AGENDA
SPECIAL MEETING OF THE

HOUSING COMMISSION
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA
Santa Monica Main Library
Multipurpose Room
601 Santa Monica Blvd.
Santa Monica, CA 90401

Thursday, May 3, 2018
4:30 PM

Notice is hereby given that a special meeting of the Housing Commission will be
held at 4:30pm on Thursday, May 3, 2018, at the Main Library Multipurpose Room
for the purpose of conducting the following business:
The Housing Commission of the City of Santa Monica, in accordance with City
Council, does resolve as follows:
In order to safeguard participatory democracy in Santa Monica, all
persons attending public meetings in Santa Monica should strive to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Treat everyone courteously;
Listen to others respectfully;
Exercise self-control;
Give open-minded consideration to all viewpoints;
Focus on the issues and avoid personalizing debate;
Embrace respectful disagreement and dissent as democratic rights,
inherent components of an inclusive public process, and tools for forging
sound decisions. [RESOLUTION]

Please Note: Public input is permitted only on items listed on the agenda. No other business
will be conducted at this time.

1. CALL TO ORDER
A. ROLL CALL

The meeting place is wheelchair-accessible. If you require any special disability related accommodations (i.e. sign language
interpreting, access to an amplified sound system, etc.), please contact the Housing Division at (310) 458-8702 or TTY (310)
458-8696 at least three days prior to the scheduled meeting. This agenda is available in alternate format upon request by calling
the Housing Division office. Underground parking is available. Limited validations available at the Commission Meeting. Call Big
Blue Bus at (310) 451-5444 for additional transportation information.

2. ACTION ITEM
A. PROPOSED HOUSING TRUST FUND PLAN – Discussion and possible
action regarding the draft Housing Trust Fund Plan, which proposes
various strategies for increasing the supply of affordable housing using
housing trust funds. [PROPOSED HTF PLAN] [RESPONSES TO
CHAIR SOLOFF’S QUESTIONS] [RESPONSES TO VICE CHAIR
HILTON’S QUESTIONS] [PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED] [COMMENT
FROM CITY COMMISSIONS] [HANDOUT FROM VICE CHAIR HILTON]
[HANDOUT FROM COMMISSIONER KEINTZ]
B. WORK PLAN – Discussion of annual work plan and potential priorities,
and possible action setting long-range agenda and work plan.
[HANDOUT FROM VICE CHAIR HILTON]

3. ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSING COMMISSION
No other business will be conducted at the Meeting.
Any documents produced by the City and distributed to a majority of the Housing Commission regarding any item on this agenda will be
made available for viewing at the Santa Monica Housing Division office located at 1901 Main Street, Suite B, Santa Monica, California
during normal business hours. Documents are also available at www.smgov.net/housing.
Please note that this agenda is subject to change up to 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting. We encourage you to check the agenda 24
hours prior to the meeting.

The meeting place is wheelchair-accessible. If you require any special disability related accommodations (i.e. sign language
interpreting, access to an amplified sound system, etc.), please contact the Housing Division at (310) 458-8702 or TTY (310)
458-8696 at least three days prior to the scheduled meeting. This agenda is available in alternate format upon request by calling
the Housing Division office. Underground parking is available. Limited validations available at the Commission Meeting. Call Big
Blue Bus at (310) 451-5444 for additional transportation information.

Proposed Housing Trust Funds Initial Plan
Public Comment Draft: February 13, 2018
INTRODUCTION
City Council adoption of revisions to the Housing Trust Fund Guidelines in July 2017
included a provision that staff prepare an “initial proposed plan” (Plan) regarding the use
of Housing Trust Funds (HTF), to cover the remaining period of the Housing Element
(through 2021).

The proposed Plan should be made available for a 45-day public

comment period, during which a public meeting is also held. Subsequently, the Housing
Commission will review the proposed Plan and public comments received, and make a
recommendation to the City Council, for final consideration and approval. The following
discussion considers opportunities to target City-funded housing based on income levels,
as well as population to be served by proposed housing.
BACKGROUND
In the last 25 years, the City has provided more than $350 million in housing trust funds
to preserve and produce approximately 2,700 affordable apartments. City housing trust
funds were established in the 1980’s, dedicating funds from various sources for the
purpose of preserving and producing affordable housing. Administrative guidelines for
the use of the funds were concurrently established, and approved by Council, to
streamline the process for funding affordable housing. The affordable housing created
with the trust funds has allowed residents with low-and moderate incomes to remain in
Santa Monica, and provided opportunities for Santa Monica workers to live close to their
jobs.
In August 2015, Council established maintaining an inclusive and diverse community as
one of five strategic goals. The strategic goal includes a focus on supporting economic
diversity by helping low- and moderate-income households to afford to live and thrive in
Santa Monica. The City’s Housing Trust Funds provide a mechanism to preserve and
produce affordable housing opportunities, by subsidizing the acquisition/rehabilitation of
existing housing, and newly constructed affordable housing. Affordable housing acts as
a safety net for low- and moderate-income residents priced-out of, or displaced from, their
current housing.

Census data indicates that Santa Monica has 17,135 low- and

moderate-income renter households, and that 7,700 of those households pay more than
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one-half of their income toward rent. The 2017 Santa Monica homeless count found 921
individuals living on the street, in vehicles, and shelters.
Affordable Housing Stock
Existing affordable housing in Santa Monica comprises approximately 4,500 apartments
created through a combination of City housing trust funds, inclusionary zoning, and direct
federal assistance. Tables 1 – 3 present information regarding income targeting, housing
types, and target populations. The variety of housing types serve individuals, families,
seniors, persons living with disabilities, and persons experiencing homelessness.
Affordable rents range from $340 (studio) to $2,444 (3-bdrm), and eligible household
incomes range from extremely low-income ($18,950 for a 1-person household) to
moderate-income ($81,100 for a 3-person household). The following tables depict the
housing types, populations served, and income levels (# of Homes includes completed,
in-construction, and approved).
Table 1

Affordable Housing Stock - Income Level Served
Income Level
Extremely Low
Very Low
Low-60
Low-80
Moderate-100
Moderate-120

# of Homes
188
2,064
885
648
675
118
4,578

Percent
4%
45%
19%
14%
15%
3%
100%

Table 2

Affordable Housing Stock - Type
Type
0-Bedroom
1-Bedroom
2-Bedroom
3-Bedroom
4-Bedroom
Mobilehome

# of Homes
1,203
1,716
1,069
466
19
105
4,578
2

% of Total
26%
37%
23%
10%
0.4%
2.3%
100%
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Table 3

Affordable Housing Stock - Population Served
Type
Seniors
Singles
Special Needs
Small Family
Large Family
Mobilehome

# of Homes
1,077
1,650
263
1,005
478
105
4,578

% of Total
24%
36%
6%
22%
10.4%
2.3%
100%

Note: “Extremely Low-Income” = 30% or less of Area Median Income (AMI); “Very LowIncome” = 50% of AMI or less; “Low-60” = 60% of AMI or less; “Low-80” = 80% of AMI or
less; “Mod-100” = 100% of AMI or less; and “Mod-120” = 120% of AMI or less.
DISCUSSION
New Affordable Housing Revenue
Voter approval of Propositions GS and GSH in November 2016 established an ongoing
revenue source for the preservation and production of affordable housing, initially
estimated at eight million dollars annually. Additionally, Council allocated other funds
toward affordable housing, including the repayment of City loans to the former
redevelopment agency. Other revenue sources dedicated to affordable housing include
developer fees and affordable housing loan repayments. However, these other sources
do not represent a significant source of revenue and can fluctuate widely from year to
year.
Update on Quantified Objectives and Proposition R
State law (Government Code Section 65580 to 65589) requires that the City adopt a
Housing Element (part of the General Plan) which includes housing production goals,
known as quantified objectives, for a wide spectrum of income levels based on growth
projections and need. The income levels are grouped into five categories: 1) Extremely
Low-Income, 2) Very Low-Income, 3) Low-Income, 4) Moderate-Income, and 5) Above
Moderate-Income. The following table indicates the 2017 income levels for various
household sizes (Above Moderate-Income means incomes greater than listed for the
3
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Moderate-Income category). The figures listed in the income categories are derived as
a percentage of the area median income (AMI) and adjusted for household size, as
published by the State of California. The 2017 AMI for Los Angeles County is $64,800.

INCOME LIMITS (ANNUAL)
Household Extremely Very Low
Size
Low (30%)
(50%)
1
2
3
4

$18,950
$21,650
$24,350
$27,050

$31,550
$36,050
$40,550
$45,050

Low
(80%)
$50,500
$57,700
$64,900
$72,100

Moderate
(120%)
$54,450
$62,200
$70,000
$77,750

The current Housing Elements covers the period of 2013 – 2021. The following table lists
Santa Monica’s Quantified Objectives and the current status of housing production.
Table 4
Housing Element 2013-2021

QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES TRACKING
Quantified
Income Category
Objective
Extremely Low-Income (30% AMI)
83
Very Low-Income (50% AMI)
214
Low-Income (80% AMI)
263
Moderate-Income (120% AMI)
111
Above Moderate (Market Rate)
700
Totals:
1,371
Affordable Housing Subset

*

671

Units
Built
80
130
104
19
555
888

333

Units in Units with
Construc- Planning
tion
Approval
10
60
97
65
24
13
8
60
548
1020
687
1,218

139

198

Total
150
292
141
87
2,123
2,793

670

Quantified
Objective
Surplus/Deficit ( )
67
78
(122)
(24)
1,423
1,422

(146) *

counts only negative #'s from above

The quantified objectives tracking table (Table 4) indicates the housing production goals
for the Low-Income and Moderate-Income categories have not yet been met, with a
current deficit of 122 and 24 units, respectively.
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Proposition R, adopted by Santa Monica votes in 1990, requires that thirty percent (30%)
of all multifamily housing built annually be affordable to low- and moderate-income
households, and that at least one-half of the affordable housing be affordable to lowincome households. The following table represents years included in the current Housing
Element cycle and lists the annual affordable housing surplus/deficit. FY13/14 indicates
a surplus of 118 low- and moderate income homes, while the subsequent three years list
annual deficits of 17, 16, and 18, respectively. Alternatively, the data can be viewed as
indicating no deficit of low- and moderate-income homes, due to the cumulative surplus
(of 67 homes) produced during the four- year period.
Table 5

Proposition R Tracking
Multifamily Housing Production

Year
FY 2013/2014
FY 2014/2015
FY 2015/2016
FY 2016/2017

Low/Mod-Income
%
Housing
Affordable Surplus/Deficit ( )
56%
118
19%
(17)
21%
(16)
13%
(18)
Total:
67

Reviewing the affordable housing production data in Tables 4 & 5 together, the quantified
objectives deficit of 146 low- and moderate-income homes (Table 4) exceeds the surplus
of 67 low- and moderate-income homes in the Proposition R tracking table (Table 5).
It should be noted that affordable housing created using City housing trust funds has
historically helped satisfy the Proposition R goals. Additionally, the housing production
represented in the annual Proposition R report reflects a snapshot of particular
development cycles, and is problematic for viewing as strategic guidance.

Therefore,

when considering housing trust fund priorities, the unmet quantified objectives (i.e.,
deficits) indicated in Table 4 can be considered a key data source for strategic guidance.
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Recent HTF Funding Approvals
Since the most recent update to the Housing Trust Fund Guidelines in July 2017, the City
has issued three funding commitments for affordable housing. Two of the funding
commitments involve future new construction of 47 apartments and the other involves the
rehabilitation of 26 existing apartments. One of the future new construction developments
is targeted to seniors and the other is targeted to young adults who are at-risk of becoming
homeless. The affordable housing property pending rehabilitation is comprised almost
entirely of studio and one-bedroom apartments.

Proposed Housing Trust Fund Priorities
Assuming HTF average annual revenue of approximately $15 million for the years 20182021 (i.e., $60 million), plus the existing HTF balance of approximately $45 million, and
an average HTF subsidy of $350,000 approximately 300 affordable homes could be
created through new construction. However, creating affordable housing through
acquiring, rehabilitating, and dedicating existing apartments typically requires a
significantly higher City HTF subsidy - recently more than $500,000 per home.
Opportunities for obtaining non-City funds to preserve existing housing is minimal,
resulting in the necessity for 100% HTF financing for acquisition/rehabilitation properties.
Newly constructed affordable housing developments obtain tax credit financing, which
typically covers 40%-60% of the total development cost. Under the two HTF subsidy
scenarios mentioned above, $110 million in HTF monies can produce approximately 315
newly constructed affordable homes, but only approximately 220 affordable homes
created through acquisition and rehabilitation. For the sake of developing funding plan
goals, a maximum projected production of 300 affordable homes is used.
Although the Quantified Objectives and Proposition R requirements set goals for the
affordability levels of housing, current HTF policies do not specify goals for target
populations, such as persons living with disabilities, persons experiencing homelessness,
seniors, large families, etc. Approaches to prioritizing the use of Housing Trust Funds
(HTF) during the term of this Plan could include goal-setting for affordability levels, target
populations, or both.
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With respect to affordability levels, because the City has not yet reached its Quantified
Objectives for the current Housing Element period, the Initial Plan could include minimum
goals for the unsatisfied objectives for low-income and moderate-income housing.
However, because the City traditionally has not used its Housing Trust Funds to support
moderate-income housing, and has generally targeted housing for extremely low-income
and very low-income households, the focus on moderate- and low-income households
would represent a shift in strategy.
Given the tension between satisfying the Quantified Objectives and serving those with
the greatest need, three options are presented for consideration.
Option 1 (below) presents an approach to addressing the Quantified Objectives’ deficit in
low- and moderate-income housing. While the approach would help ensure that the City
meets its Quantified Objectives, it could create some unintended consequences. First, it
could limit the City’s ability to invest in housing for people with disabilities and people
experiencing homelessness, which typically targets extremely low-income households.
Secondly, it could reduce opportunities to leverage the City’s investments with other
funding, as tax credits, particularly the more competitive, high-yield tax credits, which are
allocated toward housing with deeper affordability targets.
OPTION 1
# of Residences
Quantified Objectives

Current
Deficit

Funding
Commitments1

Minimum
Goal

122

19

103

New Construction Moderate Income
(81%-120% of AMI)

24

0

24

Acquisition/Rehabilitation
Very Low-Income (0% - 50% of AMI)

40

5

35

Acquisition/Rehabilitation
Low-Income (51% - 80% of AMI)

40

21

19

New Construction
Low Income (51%-80% of AMI)

1. Number of homes for which funding commitments made since updates to HTF Guidelines
adopted on July 25, 2017.
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Option 2 [below] presents an approach to addressing the Quantified Objectives’ deficit (in
the Low- and Moderate-Income categories), while working to ensure that housing is
created for special needs populations (people with disabilities and people experiencing
homelessness) who would not benefit from housing affordable to households at 80
percent or 120 percent of area median income.

OPTION 2
# of Residences

Quantified Objectives / Target
Population

Current
Deficit

Funding
Commitments1

Minimum
Goal

122

19

103

New Construction
Moderate Income (81%-120% of AMI)

24

0

24

Acquisition/Rehabilitation
Very Low-Income (0% - 50% of AMI)

40

5

35

Acquisition/Rehabilitation
Low-Income (51% - 80% of AMI)

40

21

19

People Living with Disabilities and/or
Experiencing Homelessness

N/A

8

50

New Construction
Low Income (51%-80% of AMI)

1.Number of homes for which funding commitments made since updates to HTF Guidelines adopted
on July 25, 2017.

Option 3 (see next page) maintains the City’s historical practice of investing Housing Trust
Funds in affordable housing that serves those with the greatest need and the fewest
options, i.e. those households that typically make less than 60% of the area median
income or less. Support for Option 3 comes with an assumption that inclusionary housing
requirements associated with market-rate residential development will satisfy the
Quantified Objectives for (new construction of) low- and moderate-income housing.
Additionally, Housing Element regulations focus on creating housing for all income levels
but do not establish priorities among target populations. Therefore, Table 3 reflects equal
allocations among target populations of the Santa Monica community. Furthermore, the
equal allocation recognizes that: 1) seniors are a growing share of our population; 2)
8
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homelessness is at crisis levels in the region and Santa Monica is limited in its ability to
provide supportive housing for persons living with disabilities, including mental health
disabilities; 3) affordable family housing provides opportunities for growing families who
are priced out of the housing market to live in Santa Monica and helps ensure low-income
families are included in the community; and 4) preservation of existing housing is a core
community value. Option 3 imposes maximums on each housing typology in an attempt
to ensure that the needs of all target populations are addressed and to avoid spending all
or the majority of funds on housing that serves one target population.
OPTION 3
# of Residences
Target Population
Maximum

Funding
Commitments1

Remaining
Maximum

100

8

92

100
100

39
0

61
100

100

26

74

People Living with Disabilities and/or
Experiencing Homelessness
Seniors
Large Families
Small Families / Individuals2

1.Number of homes for which funding commitments made since updates to HTF Guidelines adopted on
July 25, 2017.
2. Acquisition, rehabilitation, and deed restriction of existing housing would generally fall into the “Small
Families / Individuals” category.

SUMMARY
The three options presented in this draft plan represent various strategies for achieving
affordable housing goals using housing trust funds. Option 1 focuses solely on income
targeting goals but does not specify target populations. Option 2 comprises a mix of
income targeting and special needs housing, and assumes some of the low-income
housing will be produced through inclusionary housing requirements. Option 3 aims to
serve a broad spectrum of target populations (which are extremely low-, very low-, and
low-income households).
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It is critical to note that the proposed Plan does not address the use of housing trust funds
for rental subsidies or similar household subsidy programs such as the Preserving Our
Diversity (POD) pilot program. Rental/household subsidies are not currently an eligible
use under the HTF Guidelines, and the proposed Plan is intended to complement the
existing Guidelines. In the event the Housing Commission recommends using a portion
of Housing Trust Funds for rental/household subsidies, Council consideration and
approval of revisions to the HTF Guidelines would be necessary and the Plan would be
revised accordingly.
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ADDITIONAL DATA REQUESTS FROM CHAIR SOLOFF IN CONNECTION WITH
HOUSING COMMISSION’S CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT HTF PLAN:
(Responses provided by City Staff)

Additional Information Regarding Housing Needs:
“Census data indicates that Santa Monica has 17,135 low- and moderate-income renter
households, and that 7,700 of those households pay more than one-half of their income toward
rent.” (pp. 1-2). Please provide (1) breakdown of the two numbers above by extremely low,
very low, low and moderate income households, and (2) identify specifically which census
data is being relied upon.
Income Level
# of Households
Extremely Low-Income
6,580
Very Low-Income
3,010
Low-Income
4,665
Moderate-Income*
2,880
======
17,135

Pay > 50% for Rent
4,135
1,865
1,370
330
======
7,700

* Moderate-Income in this instance is defined as > 80% and < 100% of area median
income.
Source of data:

United States Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy data, 2010-2014,
based on American Community Survey data from the U.S.
Census Bureau
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html

“The 2017 Santa Monica homeless count found 921 individuals living on the street, in vehicles,
and shelters.” (p. 2). Please have relevant City Department(s) advise:
(1) Does “living in . . . shelters” mean temporary shelters or something else (and how many
of the 921 are in these shelters, broken down by temporary versus permanent if both are
included)?
Shelter means temporary housing for homeless households (interim, transitional)
and institutions such as substance abuse treatment beds, hospital emergency rooms,
and the Santa Monica jail. Shelter does not include any permanent housing. The
local methodology for counting individuals who are homeless does not include
people who are “under-housed,” couch-surfing, or otherwise sheltered with
friends/family.
For the 2017 count, 340 persons were in shelters; for the 2018 count, 311 were in
shelters. See this webpage for further information:
https://www.smgov.net/Portals/Homelessness/content3Column.aspx?id=25157
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(2) What is the number of persons on the Santa Monica Homeless registry, broken down by
whether they qualified because (a) their last pre-homelessness housing was in Santa
Monica, (b) because they have lived in Santa Monica more than __years (and what is the
required minimum number of years), and (c) both of the above [and, if I am mistaken
about the criteria for the registry, what are the criteria and how do the persons on the
registry breakdown by those criteria]?
There are 356 individuals active on the Santa Monica Homeless Registry. The
information is not readily available without reviewing the 356 Registry surveys.
Generally, only a small percentage are placed on the Registry due to being displaced
from housing in Santa Monica. Based on surveys of unsheltered individuals,
between 4-6% report living in Santa Monica before becoming homeless.
(3) Are any of the persons on the registry already housed either (1) permanently, or (2)
temporarily in shelters?
Yes. Of the 356 individuals active on the Registry, 217 are in permanent housing, 51
are in temporary shelters or institutions, 44 are known to be unsheltered, and 44 are
“unknown” (no contact in over six months).
(4) Were all of the persons on the registry counted during the homeless count (if not, why
not)?
The count involves visually identifying persons as homeless/likely homeless who are
outdoors and in shelters/institutions on a single night within the boundaries of Santa
Monica. The count does not identify people by name, so we cannot cross-check to
verify if people counted on that night are on the Registry. People on the Registry
may or may not have been sleeping in Santa Monica on the night of the count, and
may have been counted by other jurisdictions.
(5) At our last Housing Commission meeting, Tod Lipka indicated his understanding that
36% of those in the most recent homeless court (i.e., well over 300 people) have lived in
Santa Monica for at least five years—(a) is that correct (and if so, what is the number) and
(b) is that figure higher than the number of persons on the registry based on that criterion
(and if so, why is there a difference) [and if there is some other basis in the most recent
homeless count for comparing the number of people who qualify for the registry with the
number of persons who actually are on the registry, please advise (and if the numbers
differ on one or more criteria between those on the registry and those who qualify, why do
the numbers differ)]?
The survey information referenced by Mr. Lipka is a small sample involving 101
unsheltered individuals collected at various times throughout the year (versus the
annual count which involves only one night a year) and does not directly correlate to
the annual, single-night count in 2018 of 957 homeless persons. As explained in #4
above, the annual count includes only numerical information (i.e., number of
2
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persons) and does not include identifying and demographic information (i.e., race,
age, length of homelessness, last permanent housing location, etc.). Therefore, there
is no way to match persons from the annual homeless count to persons listed in the
Registry. From our experience (and what I know of those folks on the Registry), the
percentage of people homeless in Santa Monica for more than five years on the
Registry is much higher (probably closer to 80-90%), as people must meet the City’s
program eligibility criteria to be added to the Registry (live/work in Santa Monica;
documented homelessness in Santa Monica for more than five years; or frequent use
of first responder services).
(6) Have we moved three persons from the registry to the three units in the Venice
affordable housing project to which the HTF made a loan last year (and if not, what is the
projected time frame for doing so)?
Not yet. The Grant Agreement for 102 Navy Street (in Venice) is anticipated to be
completed and signed during April 2018 and there are no vacancies at the property.
Staff cannot anticipate when vacancies may occur. (To clarify, the City is providing
a grant through its Residential Rehabilitation Program, using federal Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. CDBG funds are not allocated as Housing
Trust Funds.)
(p. 4):

Please advise and/or have the Planning Department advise:
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(1) What is the metric the State uses for determining whether the City has satisfied the
“Quantified Objective” of the Housing Element (units built by 2021? Something else?)?
The metric used for determining compliance with the Housing Element Quantified
Objectives is building permits issued.
(2) Do we anticipate completion within the current Housing Element period of all units in
the “in construction” category? If not, what portion do we anticipate will be completed in
that period (by each category, so we can do a calculation for the entire period based on
percentage of constructed units when that is the relevant metric (as it is, for example,
under Prop R))?
Yes, all housing units should be completed in this current Housing Element cycle.
(3) What portion of the approved units that are not yet in construction do we anticipate
will be built by 2021 (by each category, so we can do a calculation for the entire period
based on percentage of constructed units when that is the relevant metric (as it is, for
example, under Prop R))?
This is very difficult to predict for projects not yet in plan-check, since proceeding
with a project is entirely within the control of the applicant. For purposes of this
question, staff assumed that any project that has submitted an Architecture Review
Board application, or is in plan-check, would potentially be completed by 2021.
Anticipated housing units are as follows:
43 Extremely Low-Income
39 Very Low-Income
11 Low-Income
26 Moderate-Income
804 Above Moderate (Market)
923 Total
(4) Does this table include the two new construction projects approved for HTF funding
after the new HTF guidelines were adopted that are referenced at page 6 of the draft
report? If not, (a) why is that (not yet submitted to Planning Department for
administrative approval? Something else?), (b) how do these proposed units break down
by the income categories above, and (c) do we anticipate these units being constructed
within the current Housing Element period?
No, Table 4 of the Proposed Housing Trust Fund (HTF) Plan does not include the
two new construction developments, totaling 47 affordable apartments, mentioned
on page 6 of the Proposed HTF Plan, because those proposed developments are
pending approval by the Planning Department (and Table 4 only includes approved
projects).
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The affordability breakdown of the 47 affordable apartments are:
Extremely Low-Income:
4
Very Low-Income:
32
Low-Income:
11
(5) What affordable housing criteria (in terms of percentages and income targeting) is the
Planning Department using in the negotiation of pending DA’s in the downtown that predate applicability of the newly adopted DCP? Why are these criteria being used? Could
City Council direct use of different income targeting? How many units are in these
projects, and what it the projected number and income targeting of the affordable units
being negotiated?
The only Development Agreements (DAs) that are actively pending in the
Downtown are those on the Established Large Sites. As with any Development
Agreement, the baseline for negotiation is adopted City policy. In this case, staff
would look at the Downtown Community Plan (DCP) for guidance. As a negotiated
agreement, Council has full flexibility as to the number and income level of the
affordable units being provided.
Other pending housing projects that were filed as Development Agreements, years
ago in some cases, are not being processed at this time because of the new process
and requirements set forth in the DCP. In most cases, applicants are in the process
of converting those applications to Administrative Approvals. Per the Downtown
Project Requirements (SMMC Section 9.10.070), any Development Agreement
applications complete on or before 11/11/2016 are required to provide 20% of units
on-site or 25% of units off-site across a range of specified income levels.
(6) Please provide the most recent SB 35 report provided by the City to the State. What
are the metrics the State uses under SB 35 to trigger developer right to seek approval of
project pursuant to SB 35’s special procedures? Is there any possibility these will be
triggered in this Housing Element period (why or why not)? If so, what are those special
procedures?
The City does not submit an SB35 report to the State. Rather, the State creates the
SB35 report based upon building permit data submitted by the City. The State’s
SB35 report can be viewed by clicking here. The report indicates that Santa Monica
is not currently subject to the streamlining provisions of SB35 because the City has
made sufficient progress toward its housing production goals. The latest (2/25/2018)
progress report can be viewed by clicking here (Santa Monica’s progress is listed on
page 24).
No, Santa Monica will not be subject to the streamlining procedures of SB35 during
this Housing Element period. At the halfway point through the current Housing
Element cycle (years 2014-2017), Santa Monica met/exceeded 50% of the housing
production goals and therefore made sufficient progress in housing production.
5
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Once the State’s progress report for the ‘halfway point’ is published online, staff
will place a link on the Housing Division website.
Additional Questions Regarding Past And Projected Future Sources And Uses Of HTF
Money:
“Since the most recent update to the Housing Trust Fund Guidelines in July 2017, the City has
issued three funding commitments for affordable housing. Two of the funding commitments
involve future new construction of 47 apartments and the other involves the rehabilitation of 26
existing apartments. One of the future new construction developments is targeted to seniors and
the other is targeted to young adults who are at-risk of becoming homeless. The affordable
housing property pending rehabilitation is comprised almost entirely of studio and one-bedroom
apartments. (p. 6).
Please provide for each project referenced above: (1) total dollars anticipated from HTF,
(2) anticipated cost to the City on both a per unit and a per bedroom basis, (3) number of
units / bedrooms directed to the various target populations, and (4) the income targeting.

Total Est. HTF $$ *
Per Unit:
Per Bedroom:
# of Apartments
# of Bedrooms
Target Population

Extremely Low-Income
Very Low-Income
Low-Income

1342 Berkeley St.
(New Constr.)
$3,803,632
$475,454
$380,363
8
10
Young Adults AtRisk of
Homelessness

1820-26 14th St.
(New Constr.)
$10,570,940
$271,050
$264,273
39
40

419/1616 Ocean Ave.
(Rehabilitation)
$3,426,059
$131,772
$126,891
26
27

Seniors

Individuals

Income Targeting
4
24
11

8

5
16
5

* Note that the estimated HTF subsidy for the two new construction developments
are only estimates at this point and may increase depending on the: 1) market price
for federal low-income tax credits, which has been affected by the recent change in
federal tax regulations; and 2) change in construction costs. Also note that the
419/1616 Ocean Avenue property only includes the cost of rehabilitation [and not
property acquisition cost], because the property was City-owned and transferred to
a local nonprofit for $1.
Assuming HTF average annual revenue of approximately $15 million for the years 2018-2021
(i.e., $60 million), plus the existing HTF balance of approximately $45 million, and an average
HTF subsidy of $350,000 approximately 300 affordable homes could be created through new
construction. However, creating affordable housing through acquiring, rehabilitating, and
6
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dedicating existing apartments typically requires a significantly higher City HTF subsidy recently more than $500,000 per home. Opportunities for obtaining non-City funds to preserve
existing housing is minimal, resulting in the necessity for 100% HTF financing for
acquisition/rehabilitation properties. Newly constructed affordable housing developments obtain
tax credit financing, which typically covers 40%-60% of the total development cost. Under the
two HTF subsidy scenarios mentioned above, $110 million in HTF monies can produce
approximately 315 newly constructed affordable homes, but only approximately 220 affordable
homes created through acquisition and rehabilitation. For the sake of developing funding plan
goals, a maximum projected production of 300 affordable homes is used. (p. 6)
Please provide the following:
(1) What amount of one-time redevelopment loan repayment money was placed into the
HTF, and when was it placed there? Is there any other one-time redevelopment loan
repayment money that the City currently anticipates receiving (and if so, when)?
FY2015-16
FY2016-17
FY2017-18
FY2018-19
FY2019-20
FY2020-21
FY2021-22

$ 7,937,437
$ 4,041,500
$ 9,960,405 [estimated]
$15,668,648 [estimated]
$10,652,725 [estimated]
$14,275,782 [estimated]
$ 8,664,940 [estimated]
=========
$71,201,437

No other one-time redevelopment loan payment money is anticipated.
(2) What amount of recurring boomerang tax increment funding did the City place into
the HTF in 2017? What does the City project as the amount of additional recurring
boomerang tax increment funding that the City will receive and place into the HTF during
the rest of the Housing Element period?
The City allocated $1.2 million per year for direct and indirect costs of creating
affordable housing. Direct costs would include an HTF loan to a nonprofit for
affordable housing development, and indirect costs would include administration
costs (i.e., staff costs). Recurring boomerang funding is anticipated to be $1.2 million
annually during the remainder of the Housing Element period.
(3) How much money has gone into the HTF from Measure GS, and over what period of
time? What does the City project measure GS will generate for the HTF during the rest of
this Housing Element period in light of its long range forecasts of future sales tax revenues
(provided to City Council as part of the budgeting process)?
Measure GS’s Transaction and Use Tax went into effect 4/1/2017. The City began
receiving funds in June 2017 (there is a three-month delay), and through March
7
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2018 had received about $6.4 million for the HTF. Staff estimates annual revenue
allocated to the HTF to be in the $8-$9 million range.
(4) What other recurring funds, if any, are currently committed to the HTF (other than
CDBG and HOME funds, which are subject to an existing HUD five-year plan)?
In addition to the Measure GS revenue mentioned above, other recurring revenue
allocated to the HTF include inclusionary housing in-lieu fees, affordable housing
commercial linkage fees, and ‘residual receipts’ loan payments from City-funded
affordable housing developments.
(5) Is the $45 million current balance in the HTF net of funds needed to fund these the
currently approved projects (and if not, what portion of the $45 million is spoken for
already by the currently approved projects)?
Yes, assuming the total estimated HTF subsidies to the two pending new
construction developments listed in the table on page 6 do not increase as a result of
the market pricing of tax credits or an increase in construction costs.
Update on HTF balance: At the time the proposed HTF Plan was issued and the $45
million amount was mentioned in the Plan, there was an outstanding funding
commitment which has since been withdrawn by the applicant. Additionally, the $45
million figure did not include the $6.4 million of Measure GS revenue mentioned
above. Therefore, the current unencumbered HTF balance is approximately $57
million.
(6) Are there any other existing commitments for HTF monies included in the current $45
million or the projected additional future funding?
No. However, as mentioned above, the anticipated HTF loans for the two pending
new construction developments listed in the table on page 6 are best estimates at this
stage of predevelopment and could increase as a result of the market pricing of tax
credits or an increase in construction costs.
(7) At the March meeting we were advised that the City is negotiating an MOU with the
County over expanded (and continuing) County funding of homeless services in recognition
of City financial commitments. Is there a potential that this MOU will result in a future
commitment of HTF monies? If so, how much money, over what period of time, for what
purposes? If it is to create housing for the homeless, what preference if any is for those
who are on the Santa Monica Homeless registry and/or qualify to be on that registry? How
much is the projected cost to the City per person to be housed?
The draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) proposed by the County would
not legally obligate any specific commitment of City Housing Trust Funds. Rather,
it would memorialize an understanding that the City would facilitate supportive
housing for persons experiencing homelessness using various tools at the City’s
8
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disposal, such as capital financing, land donations, rental housing vouchers, and
expedited land use approvals. To the extent supportive housing is developed, the
County would provide supportive services funding. The County has expressed
support for affordable housing developments in Santa Monica that provide
preferences to persons on the Santa Monica Homeless Service Registry.

(8) What is the full inventory of projects funded by HTF that were included in the
quantified objectives chart on p. 4 of draft report, broken down by (a) the categories in that
chart, and (b) what was the target population for each of those projects?

HTF-Funded Developments Included in Quantified Objectives
Extremely
LowIncome

Property
Address
2401 Virginia
Ave.

5

1754 19th St. /
1753 18th St. /
1924-30 Euclid
St.

5

1725 Ocean Ave.

58

Very
LowIncome

LowIncome

42

47

ModerateIncome

Above
Market

Target
Population

39

Large
Families

2

Seniors

53

Large
Families;
Small
Families;
Individuals;
Artists

2

All of the above-listed developments have been completed.

(9) If there are other HTF funded projects (whether new construction or acquisition
rehab) that were either completed, are under construction, are approved by Planning, or
are simply approved for an HTF loan during this Housing Element period, please provide a
breakdown of units by those stage of completion categories that includes income targeting
and target populations (and distinguishes acquisition / rehab from new construction).
(see table on following page)
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HTF-Funded Developments Not Included in Quantified Objectives –
All Acquisition/Rehabilitation Properties
Property Address

Extremely
LowIncome

2520 Euclid St.

Very
LowIncome

2

2621 26th Street
2622 26th Street
2627 26th Street
419/1616 Ocean
Ave.

LowIncome

11

5

ModerateIncome

Above
Market

Target
Population

8

Small &
Large
Families

1

Persons
Living
with
Disabilities

21

Individuals

Status: Euclid St: completed; 26th St.: rehabilitation underway; Ocean: rehab. pending
(10) In 2015, Andy Agle provided the Housing Commission with the attached chart (see
attached Exhibit A) regarding sources and uses of the then most recent 12 projects funded
by HTF, and the both per unit and per bedroom cost to the City of those projects (as well
as overall costs). Please update this chart through the present (or, if that is too difficult in
time available, at least update with the number of units, number of bedrooms, and cost to
City and overall cost per unit and per bedroom. Please also provide the same data on the
project on currently occupied land that was discussed at the March Housing Commission
meeting as a case study.
Information about three of the four affordable housing developments funded/to-befunded since the Attachment A document mentioned above is provided in the table
on page 6. Information about the fourth development is as follows:

Total HTF $$:
Per Unit:
Per Bedroom:
# of Apartments
# of Bedrooms
Target Population

Acquisition/Rehabilitation: 26th Street
$6,356,000
$529,667
$529,667
12
12
Persons Living with Disabilities
Income Targeting

Extremely Low-Income
Very Low-Income
Low-Income

11
1
10

ADDITIONAL DATA REQUESTS FROM CHAIR SOLOFF IN CONNECTION WITH
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Information about the ‘case study’ discussed at the March Housing Commission
meeting is presented below. (The referenced ‘case study’ involved a potential new
construction development on property currently occupied with tenants. After
opening escrow to purchase the property using HTFs, the nonprofit developer
decided not to proceed and subsequently withdrew the HTF funding request.)

Total Estimated HTF $$:
Per Unit:
Per Bedroom:
# of Apartments
# of Bedrooms
Target Population
Extremely Low-Income
Very Low-Income
Low-Income

Case Study of Recent Withdrawn
Affordable Housing Development
$6,682,492
$175,855
$95,464
38
70
Small & Large Families
Income Targeting
5
23
10

Other Issues
Please provide (or have the relevant City department provide) the following:
(1)
What portion of the below market units on the quantified objective chart are
accessible, or otherwise service the physically and/or mentally challenged members of our
community?
The Building Code requires that all newly constructed covered multifamily
dwellings must meet accessibility requirements (Chapter 11A). Certain mobility and
communication features are additional requirements for projects defined as public
housing (Chapter 11B). Ten percent of the affordable units in the following projects
are required to include additional mobility and communication features per
Chapter 11B: 1415 5th St., 1560 Lincoln Blvd., 1601 Lincoln Blvd., and 500
Broadway Development Agreements.
(2)
How many private market units have accepted Section 8 voucher recipients since
the time the City adopted the HOUSE program, and what population has been served by
those vouchers (seniors? physically or emotionally challenged? households with minor
children? Veterans?)?
The HOUSE program was implemented in May 2016 around the time that the
increased voucher payment standard amount was approved. Staff is working to
gather the data to answer the questions above and will provide the information as
soon as possible.
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(3)
What is the inventory of City owned land (other than parks, City Hall, and Police
and Fire Stations), and what are the current uses on those properties?
Staff is working to gather this information and make it available as soon as possible.
In general, City-owned property - other than parks, City Hall, Police and Fire
Stations, City Yards, Big Blue Bus facility, Civic Center Auditorium, the Pier,
properties for which public-private partnerships are underway or contemplated
(4th and Arizona, Bergamot station, and 4th and Colorado), and properties with
long-term leases (Civic Center Village, Viceroy Hotel, etc.) - would mostly be
comprised of public parking lots/structures.

12

Copy of Exhibit A Referenced on Page 10 Above
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING TRUST FUND
PRIORITY PLAN
INTRODUCTION:

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

There are two principal affordable housing development
programs; both differ in terms of who has been served
and who has not. In the discussion of Affordable
Housing Trust Fund spending, these numbers and the
City's Strategic Goal of "inclusivity and diversity"
can be factored in, along with the loss of affordable
housing and who has been/is at risk.
•

AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION PROGRAM (AHPP), applies
to private developments. The AHPP is incentive-based
(e.g., "bonus density"), and requires a smaller percentage
of affordable residences in each new development. For
about 25 years, 73-75% of the AHPP onsite affordable
housing has served the 80%-120% of Area Median Income
(AMI) households.
•

AFFORDABLE HOUSING TRUST FUND (HTF), is a depository
of local funds, with revenue collected from:
1) Commercial Linkage Fee; 2) GS/GSH Retail Sales Tax;
3) Developer In-Lieu (or opt-out) Fee; and 4)
Redevelopment Agency "boomerang" funds.
Affordable Housing Trust Fund allocations are for: New
Construction, and Acquisition/Rehabilitation. A housing
document, "Housing Trust Fund Guidelines," assists City
staff in determining funding priorities, such as
underserved populations and the most efficient per-unit,
per-project cost.
Our Affordable Housing Trust Fund provides more permanent
and deeper affordability, and prioritizes the 30%-80%
of AMI families, seniors, and Special Needs (PWDs).

HOUSING PRODUCTION OVERVIEW
• The state HOUSING ELEMENT/REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS
ASSESSMENT (HE/RHNA), imposes a 7-year benchmark for
local development of residential housing. The housing
1
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HOUSING PRODUCTION OVERVIEW
(Continued)
is new construction. The HOUSING ELEMENT/REGIONAL HOUSING
NEEDS ASSESSMENT (HE/RHNA) specifies the number of new
residential units for each income level. The HE/ RHNA
Quantified Objective is the local determination by our
City Council, and from public input, on new development
and what is feasible, such as specific household incomes/
production numbers during the 7-year period.
• PROPOSITION R (1990), is a local Ordinance which
establishes annual, minimum affordability goals, with
at least 30% or more of all new residential development
affordable each year to low- and moderate-income
households.
• AFFORDABLE HOUSING TRUST FUND (HTF), our depository for
local taxes/fees, supports 100% affordable housing (new,
acquisition/rehabilitation). The local revenue targets
specific populations, provides deeper affordability, and
serves the lower-income households most in need.
DISCUSSION

TRUST FUND PRIORITY PLAN
Local financing, and its success, relies on two factors:
The leveraging of other sources of funding (such as for
new construction), and the availability of land sites, or
property. There are uncertainties regarding federal Tax
Credit Financing. As for land availability/costs, it
would be helpful to identify City-owned land, evaluate
its current use, and the potentials for affordable
housing development.
QUESTIONS
TRUST FUND BUDGET (#3):
1) What is the year-to-year, and total, Trust Fund revenue
for the Housing Element/RHNA period remaining through 2021?
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TRUST FUND BUDGET (#3):
(Continued)
Staff estimates annual Measure GS revenue allocated to the Housing Trust Fund
(HTF) to be in the $8-$9 million range. Additionally, one-time redevelopment loan
repayment funds allocated to affordable housing are estimated to be as follows:
FY2017-18
FY2018-19
FY2019-20
FY2020-21
FY2021-22

$9,960,405 [estimated]
$15,668,648 [estimated]
$10,652,725 [estimated]
$14,275,782 [estimated]
$8,664,940 [estimated]

Additionally, other revenue allocated to the HTF includes inclusionary housing inlieu fees, affordable housing commercial linkage fees, and ‘residual receipts’ loan
payments from City-funded affordable housing developments. It is difficult to
estimate the amount of annual revenue from these three sources, as in-lieu fees and
linkage fees are tied to real estate development cycles, and residual receipts loan
payments vary depending on rental property operating/maintenance costs.

2) What is the availability of various leveraging
sources, such as the status of Tax Credit Financing;
L.A. County Measure H; and L.A. City Measure HHH?
Tax credit financing is still available to qualifying developers/developments and
represents the most significant non-City of Santa Monica source of financing for
newly-constructed affordable housing. Funding from Los Angeles County Measure
H is for services for persons experiencing homelessness and not for affordable
housing construction. Funding from the City of Los Angeles Measure HHH is for
housing development within the City of Los Angeles.

3) Regarding funding/housing for the homeless (Measures
H; HHH), what City departments/staff would coordinate,
apply, and what amounts are available?
Housing staff, with support from Human Services staff, are currently working on
a Memorandum of Understanding with the County that would allow for Measure
H funds to help fund supportive services for new, permanent supportive housing
for persons experiencing homelessness.

TRUST FUND LAND SITES (#2):
1) What City-owned parcels are available for affordable
housing, such as location and lot size?
Staff is working to gather this information and make it available as soon as possible. In
general, City-owned property — other than parks, City Hall, Police and Fire Stations,
City Yards, Big Blue Bus facility, Civic Center Auditorium, the Pier, properties for which
public-private partnerships are underway or contemplated (4th and Arizona, Bergamot
station, and 4th and Colorado), and properties with long-term leases (Civic Center
Village, Viceroy Hotel, etc.) — would mostly be comprised of public parking
lots/structures.
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2)
In the Santa Monica Downtown, the BBB Transit Yard
(Colorado Ave./5th St.), is a large, underutilized City
parcel adjacent to the OPCC/The People Concern homeless
service center on Olympic Blvd. What is the potential to
adapt the Transit Yard into a shared-use site, and what
is the number of supportive housing residences the
property could sustain?
The feasibility of using a portion of the Big Blue Bus Yard for supportive housing
would involve a significant amount of research and analysis. Staff has not been
directed by Council to undertake such a study.
Several years ago, staff took a preliminary look at the feasibility of using some of
the Big Blue Bus Yard for more intensive uses. The feasibility was impacted by a
variety of considerations, including the fact that most of the bus yard is used
intensively at some point during the day. For example, while the area where the
buses park is not full during the day, the area fills up at night when the buses are
no longer in service. Similarly, the areas for parking passenger cars (primarily the
personal vehicles of BBB employees) fills during the day and has availability at
night. While one might contemplate parking passenger vehicles in the bus parking
area while buses are in service, it presents safety challenges when pedestrians,
passenger vehicles, 40- and 60-foot buses, and fueling for 180 buses with highly
combustible fuel and fueling systems are interacting in the same area.
An alternative consideration could be to place bus or car parking into above- or
below-grade structured parking. Given the lengths and turning radii of buses,
such a structure would likely be very expensive. Parking for passenger cars would
likely be less expensive, though it does raise the issue of costs and revenues. As
you know, the BBB provides essential travel service for many of the lowest-income
members of the community. To reduce pressure on bus fares, Council has
directed staff to evaluate opportunities to capitalize on the BBB’s real estate
holdings. Structuring parking to create either an income-producing use or
affordable housing would create policy trade-offs between keeping costs down for
low-income bus riders and providing housing for low-income households.
One final consideration is that transit could change significantly once shared,
autonomous vehicles become a transportation staple. As the transportation field
evolves, opportunities may arise at the BBB Yard.

TRUST FUND OPTIONS
Three Options are discussed to help achieve our Affordable
Housing Trust Fund goals, and for the Housing Element/
RHNA period remaining through 2021:
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OPTION 1 sets a minimum goal of 181 new residential
units, and OPTION 2 sets a minimum goal of 231
residential units. OPTIONS 1/2 include housing funding
for the first time for Moderate Income (81%-120% of AMI)
households, with 24 residential units. OPTION 3 sets a
minimum goal of 227 residential units, and satisfies the
typical use of Trust Funds, by limiting funding to lower
incomes and deeper affordability.
QUESTIONS
TRUST FUND OPTIONS (#2):
1) Do our current Trust Fund Guidelines prioritize
housing loans for households earning 60% of AMI or less?,
and do they establish income maximums?
Yes, the Guidelines prioritize housing that benefits a high percentage of very low- and
low-income households. Yes, the Guidelines establish income maximums.

2) OPTIONS 1/2 would allocate Trust Funds for higher
income affordable housing. Would adding higher incomes
(81%-120% of AMI) impede on the work of our nonprofits
and the availability of Tax Credit Financing?
Historically, tax credit financing required income targeting at/below 60% of area
median income (AMI), so the pro-rata share of development costs for apartments
targeted above 60% AMI would not be eligible for the financing. Currently there
are proposed regulations which would allow some apartments within a tax credit
development to target households at/below 80% of area median income.

OTHER
PRESERVING OUR DIVERSITY (POD)
The current Affordable Housing Trust Fund Guidelines
do not include the Preserving Our Diversity (POD)
program as an eligible use of funds. The POD program was
initiated in 2016-17 by the Housing Commission, and
provides a monthly payment to seniors who are severely
housing burdened. The program is cost-efficient, lowimpact, and addresses the City's Strategic Goal of
inclusivity and diversity: The housing already exists,
there is no need to construct or acquire land, and our
residents most at-risk for displacement stay housed.
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QUESTIONS
PRESERVING OUR DIVERSITY (#2):
1) What is the POD budget for rental subsidies/
administration for the 22 pilot program participants?
The Council-approved budget for the POD pilot program is $300,000; $200,000 is
allocated for subsidies and $100,000 for program administration.

2) What is the expected yearly cost for rental
subsidies/administration for participant retention/
replacement, and for any expanded POD program?
That is difficult to answer without having more specific information about the scope,
and target population, of an expanded POD program. The average POD subsidy for
the pilot program participants is $455/month for 1-person households and $597/month
for 2-person households. Information about the POD program implementation was
presented at the Housing Commission’s February 15, 2018 meeting, Agenda Item 4-B;
click here to view the staff report.
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PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON PROPOSED HOUSING TRUST FUND PLAN
From: Zoë Muntaner
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2018 11:52 AM
To: Steven Aguilar <Steven.Aguilar@SMGOV.NET>
Cc: Rick Cole <Rick.Cole@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Housing Trust Fund Plan Comment for Housing Commission
Mr. Aguilar,
Initially, we would like to express concern at the CCSM Affordable Housing
guidelines. According to City Manager Rick Cole, they do not prioritize Santa
Monica residents who have been displaced or at risk of displacement. It is my
understanding that the city does not agree with this guideline and oppose the
current practice.
If the Housing Trust Fund plan will go towards the funding of CCSM affordable
housing, we'd like to propose the Housing Commission discuss how to update
CCSM guidelines to benefit and prioritize Santa Monica residents that have been
affected by the affordable housing crisis.
We will supply further comments about the Plan later in March.
Kindly reply.
In GRACE,
Zoë Muntaner
Founder & Chief Compassion Officer
Building COMPASSIONATE Cities Since 2013

From: Steven Weinraub
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 8:15 PM
To: Steven Aguilar <Steven.Aguilar@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Housing Trust Fund Plan
How Much Money is in the Housing Trust Fund?
On February 4th, 2017, at a joint meeting of the Housing Commission and the
Social Services Commission at the SM Convention Center, it was mentioned
during a presentation by Barbara Collins that the Housing Trust Fund had about
$22 million as its present balance.
Later that year, at the City Council meeting on July 25th, 2017, in which the
Housing Authority staff presented the Revisions to the Housing Trust Fund
Guidelines, the City Council asked the staff how much money is in the Housing
Trust Fund, and both Andy Agle & Jim Kemper looked at their notes and replied
about $42 million.
At a recent Housing Commission meeting held on February 15th, 2018, co-chair
Richard Hilton read a report or statement from the Housing Authority which
said that the balance in the Housing Trust Fund is over $72 million.
And now, this most recent Proposed Housing Trust Funds Initial Plan, on page 6,
states the existing Housing Trust Fund Balance is approximately $45 million.
There needs to be more transparency in reporting the exact balance in the
Housing Trust Fund. The Housing Authority website, in its movement toward
transparency, now shows loan applications and other information, and this
website should also show the balance of the amount in the Housing Trust
Fund. This amount should be updated every month, and there should be a brief
accounting along with this balance showing the funding source as to why the
balance in the HTF went up and the expenditure reasons as to why the balance
went down from the previous month.
I am aware that the Housing Trust Fund receives its revenue from Mandates GS
& GSH and from matching funds from the City Council and possibly receives
funds from Proposition H from the County. But I was also told that the Housing
Trust Fund was receiving revenue from selling City owned units on Ocean
Avenue and from the repayment of outstanding loans.

In addition to transparency of the balance amount, there is a question as to
where exactly is the balance of the money in the HTF being held, or being
invested, and who oversees or controls these funds in the millions & millions of
dollars? Is there someone on the staff at the Housing Authority who controls
the funds in the Housing Trust Fund or is it someone else affiliated with the
City? And is the money in this fund invested in such a way that it earns
interest? Or is it invested in a brokerage account in which it earns interest &
dividends & capital gains? These are all issues which require some form of
transparency.
And, finally, on another topic, why is the head person of the Santa Monica
Housing & Economic Development Agency, Andy Agle, never present at these
Housing Commission meetings? The head person of the Santa Monica Planning
Division is David Martin and he routinely attends and speaks at monthly
Planning Commission meetings. So, why is it that the head person, Andy Agle,
never shows up at the monthly Housing Commission meetings? I have seen Mr.
Agle at City Council meetings when there are issues related to the Housing Trust
fund and he showed up at private meetings with the City Manager regarding
Step Up on 26th Street. So, my question is, why is it that Barbara Collins &
James Kemper, who are staff members of the Housing Authority, show up at
these monthly Housing Commission meetings to advise the Housing Commission
and not the lead person Andy Agle?
Steven Weinraub

From: Mathew Millen
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 11:15 AM
To: Steven Aguilar <Steven.Aguilar@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: Housing Trust Fund Comments
Attached is campaign material from the GS (great schools) and GSH (Great Senior
Housing) Promising if the voters raised the sales tax 1/2 would be for Great
Schools and 1/2 would be for Great Senior Housing.
1)SO ...the City has to use the GS sales tax money allocated to the Housing Trust
Fund for Great Senior Housing..If the CIty is not going to do that the City needs to
inform the voters of this deceit.
2) the City has a history of using housing money to perpetuate the segregation of
the minorities in the Pico Neighborhood To implement Pres Obama's
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing the next 500 units of city developed housing
have to be in the North of Wilshire neighborhood
3) We need work force housing..so non elderly senior units should be in the
Moderate 100% to 120% of median income range.
Thanks for your consideration
Mathew Millen

Disabilities Commission
1685 Main Street, Room 212
PO Box 2200
Santa Monica, CA 90407-2200

April 16, 2018
Santa Monica Housing Commission
RE: Disabilities Commission Response to Proposed Housing Trust Fund Plan
Dear Housing Commission:
The Disabilities Commission would like to recommend the following for your consideration
based on our review of the referenced plan describing opportunities to target City-funded
housing based on income levels, as well as the population to be served by proposed housing.
At the April 2nd Disabilities Commission meeting,





A majority of the Commission expressed support for Option 3 to continue the City’s
historical practice of investing Housing Trust Funds in affordable housing that serves
those with the greatest need and the fewest options, i.e. those households that typically
make less than 60% of the area median income or less.
Two Commissioners voted in support of Option 2, because of the focus on people with
disabilities.
The Commission does not support Option 1, which only focuses on tenant income and
does not specify target populations to benefit from the housing development.

In addition to supporting the City’s affordable housing objectives for people with disabilities, the
Commission also encourages continued focus on implementing universal design concepts in
future City construction and rehabilitation projects to create more accessible options and to
support inclusion of a wide range of individual preferences and abilities.
The Commission would like to thank you for considering the interests of the people with
disabilities during the planning and execution of City housing objectives impacting access,
affordability and diversity.
Sincerely,
Nanci Linke-Ellis, Chair, Santa Monica Disabilities Commission
/s/ Nancie Linke-Ellis
Marielle Kriesel, Vice Chair, Santa Monica Disabilities Commission
/s/ Marielle Kriesel

Tel: 310-458-8701 | TDD: 310-458-8696 | Fax: 310-458-3380
humanservices@smgov.net

FROM :WLR COUNCIL FOR SENIORS

FAX NO. :310 39S 7680

HOUSING COMMISSION
MAY 3, 2018

*

Apr. 30 2018 09:20AM

HOUSING TRUST FUND PLAN
Agenda Item #2-A
R. HILTON

PRESERVING OUR DIVERSITY:
BUDGET/COST SCENARIOS
PILOT PROGRAM BUDGET: 22 Participants
RENTAL SUBSIDY COST:
HH SIZE
1-Person
2-Person

PER MO
12-MO
$455
$98,448
$28,680
$597
TOT=$127,128
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION:
+$100,000
1.DOUBLE (2x) PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS: 44
RENTAL SUBS.I DY COST:
HH SIZE
PER MO
12-MO
1-Person
$196,896
$455
$ 57,360
2-Person
$597
TCIT=$254,256
2.TRIPLE (3x) PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS; 66
RENTAL SUBSIDY COST:
HH SIZE
1-Person
2-Person

*

PER MO
12-MO
$295,344
$455
$ 86,040
$597
TOT"' $ 3 8 1 , 3 8 4

# HSHDS
18
4

# HSHDS
36
8

# HSHDS
54
12

PILOT PROGRAM BUDGET
SOURCE: Housing_Commission, Feb.15, 2018 (#4-B)
NOTE:
Rental Subsidy Amounts Subj 1:,ct to Annual Rent
Increases.

ADMINISTRATION COST/BUDGET ci'f $100,000 per ye�r
may increase/decrease per Program Participant #s.

P2

CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE INCOME and RENT LIMITS





Extremely low income: 0-30% of AMI
Very low income: 30% to 50% of AMI
Lower income: 50% to 80% of AMI; the term may also be used to mean 0% to 80% of AMI
Moderate income: 80% to 120% of AMI

2017 TCAC INCOME LIMITS

2017 TCAC RENT LIMITS

2018 TCAC INCOME LIMITS

2018 TCAC RENT LIMITS

http://www.treasurer.ca.gov/ctcac/

State of California Department of Housing and Community Development

Los Angeles County

Los Angeles County

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/get-funding/index.shtml

2018 STATE INCOME LIMITS
California State Income Limits apply to State and local affordable housing programs
statutorily linked to HUD income limits and differ from income limits applicable to other
specific federal, State, or local programs [such as Section 8].

Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 50093 require the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) to publish updated State Income Limits for extremely low , very low , low , and moderateincome categories when the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) updates its Section 8
program income limits. HUD released updated FY 2018 income limits on April 1, 2018. HCD updated its 2018
State Income Limits (effective April 26, 2018) when requesting the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) to publish
2018 Income Limits in the California Code of Regulations (Title 25, Section 6932 ).

“The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) sets income limits that determine eligibility for assisted
housing programs including the Public Housing, Section 8 project-based, Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher,
Section 202 housing for the elderly, and Section 811 housing for persons with disabilities programs. HUD develops
income limits based on Median Family Income estimates and Fair Market Rent area definitions for each
metropolitan area, parts of some metropolitan areas, and each non-metropolitan county.”
(https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html)

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/income-limits/index.shtml

FROM :WLR COUNCIL FOR SENIORS

FAX NO. :310 39S 7680
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