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Vision Statement
 

Roadway safety impacts the health and comfort of all those who live and travel in 
King City, and it is imperative to make the transportation system safer and more 
equitable for users of all transportation modes.

The City of King is committed to proactively implement multimodal transportation 
safety improvements so that motorists, cyclists and pedestrians can travel free from 
harm, such as implementing intersection improvements that increase the visibility 
of road users and clearly define intersection control to enhance safety, calming 
improvements that support safe speeds, and improvements that promote and 
support safe travel for pedestrians and bicyclists, especially near schools and other 
high pedestrian activity areas.

The City of King is committed to eliminate traffic deaths and severe injuries by 2034. 
As part of this commitment, the City will prioritize safety when trade-off decisions are 
necessary between competing demands and visions for the roadway network.

The City of King will form a standing Local Roadway Safety Working Group that will 
meet regularly to implement this Local Roadway Safety Plan, monitor progress 
towards the City’s goal of eliminating traffic deaths and severe injuries, and 
communicate outcomes to the public regularly.
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1. Introduction

King City’s Local Road Safety Plans (LRSP) is 
among the first such Plans in California since 
Caltrans announced it as a prerequisite for 
future Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP) cycles. Beginning in 2022 (HSIP Cycle 11), 
Caltrans will require an LRSP (or its equivalent) 
for any agency to be eligible to apply for HSIP 
funding. In late 2019, City staff attended a 
Local Road Safety Peer Exchange Workshop 
hosted by Caltrans and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), where the LRSP concept 
was recommended for local jurisdictions as a 
proven multimodal safety countermeasure. A 
specific focus of the Peer Exchange was on data-
driven safety analysis (DDSA), and the resources 
and best practices available for cities to shift 
safety efforts from reactive safety responses to 
proactive, objective, effective, and accountable 
systemic safety interventions. King City applied 
for LRSP funds to pursue this strategy. 

The DDSA approach is uniquely appropriate for 
the King City context: compared to other South 
Monterey County cities, King City does 
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»What is an LRSP?«

The Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) is 
an implementation step in support of 
federal regulations requiring each state 
to have a Strategic Highway Safety 
Plan (SHSP) that establishes goals, 
objectives, and emphasis (or challenge) 
areas to reduce traffic fatalities and 
serious injuries on all public roads 
using a data-driven approach. An LRSP 
provides a framework for agencies 
to proactively and systematically 
identify and address unique safety 
issues prevalent in their jurisdiction 
by facilitating partnerships with key 
stakeholders in the community.

The LRSP process offers an opportunity 
to learn from many perspectives, 
from the collision hot spot data to 
feedback on perceived safety issues 
to contextual patterns in hot spot 
data that may be similar systemically 
– to develop and prioritize a list of 
meaningful and grant-competitive 
safety projects for King City. This 
study also sets up a process for 
multi-disciplinary collaboration, 
transparency, and accountability that 
can last far beyond this effort. 

»Statement of Protection of Data 
from Discovery and Admissions« 

SECTION 148 OF TITLE 23, UNITED 
STATES CODE

REPORTS DISCOVERY AND ADMISSION 
INTO EVIDENCE OF CERTAIN REPORTS, 
SURVEYS, AND INFORMATION—
Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, reports, surveys, schedules, 
lists, or data compiled or collected for 
any purpose relating to this section, 
shall not be subject to discovery or 
admitted into evidence in a Federal or 
State court proceeding or considered 
for other purposes in any action for 
damages arising from any occurrence at 
the location identified or addressed in 
the reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or 
other data.

Under 23 U.S. Code § 409 and 23 
U.S. Code § 148, safety data, reports, 
surveys, schedules, lists compiled or 
collected for the purpose of identifying, 
evaluating, or planning the safety 
enhancement of potential crash sites, 
hazardous roadway conditions, or 
railway-highway crossings are not 
subject to discovery or admitted into 
evidence in a Federal or State court 
proceeding or considered for other 
purposes in any action for damages 
arising from any occurrence at a 
location mentioned or addressed in 
such reports, surveys, schedules, lists, 
or data.

King City’s Local Road Safety Plans 
(LRSP) is among the first such Plans in 
California since Caltrans announced 
it as a prerequisite for future Highway 
Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
cycles. Beginning in 2022 (HSIP Cycle 
11), Caltrans will require an LRSP (or 
its equivalent) for any agency to be 
eligible to apply for HSIP funding. In late 
2019, City staff attended a Local Road 
Safety Peer Exchange Workshop hosted 
by Caltrans and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), where the LRSP 
concept was recommended for local 
jurisdictions as a proven multimodal 
safety countermeasure. A specific focus 
of the Peer Exchange was on data-
driven safety analysis (DDSA), and the 
resources and best practices available 
for cities to shift safety efforts from 
reactive safety responses to proactive, 
objective, effective, and accountable 
systemic safety interventions. King City 
applied for LRSP funds to pursue this 
strategy. 

The analysis and recommendations 
in this report are conceptual in nature 
based upon limited information, and 
before implementing any changes, 
or using any of its information for 
design or construction, the City should 
conduct a more detailed analysis 
and make sure that the design or 
construction documents reflect 
specific, detailed, local and field 
conditions.

The scope of this work, including study 
locations, time frame, and topics, was 
determined by the client. While it is 
possible that some locations or issues 
were not addressed in this report, 
nothing should be inferred by their 
omission.
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Figure 1. All Injury Collisions (2013-2017)
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Chapter 2 of Caltrans’ Local Roadway 
Safety Manual (LRSM) instructs safety 
practitioners to “consider a wide range 
of data sources to get an overall picture 
of the safety needs.” Crash data and 
contextual data were both collected 
and analyzed as part of this plan, as 
well as anecdotal input from City staff 
and community stakeholders. 

2. Collision and 
Contextual 
Analysis

»Data Sources and Overview« 

For the LRSP, five years of the most 
current crash data available (January 
1, 2013 through December 31, 2017) 
were extracted from the Statewide 
Integrated Traffic Records System 
(SWITRS) and Transportation Injury 
Mapping System (TIMS) databases. The 
datasets include extensive collision 
detail such as collision location, type, 
severity, parties involved, contributing 
factors, etc.  Fatal collisions and 
collisions that resulted in injury are 
mapped on Figure 1.

To accompany the collision data, 
Ecopia Tech technology was used 
to assemble landscape data such 
as sidewalks, bike lanes, marked 
crosswalks, and number of travel lanes.  
This was supplemented with a field 
review by Fehr & Peers staff.

The collision and contextual analysis 
helped to identify crash typologies 
through the comparative analysis of 
crash data and contextual data, further 
discussed in the following chapters.  
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As the project got underway, City staff engaged key stakeholders for 
input on identifying hot spot locations around the City. This group 
included TJ Plew (Salinas Valley Fair), Captain Keith Boyd (King City 
Police Department), Rory Livingston (King City Union Elementary 
School District) and Dr. Brian Walker (South Monterey County Joint 
Union High School District). A community newsletter was also mailed 
to members of the community and information was posted on social 
media to solicit feedback on safety concerns throughout the City. The 
City received input from a number of residents, each of which was 
reviewed and assessed in the study by Fehr & Peers. Additionally, Fehr 
& Peers staff conducted a field visit to King City to observe roadways 
and intersections throughout the City while school was in session. 
Throughout the project, City staff identified locations for Fehr & Peers 
to analyze and to provide appropriate project recommendations. 
The field visit along with guidance from City staff provided first-hand 
insight into the challenges roadway users face throughout the City. 

Continued engagement with stakeholders is integral to the successful 
implementation of this Plan. City staff shall convene a Working Group 
to continue to steward this Plan's implementation, which may include 
some or all of the stakeholders involved and others. The Working 
Group which shall have regular, standing meetings, and be in charge 
of this Plan's implementation and for monitoring safety outcomes in 
King City in the coming years to evaluate the effectiveness of the Plan. 
The composition of the Working Group should ensure that inter- and 
intra-governmental cooperation and collaboration continues to occur 
as this Plan is implemented.

3. Engaging Key 
Stakeholders

 



11 12

KING CITY LOCAL ROADW
AY SAFETY PLAN  |  FEHR & PEERS

The collision analysis brought several systemic issues to the 
surface. Systemic analysis is a proactive safety approach that 
focuses on evaluating an entire roadway network using a 
defined set of criteria. Due to the low number of collisions in 
King City, the crash typologies were identified by reviewing 
the collision data and was accompanied with feedback from 
City staff, key stakeholders and community members. Crash 
typologies for King City include:

- Uncontrolled Crossings at Intersections and at Mid-Block 
Locations

- Crosswalk Safety Near Schools

- Stop Controlled Intersections

- Speeding

Uncontrolled pedestrian crossings 
occur where sidewalks or designated 
walkways intersect a roadway at a 
location where no traffic control (e.g., 
traffic signal or stop sign) exists. This 
common crossing type occurs at 
intersections (marked or unmarked) 
and at mid-block locations (where 
they must be marked). Research has 
demonstrated the importance of 
marking uncontrolled crossings to 
facilitate access to key destinations 
while ensuring that additional safety 
treatments are applied at these 
locations if they have higher traffic 
speeds and volumes1. In 2018, the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
released the Safe Transportation for 
Every Pedestrian (STEP) guidance 
through the Every Day Counts (EDC) 
program to provide additional direction 
on how to select countermeasures for 

1 US DOT FHWA. Guide for Improving Pedestrian 
Safety at Uncontrolled Crossing Locations. 2018, 
safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/step/docs/STEP_
Guide_for_Improving_Ped_Safety_at_Unsig_
Loc_3-2018_07_17-508compliant.pdf.

4. Crash 
Typologies

4a. Crash Typology 
Highlights: 
Uncontrolled Crossings 
at Intersections and at 
Mid-Block Locations

uncontrolled crossings. The FHWA's 
Guide for Improving Pedestrian Safety 
at Uncontrolled Crossing Locations 
proposes countermeasures based 
on road conditions, crash causes, 
and pedestrian safety issues. Table 1 
summarizes recommendations from 
the guide, includes a comprehensive 
matrix and list of STEP and FHWA-
approved pedestrian crash 
countermeasures suggested for 
application at uncontrolled crossing 
locations per roadway and traffic 
features. 

In this table, nine countermeasures are 
assigned to specific matrix cells based 
on safety research, best practices, and 
established national guidelines. The 
matrix is divided into three average 
annual daily traffic (AADT) categories: 
<9,000, 9,000-15,000 and >15,000. 

Because the AADT in King City is less 
than 9,000 for all roadways and there 
are no four lane roadways with a raised 
median, the matrix was tailored to suit 
the City’s landscape. Figure 2 illustrates 
the roadways through King City that 
may benefit from the countermeasures 
for uncontrolled crosswalks based on 
the color coding provided in Table 1.

Appendix A includes a list of 26 effective 
countermeasures that are appropriate 
in specific roadway contexts. Three 
of these countermeasures – high-
visibility crosswalk markings, parking 
restrictions at crosswalk approaches, 
and adequate nighttime lighting levels 
– should always be considered at 
uncontrolled crosswalks.
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Potential Countermeasures by Location

1.   High-visibility crosswalk markings, parking restrictions on 
crosswalk approach, adequate nighttime lighting levels, and 
crossing warning signs

2.   Raised crosswalk
3.   Advance Yield Here To (Stop Here For) Pedestrians sign and 

yield (stop) line
4.   In-Street Pedestrian Crossing sign
5.   Curb extension
6.   Pedestrian refuge island
7.   Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacon (RRFB)*
8.   Road Diet
9.   Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)*

*   RRFBs and PHBs cannot be installed at the same location

List of Countermeasures

Matrix of Countermeasures for Uncontrolled Crosswalks
by Roadway Features
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1 2
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1 2 3
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(2+ lanes per 

direction)

 30MPH 
or less 35MPH

40MPH 
or more

Speed Limit
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C
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a solid bubble indicates a 
countermeasure that 
should always be 
considered, but not 
mandated or required, 
based upon engineering 
judgment at a marked 
uncontrolled crossing 
location.

1

a plain number (with no 
bubble) indicates that a 
countermeasure is a 
candidate treatment at a 
marked uncontrolled 
crossing location.

5

a hollow bubble 
indicates  that 
crosswalk visibility 
enhancements 
should always occur 
in conjunction with 
other identified 
countermeasures.

1

The absence of a number 
signifies that the 
countermeasure
is generally not an 
appropriate treatment, 
but exceptions may be 
considered following 
engineering judgment.

Source: FHWA Guide for Improving Pedestrian Safety at Uncontrolled Crossing Locations

Table 1.

Figure 2. Potential Countermeasures 
for Uncontrolled Crosswalks 
along Segments 

Color coded segments align 
with countermeasures 
included in Table 1
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»Application of Countermeasures by Roadway Feature«

Table 1 includes a comprehensive matrix and list of STEP pedestrian safety 
countermeasures suggested for implementation at uncontrolled crossing locations 
based on roadway and traffic features. Once a pedestrian crossing is established, the 
City should review the countermeasure options and consider the existing conditions 
such as pedestrian volumes, operational speeds, land-use context, and other 
features surrounding the crossing. City staff should also consult the California Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) and other national, state and local 
guidelines before selecting the final countermeasures. The specific safety issues each 
countermeasure may address can be found in Table 2. 

Table 2: Safety Issues Addressed per Countermeasure

*These countermeasures make up the STEP countermeasure "crosswalk visibility enhancements." Multiple countermeasures may 
be implemented at a location as part of crosswalk visibility enhancements.

Pedestrian Countermeasures 
for Uncontrolled Crossings

Safety Issues Addressed

Conflict at 
Crossing 

Locations
Excessive 

Vehicle Speed

Inadequate 
Conspicuity 
or Visibility

Drivers not 
Yielding to 

Pedestrians in 
Crosswalks

Insufficient 
Separation 

from Traffic

Crosswalk 
Visibility 
Enhancements

High-Visibility 
Crosswalk Markings*

✓ ✓ ✓

Parking Restrictions on 
Crosswalk Approach*

✓ ✓ ✓

Improved Nighttime 
Lighting*

✓ ✓

Advance "Yield Here 
To/Stop Here For 

Pedestrian" Sign and 
Yield/Stop Line*

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

In-Street "Pedestrian 
Crossing" Sign

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Curb Extension* ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Raised Crosswalk ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Pedestrian Refuge Island ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Road Diet ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacon ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Source: FHWA Guide for Improving Pedestrian Safety at Uncontrolled Crossing Locations
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Figure 3. Potential Countermeasures 
for Existing Uncontrolled, 
Marked Crosswalks
Color coded intersections 
align with countermeasures 
included in Table 1

»Crosswalk Needs 
Assessment«

The Crosswalk+ Tool was created by Fehr 
& Peers to guide the selection of candidate 

crosswalk treatments. The tool uses published 
research from the National Cooperative 

Highway Research Program and the Federal 
Highway Administration as mentioned in the 

previous section. The Ecopia Tech data and 
field work conducted by Fehr & Peers was input 

into the tool to identify potential crosswalk 
treatments for uncontrolled locations, as shown 

in Figure 3.

Once the STEP-recommended treatments were 
identified, a list of candidate enhancements 
were developed to bring locations up to the 

STEP level if countermeasures are not currently 
in place. The tool guided City staff in making 

recommendations for project locations 
throughout King City. Recommendations for 

enhancements at uncontrolled crossings using 
the Crosswalk+ Tool can be found on Table 3. 
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crossings, a raised intersection, curb 
extensions and a traffic circle. These 
recommendations come at varying 
costs and are effective measures to 
reducing speeds along a roadway. 

City staff should continue to build 
partnerships with schools to improve 
infrastructure and review circulation 
patterns including pick-up/drop-off 
locations. Routine enforcement by 
King City police to enforce speeds and 
educate children on safe walking and 
bicycling would also support safety 
near schools. 

also includes a recommendation 
to install a median refuge island for 
pedestrians to complete a two-stage 
crossing across Broadway Street on the 
west leg of the intersection. 

S Russ Street and Pearl Street create 
a T-intersection near the entrance to 
the King City Unified School District 
Administrative Center. Just east of the 
intersection is the King City Arts Magnet 
School. A project recommendation 
for this location includes updating 
the existing crosswalks with high-
visibility striping and considering 
traffic calming elements such as raised 

enhancing crosswalk safety. As part 
of the 2018 Monterey County Active 
Transportation Plan, a project was 
recommended to install protected bike 
lanes on King Street from Sandringham 
Street to Beech Street and on Beech 
Street from King Street to San Antonio 
Drive. 

King City High School is located 
near the intersection of Broadway 
Street and Canal Street. A project 
is recommended at this location to 
restrict left turns out of the school 
parking lot to reduce conflicts between 
motorists and pedestrians. This project 

King City applied for Safe Routes to 
School grants in 2015 as part of the 
Monterey South County Pedestrian and 
Biking Safety Plan provided for schools 
in King City and Soledad. School 
presentations, assemblies and bicycle 
rodeos educated students and teachers 
about safe walking and bicycling, while 
events such as International Walk to 
School Day and Bike Day provided 
opportunities to practice safe bicycle 
and pedestrian travel.

King City has a few schools in close 
proximity of one-another: Del Rey 
Elementary school, Alegria Migrant 
and Seasonal Head Start, and Santa 
Lucia Elementary School. There are 
two existing crosswalks on King Street 
between Patterson Street and N Russ 
Street. A raised crossing at these two 
locations would slow travel speeds 
through the crosswalks, thereby 

Providing pedestrian and bicycle-
oriented facilities near schools is 
important for the walkability and 
bikeability for school-aged children. 
Many of the schools in King City 
are located near housing and can 
greatly benefit from enhanced 
facilities. Community members, key 
stakeholders and City staff have 
expressed concerns around speeding 
throughout the City, especially near 
schools. Crosswalk Safety Near Schools 
is highlighted as a typology to feature 
proactive countermeasures and project 
recommendations to support safety of 
vulnerable road users in some of the 
highest-risk areas of the City.

4b. Crash Typology 
Highlight: 
Crosswalk Safety 
Near Schools
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Criteria 1: Tra�c Volumes

1. Major street volumes exceed 300 vehicles 
per hour for any 8 hours of a day

2. Minor street volumes exceed 200 units* 
per hour for the same 8 hours, and

3. Average vehicle delay for the side street 
exceeds 30 seconds per vehicle in the 
peak hour

 * Units include bicycles, pedestrians, and 
vehicles.

Criteria 2: Sight Distance

There is insufficient sight distance*

 * Sight distance standards defined by A 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways 
and Streets, AASHTO, 6th Edition.

Criteria 3: Collisions

There are at least five 
collisions within the last 
year that can be corrected 
by all-way stop-control

The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control provides 3 
ways that an intersection could meet the evaluation criteria 
to warrant all-way stop controls. If any of the 3 criteria are 
met, installation of stop control on all approaches may be 
warranted. However, meeting warrant criteria does not 
automatically justify installation of traffic control as there 
may be other factors to consider.

All-Way Stops:
When are they warranted?

Side street stop control sign placement 
was also reviewed as part of this study 
to determine if the stop signs are 
located on the appropriate approaches. 
Generally, the orientation of stop signs 
was determined to be appropriate 
throughout the City—stop signs are 
generally located on the minor streets 
where roadways of varying functional 
classification intersect. In areas of the 
City with a grid of local roadways, stop 
signs are located on approaches such 
that a motorist cannot drive more than 
three blocks without encountering a 
stop sign, thereby discouraging cut-
through traffic and speeding. 

However, in reviewing stop sign 
orientation, two locations were 
identified to have inconsistent 
orientation with best practice that may 
cause driver confusion: 1) N 3rd Street at 
Ulrey Street and at Orchard Street, and 
2) S Mildred Avenue at Luckett Street.

Locations with side street or no stop 
control are associated with more 
collisions in the City than at locations 
with all-way stop control. Residents 
in the City often request all-way stop 
control as a means for traffic calming 
and traffic safety. The CA MUTCD 
provides guidance for determining 
appropriate traffic control for a 
given intersection. Figure 4 presents 
evaluation criteria to consider for 
evaluating if all-way stop control is 
warranted for a location, as described 
in the CA MUTCD. Similarly, the CA 
MUTCD includes guidance for when 
an uncontrolled intersection should 
be converted to a side street stop 
controlled intersection (Section 2B.06).

As part of this study, side street stop 
and uncontrolled intersections were 
reviewed against the Traffic Volume 
and Collision criteria for all-way stop 
control, and none of the intersections 
met those criteria. Therefore, no 
intersections are recommended to 
be converted to all-way stop control 
based on those criteria alone. However, 
if locations in the City have insufficient 
sight distance, then all-way stop 
control may be appropriate. A review of 
sight distance considerations has not 
been completed citywide. Additionally, 
special circumstances beyond these 
three criteria could justify all-way stop 
control if deemed appropriate through 
engineering judgment. 

4c. Crash Typology 
Highlight: 
Stop Controlled 
Intersections

Figure 4. All-Way Stop Warrant
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Collisions

STOP

ALL WAY

STOP

ALL WAY

STOP

ALL WAY

STOP

STOP

Ulrey St

3 rd St

Orchard St

3 rd St

Convert the intersection 
of 3rd St and Ulrey St to 

all-way stop control, 
retaining the stop sign 
at southbound 3rd St 

Convert the intersection of 3rd St and 
Orchard St to side-street stop control, 
adding a stop sign at Orchard St and 

removing the one at northbound 3rd St 

»Project Location #8«
N 3rd Street and Ulrey Street and N 3rd Street and Orchard Street

Along N 3rd Street at Ulrey Street the southbound direction is stop controlled, while just 200 feet to the south N 3rd Street and 
Orchard Street is northbound stop controlled. To provide continuity between these two intersections, N 3rd Street and Ulrey Street 
is proposed to be an all-way stop controlled intersection, and N 3rd Street and Orchard Street is proposed to be a side-street stop 
controlled intersection with only a stop sign on the westbound approach. Project 8 in Table 3 provides further detail on this project 
recommendation.

Collisions

STOP

ALL WAY

STOP

ALL WAY

Luckett St

Mildred Ave

Convert the intersection of 
Mildred Ave and Luckett St to 
all-way stop control, retaining 
the stop signs on Mildred Ave 
and adding one at Luckett St

Mildred Ave

STOP

ALL WAY

»Project Location #15«
S Mildred Avenue and Luckett Street 

S Mildred Avenue and Luckett Street is also an unusual intersection where the stop controls are on S Mildred Avenue, the major 
roadway. Best practices suggest the minor roadway (Luckett Street) be stop controlled as there would be higher volumes of motor 
traffic on the major roadways warranting free flow along S Mildred Avenue. Project 15 suggests installing a stop sign on Luckett 
Street to modify this intersection to all-way stop control.  
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While the CA MUTCD provides 
guidance for determining if stop signs 
or signal control are appropriate, it 
does not provide such guidance for 
roundabouts. Generally, the decision 
to install a roundabout is based on a 
review of how the roundabout would 
operate given the level of traffic 
volume, cost, and right-of-way. While 
the cost of installing a roundabout is 
high, they are a proven countermeasure 
for addressing fatal and severe injury 
collisions. The AASHTO Highway 
Safety Manual states that roundabouts 
reduce the types of crashes where 
people are seriously hurt or killed 
by 78-82% when compared to 
conventional stop-controlled and 
signalized intersections2. As identified 
in Table 3, there are three projects 
that recommend consideration of a 
roundabout.

Careful consideration should be 
given when considering multi-lane 
roundabouts. Multi-lane roundabouts 
pose safety challenges for pedestrian 
and bicycle travel as they create 
a double-threat condition at the 
crosswalks. Because of this, the United 
States Access Board requires that 
new mulit-lane roundabouts include 
pedestrian activated signals; these 
can be provided by implementation of 
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons (PHBs) at 
the multi-lane crossings3. Installation 
of PHBs at a roundabout increases cost 
and complexity considerably.

Additionally, recognizing that motorists 
unfamiliar with the City could be 
confused when approaching a side 
street stop controlled intersection 
that may resemble the look and 
feel of an all-way stop controlled 
intersection, the City may consider 
adding supplemental placards at stop 
controlled intersections to identify if 
“cross traffic does not stop” or if stop 
control is “all way,” as identified in 
Table 3. 

Roundabouts and traffic signals are 
other forms of traffic control that could 
be considered at various locations 
throughout the City.

The determination to install a traffic 
signal should be made by conducting 
a traffic signal warrant study, 
following the guidance and standards 
documented in the CA MUTCD 
(Chapter 4). Based on the context of 
the intersection, traffic signals may be 
considered a safety countermeasure 
for specific collision types; however, 
some collision types may increase 
with traffic signal control, and should 
be considered. For example, installing 
a traffic signal could result in fewer 
broadside collisions, but more rear-end 
collisions.

2. Source: AASHTO, Highway Safety Manual 
(Washington, DC: AASHTO, 2010)

3. Source: Pedestrian Activated Signals at 
Roundabouts with Multi-Lane Pedestrian Street 
Crossings, United States Access Board.
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20mph

Hit by a vehicle 
traveling at

9 out of 10 
pedestrians 
survive.

30mph

Hit by a vehicle 
traveling at

5 out of 10 
pedestrians 
survive.

40mph

Hit by a vehicle 
traveling at

1 out of 10 
pedestrians 
survive.

Speed is the primary factor that 
influences collision severity. As shown 
in the figure at the bottom right of the 
following page, a pedestrian’s chance 
at surviving a collision decreases 
significantly as speed increases. City 
staff and community members have 
identified speeding as a concern 
throughout the City. Approximately half 
of all fatal and severe injury collisions 
included in this study were primarily a 
result of speeding. 

As shown on Figure 5, most roadways 
in King City have a posted speed limit 
of 25 mph. Along the fringes of the City, 
some roadways have a posted speed 
of 35 mph, including San Antonio Drive, 
Metz Road, Bitterwater Road, Airport 
Road, and 1st Street. Even though 
the local roadway system is primarily 
posted at 25 mph, many of these local 
roads feature wide cross-sections, 
which may contribute to speeding. 
Transitions from rural to urban 

4d. Crash 
Typology 
Highlight: 
Speeding

contexts and freeways to local streets 
can also be locations where speeding 
concerns arise. King City has several 
of these zones, and these patterns are 
exacerbated with tourist/visitor traffic.

As transportation improvements 
are made in the City, improvements 
should consider traffic calming 
elements to promote safe speeds for 
multimodal use of roadways, such as 
lane narrowing, horizontal deflection, 
and vertical deflection. Table 3 includes 
project recommendations to address 
speeding concerns at: King Street 
between Patterson Street and N Russ 
Street, Division Street between S 
3rd Street and S 2nd Street, Bedford 
Avenue between Oxford Avenue and 
Brighton Avenue, and Pearl Street at 
Russ Street. These projects include 
traffic calming measures such as raised 
crosswalks, curb extensions, traffic 
circles, and lane narrowing through 
striping.

Future Considerations

In California, posted speed limits 
are currently set based on the 85th 
percentile speed, as defined in the CA 
MUTCD. However, this section of the 
CA MUTCD is currently under review 
and may be revised to allow agencies 
to set context-sensitive speed limits. 
If the CA MUTCD allows for context-
sensitive speed limit setting, King City 
may consider setting lower speed limits 
to promote safe speeds based on the 
context of the facility and adjacent 
land use. Examples of context-sensitive 
speed limit setting could include 
setting lower speed limits in areas with 
high pedestrian travel, or reducing the 
de facto speed limit citywide from 25 
mph to 20 mph. 

While automated speed 
enforcement (ASE) is a proven safety 
countermeasure for speed-related 
collisions, California legislature does 
not currently allow for ASE. However, 
groups are currently lobbying for ASE. 
If ASE becomes allowed in California, 
it could also be a tool for the City to 
consider to address speeding issues in 
a systemic, unbiased, and ongoing way. 
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Figure 5. Speed Limit Map of King City
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5. Priority Project 
Selection 

Through the collision data analysis, contextual data analysis, and Crosswalk+ evaluation, 23 projects 
were identified. Projects were ranked by three tiers with Tier I being the highest priority. Tier 1 projects 
are expected to be implemented in the next 5 years, Tier II projects the next 5-10 years, and Tier III 
projects the next 10-15 years, The project order within a tier is not associated with prioritization. A full list 
of projects can be found in Table 3. Many projects included below are well suited for HSIP grant funding. 
King City is encouraged to continue exploring diverse funding sources for implementation of safety 
projects, many of which are described in Appendix B.

Table 3. King City Project List

Project # Location Project Description Collisions Ranking

1

Broadway St & 2nd St,
Broadway St & 3rd St,
Broadway St & Vanderhurst Ave,
Broadway St & Russ St, 
Broadway St & San Lorenzo St

Install bulb-out curb extensions at these downtown 
intersections to improve visibility and reduce crossing 
distances

2nd:
4 total
0 bike, 0 ped
4 PDO
3rd: none 
Vanderhurst:
5 total
1 bike, 0 ped
1 moderate
1 minor
3 PDO
Russ:
6 total
10 bike, 1 ped
1 minor
5 PDO
San Lorenzo:
12 total
1 bike, 0 ped
4 minor
8 PDO

Tier I

2 Broadway Cir & River Dr

Install marked crossings at the intersection.
Install an enhanced marked crossing of the channelized 
southbound right turn with an RRFB or raised crossing.
Long-term: Potential roundabout 

10 total
0 bike, 0 ped
1 severe
9 PDO

Tier I

3 Broadway St & Canal St
Restrict left turns out of school parking lot 
Install median refuge island for two-stage crossing

6 total
0 bike, 1 ped
2 minor
4 PDO

Tier I

Project # Location Project Description Collisions Ranking

4 Broadway St & Franciscan Way
Consider implementation of west crosswalk
Install curb extensions
RRFB installation

1 total Tier I

5
Broadway St & 2nd St,    
Broadway St & Vanderhurst Ave, 
Broadway St & San Lorenzo St

RRFB installation

2nd:
4 total
0 bike, 0 ped
4 PDO
Vanderhurst:
5 total
1 bike, 0 ped
1 moderate
1 minor
3 PDO
San Lorenzo:
12 total
1 bike, 0 ped
4 minor
8 PDO

Tier I

6 Broadway St & San Antonio Ave

Construct roundabout that includes enhanced pedestrian 
crossing features, and on and off ramp realignments
(The City is currently in the design process of this 
intersection)

7 total
0 bike, 0 ped
1 minor
6 PDO

Tier I

7
King Street between Patterson 
St & N Russ St Raised crossings 

2 total
0 bike, 0 ped
2 PDO

Tier I

8 King Street Protected Bike Lanes

Access and sidewalk improvements (ADA compliant) along 
the King Street
(King Street Protected Bike Lanes is included as a project in 
the 2018 Monterey County Active Transportation Plan)

8 total
3 bike, 0 ped
2 moderate, 1 
minor, 5 PDO

Tier I

9 N 3rd & Ulrey, N 3rd & Orchard 

N 3rd & Ulrey: Make this intersection an all way stop control 
and remove mid-block crossing north of this intersection
N 3rd & Orchard: Add stop on Orchard and remove 
northbound stop on N 3rd

1 total
0 bike, 0 ped
1 PDO

Tier I

10 San Antonio Dr & Bedford Dr
San Antonio Dr & Amherst Dr

Construct roundabout in conjunction with Project 5. If 
roundabout is not funded this round, implement RRFB and 
curb extensions. 
If road diet is not constructed, implement PHB.
RRFB installation at San Antonio Dr & Amherst Dr if 
roundabout if not funded
(The City will apply for this project to be funded through HSIP 
as part of the Caltrans Active Transportation Program (ATP) 
Cycle 5 Technical Assistance Program)

Bedford:
5 total
0 bike, 0 ped
2 minor
3 PDO
Amherst:
2 total
0 bike, 0 ped
1 moderate
1 PDO

Tier I

11 1st St & Pearl St RRFB installation
2 total
0 bike, 0 ped
2 PDO

Tier II
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Project # Location Project Description Collisions Ranking

12 Division St & S 3rd St Division St 
& S 2nd St

Consider traffic calming devices such as raised crossings, 
curb extensions, and traffic circles   

2nd:
0 total
3rd:
1 total
0 bike, 1 ped
1 fatal

Tier II

13 Lynn St & N 2nd St Stripe high visibility crosswalks on all legs and install 
pedestrian signage 0 total Tier II

14 San Antonio Dr & Metz Rd Install signal or roundabout 
2 total
0 bike, 0 ped
2 PDO

Tier II

15 S Mildred & Luckett Make this intersection an all way stop control 0 total Tier II

16 1st St & Ellis St Provide ADA wheelchair landing 
Stripe high visibility crossing

2 total
0 bike, 0 ped
2 PDO

Tier III

17 1st St & Lynn St Stripe high visibility crossing 0 total Tier III

18 Bedford Ave between Oxford Ave 
& Brighton Ave 

Restripe the roadway to narrow travel lanes (e.g., center turn 
lane, bike lanes, etc.)

3 total
0 bike, 0 ped
3 PDO

Tier III

19 Canal Street between Bassett St 
& Talbot St

Stripe high visibility crossings
Install bulbouts 

0 total Tier III

20 Citywide Supplemental Stop 
Sign Placards

Install either “All Way” (R1-3P) at all way stop controlled 
intersections or “Cross Traffic Does Not Stop” (W4-4P) at four-
legged side street stop control intersections
- Phase 1: Cross Traffic Does Not Stop Signage
- Phase 2: All Way Stop signage

Citywide 
Treatment Tier III

21 Division St & San Lorenzo Ave, 
Division St & Vanderhurst Ave

Restripe high visibility crossings 
Paint stop markings on all approaches 

San Lorenzo:
2 total
0 bike, 0 ped
1 PDO
Vanderhurst:
0 total

Tier III

22 Pearl St & Russ St
Restripe high visibility crossings. Consider traffic calming 
elements such as raised crossings, raised intersection, curb 
extensions and traffic circle

0 total Tier III

23 Uncontrolled marked crossings 
in residential areas

Stripe high visibility crossings
Install pedestrian signage
Paint 20’ of red curb on each side of crossing

Citywide 
Treatment Tier III
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Targeted enforcement programs by the 
local King City Police Department can 
be effective at addressing common 
violation types such as speeding, 
failure to yield, failure to wear safety 
belts, distracted driving and driving 
while impaired. These programs can 
be especially effective when combined 
with education programs. 

Education and enforcement programs 
can raise awareness, improve driving, 
pedestrian and bicycle behaviors; and 
effectively reduce common violation 
types. The City can use programs such 
as Safe Routes to School (SR2S) and 
the Active Transportation Program 
(ATP) to encourage biking and walking, 
especially for children traveling to 
school and residents of disadvantaged 
communities. SR2S grants are awarded 
through the ATP, with school-based 
projects and programs being highly 
competitive for ATP funding. 

Involving non-traditional partners 
such as Emergency Medical Service 
(EMS) personnel, and public health 
agencies in the planning and/or 
design of roadway facilities may create 
opportunities to be more proactive 
with safety, identify safety challenges 
and education venues, and secure 
funding. 

6. Education and 
Enforcement



37 38

KING CITY LOCAL ROADW
AY SAFETY PLAN  |  FEHR & PEERS

7. Conclusion

The King City LRSP lays the groundwork and 
provides resources for the preparation of successful 
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
grant applications by the City of King. Taking a 
more proactive approach in identifying safety 
improvement projects, this report completes a 
system-wide, data-driven analysis of collisions 
across all modes of travel along with first-hand 
knowledge provided by key stakeholders and City 
staff. 

City staff will use this document as a framework to 
identify further safety improvements if new safety 
concerns arise.

The City has been proactively applying 
for grants for safety projects. Appendix B 
includes funding and strategies the City 
can use to explore diverse funding sources 
for implementation of safety projects. 
The stakeholder group, along with City 
staff, should monitor the plan to evaluate 
effectiveness and relevance over time, and 
should adjust the plan if sufficient progress 
towards eliminating severe injuries and 
fatalities is not being achieved.  
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Countermeasures 
Toolbox

Summary of Countermeasures
A. Intersection and Roadway Design
Roundabout
Traff ic Circle
Raised Intersection
Raised Median
Convert Two-Way Stop to All-Way Stop
Lane Narrowing
Install Sidewalk
Road Diet

B. Bikeway Design
Bicycle Crossing (Solid Green Paint)
Class I Bicycle Path or Mixed-Use Trail
Class II Bike Lane
Class IV Separated Bikeway
Green Bike Lane Conflict Zone Markings

C. Pedestrian Crossings
Reduce Curb Radius
Pedestrian Median Barrier
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)
Raised Crosswalk
Curb Extensions
High-Visibility Crosswalk
Pedestrian Refuge Island
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)

D. Signs and Markings
Advance Stop Markings
Advance Yield Markings
Pedestrian Signage

E. Other
Intersection, Street-Scale Lighting
Remove Obstructions for SIghtlines

A. Intersection and Roadway Design

Raised Intersection

Elevates the intersection to bring 
vehicles to the sidewalk level and 
increases the visibility of pedestrians. 
Serves as a traff ic calming measure by 
extending the sidewalk context across 
the road.

Raised Median

A concrete or landscaped area between 
the two directions of travel. Increases 
safety by reducing vehicular speeding 
and reducing pedestrian crossing 
distance.

Convert Two-Way Stop to All-Way Stop

STOP

ALL WAY

Converting two-way stops to all-way 
stops prevents motorists, bicyclists, 
and pedestrians from having to cross 
free-flowing lanes of traff ic at a side-
street stop-controlled intersection and 
reduces the risk of collision.

Locations: Unsignalized Street CrossingsLocations: Unsignalized Street Crossings

Locations: Unsignalized Street Crossings

Install Sidewalk

Sidewalks and walkways are 
“pedestrian lanes” that provide 
people with space to travel within the 
public right-of-way that is separated 
from roadway vehicles. They are 
associated with reduced crashes where 
pedestrians were walking along the 
roadway.

Road Diet
Depending on the street, road diets may 
change the number of lanes, turn lanes, 
center turn lanes, bike lanes, parking 
lanes, and/or sidewalks. Road diets 
optimize street space to benefit all users 
by improving the safety and comfort of 
pedestrians and bicyclists, and reducing 
vehicle speeds and the potential for rear 
end collisions.

Locations: Along the Road Locations: Along the Road

Lane Narrowing

A reduction in lane width produces a 
traff ic calming eff ect by encouraging 
motorists to travel at slower speeds, 
lowering the risk of collision with 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and other 
motorists.

Countermeasure

Roundabout
Roundabouts are circular intersections 
designed to eliminate left  turns by 
requiring traff ic to travel in a counter-
clockwise direction and exit to the 
right. Installed to manage vehicular 
speeds, reduce pedestrian exposure, 
improve safety at intersections through 
eliminating angle collisions, and help 
traff ic flow more eff iciently.

Locations: Signalized Intersections, Unsignalized 
Street Crossings, Roundabouts

COUNTERMEASURE

Traffi  c Circles

Installed at stop-controlled intersections to 
facilitate a circular flow at an intersection, 
which result in slower speeds through the 
intersection.

Locations: Along the Road, Unsignalized Intersections

Locations: Along the Road

Countermeasure

Countermeasure Countermeasure

Countermeasure Countermeasure

Countermeasure Countermeasure
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B. Bikeway Design

Solid green paint across an 
intersection that signifies the path 
of the bicycle crossing. Increases 
visibility and safety of bicyclists 
traveling through an intersection.

Using designated lane markings, 
pavement legends, and signage, bike 
lanes provide dedicated street space 
for bicyclists, typically adjacent to 
the outer vehicle travel lane.  

Locations: Intersections

Locations: Along the Road

Provides a completely separate right of 
way that is designated for the exclusive 
use of people riding bicycles and 
walking with minimal cross-flow traff ic. 
Paths and trails off er opportunities for 
the lowest stress bicycle travel. 

Locations: Along the Road

Space on the roadway set aside for 
the exclusive use of bicycles and 
physically separated from vehicle 
traff ic. Types of separation may 
include, but are not limited to, grade 
separation, flexible posts, physical 
barriers, or on-street parking.

Locations: Along the Road

Bicycle Crossing (Solid Green Paint)

Class II Bike LaneClass I Bicycle Path or Mixed Use Trail

Class IV Separated Bikeway

Green Bike Lane Confl ict Zone Markings
Green pavement within a bicycle lane 
to increase visibility of bicyclists and 
to reinforce bicycle priority. The green 
pavement can be either as a corridor 
treatment or as a spot treatment in 
conflict areas such as frequently used 
driveways.

Locations: Along the Road

Countermeasure Countermeasure

Countermeasure Countermeasure

Countermeasure

C. Pedestrian Crossings

Widens the sidewalk at intersections 
or midblock crossings to shorten the 
pedestrian crossing distance, to make 
pedestrians more visible to vehicles, 
and to reduce the speed of turning 
vehicles.

A crosswalk that is designed to be 
more visible to approaching drivers. 
Crosswalks should be designed with 
continental markings and use high-
visibility material, such as inlay tape or 
thermoplastic tape instead of paint.

Pedestrian-activated beacon used at 
mid-block crosswalks and side-street 
stop-controlled intersections to notify 
oncoming motorists to stop with a series 
of red and yellow lights. Also known as 
a High-intensity Activated crossWalK 
(HAWK) beacon 

Locations: Unsignalized Street Crossings, Roundabouts

Locations: Signalized Intersections, Unsignalized Street Crossings

Locations: Intersection Geometry, Unsignalized Street Crossings

Curb Extensions

High-Visibility Crosswalk

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB)

Reduce Curb Radius
Decreasing curb radii can improve safety 
for bicyclists and pedestrians by requiring 
motorists to reduce vehicle speeds by 
marking sharper turns. Smaller radii 
provide larger pedestrian waiting areas 
at corners, improve sight distances, and 
shorten crossing distances.

Locations: Intersection Geometry, Unsignalized Street Crossings

Countermeasure

Locations: Along the Road

Pedestrian median barriers restrict 
pedestrians from crossing the median 
at locations where nearby crossings are 
available and midblock crossings may 
have poor sight distance or insuff icient 
crossing enhancements for the 
conditions.

Pedestrian Median Barrier
Countermeasure

Countermeasure

The crosswalk is elevated to match 
the sidewalk to make pedestrians 
more visible to approaching vehicles. 
Typically located at midblock crossings 
or across free right turns, they encourage 
motorists to yield to pedestrians 
and reduce vehicle speed. An entire 
intersection may be raised similarly. 

Locations: Unsignalized Street Crossings, Roundabouts

Raised Crosswalk
Countermeasure

Countermeasure

Pedestrian refuge islands provide a 
protected area for pedestrians at the 
center of the roadway. They reduce 
the exposure time for pedestrians 
crossing the intersection. They 
simplify crossings by allowing 
pedestrians to focus on one direction 
of traff ic at a time. 

Locations:  Signalized Intersections, Unsignalized Street Crossings

Pedestrian Refuge Island
Countermeasure

Countermeasure

Pedestrian-activated flashing lights 
and additional signage enhance 
the visibility of marked crosswalks 
and alert motorists to pedestrian 
crossings.

Locations: Unsignalized Street Crossings, Roundabouts

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon
Countermeasure
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Yield lines are placed 20 to 50 feet 
in advance of multi-lane pedestrian 
crossings to increase visibility of 
pedestrians. Used in conjunction 
with Yield to Pedestrian signage. Can 
reduce the likelihood of a multiple-
threat crash. 

ST
OP

A stop bar placed ahead of the 
crosswalk at stop signs and signals 
reduces conflict with pedestrians 
from vehicles encroaching on the 
crosswalk.

Locations: Signalized Intersections, Unsignalized Street Crossings

Locations: Unsignalized Street Crossings

Advance Yield Markings

Advance Stop Markings Pedestrian Signage
Pedestrian signage uses bright color 
and reflective properties to attract 
the attention of motorists. It provides 
advance warning of the potential of 
pedestrians in the roadway and alerts 
them to modify their speed.

Locations: Unsignalized Street Crossings

D. Signs and Markings

E. Other

Countermeasure Countermeasure

Countermeasure

Remove Obstructions For Sightlines

Remove objects that may prevent drivers 
and pedestrians from having a clear 
sightline. May include installing red curb 
at intersection approaches to remove 
parked vehicles (also called “daylighting”), 
trimming or removing landscaping, or 
removing or relocating large signs.

Locations: Along the Road, Signalized Intersections, 
Unsignalized Street Crossings, Roundabouts

Countermeasure

Street and intersection lighting helps 
make pedestrians and other road 
users or hazards more visible to 
motorists at night, improving driver 
perception and reaction time and 
reducing the risk of collision.

Locations: Unsignalized Street Crossings, Roundabouts

Intersection & Street-Scale Lighting
Countermeasure
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Appendix B
Funding and 
Implementation
The City of King is encouraged to 
continue exploring diverse funding 
source. The following pages 
summarize potential local, state, and 
federal funding sources related to 
transportation safety. 

Developer Fees
California law allows local governments 
to establish and charge a fee on 
residential and non-residential 
development in order to fund the 
need for public facilities and to service 
population growth. Public facility fees 
can be charged to new development 
based on density and traffic impacts, 
and can go to a variety of public 
facilities, one being local roadways.

Affordable Housing 
and Sustainable 
Communities 
Program (AHSC)
The AHSC Program, administered 
by the Strategic Growth Council and 
implemented by the Department of 
Housing and Community Development 
(HCD), funds land-use, housing, 
transportation, and land preservation 
projects to support infill and 
compact development that reduces 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 
This program will assist project areas 
by providing grants and/or loans, or 
any combination thereof, that will 
achieve GHG emission reductions and 
benefit Disadvantages Communities, 
Low-Income Communities, and 
Low-Income Households through 
increased accessibility of affordable 
housing, employment centers, and 
key destinations via low-carbon 
transportation. This results in fewer 
vehicle miles traveled through 
shortened or reduced trip lengths or 
mode shifts from Single Occupancy 
Vehicles to use of transit, bicycling, or 
walking. The project areas this funding 
is geared toward are transit oriented 
development (TOD) Project Areas, 
Integrated Connectivity Project (ICP) 
Project Areas, or Rural Innovation 
Project Areas (RIPA).

SB1 Funding
The U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s Senate Bill 1 (SB 
1), also known as the Road Repair 
and Accountability Act of 2017, is a 
landmark transportation investment 
to rebuild California by fixing 
neighborhood streets, freeways, 
and bridges in communities across 
California and targeting funding toward 
transit and congested trade and 
commute corridor improvements. 

The largest portion of SB 1 funding 
goes to California’s state-maintained 
transportation infrastructure. With this 
funding, Caltrans has a goal of repairing 
or replacing 17,000 miles of pavement 
in 10 years, spending $250 million 
annually for congestion solutions, 
over $700 million for better transit 
commutes and supporting freight 
improvements. The other portion of SB 
1 funding will go to local roads, transit 
agencies, and expanding the state’s 
pedestrian and cycle routes. 
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Local  Streets and Roads 
Program (LSRP)
California State Senate Bill 1 has 
dedicated approximately $1.5 billion 
per year appointed by the State 
Controller (Controller) to cities and 
counties for basic road maintenance, 
rehabilitation, and critical safety 
projects on the local streets and roads 
system. Cities and counties must 
submit a proposed project list adopted 
at a regular meeting by their board or 
council that is then submitted to the 
California Transportation Commission 
(Commission). Once reviewed and 
adopted by the Commission, eligible 
cities and counties receive funding 
from the Controller and an Annual 
Project Expenditure Report is sent to 
the Commission to be transparent 
with program funding received 
and expended. 

Local Partnership 
Program (LPP)
The Local Partnership Program’s 
purpose is to provide local and regional 
transportation agencies that have 
passed sales tax measures, developer 
fees, or other imposed transportation 
fees with a funding of $200 million 
annually from the Road Maintenance 
and Rehabilitation Account to fund 
aging infrastructure, road conditions, 
active transportation, and health and 
safety benefits projects. LPP funds are 
distributed through a 50% statewide 
competitive component and a 50% 
formulaic component. Both programs 
are eligible to jurisdictions with 
voter approved taxes, tolls, and fees 
dedicated solely to transportation and 
the competitive program

ATP Funding
The Active Transportation Program was 
created by Senate Bill 99 to encourage 
increased use of active modes of 
transportation such as walking and 
biking. The goals of the ATP include, 
but are not limited to, increasing the 
proportion of trips accomplished by 
walking and biking, increasing the 
safety and mobility of non-motorized 
users, advancing efforts of regional 
agencies to achieve greenhouse 
gas reduction goals, enhancing 
public health, and providing a broad 
spectrum of projects to benefit many 
types of users, including disadvantaged 
communities. SB 1 directs $100 million 
annually from SB 1 to the ATP, with 
more than 400 of the funded projects 
being Safe Routes to School projects 
and programs that encourage a 
healthy and active lifestyle throughout 
students’ lives.

Caltrans Sustainable 
Transportation 
Planning Grant
The Sustainable Transportation 
Planning Grants include two parts: 
Sustainable Communities Grants and 
Strategic Partnerships Grants. The 
Sustainable Communities Grants have 
$29.5 million set aside to encourage 
local and regional planning goals and 
best practices cited in the Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines. The 
Strategic Partnerships Grants set aside 
$4.5 million to identify and address 
statewide, interregional, or regional 
transportation deficiencies on the 
state highway system in partnership 
with Caltrans. These grants were 
released for Fiscal Year 2020-21 and 
applications were due October 17, 2019. 
Grant announcements are anticipated 
in spring 2020. There may be another 
grant on the horizon, but Caltrans has 
not released any new information yet.

Safe Routes to School 
(SR2S) Funding
Safe Routes to School (SR2S) is 
a program promoting walking 
and bicycling to school through 
infrastructure improvements, tools, 
safety education, and incentives to 
encourage these modes of travel. 
Nationally, 10 to 14 percent of car trips 
during the morning rush hour are for 
school travel. 

SRTS can be implemented at the 
state, community, or local school 
district level. Competitive federal 
funding is available through the Fixing 
America’s Surface Transportation Act 
(FAST Act). Depending on the existing 
infrastructure, SRTS may require that 
education, transportation, public 
safety, and city planning agencies 
coordinate their effort.

Measures K & L
On November 6, 2018 King City 
residents approved Measures K & L. 
Measure K increased retail transactions 
and use taxes in the city from ½ 
percent to a full 1 percent. Measure 
L was an advisory measure detailing 
how the tax revenue generated by 
Measure K would be spent. Measure 
L asked for Measure K revenue to be 
spent on balancing the budget, paying 
off general fund debt and establishing 
a financial reserve. These funds would 
also go towards funding public safety 
staffing, services and projects and 
fund downtown improvements and 
other economic development efforts to 
increase businesses, jobs and visitors 
to King City. 


