general plans and a Sustainable Community Strategy in a
Regional Transportation Plan.

2.2,3.1.2

n) A description of the projects and programs proposed in the plan and a listing of their
priorities for implementation, including the methodology for project prioritization and a
proposed time line for implementation.

3.3, 3.5, Ch. 8

0) A description of past expenditures for bicycle facilities and programs, and future financial

3.1.5,3.4,3.5.4, Ch. 9

'-

needs for projects and programs that improve safety and convenience for bicycle riders in
the plan area. Include anticipated revenue sources and potential grant funding.
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Requirememt

Section(s)

p) A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will
be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made
in implementing the plan.

3.5.3

q) A resolution showing adoption of the plan by the city.

Pending

Table M-2 EI Monte Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance Table

Reql:Jirememt

Section(s)

a) The estimated number of existing bicycle trips in the plan area and the estimated increase in
the number of bicycle trips reSUlting from implementation of the plan.

4.2.1,4.2.2

b) The number and location of collisions, serious injuries, and fatalities suffered by bicycle riders 2.1,4.2.3
in the plan area, both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of all collisions and injuries,
and a goal for collision, serious injury, and fatality reduction after implementation of the plan.
c) A map and description of existing and proposed land use and settlement patterns which
shall include, but not be limited to, locations of residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping
centers, public buildings, major employment centers, and other major destinations.

4.1.1

d) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transportation facilities.

4.1.3,4.3

e) A map and description of existing and proposed end-of-trip bicycle parking facilities. These
shall include, but not be limited to, parking at schools, shopping centers, public buildings,
and major employment centers.

4.1.3,4.3.4

f) A description of existing and proposed policies related to bicycle parking in public
locations, private parking garages and parking lots and in new commercial and residential
developments.

2.1,4.3.4

g) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking facilities
for connections with and use of other transportation modes. These shall include, but not
be limited to, parking facilities at transit stops, rail and transit terminals, ferry docks and
landings, park and ride lots, and provisions for transporting bicycle riders and bicycles on
transit or rail vehicles or ferry vessels.

4.1.3,4.3.4

h) A map and description of existing and proposed facilities for changing and storing clothes
and equipment. These shall include, but not be limited to, locker, restroom, and shower
facilities near bicycle parking facilities.

4.1.3,4.3.4

i) A description of proposed signage providing wayfinding along bicycle networks to

2.1

designated destinations.
j) A description of the policies and procedures for maintaining existing and proposed bicycle
facilities, including, but not limited to, the maintenance of smooth pavement, freedom from
encroaching vegetation, maintenance of traffic control devices including striping and other
pavement markings, and lighting.

2.1,4.1.3

k) A description of bicycle safety and education programs conducted in the area included
within the plan, efforts by the law enforcement agency having primary traffic law
enforcement responsibility in the area to enforce provisions ofthe Vehicle Code pertaining to
bicycle operation, and the resulting effect on accidents involving bicycle riders.

4.1.4

I) A description of the extent of citizen and community involvement in development of the
plan, including disadvantaged and underserved communities.

1.5, Appendix

m) A description of how the bicycle transportation plan has been coordinated and is consistent
with other local or regional transportation, air quality, or energy conservation plans,
including, but not limited to, general plans and a Sustainable Community Strategy in a
Regional Transportation Plan.

2.2,4.1.2
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...-

Requirement

Secllion(s)

n) A description of the projects and programs proposed in the plan and a listing of their
priorities for implementation, including the methodology for project prioritization and a
proposed timeline for implementation.

4.3,4.5, Ch. 8

0) A description of past expenditures for bicycle facilities and programs, and future financial
needs for projects and programs that improve safety and convenience for bicycle riders in
the plan area. Include anticipated revenue sources and potential grant funding.

4.1.5,4.4,4.5.4, Ch. 9

p) A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will
be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made
in implementing the plan.

4.5.3

q) A resolution showing adoption of the plan by the city, county, or district.

Pending

--'.

Table M-3 Monterey Park Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance Table
r--

Requirement

Section(s)

a) The estimated number of existing bicycle trips in the plan area and the estimated increase in
the number of bicycle trips resulting from implementation of the plan.

5.2.1,5.2.2

b) The number and location of collisions, serious injuries, and fatalities suffered by bicycle
riders in the plan area, both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of all collisions and
injuries, and a goal for collision, serious injury, and fatality reduction after implementation of
the plan.

2.1,5.2.3

c) A map and description of existing and proposed land use and settlement patterns which
5.1.1
shall include, but not be limited to, locations of residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping
centers, public buildings, major employment centers, and other major destinations.

.

d) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transportation facilities.

5.1.3,5.3

e) A map and description of existing and proposed end-of-trip bicycle parking facilities. These
shall include, but not be limited to, parking at schools, shopping centers, public buildings,
and major employment centers.

5.1.3,5.3.4

f) A description of existing and proposed policies related to bicycle parking in public
locations, private parking garages and parking lots and in new commercial and residential
developments.

2.1,5.3.4

g) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking facilities
for connections with and use of other transportation modes. These shall include, but not
be limited to, parking facilities at transit stops, rail and transit terminals, ferry docks and
landings, park and ride lots, and provisions for transporting bicycle riders and bicycles on
transit or rail vehicles or ferry vessels.

5.1.3,5.3.4

h) A map and description of existing and proposed facilities for changing and storing clothes
and equipment. These shall include, but not be limited to, locker, restroom, and shower
facilities near bicycle parking facilities .

5.1.3,5.3.4

j) A description of proposed signage providing wayfinding along bicycle networks to
designated destinations.

2.1

j) A description of the policies and procedures for maintaining existing and proposed bicycle

2.1,5.1.3

-

-

f-.

facilities, including, but not limited to, the maintenance of smooth pavement, freedom from
encroaching vegetation, maintenance of traffic control devices including striping and other
pavement markings, and lighting.
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Requirement

Sectiom(s)

k) A description of bicycle safety and education programs conducted in the area included
within the plan, efforts by the law enforcement agency having primary traffic law
enforcement responsibility in the area to enforce provisions ofthe Vehicle Code pertaining
to bicycle operation, and the resulting effect on accidents involving bicycle riders.

5.1.4

I) A description of the extent of citizen and community involvement in development of the
plan, including disadvantaged and underserved communities.

1.5, Appendix

m) A description of how the bicycle transportation plan has been coordinated and is consistent
with other local or regional transportation, ai r quality, or energy conservation plans,
including, but not limited to, general plans and a Sustainable Community Strategy in a
Regional Transportation Plan.

2.2,5.1.2

n) A description ofthe projects and programs proposed in the plan and a listing of their
priorities for implementation, including the methodology for project prioritization and a
proposed timeline for implementation.

5.3,5.5, Ch. 8

0) A description of past expenditures for bicycle facilities and programs, and future financial

5.1.5,5.4,5.5.4, Ch. 9

needs for projects and programs that improve safety and convenience for bicycle riders in
the plan area. Include anticipated revenue sources and potential grant funding.
p) A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will
be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made
in implementing the plan.

5.5.3

q) A resolution showing adoption of the plan by the city, county, or district.

Pending

Table M-4 San Gabriel Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance Table
Requirement

Section(s)

a) The estimated number of existing bicycle trips in the plan area and the estimated increase in
the number of bicycle trips resulting from implementation of the plan.

6.2.1,6.2.2

b) The number and location of collisions, serious injuries, and fatalities suffered by bicycle
riders in the plan area, both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of all collisions and
injuries, and a goal for collision, serious injury, and fatality reduction after implementation of
the plan.

2.1,6.2.3

c) A map and description of existing and proposed land use and settlement patterns which
6.1.1
shall include, but not be limited to, locations of residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping
centers, public buildings, major employment centers, and other major destinations.
d) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transportation facilities.

6.1.3,6.3

e) A map and description of existing and proposed end-of-trip bicycle parking facilities. These
shall include, but not be limited to, parking at schools, shopping centers, public buildings,
and major employment centers.

6.1.3,6.3.4

f) A description of existing and proposed policies related to bicycle parking in public
locations, private parking garages and parking lots and in new commercial and residential
developments.

2.1,6.3.4

g) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking facilities
for connections with and use of other transportation modes. These shall include, but not
be limited to, parking facilities at transit stops, ra il and transit terminals, ferry docks and
landings, park and ride lots, and provisions for transporting bicycle riders and bicycles on
transit or rail vehicles or ferry vessels.

6.1.3,6.3.4

h) A map and description of existing and proposed facilities for changing and storing clothes
and equipment. These shall include, but not be limited to, locker, restroom, and shower
facilities near bicycle parking facilities.

6.1.3,6.3.4
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Requirement

Section(s)

i) A description of proposed signage providing wayfinding along bicycle networks to
designated destinations.

2.1

j) A description of the policies and procedures for maintaining existing and proposed bicycle
facilities, including, but not limited to, the maintenance of smooth pavement, freedom from
encroaching vegetation, maintenance of traffic control devices including striping and other
pavement markings, and lighting.

2.1,6.1.3,6.4.2

k) A description of bicycle safety and education programs conducted in the area included
within the plan, efforts by the law enforcement agency having primary traffic law
enforcement responsibility in the area to enforce provisions of the Vehicle Code pertaining
to bicycle operation, and the reSUlting effect on accidents involving bicycle riders.

6.1.4

I) A description of the extent of citizen and community involvement in development of the
plan, including disadvantaged and underserved communities.

1.5, Appendix

m) A description of how the bicycle transportation plan has been coordinated and is consistent
with other local or regional transportation, air quality, or energy conservation plans,
including, but not limited to, general plans and a Sustainable Community Strategy in a
Regional Transportation Plan.

2.2,6.1.2

n) A description of the projects and programs proposed in the plan and a listing oftheir
priorities for implementation, including the methodology for project prioritization and Cl
proposed timeline for implementation.

6.3,6.5, Ch. 8

0) A description of past expenditures for bicycle facilities and programs, and future financial

6.1.5,6.4,6.5.4, Ch. 9

needs for projects and programs that improve safety and convenience for bicycle riders in
the plan area. Include anticipated revenue sources and potential grant funding.
p) A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will
be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made
in implementing the plan.

6.5.3

q) A resolution showing adoption of the plan by the City, county, or district.

Pending

'-

Table M-S South EI Monte Active Transportation Program (ATP) Compliance Table

Requirement

Section(s)

a) The estimated number of existing bicycle trips in the plan area and the estimated increase in
the number of bicycle trips resulting from implementation of the plan.

7.2.1,7.2.2

b) The number and location of collis ions, serious injuries, and fatalities suffered by bicycle riders
in the plan area, both in absolute nu mbers and as a percentage of all collisions and injuries, and
a goal for collision, serious injury, an d fatality reduction after implementation of the plan.

2.1,7.2.3

c) A map and description of existing and proposed land use and settlement patterns which
shall include, but not be limited to, locations of residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping
centers, public buildin~s, major emp loyment centers, and other major destinations.

7.1.1

d) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transportation facilities.

7.1.3,7.3

e) A map and description of existing and proposed end-of-trip bicycle parking facilities. These
shall include, but not be limited to, parking at schools, shopping centers, public buildings, and
major employment centers.

7.1.3, 7.3.4

f) A description of existing and prop osed policies related to bicycle parking in public locations,
private parking garages and parking lots and in new commercial and residential developments.

2.1,7.3.4

-
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Requ irement

Section(s)

g) A map and description of existing and proposed bicycle transport and parking facilities
for connections with and use of other transportation modes. These shall include, but not be
limited to, parking facilities at transit stops, rail and transit terminals, ferry docks and landings,
park and ride lots, and provisions for transporting bicycle riders and bicycles on transit or rail
veh icles or ferry vessels.

7.1 .3,7.3.4

h) A map and description of existing and proposed facilities for changing and storing clothes
and equipment. These shall include, but not be limited to, locker, restroom, and shower
facilities near bicycle parking. facilities.

7.1.3,7.3.4

i) A description of proposed signage providing wayfinding along bicycle networks to
designated destinations.

2.1

j) A description of the policies and procedures for maintaining existing and proposed bicycle
facilities, including, but not limited to, the maintenance of smooth pavement, freedom from
encroaching vegetation, maintenance of traffic control devices including striping and other
pavement markings, and lighting.

2.1,7.1.3

k) A description of bicycle safety and education programs conducted in the area included
within the plan, efforts by the law enforcement agency having primary traffic law enforcement
responsibility in the area to enforce provisions of the Vehicle Code pertaining to bicycle
operation, and the resulting effect on accidents involving bicycle riders.

7.1.4

I) A description of the extent of citizen and community involvement in development of the
plan, including disadvantaged and underserved communities.

1.5, Appendix

m) A description of how the bicycle transportation plan has been coordinated and is consistent
with other local or regional transportation, air quality, or energy conservation plans, including,
but not limited to, general plans and a Sustainable Community Strategy in a Regional
Transportation Plan.

2.2,7.1.2

n) A description of the projects and programs proposed in the plan and a listing of their
priorities for implementation, including the methodology for project prioritization and a
proposed timeline for implementation.

7.3, 7.5, Ch. 8

0) A description of past expenditures for bicycle facilities and programs, and future financial

7.1.5,7.4,7.5.4, Ch. 9

~

-_._---

-

needs for projects and programs that improve safety and convenience for bicycle riders in the
plan area. Include anticipated revenue sources and potential grant funding.
p) A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will
be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made in
implementing the plan.

7.5.3

q) A resolution showing adoption of the plan by the city, county, or district.

Pending

--
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Appendix J: Model Bicycle Parking Ordinance
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An Ordinance of [Jurisdiction (e.g. the City of
)] Providing for Bicycle
Parking and Adding to the [Jurisdiction] [Zoning/PJanning/MunicipaJ/County] Code.
The [Adopting Body} does ordain as follows:
SECTION I. FINDINGS. The [Adopting Body] hereby finds and declares as follows:

COMMENT: Ordinances often include "findings of fact" ("whereas" clauses) that support the
need for the jurisdiction to adopt the ordinance. From a legal standpoint, they provide the
justification for expending resources (both monetary and non-monetary), and taking actions to
support the purpose of the ordinance. While such findings are part of the ordinance, they are not
usually codified in the local code. An adopting body should select those findings it views as most
significant for its community and add any findings related to local conditions or concerns. The
footnotes are provided in order to provide documentation for the findings but are not intended to
be included in the adopted ordinance.

1. WHEREAS, the [Adopting Body] has a goal of improving the health of its residents
and the air quality of the community;

2. WHEREAS, both obesity and insufficient physical activity are creating significant
health problems for Americans, leading to increased risk of heart disease, diabetes,
endometrial, breast, and colon cancers, high blood pressure, high cholesterol, stroke,
liver and gallbladder disease, sleep apnea, respiratory problems, and osteoarthritis;i
3. WHEREAS, a primary contributor to obesity is lack of sufficient physical activity;ii
4. WHEREAS, bicycling is a safe, low-impact aerobic activity, enjoyed by millions of
Americans, and provides a convenient opportunity to obtain physical exercise while
traveling to work, shops, restaurants, and many other common destinations;iii
5. WHEREAS, bicycling frequently provides a practical alternative to driving, since 28
percent of all car trips are to destinations within 1 mile of home, iv 40 percent of all trips
are two miles or less from home, Vand around 30 percent of commuters travel 5 miles or
less to work;vi
6. WHEREAS, bicycling can greatly increase access to important services and provide
more range of travel for the 36% of Californians who do not operate a car,vii including
our increasing aging population, children and youth, people who are low-income, and
those with disabilities or medical restrictions on driving due to issues like seizure
disorders or vision impairments;Viii
472
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7. WHEREAS, replacing car trips with bicycle trips improves air quality by reducing the
amount of carbon dioxide emissions, in light of the fact that transportation sources
account for nearly one third of all such emissions in the United States, an average
motor vehicle emits 8.8 kilograms of carbon dioxide per gallon of gasoline that it bums,
and biking emits essentially none;ix
8. WHEREAS, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of2006 (known as
A.B.32), sets targets for the reduction of green house gas emission in California to slow
the onset of human-induced climate change,X and shifting the transportation mode share
from single passenger cars to alternative modes, including bicycling, must be a
significant part of short and long-term planning goals ifthe state is to achieve the
reductions required by current law;
9. WHEREAS, asthma rates in California are higher than the national average,xi and have
increased steadily over the years to a high of 13%,xii and replacing motor vehicle trips
with bicycle trips reduces the pollutants that directly contribute to asthma in both
children and adults;Xiii
10. WHEREAS, replacing car trips with bicycle trips reduces congestion and wear and
tear on roads, improving quality of life for residents and providing a financial benefit
for [Jurisdiction];
11. WHEREAS, providing safe, convenient, and adequate bicycle parking is necessary to
encourage increased use of bicycles as a form of transportation;xiv
12. WHEREAS, cities that have improved bicycle infrastructure, including parking, have
seen a measurable increase in bicycle trips;xv
13. WHEREAS, in light of the foregoing, [Adopting Body] desires to add new bicycle
parking requirements to increase the availability of safe and convenient bicycle
parking; and
14. WHEREAS, it is the intent of the [Adopting Body] in enacting this Ordinance to (1)
encourage healthy, active living, (2) reduce traffic congestion, air pollution, wear and
tear on roads, and use of fossil fuels, and (3) improve safety and quality oflife for
residents of [Jurisdiction] by providing safe and convenient parking for bicycles;
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SECTION II. [ARTICLE/CHAPTER] OF THE [JURISDICTION]
[ZONING/PLANNINGIMUNICIPALiCOUNTY CODE] IS HEREBY ADDED TO
READ AS FOLLOWS: "BICYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW
DEVELOPMENT AND MAJOR RENOVATIONS."

§ 1. PURPOSE: The purpose of this section is t~ provide sufficient safe and convenient
bicycle parking in New Developments and Major Renovations to encourage bicycling as a
form of transportation, reducing traffic congestion, air pollution, wear and tear on roads,
and use of fossil fuels, while fostering healthy physical activity.
COMMENT: Jurisdictions may include additional reasons or tailor these reasons to their
individual community.

§ 2. DEFINITIONS: Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the following terms
shall have the following meanings:
(A) "Bicycle Parking Space": A physical space that is a minimum of [2.5] feet in width
by [6] feet in length with a vertical clearance of at least [7] feet that allows for the
parking of one bicycle, and if located outside, is hard surfaced and well drained.
(B) "Bike Locker": A lockable enclosure consistent with industry standards that
(i) can hold one bicycle, (ii) is made of durable material, (iii) is designed to fully
protect the bicycle against [insert specific local weather concerns, e.g.: rain, snow,
ice, high winds], (iv) provides secure protection from theft, (v) opens sufficiently
to allow bicyclists easy access, and (vi) is of a character and color that adds
aesthetically to the immediate environment.
COMMENT: This provision allows for flexibility in the manner in which Bike Lockers are
locked. Options include lockers designed for use with (1) bicyclist-provided locks,
(2) leased keys, or (3) a smartcard or similar system.
If improper use of lockers is a concern in a particular community, this definition can be
modified to expressly allow for an optional opening of up to 9 inches at the base of the
locker to allow for security inspections.

(C) "Bike Rack": A device consistent with industry standards that (i) is capable of
supporting a bicycle in a stable position, (ii) is made of durable materials, (iii) is
no less than [36] inches tall (from base to top of rack) and no less than [1.5] feet in
length, (iv) permits the securing of the bicycle frame and one wheel with a U474
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shaped lock, and (v) is of a character and color that adds aesthetically to the
immediate environment.

COMMENT: U-shaped locks are one of the most effective bike locks.

(D) "In-Street Bicycle Parking": A portion of a vehicle parking lane or other area on
a roadway that is set aside for the parking of bicycles.
(E) "Long-Term Bicycle Parking": Bicycle parking that is primarily intended for
bicyclists who need bicycle parking for more than 3 hours and is fully protected
from the weather.

COMMENT: As recognized by most bicycle parking laws enacted in recent years, it is
important to provide for not only the short-term bicycle parking nee~s of community
residents out shopping, eating, attending appointments, etc., but also the long-term
bicycle parking needs of employees, multi-family housing residents, and students who
park their bikes at work, school, or home for many hours or overnight. The two types of
bicycle parking have different requirements. Security is a heightened concern for longterm bicycle parking, while immediate proximity to the destination is a greater priority for
short-term bicycle parking . Additionally, short-term bicycle parking is generally not
, required to protect bicycles from the weather, while long-term bicycle parking
necessitates full weather protection.

(F) "Long-Term Bicycle Parking Space": A Bicycle Parking Space that provides
Long-Term Bicycle Parking.
(G) "Major Renovation": Any physical improvement of an existing building or
structure, excluding single-family dwellings and multi-family dwellings with 4 or
fewer units, that requires a building permit and has an estimated construction cost
equal to or exceeding [$250,000], excluding cost of (1) compliance with
accessibility requirements for individuals with disabilities under governing federal,
state, or local law, and (2) seismic or other structural safety retrofit.
COMMENT: Since construction costs can vary widely by region, the suggested amount
of $250,000 may need to be adjusted up or down depending on local conditions. If
inflation is a concern, the jurisdiction may want to indicate that the dollar amounts will be
adjusted based on a particular index, such as a regional building cost index, the
Engineering News-Record (ENR) cost indices, or the Producer Price Index - New Office
Building Construction as reported in the PPI Detailed Report published by the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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(H) "New Development": Any construction of a new building or facility that requires
a building permit, excluding single-family dwellings and multi-family dwellings
with 4 or less units.
(I) "Short-Term Bicycle Parking": Bicycle parking primarily intended for bicyclists
who need bicycle parking for 3 hours or less.
(J) "Short-Term Bicycle Parking Space": A Bicycle Parking Space that provides
Short-Term Bicycle Parking.

§ 3. BICYCLE PARKING SPACES REQUIRED: Short-Term and Long-Term Bicycle
Parking Spaces shall be required for all New Development and Major Renovations.
COMMENT: While many bicycle parking ordinances focus on new development, some cities, like
Oakland and San Francisco, CA, and Tucson, AZ extend bicycle parking requirements to major
renovations as well. This is particularly important because many cities are aJready substantially built-out.

(A) Required Number of Bicycle Parking Spaces: All New Development and Major
Renovations shall provide at least the number of Short-Term and Long-Term
Bicycle Parking Spaces identified in the table in this subsection [Section II, §
3(A)]; however, the number shall not fall below a minimum of [2] Short-Term and
[2] Long-Term Bicycle Parking Spaces, regardless of other provisions herein,
except that multi-family dwellings that have private garages (or equivalent
separate storage space for each unit) are not required to provide any Long-Term
Bicycle Parking Spaces. Where the calculation of total required spaces results in a
fractional number, the next highest whole number shall be used. Up to half of the
required Short-Term Bicycle Parking Spaces may be replaced with Long-Term
Bicycle Parking Spaces.

476

Number of ShortTerm Bicycle Parking
Spaces Required

Number of Long-Term
Bicycle Parking Spaces
Required

(a) without private garage or
equivalent separate storage
space for each unit

[.05] per bedroom

[.5] per bedroom

(b) with private garage or
equivalent separate storage
space for each unit

General Use Category

Specific Use

Residential

Multi-Family Dwelling with
more than 4 units:

or

or

[1] per [20] units

[1-4] per [4] units

[.05] per bedroom

None

or
[1] per [20] units
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General Use Category

Specific Use

Number of ShortTerm Bicycle Parking
Spaces Required

Number of Long -Term
Bicycle Parking Spaces
Required

Commercial

Office Building

[1] per each [20,000]
sq. ft. of floor area.

[1-1.5] per [10,000] sq.ft.
of floor area.

General Retail

[1] per each [5,000]
sq. ft. of floor area.

[1] per [10,000-12,000]
sq. ft. of floor area

Grocery

[1] per each [2,000]
sq.ft. of floor area.

[1] per [10,000-12,000]
sq. ft. of floor area.

Restaurant

[1] per each [2,000]
sq. ft. of floor area.

[1] per [10,000-12,000]
sq. ft. of floor area.

Indoor Parking Garage

[2] spaces.

[1] per [20] motor vehicle
spaces.

Outdoor Parking Lot

[1] per [20] motor
vehicle spaces

Civic

Industrial

[2] spaces .

Non-assembly cultural (e.g .,
library, government
buildings)

[1] per each [8,000 10,000] sq. ft. of floor
area.

[1 -1.5] per each [10-20]
employees

Assembly
(e.g., church, theater,
stadiums, parks)

Spaces for [2-5] per
cent of maximum
expected daily
attendance.

[1 - 1.5] per each [20]
employees.

Schools (K- 12)

[1] per each [20]
students of planned
capacity.

[1] per each [10-20]
employees and [1] per
each [20] students of
planned capacity for
grades 6-12.

Colleges and Universities

[1] per each [10]
students of
planned capacity.

[1] per each [10-20]
employees and [1] per
each [10] students of
planned capacity or [1]
per each [20,000] sq. feet
of floor area, whichever
is greater.

Manufacturing and
Production, Agriculture

[2] spaces (Can be
increased at discretion
of Planning/Zoning
Administrator)

[1] per 20 employees.
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COMMENT: The recommended numbers of required spaces in this table are based on the
Bicycle Parking Guidelines, 2nd Ed., prepared by the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle
Professionals, as well as a review of bicycle parking ordinances adopted in various locales
around the country. Where ranges are provided, the higher range is recommended for areas that

are more urban or have (or anticipate having) higher levels of bicycle use. The required number
of spaces typically varies by zoning district (e.g. residential , commercial , industrial) as well as
specific land use (e.g. restaurant, hotel, senior center). In the interests of simplicity, the above
table only includes requirements for a limited number of specific uses. If a jurisdiction is
interested in including requirements for a more detailed list of uses, Tucson, Arizona's bicycle
parking law provides an example: http://cms3.tucsonaz.gov/sites/default
/files/bicycle/Parking_Ordinance.PDF (see pages 31 -34).
Jurisdictions usually link the number of required spaces to one or more of the following
measurements that are already used in their zoning process: residential dwelling unit or number
of bedrooms, square footage, building occupancy/number of employees, or automobile parking
spaces. This allows for easy incorporation of bicycle parking into the planning process. Thus, if a
jurisdiction's zoning law uses different measurements than those used in this table, the
jurisdiction may want to modify the above table to reflect the measurements used by its specific
zoning law -- with one caveat. Linking the number of required bicycle parking spaces to a
percentage of the required motor vehicle parking spaces, as some jurisdictions have done, is not
recommended . This is because jurisdictions may decide to decrease the required number of
motor vehicle parking spaces in order to encourage use of alternative forms of transportation . If
such a decrease also automatically decreases the number of required bicycle parking spaces,
the goal of encouraging use of alternative forms of transportation would be undermined.
Note also that while California community colleges must comply with applicable city and county
zoning and building regulations,xvi California school districts may exempt themselves from city or
county zoning ordinances provided that certain criteria are met. xvll Also, some jurisdictions may
prefer to address bicycle parking requirements for government-owned property by internal
regulation , in which case government buildings should be excluded from the above chart and
separate internal regulations should be adopted.
Finally, jurisdictions that anticipate future growth in population and/or bicycle ridership may want
to consider including a provision that either encourages or requires locating bicycle parking in an
area that would allow for later expansion.

(B) If the New Development or Major Renovation is for a use not listed in the above
table, the number of Bicyc1e Parking Spaces required shall be calculated on the
basis of a similar use, as determined by the [Planning Director/Zoning
Administrator] .
COMMENT: Many municipal codes in California provide guidelines or criteria for making
a "similar use" determination . See, e.g., Calistoga Municipal Code Section 17.02.190:
"Planning Commission determinations of similar uses." Available online at:
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www.codepublishing.com/ca/calistoga/html/Calistoga17/Calistoga1702.html#17 .02.190.
The jurisdiction should make sure to cross-reference any such provision, if it exists.

(C) If the Major Renovation has an estimated construction cost of between [$250,000]
and [$1,000,000], excluding the cost of (l) compliance with accessibility
requirements for individuals with disabilities under governing federal, state, or
local law, and (2) seismic or other structural safety retrofit, the number of Bicycle
Parking Spaces required by subsections [Section II, § (3)(A)-(B)], shall be reduced
by 50 percent; however, the minimum requirement of [2] short-term and [2] longterm bicycle parking spaces shall still apply.
COMMENT: The purpose of this section is to distinguish between Major Renovations
that are very extensive and Major Renovations that are less extensive, but still qualify as
major. While Major Renovations that fall in the first category are subject to the same
bicycle parking requirements as New Development, the requirements for Major
Renovations that fall within the second category are reduced by 50%.
Since construction costs can vary widely by region, the suggested range of $250,000 $1 ,000,000 may need to be adjusted up or down depending on local conditions. If
inflation is a concern , the jurisdiction may want to indicate that the dollar amounts will be
adjusted based on a particular index, such as a regional building cost index, Engineering
News-Record (ENR) cost indices, or the Producer Price Index - New Office Building
Construction as reported in the PPI Detailed Report published by the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

§ 4. BUILDING PERMITS AND CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY: Prior to
issuance of a building permit for New Development or a Major Renovation, the submitted
plans must include specific provisions for bicycle parking that are consistent with the
requirements of this Ordinance. No certificate of occupancy for said building permit shall
issue at the conclusion ofthe project until [Jurisdiction] finds that the applicable provisions
of this Ordinance have been complied with.
§ 5. EXISTING BICYCLE PARKING AFFECTED BY CONSTRUCTION: In the
eventthat the [Jurisdiction] has authorized a permit holder to remove existing bicycle
parking in the public right-of-way due to construction, the permit holder shall replace such
bicycle parking no later than the date of completion ofthe construction. At least [7] days
prior to removal of such bicycle parking, the permit holder shall post, in the immediate
vicinity of the bicycle parking area, a weather-proof notice, with a minimum type size of [1]
inch, specifying the date of removal. In the event that any bicycles remain parked on the date
of the removal, such bicycles shall be stored for a reasonable period, not less than [45] days,
and a conspicuous, weather-proof notice shall be placed as close as feasible to the site of the
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removed bicycle parking containing information as to how to retrieve a removed bicycle.
If bicycle parking is likely to be removed, pursuant to this section, for more than [120]
days, it shall, to the extent possible, be temporarily re-sited, in coordination with [insert
appropriate department, such as Department of Public Works], to a location as close to the
original site as feasible, pending completion of the construction. If the temporary site is not
clearly visible from the original site, the permit holder shall post a conspicuous, weatherproof notice in the immediate vicinity of the original site informing bicyclists of the
location of the temporary site.
COMMENT: This provision is designed to ameliorate the reduction of bicycle parking that occurs
when existing bicycle parking is eliminated as an unavoidable byproduct of the construction
process. Providing advance notice and a way to retrieve bicycles also addresses a problem that
has been experienced in some communities, in which bicycles are confiscated or destroyed
without notice or recourse when existing bicycle parking is removed. Just as there is typically
signage informing motorists how a towed car can be retrieved, this provision is designed to
provide bicyclists with a similar form of recourse. Note that this provision applies to all
construction projects requiring a permit, regardless of whether the project is subject to the
bicycle parking requirements of this ordinance.

§ 6. BICYCLE PARKING STANDARDS - GENERAL:
(A) All Bicycle Parking Spaces shall be:
(1) well lit if accessible to the public or bicyclists after dark;

(2) located to ensure significant visibility by the public and building users, except
in the case of Long-Term Bicycle Parking that is located in secured areas;

I

COMMENT: Good lighting and a general sense that the area is publicly visible
(often known as "eyes on the street") provide a strong deterrent against theft,
attacks, and vandalism.

(3) accessible without climbing more than one step or going up or down a slope
in excess of [12] percent, and via a route on the property that is designed to
minimize conflicts with motor vehicles and pedestrians.
(B) All In-Street Bicycle Parking and Bicycle Parking Spaces located in a parking
facility shall be:
(1) clearly marked; and
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(2) separated from motor vehicles by some form of physical barrier (such as
bollards, concrete or rubber curbing or pads, reflective wands, a wall, or a
combination thereof) designed to adequately protect the safety of bicyclists
and bicycles.
(C) All Bike Racks shall be located at least [36] inches in all directions from any
obstruction, including but not limited to other Bike Racks, walls, doors, posts,
columns, or exterior or interior landscaping.
COMMENT: The 36 inch clearance requirement allows for easy access for bikes with all
kinds of handlebars and panniers and is best practice.

(D) Unless Bicycle Parking Spaces are clearly visible from an entrance, a sign
indicating their location shall be prominently displayed outside the main entrance
to the building or facility, and additional signs shall be provided as necessary to
ensure easy way finding. A "Bicycle Parking" sign shall alsobe displayed on or
adjacent to any indoor room or area designated for bicycle parking. All outdoor
signs required by this subsection [Section II, § 6(D)] shall be no smaller than [12]
x [18] inches and utilize a type size of at least [2] inches. All indoor signs required
by this subsection [Section II, § 6(D)] shall be no smaller than [8] x [10] inches
and utilize a type size of at least [5/8] inch.
COMMENT: Cities should ensure that outdoor signs are large enough to be easily seen and
understood. The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2009 Ed.), published by the
U.S. Dep't. of Transportation, recommends a minimum size of 12 x 18 for outdoor bicycle
parking signs. Available on-line at: http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/pdfs/2009/pdUndex.htm (Part 9
(Traffic Control for Bicycle Facilities), Table 9B-1 (p. 792). A sample sign design is also set
forth in Figure 9B-4 (sign D4-3) at p. 800.
Standard letter visibility charts indicate that every one inch of letter height provides 10
feet of readability with the best impact. For example, two-inch tall letters make the best
impact within 20 feet; however, they are still readable from much further away (48-58
feet) depending on color, capitalization and design. Three-inch tall letters have their best
impact within 30 feet but are readable up to 100 feet. A 5/8 inch type size for indoor signs
is consistent with ADA signage requirements.
, If a jurisdiction already has an ordinance governing signage, it should be consulted to
ensure consistency.

§ 7. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO SHORT-TERM
BICYCLE PARKING ONLY: All Short-Term Bicycle Parking Spaces shall contain Bike
ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 759 of 778

I 481

APPENDIX J: MODEL BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE

Racks and shall meet the following requirements, in addition to the requirements in
[Section II, § 3] above:

(A) Location:
(1) Short-Term Bicycle Parking must be located either (a) within [50] feet of the
main public entrance ofthe building or facility, or (b) no further than the
nearest motor vehicle parking space to the main public entrance (excluding
parking for individuals with disabilities), whichever is closer. If the New
Development or Major Renovation contains multiple buildings or facilities,
the required Short-Term Bicycle Parking shall be distributed to maximize
convenience and use.
COMMENT: After security, convenience is the most important factor for bicyclists.
Fifty feet is generally considered the maximum distance bicyclists are willing to
lock their bikes up to a rack before looking for another object to lock to. Many
jurisdictions, including Fort Worth , TX, and Palo Alto and Emeryville, CA, require
that the furthest bicycle parking rack be no further away from an entrance than the
nearest vehicle parking space.

(2) Short-Term Bicycle Parking Spaces may be located either (a) on-site or (b) in
the public right-of-way (e.g., sidewalk or In-Street Bicycle Parking),
provided that an encroachment permit is obtained for the installation and the
installation meets all other requirements of [indicate the law governing
encroachments on public rights-of-way]. If Bike Racks are located on public
sidewalks, they must provide at least [5] feet of pedestrian clearance, and up
to [6] feet where available, and be at least [2] feet from the curb.
COMMENT: Sufficient clearance requirements are necessary to ensure that
bicyclists can easily access and lock their bikes while avoiding interference with
pedestrians. While six feet for pedestrian clearance is best practice, and is
particularly important in areas with many pedestrians, an acceptable alternative is
5 feet. This is consistent with guidelines developed by the U.S. Architectural and
Transportation Barriers Compliance Board and the U.S. Department of
Transportation for designing public sidewalks (available on-line at:
http://www.access-board .gov/prowac/guide/PROWguide.pdf'), and ensures that
the sidewalk is fully accessible to individuals with disabilities.
In-Street Bicycle Parking (in place of one or more vehicle parking spaces) can be
an attractive option in dense commercial areas where demand for bicycle parking
is high and there are limited off-street options or sidewalk clearance. In-street
bicycle parking provides commercial districts with 8-12 bicycle parking spaces to
each vehicle space and clearly advertises that it is a bike friendly area.
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(B) Bike Rack Requirements: Bike Racks used for Short-Term Bicycle Parking must
be securely attached to concrete footings, a concrete sidewalk, or another
comparably secure concrete surface, and made to withstand severe weather and
permanent exposure to the elements.

COMMENT: Bike racks bolted to asphalt, dirt, or grass can become dislodged over time
or due to theft or vandalism, and do not provide secure parking . Bike racks made with
powder-coated metal or stainless steel can withstand severe weather and permanent
exposure to the elements.
While more expensive up front, high quality racks require less maintenance, last longer,
and look better. Also, even a good quality bike rack costs a fraction of a vehicle parking
space, particularly considering that 8-12 bicycles parking spaces can typically fit in one
vehicle parking space. According to the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, the
cost to purchase and install a bike rack is generally $150-$300, and $1 ,000 - $4,000 for a
bike locker. In contrast, a parking space can cost from $2,200 per space in a surface lot
to $23,000 per space in a garage.

§ 8. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO LONG-TERM BICYCLE
PARKING ONLY: Long-Term Bicycle Parking shall be provided in either (1) Bike
Lockers or (2) indoor rooms or areas specifically designated for bicycle parking (including
designated areas of an indoor parking facility), and shall satisfy the following requirements,
in addition to those set forth in [Section II, § 3] above:

(A) Location: Long-Term Bicycle Parking may be located either on- or off-site. If
located off-site, it shall be no more than [300 feet] from the main public entrance.
COMMENT: Jurisdictions should select an appropriate distance based on population
size and local conditions. Smaller cities, like Boulder, Colorado and Tucson , Arizona ,
tend to use 300 feet; larger cities may allow a greater distance, like 500 feet (Oakland) or
750 feet (Portland) . Some large cities allow this requirement to be expanded, upon a
showing that a proposed or existing bike station or similar high-capacity bicycle parking
facility is located within 1,000 feet (around three or four city blocks) .

(B) Requirements for Indoor Long-Term Bicycle Parking: Long-Term Bicycle
Parking located in designated indoor rooms or areas shall contain Bike Racks or
comparable devices. Such rooms shall be designed to maximize visibility of all
portions of the room or designated area from the entrance. Supplemental security
measures (such as limiting access to a designated indoor bike parking room to
persons with a key, smart card, or code) are optional.
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COMMENTS: Providing adequate security is critical to the willingness of bicyclists to use
Long-Term Bicycle Parking. This model ordinance requires that, at a minimum, LongTerm Bicycle Parking shall be provided either in lockable Bike Lockers or in indoor rooms
or areas (including parking garages) that contain lockable Bike Racks. It also provides
flexibility, however, in the event that local conditions warrant additional security
measures.

§ 9. MOTOR VEHICLE PARKING SPACE CREDITS:
(A) For every [6] Bicycle Parking Spaces provided, the number of required off-street
motor vehicle parking spaces (excluding parking spaces for individuals with
disabilities) on a site shall be reduced by [1] space.
COMMENT: This type of "parking exchange formula" is very popular with developers,
allowing them to reduce the number of vehicle parking spaces (which are more costly
than bike parking spaces) when they provide bicycle parking. Suph a provision is an
effective incentive for both increasing bicycle parking and reducing the amount of land
devoted to off-street vehicle parking. If a community is concerned about maintaining a
certain minimum number of vehicle parking spaces, a provision can be added that caps
the available credit, e.g . "The total number of required off-street vehicle parking spaces
shall not be reduced by more than [20]% pursuant to this credit."

(B) To encourage the installation of showers at non-residential sites, the number of
required off-street motor vehicle parking spaces for such sites shall be reduced as
follows: A credit of [1] space shall be provided for the first shower installed, with
additional off-street motor vehicle parking credits available at a rate of [1] space
for each additional shower provided per [25] required Bicycle Parking Spaces. In
order to claim these credits, which shall be in addition to the bicycle parking
credits provided for in [Section II, § 9(A)] , shower facilities must be readily
available for use by all employees ofthe New Development or Major Renovation.
COMMENT: Destination amenities (such as showers, lockers and changing rooms) in
commercial or industrial buildings are designed to encourage more people to commute
(or commute further) to work by bicycle. Particularly where climates are warm or humid,
the ability to shower can help make commuting by bicycle or by foot a more feasible
alternative to driving. Like bike parking generally, these provisions can be viewed as a
"win-win" situation . Developers can promote these facilities as a benefit for tenants,
businesses can promote employee health and fitness, and employees receive improved
options for bicycling to work. Such showers often benefit non-bicycling employees as
well, such as those who exercise during lunch or who spend long hours at the office.
Some jurisdictions that anticipate large, high-density commercial developments may
choose to make the installation of showers (and/or other destination amenities) in such
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developments mandatory rather than optional. Currently, a few cities (such as Seattle,
WA, Oakland, San Francisco, and San Jose, CA, Boston , MA, and Minneapolis, MN),
require shower facilities in new commercial developments if they exceed a specified
square footage (ranging widely from 10,000 sq. ft. (San Francisco) to 500,000 sq. ft
(Minneapolis)). If a community wishes to make this a mandatory requirement, the
following provision can be substituted : "Non-residential uses shall provide [4] showers,
along with [4] clothing lockers per shower, for buildings that are [ ] square feet or more.
[Two] additional showers shall be provided for each additional [ ] square feet) . An offstreet vehicle parking credit of [1] space per shower shall be provided, up to one shower
per [25] required Bicycle Parking Spaces. In order to claim this credit, which shall be in
addition to the other bicycle parking credits provided for, showers must be easily
accessible to all employees of the New Development or Major Renovation ."
It is also worth noting that in areas that contain existing fitness clubs, employers can also
be encouraged to subsidize memberships for employees in a nearby gym that already
has showers. This additional option, or alternative to on-site showers, not only provides
showers for bicycle commuters but benefits all employees, as well as the employer,
since healthier employees tend to have higher productivity.XVili Such programs can be
linked to employee commuter programs, physical activity promotions or other similar
local initiatives.

§ 10. (optional) MODIFICATION OF REQUIREMENTS: In the event that satisfYing
all of the requirements of [Section II] would be (a) infeasible due to the unique nature of
the site, or (b) cause an unintended consequence that undermines the purpose of this
Ordinance, a property owner (or designee) may submit a written request to the [Planning
Director/Zoning Administrator/other Local Administrator or designee] for a modification
of the requirements of [Section II]. The request shall state the specific reason(s) for the
request, provide supporting documentation, and propose an alternative action that will
allow the purposes of this Ordinance to be fulfilled as much as possible.
COMMENT: Jurisdictions should consult their local laws and regulations to determine if they
already include procedures for modifications or waivers that would either conflict with , or
duplicate, this provision .

SECTION III. [ARTICLE/CHAPTER] OF THE [JURISDICTION]
[ZONINGIPLANNING/MUNICIP AL/COUNTY CODE] IS HEREBY ADDED TO
READ "BICYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR PARKING FACILITIES."

§ 1. PURPOSE: The purpose of [Section III] is to provide sufficient safe and convenient
bicycle parking in parking facilities so as to encourage bicycling as a form of
transportation, which in turn reduces traffic congestion, air pollution, wear and tear on
roads, and use of fossil fuels, while fostering healthy physical activity.
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COMMENT: Since vehicle parking lots and garages are already in the business of providing
parking, it is relatively easy for these uses to include bicycle parking, and thus significantly
expand bicycle parking options in locations already identified as desirable destinations.
This section is designed to apply to existing parking facilities licensed by the jurisdiction, as well
as new parking facilities, once they become established and are licensed.

§ 2. DEFINITIONS: The definitions set forth in [Section II, § 2] shall apply to [Section
III], unless the context clearly requires otherwise.
§ 3. LICENSING CONDITIONS: As a condition of issuance or renewal of a license
required by [the Jurisdiction] for a parking facility, parking facilities which are:
(1) indoor parking garages (i.e. 50% or more of the motor vehicle parking spaces are
provided indoors or under a roof) shall provide [1] Long Term Bicycle Parking Space per
[20] vehicle parking spaces provided (minimum 2) and [2] Short Term Bicycle Parking
Spaces;
(2) outdoor parking lots (i.e. 51 % or more of the motor vehicle parking spaces are
provided outdoors with no roof) shall provide [1] Short Term Bicycle Parking Space per
[20] vehicle parking spaces provided (minimum 2),and [2] Long Term Bicycle Parking
Spaces.

COMMENT: Note that the bicycle parking requirements for new parking facilities (see Section II ,
§ 3) are consistent with the requirements of this section. Cleveland requires bicycle parking in all
licensed parking lots and garages at a rate of 1 per 20 vehicle spaces. San Francisco has a
similar provision, but reduces the ratio to 1 per 40 vehicle spaces for garages that provide over
500 spaces. In Cincinnati, the rate is also 1 per 20 vehicles although the law is limited to new
and expanded parking garages. If desired, the ordinance can impose a cap on the maximum
number of bicycle parking spaces that can be required (San Francisco has a cap of 50;
Cleveland and Cincinnati have a cap of 24) .
Since most cities require businesses to obtain an annual license to operate, linking compliance
to licensing should achieve the goals of this section in a relatively efficient manner. Parking
facilities that face an imminent renewal at the time the ordinance becomes effective are afforded
a grace period in which to comply by Section VIII of this ordinance. It is recommended , however,
that all licensed parking facilities in existence at the time the ordinance is enacted receive a
notice of Section III of the ordinance ["Bicycle Parking Requirements for Parking Facilities"],
along with Section VIII ["Effective Date of Ordinance"] in order to facilitate prompt compliance. In
the event that a jurisdiction's business licenses remain valid for more than one year, the
jurisdiction may want to consider expediting compliance by adding the new bicycle parking
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requirements to existing licenses. Local government counsel, however, should be consulted to
determine whether the jurisdiction has authority to modify an existing license, and if so, under
what conditions.

§ 4. LOCATION: All Bicycle Parking Spaces required by [Section III] shall be located in
an area, preferably on the ground floor, that (i) can be conveniently and safely accessed by
bicycle and by foot in a way that minimizes conflicts with motor vehicles, (ii) is not
isolated, and (iii) maximizes visibility by parking facility patrons and attendants. If the
licensed parking facility has multiple entrances, the required Bicycle Parking Spaces may
be spread out among the multiple entrances. Bicycle Parking Spaces shall be accessible
without climbing more than one step or going up or down a slope in excess of [12] percent.
§ 5. BIKE RACKS: All Bicycle Parking Spaces required by [Section III] shall contain
Bike Racks and shall be well lit if accessible to the public or bicyclists after dark or if in an
interior or darkened location. All Bike Racks shall also provide a clearance of at least [36]
inches in all directions from any obstruction (including but not limited to other bike racks,
walls, doors, posts, columns or landscaping), and shall be separated from vehicles by some
form of physical barrier (such as bollards, concrete or rubber curbing or pads, reflective
wands, a wall, or a combination thereof) designed to adequately protect the safety of
bicyclists and bicycles. All Bike Racks located outdoors shall also be securely attached to
concrete footings and made to withstand severe weather and permanent exposure to the
elements.

§ 6. SIGNAGE: Parking facilities shall also install prominent signs, no smaller than [12] x
[18] inches and utilizing a type size of at least [2] inches, in or near each entrance that
advertise the availability of bicycle parking, and the location, if it is not visible from the
entrance.
Comment: See Comment to Section II, § 6(0) regarding signage.

§ 7. CONTRACTUAL LIMITS ON LIABILITY: [Section III] shall not interfere with
the rights of a parking facility owner (or designee) to enter into agreements with facility
users or take other lawful measures to limit the parking facility's liability to users,
including bicycle users, with respect to parking in the parking facility, provided that such
agreements or measures are otherwise in accordance with the requirements of [this
Ordinance] and the law.
COMMENT: This provision simply permits parking facilities to extend to bicyclists the same
contractual limitations that they ordinarily apply to motorists.
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SECTION IV. [ARTICLE/CHAPTER] OF THE [JURISDICTION]
[ZONINGIPLANNINGIMUNICIPAL/COUNTY CODE] IS HEREBY ADDED TO
READ "BICYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR SPECIAL EVENTS
INVOLVING STREET CLOSURES."

§ 1. PURPOSE: The purpose of [Section IV] is to provide sufficient safe and convenient
bicycle parking at special events involving street closures to encourage bicycling as a form
of transportation, which in tum reduces traffic congestion, air pollution, wear and tear on
roads, and use of fossil fuels, while fostering healthy physical activity.

COMMENT: Monitored bicycle parking at large civic and sporting events has become
increasingly popular around the country as event organizers and local governments see the
many benefits: (1) it encourages attendees to leave their cars at home and arrive by bicycle,
which is a healthy, non-polluting form of transport; (2) it can increase the number of attendees by
encouraging residents who might not otherwise attend at all because of concerns regarding
traffic congestion, car parking hassles, and lack of safe, secure bicycle parking; and (3) it helps
reduce traffic congestion caused by the street closures and the increased number of people
attracted to the area.

§ 2. CONDITIONS ON STREET CLOSURE PERMITS: As a condition of a permit for
the closure of a street for a special event in which the daily number of participants is
projected to be [1,000] or more, monitored bicycle parking shall be provided by the event
sponsor (or a designee) for at least [1] % of expected daily participants beginning [Yi hour]
before and ending [Yi hour] after the time of the event each day of the event.
COMMENT: The cities of Alameda and San Francisco, California both implement their monitored
bicycle parking requirement for large events involving street closures through their temporary
street closure and event permit application and review process.
If, over time, the demand for monitored bicycle parking increases, jurisdictions can easily
increase the amount of monitored bicycling parking required through a simple amendment to the
ordinance.

§ 3. REQUIREMENTS FOR MONITORED PARKING: Monitored bicycle parking
shall include the presence, at all times, of one attendant, or more as needed, to receive
bicycles, dispense claim checks, return bicycles, and provide security for all bicycles.
§ 4. LOCATION: All monitored bicycle parking shall be located within [500] feet of at
least one regular entrance or access point to the event.
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COMMENT: Possible locations for monitored parking would include school yards, in-street
vehicle parking spaces, garages, or designated sections of closed streets. Generally, 8-12
bicycles will fit in 1 vehicle parking space.

§ 5. PUBLICITY AND SIGNAGE: All publicity, including signs, for the event shall state
the availability of monitored bicycle parking, its location, and cost, if any. All event maps
shall include the location of monitored bicycle parking. If monitored bicycle parking is not
within eyeshot of each entrance, signs shall be provided to ensure easy way finding.
§ 6. INSURANCE COVERAGE AND FEES: The event sponsor or designee must
provide insurance coverage for the monitored bicycle parking in case of damaged or stolen
bicycles, and may charge users a fee to cover the cost of providing the monitored parking.

COMMENT: According to the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, it has nev~r had a bicycle lost or
stolen in the 10 years it has provided monitored bicycle parking at local events. Bicycling
organizations that offer monitored bike parking at events (commonly referred to as "valet bike
parking") generally have insurance coverage as a precautionary measure, and such a
requirement is recommended .

SECTION V. [ARTICLE/CHAPTER] OF THE
[ZONINGIPLANNINGIMUNICIPAL/COUNTY CODE] IS HEREBY ADDED TO
READ "REMOVAL OF ABANDONED BICYCLES."

§ 1. PURPOSE: The purpose of [Section V] is to ensure the reasonably prompt removal of
bicycles abandoned in Bicycle Parking Spaces so as to encourage bicycling as a form of
transportation, which in tum reduces traffic congestion, air pollution, wear and tear on
roads, and use of fossil fuels, while fostering healthy physical activity.
§ 2. DEFINITIONS: The definitions set forth in [Section II, § 2] of this Ordinance shall
apply to [Section V], unless the context clearly requires otherwise.
§ 3. REMOVAL REQUIREMENTS: On [a quarterly basis], owners of property (or a
designee) subject to [Sections II or III of this Ordinance] shall remove, from all Bicycle
Parking Spaces associated with their property, including those located on the public rightof-way, bicycles that have been abandoned. A bicycle shall be deemed to be abandoned if
it has not been removed after having been tagged with a notice of removal for [2] weeks for
Short-Term Bicycle Parking Spaces or [4] weeks for Long-Term Bicycle Parking Spaces.
However, a bicycle shall not be deemed to be abandoned if the bicyclist and property
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owner (or designee) have a written agreement regarding provision of long term storage
covering the time period in question. Abandoned bicycles shall be disposed of in a manner
consistent with the California Civil Code.

COMMENT: Removal of abandoned bicycles is critical. Not only do they effectively eliminate
bicycle parking spaces, but they are also an eyesore, deter bicycle users, and turn others
against bicycle parking. Some cities, like Emeryville, California, require property owners to
remove abandoned bicycles from short-term spaces on a monthly basis.
Under California law, personal property is abandoned when it is thrown away, or its possession
is intentionally forsaken by the owner.xix In the event that the original owner later disputes the
abandonment, the issue of whether the item was "intentionally forsaken ," usually turns on the
original owner's actions and the specific circumstances. Evidence that a bicycle has been
neglected for an extended period in a public bicycle parking area, particularly after having been
tagged with an abandonment notice, would provide evidence of abandonment. Jurisdictions can
also encourage property owners to post a sign near bicycle parking that notifies bicyclists that
abandoned bicycles will be donated or disposed of in a lawful manner, and identifies the criteria
for finding abandonment set forth in the ordinance. Such a sign could provide additional
evidence of abandonment in the event a dispute arose.
Under state law, personal property of unknown ownership worth more than $1 Ooxx (including
property left by tenants XXi ) must be turned over to the local police department, where the property
will be held for at least 90 days to allow the owner to claim it. xxli Similar procedures apply to
personal property found at a public agency or by a public employee.xxiii A jurisdiction may have
an abandoned property ordinance in place, as authorized by the California Civil Code; if so, the
local ordinance should be cross-referenced in this provision.xxiv

SECTION VI. [ARTICLE/CHAPTER] OF THE [JURISDICTION]
[ZONINGIPLANNINGIMUNICIPAL/COUNTY CODE] IS HEREBY ADDED TO
READ "IMPLEMENTATION OF ORDINANCE."

§ 1. Regulations and Procedures: The [Planning Director/Zoning Administrator and/or
other relevant local administrator(s)] [is/are] authorized to promulgate new and amend
existing rules, regulations, procedures or forms as necessary or appropriate to implement
the provisions of[this Ordinance].
§ 2. Training: [Jurisdiction] shall periodically make trainings or training materials
available to planners and other employees involved in the implementation and enforcement
of [this Ordinance].
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COMMENT: Local planners or staff may not be familiar with the multitude of different bike
parking design and site lay-out issues that arise in the context of bicycle parking. Providing
training or training materials can be crucial to the effective implementation of a bicycle parking
ordinance. Resources that could be used to develop training materials are available from some
bicycling organizations such as the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals (www.
apbp.org ) and the Alliance for Biking and Walking (www.peoplepoweredmovement.org). Also,
some bicycle parking ordinances, such as Portland's, include helpful diagrams of possible bike
parking site layouts. (Portland's ordinance is available on-line at
www.portlandonline.com/bps/index.cfm?a=53320 (see pages 25-27).)

§ 3. Reporting: The [Planning Director/Zoning Administrator] shall provide an annual
report to the [Adopting Body] regarding the implementation of this Ordinance that shall, at
a minimum, include the following information relevant to the preceding year: (1) the
number of Short and Long-Term Bicycle Parking Spaces created pursuant to [Sections II
and III], and the number of events for which special event bicycle parking was provided
under [Section IV] ; (2) (if applicable) a brief summary of each request for modification
received and action taken in response thereto; and (3) any other information learned that
would improve future implementation of [this Ordinance] and its goals.
COMMENT: This crucial accountability provision enables local law-makers and the public to
assess the effectiveness of the ordinance. If desired, jurisdictions can include additional
reporting requirements designed to assist with future bicycle programs or plans. Such
requirements could include reporting on actual use of bicycle parking spaces or on changes in
bicycling rates.

SECTION VII. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION:
(A) All ordinances or parts thereof that conflict or are inconsistent with this Ordinance
are repealed to the extent necessary to give this Ordinance full force and effect.
(B) If any section or portion of this Ordinance is judicially invalidated for any reason,
that portion shall be deemed a separate and independent provision, and such ruling
shall not affect the validity ofthe remaining portions of this Ordinance.
COMMENT: These standard provisions ensure there is no conflict with any other existing
laws and that any partial invalidation does not affect the remainder of the ordinance.
Your jurisdiction's attorney may wish to substitute a different version of this language.

SECTION VIII. EFFECTIVE DATE: This Ordinance shall be effective [upon passage
(insert other date if desired)] ("Effective Date"), except that:

ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN

Page 769 of 778

I 491

APPENDIX J: MODEL BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE

(A) [Section II, § 3] ("Bicycle Parking Spaces Required"), and [Section II, § 4]
("Building Permits and Certificates of Occupancy") shall only apply to New
Development and Major Renovations for which a building permit is issued on or
after [120] days from the Effective Date.

COMMENT: The 120 day grace period seeks to provide a reasonable balance between
(1) a jurisdiction's interest in achieving the goals of the ordinance without delay, and
(2) allowing developers and local planners reasonable notice of, and time to prepare for
implementation of, the ordinance. Depending on local conditions, jurisdictions can adjust
the length of this grace period to best effectuate this balance.

(B) [Section III] ("Bicycle Parking Requirements for Parking Facilities") shall apply to
Parking Facilities that were licensed prior to the Effective Date, and have less than
[180] days remaining on their license, as follows: [1/2] of the required number of
Bicycle Parking Spaces shall be provided no later than [1201 days from the
expiration of the parking facility ' s license, with full implementation required no
later than [180] days from the expiration of the parking facility's license.
(C) [Section IV] ("Bicycle Parking Requirements for Special Events Involving Street Closures") shall not apply to events for which the temporary street closure was
authorized pursuant to an application submitted prior to the Effective Date.
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RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION
MASTER PLAN.

ADOPTING

THE

MONTEREY

PARK

BICYCLE

The City Council of the City of Monterey Park does resolve as follows:
SECTION 1: The City Council finds and declares that:
A.

In June 2013, the City Council adopted a resolution to participate in the
San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master Plan ("Regional Plan") which
includes Baldwin Park, EI Monte, San Gabriel, and South EI Monte;

B.

Each of the cities participating in the Regional Plan also develop their own
local bicycle plan. Consequently, the Monterey Park Bicycle Master Plan
(the "Master Plan") attached as Exhibit "A," and incorporated by reference,
is a component of the larger San Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle Master
Plan;

C.

The Master Plan was reviewed by the Community and Economic
Development Department (the "Department") for, in part, consistency with
the General Plan and conformity with the Monterey Park Municipal Code
("MPMC");

D.

The City reviewed the project's environmental impacts under the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code §§ 21000, et seq.,
"CEQA"), the regulations promulgated thereunder (14 Cal. Code of
Regulations §§15000, etseq., the "CEQA Guidelines");

E.

The Department completed its review and scheduled a public hearing
regarding the application before the Planning Commission on November
25,2014;

F.

On November 25, 2014, the Commission held a public hearing to receive
public testimony and other evidence regarding the Master Plan including,
without limitation, information provided to the Commission by City staff,
and public testimony. Following the public hearing, the Planning
Commission adopted a resolution recommending that the City Council
adopt the Master Plan; and
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G.

This Resolution, and its findings, are made based upon the evidence
presented to the City Council at its December 3, 2014 meeting including,
without limitation, the staff report submitted by the Department.

SECTION 2: Factual Findings and Conclusions. The City Council finds that the
following facts exist:

A.

The Master Plan will affect public and private properties in all five
participating cities;

B.

The purpose of the Master Plan is to provide a) a broad vision and specific
strategies and actions to improve bicycling conditions; b) direction for
expanding the existing network and improve connectivity within and
between cities; and c) recommendations for education, encouragement,
enforcement, and evaluation programs. The overall goal of the Master
Plan is to increase the numbers of new bicyclists and bicycle trips in the
region by providing a safer bicycling environment;

C.

The Master Plan recommends new bicycling related goals, objectives, and
policies regarding for all the participating cities;

D.

The Master Plan recommends specific route classifications for each street
proposed in the bicycle network;

E.

The Master Plan recommends an expansion of the existing bikeway
network in the City of Monterey Park by approximately 53 miles; and

F.

The Master Plan recommends possible locations for bicycle parking and
storage facilities in the City of Monterey Park.

SECTION 3: Environmental Assessment. Because of the facts identified in Section 2 of
this Resolution, the Master Plan is statutorily exempt from additional environmental
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, et
seq.; "CEQA") and CEQA regulations (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §§ 15000, et seq.; the
"CEQA Guidelines") pursuant to CEQA § 21080 .20. If the City Council approves the
Master Plan and, at some future date, decides to implement its recommendations, the
City may be required to conduct additional environmental review.
SECTION 4: General Plan. The proposed Master Plan conforms to the City's General
Plan as follows:

2
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A.

The proposed Master Plan is consistent with numerous goals, policies,
and objectives of the General Plan . Specifically, it is consistent with the
Land Use, Circulation, Air Quality, and Open Space and Recreation
Elements as discussed below.

B.

Goal 5.0 - Create and maintain a connected system of bicycle routes and
pedestrian facilities that meets the need of City residents.

C.

Policy 5. 1- Provide for a citywide bicycle path system consistent with
the Bicycle Route Plan (Figure C-4 of the General Plan). In certain
instances the Master Plan proposes more aggressive approaches to the
General Plan such as a Class II Route for Monterey Pass Road and
Pomona Boulevard where the General Plan may have only proposed
Class III facilities.

D.

Policy 5.2 - Require that bicycle racks and adequate pedestrian facilities
be incorporated into new commercial development projects.

E.

Policy 5.3- Coordinate with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority to improve City bicycle routes within the Los
Angeles County bicycle route system. In particular, encourage linkages to
light rail and other transit stations.

F.

The Master Plan also supports the new Healthy Community and
Sustainable Elements of the General Plan. The Healthy Community
Elements advocates safe bicycling and walking access to parks.

G.

The Master Plan conforms to the Sustainable Elements by sharing the
following policies:
1.

Policy 5.6 Multipurpose Trails - Seek opportunities to provide offstreet multipurpose trails for biking and walking that increase
connectivity throughout the City while providing an attractive
environment for walking and bicycling separated from the roadway.
The Bike Plan proposes a Class I bike facility along the Utility
Right-of-Way from Isabella Ave. to Floral Dr.

2.

Policy 6.1 Public Bicycle Parking - Ensure adequate bicycle parking
is available at City facilities and bus stops.

3
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H.

3.

Policy 6.2 Bicycle Parking in Development Projects - Require the
provision of bicycle parking for new buildings and expansion
projects as specified in the California Green Building Standards
Code (CALGreen).

4.

Policy 6.3 End-of- Trip Facilities at Businesses - Encourage
businesses to provide bike parking and other end-of-trip facilities
that promote bicycling.

5.

Policy 7.2 Safe Driver Behavior - Promote safe driver behavior
around bicycle riders and pedestrians.

6.

Policy 7.3 Bicyclist and Pedestrian Education - Encourage and
promote the education of community members, including children,
as safe and alert bicycle riders and pedestrians.

The City's Climate Action Plan (CAP) recommends the creation and
adoption of a Master Bike Plan. The CAP seeks to reduce Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) in the City by 2.5% by the year 2020 through expanding
bicycle and pedestrian networks.

SECTION 5: Zoning Consistency. The Master Plan is consistent with the general
purpose of the MPMC's zoning regulations, which is to promote the public health,
safety, and general welfare and to provide the economic and social advantages
resulting from an orderly planned use of land resources. The Master Plan promotes the
orderly development of a safe and convenient bikeway network and encourages
increased use of the bicycle as a means transportation, which promotes improved
public health.
SECTION 6: Recommendations. The City Council adopts the Monterey Park Master
Plan.
SECTION 7: Reliance On Record. Each and everyone of the findings and
determinations in this Resolution are based on the competent and substantial evidence,
both oral and written, contained in the entire record relating to the project. The findings
and determinations constitute the independent findings and determinations of the City
Council in all respects and are fully and completely supported by substantial evidence in
the record as a whole.

4
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SECTION 8: Limitations. The City Council's analysis and evaluation of the project is
based on the best information currently available. It is inevitable that in evaluating a
project that absolute and perfect knowledge of all possible aspects of the project will not
exist. One of the major limitations on analysis of the project is the City Council's lack of
knowledge of future events. In all instances, best efforts have been made to form
accurate assumptions. Somewhat related to this are the limitations on the city's ability
to solve what are in effect regional, state, and national problems and issues. The City
must work within the political framework within which it exists and with the limitations
inherent in that framework.
SECTION 9: This Resolution will remain effective until superseded by a subsequent
resolution.
SECTION 10:
The City Clerk is directed to mail a copy of this Resolution to any
person requesting a copy.
SECTION 11:
This Resolution may be appealed within ten (10) calendar days
after its adoption. All appeals must be in writing and filed with the City Clerk within this
time period. Failure to file a timely written appeal will constitute a waiver of any right of
appeal.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this _ day of December 2014.

Hans Liang, Mayor
ATIEST:

Vincent D. Chang, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Mark D. Hensley,

By:
Karl

.
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