GATEWAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Transportation Committee
AGENDA
Wednesday, July 6, 2016, 4:30 PM
Gateway Cities Council of Governments
16401 Paramount Boulevard, 2nd Floor Conference Room
Paramount, California

STAFF REPORTS AND OTHER WRITTEN DOCUMENTS ARE AVAILABLE IN THE
GATEWAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS OFFICES, 16401 PARAMOUNT
BOULEVARD, PARAMOUNT, CALIFORNIA. ANY PERSON HAVING QUESTIONS
CONCERNING ANY AGENDA ITEM MAY CALL THE COG STAFF AT (562) 663-6850.
FOR YOUR INFORMATION: The Transportation Committee will hear from the public on
any item on the agenda or an item of interest that is not on the agenda. The
Transportation Committee cannot take action on any item not scheduled on the agenda.
These items may be referred for administrative action or scheduled on a future agenda.
Comments are to be limited to three minutes for each speaker, unless extended by the
Transportation Committee, and each speaker will only have one opportunity to speak on
any one topic. You have the opportunity to address the Transportation Committee at the
following times:
A.

AGENDA ITEM: at this time the Transportation Committee considers the agenda
item OR during Public Comments, and

B.

NON-AGENDA ITEMS: during Public Comments, comments will be received for a
maximum 20-minute period; any additional requests will be heard following the
completion of the Transportation Committee agenda; and

C.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: at the time for public hearings.

Please keep your comments brief and complete a speaker card for the Chair.
I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

ROLL CALL – BY SELF INTRODUCTIONS

III.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
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IV.

AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA - This is the time and place to change the
order of the agenda, delete or add any agenda item(s).

V.

PUBLIC COMMENTS - Three minutes for each speaker.

VI.

MATTERS FROM STAFF

VII.

CONSENT CALENDAR: All items under the Consent Calendar may be enacted
by one motion. Any item may be removed from the Consent Calendar and acted
upon separately by the Transportation Committee.
A.

Approval of Minutes – Minutes of the Transportation Committee Meeting of
May 4, 2016, and June 1, 2016, are presented for approval.

CONSENT CALENDAR ACTION:
A MOTION TO APPROVE THE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONSENT
CALENDAR ITEM.
VIII.

REPORTS
A.

MTA Board Recap – June Metro Board Meeting - Oral Report by
Director Diane DuBois

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF
B.

MTA Ballot Measure Adopted Expenditure Plan

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF

IX.

REPORTS – COMMITTEES/AGENCIES
A.

Matters from Gateway Cities Service Council by David Hershenson,
MTA – Oral Report

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF
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B.

Cap and Trade Update – Nancy Pfeffer- Oral Report

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF
C.

LOSSAN Update – Oral Report

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF
D.

Matters from I-5 JPA – Oral Report

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF
E.

Matters from I-710 EIR/EIS Corridor Project – Oral Report

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF
F.

Matters from SR-91/I-605/I-405 Major Corridor Project – Oral Report

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF
G.

Eco Rapid Transit Update – Oral Report

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF
H.

Communications/MTA Board Reports
• Adopted Expenditure Plan - June 23

SUGGESTED ACTION: A MOTION TO RECEIVE AND FILE REPORT,
POSSIBLE ACTION AND/OR GIVE DIRECTION TO STAFF

X.

MATTERS FROM TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE MEMBERS

XI.

ADJOURNMENT
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NOTICE: New items will not be considered after 5:30 p.m. unless the Transportation Committee
votes to extend the time limit. Any items on the agenda that are not completed will be forwarded to
the next regular Transportation Committee meeting scheduled for Wednesday, August 3, 4:30 PM.
IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE AMERICAN WITH DISABILITIES ACT, IF YOU NEED SPECIAL
ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS MEETING, PLEASE CONTACT THE COG OFFICE AT
(562) 663-6850. NOTIFICATION 48 HOURS PRIOR TO THE MEETING WILL ENABLE THE
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS TO MAKE REASONABLE ARRANGEMENT TO ENSURE
ACCESSIBILITY TO THIS MEETING.
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VII. CONSENT CALENDAR
Item A

Approval of Minutes

Transportation Committee Meeting Minutes

MINUTES OF THE MEETING
OF THE GATEWAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
June 1, 2016

The Meeting called to order at 4:34 Role call taken by self-introduction
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Ali Saleh – COG President, City of Bell, AL Austin –
City of Long Beach, Diane DuBois - MTA Director, Sal Alatorre – City of Lynwood, Gene
Daniels Supervisor Knabe, Dana Pynn – Long Beach Transit, Mike Egan – City of Norwalk,
City Managers’ Steering Committee, Public Works Officers, KeAndra Dodds – Supervisor
Solis, Mohammad Mostahkami – City of Downey, Public Works Officers. Arturo Sanchez
– City of Long Beach, Jose Pulido – City of Cudahy. Tracy Egoscue – Port of Long Beach.
OTHERS PRESENT: Maryam Adhami – LA County Public Works, David Hershenson –
Metro Community Relations, Wally Shidler – Metro Gateway cities Service Sector, Michael
Kodama – Eco Rapid Transit JPA, Andres Molina – Parsons Brinckerhoff, , Kevin
Gilhooley – SCAG, Jerard Wright – Move LA, Richard Powers, Yvette Kirrin, Karen Heit,
Nancy Pfeffer – Gateway Cities Staff. David Yale – LACMTA, Susan De Santis, Gary
Hammrick.
Director DuBois quickly reviewed the Actions taken at the May 26, MTA Board Meeting.
The MTA Active Transportation Strategic Plan (ATSP) was adopted. The Plan is Metro’s
overall strategy for funding and planning active transportation infrastructure and programs
in LA County. The plan is respectful of the fact that the MTA often does not own or operate
key elements of the public right of way, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities, beyond
the station footprint. The ATSP builds on local and sub-regional planning already underway
to develop a cohesive strategy for the County; The ATSP incorporated much of the COG’s
Strategic Transportation Plan.
She went on to discuss the vetting of the PBM/LRTP Financial Forecast that was
presented at the Board meeting.
There was a brief presentation on the contents of the COG letter that was submitted to the
MTA for consideration in the Potential Ballot Measure (PBM) There was discussion over
the individual policy and project recommendations and a general discussion about the
impact of PBM local return proposal. There was consensus that local return as suggested
in the PBM was insufficient to meet the local transportation need of Los Angeles County
cities.
The next item introduced was the latest version SB 1472 – a bill to restructure the MTA
Board by State Senator Tony Mendoza.
The last report was an update on the outreach process in the Gateway Cities area for input
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on the PBM by David Hershenson.
The other reports and updates were held over to the next meeting. The meeting adjourned
at 5:35 pm.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING
OF THE GATEWAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
May 4, 2016

The Meeting called to order at 4:30 Role call taken by self-introduction
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Diane DuBois - MTA Director, Dana Pynn Long Beach Transit, Mike Egan- City of Norwalk, City Managers' Steering Committee,
, Public Works Officers, KeAndra Dodds - Supervisor Solis, Mohammad Mostahkami
City of Downey, Public Works Officers. Arturo Sanchez - City of Long Beach, Jose
Pulido - City of Cudahy.
OTHERS PRESENT: Maryam Adhami - LA County Public Works, David Hershenson
- Metro Community Relations, Wally Shidler - Metro Gateway Cities Service Sector,
Michael Kodama - Eco Rapid Transit JPA, Andres Molina- Parsons Brinckerhoff,,
Kevin Gilhooley- SCAG, Jerard Wright - Move LA, Richard Powers, Yvette Kirrin,
Karen Heit, Nancy Pfeffer - Gateway Cities Staff. David Yale - LACMTA, Chris
Hedden, Susan De Santis, Gary Hammrick,
Director DuBois discussed the April MTA Board meeting.
She discussed the Board's approval of an Architectural and Engineering s e r v i c e s
c o n t r a c t for the preparation of the Project Approval and Environmental Document
(PAED) on Westbound SR-91, from Shoemaker Avenue to the 1-605/SR-91
Interchange. This is one of the most important projects-the 1-605 Hot Spots program,
the area for this work is the Westbound SR-91, from Shoemaker Avenue to the 1605/SR-91 Interchange, the first two project segments for this interchange. The cost of
the contract is an amount not to exceed $7,762,669.
Director DuBois went on to describe the development of a Funding Agreement
for the West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor - Sustainable Transit Oriented
Communities Predevelopment and Planning Activities with the Gateway Cities Council
of Governments (COG), to be led by the Eco-Rapid Transit Joint Powers Authority for
near-term project activities in response to the Metro Board February 2016 directive, in
an amount not-to-exceed $230,800. These funds will help Eco-Rapid move ahead with
preliminary planning work.
The last item of interest was the MOTION by Directors Knabe, Dubois and Butts that
the Board instruct the CEO to report to the Board during the May 2016 Board cycle with
copies of the draft "Financial Forecasting Model for the Potential Ballot Measure
Expenditure Plan" for review and discussion by the Board at the May 26, 2016 Board
meeting. The Financial Forecasting Model is the funding plan for the potential ballot
Measure. Of special interest will be the assumptions regarding bonding/debt service
and the use of "other" Countywide funds outside of the sales tax.
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Director DuBois went over the COG Position on the PBM draft expenditure p l a n
a d o p t e d at the April Board Meeting. Karen Heit, Transportation Deputy, reviewed
'report on the Potential Ballot Measure (PBM) that outlines the process to date including
the Draft Expenditure Plan. According to the PBM, the I-5and the I-710 are subregional
projects, despite the fact that they are projects of national interest and that should be
reflected. The PBM supports a national container fee or other freight fee as a vehicle to
finance the highways. The MTA wants to pursue looking at other funding for the projects
and move them forward aggressively however the MTA is still looking at the County
funding and the PBM as a primary funding source. There was discussion that the new
funding plan needed to be more aggressive to help resolve community issues.
Director DuBois discussed the position paper that was distributed and asked that it be
considered as the foundation for composing a letter to the MTA. She indicated that
she was looking for a recommendation to the COG Board to create a letter for the
Board's approval and distribution. The Committee voted to send the matter to the full
Board.
Nancy Pfeffer, COG Transportation Director, spoke about the Cap & Trade funding
and the workshop and the follow-up that has been done. She highlighted Northern
California's desire to dilute the definition of Disadvantaged communities to allow for
more funding going to their communities. GCCOG is working on keeping the definition
as it is currently. On the project side, she discussed the efforts underway to entertain
eligible projects to submit for Cap &Trade funding.
Dave Hershenson, Metro Public Affairs Manager, gave the Sector report and
highlighted the GCCOG Public listening session on the PBM that was held by the
MTA.
Kekoa Anderson, COG Engineer, discussed the I-710 Early Action Projects coming
into eligibility for the second decade. He also discussed efforts to coordinate the lower
LA River activities making sure that projects are compatible.
Anderson went on to described the SR-91/I-605/I-405 project development activities
and talked a little about the aforementioned a w a r d of the engineering contract and
stated that that there is another large engineering contract under way. These activities
will generate a lot of local funding agreements.
The 1-5 report was deferred. There was no Eco-Rapid report
Director DuBois gave a brief LOSSAN report; the agency is still working on the
operations agreement.
The meeting was adjourned at 5:45 pm.
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VIII. REPORTS
ITEM A
MTA BALLOT MEASURE ADOPTED
EXPENDITURE PLAN

Transportation Committee Meeting Agenda
July 6, 2016

TO:

Transportation Committee

FROM:

Diane Dubois, MTA Director

BY:

Karen Heit, Transportation Deputy

SUBJECT:

MTA Ballot Measure Adopted Expenditure Plan

Issue
For the past three years, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) has
worked with the all of the Los Angeles County councils of governments, transportation coalitions
and other stakeholders to prepare a comprehensive transportation plan to be funded by an
additional ½ sales tax to be levied on all Los Angeles County sales transactions. This effort
resulted in a set of transportation needs totaling $273 billion, against which the MTA proposed an
additional ½ cent sales tax for 40 years that would yield $120 billion to address the transportation
needs of this county.
On June 23, 2016, the MTA Board approved the attached Expenditure Plan on an 11-2 vote.
Supervisor Knabe and I were the dissenting votes. Our COG made specific policy and project
recommendations that are included in Attachment “A”. These recommendations were detailed in a
letter submitted to the MTA during the 90-day review period for the Draft Expenditure Plan.
The Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG) has participated in this process and
nominated its slate of projects in September of last year. The COG nominated $10.6 billion worth
of projects against a subregional target of $4.1 billion. This project slate assumes the infusion of
state, federal and other local funding from the MTA.
Earlier this year, the COG submitted a letter to the MTA in response to the Draft Ordinance and
Expenditure Plan for the Potential Ballot Measure (PBM). This letter addressed policy and project
related issues.
The MTA did not consider or adopt the majority of the policy recommendations – especially
disappointing is a refusal to honor the commitment to made to the voters in 2008 with Measure R.
Measure R projects have not been given priority for new sales tax measure revenues, instead,
new or undefined projects have been placed ahead of Measure R projects. Utilizing the Board
adopted “Performance Metrics” and a flawed modeling process, the MTA was able to reprioritize
all of the projects and subregional priorities submitted by the subregions resulting in a new
sequence of project implementation.
The following matrix summarizes the outcomes of COG input:
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Project
Recommendations
West Santa Branch

Local
Return

“Green”
Complete
Streets

3% Local
Contribution

Metrolink
Funding

Performance
Metrics

Policy
Recommendatio
n

GCCOG Requests
GCCOG Request
First funding priority for Measure R projects

Adopted by Metro Board
Not Adopted – new projects placed ahead of
Measure R, Some Measure R projects accelerated
base on performance modeling

Performance Metrics be applied solely to PBM projects Not Adopted - Project sequencing established
and not retroactively to Measure R 2nd and 3rd decade by modeling project performance through the Board
projects.
adopted Performance Metrics
Allocate an additional 1% (for a total of 2%)
guaranteed to Metrolink for service improvements and
long-term capital projects after 2039

Adopted - Incorporated into the Expenditure
Plan. This Provides a predicable income stream to
expand Metrolink.

Remove 3% local contribution to Major transit projects.
Encourage local jurisdictions to invest in community
infrastructure such as active transportation, enhanced
transit safe pedestrian paths and other First/Last Mile
connections.

Not Adopted/Modified - 3% local contribution
remains but may be satisfied by building active
transportation or First/Last Mile projects (details of
this policy will be under considered by the Board as
a separate action) or cash payment or garnishing
future PBM Local Return for 15 years
Not Adopted

Support the addition of the concept of “Green
Complete Streets” to the 2% Active Transportation
program carve-out.
Local Return to the cities to 25%; investigate a new
formula that does not rely solely on population.
Construct the West Santa Ana Branch/Eco-Rapid
Project in two consecutive phases beginning in 20192020 or upon completion of environmental clearance
and the attainment of a Record of Decision.

Partially Adopted - Local Return raised from
16% to 17%, may increase to 20% in 2040 if there
are project savings. No alternative formula or local
return minimum has been offered or considered
Partially Adopted – Project segmentation has
been removed. Project start date moved forward 1year to 2022 and the gap eliminated, this is
contingent upon the following footnote: r -This
project could start as early as FY 2028 and open
as early as FY 2037 with Public-Private
Partnership delivery methods
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I-5 (605-710)

I-710 Corridor

Green Line
Norwalk

Gold Line Phase
II
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Commence construction on both alignments
(Washington Blvd. and SR-60) for the Metro Gold Line
Eastside Extension Phase II within the 2029-2035
Measure R timeframe by extending the PBM last
beyond 40-years for a 50-year timeframe that would
generate the additional required revenue.

Adopted – The additional alignment is added in
2053 to reflect additional capacity available from the
removal of the PBM sunset

Accelerate the Metro Green Line Norwalk Extension
project development through coordination and
potential funding with the state (with Orange County
Transportation Authority support) and California High
Speed Rail Authority to provide airport access.
Accelerate the development and implementation of the
I-710 Corridor Improvement project. This corridor
project is currently undergoing environmental review
with a Record of Decision anticipated in mid to late
2017.

Partially Adopted – Project has been
accelerated by 5-years. The project has been
placed in the System Connectivity category and
therefore is funding entirely from Countywide funds.

I-5 (605-I-710) corridor goals and objective can be
best serve by structuring the project into logical
segments. The short-term need is to achieve a project
definition by completing the environmental review
process by 2019

Not Adopted – Project groundbreaking remains
in 2026, 9 years after the Record of Decision. The
project has been correctly identified by discreet
projects and not large phases Project delay places
the I-710 well past current FAST Act funding
programs. This project should fall into the System
Connectivity category
Not Adopted – Although the project has been
accelerated by 5-years from 2041 to 2036. This
project is funded almost entirely from subregional
funds although this project is nationally significant.
This project clearly falls in the System Connectivity
category

As indicated above, the MTA, however, did adopt or partially a few of the policy level suggestions
including:
• Changing the “should” language to “shall” for regional rail funding giving Metrolink a guaranteed
additional 1% after 2040.
• Raising the local return allocation to a baseline of 17% with the potential to go as high as 20% in
2040. There was no consideration for the requested change in the formula used to distribute local
return funding. The South Bay COG suggested the use of a three-part formula based on lane
miles/sales tax and population. The new Measure local return will be population based consistent
with Prop. A&C and Measure R.
The COG requested MTA remove the 3% local contribution to Major transit projects as the 3%
contribution places a burden on smaller less cities.. MTA is strengthening the 3% contribution
requirement although it will develop guidelines that will allow local jurisdictions to invest in
community infrastructure such as active transportation, enhanced transit safe pedestrian paths
and other First/Last Mile connections to meet the 3% contribution. These guidelines will include
provisions that allow for local jurisdictions to meet all or a portion of their 3% local contributions
through investments in active transportation and first/last mile investments that are included in the
Project scopes, consistent with station area plans jointly developed by Metro and affected
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jurisdictions. If the jurisdiction fails to resolve the 3% contribution, the Ordinance will allow MTA to
withhold up to 15 years of local return funds from this new measure only for local agencies. Local
return funds from Proposition A, Proposition C, and Measure R are not subject to this withholding.
A chart (Attachment “B”) is attached estimating how much each Gateway City with a transit line is
expected to contribute for each transit project. The 3% local contribution is also a requirement
under Measure R. An estimate of the 3% contribution by Gateway City transit project is attached.
(“B”)
The COG requested that the notion of “Green” Complete Streets be added to the 2% Active
Transportation program carve-out. Complete Streets is defined in the Ordinance as:
“Complete Streets” means a comprehensive, integrated transportation network with
infrastructure and design that allows safe and convenient travel along and across streets
for all users, including pedestrians, users and operators of public transit, bicyclists,
persons with disabilities, seniors, children, motorists, users of green modes, and movers of
commercial goods.”
“Green Streets” is defined as:
“Green Streets” means urban transportation rights-of-way integrated with storm water
treatment techniques that use natural processes an landscaping and that quantitatively
demonstrate that they capture and treat storm water runoff from their tributary watershed
through infiltration or other means and are included within the respective Enhanced
Watershed Management Plan.”
Green Streets are an eligible use of local return funds as are Complete Streets. “Green”
Complete Streets is not an eligible use for the 2% carve-out; the MTA has not given an
explanation why green complete streets are ineligible.
The MTA did make a number of adjustments to GCCOG initiatives, most notably removing the
segments for the West Santa Ana Branch (Eco-Rapid) project, this is significant as it allows the
projects total ridership and alignment to be consider for federal funding, additionally, the WSAB
project can be accelerated by entering into a 3P arrangement. The MTA also accelerated the I-5
project groundbreaking date by 5 years and accelerating the Metro Green Line Norwalk Extension
from 2051 to 2046. The following chart diagrams the project accelerations. These accelerations
are all made possible by removing the project sunset allowing for long-term financing.
Issue
There have been some accommodation, consideration and acceleration of projects made for
Gateway Cities transportation initiatives. The net result, however, is Gateway Cities Measure R
initiatives, along with other subregions’ initiatives have been supplanted by newer initiatives that
are less defined. Because of this, the COG Board voted an “Oppose unless amended” for the
expenditure plan. The adopted plan did not resolve the COG’s outstanding issues.
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The COG’s Measure R projects are in various states of development; the West Santa Branch
should begin environmental documentation in the fall of this year, the I-710 Corridor project is in
its seventh year of environmental documentation, and the Gold Line is also in the environmental
process, many of the I-605 “Hot Spots” projects are moving towards project implementation.
Progress on Gateway Cities Initiatives has been steady but not swift, the new initiative and the
new sequence of project implementation does not expedite these projects. Funding for COG high
priorities such as the I-5 (605-710) have been pushed out to 2036 and the I-710 project funding
availability is postponed to 2026. Both of these GCCOG priorities have been determined to be
subregional projects despite their meeting the criteria for system connectivity projects. This
category includes projects that:
Central to the efficient performance of the county transportation system is ensuring connections to
major facilities that attract and generate significant vehicle and truck travel. These regional
facilities for passengers and goods include airports, seaports, central rail stations, and the
modernization of highway and transit infrastructure that serve these facilities. This program is
intended to support systemwide highway improvements, access to airports and seaports, and
transit connectivity and modernization. Systemwide highway improvements include improved
technology to better manage traffic flow on freeways and roadways, freeway construction projects
that eliminate key bottlenecks and enable increased volumes of commuters to travel on freeways
at faster speeds through new carpool lanes, and expanded services that eliminate bottlenecks
created by traffic incidents such as Freeway Service Patrol. Access improvements to the Los
Angeles County airports and seaports include projects that improve the direct access to the
airports and seaports from the highway system, improving the flow of goods and passengers on
the highway system while reducing the impact of truck and vehicle traffic to the surrounding
communities through projects that use technology to reduce air pollution emitted from truck traffic.
Transit connectivity and modernization projects include improved transit connections to Los
Angeles County airports, between Metro and Metrolink rail services and other enhancements to
the aging passenger rail system to allow service to meet growing travel demand.
The underlined language should apply to both the I-5 and I-710 projects yet both projects are
considered subregional priorities and not system connectivity projects. The I-710 assumes $2.8
billion in alternative funding resources, a reasonable assumption given the project’s national
importance in serving the nation’s largest port complex, the I-5 is totally funded from subregional
resources despite the fact the project meets the definition of a “key bottleneck”. Both of these
highway projects are included in the State of California Sustainable Freight Plan and are on their
way to being included in the National Freight Plan. Both projects meet many of the eligibility
criteria for the FAST Act. Postponement of funding for these initiatives places them at a
disadvantage for federal funding consideration.
The implementation sequences assigned the GCCOG’s transit initiatives has the WSAB project
relying on 3P participation to advance the project despite the fact that this project is highly
competitive for New Starts funding.
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Recommendation
Multi-modal projects that would benefit Gateway cities and other subregions are being
leapfrogged by higher profile projects in more affluent areas. These projects are also being given
priority access to federal funding. That is simply not geographically equitable, nor is it fair to our
residents who will be funding these projects for decades before they truly benefit.
It is recommended that the Transportation Committee recommend the GCCOG Board adopt
the attached Resolution opposing the expenditure plan as adopted by the Metro Board of
Directors.

Attachments:
“A” Resolution
“B” 3% Contribution Funding Chart
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Attachment “A”
RESOLUTION NO. 16of the
GATEWAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
OPPOSING THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION
AUTHORITY EXPENDITURE PLAN FOR THE
2016 PROPOSED BALLOT MEASURE
The Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG) participated in the development of
a countywide process to accumulate a listing of all subregional transportation projects.
This process resulted in the identification of $275 billion of transportation projects
countywide.
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) in response to
the identified need developed an expenditure plan to address the project capital and
operational needs for the County. This expenditure plan will be the LA County template
for mobility for the next 40 years. The tax itself will remove the sunset from Measure R
and continue the combined one-cent sales tax in perpetuity or until repealed by the
electorate.
Instead of giving the Measure R project initiatives first priority for new tax revenues
assuring that 2nd and 3rd decade Measure R projects are completed, the MTA initiated a
modeling process utilizing performance metrics that places well-defined projects with
analysis in competition with new projects with assigned attributes. This modeling
exercise has resulted in a reordering or resequencing of projects. This new
implementation schedule has not borne out to be advantageous to the Gateway Cities.
Multi-modal projects that would benefit the Gateway cities are being leapfrogged by
higher profile projects in more affluent areas, which are also being given priority access
to federal funding. That is simply not geographically equitable, nor is it fair to our
residents who will be funding these projects for decades before they truly benefit.

Therefore;
The Gateway Cities Council of Governments opposes the Adopted Ballot Measure
Expenditure Plan.
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3% Local Contributions to Transit Projects (Miles and Station locations are estimated)
12/15
Population
WSAB Phase I
Bell
Los Angeles
Cudahy
Downey
Huntington Park
Los Angeles County
South Gate
Vernon
WSAB Phase II
Artesia
Bellflower
Cerritos
Paramount
South Gate
Gold Line Eastside
Ph.II Washington
Commerce
Los Angeles County
Montebello
Pico Rivera
Santa Fe Springs
Whittier
Green Line –
Norwalk
Norwalk
Santa Fe Springs

36,716
4,030,904
24,602
114,181
59,718
1.051,989
99,578
210
16,883
76,363
49,412
56,400
90.578
13,127
1,051,989
63,924
64,272
18,459
88,341
105,292
18,549

Estimated Cost
of Project
$2,965,million

$1,035 million

$3,000 million

$770 million

3% of Cost w/in City

1-year Local
Return (17%)

15-years Local Difference between 15Return
years and 3% payment

$2,794,637
$35,588,376
No station
$2,965,652
$19,627,478
$2,539,208
$18,378,228
$1,833,408

$516,251
$56,677,198

$7,743,772
$850,157,976

$4,949,135
$814,569,601

$1,605,462
$839,675
$14,791,667
$1,400,133
$2,953

$24,081,915
$12,595,124
$221,875,004
$21,001,996
$44,292

$21,116,263
($7,032,354)
$219,335,795
$2,623,768
($1,7899,117)

$2,869,322
$10,966,310
$5,498,990
$8,839,289
$2,876,089

$237,386
$1,073,715
$694,766
$793,022
$1,400,133

$3,560,794
$16,105,721
$10,421,485
$11,895,324
$21,001,996

$691,472,
$5,139,411
$4,922,495
$3,056,035
$18,125,907

No Station
$18,373,819
$30,114,507
$19,398,176
$6,295,480
$3,041,005

$14,791,667
$898,814
$903,707
$259,546
$1,242,133

$221,875,004
$13,482,211
$13,555,608
$3,893,188
$18,632,001

$203,501,185
($16,632,296)
($5,842,569)
($2,402,292)
$15,590,995

$22,038,877
$1,061,123

$1,480,476
$259,546

$22,207,136
$3,893,188

$168,259
$2,832,065

IX. REPORTS
ITEM F
MATTERS FROM SR-91/I-605/I-405
MAJOR CORRIDOR PROJECT
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IX. REPORTS
ITEM H
COMMUNICATIONS/MTA BOARD
REPORTS ADOPTED EXPENDITURE
PLAN
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A Note from Supervisor Knabe
Dear Friends,

Last Thursday, the Metro Board voted 11-2 to place a sales tax
measure to pay for transit projects on the November ballot. I voted
against it for a number of reasons.

While I absolutely support improving transportation across Los Angeles
County, the sequencing of major projects and the funding levels in this
ballot measure will fail to make improvements that benefit the entire
region.
There are 88 cities in Los Angeles County--not just one--and taxpayers
from each city voted in favor of Measure R in 2008 because they were
promised projects that would improve mobility and decrease
congestion in their communities. Now, eight years later, many of our
cities are still waiting for their major projects and if this ballot measure
is approved, they will be waiting even longer.
Multi-modal projects that would benefit our Gateway cities and South
Bay cities are being leapfrogged by higher profile projects like the

Sepulveda Pass Tunnel and Westside Subway, which are also being
given priority access to federal funding. That is simply not
geographically equitable, nor is it fair to our residents who will be
funding these projects for decades before they truly benefit.
Unlike Measure R which sunsets after 30 years, this new funding
measure is a 'forever tax' that will be placed on generations to come. I
want to ensure that taxpayer money is spent wisely and fairly, and that
we are not issuing a blank check. Promises that we make today won't
even be guaranteed years down the line because all it will take is a
two-thirds vote by a future Metro Board to change the funding and
delivery of projects.
It is easy to support this measure and congratulate ourselves on
building the transit future of our region; the fact is that it doesn't--not
in a fair and equitable way. Our residents across Los Angeles County
deserve better.

Have a great week,
Supervisor Don Knabe

