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ATTENDEES
TASK FORCE

Labor and Economic / Workforce Development
Eric Tate, Secretary-Treasurer, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Local Union 848
Chris Wilson, Public Policy Manager, BizFed

Transportation Agencies
Gloria Roberts, Chief Deputy Director, Caltrans District 7
Ron Kosinski, Deputy District Director of Environmental Planning, Caltrans District 7
Paul Marquez, Deputy District Director of Planning, Caltrans District 7
Carrie Bowen, District Director, Caltrans District 7
James Shankel, Senior Freight Planning Specialist, Caltrans District 7
Nancy Pfeffer, Executive Director, Gateways Cities Council of Governments
Marisa Perez, Transportation Policy Advisor, Gateways Cities Council of Governments
Manny Hernandez, Senior Project Manager, Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority
Lisa Patton, Executive Director/VP, Finance and Budget, Long Beach Transit
Randy Johnson, Director of Government Affairs & Outreach, Access Services, Inc.

Community-Based Organization’s and Advocacy Groups
Taylor Thomas, Co-Director, East Yard Communities for EnvironmentalJustice
Dilia Ortega, Youth Program Coordinator, Communities fora Better Environment
Jennifer Ganata, Senior Staff Attorney, Communities fora Better Environment
Ghirlandi Guidetti, Housingand Community Attorney, Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles
Sylvia Betancourt, Project Manager, Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma

Freight and Logistics Industry
Kerry M. Cartwright, Director of Goods Movement, Port of Los Angeles
Tony Gioiello, Deputy Executive Director of Development, Port of Los Angeles
Theresa Dau-Ngo, Director of Transportation Planning, Port of Long Beach
Kimberly Ritter, Senior Port Plannerand Economist, Port of Long Beach
Sharon Weissman, Vice President of the Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners, Port of
Long Beach
Lena Kent, General Director of Public Affairs, BNSF Railway
Thomas Jelenic, Vice President, Pacific Merchant Shipping Association

Environmental Organizations
Joe Lyou, President and CEO, Coalition for Clean Air
Christopher Chavez, Deputy Policy Director, Coalition for Clean Air
Fernando Gaytan, Senior Attorney, Earthjustice
Natalia Ospina, Project Attorney of Environmentallustice, National Resources Defense
Council
Alec Cronin, National Resources Defense Council
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Morgan Capilla, EnvironmentalJustice Coordinator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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County Supervisor Hilda L. Solis, District 1
Lilly O’Brien-Kovari, Senior Deputy of Infrastructure and Transportation, Office of Los Angeles
County Supervisor Holly Mitchell, District 2
Luke H. Klipp, Senior Transportation Deputy, Office of Los Angeles County SupervisorJanice
Hahn, District 4

Elaine Kunitake, Principal Engineer, LA County Department of Public Works
Daniel Rodman, Deputy Director Transportation Services, City of Los Angeles
Suely Saro, Councilmember, City of Long Beach, District 6

Tyler Bonanno-Curley, Manager of Government Affairs, City of Long Beach
Ali Saleh, Councilmember, City of Bell

LA Metro
KeAndra Cylear-Dodds, Executive Officer of Equity and Race
Michael Cano, Deputy Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development
Ernesto Chaves, Director, Highway Programs
Carlos Montez, Project Manager
Sona Babayan, Transportation Associate
Mark Dierking, Community Relations Manager
JessicaMedina, Manager, Equity and Race

Project Team
Dave Levinsohn, Vice President, AECOM
Julie Rush, Planning Senior Manager, Transportation, AECOM
Erika Morales, Facilitator, Morales + Morales Partners
Gary Hamrick, Principal, Cambridge Systematics
Jeff Newman, Transportation Planner, Caltrans District 7
Susan DeSantis, Senior Project Manager, Arellano Associates
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Introduction

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) initiated the I-710
South Corridor Task Force (710 Task Force) to develop a community-supported, regionally
significant, multimodal approach to addressing major mobility, safety, air quality, and equity
needs for moving people and goods through the I-710 between the Ports of Los Angeles and
Long Beach and State Route 60. The 710 Task Force will review and assess the purpose and
need of investment in the I-710 corridor, develop multi-modal improvement strategies, identify
programs and projects to advance these strategies, create an investment and implementation
plan, and provide recommendations to the Metro Board in 2022.

The 710 Task Force Meeting #3 was held on December 13, 2021. The intent of this meeting was
to continue developing the governance structure of the Task Force, including the community’s
role, and introduce the Equity Planning and Evaluation Tool. The meeting included a graphic
illustrator (Appendix A) to visually capture key themes, and meeting highlights and provided
simultaneous interpretation in Spanish, Tagalog, and Khmer.

Prior to the meeting, the 710 Task Force received the agenda, presentation, and meeting
materials. Please see Appendix B-E for the meeting materials and Appendix J for the
presentation slides.

710 Task Force #3 Online Meeting

1. Introductions, Welcome and Agenda Review (Erika C. B. Morales, Partner, Morales +

Morales Partners)

> Erika C. B. Morales opened the meeting and welcomed the participants. Ms. Morales
provided the meeting call-in and interpretation details. She also provided instructions
on how to utilize the “Q&A” or “Raise Hand” zoom functions to ask questions or
communicate during the meeting.

> Ms. Morales provided an overview of the agenda for the meeting. She mentioned that
the meeting format was updated for this meeting to include public comments
throughout and at the end of the meeting.

2. Working Group and Listening Session Report Outs
> Michael Cano provided an overview of the Clean Truck Working Group held on
November 29, 2021. Highlights from the working group included funding opportunities
available at the state and federal levels and defining goals for the Clean Truck Program.
> Ms. Morales gave highlights on the questions asked and feedback received from
community members during the Listening Sessions held on December 8 and 9, 2021.
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> Mr. Cano summarized the Community Engagement Strategy Working Group held on
November 22, 2021. The meeting included a recap of the EIR/EIS engagement and
lessons learned, plans for Listening Sessions, and a proposal for the Community
Leadership Committee.
> KeAndra Cylear-Dodds explained the difference between the different types of 710 Task
Force meetings.
> Ms. Cylear-Dodds presented a proposal for the Community Leadership Committee (CLC),
including the proposed responsibilities, qualifications for members of the committee,
selection criteria, and compensation.
> Ernesto Chaves reported out on the Charter and Community Agreements Working
Group held on November 22, 2021. The meeting included a recap of the EIR/EIS
engagement and lessons learned along with an introduction to the 710 Task Force
Governance. Additionally, discussions on the leadership structure of the 710 Task Force
and Community Leadership Committee and defining consensus and decision making
were facilitated.
> Jessica Medina explained a seven-step process that is would be part of the decision-
making process for the Task Force. As part of the decision-making process, an Executive
Steering Committee (ESC) would be created, consisting of two members from the
Community Leadership Committee and three members from the 710 Task Force.
> The following guiding questions were presented to gain feedback from the Task Force:
e Arethere other details to consider for the CLC?
e Arethere the right guidelines for the CLC?
o Do you have suggestions for ensuring aninclusive application process?
e Do we have the right balance of representation for the ESC members?
e Would you add any values or attitudes for which 710 Task Force members
should commit?
e Do these decision-making steps allow sufficient discussion, debate, and
consensus-building opportunities?
> Comments were made by the following Task Force members:
o Luke Klipp — Office of Los Angeles County Supervisor, Janice Hahn, District 4
e Chris Chavez — Coalition for Clean Air
e Ghirlandi Guidetti — Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles
e Alec Cronin — National Resources Defense Council

e Fernando Gaytan — Earthjustice

e Sharon Weissman — Port of Long Beach

e Joe Lyou —Coalition for Clean Air

e Sylvia Betancourt — Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma (LBACA)
e Natalia Ospina — National Resource Defense Council
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e Dilia Ortega—Communities for a Better Environment
Some of the points raised were:

e Questions and comments regarding how to make best use of the input and
feedback the community provides and how to best respond to the issues and
concerns of the communities around the corridor.

e Preference for additional outreach in these communities to increase
participation and representation of all stakeholders, as well as establishing a
process that will empower stakeholders to have a clear impact on the outcomes.

Two verbal comments and one written comment were provided by community
members during public comment.
Detailed discussion is available in Appendix F.

3. Equity Planning and Evaluation Tool (EPET)

>

Ms. Cylear-Dodds introduced Metro’s Equity Planning and Evaluation Tool (EPET). She
began by defining equity and equality.
The EPET is a set of six questions to help guide the project development process and
guide planning for equitable outcomes. While using the tool, there is also a focus on
people combined with data and community engagement. Additionally, the tool
incorporates a benefit/burden analysis.
The tool is meant to be dynamic and flexible and a guiding tool throughout the Task
Force process starting with the vision and goals of the community and also the baseline
existing conditions data.
Comments were made by the following Task Force members:

e Ghirlandi Guidetti — Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles

e Alec Cronin — National Resources Defense Council

e Dilia Ortega — Communities for a Better Environment

Some of the points raised were:
e Interest inthe tool, as well as interest in knowing how the tool was developed,

including how the tool has been used before.
e Membersalso expressed interest in knowing if the results of the process will be
made public.
One written comment was provided by a community member during public comment.
Detailed comments are available in Appendix G.

4. Work Plan and Schedule Update Discussion

>

Mr. Cano provided an overview of the current work plan and schedule for the Task
Force.
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The work plan is divided into phases through December 2022, updated from the
previous schedule of May 2022, to allow for multiple Task Force, Working Groups and
community meetings throughout the process.
The next phase is to develop the 710 Corridor Vision and Goals.
Comments were made by:

e Sharon Weissman — Port of Long Beach

e Luke Klipp — Office of Los Angeles County Supervisor, Janice Hahn, District 4

e Natalia Ospina — National Resource Defense Council

e Jennifer Ganata - Communities for a Better Environment

Some of the points raised included:

e Members expressed concern regarding the amount of information needed to be
processed and digested between meetings, as well as the amount of time
provided to discuss the material during meetings.

e Members also expressed preference for extending the time between meetings
to allow them to read through the materials without rush.

One verbal comment was provided by a community member during public comment.

Detailed comments are available in Appendix H.

5. Next Steps

>

>

>

Ms. Morales provided dates for future meetings for Task Force members.
e Charter Working Group: Monday, January 24 from 1-2:30pm
e CleanTrucks Program Working Group: Monday, January 25 from 1-2:30pm
e Community Engagement Working Group: Wednesday, January 26 from 1-2:30pm
e Task Force Meeting #4 will be held on Monday, January 10 at 5pm
e Task Force Meeting #5 will be held on Thursday, February 17 at 5pm
Mr. Chaves noted that an existing conditions data package will be shared prior to the
next Task Force meeting in January. The report will provide data to inform the
discussion on the goals and vision of the corridor.
Ms. Cylear-Dodds reminded participants about the compensation policy that was
approved by the Metro Board of Directors. Additional details will be sent to participants
that are eligible for compensation.
Future meetings will be announced at the Task Force meeting on January 10.

6. General Public Comment and Closing Remarks

A public comment period was held after the formal agenda. Members of the public could make

a comment by leaving a comment in the Q&A or verbal comment using the “Raise Hand”
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feature on Zoom. Written comments were read by Ms. Morales. Public comments are available
in Appendix |.

7. The meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.
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710 Task Force

Task Force Meeting #3 Agenda | Agenda de la reunion # 3 del Grupo de Trabajo
Monday, December 13, 2021 [ /unes, 13 de diciembre de 2021

5-7:30 p.m.

Interpretation in Spanish, Khmer and Tagalog will be provided.

Meeting Link [enlace de reunion: https://bit.ly/3xksjyu
Meeting ID / /D de reunién: 831 5503 3286

Passcode | Contraseria: 5851

Call-in: 213.338-8477

Llamada en espafiol: 571.317.3112
Cédigo de acceso: 339-179-405

IWSHUEE HAMIUTIGULIR: 646.749-3335
WISHRGUINT: 215565653

Mga Detalye sa Call-in sa Pagpupulong: 786.535.3211
Kodigo: 235-934-581

5:00 pm > Welcome, Introductions & Agenda Review | /ntroducciones, bienvenida y
revision de la agenda

5:10 pm > Working Group and Listening Sessions Report Outs /| Resdmenes de /as
Sesiones para Escuchar Opiniones Piblicas y de las Reuniones de
Grupos de Trabajo

6:10 pm > Introduction the Equity Planning and Evaluation Tool (EPET) /
Introduccion a la Herramienta de Planificacion y Evaluacidn de la Equidad

(EPET, por sus siglas en inglés)

6:50 pm > Work Plan and Schedule Update Discussion |/ Discusion sobre el plan de
trabajo y la actualizacion del cronograma

7:10 pm > Next Steps | Siguientes Pasos



7:15 pm > General Public Comment and Closing Remarks /| Comentario Piblico y
Observaciones Finales
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‘ 710 Task Force Community Advisery Leadership Committee {€AC)- (CLC)

Proposal

e Role: Advise the 710 Task Force
e Options for the €A€ CLC formation and responsibilities
0 Responsibilities:
= Review and advise on TF goals, proposals, and recommendations at consensus
checkpoints
= Participate in working groups
= Help ground truth data and findings
= Advise on community engagement strategy and efforts
0 Number of members
= 10o0r 15 members?
0 Qualifications
= Must live or work within the 710 South Corridor study area (see attachment)
= Consider demographic and geographic diversity
0 Selection Process
= Application process? Nomination process? Who would nominate?
0 Meet bi-monthly

Metro

As of December 9, 2021
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Draft 710 Task Force Governance Structure

Background: The 710 Task Force is a collaborative process led by Metro and Caltrans District 7 to
convene a robust and diverse array of approximately 50 community, industry, public and private
stakeholders that are impacted by or dependent upon the movement of people and goods through
the 710 Corridor, inclusive of local communities adjacent to the I-710 South freeway.

The 710 Task Force was initiated in September 2021 in response to actions taken in May 2021 by the
Metro Board and Caltrans to suspend further work on the original I1-710 South Corridor
Improvements Project that was under environmental review due to concerns over air quality, public
health, displacement and environmental impacts on residents living in communities adjacent to the
corridor.

The goal of the task force is to re-evaluate the needs of the corridor, develop multi-modal strategies
to meet these needs, identify potential projects and programs in the short and long-term based on
those strategies, and create a prioritized investment plan. The Task Force is expected to report to the
Metro Board and State of California with outcomes by Spring 2022.

Purpose of the 710 Task Force Governance Structure: During the second 710 Task Force meeting, the
project team heard several requests to find ways to better incorporate the community into the 710
Task Force process. In response, Metro and Caltrans will provide a general comment opportunity at
the beginning of future meetings and add public comment opportunities after each agenda item.
Additionally, we propose the creation of a eemmunityadviseryecommittee-Community Leadership
Committee that will advise the task force throughout its process. Furthermore, to foster the
leadership of Task Force members and improve the process, we propose the creation of an Executive
Steering Committee which would work with Metro and Caltrans to plan meetings and support the
commuhityadviserycommittee- Community Leadership Committee and the Task Force. Below you
will find more details on a draft governance structure for the Charter and Community Agreements
Working Group to discuss.

Metro .
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710 Task Force

Executive Steering Community

Leadership

Committee Committee

e Executive Steering Committee (5 members)
e Membership
= 3 Co-chairs OR a Chair, Vice-Chair, and 2nd Vice Chair of Task Force
0 Members from the Task Force
0 1 seat should represent each of the following:
0 Community based organizations
0 Cities/Governmental agencies
0 Goods Movement/Transportation Industry/Labor
= 2 members from the Community Steering Committee

Metro ,
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= Work with Metro and Caltrans Staff to plan meetings

= Support Community-Advisery-Committee-Community Leadership Committee

and Task Force activities
= Other tasks as necessary
e Meet 2 weeks before each task force meeting

+—Community-Advisory-Committee-Community Leadership Committee
e Role: Advise the 710 Task Force. This will be discussed by the Community Engagement

Strategy Working Group, but may include:
= Reviewing and advising on TF goals, proposals, and recommendations at
consensus checkpoints
= Participate in working groups
= Helping to ground truth data and findings
= Advising on community engagement strategy and efforts
e Meet bi-monthly

e 710 Task Force Members (50 members)
e Role:
= Elect Exec. Committee Members
=  Work with the Community-AdviseryCommittee-Community Leadership
Committee to incorporate their advice into the task force recommendations
= Listen to, reflect on, and work to incorporate public comment
= Develop recommendations on 710 Corridor multimodal strategies, projects,
programs, and investment strategy
e Meet every 4 weeks

Metro X
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e Workgroups (20 max for each)
e Groups
= Clean Truck Program WG
= Community Engagement Strategy WG
= Charter and Community Agreements WG
= Others as necessary
e Role
= Research and analyze specific issues
= Develop proposals for the Task Force to consider
e Meet as needed

e Facilitator and Consultants
o Staff
* Erika Morales, Facilitator
= Arellano Associates
= Cambridge Systematics
= AECOM

= Facilitate and support the Task Force process

= Support updates on Task Force progress

= Provide technical analysis, data, maps, and other information as needed to
support the Task Force’s work

= Provide technical writing and administrative support for Task Force activities
(e.g., elections, reports, etc.) and documentation

= Support implementation of Task Force workplan to achieve their objectives

0 Metro and Caltrans Administrative Staff
e Metro Staff
= Jim de la Loza, Chief Planning Officer
= Laurie Lombardi, Senior Executive Officer, Countywide Planning &
Development

Metro .
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KeAndra Cylear Dodds, Executive Officer, Equity and Race

Michael Cano, Deputy Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development
Ernesto Chaves, Deputy Executive Officer, Countywide Planning &
Development

Mark Dierking, Manager, Community Relations

Jessica Medina, Manager, Equity and Race

e (Caltrans Staff

Metro

Gloria Roberts, Chief Deputy District Director, District 7
Paul Marquez, Deputy Director, Planning
Jeffrey Newman, Chief of Staff, District 7
Ron Kosinski, Deputy Director, Environmental Planning

Staff manages and administers the 710 Task Force Process
Metro Board and Caltrans Leadership will review and determine how to
proceed on the 710 Task Force Recommendations

5
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Consensus and Decision-Making Considerations

Background: During the second 710 Task Force meeting, the project team also heard ideas and initial
feedback on potential ways to reach consensus in Task Force Meetings. Consensus will be vitally
important to ensure the Task Force can progress through the work plan in a manner that ensures the
final deliverable reflects the needs of the impacted communities and regional stakeholders.

Below, you will find themes from that conversation as well as examples to consider and Draft
Consensus and Decision-Making Considerations for the 710 Task Force. While the latter have been
drafted by project staff from the themes and examples, the Charter and Community Agreements
Working Group is tasked with developing the recommendation that will be considered by the Task
Force at Meeting #3.

Metro ;
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Themes from Task Force Meeting #2

e Process
e Hearing from as many stakeholders as possible within the Task Force
e Aiming for at least 70% of the group agreeing
e Making room to hear from the folks that have the least amount of power

e Attitudes/Values
e Having an open mind about ideas and outcomes and creating space to pose questions
that get us to clarifications and figuring out solutions collectively
e Not sticking to preconceived ideas about what will happen with the 710 Corridor, but
being willing to be convinced of different approaches
e Coming to shared values with respect for differences and balancing competing
priorities

Metro

7
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Examples to Consider

e Metro’s 710 EIR/EIS, the precursor to the 710 Task Force. Metro will recap this process during
the working group meeting.

e Seeds for Change, an organization in the UK that provides technical assistance and capacity
building services for collaboration prepared a helpful short guide to consensus decision-
making. In preparation for the Charter Working Group Meeting, consider the following:

0 Page 5— Diagram depicting the process is not linear and may broaden from the point
of introducing a question to the point of coming together to a decision.

0 Page 7 — Detailed flowchart of the consensus process, with seven stages and guiding
guestions and considerations.

e Metro’s Public Safety Advisory Committee (PSAC) uses a modified version of the consensus
process and provides an example of how the detailed consensus process flowchart can be
adapted to fit the needs of a committee. Note that the PSAC process includes a reflection step
at the end of each decision-making process. While the PSAC regularly makes
recommendations through reports to the Metro Board, the 710 Task Force will only provide
one report, with multiple recommendations, at the end of the of the Task Force process.

Metro .
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https://www.seedsforchange.org.uk/shortconsensus.pdf
https://www.seedsforchange.org.uk/shortconsensus.pdf

item two: decision-making models: types of decision-making

for PSAC decisions

generally, we expect this group to adapt the
“consensus” and “majority rule” models for major
decisions and/or recommendations

item two: decision-making models: change the proposal, if needed

modified process

@O

:stepone:: isteptwo:: .. step three :: ;. step four:: ::step five i (istep six::
TEST FOR
DISCUSSION PROPOSAL CONSENSUS MODIFICATION  FINALIZE REFLECT
introduce the pitch an using degrees of by repeating steps by holding a by discussing
topic and intervention, agreement 1-3 if committee simple majority how feedback
surface policy, or action members raise vote; provide an was received by
questions and concerns opportunity for the Metro Board;
concerns formal dissent revisit the
committee’s
strategy, if
needed
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Draft Consensus and Decision-Making Considerations for the 710 Task Force
In preparation for the Working Group meeting, consider the following options that are drafted from
the sample materials shared above:

¢ Values/Attitudes/Agreements — What are the values that all Task Force Members are asked
to commit to when engaging in the consensus decision-making process?

0 Cooperation Between Equals — Seeing all Task Force Members as equals in the process
and as sharing power across different communities and stakeholder groups so there is
a respectful and trusting atmosphere

0 Exploration of Differences — Exploring the different needs and perspectives of as many
communities and stakeholders before forming a proposal

0 Building Common Ground — Creating space for open discussion and identification of
information and ideas to be considered and find commonalities

0 Identification of Inclusive and Actionable Win-Win Solutions — Working together to find
solutions that everyone actively supports, or at least does not actively oppose, and
that can be implemented in the process or integrated into the recommendations for
consideration by the Metro Board and Caltrans.

e 710 Task Force Consensus Process — Which of the following steps make sense to include in
our consensus process? Which don’t make sense? Do we need any additional steps to
facilitate having an inclusive and collaborative process?

0 Working Groups — Between Task Force Meetings, Members participate in smaller
working groups to research and develop proposals related to a specific topic.
= Step 1. Working Group Proposal Development - A facilitated discussion in
working group meetings to clarify the issue, surface questions and concerns,
and develop a proposal that aligns with our values and can include:
e Exploration of Differences - Opportunity to identify needs and opinions
before developing alternatives.

Metro 0
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e Win-Win Ideas and Solutions — Working Group Members share ideas for
solutions that address questions and concerns raised during discussion.

e Building Common Ground — Working Group Members contribute to
developing a proposal that combines the most useful ideas and
solutions while weeding out some of the options.

= Step 2. Testing for Consensus — Summarizing proposal and considerations that
will be presented to the Task Force. See considerations below for process and
thresholds.

0 Task Force Discussion — At Task Force Meetings, Members hear report-backs or
proposals from Working Groups and collaboratively strengthen any proposals related
to the specific topic after hearing public comment.

= Step 3. Working Group Presentation — Working Groups present to the Task
Force to initiate the decision-making process in a public meeting.

= Step 4. Facilitated Discussion and Public Comment — A facilitated discussion to
clarify the issue and proposal and surface questions and concerns from the
Task Force Members and the Public:

e Exploration of Differences — Task Force Members and the Public have an
opportunity to identify additional needs and opinions before modifying
the proposals.

e Win-Win Ideas and Solutions —Task Force Members and the Public have
an opportunity to share additional ideas or solutions.

= Step 5. Testing for Consensus — See considerations below for process and
thresholds.

= Step 6. Modifications — Repeating any steps above to make the proposal even
stronger.

e Building Common Ground — Members of the Working Group presenting
a proposal lead in combining the most useful ideas and solutions while
weeding out some of the options.

Metro "
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0 Task Force Vote
= Step 7. Formalizing a Task Force Decision — A facilitated vote and discussion

about implementation of the decision made by the group:
e Voting — See considerations below for process and thresholds.
e Identification of Implementation Actions — Work out what needs to
happen, by when, and by who.

Voting Process and Thresholds — As we advance towards formalizing a decision, what are the
thresholds we should reach before advancing into the next step of the process?
0 Testing for Consensus and Formalizing a Working Group, Committee, or Task Force

Decision
=  Process/How: Thumbs up / thumbs down, degrees of agreement (e.g. from one

to four to show level of support or opposition), other option?
Threshold: Simple majority (50% +1), supermajority (66% or 70%), other

option?

Metro b
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Metro Equity Planning & Evaluation Tool

The 710 Coalition has been convened to develop multimodal and multipurpose strategies,
projects and programs, and investment priorities to advance social equity, environmental
sustainability, economic vitality, and access to opportunity for local communities and the
Los Angeles region. Metro recognizes that deep-rooted and pervasive racial and
socioeconomic inequities exist that create disparate impacts, even when the intention is
to help all, and we must understand the root causes of those inequities to develop
solutions that help those faring the worst to improve access to opportunity for all.

The Equity Planning & Evaluation Tool (EPET), which begins on page six, is tool to
enhance this process and help ensure equitable outcomes. It will assist the 710 Coalition
in 1) identifying disparities that impact mobility, economic opportunities, and health
outcomes, and how related services, programs, and projects are experienced; 2)
understanding the root causes of those disparities, and 3) developing and implementing
strategies, projects, programs, and investment priorities in a manner that provides more
equitable outcomes.

What is “Equity”?

Equity is both an outcome and a process to address racial, socioeconomic, and gender
disparities, to ensure fair and just access — with respect to where you begin and your
capacity to improve from that starting point — to opportunities, including jobs, housing,
education, mobility options, and healthier communities. It is achieved when one’s
outcomes in life are not predetermined, in a statistical or experiential sense, on their racial,
economic, or social identities. It requires community informed and needs-based provision,
implementation, and impact of services, programs, and policies that reduce and ultimately
prevent disparities.

Equity means that Metro’s service delivery, project delivery, policymaking, and distribution
of resources account for the different histories, challenges, and needs of communities
across Los Angeles County; it is what we are striving towards.

How should we use the Equity Planning & Evaluation Tool?

The EPET should be used as a guide throughout the 710 Coalition’s process. The tool
should be reviewed by the Coalition at the beginning of the planning process and revisited
to answer questions throughout the development and implementation processes. The
guestions are best answered by a diverse group, including people with a variety of
demographic backgrounds, lived experiences, and expertise.

Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Metro



Metro Equity Planning & Evaluation Tool

The following definitions, guidance, and examples will help you complete the EPET.

Glossary of Key Terms

e Community = A geographic and/or social group of people with a shared identity,
affiliation, and/or origin. For EPET purposes, “community” includes people who may
be served or are otherwise impacted by Metro’s services, including but not limited to,
Metro riders, program participants, residents and/or local business owners.

e Community Results = The community level condition of well-being we would like to
achieve. It lacks disparities based on race, income, ability, or other social
demographic.

e Community Indicator = Quantifiable measures of community results, disaggregated
by race/ethnicity and income.

e Equity Opportunity = A decision that is designed to enhance positive impacts or
reduce negative impacts for historically marginalized communities or others facing
disparities in access to opportunities.

e Ground Truth = To validate or ensure assumptions and recommendations with
external stakeholders, particularly those that will be most impacted by future actions.

e Opportunity Areas = Key indicators of success including Employment, Housing,
Education, Health, Transportation, Community Development, Criminal Justice,
Environment, and Safety.

e Proposal Outcome = A clearly defined future state of being at the program, local, or
agency level resulting from the proposed action that ultimately supports the
community result.

e Performance Measure = Quantifiable measures to forecast and track how well the
proposed action will work or is working. They may be quantitative, qualitative, or
otherwise describe actual impact. They may also be short-term, mid-term, or long-
term.

e Root Cause = The fundamental baseline reason for a problem or situation; there
may be multiple “steps” between the root cause and the identified problem(s) but
these steps are directly connected through cause-and-effect.

e Stakeholder = A broader term than extends beyond “Community” (above) and
includes individuals and organizations both engaged in and impacted by Metro’s
services and investments, but may not share a geographic, social or cultural identity,
affiliation and/or origin. For EPET purposes, this may include elected officials,
municipalities and jurisdictions, public agencies, large and/or private corporations,
etc.
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Proposed Action:

Team Members:

1. Connecting Community Results to Project Outcomes:

a. Briefly describe the issue(s) you intend to address. This may include a
proposed but not fully designed policy, program, initiative, plan, project and/or
other proposed action.

b. What opportunity area(s) does this proposed action have the ability to
impact? (Ex: Employment, Mobility, Health, Education, etc.)

c. What are the desired community results® to which this action will contribute?

1See the “Desired Community Results and Sample Proposal Outcomes” below.
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2. Analyze Data:

a.
b.
C.
d. What does the data tell us about existing community disparities in race,

List your data sources, including qualitative, quantitative, or anecdotal.?
Is there an impacted geographic area? If so, what is the geographic area?
What are the demographics of impacted area, users, or other community?

ethnicity, and income, that may influence the proposed action’s outcomes?
(Ex: Unemployment rates, housing-cost burden, park access, traffic collisions,
asthma rates, etc.)

What disaggregated performance metrics data do you have available for your
proposed action? Consider data associated with similar or related programs,
policies, services, or infrastructure.

Does the performance metrics data show any existing disparities in race,
ethnicity, income, etc. related to your proposed action potential impact? (Ex:
pedestrian deaths are higher for black residents) If so, what is the root
cause?®

What would be a more equitable outcome? (Ex: pedestrian deaths are
proportionate for all races and decreasing everywhere)

What data are we missing, which might be more helpful in analyzing the
proposed action , and how can we obtain it?

2 See the list of potential data sources below.
3 Ask why at least five times. Social disparities today are often the result of a domino effect of policies, programs,
decisions, and practices stemming from a root cause; it often takes time to determine.
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3. Engage the Community*:

a. What do we know about the community, particularly any marginalized groups,
and their history, relationship, or previous engagement with Metro?

b. What historic investments, decisions, events, developments, or disinvestment
strategies have contributed to current community conditions and how have
they been considered in this proposed action?

c. Who are the community members most vulnerable to negative impacts and/or
living in historically marginalized or neglected areas that are affected by this
proposed action? Consider community members that might be indirectly or
unintentionally impacted.

I. How and at what stages did you engage them? (Ex: focus groups,
surveys, community meetings, consultation with advisory boards, CBO
partnership, etc.)

ii. How did you provide the information and tools they needed to fully
participate as a partner?

iii. Did they raise concerns about other disparities or problems that this
proposed action could address?

iv. Were there barriers that prevented some community members from
engaging with Metro?

d. What did you learn from the engagement about the root causes that produce
or perpetuate racial/ethnic, income, or other inequities related to this
proposed action?

e. Given what you have learned from the data and asking the community, who is
most likely to benefit or be burdened from this proposed action? What are the
potential unintended impacts or consequences of the proposed action?

4 See the list of community engagement resources below.
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4. Plan for Equitable Outcomes:

a.
b.

How has your proposed action been designed to ensure equitable outcomes?
How will your proposed action address root causes to decrease racial/ethnic,
income, and/or other inequities, increase positive outcomes, and reduce
negative impacts on historically marginalized communities?

How has your community engagement with those most affected by your
proposed action informed your desired proposal outcomes and plan?

What performance metrics will measure and track impacts?

How will the anticipated proposal’s impact support your desired community
result(s) in section 1?

Are there any unresolved issues? Are there complementary strategies that
you can implement to support more equitable outcomes? Can existing
partnerships maximize positive impact of your proposed action?

How does advancing equity through this proposed action help achieve any of
the Vision 2028 Goals?
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5. Proposal Implementation

For proposed efforts that Metro directly manages, controls, develops, implements,
and/or coordinates:

a.

b.

Describe your implementation plan, including any transition to Program
Management, Operations, or another Metro implementing team.

How will you engage stakeholders through implementation? What percentage
of the total project budget for implementation is dedicated to community
engagement? (Ex: Translation services, social & print media, meetings, etc.)
Is your plan realistic, considering the timeline, project scope, past related
efforts, political conditions, and need to complete any required federal or state
equity assessments (Ex: Title VI Equity Analysis, CEQA, etc.)?

Does the implementing team have adequate personnel, resources, and/or
mechanisms to ensure successful implementation and/or enforcement?

Is the proposed action adequately resourced to ensure on-going data
collection, public reporting, and community engagement as noted below?

For proposed efforts that Metro may fund, coordinate, and/or initiate but does not
directly implement:

a. Describe Metro’s role in the proposed action and, if any, in the final product

implementation. Even if Metro does not have a direct role in final
implementation, also describe intended outcomes or final products.
Describe any engagement activities that Metro either conducted and/or
required of implementers as part of the proposed action, including budget or
funds allocated to engagement.

Describe any data collection activities that Metro either conducted and/or
required of implementers as part of the proposed action. Also describe to
what level the data is disaggregated.
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6. Evaluate, Communicate, and Stay Accountable

a.

If a different Metro team will implement the plan, meet with that team to
discuss program evaluation, ongoing community engagement, data collection,
and an accountability plan.

How will actual racial and socioeconomic equity impacts and project
outcomes be measured, documented, and evaluated? What data needs to be
collected and how will you collect it?

What is your plan to report back to the community with updates from ongoing
project evaluations and findings?

What is your communication and engagement strategy to address unintended
negative or major project impacts?

How will you continue to partner and deepen relationships with stakeholders
and other agencies to ensure internal and public accountability?

Prepare and attach a summary of your EPET analysis. Explain who the
action might impact, noting specific historically marginalized communities or
others facing disparities in access to opportunities, and how the action is
designed to 1) enhance positive impacts and/or 2) reduce negative impacts
for them. Note any mitigations for negative impacts. Use this summary in any
associated board report, box, or other document explaining this decision.
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Creating Effective Community Results and Proposal Qutcomes

* What you
hope to see

inthe
community

+ Community
indicators

* What you aim
to achieve
with an action

« Performance
measures

Source: Curren R., Nelson, J., Marsh, D.S., Noor, S., Liu, N. “Racial Equity Action Plans, A How-to
Manual.”: Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society, University of California, Berkeley, 2016

Desired Community Results

Proposal Qutcomes:

See sample responses below.

Opportunity Equitable Community Proposal Equitable Performance
Area Community Indicator Proposal Metric
Result (Lists of are not Outcome
exhaustive.)
Employment All people Unemployment Bus Service Increase bus Number and
have access Rates; Average Realignment | options to jobs type of jobs
to high-quality Household for low-income | accessible by
living wage Income; Average and bus within a
jobs and Commute Time; communities of typical
unemployment Transit color. commuting
is low. availability; etc. time by
census tract.
Housing All people Housing cost Joint Increase the Number of
have access burden; Development number of housing units
to safe and Home ownership Project affordable affordable to
affordable rate; number of rental housing most low-
housing people that are options income
options and unhoused; etc. residents.
protections. TOC Policy Improving Number of
and housing cities with
Implementati stability near tenant
on Plan transit for low- protection
income renters policies.
Education All people Access to
have access educational
to affordable, facilities;
high-quality, Educational
and culturally attainment; etc.
sensitive
educational
opportunities.
Health and All people Life expectancy;
Safety have access Health insurance
to health coverage; Access

resources and
a healthy and

to health

facilities; Park
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sustainable access; Rates of
built childhood obesity
environment and asthma;
and land uses. Access to
fresh/healthy
food retail; etc.
Transportation All people Non-private
have access vehicle travel
to safe, mode share;
affordable, rates of traffic-
and related fatalities
sustainable and serious
mobility injuries;
options that transportation
connect all cost burden

communities
to resources

and
opportunities.
Community There are Percentage of
Development equitable businesses
opportunities | owned by women
for and people of
businesses, color; Duration of
community small/independen
investment, t businesses
and economic serving
opportunity marginalized

that protects
and preserves

communities

legacy
businesses
and cultural
character.
Criminal All people Arrest rates; fare
Justice experience evasion ticketing
equal rights, rates; crime
treatment, and rates; rates of
protection personal
under the law, searches, etc.
free from
discriminatory
enforcement
or impacts.
Environment All Reduction in
neighborhood | greenhouse gas
s are free from emissions;

toxic exposure
and pollution
with access to
clean and
healthy open
spaces and
infrastructure.

Particular matter
concentrations;
Number or rate of
sensitive uses
(homes, schools,
childcare, senior
facilities) within
500 feet of high-
pollutant sources,
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such as
freeways, active
oil drilling, and
manufacturing/
industrial uses;
access to safe
drinking water

Safety All people Decreased
have access collisions
to safe roads involving

and streets,
regardless of
geography as
well as all
users of
Metro’s transit
system feel
comfortable
and at ease
when using
the service.

someone killed or
severely injured;
decrease in
specific crash
type in a project
area over time;
user experience
of safety on
transit system

11
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Here are potential resources to use in answering the questions in the “Analyze Data”
and “Engage the Community” sections.

Potential Data Sources

United States Census Bureau - https://data.census.gov/cedsci/

National Equity Atlas - https://nationalequityatlas.org/

Enterprise Opportunity 360 -
https://www.enterprisecommunity.org/opportunity360/measure
CalEnviroScreen - https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen

Race Counts - https://www.racecounts.org/

Healthy Places Index - https://map.healthyplacesindex.org/

Transportation Injury Mapping System - https://tims.berkeley.edu/

SCAG Local Profiles -
http://www.scag.ca.gov/DataAndTools/Pages/LocalProfiles.aspx?openitem=3
USC Price Center for Social Innovation Neighborhood Data for Social Change -
https://data.myneighborhooddata.org/stories/s/xs7g-jgmb

Metro Equity Focused Communities Map

NextGen Transit Propensity Map

Potential Community Engagement Resources

PolicyLink Community Engagement Guide for Sustainable Communities -
https://www.policylink.org/resources-tools/community-engagement-guide-for-
sustainable-communities

King County Community Engagement Guide -
https://www.kingcounty.gov/exec/equity/~/media/5SCCCBCFFBA8F405191A93BB
D5F448CBE.ashx

Nelson Nygaard Principles For Equitable Public Outreach & Engagement During
Covid-19 and Beyond - https://nelsonnygaard.com/principles-for-equitable-public-
outreach-engagement-during-covid-19-and-beyond/

Simon Fraser University Beyond Inclusion: Equity in Public Engagement-
https://www.sfu.ca/content/dam/sfu/dialogue/ImagesAndFiles/ProgramsPaqge/EDI
/BeyondInclusion/Beyond%20Inclusion%20-
%20Equity%20in%20Public%20Engagement.pdf

Collective Impact Forum Community Engagement Toolkit-
https://www.collectiveimpactforum.org/sites/default/files/Community%20Engage
ment%20ToolKit.pdf

City of Portland Community Engagement Manual-
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2019-11/comm_engage manual.pdf
Lidiya Girma Community Engagement Planning Guide -
https://sustainablect.org/fileadmin/Random PDF Files/Equity Action PDFs/Com
munityEngagementPlanningGuide.pdf
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e State of Washington Department of Health Community Engagement Guide -
https://www.doh.wa.gov/Portals/1/Documents/1000/CommEngageGuide.pdf

The EPET was developed using guides, reports, and other tools including:

e Nelson, J., Brooks, L. “Racial Equity Toolkit: An Opportunity to Operationalize
Equity.”: Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society, University of California,
Berkeley, 2016

e Curren R., Nelson, J., Marsh, D.S., Noor, S., Liu, N. “Racial Equity Action Plans, A
How-to Manual.”: Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society, University of
California, Berkeley, 2016

e Bernabei, Erika. “Racial Equity: Getting to Results.”: Government Alliance for Race
and Equity, 2017

e Seattle Racial Equity Toolkit

e Metro Transit (St. Paul, MN) Equity Tool

e COVID-19 Equity Framework and Rapid Response Tool (City of San Antonio, Office

of Equity)
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APPENDIX F: Working Group and Listening Session Report Outs
Discussion Detailed Comments

Task Force Member Comments

Luke Klipp— Senior Transportation Deputy, Office of Los Angeles County Supervisor, Janice Hahn,
District 4 (3 comments)

| spoke with Supervisor Hahn about this project. There is the concern amongthe community
stakeholders aboutthe perception that Metro seems to move more quickly to address concerns about
businesses or large government entities than to address concerns from the communities. And we have
had a significant amount of community engagement for quite some time on this projectand people
feelingthat it did not necessarily change much of the trajectory of the project.

In looking at Technical Advisory committee thatis currently allocating funding for projects alongthe 710
corridor, that the CLC could be empowered to provide recommendations for things that could be funded
in a nearterm fashion to address some of the community issues that we have been hearingabout,
things that people wantto see, whetherits air filtration at home, more trees on streets, improved
mobility, improved streets forthe communities along the corridor. But that this CLC not justbe a group
of folks who are meetingand providing advice to the Task Force from the community perspective, but
that they are a receptacle formembers of the community to make requests for things that could be
fundedinthe nearterm, whetherthatis through 710 South Measure Ror M funding or some other
source. This are things that could be implemented through a process were the CLC providesiits
recommendation to this Task Force that then go into some form for staff to go tothe Metro Board for
recommendation.

Chris Chavez— Coalition for Clean Air

Regarding the Listening Session held, | was able to attend and appreciate the process. | wantto make
sure that the process here is not about freeway expansion. | appreciate the conversations you have had
with the leadership council and community engagement process, the AB617 process needs to be
coordinated across neighborhood sub efforts. | am also happy to be part of the bridging process here.

Ghirlandi Guidetti— Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles

Regarding the formation of the CLC. It would be helpfulto have community membersinvolvedinthe
process, help the community and the members make sense of the process forthose we would actually
wanton that committee.

AlecCronin — National Resources Defense Council

I need clarification on the CLS and Task Force process. Noidea right now on process but will get back to
the group on recommendations.

Luke Klipp— Office of Los Angeles County Supervisor, Janice Hahn, District 4



| wanted tofollow up and see if we have any recommendations from the publicon actual funding
recommendations from the Task Force or CLS. This recommendation would not change the role of the
TAC, it just saying “if the TAC can do this for somethings, the CLCshould be able to dothe same for
otherthings.” If there are improvements that the communities are seeking to help mitigate some of the
issuesin the corridor that can be done in a short-term basis, thatthe CLC can make recommendations to
the Task Force to empowerfolks to do that. Supervisordoesn’tto just be a group of folks who are just
going to talk, she wants to empowerthemto make recommendations and direct resourcesina
meaningfulway.

Fernando Gaytan — Earthjustice

You are describinga consensus, but| am notsure what the ask is, are you requiring a vote? | am also not
sure we have spoken enough about the ESC and how they are chosen?

Sharon Weissman—Port of Long Beach

| am looking at the proposed makeup of the ESC, | am trying to understand the makeup. Can you explain
the difference between the community organization and the ESC? | have a concernthat there are too
many people and users of the I-710 and we have one from Goods Movement Transportation and Labor
and | am wondering how we balance it out?

Ghirlandi Guidetti— Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles

Generally, it looks good, | worry that the devil is in the details, and | worry about moving too quickly with
this. One detail, how will the community engage with working groups and the Task Force members, only
through these meetings? We should give folks a few days after each meetingto percolate and provide
robust responses and details. We need to make sure we understand exactly what we are saying before
we agree.

Joe Lyou — Coalition for Clean Air

I am trying to understand what we are trying to come up with. | think what Metro needs here isa better
process, and | think we need to understand that nothing we come up with will solve all the problems
and make everyone happy. We do need to considerany legal issues. | really like that Metrois being
inclusive and trying to solve and hear issues which has not happened in the past. That beingsaid, | think
any time you try to bring 50 people togetheradecisionis less likely to be found. It's Metro responsibility
to try and puttogetherthe best process and end result. | am hesitant here because it seems like we are
putting a lot of pressure onthe community to solve these problems, but they don't have a lot of
understanding. Itis hard to getyour head around a lot of bureaucracy, there may be some other
examples of programs/ and process from the pastthat have been successfulthat we should look at. The
Task Force and working group members here are trying to get involved and do the right thing. A lot of
these people are getting paid very little, if anything, to be involved and engage effectively, anditis hard
to give the thumbs up if we do not fully understand the process.

SilviaBetancourt — Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma



In terms of the health of those along the corridor, we are looking for voices from this area. If we wantto
reimagine the freeway we need clean trucks, | wantto be sure that the freeway usage is heard and that
the kids and residents that live here are given an equalvoice and that it is not justa seatat the table but
that these voices and opinions are heard.

Natalia Ospina — Natural Resource Defense Council

| wanted to build off Silvia's comments, there are a lot of places forinput, and it is not entirely clear if or
how proposals are being considered and taken seriously - how will formal proposals be taken, brought
before the Task Force, and implemented?

Dilia Ortega — Coalition fora Better Environment

| encourage Metroto do outreach beyond virtual webinars, thisis notthe ideal way to get public input.
We have invested over 20 years into this process, | am still confused aboutthe process and hope things
are made more clear.

Ghirlandi Guidetti — Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles

Generally, it looks good, | worry that the devil is in the details, and | worry about moving too quickly with
this. One detail, how will the community engage with working groups and the Task Force members, only
through these meetings? We should give folks a few days after each meetingto percolate and provide
robust responses and details. We need to make sure we understand exactly what we are saying before
we agree.

Public Comments

Cascia CA
How can we download the slides from this meeting?
Cascia CA

Thank you. Can you double check date on this slide that's on screen now? It should be Wednesday
January 26, 2022. Thankyou.

Katrinka Foster

Why should there be an application process? This should be totally voluntary; an application process
feels more work related. Especially if it is for community response.

Katrinka Foster

It's my understanding that applications must be submitted to jointhe CLC or any of the community base
committees. And if so, what would the qualifications be and how would you determine who can and
can’t be on the committees? | hope this clarifies my question.

Clara Solis



This will not be true community outreach unless you do properoutreach to people who live adjacent to
the freeway so that they know that this is going on and that it is happening, and that the opportunity to
join a community exists. | would also like to see that there is proportional representation from all
communities along the corridor, so if there is an issue to vote on, all communities are properly
represented. Otherwise, people that are mostimpacted will not know what is happening.

Theral Golden

This 710 projectis here to improve and reduce the pollution along the 710 corridor. | agree with the
previous caller and that those who are affected should be involved. If clean air is what we are looking
for, we should be meeting EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) standards in this corridor, and we
should be more practical in solution finding.

Mary Ann Arias

| am gettinga sense of where we are right now. | think it is a greatask to get the community to share
ideas on how to engage the community. | have a few ideas that | will send to you guys. | got this notice
via email which was great. More specific things and what to expectahead of time would be very helpful
for folksto be prepared and then to know where theirresponses are going. Community outreach is
great and needsto be a top priority and a schedule of meetings sent ahead of time is a great idea to get
the community involved.



APPENDIX G: Equity Planning and Evaluation Tool (EPET) Detailed
Comments

Task Force Member Comments

Ghirlandi Guidetti— Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles

Has this Equity Tool been used before by Metro, how was it developed?

AlecCronin — National Resources Defense Council

How often will the Equity Tool be used and what is the timeline and implementation process?
Dilia Ortega — Communities fora Better Environment

As you use this Equity Tool, how will the results be made public? Are there any guides for breakingdown
outreach and the process for engagement?



APPENDIX H: Work Plan and Schedule Discussion

Task Force Member Comments

Sharon Weissman—Port of Long Beach
If we are expected to participate monthly, can we geta schedule ahead of time for all meetings?
Luke Klipp — Office of Los Angeles County Supervisor, Janice Hahn, District 4

Thank you for the Task Force Workplan. How doesiit align for our monthly meetings, it seems like a lot
to go overin only a 2-hourtime period. It would be helpfulto know what work we can do in between or
how to actually do the work.

Natalia Ospina — National Resource Defense Council

Itis helpfulto create a buffer with materials, like Equity Tool and presentation. | need more time to
review and provide good feedback and we need afew days to be able to weighin after the meetings.
The work group level and the thinking and discussionis not clear to me. Understandingthe structure
and how it will affect the workplan would be helpful.

Jennifer Ganata— Communities fora Better Environment

| agree with Natalia and Dailia, we needto go back and check in with the coalition we represent. It's
good to know we have an open communication line with you, so we have time to review and further
reach out.

Natalia Ospina — National Resource Defense Council

What goals and specific visions are you still looking for in January? Because you have heard already from
the Task Force members.



APPENDIX I: General Public Comment

Written — Clara Solis

How can people apply for the community committees? It seems like having an application will
discourage people from applying.

Written —Mary Ann Arias

As long as it’s flexible and the priority of gettingas many members of the community aware of the exact
meeting times well ahead of time (e.g., Facebook, TikTok, Nextdoor app, Twitter, Instagram, community
posters at gas stations or etc.,) and easy ways to getinvolved, | think it should be good.

Written — Mary Ann Arias

| think a goal of getting the air quality around the corridor to be comparable to air quality around other
areas of Los Angeles, ata minimum, would be a goal that would satisfy all members of the community
living along the corridor. This will needto be done with a comprehensive air monitoring plan around the
corridor, as well as representative air monitoringin areas outside of the corridor.

Written —Jose Santana

| wonder if Metrowould consider placing ads on electronic and print media about the next1-710
corridor Task Force meetingsto do a better community outreach and inform the community of whatis
happening with the new chapter of projectsin the corridor.

Written — Cascia C.

How do we sign up for Task Force meeting numberfour?
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