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February 18, 2014 

 
Jerry Wood  
Gateway Cities Council of Governments 
16401 Paramount Boulevard 
Paramount, CA  90723 
 

RE: Gateway Cities Strategic Transportation Plan 
 
Dear Mr. Wood, 
 
Congratulations on the draft Gateway Cities Strategic Transportation Plan. The Gateway Cities Council of 
Governments’ (GCCOG) consensus-building process to identify solutions to regional challenges is an exciting 
model for the rest of Los Angeles County. Particularly noteworthy is GCCOG’s leadership in creating finance 
strategies for each of the identified regional priorities and then positioning the subregion for significant 
investment in transportation infrastructure. 
 
At its December 2013 General Assembly, GCCOG articulated the need for the Strategic Transportation Plan 
and outlined the following regional goals: 
 

● Improve regional coordination and collaboration, and determine how local transportation challenges can 
be matched with local solutions, including financing strategies, 

● Assess how regional and sub-regional transportation projects affect local communities, and 
● Develop tools to analyze local and regional interactions and transportation trends. 

 
GCCOG’s travel model for 28 member cities evaluates the performance and impacts of projects, prioritizes 
local transportation improvements and helps cities reflect these priorities in general plan updates. Beyond this 
travel model, GCCOG takes a leadership role in advancing projects through conceptual design and 
environmental review to prepare them for eventual funding and implementation. This process is exemplified by 
the Arterial Smart Corridor Projects chapter, which calls on GCCOG to be the coordinating entity for projects 



 2 

on city streets that cross jurisdictional boundaries. This chapter ranks corridors according to criteria, identifies 
affected agencies, lists projects already in development and calls attention to any specific considerations 
including institutional stakeholders or major trip generators. This process results in a list of recommended 
corridors to carry forward into project development. Once these projects are scoped, GCCOG does an 
excellent job of identifying appropriate funding strategies to competitively position the subregion for 
implementation. 
 
We believe that this is an appropriate framework for the Active Transportation Element as well. GCCOG should 
develop the modeling capability to evaluate active transportation projects and programs and take a leadership 
role in preparing regionally significant projects for funding and implementation. GCCOG should assist member 
cities with funding and implementing policy and programming best practices, including complete streets and 
safe routes to school, while taking the lead on corridor and first/last-mile projects. Furthermore, GCCOG 
should identify gaps in the technical assistance provided by regional agencies like SCAG and Metro to ensure 
that member cities have the expertise and resources to be competitive for grant funding. All cities will need to 
either update their general plan circulation elements or develop active transportation plans to be competitive 
for the new Active Transportation Program. This provides an opportunity for GCCOG to generate a subregional 
strategy for accessing these competitive funding sources and allocating local dollars to meet safety and mode 
share objectives for all travelers. 
 
However, the Active Transportation Element currently does not clearly define GCCOG’s role in facilitating the 
development of complete streets, improved access to transit and safe routes to school. While the chapter does 
include already planned bike lane projects and provides great profiles surrounding first/last mile projects, it 
does not provide the depth of planning, funding and commitment to implementation seen in other chapters of 
the Strategic Transportation Plan. We encourage GCCOG to revisit the Active Transportation Element to 
expand its breadth and depth by better addressing project scope and funding needs for specific regionally 
significant bikeway and pedestrian projects, especially those that will enhance transit accessibility. The plan 
should articulate measurable goals for mode share and safety such that specific projects can be evaluated for 
their contributions to meeting regional targets. The plan should further ensure that the projects and proposed 
level of investment will achieve desired outcomes. 
 
The Gateway Cities subregion includes many communities with high rates of walking and biking and low 
household vehicle ownership. In these communities, residents walk, bicycle or use transit to meet their daily 
needs. The chapter does not discuss demographic factors that may make certain communities more likely to 
walk or bike, despite vast differences in characteristics across GCCOG’s member cities. More robust data 
collection in these communities is needed to understand current travel patterns and the potential benefits of 
improvements in terms of both safety and use of bikeways and walkways. Most bicycle and pedestrian travel 
occurs within communities instead of on regional facilities. At the subregional level, much of what is needed is 
supportive policy, technical assistance, design guidance and funding to support cities’ investments in projects 
and programs. We encourage GCCOG to articulate a role for itself that advocates for and supports the 
adoption of complete streets policies by member cities, sets subregional objectives for active transportation 
and calibrates the level of investment to meet these objectives. We also encourage GCCOG to convene 
stakeholder agencies, including cities, Metro, SCAG, the County, school districts and community groups, to 
track progress toward these objectives. 
 
GCCOG’s participation in the discussion of a potential new transportation sales tax measure makes the above 
comments all the more critical to maximize the value of future investments in the Gateway Cities for travelers 
of all ages and abilities. A new sales tax provides a tremendous opportunity to fund the implementation of 
projects identified by the Active Transportation Element. However, it also adds urgency to the need to plan for 
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complete streets in all projects in the Gateway Cities so that projects that are funded meet future mobility 
needs for all users. 
 
In many ways, GCCOG is the most advanced subregion in LA County in comprehensive planning and project 
development. We are confident that GCCOG can quickly bring active transportation planning and project 
development up to this same excellent standard. By updating the Strategic Transportation Plan with more 
multimodal performance metrics, a GCCOG complete streets policy and a finance strategy for active 
transportation, GCCOG can serve the transportation needs of its diverse member cities. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We appreciate your openness to feedback and 
continued collaboration on reaching stakeholders throughout the Gateway Cities. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jessica Meaney      
Southern California Policy Director    
Safe Routes to School National Partnership 
 
 
Roger Pardo 
Founding Chair 
Downey Bicycle Coalition 

Eric Bruins 
Planning and Policy Director 
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
 
 
Cynthia Cruz 
Co-Founder 
Montebello Bicycle Coalition 
 

 
Jim Shanman 
Founder  
Walk 'n Rollers 
 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


