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Webinar 
Agenda

Welcome and Introductions 
Equity and Just Growth Overview
Measure A Update
Measure M Update
Equitable Implementation 
(Measures Matter)
Q & A



Webinar Co-Hosts



Webinar 
Goals

• Provide an update on Measures M & A
• Demonstrate why equity matters

• Encourage participation in public process





02.27.18 Madeline Wander, Senior Data Analyst, USC PERE

MEASURES MATTER: 
Ensuring Equitable Implementation of 

L.A. County Measures M & A



FRAMING THE WORK: JUST GROWTH

Conventional wisdom in economics says there is a trade-off 
between equity and efficiency.

But, new evidence shows that regions that work toward equity 
have stronger and more resilient economic growth.
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EVIDENCE: EQUITY IS GOOD FOR GROWTH

Image Sources: http://static.guim.co.uk/sys-images/Guardian/Pix/pictures/2009/2/24/1235500211963/Ben-Bernanke-chairman-of--003.jpg; 
http://blog.usni.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/Fed-logo_trans.png; http://www.benjamindrickey.com/gallery/gallery_federal_reserve.jpg

Even the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Cleveland found that that racial 
inclusion and income equality 
matter for growth—and the IMF and 
Standard & Poor’s agree that 
inequality is bad for the economy!
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EVIDENCE: EQUITY IS KEY FOR GROWTH

Universe: 136 Metro areas, 4 growth measures, 9 broad indicators with 38 different variables
Source: Fund for our Economic Future, North East Ohio
http://www.futurefundneo.org/en/~/media/Files/Research/2007%20Dashboard%20of%20Economic%20Indicators.ashx
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EVIDENCE: EQUITY IS GOOD FOR GROWTH

We found this in 
our research, too.
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Shock

Political
Institutions

Inequality Social Indicators Employment and Exports Economic
Institutions

WHAT LIMITS SUSTAINED GROWTH 

Level of inequality
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$652.3

$1,030.7

$0
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$1,000

$1,200
Equity 
Dividend: 
$378.5 

GDP in 2014 (bi llions)
GDP if racial gaps in income were eliminated (billions)

A potential 
$379 billion per 
year GDP boost 
from racial 
equity in L.A. 
County

Note: The “equity dividend” is calculated using data from IPUMS for 2010 through 2014 and is then applied to estimated GDP in 2014. 

EVIDENCE: EQUITY IS GOOD FOR GROWTH
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Underinvestment in 
each other makes 
us less competitive 
as regions and as a 
nation

Social tensions over who will 
gain and who will lose make 
us less likely to cohere on 
what we need to do to thrive

WHY THE RELATIONSHIP

USC PERE| February 2018| 8



USC PERE| February 2018 | 9

We found that regions with diverse and 
dynamic knowledge communities seemed to 
have better growth and equity outcomes. 

These are communities that consist of 
diverse constituencies and:
• centralize knowledge and data
• have common regional destinies 
• are action oriented
• pursue multi-issue framing and 

relationship building that builds regional 
resilience

• acknowledge legitimacy of others’ 
viewpoints

HOW TO ACHIEVE JUST GROWTH



OVERVIEW OF MEASURES M&A
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ÒMeasure A:
Where Need Meets Opportunity

Elsa Mei Tung

Policy and Research Manager

Tamika L. Butler

Executive Director



Presentation Overview

Ò History and Lead Up to Measure A
Ò LA Countywide Comprehensive Parks and 

Recreation Needs Assessment

Ò Measure A 101

Ò Measure A Expenditure Plan

Ò Measure A Policy Issues

Ò Broader Policy Issues

Ò Opportunities for Engagement



Ò In 1992 and again in 1996, LA 
County voters approved 
Proposition A to invest in parks 
and recreation projects 
throughout the county.

Ò Prop A did two things:

1)  Created the Los Angeles 
County Regional Park and Open 
Space District

2) Approved an annual property 
tax for virtually all parcels of real 
property in LA County

Brief History of Prop A



Ò The 1992 Prop A expired in 2015.

Ò With this expiration, LA County 
lost an average of $60 million 

annually.

Ò The 1996 Prop A will expire in 
2019.

Expiration of Prop A



Ò Because of Prop A’s impending expiration, 
the County Board of Supervisors placed 
Proposition P on the ballot in 2014 to renew 
countywide park funding.

Ò Prop P did not pass, receiving 62% voter 
support, just short of the 66% needed for 
passage.

“Prop P” (2014)



Need to Identify Park Needs

Ò One of the main critiques of Prop P was that there was 
no public process for identifying park projects to be 

prioritized for funding.

Ò In February 2015, Supervisors 
Michael D. Antonovich and 
Mark Ridley-Thomas 
introduced a motion to invest
$3.5 million for the County to 
develop the first ever 
Countywide Parks and 

Recreation Needs Assessment.



Countywide Parks and Recreation 
Needs Assessment (2015-2016)



188 Study Areas



Park Metrics



Spatial Calculation of “Park Need”



Spatial Calculation of “Park Need”



From Spatial Calculation to
People Calculation



From Spatial Calculation to
People Calculation





Cost Estimate



While the Parks Needs Assessment 
was underway…

Ò Supervisors Hilda Solis and 

Sheila Kuehl introduced a motion 
in August 2015 to recommend a 
mechanism and expenditure 
framework to fund future park 
and recreation projects.



Measure A (2016)

✓

Measure A received 75% voter approval.



Measure A 101

Ò Parcel tax of 1.5 cents per square foot of improved property

Ò Estimated annual revenue = $96 million

Ò No expiration

Ò Provides dedicated local funding for:
Ò Parks
Ò Recreation
Ò Beaches
Ò Open Space

Ò Implementation guided by 45-member steering committee

Ò Administered by LA County Regional Park and Open Space District

Ò Trails
Ò Cultural Facilities
Ò Veteran & Youth Programs



Regional Park & Open Space District 
(RPOSD)

Ò RPOSD was created by Prop A in 1992.

Ò It is the granting agency for all Prop A and now 
Measure A funds.

Ò Over the past 25 years, RPOSD has awarded more 
than $1 billion in grants to cities, county 
departments, state and local agencies, and 
nonprofits and community-based organizations.



Measure A Expenditure Plan
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Measure A Expenditure Plan
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Mostly Competitive

Grants



Measure A Expenditure Plan

(35%)

(13%)

(7.2%)

(13%)

(13%)

(3.8%)

(15%)



Measure A Expenditure Plan
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Measure A Expenditure Plan

(35%)

(13%)

(7.2%)

(13%)

(13%)

(3.8%)

(15%)

17% of Measure A is targeted to

High/Very High Need areas



Policy Issues

Ò Community Engagement

Ò Technical Assistance

Ò Competitive Grant Scoring Criteria



Policy Issues:
Community Engagement

The higher 
the dollar 
amount of 
the project, 
the deeper 
the level of 
community 
engagement 
required.



Policy Issues:
Technical Assistance



Policy Issues:
Scoring Criteria

Ò The Measure A Implementation Steering 
Committee will meet this Thursday, March 1, to 
deliberate a number of key scoring criteria 
questions, including:
Ò Level of need vs. regional benefit
Ò Health and public safety criteria
Ò Community engagement criteria
Ò Other related issues, including gang reduction and 

displacement avoidance



Broader Policy Issues

Ò Measure A presents a huge opportunity to be 
intentional and intersectional in funding equitable 
development.

Ò Multiple sources of infrastructure investments to 
leverage:
Ò LA County Measure M
Ò LA County Stormwater Measure (potential)
Ò Prop 68 (Statewide Parks and Water Bond)
Ò California Climate Investment programs (cap-and-

trade)



Opportunities for Engagement

Ò Upcoming Measure A Implementation Steering Committee 
meetings.  All meetings are held 9:30am-12:00pm at the 

LA River Center and Gardens.

Meeting Date Topic(s)

Thursday, March 1 Competitive grant scoring criteria
Thursday, March 15 Tracking mechanism for project status and 

fund distribution; upcoming RPOSD 
community meetings

Thursday, April 5 Competitive grant scoring rubrics; bonding 
and forwarding strategy

Thursday, April 26 Park Needs Assessment updates; Measure A 
oversight committee

Thursday, May 31 Final Draft Guidelines to be presented to the 
steering committee and subsequently 
submitted to the Board of Supervisors 



Questions?





Measure M



Overview

Presenters:
Naomi Iwasaki, Investing in Place
Bryn Lindblad, Climate Resolve

Lyndsey Nolan, LA County Bicycle Coalition
KeAndra Dodds, Enterprise Community Partners, Inc.

❏ History
❏ Measure 101
❏ Expenditure Plan
❏ Measure M Policy Issues
❏ Broader Issues
❏ Opportunities for Engagement 



History



Metro is not simply a bus or train agency. As the 
County Transportation Commission, Metro is the 
primary planner, funder, designer, and builder of 
Los Angeles County’s regional transportation 
system for all modes, from streets and sidewalks 
to carpool lanes and freeway interchanges, and 
from bus stops to bike paths. 



History

Sales taxes as primary way to fund transportation 
investments in Los Angeles County

Before Measure M, close to 70% of funding from 
three existing ½-cent sales taxes

Prop A

1980

Prop C

1990

Measure R

2008

Measure M

2016



History

“Mobility Matrices” 

Projects/programs to be considered for a future sales tax 

Development of expenditure plan



Measure M 101





Why is Measure M Important?

! So. Much. Money. $860 Million/year and no sunset date

! First LAC transportation sales tax to include funding for 
sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle lanes (6% - 8% in next 50 yrs)

! Funding for State of Good Repair and Bus Operations 



Measure M –
Expenditure Plan



Measure M Expenditure Plan

Highway 
Construction

17%

Transit 
Construction

35%

Active 
Transportation

2%
ADA/Senior/Student

2%

Local Return
16%

Regional Rail
1%

Metro Rail Operations
5%

Transit Operations
20%

State of Good Repair
2%

Admin – General
.5% Admin – Local 

Return
1%

Measure M Ordinance Attachment “A” pg 1
http://theplan.metro.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/measurem_ordinance_16-01.pdf

http://theplan.metro.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/measurem_ordinance_16-01.pdf


Measure M Policy Issues



Multi-Year Subregional Programs

• $10 billion

• Discretionary

• Transit and Highway Projects

○ Active Transportation, First/Last Mile 

• Performance Measures

• Public Participation 

Measure M - Programs (Subregional Programs)
Major Projects - 3% Local Contribution

Subregional Programs
2% Active Transportation
1% Regional Rail
5% Rail Operations
20% Transit Operations
2% ADA/Senior/Student
2% State of Good Repair
Local Return



Measure M - MSP’s 5-year cashflows

Subregion
MSP 5-
year 
cashflow

Arroyo Verdugo $24.2M

Central Los Angeles $11.3M

Gateway Cities $65.3M

Las Virgenes/Malibu $57.9M

North County $44.8M

South Bay $179.3M 

San Gabriel Valley $37.6M

Westside Cities $19M





2% of annual funding dedicated 
to Active Transportation

• Improve multi-modal connectivity 
and regional AT network

• Eligible Uses
• Active transportation
• Capital expenditures
• Expenditure plan
• Measure M guidelines

• References existing Metro policies

Measure M - Programs (2% Active Transportation)
Major Projects - 3% Local Contribution

Subregional Programs

2% Active Transportation
1% Regional Rail
5% Rail Operations
20% Transit Operations
2% ADA/Senior/Student
2% State of Good Repair
Local Return



Measure M - Programs (2% Active Transportation)

Timeline
•Discussion at March 13 PAC meeting

•Board adoption by June 2018

•First program cycle in Fall 2018



Local Return designed to be flexible 

Guided by jurisdictions not Metro

• Allocation to jurisdictions by population
• Eligible Uses: capital and programmatic 

activities
• Transit Oriented Community eligibility 

(currently being defined)

Measure M - Programs (Local Return)
Major Projects - 3% Local Contribution

Subregional Programs
2% Active Transportation
1% Regional Rail
5% Rail Operations
20% Transit Operations
2% ADA/Senior/Student
2% State of Good Repair

Local Return



Administrative Guidelines - Metro Staff
Cashflow Management and Contingency Subfunds Metro Staff

Subregional Programs - Metro Policy Advisory Council
Multi-Year Subregional Programs Project Readiness Procedures DONE

Street Car Circulator Projects

2% Active Transportation procedures and funding availability criteria In process

Goods Movement Strategic Plan Competitive Funding Procedures

2% Transit Systemwide Connectivity funding criteria and procedures 

Visionary Project Seed Funding criteria and selection process In process

Countywide BRT Expansion updated study within 24 months

Subregional Equity Program evaluation process

Measure M - Administrative Guidelines



Broader Issues



Equity 
Framework Deliverables

Define and 
Measure

• Shared definition of equity
• Define performance metrics

Listen and 
Learn

• Engagement forums with community 
members

• Build local government capacity in 
underserved communities

Focus and 
Deliver

• Performance-based transportation 
investment decisions

• Role in displacement and affordable 
housing

Train and Grow • Quantitatively evaluate equity
• Communicate and work with communities

Metro Equity 
Platform

• Metro’s First Equity 
Framework

• Approved by Executive 
Management Committee

• Full Board – March 1 



Metro Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)

• 40-year transportation plan for Los Angeles County

• Includes Metro’s planned and potential projects

• Short-term 10-year plan: Metro Board June 2018



Metro Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)



Metro Transit Oriented Communities (TOC)

• Eligible under local return

• Metro staff currently developing policy

• Draft policy to Metro board – April 2018

• Final policy approved by Metro board – June 2018



Metro Bus Network Redesign
NextGen Bus Study

• First redesign of the bus network in 25 years
○ Travel Markets
○ Service Concept 
○ Service Plan 
○ Implementation

• Working Group meetings to begin spring 2018

• Implementation slated for fall 2019



Opportunities for 
Engagement



Measure M – Engagement Opportunities
• Metro Policy Advisory Council (PAC)

○ First Tuesday of every month (except March: 3/13)
■ 3/13: ATP 2%
■ April 2018: TOC draft to Metro Board

• Metro Board Committees and Meetings
○ Full Board 3/1: Metro Equity Platform
○ June 2018: Final TOC policy, SRTP approved

• Investing in Place Just Growth Workgroup
(webinar 3/6, in-person 3/12 - RSVP amanda@investinginplace.org)



Measure M – Engagement Opportunities
Investing in Place www.investinginplace.org

@investinplace

LA County Bicycle Coalition www.la-bike.org
@lacbc

EnviroMetro www.envirometro.org
@envirometro



Questions?





EQUITABLE IMPLEMENTATION



USC PERE | February 2018 | 12

DEFINING EQUITABLE IMPLEMENTATION

Past 
Prioritizes investments that close racialized and other gaps, especially by wealth, 
environmental burden, and existing amenities in a way that will improve work and 
economic opportunities for underinvested communities.

Present
Involves authentic partnership throughout the process that centers the 
perspectives of vulnerable communities, supports community-based participation 
and power, and results in shared decision making, while also strengthening the 
health and well-being of the entire region.

Future
Mitigates disparities likely to emerge in the future by leveraging funding for long-
term community health and organizational capacity, anticipating and addressing 
future harm that may result for new investments in a place, and incorporating 
metrics and evaluation to promote adaptable and effective implementation. 



KEY CHALLENGES TO EQUITABLE IMPLEMENTATION

1. Lack of a shared definition of equity

2. Equity champions and stakeholders are spread thin

3. Implementation rules and processes lack clarity & transparency

4. Infusing equity in every part of implementation

5. Integration of broad regional challenges, like displacement

6. CBO and small jurisdiction capacity shortages 

7. Sustained advocacy and adaptive                          
implementation

8. Regional and jurisdictional                                                
fragmentation

USC PERE| September 2017 | 13

Kent Kanouse, https://flic.kr/p/qtP3wR, CC BY-NC 2.0 



ACTION PLAN



ACTION PLAN, BROADLY SPEAKING

1. Define Equity through Inclusive and Participatory Processes

2. Create Equitable Processes to Impact Programs and Policies

3. Design Metrics that Ensure Accountability and that are 
Adaptable to Changing Conditions

USC PERE| January 2018 | 15

Photo Credit: Mike Dennis



ACTION PLAN: COUNTY & RELATED AGENCIES
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Top Three Recommendations for Agencies:

Photo Credit: LA County RPOSD

• Account for the broader 
impacts of County and 
County-related agencies’ work 
on regional equity

• Reimagine the way County 
and County-related agencies 
do community engagement

• Provide in-depth technical 
assistance to small 
jurisdictions and community-
based organizations



ACTION PLAN: FUNDERS

USC PERE| January 2018 | 17

Top Three Recommendations for Funders: 

Photo Credit: Investing in Place 

• Build knowledge communities 
whenever possible through grant 
making and convening

• Increase unrestricted funding 
opportunities, which gives CBOs 
the time, space, flexibility for base-
building, organizing constituents 
and relationship-building

• Scope out interest in and support 
the creation of an Equitable 
Implementation Council



To provide further feedback, contact: 
Madeline Wander 

mwander@dornsife.usc.edu
213-740-9721 or 

Vanessa Carter 
vanessa.carter@usc.edu
213-740-9638 

Edward Muña
muna@usc.edu
213-740-7110

THANK YOU!
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Download the report and 
explore other tools at:

bit.ly/Measures-Matter
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