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MEASURING SMART GROWTH:
HOW DOES THE EL MONTE 
TRANSIT VILLAGE COMPARE? 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

he City of El Monte enjoys lower combined housing and transportation costs than other parts of the San
abriel Valley.  This is because housing costs are lower than other parts of the Valley, rather than because
ansportation costs are lower.   The Transit Village itself has higher housing and transportation costs relative to
ther parts of the City because it lacks the residential densities, mix of uses, and walkability of other parts of the
ity. However, with the amenities of the transit village, local residents will enjoy lower transportation costs,
wer auto ownership rates, higher rates of transit use, and thus fewer vehicle miles traveled each year (or

VMT”). 

Figure 11. Housing and Transportation Costs as
a Percent of Income 

Sources: Center for Neighborhood Technology, Southern California Association of Governments, U.S. Census 2000 

  

Figure 10. Housing Costs as a Percent of Income
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MEASURING SMART GROWTH:
HOW DOES THE EL MONTE 
TRANSIT VILLAGE COMPARE? 
 
 Comparison of Current and Future Housing, Transportation, and Combined Costs
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El Monte Housing and Transportation Rank Relative to Other Communities:
 Housing Cost: 72nd of 338 
 Transportation Cost: 91st of 338  (near Encino, Santa Ana, San Gabriel) 
 H+T: 71st of 338 (near San Bernardino, Paramount, Van Nuys) 

Smart Growth Scores 
Sources: Center for Neighborhood Technology, SCAG

Current Future

Cars per 
HH

1.4 1.2

% Transit to 
Work

9% 14%

Annual VMT 
per HH

22,782 15,166

El Monte 
Transit Village 

Area

City of 
El Monte

Los Angeles 
County

% Income Spent on Housing  20% 22% 28%

% Income Spent on Transportation  % 25% 23%

Combined  44% 46% 52%

Smart Growth Factors Affecting Transportation AffordabilityThe table to the right shows 
some of the smart growth 
factors that affect the 
affordability of 
transportation, as reported 
above.   
 
The Transit Village is shown 
to currently have six times 
better connectivity than the 
regional average.  The area 
also scores well in the jobs 
per acre category, given its 
advantageous location in the 
San Gabriel Valley.  As a 
result, journey to work times 
are lower on average.  
Again, land use mix and 
housing density are the two 
factors on which the transit 
village currently scores low.  
 
As the Transit Village is 
developed, the site’s land use 
mix and housing density will 
increase significantly, 
lowering transportation costs. 
 
 SCAG Composite Score

El Monte Transit Village Current Scores
Transit Service: 6.7 of 10
Walkability: 4.0 o 10
Land Use Mix: 5.4 of 10
Composite Score: 5.3 of 10
Source: Fregonese Calthorpe & Associates

f 

Average in the 
SCAG Region 

El Monte Transit 
Village Area 

(Current)
How to Read:

Block Size 27.5 Acres 11.0 Acres
A smaller block size provides a more 

walkable environment

Transit Connectivity
 Index

1,804 12,251

The greater the transit connectivity, the 
more likely it is residents will take 
transit, developers will build near 

transit, etc. 

Land Use Mix 
Index

(0 = Least Diverse, 1=Most 
Diverse)

0.46 0.00
A greater mix of land uses enables local 

residents to access shopping and 
services without driving

Jobs per Square Mile in 
Nearby Areas

57,269 71,901

The closer a community is to jobs, the 
shorter the commutes.  Shorter rides can 

also encourage commuters to use 
alternative transportation.

Households per Acre 6.5 7.0

More compact development can support 
a wider variety of retail and services, 
and make walking to these services 

easier

Average Journey to Work 
Time

28.5 Minutes 23.4 Minutes
Shorter commutes lead to cost savings 

in gas and other transportation 
expenditures (and reduce emissions)

Cars per Household 1.7 1.7
Car ownership rates can be influenced 
by local income levels, and by where 

you live
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LESSONS LEARNED 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key circumstances make bus transit-
oriented development possible at El 
Monte Transit Center. 
Bus transit is not commonly thought of as the mode
of choice in transit-oriented development. It is
easier to draw a developer to a project on rail
transit than bus because the high expense of
construction, and the fixed nature of the train
provide greater assurances that high quality transit
service will be around for decades to come.  
 
The El Monte example is more likely to succeed
because of the high levels of bus transit already
associated with the Transit Center, as well as its
visibility and access from Santa Anita Avenue and
Interstate 10.  El Monte Transit Center functions as
a transit hub, serving more than 20,000 riders per
day. Additionally, the dispersed nature of jobs
and other destinations in the Los Angeles
Region make bus an essential part of the transit
network.  Buses at the El Monte Transit Center
provide a service that no train station alone could: a
network of transit that connects to multiple
destinations throughout the San Gabriel Valley. As
one City staff person noted, “this is bus country.”
Lessons to take away for future TOD include: 
 

Consider bus TOD in places that already act as
hubs for a larger bus network. 
 
Intermodal connections are extremely important
for both bus and rail hubs. 
 
Commit funding to infrastructure improvements
that guarantee the long-term stability of a bus
route, such as dedicated lanes and rights-of-
way. 

City involvement can make the 
difference in implementing complex 
joint development. 
The City of El Monte and Community
Redevelopment Agency are in charge of
relocating uses, piecing together financing, and
facilitating negotiations with the developer at the
Transit Village.  With 95 percent of the land in
different public uses, coordination of this project
is no small effort.  The process involved in
implementing the Specific Plan will require close
management of many complex steps over a long
period of time, and the City has demonstrated its
pro-activeness in managing this process.
According to the Titan Group, “The City could
not be more helpful” in this process. 
 

Consider pursuing feasibility studies, 
even in complex situations. 
A site that is largely made up of public parks,
public utilities, and commuter parking spaces
owned by three separate public jurisdictions may
not have seemed to be a likely candidate for
private development.  But a Memorandum of
Understanding between the three public agencies
was a small commitment to undertake in order to
determine if the development was a possibility.   
 
Up-front community outreach is 
critical. 
The Transit Village developers have found that
engaging the community at the start of the
process has been a key to ensuring that the
project has lasting public support.   In the case of
El Monte, the community input process resulted
in a surprising change to the plan: preserving two
ballparks throughout the construction process.
Without this input the City Council may never
have approved the plan.   
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