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
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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.
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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
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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
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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
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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
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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.
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