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July 14, 2017

Jane Beesley

Administrator

Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District
510. S Vermont Ave., Room 230

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Re: Measure A Implementation Competitive Grant Program Guideline Development
Dear Administrator Beesley,

On behalf of the OurParks Coalition, we thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback and
guidance on the development of the funding framework and grant guidelines for Measure A.

The Los Angeles Countywide Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment is a
critical mechanism to the implementation of Measure A. The Needs Assessment established a
framework and set of criteria for identifying park access and park quality gaps throughout the
county. As such, OurParks strongly endorses the Needs Assessment as a foundation for efforts
towards implementing Measure A.

We also recognize that more work is necessary by the Los Angeles County Regional Park and
Open Space District (RPOSD) team and the Measure A Implementation Steering Committee to
determine how programmatic-focused funds will be distributed to programs and projects in a
manner that ties back into the Needs Assessment by increasing access and serving
communities in high and very high need study areas.

Above all, funding must be equity focused and integrate multi-benefit approaches to project
design and implementation. We encourage RPOSD to develop a clear framework and granting
process that is based on equitable access to high-quality parks and open spaces and that
embrace innovation in community engagement, transparency, and ongoing evaluation.

The following recommendations provide specific priorities that we believe are critical to
achieving a successful equity-based funding program.



1. Equity

The goal of Measure A is to provide an equitable distribution of resources to meet the needs of
Los Angeles County residents through parks and open space projects. The OurParks Coalition
defines park equity as all residents of Los Angeles County, regardless of zip code, age, race, or
income level, having access to a safe and well-maintained park, playground, garden, or open
space within a 10-minute walk from where they live. With this in mind, we recommend the
following:

Equity-based criteria need to be developed that allow for the prioritization of funding
and planning efforts. In developing such criteria, we encourage RPOSD to clearly define
the characteristics of the very high, high, and low need communities outlined in the
Needs Assessment, to assist in equitable prioritization and allocation. These criteria
should be demonstrated using both data-driven and narrative formats in the application
and should weigh the potential to improve social equity and close racial disparities.

Criteria should include, but not be limited to:

o percentage of population that is low-income, non-white, and linguistically isolated;

o median household income;

o percentage of youth and senior citizens;

o additional issues faced by the community including historic and current
environmental issues; rates of illness and health disparities; risk for exposure to
toxic environments; and the impacts of climate change, specifically extreme heat
and flooding.

We also ask that RPOSD consider factors in developing the grant guidelines that help
identify who directly benefits from the project and any unanticipated burdens that may be
placed upon communities that are being recommended for funding (e.g. displacement).

Some potential factors to consider include:

o numeric disparities based on race, color, national origin, income, and wealth of
the community;
statistical studies and anecdotal evidence related to need in the community;
support of partnerships with organizations that include race and social justice as
fundamental to their operations and business practices; and

o actively involving park-poor, low-income, and communities of color in every step
of the development of the guidelines.

Environmental justice and health disparities. Communities that historically and
currently face environmental injustices and that are over-burdened by negative health
impacts should be prioritized for Measure A funding. Parks and/or proposed park
projects that are located in very high or high need communities that also exhibit more
than one of the following factors should receive prioritization:



o high rates of crime and low factors of safety as identified and discussed by
community members and documented by local crime statistics;
overall health of the community as compared to the county-wide average;
other physical and environmental health issues that are reported by the
community or local agencies;

o communities that are most at risk to the impacts of climate change with a focus
on extreme heat and flooding.

e Expanded access. Funding should prioritize communities that have the least amount of
accessible and usable park and open space acreage. Many factors determine
accessibility and usability including: necessary travel time, distance and need for
vehicular transportation; physical obstacles such as freeways; the perceived safety of
the space; hours of operation and associated costs of entry; recreational amenities
available in the space; and the physical appearance and condition of the space. These
factors and realities need to be taken into account when determining criteria to ensure
equitable park access.

Regional open space acquisition applications should require an access plan that
demonstrates who is being served by the project and how access is being provided.

o Non-traditional recreational spaces. Many currently park-poor neighborhoods in Los
Angeles County are also very dense, with limited available land to develop into park
space. In these communities we encourage RPOSD to consider innovative models and
projects that increase access to nature and open space through creative solutions
including:

o utilizing publicly owned rights-of-way and vacant spaces such as transmission
corridors, alleys, and school yards;

o expanding the urban forest and integrating public gardens and other natural
elements into park-poor communities;

o provide transit to parks and regional open spaces outside of a direct
neighborhood; and

o provide funding for programs that serve communities from park-poor
neighborhoods even if the program itself is not physically located within a
park-poor neighborhood.

2. Multi-benefit projects

Every opportunity should be considered when designing new parks or retrofitting existing parks
to examine how they can best serve the multiple needs of the region and the communities that
depend on them.

Within the grant application, multi-benefit project strategies should be described in narrative
format, while remaining data-driven. Additionally, we recommend that RPOSD research best
practices in both using data-based tools to support grant application development, as well as



integrating data-driven decision making in the grant selection process. This could include
developing a tool based on the Needs Assessment or directing users to existing tools such as
the California State Parks Community Fact Finder, CalEnviroScreen, or The Trust for Public
Land’s Climate Smart Cities Decision Support Tool to supplement Needs Assessment data.

More specifically, in developing criteria for expenditures, RPOSD should prioritize projects that:

e Integrate multiple objectives, including: water conservation and supply; water and air
quality improvements; flood risk management; greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction; carbon
sequestration; heat-island reduction; habitat protection and biodiversity; alternative
transportation; urban agriculture; and public health and environmental protection and
justice.

e Leverage opportunities identified in integrated regional planning efforts (such as
the Los Angeles County Climate Action Plan, Watershed Management Plans, the
County’s Los Angeles Basin Stormwater Conservation Study, and the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power Stormwater Capture Master Plan). No project should be
evaluated and designed in a vacuum, but rather planned as part of a comprehensive,
data-driven strategy in partnership with regional planners, municipalities, agencies, and
local stakeholders.

e Apply design principles that prioritize sustainability and ease of maintenance.
Plants should be climate-appropriate and have “Low” to “Very Low” water needs, or be a
part of the native plant community. They must not be listed in the Cal-IPC Invasive
Plants database. The design should conserve the natural features of the site to the
greatest extent possible and provide for the continued ecological health of the area,
including a preference for native plant material and enhancement of soil health.

e Utilize carbon negative materials and construction practices. Project planners
should minimize the cost of construction, installation, and operation and maintenance by
using: gravity flow rather than pumped flow; living filtration over synthetic/mechanical
filtration; and living surface infiltration instead of piped drainage. Where possible,
projects should avoid the use of carbon intensive Portland cement and utilize low-albedo
materials for any hardscapes. Priority should be given to pervious surfaces over
impervious surfaces. Parking areas should include adequate tree canopy using
appropriate native tree species, and should be designed to manage a 5-year storm
without creating off-site nuisance flow.

e Mimic natural processes. Planners should include sufficient spaces for healthy, living
soils and native vegetation to sequester carbon, reduce runoff water volume and
pollutant load, provide shading and cooling, and enhance wildlife habitat and sense of
place. Where feasible, projects should direct off-site runoff into the park space, employ
visible grading and contour practices that maximize stormwater capture and infiltration,



and daylight channelized subsurface flows. Native landscapes that have local sources of
water enhance natural habitat and reduce the need for imported water and costly
drainage conveyance infrastructure.

Support local water supply strategies that measurably reduce GHG emissions,
climate change impacts, and reliance on water imports. Parks and open spaces
should be considered as green infrastructure. Projects should incorporate stormwater
management to reduce energy intensive water imports for irrigation through rainwater
harvesting, groundwater recharge, and efficient irrigation practices. These methods are
cost-effective, resilient to changes in climate, and benefit local communities and
ecosystems.

o Outdoor water. Parks should use stormwater and other non-potable sources as
primary irrigation sources. They should feature water-efficient landscape and
irrigation strategies, including water harvesting, reuse and recycling, to reduce
outdoor potable water consumption by a minimum of 50 percent over that
consumed by conventional practices. Planners should employ design and
construction strategies that reduce stormwater and polluted site water runoff.

o Indoor water. Parks should incorporate strategies that in aggregate reduce
potable water use by a minimum of 20 percent below the indoor water use
baseline calculated for the building, after meeting the Energy Policy Act of 1992
fixture performance requirements.

o Potable water. Drinking water needs to be available in Los Angeles County
parks near restrooms, libraries, most information booths, and on trail heads when
water access is available. Existing fountains need to be assessed and tested for
lead in pipes and replaced when water flow is compromised. New bottle refill
stations need to be installed where locations have high pedestrian use. Tap water
education should be supported through interpretive signage where possible.

Maximize educational interpretive opportunities. The benefits of green infrastructure
practices are ecological, economic, and social. Park and open space projects should
actively engage users with strategies and best practices being deployed through the use
of interpretive features and programming so that they may see, understand, appreciate,
and replicate the many benefits being provided.

Integrate urban nature. This includes projects that protect existing natural areas or
areas that have significant habitat value, or projects that are helping to remove invasive
weeds and restore a site with plants that have value to pollinators or food for wildlife.
Native or habitat-friendly plants that support overall ecosystem function and that help to
provide habitat value such as shade, food, and hiding spaces should be prioritized.

Employ a comprehensive approach. A park’s composition should be comprehensive
and promote many healthful benefits so as to ensure that these many benefits extend
beyond its boundaries to the surrounding community. When possible, public grounds



should be connected by greenways, including alternative transportation ways and
boulevards so as to extend and maximize park spaces, and improve the integrity and
resiliency of ecological corridors.

3. Community investment
We believe strongly that Measure A funds should strive to benefit the existing community,
through investments and protections where possible. To this end we recommend the following:

e Local hiring. Where possible and feasible, funding programs should include a
requirement that grantees identify and clearly articulate how they will include local hiring
and/or youth training for project implementation. This could include partnering with the
local conservation corps. Applicants should include a letter demonstrating their intent to
partner with the conservation corps or other specific details on how they will work with
the community to integrate local hire requirements into their construction process.

e Anti-displacement. Grant programs like the Transformative Climate Communities
program require anti-displacement planning as part of the funding application. We
recognize that this may not be feasible for smaller grant amounts. We recommend that
RPOSD consider a funding threshold at which a formal community displacement
planning effort is required.

4. Community engagement

Planning for a project should include deep community engagement that encourages
marginalized populations to participate in the funding process as active decision makers in their
communities. Applicants should be required to describe in detail their approach to community
engagement and the ways the project addresses community priorities. Outreach should be
tailored to the needs of individual communities, consist of a range of different techniques, and
be conducted in locations and at times that are convenient for community residents. Translation,
childcare, and food should be provided where appropriate. If necessary, workshops or technical
assistance for community outreach should be provided to ensure that applicants have the tools
to develop and implement a robust engagement plan.

Additionally, we encourage RPOSD to support the development of innovative partnerships
through the distribution of grant funding. By thinking outside the box, grant programs can ensure
community needs are met by involving organizations that truly represent the communities
receiving funding.

5. Program evaluation
The Needs Assessment was an important tool to help determine the areas of greatest park need
in the county, however there is still more work to be done around developing further and deeper
community planning initiatives. We recommend that RPOSD create a Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) to be facilitated by RPOSD and including diverse representation of park and
open space stakeholders throughout the county. The TAC will:

e provide technical assistance support;



e help to monitor the success of the grant program through setting numeric equity-based
goals for local parks, beaches, open space, and water resources, as well as for
efficiency, conservation, and sustainability of the grant program;

e course correct if needed to ensure funding is reaching and having an impact in
high-need communities;

e identify and provide support for issues associated with displacement, ensuring they are
being addressed up-front and throughout the entire project implementation process;
ensure accountability and transparency of Measure A funding; and
provide input during updates of the Needs Assessment.

Moreover, we recommend that RPOSD includes on the TAC a diverse set of stakeholders with
expertise in:

housing and urban development,
environmental justice,

economic development,
anti-displacement policy,
conservation,

ecology and biology,

botany,

climate science, and

community engagement.

Once the TAC has established equity-based numeric goals for local parks, beaches, open
space, and water resources, we recommend that RPOSD create a report card to clearly
communicate to the public how Measure A funds are being spent. The report card should
include equitable development monitoring to report on community wellbeing and displacement
risk, as well as track progress in community investments.

The report card should be based on annual evaluation and be used as an adaptive
management tool to adjust the competitive programs, ensuring goals are being met across the
region. Evaluation is an opportunity to do the following:

reassess project selection criteria, taking into account how impactful the funding is being;
ensure a balance of types of services by service area;

analyze distribution of funding; and

allow opportunities for applicants to provide feedback.

Finally, we would like to reinforce the need for RPOSD to comply with state and federal laws on
equal access to publicly funded resources, including parks and recreation programs, and the
need for RPOSD to ensure recipients of Measure A funding comply with these laws when
relevant and applicable to parks. Our nation was founded on the ideal that all of us are entitled
to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Fortunately, we know what works to keep all
communities healthy and green and to ensure equal access to parks and recreation. This is how
people achieved the community victories to create and protect the Kenneth Hahn Recreation



Center in the Baldwin Hills, Los Angeles State Historic Park, Rio de Los Angeles State Park,
and Los Angeles River revitalization. These laws include, for example, California Government
Code 11135 and its regulations, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its regulations, the
National Environmental Policy Act, the Fair Housing Act, the President’s Executive Order 12898
on environmental justice and health, and others.

It is our hope that a focus on delivering projects does not come at the expense of ensuring those
projects advance multi-benefit goals; the guidelines must include an emphasis on planning and
project development. A significant amount of support for Measure A was premised on its
progressive vision for parks and open space as critical green infrastructure and the need to
close the gap for severely impacted communities with little or no access to parks or open space.
We believe the suggestions provided will help ensure the promises of Measure A are fulfilled.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide guidance on the implementation of Measure A.
We look forward to working with the RPOSD team to ensure Measure A funding is distributed in
a way that considers equity, justice, and environmental benefit.

Sincerely,

The #OurParks Coalition Core Team

#OurParks is convened by Audubon at Debs Park, Bruce Saito, The City Project, Community
Nature Connection, Friends of the Los Angeles River, From Lot to Spot, Heal the Bay, Los
Angeles Conservation Corps, Los Angeles Neighborhood Land Trust, The Nature Conservancy,
San Gabriel Mountains Forever, TreePeople, The Trust for Public Land, and The Wilderness
Society.



COMMUNITY PREVENTION AND
POPULATION HEALTH TASK FORCE

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
COMMUNITY PREVENTION AND TASK FORCE CO-CHAIRS
POPULATION HEALTH TASK FORCE
313 N. Figueroa St., Suite 708 Manal J. Aboelata, MPH
Los Angeles, CA 90012 .
(213) 250-8673 Megan McClaire, MSPH
www.ThinkHealthLA.org

November 14, 2017

Jane Beesley, District Administrator

LA County Regional Park and Open Space District
c/o Department of Parks and Recreation

510 South Vermont Avenue, Room 230

Los Angeles, CA 90020

ADDRESSING LA COUNTY HEALTH INEQUITIES THROUGH MEASURE A
GUIDELINES

Dear Ms. Beesley:

We write today in regards to the development of guidelines for allocating funds from the Safe,
Clean Neighborhood Parks and Beaches Protection Measure of 2016 (Measure A). The LA
County Community Prevention and Population Health Task Force recognizes Measure A as an
historic opportunity to address significant inequities in health outcomes through attention to the
distribution of park and recreation facilities throughout the County. Comprised of public health
experts, healthcare providers, academics, and executives from local, state, and national
organizations, the Community Prevention and Population Health Task Force (hereafter, “Task
Force”) is an advisory body comprised of 25 community leaders. Members are appointed by the
LA County Board of Supervisors and the Department of Public Health. Formed in 2015, the
Task Force advises the Board on priority health and safety concerns and provides guidance on
primary strategies for improving population health and promoting healthy, equitable
communities.

As public health experts, we know that creating the conditions to ensure health starts long before
any of us gets to the doctor’s office or a hospital. It starts, for the most part, in our neighborhoods
and is based on the resources and opportunities that are available to people in their daily lives.
Additionally, there is overwhelming research confirming the strong link between park access and
health outcomes.! As such, the Task Force is highly invested in the implementation of Measure
A, particularly as it relates to the allocation of funds to areas of the County marked by
Community Prevention and Population Health Task Force Members:
Sonya Young Aadam - Manal Aboelata - Mayra Alvarez - Tamika Butler - Melinda Cordero-Barzaga
Michael Cousineau - Veronica Flores - Michelle Fluke - Cathy Friedman - Mark Glassock
Nancy Halpern Ibrahim - Mary Lee - Virginia Lee - Joan Ling - Jim Mangia
Megan McClaire - Denise Miller - Lauren Nakano - Elisa Nicholas
Ashlee Oh - Luis Pardo - Maryjane Puffer - Margaret Smith
Rosa Soto - Benjamin Torres
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overlapping high park need and poor health outcomes. It is the view of this Task Force that
improving the health of LA County residents requires the participation, commitment, and
dedicated resources of all County Agencies, including the Regional Park and Open Space
District (RPOSD). Given the voters’ overwhelming mandate for quality of life on the

November 2016 ballot and a specific call to address park need in the case of Measure A, RPOSD
can play a pioneering role in narrowing the health equity gap in LA County.

Too many LA County residents do not have reasonable access to safe parks, trails, or open
spaces in or near their neighborhoods. In fact, according to the 2016 Los Angeles Countywide
Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment, nearly 5.3 million LA County residents
live in a community deemed to be in ‘Very High Need’ or ‘High Need’ of new parks and park
improvements. Of these 5.3 million people, nearly 82% are estimated to be people of color,?
which correlates with the unconscionable 15-year life expectancy gap across the county
communities, ranging from 75.8 years in Sun Village to 90.5 in Walnut Park.? For comparison,
this is the roughly the same life expectancy gap as between the United States and the Congo -
and it is completely preventable.*

Simply put, those without adequate access to parks—communities of color and those living in
the Very High Need and High Need Study Areas—are getting sicker and dying sooner than their
higher income, white counterparts who have abundant parks and open space.” Based on our
review of the data and analysis of past and current park funding policies, we have reached a
conclusion that the current system of park funding and processes for resource allocation need to
profoundly change to close the gap in health outcomes and park inequities across neighborhoods,
racial and ethnic groups, and income levels.

As highlighted in the Department of Public Health’s May 2016 Parks and Public Health report,
prioritizing resources for park expansion and improvement in communities with less park access
(and in cities which have had less municipal park spending) is a critical strategy for the County
to better ensure livability, sustainability and the conditions critical to health for all residents in
the County.

In developing guidelines for Measure A fund allocation, we specifically encourage RPOSD to
pursue the following:

1. In scoring criteria for all competitive grant applications, award points to applications that
explicitly work to improve health outcomes for people who currently have poorer health
status and address health inequities.

2. Set aside no less than 30% of all competitive grant funding for projects located in Very
High and High Need Study Areas.

3. Encourage all agencies receiving Measure A non-competitive funding to develop
spending plans that incorporate strategies to address park access gaps in communities
suffering from poor health outcomes.

4. Develop a culturally-competent technical assistance program that supports and nurtures
park project and systems-level capacity in the Very High and High Need Study Areas.
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5. Create measurable and observable standards for participatory community engagement
guidelines that ensure the planning and design of new parks and park improvements are
driven by local residents and community groups and utilize evidence-based best practices
in engagement.

6. Build knowledge and awareness of the entire Measure A Implementation Steering
Committee regarding the health equity opportunity. Consider a training on the links
between health equity and park equity by LA County Department of Public Health and
partner organizations.

7. Maintain a steadfast commitment to the results and methodology of the LA Countywide
Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment, honoring the voters’ intent to
prioritize resources in Very High and High Need Study Areas. Do not create a new
methodology for the Park Needs Assessment that would impede RPOSD and the
Department’s ability to demonstrate positive improvements over the baseline as the
grants are awarded.

All of us aspire to live in a place with bountiful opportunities to get outdoors, be physically
active, enjoy green spaces and achieve optimal health over our lifetimes. However, those living
in High and Very High Need Study Areas have not been able to match their aspirations with
opportunity. Inequities in park access and disparate health outcomes exist within a larger context
of environmental injustice and racism. In Los Angeles County, communities of color have not
received the same level of investments and have for far too long been deemed low-value enough
to deprive entire communities of resources. Further, policies, programs, and processes that
determine the quality of life of communities along racial, ethnic, and income lines have been a
primary driver of the gaps in park need and health outcomes we see today. As it stands today, a
park system that fails communities of color, particularly those living in High Need and Very
High Need Study Areas, fails everyone. RPOSD in its responsibility has the authority to set the
direction of all other park investment going forward and is well positioned to reverse injustice
and remedy past and current harm.

Our obligations to health and justice aside, the longer we wait to address the gap in park need,
the more costly it becomes for LA County. According to analysis of health expenditure data from
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, chronic disease is costing LA County nearly
$25.4 billion dollars every year.® Significant costs to the LA County health system, including
those arising from asthma, cancer, cardiovascular disease, diabetes, depression, and arthritis
could be reduced with comparatively modest, sustained, targeted investment in High Need and
Very High Need Study Areas where the incidence of these chronic diseases is most pronounced.
This targeted investment could also significantly reduce costs incurred by County agencies
charged with leading work in criminal justice, environmental sustainability, community
economic development, social services, and property tax, not to mention an important support for
addressing the homelessness crises on the frontlines.

Measure A is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to address significant population health
challenges with an important needs-based funding strategy. While this work is not easy, the need
for our best and responsive policy making is essential to the health and survival of millions of
County residents. The Community Prevention and Population Health Task Force is prepared and
equipped to support RPOSD in navigating the path ahead and assuming a national role in health
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equity leadership. We strongly encourage RPOSD to assert that public health is a foundational
principle of its work. Real, transformational change is possible, and our Task Force — and the
constituents we represent — stand united in encouraging the County to pursue needs-based
funding strategies for equitable Measure A implementation. We applaud RPOSD in all the steps
it has taken thus far to administer parks and open space infrastructure dollars and we urge its
bold leadership and collaborative partnership with the County Departments of Public Health and
Parks and Recreation to accelerate the pace at which we narrow preventable gaps in health,
associated with observable gaps in park quality and access.

Measure A presents a significant opportunity to learn from the past and invest in the people and
places that have borne the brunt of injustices. In many parts of the County, children are forced to
play in streets, alleys, and vacant lots—or not at all—because there is no safe park nearby. On
behalf of the Community Prevention and Population Health Task Force, we stand ready to work
with you so that Measure A is implemented in a way that sets LA County on the fastest, most
strategic track toward a future when every child can play in a park regardless of their race,
ethnicity, income, or neighborhood.

Respectfully submitted,

Q&%, Ml
Manal J. Aboelata, MPH Megan McClaire, MSPH
Co-Chair Co-Chair

Members: Sonya Young Aadam, California Black Women’s Health Project
Manal Aboelata, Prevention Institute

Mayra Alvarez, The Children’s Partnership

Tamika Butler, Los Angeles Neighborhood Land Trust
Melinda Cordero-Barzaga, Vision y Compromiso
Michael Cousineau, University of Southern California, Keck School of Medicine
Veronica Flores, Community Health Councils

Michelle Fluke, Antelope Valley Partners for Health
Cathy Friedman, Peace Over Violence

Mark Glassock, Los Angeles Neighborhood Land Trust
Nancy Halpern Ibrahim, Esperanza Community Housing
Mary Lee, PolicyLink

Virginia Lee, Partnership for LA Schools

Joan Ling, University of California at Los Angeles

Jim Mangia, St. John’s Well Child and Family Centers
Megan McClaire, Advancement Project

Denise Miller, Glendale Adventist Medical Center
Lauren Nakano, Beach Cities Health District

Elisa Nicholas, The Children’s Clinic

Ashlee Oh, Korean American Health Coalition

Luis Pardo, Worksite Wellness LA
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Maryjane Puffer, The Los Angeles Trust for Children’s Health

Margaret Smith, Policy Council, Los Angeles County Office of Women’s Health
Rosa Soto, LAC+USC Medical Center

Benjamin Torres, Community Development Technologies Center

c: Board of Supervisors
Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
Dr. Barbara Ferrer, Director, LA County Department of Public Health
John Wicker, Director, LA County Department of Parks and Recreation
Community Prevention and Population Heath Task Force

I Mowen, A. Parks, Playgrounds and Active Living. A Research Synthesis. Princeton, NJ: Active Living Research, a National
Program of the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation; February 2010. Available from: www.activelivingresearch.org.

2 Data from 2010 Census and 2014 American Communities Survey.

3 Burd-Sharps, Lewis, et al. Highway to Health, Life Expectancy in LA County. 2017.

4 World Health Statistics 2016, World Health Organization.

3> Los Angeles County Department of Public Health. Parks and Public Health in Los Angeles County: A Cities and Communities
Report. May 2016.

¢ Brown, Paul M, et al. Cost of Chronic Disease in California: Estimates at the County Level. Journal of Public Health
Management & Practices: January/February 2015 — Volume 21 — Issue 1.



December 22, 2017

Ms. Jane Beesley

Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District
c/o Department of Parks and Recreation

510 South Vermont Avenue, Room 230

Los Angeles, CA 90020

RE: Comments on Measure A Draft Grant Guidelines
Dear Ms. Beesley,

The Safe Routes to School National Partnership thanks the Los Angeles County Regional Park
and Open Space District (RPOSD) for the opportunity to provide comments on the Measure A
Draft Grant Guidelines (Guidelines). We also appreciate the leadership of the Measure A
Implementation Steering Committee (Steering Committee) and effort to sustain an inclusive
discussion space for stakeholders to debate implementation approaches.

With recent of passage of Measure A, in addition to Measure M and Measure H, Los Angeles
County (LA County or County) is in the midst of a historic period of opportunity to re-envision how
we cohesively plan for sustainable communities. If investments through these measures are
strategic and aligned, there is great potential to connect active transportation, park and open
space accessibility, and community integration like never before seen in LA County. This
opportunity to uplift residents is especially true among the many high need and underserved
areas, which for too long have remained unheard and disconnected from resources—parks, open
space, and opportunities to walk and bike safely—that are vital to their quality of life.

We are encouraged that equitable allocation is identified in the Los Angeles Countywide Parks &
Recreation Needs Assessment (Park Needs Assessment) as a fundamental pillar of how planning
and funding decisions are formulated. Through this lens of equity prioritization, we are sending
this comment letter to emphasize a few points that we believe are critical to the ultimate outcomes
and success of Measure A investments for our region.

Draft Grant Guidelines: Funding

1. Prioritize Enrollment and Eligibility Procedures (p. 6) that are supportive of nonprofit
organizations (NPO) deeply rooted in community empowerment and with proven success
of operating in the County. Local groups with commitments to community development
likely have goals that align with Measure A and should be encouraged to make
connections as to how planning related to parks and accessibility can further their

missions. Furthermore, the requirements should be mindful of challenges faced by NPOs
1



with limited resources and staff capacity and to the best extent feasible reduce barriers for
entry to participate in Measure A.

2. The Technical Assistance Program (TAP) is a critical component of the equitable
implementation of Measure A. Ensure that the TAP is well-promoted, accessible and
create a strategy to help prospective applicants to determine eligibility. As specific
program elements continue to be developed for the TAP, there must be prioritization for
flexible strategies that elevate capacity building for NPOs. Simply having knowledge of the
TAP’s availability could make the difference between a NPOs assessment of whether or
not pursuing Measure A is feasible, so it is in the best interest of supporting community-
driven projects to openly and widely encourage participation in the TAP. Overall, the TAP
should be streamlined and not overly complicated, with the goal to create an education
environment for applicants to learn and succeed for years to come.

3. The National Recreation and Parks Association and the Safe Routes to School National
Partnership developed a comprehensive Safe Routes to Parks Action Framework that
provides professionals with a “how-to” guide to implement safe routes to parks strategies’.
When successful, safe routes to parks projects enable access that is safe, equitable, and
bound by community cohesion. Improving safe access to parks also maximizes usage of
parks by nearby residents. To take advantage of this approach and available guidance
resources, include language about safe routes to parks throughout the Guidelines.
Specific areas of the Guidelines to address include:

a. Annual Allocations—identify safe routes to parks under the Project Types list for
Category 1 (p. 15) and Category 2 (p. 17), and Category 4 (p. 22).

b. Competitive Grants—identify safe routes to parks under the Project Types list for
General Competitive (Category 4) (p. 32), County Cultural Facilities (Category 4)
(p- 38), and Recreation Access (Categories 3 & 4) (p. 43).

4. We support the approach in the Evaluation Criteria to award the highest point weight to
projects that address very high and high levels of need. The Evaluation Criteria for the
Competitive Grants can be enhanced by incorporating stronger emphasis on safety
through improved accessibility conditions and encouraging the strategic leveraging of
existing planning and policy. Specific areas of the Guidelines to address include:

a. Public Safety—expand upon the definition to encourage projects that decrease
vehicular collisions and support improved safety conditions for pedestrians and

" For more information, please see the National Recreation and Parks Association report on understanding obstacles
limiting walkability to parks and an overview of the essential elements of a safe route to park—Safe Routes to Parks:
Improving Access to Parks through Walkability.
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cyclists to access parks and open space facilities for General Competitive
(Category 3) (p. 30), General Competitive (Category 4) (p. 36), County Cultural
Facilities (Category 4) (p. 41), and Recreation Access (Categories 3 & 4) (p. 45).

b. Leveraging of existing planning and policy—all categories of the Competitive
Grants should encourage and reward projects that leverage existing planning and
policy documents beyond only the Park Needs Assessment. Successful park
planning involves consideration of numerous factors, such as transportation and
accessibility, safety conditions, public health, and adjacent community attributes,
among others. At the regional, county, and local levels, there already exists a
range of planning and policy documents to address active transportation, safety,
and sustainability. It is the best interest of Measure A’s intent to develop multi-
beneficial projects to reward competitive grants that leverage and implement these
existing plans and policies.

5. The proposed Community Engagement Requirements approach is strategic in its aim to
streamline a process made complex by limited resources and a range of historical input
throughout areas highlighted by the Park Needs Assessment. We recommend that overall
the Guidelines place emphasis on the quality of community engagement being
implemented and prioritize strong oversight to ensure that historically disenfranchised
communities throughout the County are not overlooked. As such, participatory
engagement—the process of identifying community needs, creating shared vision, and
empowering community buy-in for project sustainability—must be prioritized throughout
all stages of a project. Having these standards in place will hopefully lead efficient project
delivery, and more importantly, projects that are equitably representative of communities
throughout LA County.

Draft Grant Guidelines: Grantmaking Policy

1. A continued focus on supporting very high and high need areas should drive policy
decisions to ensure that equity is at the forefront of all aspects of Measure A’s
implementation. This is especially crucial in the development of the Oversight and
Innovation Policy and Measurement and Evaluation Policy. While consensus on
implementation of a comprehensive program like Measure A is difficult to reach, periodic
measurement of project outcomes are needed to ensure stakeholder commitments
outlined in the County’s Park Needs Assessment—which were the catalyst for Measure
A’s development—are being fulfilled.

Additional Comments
1. Increase the narrative throughout the Guidelines around the goal to achieve multi-

beneficial outcomes in all aspects of Measure A. There is need to further highlight how
3



increased accessibility to parks and open space is only one component of strategic,
equitable, and effective park and community planning. Measure A is a complex approach
to reconfiguring a park planning system in the County that for decades has excluded a
range of crucial stakeholders. To be successful, there must be prioritization around being
inclusive of all stakeholders beyond only the immediate park planning sector to create
holistic sustainable outcomes.

2. Building off of the previous comment, the Guidelines must better address and look to
incorporate planning and implementation strategy around concurrent countywide
Measures, such as, Measure M and Measure H. There is no mention of Measure M or
Measure H in the Guidelines, both of which are equally important if the region is to be
successful in creating communities that coordinate around active transportation, park and
open space accessibility, and community services—and to maximize the impact of
taxpayer dollars. Coordination on specific ongoing planning efforts would also be
beneficial as, for example, the LA County Department of Public Health is developing a
Vision Zero Action Plan for unincorporated LA County, and the LA County Chief
Sustainability Office is developing Sustain LACo.

Furthermore, the lack of discussion at Steering Committee meetings regarding these
concurrent funding programs is concerning. There must be better recognition of the need
for alignment on these strategies in the future.

3. The success of the Park Funding 102 meetings demonstrates the appetite throughout the
County for access to parks, and more crucially, community desire to be a part of the
planning process. Consider hosting additional educational meetings in high need areas in
the future to further deconstruct barriers of exclusivity in the planning process. In addition,
consider how lessons learned at these meetings can be distilled into resources for
community members to self-educate.

We appreciate the guidance of RPOSD throughout this process, in addition to the opportunity to
participate in Steering Committee meetings and provide comments on the Measure A Draft Grant
Guidelines. We look forward to the completion of strategic and equitable Guidelines that will
ensure a more accessible park and open space future for LA County residents. If you have
questions or concerns please feel free to reach out to Andrew Pasillas, at
andrew@saferoutespartership.org or by phone (562) 857-7590.

Respectfully submitted,

Andrew Pasillas, Southern California Regional Policy Manager
Safe Routes to School National Partnership



MOUNTAINS RECREATION & CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
Los Angeles River Center and Gardens

570 West Avenue Twenty-six, Suite 100

Los Angeles, California 90065

Phone (323) 221-9944 Fax (323) 221-9934

MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 10, 2018
TO: Jane Beesley
FROM: Cara Meyer, Deputy Executive Officer

RE: Comments on the draft Evaluation Criteria for Categories 3 & 4 General
Competitive Grants

1) The highest point value criteria should be those that reflect the priorities as
stated in the measure. A new section of scoring criteria called “Category Priorities”
is suggested (see proposed rubric at end of memo).

a. Category 3: Highest criteria should be those that measure the improvement
and protection of open space, watersheds and water resources.

b. Category 4: Highest criteria should be those that measure the improvement
and protection of regional recreational facilities, trails and accessibility
projects.

2) The specific criteria under Category 3’s “Regional Benefits” do not reflect any of the
regional benefits identified as the purpose for the funding category, and the
Regional Benefits criteria need to be completely revised. The underlying
assumption (of the draft criteria) that a facility/amenity must be the only one of its
kind within a x-mile radius to have a regional benefit is erroneous. Furthermore, that
does not even make sense for open space acquisition and watershed protection
projects.

3) The Multi-Benefit criteria in Categories 3 and 4 should closely reflect the types
of benefits identified in the measure itself, and those which are relevant to open
space, watershed and water resources projects (for Cat. 3) and those which are
relevant to regional recreational facilities, trails and accessibility projects (for Cat. 4).

4) Level of Need should not be the highest point value of criteria. The draft guidelines
already propose a significant set-aside for projects in VH and H Study Areas, so a
project’s location should not be an evaluation criteria at all. Investment in these
areas is already ensured. Only the applicant’s plan for how the project will
serve the populations of VH and H Study Areas should be scored.

a. If sub-areas are referenced in the evaluation criteria, the minimum population for
a sub-area to qualify should be raised to 25,000 people (up from 5,000).

5) A progressive policy for community outreach is already going to be required for all
projects, and therefore should not be an evaluation criteria. The criteria for
Community Involvement should be eliminated entirely for Categories 3 and 4.

A local public agency exercising joint powers of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservarcy, the Conejo Recreation & Park District,
and the Rancho Simi Recreation & Park District pursuant to Section 6500 et seq. of the Government Code.



6)

8)

9)

Ms. Jane Beesley
January 10, 2018
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The Park Facility/Amenity conditions evaluation criteria should be eliminated
from Categories 3 and 4, as this does not reflect the language of the measure
for these categories. The relative value of making improvements to existing
facilities can be evaluated as part of other criteria, such as regional benefit,
economic benefit, and/or urgency. This is also not applicable for open space
acquisition projects.

The Leveraging of Funds criteria in Category 3 should be revised to become
an evaluation of a project’s total economic aspects, which is not limited to
matching funds. Other things to consider include cost-effectiveness, relative value,
and where applicable, employment impacts. Similar criteria should be added to
Category 4.

A new criteria for “Urgency” should be added to Categories 3 and 4. This would
evaluate a project’s timeliness, and is particularly important for projects that include
open space acquisition.

The Creativity, Place-Making and Design criteria for Category 3 should be
eliminated. This can be considered with a new multiple-benefit criterion for
“Innovation”. This criterion is not even applicable for open space acquisition projects.

Suggested Evaluation Criteria:

Category 3, Natural Lands, Open Spaces and Local Beaches, Water Conservation
and Watersheds Protection:

40

40

10
5
5

Category Priorities (5 criteria worth 0-8 pts each)

a. Public Access and Regional Benefit

b. Ecosystem Protection and Watershed Health
c. Connectivity and Accessibility

d. Water Quality, Supply and Conservation

e. Climate Resiliency and GHG Reductions

Multiple Benefits (5 criteria worth 0-8 pts each)

Habitat and Biodiversity Protection

Recreation (note, do not limit to only “active” recreation)
Interpretation and Education

Innovation

Consistency with Regional Plans

®PQ0TO

Service and benefits to populations of VH and H areas
Economic Benefits
Urgency

100 TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE



Ms. Jane Beesley
January 10, 2018
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Suggested Evaluation Criteria:

Category 4, Regional Recreational Facilities, Multi-use Trails and Accessibility
Program:

40 Category Priorities (4 criteria worth 0-10 pts each)

a. Public Access and Regional Benefit

b. Recreation (note, do not limit to only “active” recreation)
c. Connectivity

d. Accessibility

40 Multiple Benefits (8 criteria worth 0-5 pts each)

Habitat and Biodiversity Protection
Ecosystem Protection and Watershed Health
Interpretation and Education

Climate Resiliency and GHG Reductions
Water Quality, Supply and Conservation
Public Safety

Innovation

Consistency with Regional Plans

SQ@m0o0TY

10 Service and benefits to populations of VH and H areas
Economic Benefits
Urgency

100 TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE
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2. Policies

2.1 OVERVIEW

In consultation with the Measure A Implementation Steering Committee, RPOSD has developed a set of
policies to guide administration of Measure A funds.

2.2 GRANTMAKING POLICY

RPOSD recognizes the importance of lowering barriers to accessing and administering Measure A funds in
order to meet the park need of all residents of Los Angeles County. Measure A already includes formula-
based funding allocation models, particularly in Categories 1 and 2, with Category 2 focused on high and
very high need communities. This will help to ensure that a portion of funds are utilized in the areas with
the highest need. RPOSD has the following grantmaking policies in place for accessing and administering
Measure A Funds:

= Targeting Funds — A portion of competitive grant funds will be designated for projects in High or Very
High Need Study Areas, or serving residents of High or Very High Need Study Areas. The portion of
funds to be targeted is initially set at 30%. This percent will be evaluated periodically and may
increase or decrease in future years. At a minimum, the following grant programs will have targeted

funds:
but the programs
o Category 3 — General Grants will not be limited to
o Category 4 —General Grants these project types.
Additional competitive grant programs may include targeted funds in future ytors-

= Project Types — Every competitive grant program will fund project types that are in and/or sagve High
and Very High Need Study Areas. Descriptions of each competitive grant program will provide
examples of project types that could occur in and/or serve High and Very High Need communities.

®  Evaluation Criteria — All competitive grant programs will include a “Level of Park Need” evaluation
criteria. This criterion will consider whether or not a project is in a jigh or Very High Need Study Area,
if it serves a High or Very High Need Study Area, and if it is located in a High or Very High Need sub-
area.

® Long-Range Planning— Measure A funding will be consisgént with each Study Area’s long-range park
planning documents, such as Parks Master Plan, community plan or other adopted planning
document.

= Community Engagement — RPOSD will requi
for all projects funded by Measure A.

appropriate community involvement and engagement

Level of Need based on a map should not be an evaluation criteria. It
noliS overly simplistic to assume that a project's location ensures that it Page 1
serves a need. This criteria should be modified to evaluate an
applicant's plan to provide public access that serves and benefits
residents of H and VH study areas.
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3. Funding Guidelines

3.1 OVERVIEW

The Measure A grant program is made up of various funding categories, including both non-competitive
and competitive grants, Maintenance & Servicing (M&S) funds, and Planning & Design Funds. Non-
competitive grants include annual allocations to local agencies countywide, while competitive grants are
made up of five different grant categories, each with different funding amounts, requirements, and
evaluation criteria for projects or programs. This chapter contains details, guidelines, and requirements on
Measure A’s funding categories.

This chapter does not contain information about Program Innovation & Oversight funding, which includes
the Technical Assistance Program (TAP). For more information about the TAP, see Chapter 5.

3.1.1 CALENDAR FOR CURRENT FUNDING CYCLE

3.1.1.1 ANNUAL ALLOCATIONS

Annual allocations will be available to those qualified agencies that have completed enroliment beginning
in July 2018. Agencies can submit applications for their annual allocation funds at any time in the calendar
year, except during specified blackout periods (refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, for additional detail).
Although there may be exceptions, processing times for annual allocations will be as follows:

" 6 to 8 weeks from submission of completed enrollment documents to notification of eligibility

= 6 to 8 weeks from submission of completed application to notice of grant award

3.1.1.2 COMPETITIVE GRANTS CALENDAR

Competitive grants will be available beginning in 2019. The following tables indicate the timetable for
each competitive grant program.

Regarding the overall competitive grants calendar, the 4-year cycle does not work for land
acquisition projects-no willing seller is going to wait for 3 years.

There is absolutely no reason that open space projects can't be bonded. The District
selects the project and then issues the bond, proceeds of which are immediately used (no
3- year arbitrage issue) to purchase the property. The project is then completed.

The case for bonding open space projects is especially strong because the useful life of
this kind of capital asse--generations into the future--vastly exceeds the useful life of many
recreation and park type projects; e.g., what is the useful life of plastic play equipment in
local parks? In the case for open space acquisition, spreading the value over many years
makes sense--future generations will benefit and pay, whereas the argument for play
equipment isn't so strong.
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How will an agency know
|if grants are not in good

Requirements for enrollment are detailed below based on whether the re )
standing?

agencies or organizations or a specific type of agency or organization.

3.2.2.1 ALL AGENCIES/ORGANIZATIONS

All agencies and organizations are required to satisfy thefollowing as part of the enrollment process:

= Verify Good Standing on Open RPOSD Grants. I#agencies/organizations have open grants with RPOSD,
these grants must be in “good standing” in order for agencies to establish eligibility. Good standing
means the grant project is in progress and on track to be completed on schedule and within budget.

=  Review and Accept RPOSD Contract Terms. Applicants must review RPOSD contract terms and
conditions through the online portal and determine their ability to meet the terms. Should an
applicant object to any of the contract terms or conditions, they shall document the portion(s) of the
contract that are unacceptable, identify why they are unacceptable, and submit revised contract
language. If the District and applicant cannot come to an agreement on the contract terms, it may be
determined that the applicant is ineligible to apply for grant funds.

= Attend an Enrollment Meeting. RPOSD will facilitate in-person meetings and online webinars to
introduce applicants to the administrative processes required to secure Measure A funds. Enrollment
meetings will be held annually at a centrally located venue in each of the five Supervisorial Districts
and will also be offered as an online webinar, accessible throughout the year. Attendance will be
automatically verified by RPOSD upon completion of the meeting.

= Request Technical Assistance. Once eligibility is established, applicants may indicate whether they
desire technical assistance to complete grant applications or develop projects. RPOSD staff will work
closely with those applicants that request technical assistance. See Chapter 5 to learn more about the
Technical Assistance Program (TAP).

3.2.2.2 PUBLIC AGENCIES

Public agencies are required to satisfy the following as part of the enrollment process:

Clarify, for independent park
agencies like MRCA or the
Habitat Authority, are they
supposed to update info or does
the underlying municpality for
that study area do it?

=  Verify Jurisdiction Support. Public agencies must demonstrate proof of sy
and administer Measure A grant funds from an authorized representati
Appropriate support may come from the head of the applying departme
Parks and Recreation department head, City Council, Board of Diréctors,
appropriate by applicant.

= Review and Update Park Needs Assessment Inventory Data. Péblic agencies must Very the accuracy ot
the agency’s inventory data in the Los Angeles Countywide Comprehensive Parks and Recreation
Needs Assessment (PNA) inventory database. If necessary, the applicant shall update this inventory
with revised data (i.e., new parks and/or facilities, closures, etc.), and submit the updates to RPOSD.
All Study Areas are responsible for regularly updating inventory data tied to the PNA via RPOSD’s
enrollment website.

=  Confirm of Intent to Apply for Annual Allocations. Public agencies must confirm their intent to apply for
annual allocations during the current year. Applicants not planning to apply for annual allocation

November 30, 2017 Page 7
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3.3.1 GENERAL INFORMATION

3.3.1.1 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT RE

Community engagement is required by each Study Areg
including annual allocations, competitive grants (excepf]
engagement could occur before the grant award, after {
different levels of engagement approaches. All grant tyy
Sharing engagement approach.

Refer to MRCA memo
regarding scoring - the
requirements for grants
are already adequate to
ensure the purposes
listed, so it should not be

rrant funds,
&9 funds. This
-3 tescribes the
formation

a scoring criteria.

The purpose of the community engagement requirements is to: 1) ensure that communities throughout

Los Angeles County (County) are aware of, and can help set spending priorities for Measure

unded

projects; and 2) for agencies to report how previous year’s allocations and awards were spent. Note that
competitive grant applications will be evaluated on the degree of and approaches to community
involvement beyond the minimum community engagement requirements (see “Community Involvement”
evaluation criterion). Applicants meeting only the minimum requirements will score lower than applicants
who conduct more robust community engagement. Applicants should follow the guidelines below to fulfill
the minimum community engagement requirements:

Applicants should follow the flowcharts shown on Figure 3-3 to determine what min
engagement is required to be completed.

imum level of

Engagement must be thoughtful and appropriate to the Study Area’s community, including the

following:

=  Provide advanced notice of at least two weeks for concurrent and partic

ipatory

engagement through multiple platforms such as by notice, mailing, flyer, postcards, door

hangers, radio or television ads, social media, etc.

= Schedule and locate meetings/events at a time/location appropriate for
community attendance.

deaiiate

This requirement is not
applicable to all projects.

= Reach out to community members living in High and Very High nee
subareas as well as non-English speaking populations, if applic

Y Areas and/or

= Provide interpretive services for languages other than Engfish in audial, written, and/or
speech forms, targeting languages that are commonly spoken in the community.

Engagement that has occurred within 36 months is acceptable with verification.

If engagement has not yet occurred, agencies must describe the comprehensive community
engagement plan in their grant application and upon completion of engagement, verification must be

provided to RPOSD.

Acceptable verification for all levels of engagement includes: photos, sign-in sheets,

signed

resolutions (if applicable), social media reports, and narrative descriptions of the type of outreach

conducted.

November 30, 2017
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Annual Allocations

For annual allocation funds, the level of community engagement requirements is dependent on the
amount of annual allocation funds an agency is withdrawing for each Study Area that given grant year. The
amount could include a single year’s worth of annual allocation funds, a portion of a single year’s worth of
annual allocation funds, or the total or a portion of annual allocation funds accrued over multiple years
(not to exceed five years, per RPOSD’s requirements). The level of community engagement requirements
are differentiated by three funding amount thresholds (see Figure 3-3):

= Under $100,000
= $100,000 to S500,000

why is this in the
community engagement
section?

= QOver $500,000

Advancement of Funds<-

Agencies may advance up to 30 percent of their annual all on funds, not to exceed $20,000. Any
advanced funds would count toward an agency’s withdrawal amount of annual allocation funds.

Sharing/Transferring of Funds

A Study Area may share its Category 1 and/or Category 2 funds with another Study Area, provided that:
® The “receiving” Study Area is located directly adjacent to the “sending” Study Area; or
= RPOSD finds, through the grantmaking process, that the intended use of the funds by the
“receiving” Study Area will benefit the residents of the “sending” Study Area.

In such cases, the amount of shared annual allocation funds should count toward both the “sending” and
“receiving” Study Areas’ total annual allocation funds withdrawn for the year.

Competitive Grants

For competitive grant funds, the level of community engagement requirements is dependent on the
project’s requested grant award size/applicable grant award size bracket of small, medium, large, or
jumbo. Note that different grant categories range in grant award size amount. For example, Category 3’s
small grant award size bracket range differs from Category 5’s small grant award size bracket range.

Agencies requesting larger sizes of grant awards are required to conduct more instances of community
engagement throughout the grant project. For example, competitive grant applications requesting a grant
award size within the jumbo award bracket are required to complete participatory engagement at two
separate times before or after the grant award.

MA&S Funds

Agencies requesting M&S funds of any amount are only required to conduct the Information Sharing
approach.
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Figure 3-3: Engagement Approaches and Requirements

CE should be an option for all
projects.

Land acquisition projects may not
provide meaningful PE
opportunities.

In fact, any outreach for a land
acquisition will be a difficult
requirement because the specifics
of a project are often confidential
until the transaction is complete.
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round of funding being evaluated. The grant review panel will be consistent within each grant cycle.
However, the panel will likely change for different funding cycles to ensure the panel’s expertise matches
the subject of the grant cycle. The grant review panel will evaluate the grant applications against the
established scoring criteria. Applications with the highest scores will receive funding. The number of
grants awarded will be dependent upon the funding pool for the grant cycle and maximum grant amount.

3.3.3.2 GENERAL COMPETITIVE (CATEGORY ) ___ _
change "should improve and protect” to

Descripfion "should acquire, develop, restore, improve
/ and/or protect”
e

Category 3 grant projects should improve and protect open space, watersheds, and water resources
through planning, acquisition, development, improvement, and restoration, of multi-benefit park projects
that promote, improve, or protect clean local water supplies, habitat improvements, park space,
recreation, public access, watershed health, and open space, including improvements or restoration of
areas that buffer our rivers, streams, and their tributaries along with the lakes and beaches throughout
the County. Priority will be given to projects offering the greatest regional benefit, or serving the greatest
regional need.

2018 Funding Amount

$7,399,808 (Category 3 - 13% of Measure A funds; General Competitive - 60% of Category 3 funds)

Project Types

Below is a non-exhaustive list of projects that may be eligible for grant funds under Category 3.

Open Spaces .

pen op Need to include:
= Parks acquisition of land interest as
= Fire prevention project type

=  Lawn/turf repair

= New or improved access points to mountain, foothill, river, stream, and wetland areas - just say public parkland

®  Restoration of natural habitat

Why is "Natural Lands"
= Scenic vistas separate from "Open
Spaces"?

= Wildlife corridors and habitats

Natural Lands
®  Habitat gardens

® Land stewardship
® Nature centers

=  Preservation of natural lands
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= Revegetation of drought tolerant plants

= Tree planting

Water Conservation

® Drainage basins

= |rrigation projects

=  Permeable walkways and play surfaces
= Rainwater harvesting

= Revegetation of banks and waterways

=  Stormwater capture and other water recycling

Watershed Protection The "clean up" examples are
not capital projects and may

= Beach and coastal watershed clean up be ineliaibl
e ineligible.

= Community trash clean up

®  Drinking water improvements

= Lake or reservoir clean up

= Riparian corridor improvements
= River and stream clean up

= River and stream Parkway development

Beaches

= Active recreation amenities

= New or improved fishing and boating facilities
= Pjer/dock improvements

= Replacement of sand

= Restrooms/shower facilities

= Access facilities, roadways, parking lots, trailheads, etc.

Project Requirements

Applicants must meet all of the following requirements in order to apply for a grant award:

Project Eligibility
= The project plans for, acquires, develops, improves, or restores a multi-benefit park project.

®= The project promotes, improves, or protects clean local water supplies, habitat improvements, park
space, recreation, public access, watershed health, or open space.
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® The project is a permanent capital project.

= The project’s requested grant award size is a minimum of $50,000 and maximum of $3,700,000.

Project Feasibility

these options aren't applicable

Land Access/Tenure to a land acquisition project
= Agency owns the IaW—

= Agency has entered into a lease or other use agreement for the land in question; or
= Agency has concrete plans as to how access or tenure will be acquired or arranged.

what does "concrete plans”
mean?

Planning and Design
=  Design documents of 30% or greater are complete; or
= Agency has sketch-level plans for project design and a plan

planning and design will be completed.

approach as to how and when

Permitting and CEQA Compliance
®  Project is exempt from regulatory pefmits and CEQA;
= Any necessary permitting a EQA documents are completed and certified; or
= Agency has concrete pl4ns as to how an[ This is unrealistic. Replace with "There are no known
adverse site conditions but agency included a budget
Adverse Site Conditions (e.q.,,ovm{eo_d contingency to conduct further investigations."
etc.
" There are no erse site conditions that would affect project implementation;
= Adverse site conditions have been characterized and the agency has concrete plans for addressing
them; or
= Adverse site conditions are known to exist but have not been characterized. Agency has plans as
to how and when these conditions will be addressed, with appropriate budget contingencies in
the project budget.

Project Cost and Funding
= Agency has a detailed budget consistent with the level of planning and design completed to date,
as well as a plan for funding to cover the budgeted costs, with appropriate contingencies given
the level of planning completed.

Project Schedule
= Agency has a detailed schedule from grant receipt to project completion that reflects the level of
planning, design, permitting and community involvement that will be necessary for the project.

This should be more flexible to allow for other
Operations and Maintenance types of maintenance arrangements.
" The project has an appropriately detailed financial| Add "The agency has a commitment from another
completed project. entity and/or a draft or executed agreement with
. another entity for the future operations and
Community Engagement maintenance of the site."

The project must meet the minimum community engagement requirements described in Section 3.3.1.1.
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Award Size

Requested grant awards must meet the minimum and maximum grant award size requirements. Grant
applications will be categorized into different thresholds of award size brackets depending on the
requested size of the grant award. Grant applications within the same award size bracket will be evaluated
and compete against each other.

Minimum: $50,000
Maximum: $3,700,000

Brackets

Small: $50,000 - $499,999
Medium: $500,000 - $999,999
Large: $1,000,000 - $1,999,999
Jumbo: $2,000,000 - $3,700,000

Evaluation Criteria |Please see comments on evaluation criteria
submitted under separate cover.

Proposed projects will be scbreoororarmco oo Tas ot appTear s resporses to the specific
criteria and subcriteria below. Note that acquisition-only projects will be scored only against other
acquisition-only projects. Evaluation includes all criteria shown below excluding “Park Facility/Amenity
Conditions” and “Creativity, Place-Making, & Design.” Projects will be scored out of 90 points total.

EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS

Level of Need 25

Level of need is based on the current Countywide PNA determination. Projects located within or serving Study Areas or subareas
with High or Very High need will receive more points than projects that do not.

Only one of the following four subcriteria may apply to each project.

(A) Project is located in a High or Very High need Study Area. 25

(B) Project is not located in a High or Very High need Study Area, but directly serves the residents of a 6-15
High or Very High need Study Area.

This subcriterion will be scored on a range of 6 to 15 points depending on how the project serves residents of the High or Very High
need Study Area.

(C) Project does not meet subcriterion (A) or (B), but is located within a High or Very High need 10
subarea within a Study Area that contains at least 5,000 residents living in High or Very High
need subareas.

November 30, 2017 Page 28


cmclane
Text Box
Please see comments on evaluation criteria submitted under separate cover.


Project does not meet subcriterion (A), (B),or (C), but directly serves a High or Very High need
subarea within a Study Area that contains at least 5,000 residents living in High or Very High
need subareas.

This subcriterion will be scored on a range of 1 to 4 points depending on how the project serves residents of the High or Very High
need subarea.

1-4

EeS'?"ti'tBe”if'ts ~ |Please see comments on evaluation criteria R 20
rojects that provide new or imp . h projects tha max.
provide services only to local cor{SUDMItted under separate cover.

Projects may meet one or more of the criteria below to be awarded, totaling up to 20 points maximum.

Project will add one or more facilities/amenities that do not currently exist, or improve one or more 0-15
facilities/amenities that are one of its kind, within a 25-mile radius.

Project will add one or more facilities/amenities that do not currently exist, or improve one or more 10-14
facilities/amenities that are one of its kind, within a 15-mile radius.

Project will add one or more facilities/amenities that do not currently exist, or improve one or more 0-9
facilities/amenities that are one of its kind, within a 10-mile radius.

Project involves the collaboration of at least three or more adjacent Study Areas or cities. 5
Multi-Benefit Projects 20
Projects that maximize or enhance recreation opportunities and one or more of the following benefits related to sustainability: max.
protection or enhancement of the natural environment, stormwater capture, water and air quality improvements, greenhouse gas

(GHG) reductions, carbon sequestration, heat-island reductions; habitat protection and biodiversity, community health

improvements, or any combination thereof.

Projects may receive full or partial credit in each subcriterion below, totaling up to a maximum of 20 points.

Habitat Protection and Biodiversity 0-5
Project includes features to preserve important habitat areas and biodiversity.

Healthy Ecosystem 0-3
Project includes the use of native California flora and fauna and provides measures to protect against disease or infestation.

Water Quality Improvements 0-3
Project includes features to improve water quality which go beyond those required by State and local codes.

Stormwater Capture and Attenuation 0-3
Project includes features to capture stormwater and attenuate potential flood conditions which go beyond those required by State

and local codes.
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Water Conservation 0-3
Project includes features to reduce or minimize the use of water for irrigation, recreation, and domestic use which go beyond those
required by State and local codes.
Public Safety 0-3
Project includes features that improve safety conditions through the provision of safe equipment and facilities and the reduction or
prevention of crime.
Climate Resiliency 0-3
Project includes features to accommodate and adapt to climate change.
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reductions 0-2
Project includes features to reduce existing GHG emissions that go beyond those required by current regulations.
Air Quality Improvements 0-2
Project includes features to reduce existina—critatrianaic nallitant amiccinncthat anhavand thaca raauicad bucuccantseqgylations.
Please see comments on evaluation criteria

: : —Isubmitted under separate cover.
Active Recreation and Fitneg 0-2
Project includes components to promote active recreation, health, and fitness.
Food Access 0-2
Project includes components to enhance access to healthy food.
Carbon Sequestration 0-1
Project includes features to sequester carbon that go beyond typical plantings found in park projects.
Heat-Island Reduction 0-1
Project includes features to reduce heat-island effects, in ways that go beyond typical plantings found in park projects.
Community Involvement 20
Applicants who have conducted or plan to conduct meaningful outreach to community members and interested stakeholders will
receive points based on the degree of and approaches to community engagement conducted prior to grant application and/or
planned for the period after the grant is awarded that goes beyond the project eligibility requirement for community engagement.
Between 0 and 20 points will be awarded based on the evaluators’ assessment of the submitted community involvement plan.
Project includes robust and innovative outreach strategies (beyond the project eligibility 15-20
requirement for community engagement) that will engage the identified target audience.
Project includes sufficient outreach and includes outreach strategies (beyond the project 6-14
eligibility requirement for community engagement) that will engage the identified target
audience.
Project includes minimal and limited outreach strategies (beyond the project eligibility 0-5
requirement for community engagement) that will engage the identified target audience.
Park Facility/Amenity Conditions 5 max.

Projects that propose to fix or replace an amenity that has been identified to be in “poor” or “fair” condition, as defined by the
PNA, will receive points based on the existing condition of the amenity and/or the percentage of the amenities that are in “poor”
condition within the Study Area in which the project is located.
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Projects may receive points from multiple applicable subcriteria below, totaling up to a maximum of 5 points.

Project fixes or replaces an amenity that has been identified by the PNA or another adopted 0-5
community planning document to be in poor condition. More points will be given based on the
scale, function, and importance of the amenity.
Project fixes or replaces an amenity that has been identified by the PNA or another adopted 0-2
community planning document to be in fair condition. More points will be given based on the
scale, function, and importance of the amenity.
Project is located in a Study Area with at least 50% of its amenities in poor condition. 5
W L Please see comments on evaluation criteria e y
r j in r . ition.
Cject s focated in @ Stuay Ar(s . bmitted under separate cover. 0
Project is located in a Study Area with between 30% and 39% of its amenities in poor condition. 3
Project is located in a Study Area with between 20% and 29% of its amenities in poor condition. 2
Project is located in a Study Area with between 10% and 19% of its amenities in poor condition. 1
Leveraging of Funds 5
Measure A encourages projects that leverage public and private funding from several specific types of benefit programs. Please
submit a budget indicating secured funding sources and amounts that will be leveraged for the project. Relevant funding sources
specifically called out in Measure A are those that address the following:
®  Water conservation and supply; water quality improvements; flood risk management;
®  Air quality improvements; climate pollution reduction or adaptation; carbon sequestration; heat-island reduction;
habitat protection and biodiversity;
[ Public health; environmental justice; housing; and/or transportation access.
Project will receive at least 45% of the project’s cost from the listed public and private funding 5
sources.
Project will receive between 25% and 44% of the project’s cost from the listed public and private 4
funding sources.
Project will receive between 10% and 24% of the project’s cost from the listed public and private 3
funding sources.
Creativity, Place-Making, and Design 5

Projects will receive points for creativity, place-making, and high quality design.

Points will be awarded based on the evaluators’ assessment of the level of creativity and quality of the design.
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Project includes a high level of creativity and quality of design and place-making. 4-5

Project includes a moderate level of creativity and quality of design and place-making. 0-3

Total Points 100

3.3.3.3 GENERAL COMPETITIVE (CATECNange "should improve and protect” to
"should acquire, develop, restore, improve

Description and/or protect”

Category 4 grant projects should improve and protect regional recreational facilities, trails and
accessibility projects. Greater priority will be given to trail and accessibility projects that connect river,
mountain, and urban areas, especially to County Parks, State Parks, the National Forest, the National
Recreation Area(s), and the National Monument(s), and that link other canyons and regional and local
parks throughout the County.

2018 Funding Amount

$6,166,507 (Category 4 - 13% of Measure A funds; General Competitive - 50% of Category 4 funds)
Project Types

Below is a non-exhaustive list of projects that may be eligible for grant funds under Category 4.

Regional Recreational Facilities

" Aquatic facilities Need to include as sample
= Development of new regional park facilitie project types:

" Equestrian staging areas Acquisition of land interest,
= |mprovements to existing regional park facilities Repairs or improvements to
=  Golf course facilities existing facilities

= Multi-use sports facilities

Need to include as sample

Multi-use Trails .
=  Addition of amenitie ail corridor project types:
= Development of new multi-use trails Acquisition of land interest,

= Trail maintenance Improvement or refurbishment
= Trailhead amenities and improvements of existing trails,
Accessibility

= ADA restroo rades Change to "ADA building and site upgrades" not just restrooms.

OVCTTTCTTTS

= ADA walkway/sidewa
= ADA-compliant amenities
= Bike storage facilities at parks, trails, recre

Need to include as sample
project type:

Projects that provide increased
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= Connections from Class | bike paths to recreation facilities

= General trail and walkway repairs or improvements

" Interactive wayfinding

= Parking facilities serving parks and recreational facilities

= Pathways and trails connecting transit stops to park and recreation facilities, open space, natural
lands, or beaches

®  Projects that utilize publicly owned rights-of-way and vacant spaces

= Safety improvements such as crosswalks and pedestrian signals that provide safer access (must be
adjacent to facility)

®  Trailhead improvements

Project Requirements

Applicants must meet all of the following requirements in order to apply for a grant award:

Project Eligibility

= The project acquires, develops, improves, and/or rehabilitates land for regional recreational facilities,
multi-use trails, and/or accessibility.

=  The project is a permanent capital project.

=  The project’s requested grant award size is a minimum of $50,000 and maximum of $3,100,000.

Project Feasibility

these options aren't applicable
to a land acquisition project

Land Access/Tenure <—
=  Agency owns the land in question;
= Agency has entered into a lease or other use agreement for the land in question; or
= Agency has concrete plans as to how access or tenure will be acquired or arranged.

Planning and Design
= Design documents of 30% or greaterare complete; or

= Agency has sketch-level plans for project tesign and a planned approach as to how and when

planning and design will be completed.

what does "concrete plans
mean?

Permitting and CEQA Compliance
=  Project is exempt from regulatory per d CEQA;
®  Any necessary permitting an documents are completed and certified; or
= Agency has concrete plans as to how and when permitting and CEQA will be completed.

Adverse Site Conditions (e.g., overhead or underground utilities, toxic contamination,
etc.
"  There
= Adverse si

no adverse site conditions that would affect project implementation;
nditions have been characterized and the agency has concrete plans for addressing

them; or This is unrealistic. Replace with "There are no known

adverse site conditions but agency included a budget
November 30, 2017 contingency to conduct further investigations."
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= Adverse site conditions are known to exist but have not been characterized. Agency has plans as
to how and when these conditions will be addressed, with appropriate budget contingencies in
the project budget.

Project Cost and Funding
= Agency has a detailed budget consistent with the level of planning and design completed to date,
as well as a plan for funding to cover the budgeted costs, with appropriate contingencies given
the level of planning completed.

Project Schedule
= Agency has a detailed schedule from grant receipt to project completion that reflects the level of
planning, design, permitting and community involvement that will be necessary for the project.

Operations and Maintenance This should be more flexible to allow for other
= The project has an appropriately iled financial gtypes of maintenance arrangements.
completed project. Add "The agency has a commitment from another
, entity and/or a draft or executed agreement with
Communify Engagement another entity for the future operations and

. . , maintenance of the site."
The project must meet the minimum community engageme o

Award Size

Requested grant awards must meet the minimum and maximum grant award size requirements. Grant
applications will be categorized into different thresholds of award size brackets depending on the
requested size of the grant award. Grant applications within the same award size bracket will be evaluated
and compete against each other.

Minimum: $50,000
Maximum: $3,100,000

Brackets

Small: $50,000 - $499,999
Medium: $500,000 - $999,999
Large: $1,000,000 - $1,999,999
Jumbo: $2,000,000 - $3,100,000

Evaluation Criteria

Please see comments on evaluation criteria

Proposed projects will be sco submitted under separate cover. o the specific
criteria and subcriteria below zainst other

acquisition-only projects. Evaluation includes all criteria shown below excluding “Park Facility/Amenity
Conditions” and “Creativity, Place-Making, & Design.” Projects will be scored out of 90 points total.
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EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS
Level of Need 25
Level of need is based on the current Countywide PNA determination. Projects located within or serving Study Areas or subareas
with High or Very High need will receive more points than projects that do not.
Only one of the following four subcriteria may apply to each project.
(A) Project is located in a High or Very High need Study Area. 25
(B) Project is not located in a High or Very High need Study Area, but directly serves the residents of a 6-15
High or Very High need Study Area.
This subcriterion will be scored on a range of 6 to 15 points depending on how the project serves residents of the High or Very High
need Study Area.
(C) Project does not meet subcriterion (A) or (B), but is located within a High or Very High need 10
subarea within a Study Areg|Please see comments on evaluation criteria |y High
need subareas. submitted under separate cover.

1-4
Project does not meet subcriterion (A), (B),or (C), but directly serves a High or Very High need
subarea within a Study Area that contains at least 5,000 residents living in High or Very High
need subareas.
This subcriterion will be scored on a range of 1 to 4 points depending on how the project serves residents of the High or Very High
need subarea.
Multi-Benefit Projects 20
Projects that maximize or enhance recreation opportunities and one or more of the following benefits related to sustainability: max.
protection or enhancement of the natural environment, stormwater capture, water and air quality improvements, greenhouse gas
(GHG) reductions, carbon sequestration, heat-island reductions; habitat protection and biodiversity, community health
improvements, or any combination thereof.
Projects may receive full or partial credit in each subcriterion below, totaling up to a maximum of 20 points.
Habitat Protection and Biodiversity 0-5
Project includes features to preserve important habitat areas and biodiversity.
Healthy Ecosystem 0-3
Project includes the use of native California flora and fauna and provides measures to protect against disease or infestation.
Water Quality Improvements 0-3
Project includes features to improve water quality which go beyond those required by State and local codes.
Stormwater Capture and Attenuation 0-3
Project includes features to capture stormwater and attenuate potential flood conditions which go beyond those required by State
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and local codes.

Water Conservation
Project includes features to reduce or minimize the use of water for irrigation, recreation, and domestic use which go beyond those
required by State and local codes.

0-3

Public Safety

Project includes features that improve safety conditions through the provision of safe equipment and facilities and the reduction or
prevention of crime.

Climate Resiliency
Project includes features to accommodate and adapt to climate change.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reductions

Project includes features to reduce existing GHG emissions that go beyond those required by current regulations.

0-2

Air Quality Improvements
Project includes features to reduce existing criterion air pollutant emissions that go beyond those required by current regulations.

0-2

Active Recreation and Fitness
Project includes components to promote active recreation, health, and fitness.

Food Access
Project includes components to enhance acgessta-healthu fand

Please see comments on evaluation criteria

0-2

submitted under separate cover.

Carbon Sequestration
Project includes features to sequester carbon that go beyond typical plantings found in park projects.

0-1

Heat-Island Reduction
Project includes features to reduce heat-island effects, in ways that go beyond typical plantings found in park projects.

Community Involvement
Applicants who have conducted or plan to conduct meaningful outreach to community members and interested stakeholders will
receive points based on the degree of and approaches to community engagement conducted prior to grant application and/or

planned for the period after the grant is awarded that goes beyond the project eligibility requirement for community engagement.

Between 0 and 20 points will be awarded based on the evaluators’ assessment of the submitted community involvement plan.

20

Project includes robust and innovative outreach strategies (beyond the project eligibility
requirement for community engagement) that will engage the identified target audience.

15-20

Project includes sufficient outreach and includes outreach strategies (beyond the project
eligibility requirement for community engagement) that will engage the identified target
audience.

6-14

Project includes minimal and limited outreach strategies (beyond the project eligibility
requirement for community engagement) that will engage the identified target audience.

0-5
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Connectivity

Projects that connect river, mountain, and urban areas, especially to County Parks, State Parks, the National Forest, the National
Recreation Area(s), and the National Monument(s), and that link other canyons and regional and local parks throughout the
County.

Between 0 and 15 points will be awarded based on the evaluators’ assessment of how the project provides connectivity to other
areas.

15

Project provides new physical connections that connect river, mountain, and urban areas,
especially to County Parks, State Parks, the National Forest, the National Recreation Area(s),
and the National Monument(s), and that link other canyons and regional and local parks
throughout the County.

0-15

Project provides improvements to existing physical connections that connect river, mountain,
and urban areas, especially to County Parks, State Parks, the National Forest, the National
Recreation Area(s), and the National Monument(s), and that link other canyons and regional
and local parks throughout the County.

0-10

Accessibility
Projects that provide accessibility for many users, including hikers, equestrians, bicyclists, seniors, and persons with disabilities,
especially in urban areas.

15

Project provides access to many USLVF;I including hilisee ""“"'t*”"“' hi | "'“i.” ”"“":{’ ool
persons with disabilities. More poin ease see comments on evaluation criteria

access to more types of users submitted under separate cover.

0-15

Project meets the subcriterion above and this access is provided within an urban area.

Facility/Amenity Conditions

Projects that propose to fix or replace an amenity that has been identified to be in “poor” or “fair” condition, as defined by the
PNA, will receive points based on the existing condition of the amenity and/or the percentage of the amenities that are in “poor”
condition within the Study Area in which the project is located.

Projects may receive points from multiple applicable subcriteria below, totaling up to a maximum of 5 points.

Project fixes or replaces an amenity that has been identified by the PNA or another adopted
community planning document to be in poor condition. More points will be given based on the
scale, function, and importance of the amenity.

0-5

Project fixes or replaces an amenity that has been identified by the PNA or another adopted
community planning document to be in fair condition. More points will be awarded based on
the scale, function, and importance of the amenity.

Project is located in a Study Area with at least 50% of its amenities in poor condition.
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Change to "The program
provider, or key staff, has
a..."

®  The program provider fas a track record of running similar types of programs at other locations.

®  The program provider has not run programs similar to the one proposed, but is either well-established
in the service area or has established a partnership with an agency or community based organization
(CBO) that is well-established in the service area.

Award Size

Requested grant awards must meet the minimum and maximum grant award size requirements. Grant
applications will be categorized into different thresholds of award size brackets depending on the
requested size of the grant award. Grant applications within the same award size bracket will be evaluated
and compete against each other.

Minimum: $50,000
Maximum: $1,850,000

Brackets

Small: $50,000 - $499,999
Medium: $500,000 - $999,999
Large: $1,000,000 - $1,850,000

Evaluation Criteria

Proposed projects will be scored and ranked on the basis of the applicant’s responses to the specific
criteria and subcriteria below.

EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS

Level of Need 20

Level of need is based on the current Countywide PNA determination. Programs located within or serving Study Areas or
subareas with High or Very High need will receive more points than projects that do not.

Only one of the following four subcriteria may apply to each project.

(A) Program is located in a High or Very High need Study Area. 20

(B) Program is not located in a High or Very High need Study Area, but directly serves the residents of a 6-15
High or Very High need Study Area.

This subcriterion will be scored on a range of 6 to 15 points depending on how the project serves residents of the High or Very
High need Study Area.

(C) Program does not meet subcriterion (A) or (B), but is located within a High or Very High 10
need subarea within a Study Area that contains at least 5,000 residents living in High or Very
High need subareas.
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Office of the Mayor

January 31, 2018

Supervisor Janice Hahn

Supervisor, 4t District

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 W. Temple Street,

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Measure A--Safe, Clean Neighborhood Parks and Beaches Protection Measure of
2016

Dear Supervisor Hahn:

As a member of the South Bay Cities Council of Governments, the City of El Segundo,
respectfully requests your support to ensure Measure A competitive grant funds match the
intent of the voters and to fund as many projects as possible throughout Los Angeles County.

Measure A asked voters to continue their support for local parks, beaches, open space, and
water resources by approving an annual parcel tax of 1.5 cents per square foot of development
for recreational improvements in Los Angeles County.

The 45 member Steering Committee broadly represents community interests throughout the
County. However, the Cities charged to implement the improvements are represented by only
a few seats on the Committee. During the competitive grant discussions, the Steering
Committee recommended a total of 30% of the competitive grant funds be set aside for High
Need and Very High need areas. Currently, the grant application scoring criteria favors High
and Very High Need Study Areas. This scoring criteria and funding set aside does not provide
fair and equal opportunities for funding within each of our communities. Measure A’s language
does not call for weighting competitive grants in this manner. The voters approved Measure A
to address needs within their own community.

Since there is high need in every community, this request asks you to consider changing the
scoring criteria favoring high and very high need areas to application scoring based on the need
and condition of the project itself and its impact to that community.

The opportunity to improve the entire county is diminished using High and Very High Need
application scoring. Our agency is concerned that the intent of Measure A is being changed

beyond the intent of the voters.

Sincerely,

Auw%um&

Suza uentes
Mayor

Cc: Jane Beesley, Regional Parks and Open Space District

350 Main Street, El Segundo, California 90245-3813
Phone (310) 524-2302



MRP@ Real 1415 L Street, #960 | Sacramento, CA 95814
H g 1-866-448-3614 | Fax: 916-446-2223 | TTY: 1-877-434-7598
- Possibilities

aarp.org/ca | caaarp@aarp.org | twitter: @aarpca

Ca I ifo r n i a facebook.com/aarpcalifornia

February 2, 2018

Ms. Jane |. Beesley

District Administrator

Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District
1000 S. Fremont Ave, Unit #40

Building A-9 East, Ground Floor

Alhambra, CA 91803

Dear Ms. Beesley:

On behalf of the 700,000 AARP members and the 50+ population currently residing in Los
Angeles County, we would like to ask the Los Angeles Regional Park and Open Space District, in
partnership with the Safe, Clean Neighborhood Parks and Beaches Measure of 2016 (Measure
A) Steering Committee to consider including Age Friendly design criteria, when awarding
competitive grants, to help make parks and open spaces more accessible and inclusive to

people of all ages.

Some examples of Age Friendly design include, but are not limited to the following:

1) Providing Activities and Programming for All Ages: Parks should be designed to benefit
everyone; therefor activities should be available for children, youth, parents and older
adults. Programming can also be designed around various times of the day to allow for
shared use of a park.

2) Amenities and Physical Infrastructure that Supports Safety and Comfort for People of
All Ages: Comfortable, shaded seating areas should be available throughout a park.
Walking paths are an important element for older adults, especially paths that provide
easy-to-view distance markers. Lighting and other design elements that help enhance
visibility are important to consider.

3) Design for Passive and Active Park Users: Parks should include a mixture of sports
facilities, public art, running paths, low-impact machines, greenery, gardening, and quiet




nooks. Parks can also include intergenerational settings, so children, parents, and
grandparents can enjoy a park together in various ways.

4) Inclusive Community Engagement and Participation: Parks should be designed to fit the
needs of its community. Cities should engage and consult with a diverse audience when
planning, or making any major updates to a community park to accurately meet the
unigue community needs.

5) Accessibility To and From Park: Parks should be accessible by various modes including,
foot, bicycle, or transit. Pedestrian friendly infrastructure improvements, including
safety of sidewalks and signage along park routes should be a priority.

AARP is the nation’s largest non-profit, non-partisan membership organization of persons 50
and older, dedicated to enhancing the quality of life for all as we age. Our mission includes
advocacy for the creation of livable communities, places where people of all ages and abilities
can live healthy, independent lives. A livable community promotes successful aging by not only
promoting the physical independence, but also by enhancing the quality of life and active social
engagement of residents with one another. Livable Communities also provide adequate
transportation, affordable and appropriate housing, supportive community features and
services, as well as access to parks and open spaces.

As you know, parks can contribute to positive effects on one’s physical, physiological, and
mental health. This is especially true for older adults, who often utilize parks and open spaces
to help promote physical activity, engage in social activity, reduce stress, and support faster
healing and recovery. Unfortunately however, people over the age of 65 are the most
underserved population in terms of having access to parks. This demographic is also most at
risk for being inactive and having a high risk of social isolation.

In the United States, we are also seeing our older adult population grow rapidly as people are
staying healthy and active longer. As recently as 2010, people ages 65 and older represented 13
percent of the population. But by 2030, those older adults will represent 20 percent of the
population, more than doubling in number from 35 million to over 72 million.

We are pleased that Los Angeles County and City joined AARP’s Age Friendly Network in 2016,
establishing the Purposeful Aging Los Angeles Initiative. This signifies the elected leaders’
commitment to planning for an aging Los Angeles population. The Los Angeles County Regional
Park and Open Space District is in a unique position to support this work in your grant awarding
process. It is our hope that your selection process will include meaningful focus on the needs of
older residents.

Page 2



For the reasons stated above, AARP California strongly asks for your consideration of including
an Age Friendly component to your grant awarding criteria. This will help begin to address the
needs of the growing demographic of older adults, while also confronting the issue of equity of
access to parks by people of all ages.

Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me by phone at
(626) 585-2622 or email at nmcpherson@aarp.org.

Sincerely,

¢ DHhewin

Nancy McPherson
AARP California State Director
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February 5, 2018

Jane Beesley

District Administrator

Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District
510 S. Vermont Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Dear Jane,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft Measure
A Funding Guidelines (Guidelines), administered by the Los Angeles County
Regional Park and Open Space District (District) draft funded through the

Safe, Clean, Neighborhood Parks and Beaches Measure of 2016 (Measure A).

The Trust for Public Land (TPL) worked closely with the District in the
development and passage of Measure A and we appreciate the thoroughness
and transparency shown by the District throughout the entire process. We
also appreciate the thoughtful way in which the District has distilled a
complex variety of funding categories and grant programs described in
Measure A into a comprehensive and clear set of guidelines. TPL's Los
Angeles program is committed to creating and enhancing public parks in Los
Angeles County’s most under-served communities and protecting regional
open spaces that encourage access to nature for all. We have reviewed the
draft Measure A guidelines and have summarized our comments below.

Timeline: For competitive grant programs, we suggest annual grant cycles,
spread no more than 18 months apart. Securing funding for significant park
and open space projects often requires leveraging a variety of grant funds
throughout the project development and implementation phases. If Measure
A grant cycles are 2-4 years apart, project funding challenges will be
exacerbated, adding uncertainty and stress to timing projects to match with
a funding cycle.

3.2.1. Qualified Agencies/Organizations

Nonprofit organizations (p. 6): Non-profit organizations that don’t own or
manage land but who have agreements with public agencies or other
organizations that do own or manage land should be eligible.

Schools (p.6): Suggest that schools be eligible so long as there is a
commitment (in the form of a LOI) to make the facilities open to public
access for at least part of the day by project completion. This requirement
would allow access to these funds while incentivizing public use.



3.2.2. Enrollment and Eligibility Requirement

Overall, this enrollment process seems cumbersome. Suggest streamlining and potentially
removing the requirement that enrollment be completed annually.

3.2.2.1: All Agencies/Organizations
3.2.2.4: Schools (p.8)

Suggest that the guidelines clarify minimum number of years a joint use agreement must be
in place.

Differential fees - would this prohibit sliding scale fees for low-income families?

Suggest allowing a letter that outlines the intent to develop a Joint Use Agreement as an
allowable with final Joint Use Agreement secured within one year of grant award.

3.3.1 General Information
3.3.1.1. Community Engagement Requirements (p. 10)

Consider including a requirement to provide childcare during outreach events when
applicable.

Suggest that the language be amended so that it reads “[s]chedule and locate
meetings/events at a time/location appropriate for optimal community attendance.”
Overall, for acquisition projects community engagement requirements should be
evaluated and adjusted to ensure they are appropriate. Scoring criteria for acquisition
projects should be adjusted accordingly to keep acquisition and development projects
on equal footing.

3.3.1.2. Competitive Grants (p.11)
Suggest using ONE standard measurement for small, medium, large, and jumbo grants
across all categories.

3.3.2.1 Plans to Use Annual Allocations (p.13)

Save for Predetermined Amount of Time: Consider simply allowing agencies to simply save,
and not specifically say what they are saving for. There may be cases when a community
simply has not found the right project.

3.3.2.2 Category 1:

Project types:
0 Suggest expanding project types to include public art, and public gathering places
like plazas, picnic areas, amphitheaters.
0 Suggest adding green infrastructure as a specific project type.
On p.16, we recommend that you clarify that applicants just need to meet one of the
requirements under each header. For example: Planning and design: 30% design
documents OR sketch level plans.

3.3.2.4: Category 2 (p.17)

Project types: Since Category 2 funding is available on an annual basis base on the Per
Capita and Structural Improvements Formula, we suggest that the District consider
using a different word than “grants” and instead use “allocations”.



3.3.2.5

Project types: Suggest adding watershed protection, species protection, coastal access,
habitat protection, the protection of important inholdings or critical connections as
project types.

Project feasibility: suggest adding conservation easement as an option under Land
Access/Tenure.

3.3.2.6Allocation to County Department of Parks and Recreation (Category 4) (p.22)

Description: Encourage the language in the “greater priority” sentence to include
“other State Lands, Joint Power of Authorities, and local nonprofit land trust
organizations”

Accessibility: Suggest “connections between Class I bike paths and from Class I bike
paths to recreation facilities”

3.3.3.2General Competitive (Category 3) (p.25)

Project types:

0 Suggest adding acquisitions to Watershed Protection category as a project type

0 Under water conservation suggest adding “green alleys”.

Project feasibility (p.27). Suggest adding specific bullet that asks for a willing seller
letter for land tenure for acquisition projects.

Acquisitions and criteria: We see that acquisition-only projects will be scored only
against other acquisition only projects. We encourage the Open Space District to
evaluate appropriate outreach techniques including the appropriate timing for the
outreach based on the type and location of acquisition project understanding that some
sensitive negotiations may need a level of confidentiality. Additionally, please consider a
range of land tenure requirements for acquisition projects including willing seller letter
or other documentation that confirms the acquisition is viable.

Evaluation Criteria:

0 Regional Benefits: Suggest that the “one of its kind” criteria for Regional
Benefits be broadened so that the scoring instead looks at service area, or if the
proposed project is similar to but complementary to what already exists in the
service area.

0 Multi-benefit projects (p.29): Consider adding create & enhance in addition to
preserve under the Habitat Protection and Biodiversity section.

0 Healthy Ecosystem (p.29) - What measures might protect against disease or
infestation?

o0 Park facility/amenity conditions (p.30): The scoring should include projects
that were identified in the Park Needs Assessment and include others. Since
park condition is a moving target - there will be facilities that need
improvement that may not be identified in the PNA.

0 Level of need: We understand that the level of need is based on the PNA
framework. If acquisitions are evaluated separately please also consider “threat
of development” as a scoring criteria for acquisition projects.

0 Leveraging of funds (p.31): Why must projects leverage only the listed funds?
There should be points for any leveraged funds.



3.3.3.3General Competitive (Category 4) (p.32)

Description: Add “acquisition” to the description. Multi-benefit projects (p.35) suggest
grouping these more so that water benefits and climate benefits are grouped and not each
individual item gets points separately.

Facility/Amenity Conditions (p.37) - what if an amenity is in objectively poor condition but
is not identified in a planning document?

3.3.3.4 County Cultural Facilities (Category 4) (p.38)

Project eligibility (p.39): Suggest that projects may also be located on non-County
owned land.

Can this program make funds available to acquire cultural facilities not owned by the
County and may be acquired by other entities (Conservancies, land trusts, etc.)?

3.3.3.5 Recreation Access (Categories 3&4) (p.43)

Could this program include upgrades/improvements to facilities?

3.3.3.6 Youth & Veteran Job Training & Placement Opportunities Program (Category
5)(p.46)

Community Participation Requirement (p.49): May need to craft a separate
definition/strategy for community participation in this category so that it is more
appropriate for training programs such as these. For example, the Information Sharing
Strategy outlined may be appropriate but Participatory Engagement Strategy may not.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the draft Measure A funding guidelines.
We look forward to working with the District in the continued development of this important
program for communities throughout Los Angeles.

Best regards,

Tori Kjer
Los Angeles Program Director
The Trust for Public Land
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Supervisor Janice Hahn

Supervisor, Fourth District

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
500 W. Temple Street,

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Measure A--Safe, Clean Neighborhood Parks and Beaches Protection Measure of 2016
Dear Supervisor Hahn:

As a member of the South Bay Cities Council of Governments, the City of Torrance, respectfully
requests your support to ensure Measure A competitive grant funds match the intent of the voters
and to fund as many projects as possible throughout Los Angeles County.

Measure A asked voters to continue their support for local parks, beaches, open space, and water
resources by approving an annual parcel tax of 1.5 cents per square foot of development for
recreational improvements in Los Angeles County.

The 45 member Steering Committee broadly represents community interests throughout the
County. However, the Cities charged to implement the improvements are represented by only a
few seats on the Committee. During the competitive grant discussions, the Steering Committee
recommended a total of 30% of the competitive grant funds be set aside for High Need and Very
High need areas. Currently, the grant application scoring criteria favors High and Very High Need
Study Areas. This scoring criteria and funding set aside does not provide fair and equal
opportunities for funding within each of our communities. Measure A's language does not call for
weighting competitive grants in this manner. The voters approved Measure A to address needs
within their own community.

Since there is high need in every community, this request asks you to consider changing the
scoring criteria favoring high and very high need areas to application scoring based on the need
and condition of the project itself and its impact to that community.

3031 Torrance Boulevard » Torrance, California 90503 ¢ 310/618-2801+ FAX 310/618-5841
Email: PFurey@TorranceCA.Gov



The opportunity to improve the entire county is diminished using High and Very High Need

application scoring. Our agency is concerned that the intent of Measure A is being changed
beyond the intent of the voters.

Sincerely,

Patrick J. Furey
Mayor, City of Torrance

Cc: Jane Beesley, Regional Parks and Open Space District



February 12, 2018

Attn: Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District (RPOSD) and Measure A
Steering Committee Members

Via email (jwuyek@placeworks.com)

Re: Draft Measure A Guidelines

Dear Members of the Measure A Steering Committee:

My name is Natalie Zappella and | am the Program Director of Sustainable Connected
Communities at Enterprise Community Partners. We are working on programs that build
affordable housing that is connected to opportunity— good jobs, safe parks, quality education
and healthcare, and affordable public transit. We think of communities as complex ecosystems
and when one or more of the elements are not functioning at an optimal level the whole
community suffers. Since our challenges are interconnected, so our solutions must be, too. We
believe that housing is of preeminent importance, yet it is not enough to address inequities that
are deeply ingrained in our systems and communities in order to bring prosperity to our region
and opportunity to all people, regardless of their race, class, or where they live.

I'd like to give you a sense of the extent of the housing crisis we are in. More than 1.3 million
households in the LA region are rent burdened, quality rental homes are scarce and extremely
expensive, and we are facing a shortage of supply, of both market rate and subsidized homes.
Rents and real estate prices continue to rise while wages here remain stagnant.
Announcements of new infrastructure development along the river and in our communities
increases real estate prices as soon as the news hits the media. Analysis from California
Housing Partnership concludes that renters in LA County need to earn $8,330 a month in order
to afford the median asking rent (52,449 per month), and that there has been a $1,476
decrease in annual median renter income from 2000 to 2015, while the median rent has
increased 32% in the county during the same time period. HUD’s estimate of the median
income in the city of Los Angeles is just over $64,000. Evictions in the city of Los Angeles are
soaring, increasing 39% over the past five years. More and more our families, teachers, health
care workers, and retail workers are not able to maintain their rents and are forced to live in
overcrowded homes just to make ends meet or are pushed into homelessness. In Los Angeles
County, the 2017 homeless count increased by 23 percent just in a year. These disparities,



combined with recent local and state legislation for public infrastructure investments, adds to
the growing pressures and fears of displacement and unwelcome relocation pressures for
residents and small businesses. Because both the housing crisis and simultaneous infrastructure
development are so widespread and interlinked, so too are the growing and serious
displacement concerns among a wide range of households and businesses across the income
spectrum.

We have come together with LA ROSAH and other partners, across issues and sectors, to fight
for place-based equity so that everyone—no matter their race, income, or zip code—has access
to a safe, clean, well-maintained home and safe, accessible parks in their neighborhood. The
County now has a landmark opportunity to begin to address housing and park inequities
through the implementation of Measure A and Measure H., and as Sissy Trinh and Ramon
Mendez indicated, we offer our assistance to you as you move forward to determine the final
structure of Measure A. We are preparing a more detailed comment letter for you all that will
provide recommendations on how to move Measure A forward in a way that will promote
equitable development based on best practices and examples already applied in grant
guidelines from the state’s cap and trade programs and other best practices locally and
nationally. A highlight of these recommendations include:

1) Set aside 50% of competitive funding for high and very high need study areas. In LA
County, communities of color have not received the same level of park investment as wealthier,
more affluent areas the result of which is clearly documented in the LA County Park Needs
Assessment. The Regional Park and Open Space District has the authority to set the direct of all
other park investment going forward and is well positioned to reverse injustice and remedy
past and current harm. As precedent, the California Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities (AHSC) Program sets aside a minimum of 50% of their funding for projects
benefiting “Disadvantaged Communities” as defined by Cal EPA in the CalEnviroScreen
3.0.CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool. (top 25% or one of the 22 tracts that score in the highest 5% of
pollution burden). The California Transformative Climate Communities (TCC) goes beyond
AHSC and takes a place-based approach that allows for 100% of the funding to provide direct,
meaningful benefit the top 5% of disadvantaged communities in the state, as defined by Cal
EPA in the CalEnviroScreen 3.0.

2) Incentivize Measure A competitive and non-competitive funding for the joint
development of affordable housing projects (preservation or new construction) with parks
and green space (both passive and active). As part of LA ROSAH, we have been exploring
mutual benefits and creative capital solutions from the integration across parks and housing
sectors that could potentially help bring a variety of benefits. Colocation of parks with housing



can provide long-term resident engagement and stewardship of local parks and open space and
improved public health outcomes. When parks and affordable homes are planned to be co-
located, acquisition capital for park land and green infrastructure could be used to fill important
gaps in patient acquisition capital desperately needed to build more affordable homes to meet
demands. Ground leases and other arrangements made between building owners and park
partners can provide for more sustainable services and recreational programs that would fill
gaps for long-term maintenance and support services at the parks.

3) Require applicants receiving competitive and non-competitive Measure A funding to
implement strategies, policies and/or programs that will reduce the economic displacement
of existing residents and small businesses so they can stay and benefit from the investment.
The Transformative Climate Communities program, a new cap and trade program currently in
its first round, program provides a good start in how to do this using a 3-pronged approach that
we recommend you include. First, it requires direct, meaningful involvement of the residents
and community-based organizations to drive the strategic investments of the program that will
reduce GHGs and advance equity, resilience, and economic opportunity. It also requires
applicants to include policies and programs to avoid displacement of existing residents and
small businesses so they can stay and benefit from the investment. The program provides a
table with examples of policies and strategies to avoid displacement, and there is a growing
body of work and research on gentrification and displacement to draw upon. Finally, TCC
requires development of long-term, multi-sector partnerships. TCC is developed to include
these three elements a) strong local engagement, b) displacement avoidance strategies, and c)
multi-sector partnerships because they are all critical to realizing the vision for equitable,
transformative neighborhood change. In order to make this type of requirement feasible, we
recommend you allow the technical assistance dollars in Measure A to help support applicants
in meeting the anti-displacement requirement. We also highly recommend that you include
anti-displacement programming, tenant engagement and education as eligible costs in the
program and planning funding supported in Measure A.

4) Monitor and evaluate the impact of Measure A funding on displacement. Establish
indicators on displacement of residents and small businesses and require reporting on those
indicators from agencies and organizations receiving Measure A Funds. This data collection
would be helpful to the County in meeting equity metric goals and in planning for future land
use plans and the allocation of scarce resources.

We present these above as examples of what exists to date, but want to be careful to not
position these examples as the only answer, as we and other partners continue to work
towards comprehensive anti-displacement strategies.



Finally, we’d like to call your attention to the report developed out of USC PERE, Measures
Matter: Ensuring Equitable Implementation of Los Angeles County Measures M & A, which we
and many others contributed to. The report provides a very helpful framework for equitable
development in our region, and is an important resource we hope this Steering Committee

takes very seriously as it progresses in setting up the guidelines for Measure A. The report
includes a useful definition of equity and also provides 8 principles that are key to equitable
development. The final report is now on the web, along with data tools and strategic
implementation timelines.

In closing, Measure A is the right step in helping fund parks improvements projects that we
need to make Los Angeles a more inclusive and livable place. The opportunity is now to set
Measure A up to make Los Angeles a more livable city for all neighborhoods. We look forward
to continuing to engage with you and collaborate in the development and implementation of
this very exciting opportunity.

Thank you.

Natalie Zappella

Program Director, Sustainable Connected Communities
Enterprise Community Partners
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February 12, 2018

Attn: Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District (RPOSD) and Measure A
Steering Committee Members

Via email (jwuyek@placeworks.com)

Re: Draft Measure A Guidelines

Dear Members of the Measure A Steering Committee:

Good morning committee members. My name is Sissy Trinh and | am the Executive Director of
the Southeast Asian Community Alliance, a community group organizing low-income youth in
Chinatown, Solano Canyon, and Lincoln Heights. Alpine Recreation Center is a % acre
neighborhood park that also happens to be one of the City’s busiest parks. This is because
Chinatown is one of the City’s poorest neighborhoods, where many families double and triple
up in order to afford rent. Alpine park provides both physical open space and a mental repreve
from overcrowded housing conditions. It serves as the community’s defacto senior center, day
care center, and youth gathering space. Parks serve as so much more than a patch of green
space for low-income communities of color like ours. As such, we are advocating to ensure that
equity is included as a key metric for where and how Measure A funds are utilized. We support
at least a 30% set aside for high and very high need communities such as Chinatown.

However we must also take into consideration the unintended consequences of new park
investments in low-income communities. We have been seeing an increase in harassment and
illegal evictions of low-income tenants living next to the LA State Historic Park and along the LA
River while landlords use the park and river investments in their marketing materials for higher
income prospective tenants. For many of the families we work with, gentrification is also
leading to an increased risk of homelessness and many low-income families are now being put
in the position of fighting against parks and healthier communities for fear of losing their
homes.

Sadly, this green gentrification is not a phenomenon unique to the LA State Historic Park, but a
nationally recognized trend where transformative infrastructure and greening of urban areas
inevitably leads to increases in property values, gentrification, and displacement. Notable
examples include the New York Highline, the 606 in Chicago, and the Atlanta Beltline.

In response the the green gentrification we’ve been seeing around the State Historic Park and
the LA River, SEACA helped found LA ROSAH, the LA Regional Open Space and Affordable
Housing Collaborative. LA ROSAH came together look at new ways to tackle this important



issue. Among the strategies we’re exploring include the integrated development of parks and
affordable housing and leveraging public infrastructure financing to incentivize local
municipalities to adopt tenant protection and other anti-displacement measures.

While we believe that parks are an integral part of improving quality of life, public health, and
climate resiliency in the region, those goals cannot come at the expense of housing stability for
low-income families. So, we ask that the steering committee to work with us to adopt a
displacement avoidance strategy as part of its expenditure plan.

Thank you.

Sissy Trinh
Southeast Asian Community Alliance (SEACA)



14 February 2018

To:  Jane I. Beesley, Regional Park and Open Space District JBeesley@parks.lacounty.gov
Placeworks
David Early dearly@placeworks.com
C.C. LaGrange clagrange@placeworks.com
Jessica Wuyek jwuyek@placeworks.com

From: Measure A Implementation Steering Committee Members:
Manal J. Aboelata, Managing Director, Prevention Institute;
Tamika L. Butler, Executive Director, Los Angeles Neighborhood Land Trust;
Sandra McNeill, Supervisorial District 2 Appointee;
Yvette Lopez-Ledesma, Deputy Director, Pacoima Beautiful;
Tori Kjer, Los Angeles Program Director, The Trust for Public Land
Scott Chan, Program Director, Asian Pacific Islander Forward Movement
Hugo Garcia, Supervisorial District 1 Appointee

Cc: Reuben R. De Leon, Senior Program Officer, First 5 LA
Re: Follow up from January 25, 2018 Steering Committee Meeting

In follow up to the January 25, 2018 Measure A Steering Committee meeting, we wanted to: a)
make a request for a subject-matter expert presentation by USC-PERE’s Dr. Manuel Pastor, to
the full steering committee at a future meeting, b) share valuable resources on community
engagement best practices; and c) provide one link to an Executive Order focused on language
translation in hopes of advancing the Steering Committee’s collective capacity to effectively
and efficiently advance key aims of the measure.

A) Request for a Subject Matter Expert Presentation to the Full Steering Committee
As you are probably aware, USC-PERE recently released, Measures Matter: Ensuring Equitable
Implementation of Los Angeles County Measures M & A. Their work reflects critical research,
insights and recommendations that apply directly to the Measure A steering committee’s
deliberation and recommendations. We are requesting that Dr. Manuel Pastor, PERE Center
Director be invited to present his research and findings to the full steering committee at an
upcoming meeting, within a month, ideally. His research is of great interest and can assist the
steering committee in building a shared language and sense of direction to enable some of the
critical decision points the steering committee is facing to be made more expeditiously, and
grounded in a more common understanding of opportunities for impact. Despite ambitious
plans for several of the immediate, upcoming meetings, inviting Dr. Pastor in sooner rather
than later can benefit the steering committee process down the road.

4315 Leimert Blvd. Los Angeles, CA 90008 323.294.4527 fax 323.294.4961 www.preventioninstitute.orqg
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B) Valuable resources and reference materials on Community Engagement Best Practices
At our last meeting, we discussed community engagement, both in terms of structure and
substance for Measure A. Below (and attached) please find reference materials being used in
other municipalities to set forth standards, principles, models and plans for community
engagement. We request that the Placeworks team review and synthesize the attached for the
Steering Committee. The Steering Committee and Measure A’s implementing agency, RPOSD,
would benefit from an up-to-date synthesis of practices occurring in other municipalities who
are seeking to elevate and standardize the practice of Community Engagement. With a shared
understanding of some of the potential and possibilities for community engagement, the
Steering Committee will be better equipped to build upon best practices in community
engagement that go beyond the knowledgeable experts in the room. Placeworks can help the
steering committee by: a) providing links to the materials, b) creating a summary document
that synthesizes the approaches, methods and measurable outcomes for community
engagement applicable to Measure A; and, c) propose options and adjustments to the current
DRAFT community engagement plan, that reflect the unique and diverse features of LA County.
It would be most helpful if Placeworks would also make recommendations and modifications to
the Grant Scoring Criteria, Grant Narrative and Technical Assistance program to reflect best
practices in community outreach and engagement. The practice of community engagement
within municipalities, including park and recreation agencies, has grown and advanced over the
last handful of years and it’s essential that that LA County’s Steering Committee has the benefit
of drawing upon lessons learned and the best available information on the state of practice.

Sample Community Engagement Guidelines:
e Seattle:
https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/ParksAndRecreation/Business/RFPs/At
tachment5%20_InclusiveOutreachandPublicEngagement.pdf

e Portland: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/oni/article/312804

e Minneapolis:
https://www.minneapolisparks.org/ asset/20rp8c/community engagement policy.pdf

e AB 31: http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/1008/files/spp application guide 2009.pdf
(“community based planning” guidelines and scoring criteria p.33-37)

e Transformative Climate Communities (TCC):
http://sgc.ca.gov/programs/tcc/docs/20171024-TCC_FINAL _GUIDELINES.pdf
(community engagement guidelines p.13-15; scoring criteria p.27-28)

4315 Leimert Blvd. Los Angeles, CA 90008 323.294.4527 fax 323.294.4961 www.preventioninstitute.orqg
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C) Seattle, King County’s Executive Order for Written Language Translation
Please see King County, Seattle’s Executive Order for Written Language Translation. It provides
guidance on translation, distinguishes it from interpretation, and sets minimum requirements
for determining what materials need to be translated. Please note that it would be ideal if
Placeworks’ team could continue scanning for other resources and best practices that would be
applicable to LA County’s diverse language representation. Places like New York City that are on
par with LA in terms of linguistic diversity may be good sources for policies and best practices
and standards that could be incorporated. As noted in the last meeting, the Federal standards
may not be well-suited to LA for a variety of reasons. Again, the Steering Committee can draw
upon best practices and models from other linguistically diverse regions and apply strategies
and recommendations that will make Measure A’s implementation guidelines strong.
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/operations/policies/documents/inf142aeo.ashx?la=en

Thank you, in advance, for taking the time to respond to the above mentioned requests and
recommendations. We appreciate your efforts to position the LA County Measure A Steering
Committee for a robust and successful process that draws upon subject matter expertise,
lessons learned and best practices.
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February 20, 2018

Los Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District (RPOSD)
Measure A Steering Committee Members

Dear Members of the Measure A Steering Committee:

To begin, we want to express our gratitude to the Measure A Steering Committee for the lively
discourse exchanged throughout the guidelines process. In response to the existing ideas, we
generally applaud the steering committee for pushing the conversation in terms of how to best
implement policies that benefit all populations as well as emphasize which communities we could
better provide for.

As a proven and powerful national nonprofit, Enterprise improves communities and people’s lives
by making well-designed homes affordable. We bring together nationwide know-how, partners,
policy leadership and investment to multiply the impact of local affordable housing development.
Since 1997 in Southern California, we have invested more than $1.2 billion in the region, creating
and preserving more than 21,000 affordable homes, delivering impactful technical assistance and
capacity building to both our public partners and developers, and working with key stakeholders to
achieve the systems change that is needed to address the severe housing crisis. Furthermore, we
also helped found LA Regional Open Space and Affordable Housing Collaborative (LA ROSAH),
integrating housing, parks, and green infrastructure while looking at new ways to tackle
gentrification and displacement, with development and financing strategies and leveraging public
infrastructure financing to incentivize local municipalities to adopt tenant protection and other
anti-displacement measures.

That said, Measures A, M, and H have given us the unprecedented opportunity to transform the
county into an inclusive and livable place with parks and transit while addressing our biggest
challenge of homelessness, which increased by 23% last year. Moreover, we need to be mindful of
the other challenges around the county: more than 1.3 million households in the LA region are rent
burdened, and we are facing a shortage of both market rate and subsidized housing supplies.
Combined with rising rents and low wages, families are currently being displaced through
evictions — both legal and illegal — and condominium conversions. Unsurprisingly, evictions in the
City of Los Angeles alone have increased 39% over the last 5 years.

With this in mind, our letter of our recommendation focuses on 4 key areas that we are more than
happy to work with you on to implement a robust and equitable program. The following are our
recommended modifications to the Measure A guidelines.

Funding
e Set aside 50% of competitive funding for high and very high need study areas. In LA
County, communities of color have not received the same level of park investment
compared to more affluent, white areas, which is clearly documented in the LA County
Park Needs Assessment. The Regional Park and Open Space District has the authority to
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set the direct of all other park investment going forward and is well positioned to reverse

injustice by prioritizing investment in “disadvantaged communities.” Two State examples

are available for you to readily adopt, including:

1. California’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program sets
aside a minimum of 50% of their funding for projects benefiting “Disadvantaged
Communities” as defined by Cal EPA. in the CalEnviroScreen 3.0.CalEnviroScreen 3.0
tool. (top 25% or one of the 22 tracts that score in the highest 5% of pollution burden).

2. California’s Transformative Climate Communities (TCC) goes beyond AHSC and
takes a place-based approach that allows for 100% of the funding to provide direct,
meaningful benefit to the top 5% of disadvantaged communities in the state, as defined
by Cal EPA in the CalEnviroScreen 3.0.

Allocate additional funding for technical assistance. The County should provide
technical assistance dollars funded by Measure A or other resources to provide education,
training, and implementation of multisector applications that prioritize meaningful
partnerships that promote deep community engagement resulting in thoughtful,
environmentally beneficial projects that directly address anti-displacement. This funding is
particularly important for under-resourced, smaller jurisdictions and community
organizations.

Housing

Incentivize Measure A competitive and non-competitive funding for the joint
development of affordable housing projects (preservation or new construction) with
parks. As part of LA ROSAH, we have been exploring creative capital solutions by
integrating parks and housing development that could potentially help bring a variety of
benefits:

1. Parks capital could provide acquisition of land for parks, green infrastructure and
affordable housing, which would fill a critical funding gap of limited, patient capital for
land acquisition for affordable housing development.

2. Measure A provides the opportunity to identify sites that may have been unsuitable for
housing or parks alone, but can leverage public and private resources for the
development of both.

3. The co-location of parks and affordable housing can provide many benefits:

e Residents benefit from the positive health outcomes when a family has an
affordable apartment and access to active parks for recreation.

e Ground leases or other financial arrangements