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September 17, 2014 
 
The Honorable Eric Garcetti, Chair 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
 
via email: Tham Nguyen, nguyentha@metro.net 
 

Recommended Improvements to Draft Metro Complete Streets Policy 
 
Dear Mayor Garcetti and Metro Directors:  
 
The Los Angeles County Active Transportation Collaborative1 supports the development of a 
visionary and achievable countywide Complete Streets Policy. We appreciate this opportunity to 
comment on the draft Metro Complete Streets Policy which aims to increase mobility options, improve 
air quality and health, and strengthen local economies across Los Angeles County. Metro’s recent 
leadership in developing a more multimodal transportation network is continued and strengthened in 
the draft Complete Streets Policy. We find the draft to be a strong foundation which, with modest 
improvements and clarification on its applicability, will serve the region well into the future. 
 
Our primary objective for Metro’s Complete Streets Policy is to make the innovative multimodal 
planning work happening in different silos across the agency routine in all planning, project 
development and funding decisions. We compare the draft policy with national best practices2 to 
assess its specificity, applicability and enforceability to ensure that the policy goes beyond rhetoric to 
inform real decisions that the agency makes every day. A summary of our findings is available in the 
attached “report card” evaluating Metro’s policy against ten national criteria.3 We also solicited 
feedback from our partners across the county at our most recent collaborative meeting to refine our 
recommendations. 
 

                                                
1 Since 2012, the Safe Routes to School National Partnership (National Partnership) and Los Angeles County Bicycle 
Coalition (LACBC) have supported the Los Angeles County Active Transportation Collaborative as a way to engage 
stakeholders in Los Angeles County to discuss the current policy and finance landscape for active transportation in the 
region. 
2 Best Practices and Recommendations for Metro Countywide Complete Streets Policy, Safe Routes to School National 
Partnership, January 2014 
3 See attachment, or: http://saferoutescalifornia.files.wordpress.com/2014/09/metro-complete-streets-report-card.pdf 
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We offer the following recommendations for improvement: 
 
Reformat Document to Separate Background from Actual Policy 
 
Many of our partners struggled to understand and engage with the 18-page draft policy due to the 
intermingling of background, definitions, landscape analysis and policy statements. We recommend 
that the policy itself be more succinct while the rich context material accompany the policy in a 
separate document. An ample body of literature exists defining and reporting best practices for 
complete streets policies. What this document needs to do is articulate Metro’s approach to 
implementing complete streets in Los Angeles County. Goals, definitions, principles and actions 
should be Metro’s. This focus on clarity and succinctness will make the policy more relevant to 
implementing departments and partner agencies. 
 
Focus on Performance Metrics to Guide Agency Actions 
 
A complete streets policy should lead to measurable improvements in multimodal outcomes for the 
region’s transportation system. The draft document is silent on system-wide performance metrics that 
should guide funding allocation and project prioritization. Without such metrics, the effect of this policy 
cannot be evaluated. Additionally, conflicts with existing system-wide performance metrics, such as 
the Congestion Management Program, should be identified and addressed either upfront in this policy 
or as an early implementation step. 
 
We recommend that the Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy, which pre-dates this Complete 
Streets Policy, serve as a guide in developing system-wide, multimodal performance metrics. All 
other policies and programs should be brought into alignment with this policy within one year or be 
discontinued. A timeline for this policy reconciliation should be included in the Complete Streets 
Policy implementation plan and coordinated with ongoing efforts to update the Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP). 
 
Clarify Applicability of Policy to Projects Currently in Planning and Implementation 
 
Many of our partners are engaged in the scoping and implementation of specific corridor projects that 
are at various phases of environmental review, engineering and construction. Metro should create a 
matrix of all projects currently in development or implementation and proactively determine the 
applicability of this policy to those projects. Projects that are deemed to be too far into design and/or 
construction to be covered by this policy should be identified and retrofit strategies developed, with 
priority on those projects that might be made more complete through change orders with 
supplemental funding. 
 
We are also concerned that the development of this Complete Streets Policy has been siloed from 
other ongoing planning efforts at Metro and in the subregions, such as the mobility matrices being 
developed by each council of governments. It is unclear whether the projects currently being 
developed are scoped properly and in compliance with this policy direction. Metro should explicitly 
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state that any projects included in any future ballot measure or LRTP update will be compliant with 
the Complete Streets Policy. 
 
Additionally, the draft policy is dependent on local agencies’ applying to grant programs before the 
complete streets mandate is effective. Given that state law has required local agencies to include 
complete streets since 2011, Metro should be as proactive as possible in ensuring that all 89 local 
jurisdictions come into compliance with the Complete Streets Act. Metro should explore whether it is 
legally possible to condition any pass-through funding, such as local return and or TDA, on 
compliance with this policy. If so, the same 2017 requirement should apply to both grant and formula 
funding programs. 
 
Ensure Accountability and Transparency with Enforceable Exceptions Policy 
 
National best practices are clear that successful complete streets policies have high-level approval by 
an elected body or public committee. The draft exceptions and procedure included in the Complete 
Streets Policy are unacceptable and inconsistent with both state law and national best practices. 
 
Exception #1: Most complete streets policies do not allow an exception where non-motorized users 
are prohibited. Instead, the best practice is to include improvements to a parallel corridor to provide 
roughly equivalent access to all users. Metro has had great success implementing bikeways and 
walkways along transit lines including the Orange Line and Expo Line. State law and Caltrans Policy 
codify a similar approach in the design and construction of new freeways (SHC §887 et. seq.; DD-64-
R1). All Metro-funded highway improvements should include parallel improvements for non-motorized 
travel, while new freeway construction should include new pathways for non-motorized travel. 
 
Exception #2: There is no location in Los Angeles County, the most populous county in the United 
States, where a scarcity of population would warrant an exception to the Complete Streets Policy. 
Even the most remote rural roads in the county are popular bicycle touring routes and provide 
important regional travel. This exception should be deleted. 
 
Exception #3: This exception is vague with unclear applicability. This leaves the policy open to 
interpretation and abuse unnecessarily. This exception should be deleted. 
 
Exception #4: This exception is appropriate and in line with best practices. A mitigation fund for those 
projects that qualify for this exception should be established greater than or equal to 10% of project 
cost. 
 
The exceptions procedure must be transparent and accountable, with high-level approval. All 
exceptions should be approved by the Metro Board of Directors. We further recommend that a 
Complete Streets Implementation Committee be established with representatives from local 
agencies, Metro modal leads, modal advocacy organizations and Caltrans to review applications for 
exceptions and advise project managers on potential alternative solutions that do not require an 
exception. Exceptions would then be forwarded to the board for approval with a recommendation 
from the committee. 
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Identify Lead Departments for Implementation Steps 
 
We appreciate the inclusion of a robust implementation plan and find that this is essential to the 
policy’s eventual success. This plan would be strengthened by identifying responsible agencies or 
departments within Metro for each implementation action. 
 
Implementation would be strengthened by the creation of a Complete Streets Implementation 
Committee, described above, to evaluate exceptions and monitor staff’s implementation of this work 
plan. By formalizing the stakeholder consultation alluded to in the implementation section (p.13), this 
committee would complement the collaborative approach Metro intends to take with complete streets 
by incorporating local agency and modal stakeholders, while adding a level of transparency and 
accountability. 
 
We also note that the vast majority of implementation actions are scheduled to commence within two 
years and believe that then is an appropriate time to re-evaluate the policy’s effectiveness. Most 
regional agencies that are Metro’s peers across the state are currently updating their original 
complete streets policies based on years of experience with their first policies. Scheduling a look-
back for two years from now will prepare Metro to stay current with best practices and lessons 
learned throughout the state. 
 
Integrate Policy with Ongoing Planning Efforts, Including First/Last-Mile Strategic Plan 
 
Since adoption of the Joint Work Program with SCAG, Metro has made substantial progress on 
sustainability and multimodal planning. While the Complete Streets Policy is an outgrowth of these 
efforts, it does not refer back to effectively incorporate recent successes such as the First/Last-Mile 
Strategic Plan. We would like to see a commitment to incorporate first/last-mile improvements as an 
essential element of all transit corridor projects by dedicating a small portion (3 percent) of project 
costs to pedestrian and bicycle improvements within the FTA-established radii of stations (½-mile for 
pedestrians, 3-miles for bicyclists). While we applaud Metro’s recent success at winning state and 
federal grants for first/last-mile projects, the need to seek funding for retrofits--even on lines currently 
in design-build--is a symptom of incomplete upfront planning. 
 
Additionally, Metro’s Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy makes explicit support of 
“Transportation and Land Use Integration” yet the draft Complete Streets Policy barely mentions land 
use and provides no clear strategy for coordinating land use with local jurisdictions. Existing 
programs, such as the Transit-Oriented Development Planning Grants, are examples of good work in 
this area, but are not mentioned. To the extent that context is intended to inform the appropriateness 
of various complete streets improvements, the mutually dependent relationship of good land use and 
complete transportation networks should be better articulated in this policy. 
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Prioritize Safety as an Outcome 
 
The draft policy makes regular reference to safety, particularly in the context of making the 
transportation network “safe and convenient” for all users. However, safety is not effectively 
integrated into specific and achievable goals, nor the implementation plan. A specific implementation 
action should be to identify hot spots for injury/fatal collisions and initiate project development in 
consultation with local and subregional agencies to address recurring safety issues. Metro should set 
a specific goal of reducing fatal & serious injury collisions by 50 percent by 2020 and to zero fatalities 
by 2030. 
 
Additionally, the draft policy correctly identifies the best current design documents for transportation 
facilities, including the NACTO guides and Model Design Manual for Living Streets. Missing from 
design consideration is Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED), which is a critical 
oversight when planning transportation improvements in disadvantaged communities. 
 
Integrating Equity into Countywide Planning 
 
As a regional agency, Metro is challenged with serving all constituents equally while also recognizing 
that certain communities require additional resources to truly create equity. Metro’s peer agencies, 
such as MTC in the Bay Area, have proactively identified “communities of concern” to quantifiably 
justify proactive investment strategies in targeted neighborhoods.4 Statewide, the recent release of  
CalEnviroScreen 2.05 is informing strategies to target cap-and-trade and Active Transportation 
Program funds into these communities. These communities are at higher risk of a broad range of 
health and environmental risk factors that can be mitigated with more strategic investment in 
sustainable transportation. 
 
Metro has an opportunity to create an equity framework aligned with new state programs to ensure 
that local agency partners have the resources and technical assistance needed to compete in these 
new grant programs. A strong framework positions the county to secure additional transportation 
resources to address underserved communities while ensuring that local transportation decisions are 
informed by the best available information. Creating an equity framework should be added as an 
implementation action. 
 
Complete Streets Policy is Critical to Development of a Countywide, Multimodal System 
 
Despite the above critiques, the draft policy is a strong starting point for discussion and a 
commendable effort by staff to address complicated issues that span the entire agency. We also 
appreciate staff’s collaborative approach to working with our partners. The Complete Streets Policy 
provides an opportunity for Metro to celebrate its recent efforts on sustainability and active 
transportation, while translating these efforts into business-as-usual. With these revisions, the policy 
will position Metro in better alignment with state goals and as a reliable partner for local agencies who 
are already leading the way for complete streets. 
                                                
4 See: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/snapshot/ 
5 See: http://oehha.ca.gov/ej/ces2.html 
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Should you have any questions, we can be 
reached at jessica@saferoutespartnership.org and eric@la-bike.org. We look forward to working with 
you to adopt a strong Complete Streets Policy for Metro. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jessica Meaney      Eric Bruins 
Southern California Policy Director   Planning & Policy Director 
Safe Routes to School National Partnership  Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
 
 
 
 
Attachment: Metro Complete Streets Policy Report Card 
 
 
   
 
 
 



Does Metro’s Draft Complete Streets Policy Make the Grade? 
 

1. Includes a vision for how and why the 
community wants to complete its streets. B 

Missing safety, economic development, 
equity; poor formatting buries Metro’s 
intended outcomes 

2. Specifies that ‘all users’ includes 
pedestrians, bicyclists and transit 
passengers of all ages and abilities, as 
well as trucks, buses and automobiles. 

A Appropriately describes full range of 
intended users 

3. Applies to both new and retrofit 
projects, including design, planning, 
maintenance, and operations, for the 
entire right of way. 

C 
Unclear application to projects in various 
phases of design and construction; 
unclear application to project lists 
currently in development for sales tax 

4. Makes any exceptions specific and 
sets a clear procedure that requires high-
level approval of exceptions. 

F 
Vague exceptions to policy; staff-level 
approval instead of board; unclear 
application to non-grant projects 

5. Encourages street connectivity and 
aims to create a comprehensive, 
integrated, connected network for all 
modes. 

B 
Good network emphasis, but unclear how 
network approach applies to specific 
projects and interacts with exceptions 

6. Directs the use of the latest and best 
design criteria and guidelines while 
recognizing the need for flexibility in 
balancing user needs. 

A 
Specifically references best currently 
available design guides including NACTO 
guides and Model Design Manual for 
Living Streets 

7. Directs that Complete Streets 
solutions will complement the context of 
the community. 

A 
Emphasizes differences between urban, 
suburban, and rural contexts while still 
providing that all streets need to be safe 
for all users 

8. Is adoptable by all agencies to cover 
all projects. B 

Long timeline for adoption by local 
agencies (2017); does not apply to 
formula allocations 

9. Establishes performance standards 
with measurable outcomes. D No system-wide performance metrics; 

only project-level before-and-after counts 

10. Includes specific next steps for 
implementation of the policy. B 

Identifies specific actions without 
assigning responsible parties; does not 
create a Complete Streets Technical 
Working Group to assist with 
implementation 

We give it a B- 
Criteria based on Best Practices and Recommendations for Metro Countywide Complete Streets Policy, 
Safe Routes to School National Partnership, January 2014 



What’s in Metro’s Draft Complete Streets Policy? 

Included Needs to be Stronger Missing 

Transit/Highway Corridors 
• “Betterments” 
• Project definition, 

purpose & need, and 
mitigation measures 
(CEQA) 

Grant Programs 
• Mandatory policy 

adoption by Call for 
Projects applicants 
(2017) 

• Modernization of Call 
for Projects program 
(2017) 

Accelerating Active 
Transportation Planning 

• First/Last Mile Plan 
• Active 

Transportation 
Strategic Plan (2015) 

Network Focus 
• Modal priority 

networks 
Implementation Plan 

Safety first! 
Exceptions process lacks 
high-level approval, clear 
criteria 
Design guidance should 
include Crime Prevention 
Through Environmental 
Design (CPTED) 

Prioritization of high need 
and underserved areas 
System-wide performance 
measures, e.g. safety, 
equity, job access, 
connectivity, facility quality, 
economic development, 
VMT 
Identification of design 
solutions to modal conflicts 
Application of policy to 
ongoing projects in 
planning, design and 
construction 
Discussion of conflicting 
policy frameworks, e.g. 
Congestion Management 
Program 
Application to pass-through 
funding, e.g. formula 
allocations, local return 
Application to projects listed 
in subregional mobility 
matrices 
Creation of a Complete 
Streets Technical Working 
Group to monitor 
implementation and advise 
on exceptions 
Non-infrastructure 
approaches to improve 
Active Transportation 
Regional coordination of 
complete streets finance 
strategy 
Additional funding to enable 
acceleration of Active 
Transportation or retrofits of 
existing/ongoing projects 
 

 


