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Walking and biking are not only important, theyre fun
and provide moments shared with friends and family. People
walking and biking interact with each other and help to build
community with neighbors. An active street enhances security
and improves the quality of life.

Making the Connections {(MTC) is an urban planning
and design project that proposes ways to encourage walking
and biking to and around the Lincoln/Cypress and China-
town Metro Gold Line stations. The two study areas for the
project roughly encompass the ¥ mile radius around each
of the Gold Line stations. Study Area 1, Lincoln/Cypress
Neighborhood, surrounds the Lincoln/Cypress Gold Line
Station and is characterized by pockets of single-family homes
and old industrial areas that increasingly include multi-family
housing. Study Area 2, Ann Street Neighborhood, is to the
east of the Chinatown Gold Line and includes William Mead
Homes and old industrial areas with small pockets of housing.
The vast majority of residents that live in the neighborhood
live in William Mead Homes, which includes Ann Street and
Ann Street Elementary School.

The goals of this project go beyond improvements for six
key connections. Livable Places also worked to shape Making
the Connections into a catalytic project that:

« Fosters neighborhood-based project designs that enable
more walking and biking for healthier communities;

« Encourages a jobs/housing balance that supports the ef-
ficient public transportation in ¢ore Los Angeles
communities;

» Reducing dependency on single occupant vehicle trips,
reduces traffic congestion, minimizes impacts on valuable
habitat and improves air quality;

«  Facilitates a more livable development model for the City
of Los Angeles and the region.

If the Making the Connections proposals are implemented

they will produce regional benefits for Los Angeles such as:

+  More opportunities for people of diverse economic and
ethnic backgrounds to interact and enjoy the same urban
experience of taking the Gold Line, visiting the Los An-
geles State Historic Park, eating in Chinatown, or seeing a
movie in Pasadena

+  Establishing the Gold Line as the preferred means of
traveling to the new Los Angeles State Historic Park
(Cornfields site) for people living outside the neighbor-
hood

Reduce emissions from automeobiles

Making the Connections was funded by a Caltrans
Community-Based Transportation Planning Grant that was
awarded to Livable Places. Livable Places is a non-profit or-
ganization that advances affordable vibrant healthy Southern
California communities through advocacy, innovation, and
building,

Livable Places completed the Making the Connections
project in partnership with Metro and Homeboy Industries.
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro) provided Livable Places with important oversight
for the project, as well as a great deal of logistical and mate-
rial support. Homeboy Industries partnered on the project
providing two interns who received job training and led com-
munity outreach efforts to ensure public participation in the
plan’s activities.

MTC was shaped by the guidance of a Project Advi-
sory Committee {PAC). This committee was composed of
residents, advocates, representatives of pertinent city depart-
ments and Metro stafl. The PAC met to review the progress of

the project and share their ideas.
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Present-day Lincoln Heights, like most areas along the
Los Angeles River, was originally inhabited by indigenous
peoples for thousands of years. In 1873, Lincoln Heights
was subdivided, at which time it was considered to be “out in
the county” by downtown residents. Many refer to Lincoln
Heights as the first suburb of Los Angeles. It was initially set-
tled as a streetcar suburb. Horse-drawn trolleys crossing the
North Broadway Bridge allowed residents to travel to work.
In southwest Lincoln Heights, industry displaced housing as
wineries, breweries, bakeries, and others took advantage of
proximity to rail facilities.

By the 1940s Los Angeles had an extensive network of
street cars and trolleys, including the famed red cars which
had helped the region expand rapidly outward. As the auto-
mobile gained popularity, however, streetcar lines gradually
gave way to a more car-dominated transportation mix. This
became starkly real for Lincoln Heights when the Pasadena
Freeway was built in the 1930s and the Golden State Freeway
was built in the 1950s, which have cut through the neighbor-
hoaods and isolated sections.

Lincoln Heights residents include people from diverse
ethnic backgrounds, including large Latino and Asian
populations. The area has a strong sense of civic involve-
ment through the participation of volunteers, community
organizations, churches, schools, business groups, and other

organizations.

8 Making the Connections

Prior to European arrival, present-day Chinatown was in-
habited by indigenous peoples for thousands of years. Recent
history included waves of immigration from Mexico, Croatia,
Italy, and elsewhere. Beginning around 187¢, Chinese immi-
grants were concentrated in neighborhoods south and east of
El Pueblo (Olvera Street). This thriving Chinese community
was displaced in 1933 to make way for the construction of
Union Station. Some displaced residents and businesses were
relocated to today’s Chinatown, which was then called “New
Chinatown.”

For the past few decades, a great deal of Chinese immi-
gration has moved eastward, primarily into the San Gabriel
Valley. However, Chinatown remains a significant population
center and an important center of Chinese culture. Beginning
in the 1990s, a new wave of artists and art galleries have added
new flavors to the historic community.

Located on the outskirts of Chinatown proper are
William Mead Homes, which consist of 450 units of public
housing on 15 acres. The housing was established in 1942
and named after state legislator and housing advocate William
Mead who donated the formerly industrial land for the de-
velopment. William Mead Homes is owned by the Housing
Authority of the City of Los Angeles and served by the nearby
Chinatown Metro Gold Line Station.

Today Lincoln Heights and Chinatown are undergoing a
time of transition. With the arrival of the Gold Line in 2003,
new housing development has been spurred. Lincoln Heights
has seen over 500 housing units built in close proximity to
the Gold Line and Chinatown has new housing units slated
for the area including the 169 units at Blossom Plaza, a mixed
use project that will directly connect to the Gold Line station
platform.

One particular effort to guide changes in the Lincoln
Heights and Chinatown areas is the Cornfields Arroyo Seco
Specific Plan (CASP). Recognizing the areas as places of great
transition, the City of Los Angeles is creating a plan to estab-
lish a community vision that can guide future development.
The CASP plan relates to Making the Connections because of
its similar geographic boundaries and shared goals for improv-
ing transportation opfions.

With master planning underway for Los Angeles State
Historic Park and ambitious plans approved for the long-term
revitalization of the Los Angeles River, interest in fostering
great neighborhoods that offer a range of transportation op-
tions has been sustained. Students and professional planners
alike have looked at ways to improve public space in the area
including the creation of great streets that connect people to

important destinations.
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At the outset of the project Livable Places surveyed 17 studies and plans that were known to be in existence. Over the
course of the planning process several more studies and plans were discovered and reviewed.

The existing studies and plans cover a range of issues including public space, urban design, pedestrian and cycling circula-
tion, parks and rivers, and public access to these elements. The vast majority of the studies have not been implemented. Plans
created by the City of Los Angeles include the Cornfields/ Arroyo Seco Specific Plan, Los Angeles River Revitalization Master
Plan, and River Improvement Overlay (R10).

Matung the Connections 9




The next step in the planning process was figuring out
which streets were possible candidates for the final six key
connections. Livable Places created surveys and conducted

walk and bikeabouts to determine candidate streets.

Livable Places created surveys to find out how much
people were walking, biking, and taking the train as well as
which streets they used to get around. Livable Places handed
out the surveys at both Gold Line Stations and meetings with
community residents prior to and after the walkabouts and
bikeabout,

Getting people to fill out the surveys proved dificult and
in the end only 34 surveys were filled out. In compiling the
survey results, all responses for each question were recorded

even if only one response was expected for the question. The |

result is that sorme questions received more than 34 responses,

The majority of survey respondents were middle-aged
adults with about half of them (52%) living outside of the
study areas. Eighteen percent live in Lincoln Heights, 15%
live in Chinatown, and 12% live at William Mead Homes.
Most people walk (65%) and take the bus daily {30%). Fifty-
four percent of respondents take the Gold Line every day or
every week and 29% reported rarely taking the Gold Line.
Fifty-six percent reported rarely or almost never driving a
car, and 28% reported driving a car daily. Seventeen percent
reported riding a bike daily and 729% repocted almost never
riding a bike.

These results reveal that residents and those who travel
through the study areas walk and take the bus a lot but rarely
bike. When asked if they felt generally safe walking, both dur-
ing the day and the night, 619 said they felt safe. But when
asked the same question in terms of biking, 64% said they did
not feel safe biking. When asked why they did or did not feel
safe biking, the majority {57%) reported safety issues as their
barier to cycling.

Sixty-nine responses were given for streets taken for walk-
ing and bicycling. Broadway received the most responses.

College, Main, Spring, Alameda, Pasadena, and 1st Street

10 Mazking the Connections

received the second tier of responses at four percent each.
Alameda and Chinatown received the most responses for
specific areas to focus on for improvements. These responses
shaped and confirmed the selection of the six key connec-

tions. See Appendix C for full results.

The surveyed streets included streets that directly
connect to the Gold Line stations such as Avenue 26 and
Alameda Street, and streets that indirectly connect to the
stations such as Humbeoldt and Ann Streets. Besides their
proximity to the Gold Line stations, these streets were chosen
based on the presence of walking and biking activity that was
noted in previous studies and observed by the Making the
Connections team.,

The primary focus for selecting candidate streets was
through two walkabouts and one bikeabout. Participants
were broken up into small teams to walk or bike specific areas
within the study areas and record their observations. Teams

were asked to answer specific questions and make general

observations. The surveyed streets that directly and indirectly

connect to the Gold Line stations and were chosen based on

known walking and cycling patterns as well as survey resulss.

Walkabout participants found the walking experience to
be poor. Crossing intersections was problematic because of
inadequate crosswalks and the need for longer crossing signals
and better curb cuts. The buildings encountered were not
pedestrian-friendly and sidewalks, bus stops, and landscaping
were in poor condition. The majority of conflicts recorded
were between pedestrians and cars. See Appendix C for full
resullts.

Participants found that the majority of streets did not
have bike facilities and in many places traffic needed to be
calmed. The most reported dangerous condition was speed-
ing cars.

Fifty percent of the negative observations made were

about street and path design. The majority of observed actual

Criteria for the
Six Key Connections

1. Connects directly with Metro Station

2. Connects with other key destinations {in-
cluding housing, school, retail, jobs, parks)

3. Is already in use by cyclists and pedestri-
ans

4. |Is a street that will accommodate antici-
pated new develocpment and growth

5. Cost-effective, especially relative to at-
taining the 20% local funding match as
required for Metro’s Call for Projects appli-
cation*

6. Absence of physical barriers and right-
of-way space constraints for building the
project

7. Solves problems in a known problem area

8. Increases safety

3. Produces multiple benefits and solves
multiple problems for cyclists, pedestrians,
drivers and storm water at the same time

*Metro’s Call for Projects program awards
discretionary federal, state, and local funding for
transportation projects. Itis a potential funding
source for implementing the proposals for the six
key connections.



or potential conflicts (89%) were between cyclists and cars.
Among all the potential bike improvements, implement-
ing road diets was reported as having the greatest potential.
There was also high potential for bike lanes.
Over 90% of the groups thought that the route they biked
should be strongly considered for our plan. See box on page
12.

Using the results of the walkabouts and surveys, Livable
Places along with the Project Advisory Committee came up
with a list of 33 potential projects for the study areas. Livable
Places and the Project Advisory Commiitee then created a list
of criteria to use in choosing the final six key connections. It
was decided that in general, the group of six key connections
should reduce cut-through trafhc in the neighborhoods and
should include at least one good bike connection between the
Lincoln/Cypress neighborhood and the Ann Street neighbor-
hood. It was also decided that each particular connection and
its improvements should have the characteristics listed in the

box.

Livable Places then took this list of criteria and eliminated

the 19 projects that met the fewest criterion; fourteen projects
remained. Livable Places then met with its transportation
consultant and landscape designer to further reduce the proj-
ects list. The method employed included going through each
project and listing the general pros and cons of each potential
project. Given these pros and cons, the projects were then
evaluated by the criteria again and the projects that met the
least criteria were eliminated; eight projects remained.
Livable Places’ transportation consultant and landscape
designer then began initial fieldwork on the eight projects.
To determine the final six projects, Livable Places decided
to present a draft proposal for the eight projects to the city
departments that would be involved in implementing the
proposal for the final six key connections; whichever projects
were determined to be the most difficult to implement would
be eliminated. All eight projects were well received so Livable
Places combined two closely related projects and eliminated
the least feasible project to reach its goal of six key connec-

tions.

The City of Los Angeles has street designations, or street
types, that are applied to each street throughout the city.
These street types specify the width of right-of-way and how

it is to be used for each street. Currently the City’s street

designations proscribe very wide streets that result in a lot of
fast-moving traffic that creates an unsafe environment for pe-
destrians and cyclists. One goal of Making the Connections
is to put forth new ideas for street types that allow people to
move efliciently, whether they are walking, biking, or driving.

Livable Places consulted the street types proposed in the
Cormfields Arroyo Seco Specific Plan (CASP) to formulate its
street typologies because the CASP area includes much of the
same area as the Making the Connections study areas and is
another important avenue for implementing the Making the
Connections proposals. Livable Places came up with three
major street types: Aveaues, Neighborhoods Streets, and Slow
Streets. Livable Places’ transportation consultant then went
out in the field to assign the street typologies to the streets in
each study area.

Recognizing that different streets serve different func-
tions, each street was assigned a street type according to
its desired function given its neighborhood context. This
roughly translates into categorization by desired street width
and pace of traffic. For example, streets such as Avenue 26
and Main Street are categorized as Avenues because their
desired function includes providing space for buses, bicycles,
and cars to move efficiently. Streets such as Cypress Avenue
and Ann Street serve a more local function where slower traf-
fic is desired; they are therefore categorized as Neighborhood
Streets, Full descriptions of each street typology can be found
in Chapter 5.

After the walkabouts and bikeabout, and after the final six
key connections were chosen, Livable Places met with seven
groups to describe the Making the Connections project, get
new ideas for the connections, and confirm that the six key
connections settled upon made sense for each study area.
Livable Places met with residents at Puerta del Sol, Camino al
Oro, Tesoro del Valle, Flores del Valle, William Mead Homes,
the Lincoln Heights Neighborhood Council, Greater Cypress
Park Neighborhood Council, and the Chinatown Community
Advisory Committee.

At most of these meetings Livable Places asked residents
to share their experience of the streets including what works
well, what does not work well, and what routes they take.

Participants reported very few conditions that were
working well for their streets including, inadequate bus stops,
crossings, lighting, sidewalks, street design and safety. Among
improvements in these aforementioned areas, participants
would like to see bike lanes, bike paths, parks and public
space, and new transit service created as well as solutions for

parking and homelessness.

Making the Connections 11



As another avenue for refining ideas for the six key con-
nections, Livable Places held a community workshop where
the proposals for the street typologies, vegetation, and six
key connections were presented. At the beginning of the
workshop, participants were encouraged to vote for the three
most important elements for improving streets by placing a
dot sticker next to the associaied categories on a board. Next,
a short presentation was given that gave an overview of the
project and brief descriptions for the rationale and proposals
for the street typologies, landscaping, and six key connec-
tions, Participants then visited nine stations where they
were able to leave specific comments on all of the proposals
by placing post-its on the board displays. Participants were
encouraged to leave positive and negative comments as well as
suggestions.

The comments Livable Places received about their pro-
posal was overwhelmingly positive with no requests for major
revisions; participants did leave suggestions for specific issues
to further examine.

Participants indicated that pedestrian/bicycle/transit
priority streets, landscaping, and bicycle improvements were
the most important elements for improving the streets. Par-
ticipants liked the key connection proposals as a whole and
were excited that they reflected subtle ways to calm traffic—
through the use of chicanes, bulbouts, and landscaping. See
Appendix C for full results.

12 Making the Connections

Both of the MTC project areas are characterized by a
large amount of very low density light industrial develop-
ment. The presence of freeways, major thoroughfares, and the
absence of sidewalks, bike facilities, adequate street lighting,
and eyes on the street all serve as barriers to revitalizing these
neighborhoods and deterrents to creating livable communi-
ties.

Despite the strong presence of under utilized industrial
development, the area retains many pockets and corridors
that support vibrant foot trafhic. Significant pedestrian
activity persists along portions of North Figueroa Street (at
Avenue 26), Five Points (Pasadena Avenue and Daly Street),
the Lincoln Heights Central Business District (North Broad-
way) and in the retail areas of Chinatown (especially along
North Broadway).

Additionally, significant concentrations of housing gener-
ate pedestrian trips. These include the 450 units at William
Mead Homes, and the over SO0 units of new housing along
Avenue 26 in Lincoln Heights. Various housing and mixed-
use development projects ate also proposed, approved and
under construction, leading the complexion of the area to fur-
ther change. Under the City of Los Angeles’ Cornfield Arroyo
Seco Specific Plan (underway), additional land is proposed to
change from industrial to mixed use.

MTC assumes that current trend from industrial land
uses changing to residential land uses will continue. MTC has
prioritized building on the successes of existing pedestrian
activity areas and connecting existing housing with transit and
other local amenities. The project has prioritized those areas
that are most subject to change (generally existing industrial)
and has not explored areas that are relatively stable (generally
the streets in Chinatown proper).

While pedestrians are generally assumed to be willing
to walk a quarter to half mile, bicyclist ranges are varied and
generally longer. For proposed bikeway connections, MTC
focused on connecting existing residential areas, the few
nearby existing bikeways (the Cypress Park bike lanes and the
Arroyo Seco Bike Path), and the Metro Stations.

This report assumes that the following planned bikeways
will be built:

The Los Angeles River bike path does not currently exist
in the MTC plan area. The existing LA River bike path ex-
tends from Griffith Park to Fleicher Drive, with funded plans
to extend to Barclay Avenue in Elysian Valley (anticipated to
be completed around 2009). Various approved plans (includ-
ing the City of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan, Los Angeles
County Los Angeles River Master Plan, and the Los Angeles
River Revitalization Master Plan) specify a bike path along the
entire Los Angeles River, but are not specific about its align-
ment, The most difficult area for completing the river path is

-

through downtown Los Angeles. There are various railroad
tracks along both sides of the river, making bikeway alignment
and access difficult.

For this report, it is assumed that there will be a bike path
along the Los Angeles River. This report does not specify an
alignment for the river bike path.

The Arroyo Seco bike path does not currently exist in the
MTC plan area. The existing Arroyo Seco bike path extends
from York Boulevard to Montecito Heights Recreation Center
near Avenue 43, The city Bicycle Master Plan “endorses the
concept of a bikeway paralleling the Arroyo Seco Channel/
Pasadena Freeway and intersecting the Los Angeles River
Bike Path” but is not specific about its alignment. The county
received funding to extend the existing bike path downstream
to Avenue 26, but did not construct the project due to ques-
tions about whether the most appropriate alignment would be
inside the channel or along the top of the channel.

For this report, it is assumed that there will be a bike path
along the Arroyo Seco. This report does not specify an align-
ment for the path.
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As is the case throughout greater downtown Los Angeles, the trend occurring locally is for formerly industrial land to
be converted to housing. Examples include new housing along Avenue 26 (in a former furniture factory site), and adap-
tive reuse including the Lacy Street Lofts. As the area’s redevelopment proceeds over time, there arc opportunities to foster
a neighborhood that features a full range of transportation alternatives, For this, the following policies and street designs are

recommended.

Making the Connections
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Provide mixed-use buildings with ground-floor retail to

encourage more biking and walking trips.

Break up larger blocks, eliminate blank walls, provide
streetscaping, and other important elements to encourage
walking, Maintain existing streets—do not eliminate them to
create super-blocks.

Complete streets are streets designed for a variety of
transportation options and for everyone—for people of all
age groups and abilities. This policy would require all streets

to accommodate cyclists and pedestrians.

Streets serve a variety of functions and therefore can-
not be treated equally. Cities around the country working to
implement a balance of transportation options have benefit-
ted from using priority designations to manage the flow of
people in a more nuanced way. Prioritizing biking, walking,
and transit use on particular streets results in the addition of
facilities such as bus-only lanes, bike lanes, wider sidewalks,
landscaped medians and islands. Priority designations are
a good first step to implementing a complete streets policy

throughout an area.

Throughout the City of Los Angeles, streets have been designated for additional automobile capacity. These streets are
widened whenever development occurs along the street. While fostering additional automobile throughput, these widenings,
especially in older core neighborhoods, can have negative consequences including endangering pedestrians and bicyclists by
increasing car speeds and volumes and reducing the amount of land available for housing, parkland and development.

Examples of ill-advised road-widening can be seen dramatically in the study area, including stretches of Avenue 26 at and
adjacent to the Meiro station where excessive road width fosters higher vehicle speeds and an unsafe environment for pedestri-
ans attempting to cross. Concerns about speeding cars and difliculty in crossing were repeatedly brought up in MTC surveys
and meetings.

In downtown Los Angeles, the City has taken a different approach, initially applying a moratorium to road-widening, then
through the extensive work of the City’s Urban Design Studio, designating the existing urban form as appropriate and ending
nearly all widening in core areas of downtown Los Angeles. This will have a positive eftect on downtown -- encouraging more
walking that is better for our health, better for public space, and likely better for business as foot traffic is encouraged. Though
not all of the streets in the study area have been studied as thoroughly as the downtown core, the project recommends that
road widening also be stopped in the MTC project area. Similar te dewntown, this might initially be implemented as an im-

mediate moratorium on widening, followed by further study and re-designation to narrow planned street width.



Both study areas covered in this plan have public transit network gaps that are not addressed in detail in this plan. First-
class transit connecting people to major streets and destinatjons is important to make transit and walking viable and to support
the proposals of this plan.

While there is a Lincoln Heights DASH line, it does not circulate to the northwest portion of Linceln Heights. In several
of the meetings Livable Places held for the MTC project, residents requested DASH service that would accommodate the
apartments and condominiums near the intersection of Avenue 26 and Humboldt. DASH lines play an important role in help-
ing residents, especially the elderly, make short trips to grocery stores and other neighborheod destinations. Extending DASH
service to this portion of Lincoln Heights should be strongly considered.

Currently no bus service exists for North Spring Street along the Los Angeles State Historic Park from the Chinatown
Metro Station to where Spring Street merges with North Broadway. Only a small portion of North Spring (from College Street
to Ann Street) is served by the Lincoln Heights /Chinatown DASH.

To create a truly pedestrian-oriented environment for the Ann Street neighborhood, there is a need for bus secvice on
Spring Street. With the Metro Gold Line Station already located on Spring Street, and the new Los Angeles State Historic
Park and planned development across from it, there is a clear need for adjacent transit service that can allow people to circulate
around the neighborhood with ease.

Transit on North Spring Street should include Metro bus and/or DASH services. This is unlikely to happen in the very
short run due to Metro and city budget constraints. In the long run, consideration should be given to re-routing existing lines
to Spring Street. This may involve moving existing transit that currently runs parallel, such as buses that currently run on the
110 Freeway and/or North Broadway.

Care must be given to make sure that service changes do not significantly impact communities already served by existing
transit. For example, it might be more advantageous to extend current nearby DASH service (such as the Downtown D Route
or the Boyle Heights/East LA Route) onto North Spring Street, rather than shifting the existing Lincoln Heights DASH,
which could impact service for William Mead Homes.

Initially the Chinatown and Lincoln/Cypress Gold Line

Station sites were not high foot-traflic locations. New station-

adjacent housing and mixed-use development has begun to
increase pedestrian activity. Additional planned projects,
including Blossom Plaza at the Chinatown Station, should
contribute to street activity.

In the long run, the station sites should be developed.
In the short run, space for food vendors such as taco trucks,
small shops, farmers markets, or similar events could turn
the station areas into destinations by drawing additional foot
traffic and activating the space. This would apply especially to
the parking lot area at the Lincoln/Cypress station but also to

the two areas beneath the Chinatown station on both sides of
College Sireet. As mentioned under the detailed proposal of
Key Connection 4: Alameda, closure of the spur sireet (be-
tween North Spring Street and Alameda, across from Bruno
Street) could create additional public space below the China-
town Station. None of these spaces appear large enough to
support Jarge-scale development, but they could support basic
retail operations, such as kiosks and small restaurants.

It is recommended that Metro set up a system where
vendors could apply for and receive free or low-cost, month-

to-month temporary and revocable permits.

Making the Connections 15
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Aerial views of the study areas show large amounts of
surface parking throughout the study area, but stakeholders
have expressed that parking is in short supply in certain loca-
tions (including the areas around the new housing on Avenue
26) and at certain times (including Sundays in the vicinity of
Young Nak Church). These shortages are unfortunate and
ironic, as adjacent and nearby parking lots (including various
city department yards) sit unused. Parking reform has the
potential to offer shared parking solutions and to reduce the
overall amount of parking needed.

Parking is a critical issue for fostering walkable com-
munities. Effective management of parking has contributed
to many of the most vibrant and popular areas in southern
California, including downtown Santa Monica and Old Town
Pasadena. Parking solutions are unlikely to work in a one size
fits all solution across the varied neighborhoods of the City of
Los Angeles, but there are important improvements that can
foster livability while providing adequate parking availability.
Many parking reforms support adaptive re-use of historic
buildings, revitalization of older commercial areas, and the
viability of walking and other alternative transportation.

The Los Angeles City Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA) completed a study entitled “Los Angeles
Downtown Parking Management Ordinance Implementation
Project” The CRA parkiag report specifies a parking overlay
ordinance that would establish special downtown parking
districts. District features would include the strategies listed

in the box on this page.

The CRA parking report’s recommendations cover the
greater downtown area, including a portion of the Making
the Connections study area adjacent to the Chinatown Metro
Gold Line Station. The CRA’s downtown parking policies
should expand to include the entire Making the Connections
study area. Flexibility for meeting parking requirements,
including shared parking, is especially needed in areas around
each Metro Gold Line Station.

The City of Los Angeles has many yards in the Lincoln
Heights portion of the study area that could be used for
shared parking. These include the Department of Water and
Power, Fire Department, Department of Transportation,
Bureau of Sanitation, and Street Trees Division. If these yard
sites were modified to include shared parking structures, the
structures could serve parking needs for the city yards and
also have the capacity for other uses, especially those with
different peak times such as church parking, The City should
take the lead in allowing shared parking and in utilizing exist-
ing city land to implement shared parking solutions.

In-lieu fees and parking meter revenue are potentially im-
portant revenue sources for implementing the pedestrian and
bicycle improvements proposed in this report as well as other
neighborhood improvements. The City of Pasadena raises
millions of dollars every year from parking meter revenue that
pays for street trees, trash cans, and other streetscape improve-
ments and maintenance. The City of Los Angeles has parking
meter zones (PMZs) in Chinatown and Lincoln Heights and
is considering expanding the Linceln Heights PMZ to take
in most of the planning area covered by MTC. The PMZ
expansion should proceed and should be accompanied by

comprehensive parking policy for the study areas.

Shared parking

Instead of each establishment having its
own large lot, multiple places could share
parking. This results in less overall parking
needed and fosters a pedestrian-friendly
atmosphere where many visitors will park
once, then walk to multiple area destina-
tions.

In-lieu fees

An in-lieu fee would allow developers to pay
into a fund that would provide for shared
parking, and pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit facilities, instead of building excess
on-site parking.

Reduce parking
requirements

Reduce minimum parking requirements in
areas with high transit access to encour-
age transit use and eliminate parking that
typically goes unused.

Keep parking
revenues iocal

Retaining a portion of parking revenues to
be dedicated to the loca! neighbornood's
needed imorovements.



Most of the recommendations for the six key connec-
tions include the application of a road diet and trafhic calming
measures. Aroad diet is the reduction of travel lanes to allow
width for the inclusion of other transportation modes, such
as bicycles and public transit, while maintaining efhcient and
safe travel for all transportation modes. A typical road diet
includes a center turn lane and traflic calming measures.

Road diets have many potential benefits. They can cre-
ate travel eficiency; provide space for other modes of travel
besides driving; calm traffic; reduce crashes; and contribute
to increased property values. To create efficiency in vehicle
travel lanes, a typical road diet reduces travel lanes and insti-
tutes a center turning lane to concentrate all furning in one
lane. Efficiency for public transit and cyclists is often created
through the creation of dedicated bus lanes and bike lanes.
With other traffic calming measures in place, such as bulbouts,
chicanes, and median islands, through trave] for all modes can
move smoothly at a safe pace.

New research done in Minnesota has found that road
diets reduce car crashes. Nine sites converied from four-lane
undivided roadways to three-lanes with a center two-way left
turn lane were analyzed. Looking at before-and-after data
it was found that at the seven sites for which crash data was
available, overall crashes were reduced 44% (Gates).

Beyond important safety benefits, road diets can con-
tcibute to increased property values by slowing trathc and
encouraging walking. One study found that reducing car
volumes by several hundred cars per day can increase prop-
erty values 18%. In a 1999 study the Urban Land Institute
found that home buyers are willing to pay a $20,000 premium
for a home in a pedestrian-friendly neighborhood over a
similar home nearby. These trends suggest that road diets can
play an important role in local economic development (Local
Government Commission, 1).

Road diets have been very successful in the United States.
In Athens, Georgia, on Baxter St., a road diet that consisted of
re-striping and adding bike lanes reduced overall crashes 53%

and slowed trafhc speeds. Fourth Plain Boulevard in Van-
couver, Washington experienced a 52% reduction in crashes,
an 18% reduction in traffic speeds, and increased economic
growth; this road diet included re-striping, adding bike lanes,
and installing ADA-compliant (Americans with Disabilities
Act) curb cuts and utilities (Rosales, 8-11).

There are also many success stories in California includ-
ing the conversion of Santa Monica’s Main Street, which
created bike lanes for cyclists, calmed traffic, and has fostered
a walkable environment {Burden).

In some cases, road diets divert traffic to other streets
as a result. Whether or not this would have a negligible or
negative affect for the surrounding community must be deter-
mined on a case-by-case basis.

The City of Los Angeles generally has not approved road
diets with trafhc volumes greater than 20,000, and the City
generally reserves additional capacity for projected future
automotive traffic volume growth. This results in a self-
fulfilling prophecy of maintaining excess automotive capacity
that serves to encourage automotive travel and discourage
alternate modes.

Road diet recommendations for the six key connections
appear to be feasible based on existing current average daily
traffic (ADT) and peak hour data that puts them within the
City's range. However, many cities have done road diets with
ADTs in excess of 20,000 and many have seen overall increas-
es in capacity. Examples include Kirkland, Washington; Santa
Monica, California; and Toronto, Canada {Burden).

MTC suggests that additional analysis and study be per-

formed before implementing road diets recommended herein.

If studies show road diet projects very close to traffic capacity
break points, it may be desirable to implement projects as
pilots, especially initial phases only involving re-striping.

There are many other effective measures that can be used
as a part of road diets that can calm traffic and encourage
more walking and biking. Making the Connections recom-
mends a variety of these measures for the six key connections
including, bulbouts, chicanes, and median islands. Bulbouts
and chicanes are curb extensions. Bulbouts extend corners
to shorten the distance between the two sides of a street.

This shortens the distance pedestrians have to travel to cross,
thereby increasing safety. Chijcanes are often used along a
street segment to bring curvature to the road. The S-shaped
curve that is created slows drivers. Median islands serve as a
refuge space for pedestrians that cannot cross a street in one
walk cycle and provide space for greenery.

See the tool kit at the end of this chapter for photos and
descriptions of other street improvements that are part of the

six key connections proposals.

Making the Connections
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Chapier 4

Each key connection street is defined with its own signature tree, to assist in wayfinding and to provide seasonal change.
Landscaping within an eighth-mile radius of each Metro station will be defined by its own tree type. Landscaping within an
eighth-mile of the river and arroyo will be entirely California native, and drawn from the County’s Los Angeles River Master

Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes.
The following pages include specific trees recommended for each key connection, as well as plants and flowers recom-

mended for medians, chicanes and bulbouts.

Making the Connections 19
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The recommended street improvements will result in

many new landscaping opportunities. Throughout, landscap-
ing should be low-maintenance, rugged, drought tolerant and
noninvasive. The shrub and ground cover palette is based on
species which can stand the rigors of the urban transportation
setting. They are also chosen for cultural significance, bloom-
ing and habitat value.

Plants chosen for specific projects should be able to
survive, once established, on low supplemental water or none
at all. Wherever feasible, storm water should be directed onto
landscaping in proposed medians, bulbouts, and chicanes.
This will improve water quality, reduce pollutants, and reduce
the need for imported water.

Below each plant, letters correspond to where that plant
is most appropriate for use—B for bulbout, C for Chicane, M
for median, and I for median island.

LOROPETALUM CHINENSE
CHINESE FRINGE FLOWER ‘PLUM DELIGHT
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STIPA GIGANTEA
GIANT FEATHER GRASS

ERIGRON KARVINSKIANUS
SANTA BARBARA DAISY

LEYMUS ARNERIUS
GLAUCUS’

M‘l G a KNIPHOFIA UVARIA
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In the Lincoln/Cypress and Ann Street neighborhoods
there are streets designated as Local, Collector, Secondary
Highway, and Major Highway-Class I1.

All of the six key connections focused on for this project
include streets that are designated as highways. This means

that the street right-of-way is designated to be increased to 70

to 90’ as new development comes to these streets. Studies
show that many modes of travel can still move together in

an efficient and safe manner on streets that ace much nar-
rower (Burden, 4-6). To this end, Livable Places proposes the
following three major street types for the Making the Con-

nections study areas.

28 Making the Connections

AVENUES

Avenues are shared by pedestrians, cyclists, vehicles, and
transit, Avenues may include transit amenities such as bus
lanes, bus bulbs, and upgraded bus shelters.

Atypical Avenue is 64 - 84 feet and has four travel lanes,
a center turn lane, on-street parking, and bike lanes in some

Cases.

Priority Avenues are Avenues that give priority to transit,
bicyclists and pedestrians. Priority Avenues accommodate
automobile traflic, but include features that foster bicycling
and walking. Features include bike amenities {(lanes and/or
routes), transit amenities (bus lanes, bus bulbs, upgraded bus
shelters, etc.), and/or pedestrian amenities (bulbouts, high-
visibility crosswalks, advance stop bars, etc.)

Actypical Priority Avenue is 56-64 feet and has two travel

lanes, a center turn lang, bike lanes and on-street parking.

NEIGHBORHOOD
STREETS

Neighborhood Streets are shared by pedestrians, cyclists,
and vehicles.

A typical cross-section of a neighborhood street is 30
to 40 feet wide, with two travel lanes and on street parking
on both sides. The parking and travel lanes are typically not
delineated.

Priority Neighborhood Streets are a subclass of Neigh-
borhood Streets. They favor bicycling and walking by
including enhancements, such as trafiic calming and cross-
ing treatments. Features may include mini-traffic circles or
mini-roundabouts at intersections with other Neighborhood
Streets, as well as landscaped chicanes interspersed with
on-street parking to calm traffic and add beauty to the neigh-
borhood.

Bicycle Boulevards are a specific type of Priority Neigh-
borhood Street. Bicycle Boulevards generally only allow
cyclists and pedestrians to use neighborhood streets as
through streets, not motor vehicles. A typical Bicycle Bou-
levard is 40 feet wide, with two travel lanes, and on-street
parking on both sides that is not delineated. Bicycle Bou-
levards have bicycle route and destination signs, sharrows,
signal deflectors for motor vehicles to turn right or lefi at
some signalized intersections; mini-traffic circles or mini-
roundabouts at intersections with other Neighborhood
Streets, and landscaped chicanes interspersed with on-street

parking.

SLOW STREETS

Slow streets ace designed to slow the pace oflife allowing
people time to really savor streets as great public spaces. Liv-

able Places proposes three types of slow streets:

Though not closed to traffic, Shared Streets strongly favor
bicycling and walking and include traffic calming, crossing
treatments, and the like. A typical Shared Streetis 12" to 18’
wide, shared by motor vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians.
Shared streets feature traffic calming, for example: chicanes to
form an S-shape with a pedestrian protected area delineated

with elements such as trees and bollards.

Paseos are narrow walkways with an alley feel that are
only for pedestrians and cyclists. They are typically 10157
Local examples can be found in Old Town Pasadena and areas
around the Third Street Promenade in Santa Monica.

Bike Paths are completely separate rights-of-way that are

exclusively for non-motorized users. They are typically 12!
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AVENUE 26

Avenue 26 is an important connection between Lincoln Heights and Cypress Pack. It directly connects to important des-
tinations and hubs of activity including Five Points, the Lincoln/Cypress Metro Gold Line Station and the Los Angeles River
Center & Gardens. In the last couple of years over 500 new housing units have been built directly adjacent to the Gold Line
station. Avenue 26 connects single- and multi-family neighborhoods to retail areas along North Figueroa and at Five Points—
the intersection of Avenue 26, Pasadena Avenue, and Daly Street. The connection of these two retail areas makes Avenue 26 an
important street for getting around and a top priority street for improving pedestrian and cyclist connections.

The project proposes to improve Avenue 26 with a road diet — converting four traffic lanes to three and adding bike lanes.
This will create a street that better serves local residents, instead of pass-through traffic. It will calm trafhe and reclaim public
space through the use of landscaped medians and islands.

The Avenue 26 connection begins in the north at Idell Street and continues until Five Points. Additionally, via Jeffries
Street, Cypress Avenue and Avenue 28, it connects with the existing Cypress Avenue bike lanes. The following ace the specific
proposals for each segment along Avenue 26.
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The conhguration and width of Avenue 26 differs a great
deal from Idell Street to Five Points. It varies from 40 to 68
feet. Between Humboldt Street and the Metro Gold Line, in
front of the new housing developments, it widens to 68 feet
with four lanes and on-street parking. It narrows below the
underpass of the rail line and widens north of Lacy Street
with four lanes, a turn lane and no on-street parking near the
freeway.

Avenue 26 from Humboldt to Five Points is 40 feet wide
with two lanes and on-street parking. There is a peak period
parking resiriction that allows for four travel lanes during peak
periods.

Avenue 26 does not have any facilities for bicycles.

Where sufficient width exists, MTC proposes to imple-
ment a road diet on Avenue 26, which will create space for
bike lanes. In the narrower sections, MTC proposes a bike
route with sharrows. Occasional chicanes would be dispersed
along on-street parking and occasional median islands would
be dispersed within turn lane pockets.

Between Idell and Humboldt the road diet would reduce
Avenue 26 to two travel lanes with a left-turn lane and bike
lanes. On-street parking would be available for parking
throughout the day. The cross section proposed varies but
typically has 8 feet for parking, 10-11 feet travel and turn
lanes, and 6 feet bike lanes.

Between Humboldt and Five points, Avenue 26 would be
reduced to two travel lanes with sharrows. Parking restric-
tions would be lifted to allow on-street parking for ali periods
ofthe day. The parking lanes would be eight feet and the

sharrowed travel lanes would be 12 feet.

Avenue 26 does not provide a great walking experience.
The blocks are very long with few trees for shade and few
crosswalks, Cars drive very fast on Avenue 26 posing a dan-

ger to those crossing.

Avenue 26, from Five Points to Idell Street, needs various
improvements to enhance the walking experience. Plants,
trees, streef furniture and other elements should be added
throughout and special attention should be paid to intersec-
tions and underpasses. Driveways at the north end of Avenue
26 that go over the sidewalk causing it to slope should be
corrected.

Each intersection should be enhanced by squaring off all
cornecs to be perpendicular and include zebra-striped cross-
walks; advanced stop bars; countdown, audio, and automatic
walk signals; and curb ramps with tactile devices. Each in-
tersection also needs bulb-outs or curb extensions to narrow

street width and calm trafhe for pedestrians.

The sidewalks under the Gold Line and the 110 Freeway
connector are uninviting at night due to inadequate lighting
and proximity to auto trafhc. Additional lighting should be
added to both underpasses. At the freeway on- and oft-ramps,

MTC recommends enhanced crosswalks and pedestrian
warning signs to alert car traffic to pedestrians’ presence. The
pedestrian experience should be somewhat improved by the
addition of bike lanes, which would serve to bufter pedestri-
ans slightly from the nearby trafhc.

The Five Points intersection has very distinct character-
istics and deserves special attention for calming and place
making, Like the other intersections along Avenue 26, MTC
recommends that skewed angles creating long pedestrian
crossings be reduced with bulb-outs and curb extensions to
create perpendicular crossings where possible. The project
recommends a triangular island or roundabout that could

display public art to further calm trafhc.



r 1R @ 5 f T i
) . - | - \

I ' 1 ! £ | % \
| t - A

The Cypress Avenue/Avenue 28/Jeftries Avenue portion
of this connection adds even further north-south connections
by filling gaps in the bike network and connecting cyclists
from Eagle Rock, Glassell Park and Cypress Park to the Lin-
coln/Cypress Gold Line Station. Currently, the existing bike
lanes on Cypress Avenue end at Pepper Avenue.

CYPRESS AVENUE

Between Pepper Avenue and Arroyo Seco Avenue, the
width of Cypress Avenue varies from 40 to 90 feet. Between
Pepper and Idell Street, the street is one-way northwest-
bound (coupled with Avenue 28 southeast-bound.)
Southeast of Idell, Cypress Avenue becomes much wider
than is needed for its trafhc volumes, so wide, in fact, that cars

double-park there {especially southeast of N, Figueroa Street).

Cypress Avenue has on-street parking on both sides.

From Arroyo Seco Avenue to Idell Street, add a 6-foot
one-way bike lane for northwest-bound travel. The cross sec-
tion varies, but on-street parking should be 7 to 8 feet leaving
space for approximately 10 foot travel and turn lanes.

From Idell Street to Pepper Avenue, a 6-foot one-way
bike lane could be added to the right of the two 10-foot travel
lanes, retaining the existing 7-foot parking lane. See Appendix

B for exact cross sections of each segment.

Though generally one-way bike lanes would be on the left
side of the street {to avoid driver-side dooring), MTC recom-
mends that this one-way lane be on the right side to effect
a smooth transition to the right-side bike lane beginning at
Pepper Avenue.

AVENUE 28

Avenue 28 from Pepper Avenue to N. Figueroa Street is
a one-way street with southeast-bound travel. It is a 44 foot
wide steeet with two travel lanes and on-street parking on
both sides. It is a logical street for south-bound bicycle travel
because it intersects with Pepper Avenue where the current
Cypress Avenue bike lanes end.

Re-stripe Avenue 28 to add a 7-foot bike lane on the west
side of Avenue 28 from Idell to Figueroa. Add signs to route
Gold-line bound cyclists to turn right on Jeffries Avenue.

JEFFRIES AVENUE

—XISUNE

Jeflries Avenue from Cypress to Avenue 26 is a 50-foot
wide two-lane residential street with on-street parking on
both sides. No lanes are striped. It serves as a quict parallel al-
ternative for cyclists less comfortable with biking on Figuerca.

=2y \ = | AT RS

Add 6-foot bike lanes, in addition to 11-foot travel lanes
and an 8-foot parking lane, Two alternative treatments are
possible here. Given that this is a relatively quict residential
street, a sharrowed bike route may be sufficient. With the over
sized street width, extensive traffic-calming and landscaping
are possible. Also see Chapter 8: Other Potential Projects.

Making the Cannections
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Humboldt Street, between Avenue 26 and Avenue 19, is
a quiet street that connects Avenue 26, San Fernando Road,
and Avenue 19—three streets heavily used for getting around
Lincoln Heights. It is the smallest street that crosses the I-5
Freeway in the area. It suffers from illegal dumping, in part
due to its proximity to large vacant formally industrial sites.
It is also a street used by people who travel in a variety of
ways—auvalking, biking, skateboarding, driving. This variety
gives Humboldt Street great character and suggests improve-
ments that support its calm, neighborhood fee) and ensuing
development. As it develops it has potential to help further
define the character of the neighborhood.

Humboldt Street is also an important connection to the
Los Angeles River. Parts of it are included in the Arroyo Seco
Confluence and Chinatown-Comfields Area opportunity
sites identified in the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master
Plan.

The width of Humboldt Street changes with every block.
It is generally 35 to 40 feet wide. Many sections of Humboldt
do not have sidewalks. The northeast end of Humboldt is pri-
marily residential and the southwest end is a mix of industrial,
comumercial, and residential properties.

Instead of continuing all the way to the Los Angeles
River, Humboldt Street currently dead ends at Avenue 19.
Between Avenue 19 and the Los Angeles River there is vacant
land that is partially owned by the City of Los Angeles and
Union Pacific Rajlroad.
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The project proposes Humboldt Street to be a Shared
Street from Avenue 26 to the Los Angeles River. The addition
oflandscaped chicanes will create an S-curved street, which
will slow traffic and allow pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists
to share the street safely and efliciently. Lush landscaping will
cool the street and clean the air and water. Slowing the pace
of lite and greening Humboldt Street will turn it into an invit-
ing gathering place.

The vehicle travel area should be curb-less with a curvi-
linear travel pattern. Curbless “woonerf” streets prioritize
walking and bicycling. Cars are allowed to share the street,
but only as a guest and only at slow speeds. The cross sec-
tion should be approximately 10-foot chicane/2-foot valley
gutter/16-foot two-way travel lane without striping/2-foot
valley gutter/10-foot chicane. Chicanes would be inter-
mittent allowing for parking and wide areas for fire truck
maneuvering though fire trucks could drive over the valley
gutters whenever needed.

The street should also have celored paving, street fur-
niture, and landscaping. Pedestrians should be allowed to
walk in the street or in areas on the side to be protected by
elements such as trees, bollards, and public art. Bioswales or
other water features for storm water cleansing and manage-
ment should be added to the chicanes whenever it is possible;
the bioswales can be designed for fire trucks to drive over
them if necessary.

A streetscape planning effort should be conducted to fully
define Humboldt's design.
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The Pasadena Avenue & North Broadway connection
provides an important link for cyclists between both study
areas and Northeast LA and Chinatown in general. The con-
nection begins at Five Points, an important hub of activity
in Lincoln Heights, and connects to North Broadway along
Elysian Park, Solano Canyon, and into Chinatown.

In comparison to the North Broadway section from Daly
Street to the intersection with Pasadena, the other east-west
connection over the Los Angeles River, Pasadena & Broadway
is a preferred travel route because of lower volumes of traffic.
It has a calmer, neighborhood feel that can be enhanced.

Broadway is an important connection because it Jeads
into the heart of Chinatown and can put cyclists within a
block of the Gold Line Station. Making connections to these
destinations is a major contribution to the transportation
network in the area.

From Five Points to North Broadway, much of Pasadena
Avenue is 56 to 63 feet with four travel lanes and a two-way
turn lane. Half of the segment has on-street parking.

Reduce Pasadena Avenue to two travel lanes, a left turn
lane, and 6-foot bike lanes and an-sireet parking from Five
Points to Avenue 18. Include occasional chicanes and median
islands to create space for trees and to calm traffic.
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Though not politically easy, it may be possible to get an
earmark for federal fransportation funding. These are gener-
ally set-asides that are included in federal transportation bills,
including Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Outside set-
asides, much of SAFETEA-LU funds are allocated at the local
level via the Metro Call for Projects (see below). Some facili-
ties could potentially be part of other federal funding, such
as bike paths included in larger river revitalization projects
funded through Water Resources Development Act (WRDA).

There are a few potential sources of state funding, none
of which include a great deal of funding. Examples include
the California State Bicycle Transportation Account {BTA},
Safe Routes to School, Caltrans planning grants, and poten-
tially some park and/or water bond funding,.
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Metro's every-other-year Call for Projects is generally

Los Angeles County's single largest source of pedestrian and
bicycle project funding. The Call for Projects disburses state
and federal funds to regionally significant projects throughout
the county via a competitive grant application process. Cities,
county and agencies apply to Metro, and Metro programs mil-

lions of dollars for bike and pedestrian improvements.

Though federal transportation dollars (generally through
the Call for Projects) are very useful for costly projects, they
come with additional requirements for administration, report-
ing and federal environmental clearance. For less expensive
smaller projects, such as striping bike lanes, it is sometimes
easier and more desirable to do the project within the existing
city budget. Projects that include only modifying the striping
(such as bike lanes and basic road diets) may be done by the
Los Angeles City Depariment of transportation (LADOT)
within their existing budget, especially during the ongoing

process of routine repaving.

Parking meter revenue currently goes into the citywide
Special Parking Meter Revenue Fund. Retaining parking me-
ter revenue locally (or, as is called for in the CRA’s downtown
parkjng report, refurning a portion of new parkjng revenues to
the districts where revenue growth occurs) could be a signifi-
cant source for funding bicycle and pedestrian projects. (See

also Chapter 4 recommendation. }

Under current city procedures, new development often
pays for transportation changes including road-widening. A
similar extraction could take place to fund bicycle and pedes-
trian enhancements. Development could provide landscaping
and road work in the adjacent public realms.

As the Los Angeles Department of City Planning devel-
ops the Cornfield/Arroyo Seco Specific Plan, there has been
discussion of including a development linkage fee to pay for

public improvements in the specific plan area.

For very small projects, such as tree-planting, local groups
(such as Neighbarhood Councils or community service
groups) could seek grants from government and/or private
sources. This would include the City of Los Angeles Board
of Public Works” Community Beautification Grant and others.
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MTC worked with available traffic data. Recommenda-
tions for road diets appear to be feasible based on existing
current average daily traffic (ADT) and peak hour data.
Many cities have done road diets with ADT5s in excess of
20,000 and many have seen overall increases in capacity.
Examples include Kirkland, Washington; Santa Monica,
California; and Toronto, Canada (Burden). The City of Los
Angeles generally has not approved road diets with trafhc
volumes greater than 20,000, and the city generally reserves
additional capacity for projected future automotive traffic
volume growth (resulting in a self-fulfilling prophecy of main-
taining excess automotive capacity that serves to encourage
automotive travel and discourage alternate modes).

In order to make safe and convenjent space for pedestri-

ans in the project area implementaion of road diets will be a
key strategy. Given today’s situation (automotive contribu-
tions to greenhouse gases, increasing gas prices, epidemics of
obesity), reserving space for future automobile traffic growth
in our transit-rich core neighborhoods may be unnecessary
and counterproductive. Nonetheless, MTC suggests that

trafhc volumes are an area that will need additional study
and analysis before implementing road diets recommended
herein.

If studies show road diet projects as very close to capacity There was a fair amount of community interest in and MTC is proposing road diets for two of the three widest Morestudy and planning isneeded todetermin feasthil-

break points, it may be desirable to implement projects as support for separated bicycle side path facilities along city and busiest spokes of the “Five Points” intersection in Lincoln ity and connectivity of projects listed in Chapter 8: Other

pilots, especially initial phases involving only re-striping. streets. These would appeal especially to bicyclists who are Heights where Pasadena Avenue, Avenue 26, and Daly Street Potential Projects.
not comfortable riding in traffic, even with bike lanes. While  come together. Community members on foot, bicycle and car

these facilities have been shown to work in European cities, stated that they tended to avoid Five Points as it was perceived _
they are often difficult to implement locally due to potential ~  to be confusing, unpleasant and unsafe. MTC proposes reduc-

collision conflicts at driveways and intersections. ing travel lanes on both Avenue 26 and Daly. With fewer lanes

Promising new side path designs have been implemented  entering the Five Points intersection, it may be possible and

Though the facilities are planned and assumed and some  in New York City. There is potential to implement side paths ~ desirable to greatly green the intersection, including poten- Additional coordination is needed to incorporate pro-

access points have been identified, MTC has not focused on  in some areas where MTC has recommended bicycle lanes. tially introducing a landscaped trafhc circle. Additional study posed projectsiinta the cireulation portion.sf the Comiteld/ r

recommending a final alignment for the Los Angeles River Bicycle side paths would require additional study to see if they  is needed to determine how to reconfigure the intersection. Arroyo Seco Specific Planunderway.
and Arroyo Seco Bike Paths. Additional study is needed to are safe and feasible in the MTC project area.

finalize a preferred alignment. Especially for the Los Angeles

River, this work is likely to be a key component of studies to

design large-scale revitalization projects in the Cornfields and

Confluence opportunity areas.
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Chapter 10



With the rapid change seen in the neighborhoods studied in Making the Connections, the Cornfields Arroyo Seco Spe-
cific Plan underway, and great interest in creating a more sustainable more livable community, the time is now to implement
policies and projecis that set the tone for future transportation options. For much ofits history, Los Angeles has pursued
automobile-centric policies that widened roads in an atiempt to reach congestion relief. Current problems with gridlock,
global warming, air quality, and obesity point the City in a new direction.

Making the Connections is a blueprint for creating streets for a variety of transportation choices. The next generation of
children living in the neighborhoods of Chinatown, William Mead Homes, Lincoln Heights, and Cypress Park are counting on
this generation to do the right thing and make these connections.

Making the Connections
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Cross Section Detail

Key Connection 1: Avenue 26 & Cypress Avenue/Avenue 28/ Jeffries Avenue

Street segments are generally histed novth to south.

Key: p=parking, pt=parking and travel, rpp=peak hour restricted parking, b=bike lane, bb= bus/bike lane, m=median, c=chicane,

"preferred option

Street

Avenue 26
Avepue 26
Avenue 26
Avenue 26
Avenue 26
Avenue 26
Avenue 26

Avenue 26

Cypress Avenue
Cypress Avenue
Cypress Avenue

Cypress Avenue

Avenue 28
Avenue 28

Jeffries Avenue

From

Idell Street
Huron Street
110 Freeway
Arroyo Seco
Metro Gold Line
Metro Gold Line
Artesian Street

Humboldt Street
Pepper Avenue
Idell Street
Jeffties Avenue

N. Figueroa Street

Pepper Avenue
Idell Street

Cypress Avenue

To

Huron

110 Freeway
Arroyo Seco
Metro Gold Line
Metro Gold Line
Artesian Street
Humboldr Street

Five Points

[del) Street

Jefiries Avenue

N. Figueroa Street
Arroyo Seco Avenue

Idell Street
N Figueroa Avenue

Avenue 26

Existing Road Width  Existing Lanes

40
66
66
90

42'

S50

19pt/10/10/ 19pt

1o/ /10/10/11
10/10/10/10
10/10/10/8M/10/10
10/10/10/10
8p/11/10/11/13
S8p/11/11/12/18/8p i

t

10rp /10 / 10/ 10rp

20pt / 20pt

18pt/ 10/10/10/10/ 18pt
I8pt/ 10/10/ 10/ 10/ 18pt
35pt/12/12/ 12/ 11/ 20pt

22pt / 22pt
17pt / 25pt

no striping - two-way traffic
with parking

Options

Proposed Lanes

75p/6b/105/10/105/6b/7.5p
6b/10/10lt/10/6b/ 10rt
5b/10/10/10/73b
5b/10/10/10/35b
Sb/10/10/10/3b
8p/6b/10/6m/10/6b/8p
8p/6b/10/16m/10/6b/8p
8p/7b/13/16m/11/7b/8p

8p/12/12/8p
75p/10/10/5b/75p
8p/10/10m/10/10/6b/8p o
8p/6b/10/4m/10/10/6b/8p
8p/6b/10/32m/10/10/6b/8p

8p/10/11/7b/8p
8p/10/10/6b/8p

8p/6b/ 1L/ 11/6b/8p

Notes

road diet

road diet

road diet

road diet

road diet

road diet

road diet

road dict, use extra space to widen
sidewalks

Sharrows at 14 feet from curb

one-way street, one-way bike lane
ne-way street, one-way bike lane
two-way street

one-way street, one-way bike lane
one-way street, one-way bike lane

Making the Connections
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Cross Section Detall

Key Connection 2: Humboldt Avenue

Street segments are generally listed north to south,
Key. p=parking, pt=parking and travel, rp=peak hour restricted parking, b=bike lane, bb= bus,/bike lane, m=median, c=chicane,

*preferred opuon

Street From To Existing Road Width  Existing Lanes Options Proposed Lanes Notes
Humboldt Street  1-5 Freeway [-5 Freeway 42 no striping - two-way traffic 10¢ /10/10/ 10c
with parking
Humboldt Strest  I-3 Freeway San FernandoRoad 40’ no striping - two-way traffic 10¢/10/10/10¢
with parking
Humboldt Street San Fernando Avenue 19 40 no striping - two-way trafhc 10c/ 10/ 10/ 10c¢
with parking

56 Making the Connections



Appendix B

Cross Section Detail

.

Key Connection 3: Pasadena/North Broadway

Street segments are generally listed north to south,

Key: p=parking, pt=parking and travel, rp=peak hour restncted parking, b=bike lane, bb=bus /bike lane, m=median, c=chicane,

*preferred option

Street

Pasadena Avenue
Pasadena Avenue
Pasadena Avenue

Pasadena Avenue
North Broadway
North Broadway
North Broadway
North Broadway

From

Five Points
S Freeway
Avenue 19

Avenue 13
LA River

LA River
Bishops Road
Bernard Street

To

5 Freeway
Avenue 19
Avenue 18

North Broadway
LA River
Bishops Road
Bernard Street
College Street

Existing Road Width

58
56
63
63
56
68

64

Existing Lanes

19pt / 10/ 10/ 19pt
/1111712
13/10/ 11/ 11/ 17pt

14/11/11/11/16
13/10/10/10/ 13

18pt / 105/ 11 /105 / 18pt
17pt/10/10/ 10/ 17pt
17pt/10/10/ 10/ 17pt

Options

Propesed Lanes

8p/6b/10/10/10/6b/8p
7b/10/20/10/7b
7b/10/20/10/7b/3p

6b/105/10/10/105/6b
7b/11/10/10/11/7b
8p/7b/12/14/12/7b/8p
Sp/7b/11/12/11/75/8p
17pt/ 10/ 10/ 10/ 17pt (no change)

Notes

road diet
road diet
road diet,

existing parking on east side only

road diet
road diet
road diet
road diet
add sharrows

Making the Connections

o7

r



Cross Section Detail

Key Connection 4: Alameda

Street segments are generally listed north to south,
Key: p=parking, pt=parkmg and travel, rp=peak hour restricted parkug, b=bike fane, bb=bus/bike lane, m=median, c=chicane,

*preferred option

Street From To Existing Road Width  Existing Lanes Options Proposed Lanes Notes

Alameda Strect College Street Alpine Street 34 20rpt /10/ 10, 12,/ 10/10/ 12rp . &, 7b/11/11/10/11/1)/7b/8p
Spf?b{ll/ll,’ 10/11/11/7b, Sp

; Zo/ 2SIV I2 0010012776 at Cesar Chavez Avenue
Sp/6b, I1/11/11/11/6b/8p midblock
18bb / L1/ 1L/ 11/ 11/ 15bb

It —

~1
3

Alameda Street Alpine Street Los Angeles Street 11/10/10/10/10/10/11]

o b —
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Cross Section Detail

Key Connection 5: Ann Street/North Spring Street

Street segments are generally hsted north to south,
Key: p=parkimg, pt=parkmg and travel, rp=peak hour restricied parkmg, b=bike lane, bb= bus /bike lane, m=median, ¢=chicane,

*preferred option

Street From To Existing Road Width  Existing Lanes Options
North Spring Street  Elmyra Street Ann Street 4 12/10/10/ [2ep
Ann Street North Spring Street North Main Street 40 no striping - two-way trathe

with parking

Proposed Lanes

6b/11/10m/ 11 /6b/75p

75p/6b/12/75p

Notes

road diet, expand east sidewalk
from 10to 16 feet

change to one-way, expand north
sidewalk from 10 to 16 feet

Making the Connections
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Cross Section Detail

Key Connection 6: North Main Street

Street segments are generally listed novth to south.
Key: p=parking, pt=parking and tiavel, rp=peak hour restnicted parking, b=bike lane, bb= bus/bike lane, m=median, c=chicane,

“preferred option

Street From To Existing Road Width ~ Existing Lanes

North Main Street  Lamar Street Los Angcles River 36 18pt / 10/ 10/ 18pt
North Main Street Los Angeles River  Leroy Street 6l 22pt/10/10, 19pt
North Main Street  Leroy Street Alameda 56 18pt/ 10/ 10/ 18pt

80 Maling the Connections

Options

T S R
x

Proposed Lanes

7p/6b/10/10/10/6b/7p
8p/635b/11.710/11/65b/Sp
7p/6b/10/10/10/6b/ 7p
75p/65b/11/6m/11/65b/75p
6b/11/ /11 /11/6b

Notes

road diet
road diet
road diet

no parking



Survey Results

Community Feedb

Totai Re- ;

Getiing Daily Weekly Rérely Almost Never
Around sponses
| % Re- Total Re- | % Re- Total Re- [% Re- |TotalRe- |%Re-  |Total Re-
sponses |[sponses |sponses |sponses |sponses |sponses  |sponses |sponses
Walking 65% 20 13% 4 10% 3 15% 4 31
Bus 30% 9 37% Il 17% 5 I 7% 5 30
Gold Line 25% 7 29% R 29% 8 18% S 28
fitking 7% 5 796 2 3% ] 72% 2] 29
Driving 28% 9 16% 5 22% 7 34% I 32

Gender % Responses Total Responses
Female 440 13
Male 56% 19
TOTAL 34
Age % Responses Total Responses
Teenager 15% 5
Young Adult 24% 3
Middle-aged Adult 48% 16
Older Adult 12% 4
TOTAL 33
Neighborhood of % Responses Total Responses
Residence
William Mead 12% 4
Homes
Chinatown 15% 5
Lincoln Heights 18% 6
Cypress Park 3% i
Other 52% 17
TOTAL 33
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Com

munity Feedback

Where do you walk

% Responses

Total Responses

Total x

{to?
School 18% 8
Specihc 13% 8
Neighborhoods
Specific Streets 1 3% 6
Work e 3

i Stores/Markets 5
Home 9% 4
Pubiic Institutions 7% 3
Variety of Places 7% 3
Restaurants 2% |
Services 2% 1
Train Station 2% !

TOTAL 45

62

Making the Conneciions

What streets do you % Total Streets %

take to get to your Responses Responses Continued Responses | Responses

walking destinations? ‘
Broadway 7% 4 Lincoln 2% |
Main 7% 4 Ann Street 2% |
College 7% 4 Figueroa 2% i
Alameda 3% 3 Eagle Rock Blvd 2% L
Pasadena 4% 2 Colorado Blvd 2% i
Cesar Chavez Avenue 4% 2 Avenue 26 2% i
L'st Street 4% 2 San Fernando Road 2% i
Soto 4% 2 Verdugo Road 2% I
Grifhn Avenue 4% 2 Elm Street 2% ]
Passons 4% 2 Cypress Avenue 2% |
Hill Street 4% 2 Fountain 2% 1
Spring Street 4% 2 Sunset Blvd 2% |
Stadium Blvd 4% 2 Echo Park Blvd 2% |
Whittier 2% I Evergreen 2% J
Bruno Street 2% [ Alpine 2% |
Daly 2% | State 2% I
Freeway 2% [ Mission 2% |
Cardinal 2% I TOTAL 36
Beverly 2% 1




| Appendix C

Community Feedback

Do you generally
feel safe walking,
both during the
day and night?

% Responses

Total Responses

Yes 61% 20
No 39% 13
TOTAL 33

Problems of particular
areas unsafe for walking

% Responses

Total Responses

Why or why don't you feel safe
walking?

% Responses

Total Responses

Crosswalks 13% 2
Gangs 13% 2
Unwelcoming 13% 2
Not enough light 7% |
Fast Cars 7% |
Too much grathiti 7% l
Difheult to navigate 7% |
Not enough security 7% !
Places with no sidewalks 7% ]
Heavy trafhc 7% ]
Too quiet sometimes 7% ]
TOTAL 14

Feels dangerous/lack of security 48% 10
Gangs 14% 3
Not enough lighting 1495 3
Dirty 3% I
Fast cars 5% l
Cracked sidewalks 3% [
Wide Streets 5% |
I'm not in a demographic that is 5% l
threatened

TOTAL 2]
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Community Feedback

- Particular problem areas for

% Responses

Total Responses

Where do you bike to?

% Responses

Total Responses

Stores/Markets 25% j
Specific Streets 25% |
Specihe Neighborhoods 50% 2

TOTAL 4

walking
College Street 10% 2
William Mead 10% 2
North Spring 10% 2
Alameda 3% i
Compton 3% i
Broadway 5% 1
Gang neighborhoods 3% |
Griffin 3% |
Alhambra 5% {
South of Spring 3% 1
Main 5% 1
Behind Ann Street school, 5% i
entrance of Bloom Street
Area in Glassell Pack “Drew/ 5% ]
Estrada/Fletcher Dr” area
Pepper/Idell in Cypress Park 3% I
Area around Home Depot in 3% 1
Cypress Park
Corner of Alpine and Grand 3% }
Corner of New Depot Street 5% I
and Bunker Hill Avenue

TOTAL 20

64 Mating the Connections




Appendiy

Community Feedback

Do you generally feel safe biking,

both during the day and night?

% Responses

Total Responses

Yes 6% 4
No 64% &
TOTAL Il

Why or why don’t you % Responses Total Responses
 feel safe biking?

Safery 57% 4

Pavement 14% ]

There isn't sufhcient 14% ]
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