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Ms. Julie Steinberg, Chair 
Members of the Traffic & Parking Commission 
455 North Rexford Dr.  
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
 
Dear Chairperson Steinberg and Traffic & Parking Commissioners: 

First I’d like to welcome Ms. Steinberg as incoming Commission Chairperson. As you said 
in the Weekly’s interview (Jan 19-25), the commission is renewing its focus on congestion, and 
cyclists in Beverly Hills welcome that approach. As a small, advantaged city with a history of 
transportation activism, I believe that Beverly Hills can quickly close the gap with cities like 
Long Beach, Los Angeles, and Santa Monica exhibit leadership in bike-friendly improvements. 

I would like to briefly address a few points about the progress demonstrated by staff at the 
last ad-hoc meeting (January 18th). I have a detained recap on Better Bike (see links below) but  
here I want to touch on a few available opportunities. 

The presentation described a bike rack installation and proposed guidelines for a rack-on-
request program. But it raised many more questions than answers among bike advocates. For 
example, parks and schools were assessed. And indeed they would benefit from new bike racks. 
But the presentation’s arbitrary findings with regard to parks, as well as the problematic criteria 
behind those findings, undermine the assessment. If we are to evaluate parks for racks then 
perhaps the criteria or methodology should be developed with bike advocates who are familiar 
with rack standards and location value. 

Beyond that, I suggest that park racks also be located with consideration for the broader 
context of mobility. Why specify (much less exclude) possible locations until we look at the 
routes likely to bring people on bikes to our parks? With that broadened scope, I believe that we 
would have findings of value to take to the Parks & Recreation Commission. 

School facilities, on the other hand, are under the control of Beverly Hills Unified. So it’s 
not clear why Transportation is assessing racks for schools. If the Commissioners find that 
working with the district is worthwhile – something that I would encourage – then that’s a 
discussion that should probably proceed in concert with the school facilities advisory board. It 
monitors the district’s long-term facility capital improvement program and, from my visits, it 
appears that the board’s leadership would be supportive. 

My greater concern is that assessing parks and schools for racks distracts us from where we 
need to put those racks today: the commercial districts like South Beverly where people lock up 
to trees, lampposts, meters and outdoor dining barriers. I can’t say it more clearly: we simply 
need to install racks wherever we see bikes improperly affixed, and then more of them at popular 
destinations like cafes, banks, office buildings etc. No assessment is necessary. 
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As I discuss in my recap, the presentation’s rack type discussion doesn’t capture that the 
‘wave’ style rack that the city has installed recently, as in the Foothill Garage, is already bad 
practice. Several others shown don’t comport with today’s rack standards. Again, no assessment 
is necessary here: we only need to look to surrounding cities for standard rack types and choose 
the one that works for us.  

The advantage to coming late to bike improvements is that all of these other cities have done 
our work for us. They can provide us with a per-unit cost on racks, for example. Los Angeles & 
Santa Monica can provide us with templates for our own rack request program, and theirs 
notably are available to all stakeholders with no cost-share provision. Stakeholders there simply 
requesting a rack online. Let’s work from their examples. 

Looking for good models elsewhere provides us with a great advantage: we can focus our 
innovative energies on the Bike Route Pilot.  

I have already expressed my reservations to the Committee about the feasibility study’s 
criteria (“no change to traffic, no change to parking”). They have precluded options that other 
cities embrace for congestion-choked streets, like mode-separated bike travel lanes and road 
diets to slow traffic (where necessary). These tools increase safety by decreasing the frequency 
and severity of car-bike collisions. Taking such tools off the table won’t get us safer streets in 
Beverly Hills. 

We are in an enviable position with regard to implementing bike-friendly improvements. We 
have a considerable population who bike today for sport, recreation, and utility transportation 
and a very large population of ‘latent’ cyclists for whom the bike could be a practical mobility 
option. We also have the means and the vision (according to our policy documents) to make 
safer streets here a reality. But we seem to lack an impetus or sense of urgency.  

Cyclists will wait with anticipation to see which measures the Traffic & Parking 
Commission recommends to City Council – particularly for that most problematic of Pilot routes, 
South Beverly Drive.  

In the meantime, Chairperson Steinberg and Commission members, we at Better Bike would 
like to invite you to step away from your treadmills and gyms to enjoy an hour-long casual ride 
around town to highlight the bike-friendly opportunities that await our city and that deserve 
Commission attention.  

Sincerely, 

 
 
http://betterbike.org/2012/01/bh-bike-plan-recap-1/ 
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