AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING OF THE

HOUSING COMMISSION
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA

Ken Edwards Center
1527 4th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90401

Thursday, December 20, 2018
4:30 PM

Notice is hereby given that a regular meeting of the Housing Commission will be
held at 4:30pm on Thursday, December 20, 2018, at the Ken Edwards Center 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]

1. CALL TO ORDER
A. ROLL CALL
2. PUBLIC INPUT

(Public comment is permitted only on items not on the agenda that are within
the subject matter jurisdiction of the Housing Commission.)
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. November 15, 2018 Housing Commission meeting. [DRAFT MINUTES]

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.

4. DISCUSSION ITEMS
A. POTENTIAL AMENDMENT OF SMMC SECTION 9.64.030 – Discussion of
policy question and initial options set forth under Item 13 of the Staff Report
for Item 10A of the December 5, 2018 Planning Commission meeting
regarding a possible expansion of the exemption from AHPP requirements
beyond the current exemption for “a multi-family rental housing project that
will be developed by a nonprofit housing provider receiving financial
assistance through one of the City’s housing trust fund programs.”
[HANDOUT] [HANDOUT]
5. ACTION ITEMS
A. CREATION OF AD HOC COMMITTEE – Presentation by City consultant
(David Canavan of Canavan Associates), discussion, and possible action
regarding the creation of an ad hoc committee to provide input to develop
an outcomes measurement system for community-based social services in
Santa Monica. [HANDOUT]
B. PRESERVING OUR DIVERSITY (POD) PROGRAM EXPANSION –
Presentation, discussion, and possible action regarding the expansion of
the current POD program from a pilot to a large-scale, long-term program,
with associated policy and administrative approaches. [STAFF REPORT]
C. WORK PLAN – Discussion of annual work plan and potential priorities, and
possible action setting long-range agenda and work plan.
6. HOUSING MANAGER’S REPORT

Update on any City Council agenda items and administrative issues related to
affordable housing.
7. CHAIR/COMMISSIONER’S REPORT

Information on housing issues, recent or future City Council actions, other City
Commissions, and issues affecting housing in the City of Santa Monica.
[HANDOUT]
8. 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.

DRAFT MINUTES
CITY OF SANTA MONICA
HOUSING COMMISSION MINUTES
November 15, 2018
1.

CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL: A regular meeting of the Santa
Monica Housing Commission was called to order by Chair Soloff at
4:34 p.m. on Thursday, November 15, 2018, at the Ken Edwards
Center, 1527 4th Street.
A. ROLL CALL

2.

• Present:

Chair Soloff
Vice Chair Hilton
Commissioner Buchanan
Commissioner Keintz
Commissioner Gerwitz
Commissioner Bloch

• Absent:

Commissioner Katz

• Staff Present:

Director of Housing & Economic
Development Andy Agle
Housing Program Manager Jim Kemper
Commission Secretary Melinda Espinoza

PUBLIC INPUT
• Yvonne Chavez – Spoke regarding her family’s experience with
OPCC.
• Olga Zurawska – Spoke regarding her experience with OPCC over
the past year.
• Steven Weinraub – Spoke regarding the structure of community
meetings, specifically the meeting by EAH for the housing
development at 1445-1453 10th Street.

3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Approval of minutes for October 18, 2018 Housing Commission
meeting.
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Motion by Vice Chair Hilton, seconded by Commissioner Buchanan,
to approve the October 18, 2018 minutes.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner
Buchanan, Commissioner Gerwitz

NOES:

NONE

ABSTAIN: Commissioner Bloch, Commissioner Keintz
ABSENT:
4.

Commissioner Katz

DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. LOCAL PREFERENCE POLICY FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING –
Discussion regarding the current minimum number of hours an
applicant for affordable housing must work in Santa Monica to be
eligible for the local preference, and possible lowering of minimum
number of hours to achieve greater diversity in the applicant pool.
Presentation by Housing Program Manager Jim Kemper.
Public Input:
• Catherine Eldridge – Encouraged the Commission to
research how other government programs define “full-time”
work hours.

B. AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON CITY-OWNED PROPERTY –
Presentation and discussion of potential for affordable housing
development on City-owned properties.
Presentation by Housing and Economic Development Director Andy
Agle.

C. AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION PROGRAM – Discussion
of requirements outside of Downtown Community Plan, including
review of prior Housing Commission recommendations, current
anticipated timeline for updated feasibility study, and potential
changes to requirements in advance of City obtaining an updated
study.
Presentation by Chair Soloff.
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Public Input:
Catherine Eldridge – Encouraged the Commission to include Vice
Chair Hilton’s recommendations in any documentation going
forward.
5.

ACTION ITEMS
A. WORK PLAN – Discussion of annual work plan and potential
priorities, and possible action setting long-range agenda and work
plan.

6.

HOUSING MANAGER’S REPORT
No report provided.

7.

CHAIR/COMMISSIONER’S REPORT
• Chair Soloff wished everyone a Happy Thanksgiving.
• Vice Chair Hilton reported on: 1) The EAH $11 million loan for
senior housing at 1445-1453 10th Street; 2) The Landmarks
Commission met Nov. 12 to discuss the proposed 11th Street
Bungalow Historic District, but tabled a vote to its December
meeting.

8.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSING COMMISSION
On order of the Chair, the Housing Commission meeting was
adjourned at 6:36 p.m.

The next scheduled Housing Commission meeting date is a regular
meeting on Thursday, December 20, 2018.

ATTEST:
_________________________
Michael Soloff
Chair, Housing Commission

_____________________________
Melinda Espinoza
Housing Commission Secretary
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Handout for Housing Commission Agenda Item #4A
12/5/18 Planning Commission Meeting Item 10A Staff Report Attachment B Item #13
#13 SMMC Section 9.64.030
•

•

•

Policy Topic: Consider that 100% affordable housing projects that are not owned
and operated by nonprofit housing providers may comply with TCAC regulations
and are not subject to AHPP.*
Purpose of the Standard
o This standard currently allows a multi-family rental housing project that
will be developed by a nonprofit housing provider receiving financial
assistance through one of the City’s housing trust fund programs and
secured by a regulatory agreement with the City for a minimum period of
55 years to not be subject to the City’s Affordable Housing Production
Program (AHPP). This standard is intended to incentivize projects that are
considered 100% Affordable Housing Projects.
How the Issue was Identified
o Due to the increased difficulty in raising funds for affordable housing
projects and the loss of Redevelopment Agency funding, nonprofit housing
providers have identified alternative funding sources outside of relying on
the City’s housing trust fund programs.
o However as currently stated in the standard, only projects that will be
developed with “financial assistance through one of the City’s housing
trust fund programs” are eligible to be exempt from the AHPP
requirements.
o This standard limits opportunities for nonprofit housing providers to utilize
State TCAC tax credit funding and take advantage of additional affordable
housing opportunities afforded through TCAC regulations. TCAC
regulations would govern aspects of affordable housing projects with
respect to affordability levels, maximum rents, minimum unit sizes, and
amenities in the absence of the City’s AHPP standards. However, it should
be noted that to be exempt from the AHPP means that tenants are not
required to be selected from the City’s list, income/rent limits are
different, and minimum unit sizes may be less than AHPP standards. In
discussions with Housing and Economic Development staff, if this special
exception is to be granted, priority should be placed on selecting tenants
from the City’s list.

•

Initial Policy Options
o Remove the requirement that only projects developed with financial
assistance through one of the City’s housing trust fund programs are
eligible to be exempt from the AHPP requirements. Only non-profit
providers would be eligible to be exempt from AHPP requirements.
o Require deed restriction that would exempt qualifying 100% affordable
housing projects from the AHPP except that tenants must be selected
from the City’s list. This would allow projects to comply with TCAC
requirements but also ensure that the City is benefitting from production
of new affordable housing.

* Housing staff confirmed with Planning staff that there is a typo in their staff report and
the word “not” should be removed from the Policy Topic sentence. That sentence
should read: “Consider that 100% affordable housing projects that are owned and
operated by nonprofit housing providers may comply with TCAC regulations and are not
subject to AHPP.”

City of Santa Monica Outcome
Measurement System Project
T he G oa l
As part of the City of Santa Monica’s effort to continually improve services, the Human Services Division (HSD) is working to collect the most
relevant data on project performance. HSD is working with Canavan Associates to design a new approach to data management. This will
support the goal of data driven policymaking that the entire City of Santa Monica is committed to through the Council-adopted Framework for
a Sustainable City of Wellbeing.1

T he P ro j e c t
This new approach will significantly improve the City’s delivery of social and community services.
Better, more clearly defined outcomes for Santa Monica’s most vulnerable populations will help the
City measure the impact of its community investments.
The new outcome measurement system will:
o Improve the wellbeing of Santa Monica residents;
o Collect better data;
o Emphasize outcomes rather than outputs;
o Provide a foundation for a redesigned Human Services Grant Program (HSGP) Request For
Proposal (RFP) process; and
o Clarify who is thriving and who is struggling within the service system to better target services
within City-funded programs.

“An output details what
your organization does,
whereas an outcome
defines changes that have
taken place because of
your organization’s work.”
– The Non-Profit Times

T he C o ntex t
Santa Monica, like many other cities, currently monitors City-funded grant programs through regular onsite visits and accounting of services
delivered every six months. While this approach allows for a high degree of accountability, the process is paper-driven and manual, which limits
the ability to understand the inter-related outcomes for all households across the dozens of programs and services that they may access. The
new approach will help HSD evaluate the total impact of programs from both a systems level and a participant level, identify service gaps and
challenges, and continue building the expertise of existing service providers.

T he A p p roa c h
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Hire a Data Science Administrator
Service Population Analysis and Discovery Summary
Community Engagement  IN PROGRESS
Interim Reporting Solution
Needs Assessment Report

6.
7.
8.
9.

Design a Library of Outcomes
Develop Human Services Procurement RFP
Initiation of Outcome System Implementation
Activation of HSD Data Management System

Community Engagement –
Canavan Associates is combing through existing data to maximize learning from past engagement efforts. Based on this review, HSD and
Canavan Associates will reach out to the community again to ensure that all of the relevant stakeholders are involved and have a voice in
this important process. The project team will connect with community leaders, such as formal boards and commissions, and members of the
community, especially those who use these services.

T he Re s u l t
The project will:
o Increase accountability;
o Give HSD programs uniformity;
o Identify service gaps and unmet needs;
o More effectively analyze program impacts across populations; and
o Engage the community to help define success.
1

City of Santa Monica. “The Wellbeing Project.” https://wellbeing.smgov.net/about/wellbeing-project

Housing Commission Report
Housing Commission Meeting: December 20, 2018
Agenda Item: 5-B

To:

Housing Commission

From:

Barbara Collins, Housing Manager

Subject:

Expansion of the Preserving Our Diversity (POD) Subsidy Program

Recommended Action
Staff requests that the Housing Commission consider and provide direction on program
design and implementation options for the Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program
expansion.

Executive Summary
The POD program provides cash-based financial assistance to long-term Santa Monica
senior residents whose inability to pay for their basic needs may result in residential
displacement. On July 24, 2018, City Council allocated up to $2 million annually in
Housing Trust Funds to substantially expand POD from its pilot program consisting of
21 households. This staff report presents program design options, implementation
considerations, and estimated expenses for Housing Commission review.

Background
The development of the POD pilot began in December 2015 when the Housing
Commission presented a report to Council recommending, among several affordable
housing strategies, providing direct financial assistance to low-income senior residents
to help them remain in their rent-controlled homes.

On July 25, 2017, City Council approved the 14-month POD pilot program. The pilot
model includes three program components: 1) Cash-based financial assistance; 2)
Benefits assessment and enrollment; and 3) Care management that assesses the
physical, emotional, and financial needs of the participant and then connects the

participant to needed services. After qualifying households for several months, the City
began POD’s cash-based financial assistance in November 2017, and a total of 21
households were enrolled by February 2018.

Key program learnings are:

Overall Program Effectiveness
•

Cash-based financial assistance appears to work as an anti-displacement
strategy for senior renters; 100 percent of participants remained housed.

Participant Information
•

At the time of enrollment, 20 out of 21 participants were receiving Social Security
Income, which is the primary cash-based financial assistance for which they are
qualified, but the money received from Social Security was not enough to cover
participants’ basic needs.

•

Participants were not accessing local senior services: Only two out of 21
participants were enrolled in WISE & Healthy Aging programs.

•

Participants had not applied for the HUD Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)
program, also known as Section 8, due to misconceptions about the program or
concerns about jeopardizing their current housing. (A new City law that prohibits
discrimination based on source of income did support some participants to
transfer from POD to the HCV program.)

Program Implementation
•

Participants were reluctant to ask their landlord to accept POD assistance due to
concerns about sharing information that indicates financial vulnerability.
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•

General Relief 1, CalFresh 2 and Medicare 3/Medi-Cal 4 benefits may be reduced
when a household receives POD cash-based financial assistance.

•

Initial eligibility screening and enrollment were the most staff-intensive and timeconsuming program administration activity.

City Council’s July 24, 2018 allocation of up to $2 million annually in Housing Trust
Funds will substantially expand POD. When approving the conceptual expansion, some
Councilmembers recommended that staff consider an incremental approach to enrolling
new participants.

Staff proposes to gather Housing Commission input over the course of two meetings in
December 2018 and January 2019. Once Housing Commission completes its review
and recommendations, staff would present a draft operating plan to City Council in April
or May 2019 and enrollment would begin in the fall of 2019.

The number of households in Santa Monica eligible for the POD program is unknown
due to the lack of targeted data. Nonetheless, the American Community Survey
(ACS/U.S. Census) and Santa Monica Rent Control Board (RCB) data do offer some
useful information about the potential applicant pool:
•

A total of 7,395 rent-controlled apartments have not turned over since January 1,
2000. 5 The City does not know how many seniors, nor how many low-income
seniors, live in these apartments.

General Relief is a Los Angeles County program that provides cash-based financial assistance to adults with no
income or resources who are ineligible for federal or State programs. Typically, participants are one-person
households.
2
CalFresh is a household nutrition program that provides households with cash-based financial assistance to buy
healthy foods. In California, CalFresh was previously known as the Food Stamp Program.
3
Medicare is the Federal health insurance program for people who are aged 65 and above, or who are younger
with certain disabilities, or are diagnosed with end-stage renal disease. Medicare Part A covers in-patent hospital
care, Medicare Part B covers general medical care, Medicare Part D covers prescription drugs.
4
Medi-Cal is California’s Medicaid program that provides health coverage to people who are low-income and who
meet certain asset and eligibility requirements.
5
Information from the Santa Monica Rent Control Board, which does not maintain data on the age of residents.
1
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•

Approximately 3,600 low-income senior head-of-household renters aged 65 and
above live in Santa Monica 6.

•

Of the 3,600 low-income senior head-of-household renters aged 65 and above
living in Santa Monica, approximately 1,644 (54 percent) are severely rentburdened, meaning they pay more than 50 percent of their income on rent 7.

•

Additionally, 31 households that moved into apartments prior to 1999 and
another 178 households who moved in after 1999 receive RCB Very Low-Income
Senior Registration Fee Waivers.

Discussion
This report section presents POD expansion program design choices and provides a
preliminary budget estimate. The pilot Threshold Eligibility and Priority Criteria are
provided as Attachment A for reference.

Staff developed the following program design choices and associated budget estimates
for Housing Commission consideration using these two assumptions:
•

City staff would administer the first three years of the POD expansion to assure
quality stewardship of Housing Trust Funds and would re-evaluate program
administration at the end of the three years.

•

UCLA Elder Index Basic Needs Budget (“Elder Index”) would remain the
assistance determination method.
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2012-2016 ACS, as analyzed by UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. The data assumes 200% of the Federal
Poverty Level as a cutoff for low-income as that approximates the threshold for the UCLA Elder Index. This data
should be considered with the understanding that the overall sample size is small (n=279) resulting in a large
margin of error.
7
ACS data does not indicate whether a household lives in a rent-controlled apartment. Additionally, ACS does not
gather data on household assets that could disqualify applicants.
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POD Expansion Program Design Choices
Generally, for each of the program design choices below, choices that entail more
regulation, monitoring, and programming are more expensive.

1. Minimum Age
A. Define senior as 62 years+ (pilot); or
B. Define senior as 65 years+ to match Medicare/MediCal enrollment
Pilot participants were aged 62 years or above. Staff recommends that the
minimum age to participate increase from 62 to 65 so that the program can align
with the UCLA Elder Index assumption that participants receive
Medicare/MediCal.
2. Income Level
A. Include very low-income and below (50% AMI or less) (pilot); or
B. Include extremely low-income and below (30% AMI or less)
The pilot eligibility criteria included households at or below very low-income (50%
AMI). Staff recommends that the expansion serve the same income level since
household need was identified for this group during the pilot. Alternatively, the
expansion could restrict eligibility to households at or below extremely lowincome (30% AMI). By choosing this alternative, the amount of the POD
assistance per household would likely increase.
3. Selection Priority
A. Prioritize applicants by lottery; or
B. Prioritize applicants by date and time of application; or
C. Prioritize applicants by age in order of oldest to youngest
Pilot participants were prioritized by rent burden. This process was timeconsuming because applicants’ initial reports of rent and income were not always
accurate. Once applicants provided complete documentation, staff often had to
recalculate the rent burden percentage to create an accurate applicant priority
list. Staff recommends prioritizing by age because age is easily verified, and this
approach potentially helps the most vulnerable residents. Alternatively, two
applicant priority approaches that would not involve staff conducting householdby-household income and asset recalculations are: 1) lottery; or 2) date and time
of application. One concern about a lottery priority is that while fair, it may not
address need. Prioritizing by date and time could inadvertently advantage people
with higher levels of physical or mental ability.

5

4. Waitlist Opening
A. Establish a waitlist that stays open; or
B. Establish a waitlist that opens for a set period and then closes
The pilot is a limited 14-month term program with a one-time cohort of 21
households and, as such, there are no waitlist policies. Staff recommends that
the City establish a waitlist for the expansion that would remain open indefinitely.
This approach would be the most accessible option for senior applicants, who
may not receive timely information or may not be able to respond quickly to
waitlist deadlines. Alternatively, the City could create a waitlist with a definitive
opening and closing date.
5. Qualifying & Enrolling Participants
A. Conduct enrollment intensively over a short time period (one to three
months); or
B. Conduct enrollment incrementally over the course of a year
The pilot enrollment process lasted approximately 18 months because the
program was being designed concurrently. Staff recommends expanding POD
over the course of 12 months, incrementally. The number of participants to be
enrolled would be evenly spread out month-to-month. Alternatively, an aggregate
enrollment could occur over a short time-frame (one to three months), qualifying
all applicants that the program budget would allow. In this scenario, temporary
staff or an outside firm would be needed to process the enrollments, and
subsequent annual certifications would be clustered and could also require
additional staffing.
6. Income Certifications
A. Certify income/assets triennially; or
B. Certify income/assets annually
The pilot policies do not include annual or periodic income certifications due to
the program’s initial 14-month term. Staff recommends mirroring the SMHA
triennial income certification process for fixed-income households. For triennial
certifications, participants would undergo income/asset certification every third
year. Assets would continue to be calculated pursuant to the Affordable Housing
Production Program model at 10 percent of total assets added to annual income.
Alternatively, the POD expansion could implement annual income certifications,
but this option is costlier due to increased staff time.
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7. Annual Assistance Increases
A. Adjust assistance based on income and Basic Needs Budget; or
B. Adjust assistance based on another formula that is uniformly applied to all
participants
The pilot does not provide annual assistance increases. Staff recommends using
participant income and rent to calculate and update the subsidy amount, which
would be implemented during either annual or triennial income certifications. To
calculate total household assistance in non-certification years, staff would
determine income and expenses with the following approach: For income, staff
would apply the Social Security Administration’s annual increase plus 10 percent
of assets. For expenses, staff would add that year’s Basic Needs Budget
increase for non-rent expenses plus the RCB general adjustment. Household
size changes would be taken into consideration. Alternatively, to reduce the
administrative burden of assessing and calculating each participant’s annual
increase, the City could establish a formula which provides a uniform annual
increase.
8. Benefits Assessment and Enrollment Support
A. Assess eligibility and provide enrollment support for cash-based
government benefits only; or
B. Assess eligibility and refer to enrollment support for cash-based
government assistance only; or
C. Do not assess benefits or support enrollment activities
During the pilot, benefits assessment and enrollment support was provided by
WISE & Healthy Aging. Participants applied for ongoing cash assistance, noncash assistance, and utility bill discounts. Staff recommends providing benefits
eligibility and enrollment support for cash-based government benefits only.
Alternatively, the expansion could additionally assess and offer enrollment
support for one-time cash-based financial assistance and utility bill discounts
even though it is most likely that these funds would not change the amount of a
household’s POD subsidy.
9. Care Management
A. Provide care management to all participants (pilot); or
B. Provide referrals only; or
C. Do not provide care management activities
WISE & Healthy Aging was contracted by the City to provide care management
for the small pilot group but including this component in an expanded POD
program would add a significant cost. Staff recommends that care management
7

not be provided, but that information and referral to care management is made
available.
10. Program Evaluation
A. Conduct robust evaluations of POD’s effectiveness; or
B. Conduct basic evaluations of POD’s effectiveness
To evaluate the effectiveness of the POD pilot, WISE & Healthy Aging care
managers surveyed and tracked a variety of health, psycho-social, and services
data. Staff recommends undertaking a more robust evaluation for the expansion
that is conducted by research experts. By intensively evaluating the expanded
program, the City will collect data that shows the full picture of how POD
improves participants’ lives. One option for a robust evaluation is working with
the UCLA School of Public Health team, which developed the Elder Index and
Basic Needs Budget. Alternatively, the City could implement a basic evaluation
that tracks displacement and wellbeing, but insights about POD and its impact
would be limited.
POD Expansion Budget Estimate
The first-year expansion program budget for 250 households is estimated at a total of
$1,810,000 and consists of $1,445,000 in cash-based financial assistance and
$365,000 in operating expenses. This estimate is calculated as follows:
•

The cash-based financial assistance estimate assumes the pilot cohort average
household subsidy of $5,780 per household per year multiplied by 250
households, totaling $1,445,000 annually. If the POD selection criteria prioritizes
households by highest financial need, the total cost of cash-based financial
assistance would likely increase.

•

The current operational costs of the Santa Monica Housing Authority are
estimated at $1,460 per household per year for administration activities similar to
POD. This estimate, multiplied by a potential 250 participating households totals
$365,000 annually. This estimate’s staffing assumptions would apply to the first
year of enrollment and to the annual income/assets certification approach
described above.
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The following items are not included in the estimate and will need to be incorporated
into the budget:
•

Benefits assessment and enrollment support, care management, and indepth program evaluation expenses: The pilot cost for these items totaled
$2,800 per participant. For the expansion cohort of 200 to 250 households, it is
likely that these costs would be reduced on a per participant basis due to
economies of scale. The estimated budget above assumes that staff will gather
basic program outcomes but does not account for hiring a third-party vendor to
conduct a robust evaluation of the POD model and outcomes.

•

Marketing and outreach expenses: The estimated budget is based on SMHA’s
nominal costs associated with this activity. Staff anticipates needing additional
financial resources to reach the POD eligible population, some of whom are
homebound or socially isolated. The intensity of marketing and outreach will
ultimately determine the amount of this expense. Examples of low-cost to highcost marketing strategies include direct mail, targeted marketing at specific
locations (health care facilities, community centers, grocery stores), or door-todoor outreach.

Prepared By:

Lisa Varon, Senior Development Analyst
Benjamin Andrews, Administrative Analyst

9

Attachment A
Pilot Threshold Eligibility and Priority Criteria
Threshold Eligibility Criteria for the POD pilot (household must meet all criteria below):
1. Household submitted a complete Renter Needs Survey by July 18, 2016 by 5
p.m. PST; and
2. Household participated in follow-up interviews; and
3. Head of household is a senior aged 62 or older; and
4. Household must have occupied current Santa Monica rent-control apartment
since before January 1, 2000; and
5. Household’s apartment must not be deed-restricted affordable housing of any
kind, including:
• Properties purchased, rehabilitated and/or constructed with City Housing
Trust Funds;
• Apartments subject to the Affordable Housing Production Program;
• Federally assisted properties; and
• Los Angeles County-assisted or owned affordable housing properties; and
6. Renter Needs Survey initially indicated that the household income was equal
to or less than 30 percent of area median income (Extremely low income) and
household final income verification confirms it is no more than 50 percent area
median income (Low Income); and
7. Household is not currently participating in, or previously terminated from, any
Santa Monica Housing Authority rent subsidy programs; and
8. No household members convicted of violent crime which occurred within the
last 5 years, or who are registered sex offenders; and
9. Household income documentation indicates that the household is in need of
the subsidy (e.g. earning less than the approved Basic Needs Budget),
pursuant to the income and asset determinations and verifications described in
Section III.
A.

Priority
1. Priority for the POD Program, within the Threshold Eligibility Criteria indicated
in Section III-A, will be established by serving households in order of highest
rent burden to lower rent burden. For example, a household with a rent
burden of 80 percent would have priority over a household with a 75 percent
rent burden.
2. When households are determined to have equal priority (based upon the
same level of rent burden), the tie-breaker will be the resident household who
has lived in their current Santa Monica apartment the longest.
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