
 

 

Minutes 
Gateway Cities Service Council 
Regular Meeting 

Thursday, October 12, 2017 
2:00PM 

   
Salt Lake Park Community Center Lounge 
3401 E Florence Ave  
Huntington Park, CA  90255 

 

  
All Metro meetings are held in ADA accessible facilities. Meeting location served by Metro 
Lines 111 and 612. 
 

Called to Order at 2:02pm 
Council Members: 
David Armenta, Chair 
Lori Y. Woods, Vice Chair 
Richard Burnett 
Gene Daniels  
JoAnn Eros-Delgado 
Karina Macias 
Samuel Peña 
Wally Shidler  
Joe Strapac 

Officers: 
Gary Spivack, Deputy Executive Officer 
Dolores Ramos, Council Admin Analyst  
Medford Auguste, Sr. Transportation Planner 
Julia Brown, Community Relations Manager 
Kelly Blanton, Transportation Associate 
Pamela del Valle, Transportation Associate 

 

For Metro information in English, please call the following phone number: 213-922-1282. 
 

Para más información de Metro en español, por favor llame al número que aparece a 
continuación: 213-922-1282 
 

Մետրոյի մասին հայերեն լեզվով տեղեկություններ ստանալու համար, խնդրում ենք 
զանգահարել այս հեռախոսահամարով՝ 323-466-3876 
 

Для получения информации о Metro на русском языке, пожалуйста, позвоните по указанному 
ниже телефонному номеру: 323-466-3876 
 

需要都会运输局的（语言名称）资料, 请拨打以下电话号码: 323-466-3876 
 

Metroに関する日本語での情報は、以下の電話番号でお問い合わせください：323-466-3876 
 

สําหรับข้อมลูเก่ียวกบัรถโดยสารเมโทรเป็นภาษา [ไทย] กรุณาติดต่อท่ีหมายเลขโทรศพัท์ด้านล่าง: 
323-466-3876 
 

េដើម្បនិយជមមអ�កបកែ្ប Metro ម� ក� សូមទូរស័ព�តមេលខ 323.466.3876។ 
 

메트로(Metro) 정보를 [한국어]로 알아보시려면, 아래 번호로 전화하십시오: 323-466-3876 
 

Để biết thông tin về Metro bằng tiếng Việt, vui lòng gọi số điện thoại dưới đây: 323-466-3876 
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1. PLEDGE of Allegiance 

 
 

2. ROLL Called 
 
Chair Armenta stated that he was going to consolidate all public comments for items on and 
not on the agenda into one item and place that item at the beginning of the meeting agenda. 
Mr. Spivack replied that Metro’s County Counsel has stated that the public comment rule 
cannot be unilaterally changed, and that the Council will need to vote on such a motion to 
change the public comment procedure. The item will be placed on a future Council agenda. 
The rules for conducting the meeting are printed on the agenda so that any member of the 
public can read and understand the meeting procedures. 
 
Chair Armenta replied that he requested this change a couple of meetings ago. He requested 
a meeting with Metro’s legal counsel and the City of Pico Rivera’s City Attorney because he 
wants a clarification that this change should be at the discretion of the chair. Mr. Spivack 
replied that he will request a meeting with Metro’s County Counsel.  
 
Councilmember Shidler commented that public comment on the agenda items should be 
done at the time the item was presented. The public does not know what discussion will 
occur until the item has been heard and the Council has discussed it.  
 
Councilmember Daniels commented that he is confused about why this disagreement is 
happening as he does not see the reason to change a process that has been in practice and 
that has worked well. He doesn’t understand the need to invest legal counsel’s time to 
change a process that works. 
 
Chair Armenta responded that if a member of the public has listened to an item and has 
something to say after the Council has already discussed that item, and the Council needs to 
hear their comments before voting so that they can take them into consideration and see if 
the item should be reconsidered or if follow up information is needed, then the Council can 
certainly do that. He reiterated that the numbering of items on the agenda should be at the 
discretion of the chair. He feels that the change will still allow everyone an opportunity to 
speak and have their voice heard. If comments are made at the beginning of the meeting, 
then when the Council gets to that item they may see it differently or ask for more 
information with those comments in mind.  
 
Councilmember Shidler responded that the practice is to receive the presentation, for the 
Council to then discuss it, and then ask for public comment, and only then vote on it. He 
does not understand why the public would comment on an item before the item is heard. 
The Council is following the same procedure as the Board, Board Committees, and the other 
Service Councils. He doesn’t see why the practice should be changed. He has been on the 
council for 15 years and it has never been a problem. 
  
Chair Armenta responded that some meetings have lasted two hours and that items on the 
agenda are at the discretion of the chair. He feels that as the chair he wants to run the 
meeting differently. He suggested that if another Councilmember wants to take over serving 
as chair, that he will be more than happy to nominate them but until then he feels the chair 
should have the prerogative to change things as they see fit.  
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Councilmember Shidler responded that the chair has the prerogative of taking the items out 
of order, which is not the issue. 
 
Councilmember Eros-Delgado expressed support for Councilmember Shidler’s and Daniels’ 
position. In her recollection, the Council meeting has only ever lasted longer than two hours 
twice. When Councilmembers agree to serve, they do so with the understanding that 
meetings may last two hours. The public needs to hear the item first, so if they have 
questions on the presentation, they have an opportunity to ask them versus rushing through 
the meeting for the sake of finishing within an hour. The Council needs to be fair and 
willing to sit before the audience and give them their full attention for the two hours that the 
meeting is scheduled.  
 
 Chair Armenta responded that in the year and a half he has served on the Council, he has 
never seen a person that wants to speak that doesn’t know what they want to speak on. They 
have read the agenda and they are not unprepared. Only a handful of people come to speak 
and they are more informed than he is. He believes Councilmember Eros-Delgado’s 
statement to be incorrect. 
 
Councilmember Eros-Delgado requested that a discussion of the public comment policy be 
placed on the next meeting agenda.  
 
 

3. APPROVED Minutes from September 14, 2017 Regular Meeting, Councilmembers  
 
 

4. RECEIVED Bike/Bus Interface Study Presentation, Lia Yim, Transportation Planning 
Manager, Jeremiah LaRose, Fehr & Peers Consultant 

 
Metro‘s Bike/Bus Interface Study consists of research on best practices, reviewing current 
literature, conducting a before and after analyses of 15 L.A. County corridors, creating a 
training guidance for both operators and bicyclists, and creating a bike/bus roadway design 
guidebook. The Study was led by a working group comprised of stakeholders including 
planning staff, transit operators, engineering staff, and bicycle education and outreach 
groups. Metro staff opened the discussion with other cities like Philadelphia, Seattle, and 
San Francisco to learn from their best practices. City planners/engineers, bus operators and 
bicyclists were also interviewed and surveyed for input and outreach.  
 
Fifteen corridors where infrastructure such as standard bike lanes, buffered bike lanes, 
separated bikeways, and shared bus/bike lanes (bus only lanes) were studied to see the 
impact the interface had on the corridor. Study metrics include corridor volume, transit 
ridership, bus, vehicle and bicyclist behavior, bus operations, and collisions by mode. Study 
findings show that bicycling has increased on all study corridors, and the addition of bike 
facilities improved safety and standardized riding behavior. There was no correlation 
between bus frequency and bicycling activity, and bus performance was generally 
unchanged. Helping bus operators understand a bicyclist’s perspective and vice versa is 
significant in the training and educational aspect. 
 
The design guide provides eight recommendations on bike-bus interaction at stops, 
intersections, and corridors that respond to gaps in existing guidelines, and are supported by 
the corridor analysis, including outreach and stakeholder engagement. 
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Chair Armenta commented that Pico Rivera was approached by a bicycle rental provider. He 
asked if Metro’s Bike Share program is expanding to additional cities. He requested that 
Metro Bike Share contact the City of Pico Rivera. Ms. Lim replied that Metro’s Bike Share 
program is a separate initiative. Staff will forward his request to the Bike Share program.  
 
Councilmember Daniels voiced his opposition to bike lanes. In North Long Beach, curb 
parking was removed to install bike lanes but he hasn’t seen anyone using them. He 
questioned whether auto drivers’ needs are taken into consideration. He thinks the change is 
benefitting only a very small number of people. 
 
Councilmember Woods commented that she originally was skeptical about the lane removal 
but she is very pleased with the vehicle thru-put outcome. The vehicle flow is much better 
and she would feel much more comfortable riding in the bike lane. She understands bike 
share is a first mile/last mile solution. 
 
Councilmember Pena commented that Councilmember Woods brought up a good example 
of where bike lanes had a positive effect on traffic; in his opinion, Vista Del Mar is an area 
where bike lanes did not.  
 
Councilmember Strapac inquired about the NACTO (National Association of City 
Transportation Officials) Urban Bikeway design guide; is there a standard bikeway design 
and who pays for these types of improvements? 
 
Mr. LaRose acknowledged that though this study only focuses on buses and bikes, other road 
users play a role in what happens on the street. The fifteen corridors in the study were 
already in existence; they were not installed for the study. The study analyzed bikeways 
installed between 2011-2015. The aim of the study was not to evaluate how the lane did in 
regards to traffic, but what the effects were on bicyclists and bus operations, and safety of 
bus operations and bicyclists.  
 
Ms. Yim added that the study  design guide is a guide for cities to implement bikeways that 
benefit both bus operators and bicyclists once they have decided to add bikeways. It does not 
dictate where treatments and lanes should go.  
 
Councilmember Woods commented that there is a great need for operators to understand 
what it is like to be a bicyclist, but that bicyclists also need to follow the rules of the road. 
 
Ms. Yim responded that the bicycle education component of the study found that only 30% 
of riders have taken a bicycle education course. Cyclist education is very important and 
having street teams provide education rather than traditional Saturday education courses is 
more effective. Bikeway treatments were found to make bicyclists ride more predictably; 
when a bicyclist has a place to ride, they aren’t riding on the sidewalk or in the middle of the 
street, and motorists know where to expect them.  
 
Mr. LaRose responded that more than 90% of people are licensed to drive in California. Most 
of the bicyclists in the study identified as having driving experience. Their experiences came 
up as anecdotes when they discussed how their experience differed when traveling as a 
bicyclist vs driving. Through them, the motorist perspective was also captured in the study. 
 
Councilmember Shidler commented he knew a Vista Del Mar couple that told him that the 
local residents supported the bike lanes, but that it was the thru traffic people who didn't 
want them. He doesn’t feel that the southeast cities were represented in the study. He 
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recommended that all transit agencies have three position bike racks on their buses. He 
hadn’t realized how bad the streets were until he began riding a bicycle.  
 
Councilmember Eros-Delgado inquired about when the bicycle training was provided and if 
it had already concluded. 
 
Mr. LaRose replied that a series of recommendations was developed for bus operators for 
addition to their training program. The group did not conduct any training nor do they 
intend to. The recommendations will be available and distributed to agencies soon. In 
response to the southeast cities comment, the study criteria for inclusion were that the 
corridor had to be about a mile long with a bikeway that had been installed in the past three 
to 5 years. That criterion was used because after 5 years, any data on the bike corridor was 
unlikely to be available. The corridor also had to have a frequency of at least 4 buses an hour. 
While they would have liked to have greater representation from other parts of the county, 
the 15 corridors selected were what fit the criteria.  
 
Councilmember Daniels replied the bike advocates are very well organized and they lobbied 
for bike infrastructure to Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 

 
 

5. RECEIVED U-Pass Update, Devon Deming, Commuter Service Director 
 
U-Pass is a 2 year pilot program that makes a Metro pass more accessible for students. The 
initial response to the program was fantastic, and over 50% of participants had never ridden 
Metro. Metro also reduced the unit requirement in January 2017 to 6 which greatly increased 
the number of students eligible to participate. Six colleges initially joined, three joined in 
Spring 2017 and three more joined in Fall 2017 for a total of 12 participating schools. The U-
Pass program has over 93% minority and 73% low income participation meaning the 
program is helping the students that need the most help. 
 
In Fall 2016, the U-Pass program saw over a million boardings. In Spring 2016, almost 1.2 
million student boardings were made. Between Fall 2016 to Spring 2017, there was a 13% 
increase in boardings, meaning students are using transit for more of their trips. Schools are 
only paying for actual boardings instead of passes, which builds trust between Metro and the 
schools as compared to the college/vocational pass, where schools bought passes and they 
went unsold. Schools are being charged the student rate of $0.75 a boarding. The schools do 
not have to pay above the number of passes quoted to them, so if they sell more than 
predicted, they are not charged. This gives them a sense of security that they will not be hit 
with a huge bill. Revenue did go down as refunds had to be issued to some schools.  
 
Some schools subsidize their passes and others do not. Some schools provide students with 
the ability to purchase their pass through a payment plan instead of paying a lump sum up 
front. Some schools have prorated their U-Passes to allow students to buy them throughout 
the semester, discounting the cost of the pass as less time remains in the semester.  

 
El Camino College is the first college to include other transit agencies in their U-Pass 
program. Their U-Pass includes Torrance Transit and GTrans (Gardena Municipal Bus 
Lines). This program is different as Metro is not reimbursing the regional partners Torrance 
Transit and GTrans until the end of the semester. GTrans also does not have a student fare, 
and they agreed to be reimbursed for a discounted rate of $0.75 instead of their full $1.00 
fare. Torrance only charges $0.50 for student fare so Metro reimburses them $0.50 per 
boarding.  
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Compton College’s pass also includes Long Beach Transit, Torrance Transit and GTrans. 
Compton College has a dual enrollment high school and the high school students can buy a 
U-Pass at the lower high school rate. Fall 2017 participation had a 60% increase in pass sales 
over Fall 2016. Cal State Northridge and Cal State Los Angeles are currently the only schools 
participating in the graduate pass program. 
 
 

6. RECEIVED Line Ride Report, Councilmember Wally Shidler 
 
Councilmember Shidler rode Route 51 of the Line 51/52/351. He boarded at 2:11 pm from 
Compton Station. He alighted at 3:56pm at Wilshire/Vermont. Seventy percent of bus 
patrons paid cash, and 5% paid no fare. A patron in a wheelchair boarded at Avalon/ 83rd 
and alighted at Avalon/56th; another boarded at Avalon/Jefferson and alighted at 7th/San 
Pedro. A homeless person has taken up residence in the shelter at Compton/Avalon, 
preventing it from being used. He told the operator he worked for Metro and asked why he 
wasn't quoting the fare. The operator responded he takes his life in his hands on this route. 
Councilmember Peña agreed with Councilmember Shidler that that stop is not safe. 
 
 

7. RECEIVED Report on Regional Service Performance, Gary Spivack, Deputy Executive 
Officer 

 
• I-710 Corridor Public Hearings concluded 
• Long Beach Transit’s STAR Initiative (Systemwide Transit Analysis & Reassessment) 

remaining community meeting dates: 
o Sat, Oct. 14, 10 a.m. – Noon Silverado Park Community Center, 1545 W 31st St 
o Sat, Oct. 21, 10 a.m. – Noon Houghton Park Community Center, 6301 Myrtle Ave 

 
 

8. PUBLIC Comment for items not on the Agenda 
 
Mr. Timberlake commented that he hoped an updated Quality of Life report will be 
published as stated in the 2008-2015 report. He also commented on timeliness of the trains 
and buses as well as reduced night frequency which causes missed connections. He 
suggested that more attention be paid to rail operations.  
 
Chair Armenta asked who provides rail oversight. Mr. Spivack replied that rail service is 
under the Metro Board’s purview, and that Rail Operations Manager Bernard Jackson 
oversees day to day operations. 
 
Wayne Wright mentioned that the proposed Long Beach Transit Service Changes have been 
released. Routes 102, 104 and 52 would be canceled. Five new express routes would be added 
and many Long Beach Transit routes would have changes. Comments are being received 
until October 27. He suggested that LADOT move their DASH Chesterfield Square stop 
from Pacific/Florence because it prevents Metro Lines 60 and 751 buses from being able to 
pull up to the curb and allow patrons in wheelchairs to alight safely. Mr. Spivack replied that 
Metro has contacted LADOT. Their response was that their operators sometimes arrive early 
and layover there, which prevents the space from being available for Metro use. Staff will 
contact them again to follow up. 
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Councilmember Shidler commented that he is familiar with that DASH stop; he asked one 
of their operators about that layover’s history. The operator said that they only started laying 
over there about a year ago.  

 
 

9. CHAIR and Council Member Comments  
  

 
ADJOURNED at 3:32pm 
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