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SUMMARY
On September 30, 2020, Motion (Cedillo - Blumenfield) was introduced to instruct the Housing and
Community Investment Department (HCID) to report with changes being proposed to the Affordable
Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program Round 6 Guidelines and comments that should
be submitted to the State on behalf of the City (Attachment A, C.F. 20-1268).
Under the ASHC Program, “Cap-and-Trade” funding is distributed on a competitive basis for transitoriented developments including affordable housing and infrastructure projects that contribute to a
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. This investment is critical in making these improvements
financially feasible.
On September 16, 2020, California’s Strategic Growth Council (SGC) released its draft 2019-20 AHSC
Program Round 6 Program Guidelines (Draft Guidelines) for public comment. HCID has coordinated
with several departments, including the Department of City Planning, Department of Transportation, and
the Bureau of Engineering, to generate a comprehensive set of comments.
This report provides an overview of the AHSC Program, the program’s tentative schedule, and HCID’s
comments to the Draft Guidelines for Council’s consideration. It is recommended that Council adopt the
attached Resolution (Attachment B) formalizing the City’s position on the Draft Guidelines, authorize
HCID to formally submit the comments described in this report (Attachment C) to the SGC as the City’s
official position, and instruct HCID to analyze any subsequent proposed changes to the AHSC Program
and draft additional comments, as necessary, for Council approval.
RECOMMENDATIONS
That the Council, subject to approval of the Mayor:
1.

Adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment B) to support the draft 2019-20 Affordable Housing
and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program Round 6 Guidelines with the comments
submitted by the Housing and Community Investment Department (HCID).

2. Authorize General Manager of the HCID, or designee, to submit comments (Attachment C), to
the California Strategic Growth Council (SGC) by the October 16, 2020 public comment
deadline.

3. Direct HCID to monitor any new proposed changes to the draft 2019-20 AHSC Program Round 6
Guidelines and report, as necessary, on additional comments for Council approval.

BACKGROUND
The SGC notes that the AHSC Program “furthers the purposes of AB 32 (2006) and SB 375 (2008) by
investing in projects that reduce greenhouse gas emissions by supporting more compact, infill
development patterns, encouraging active transportation and transit usage, and protecting agricultural land
from sprawl development.” AHSC’s funding is made possible through what is commonly known as the
“Cap and Trade” program proceeds, which are deposited into the State’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund
(GGRF).
Since the AHSC Program’s first program year, FY 2014-15, the SGC has awarded approximately $1.1
billion statewide. The City of Los Angeles has benefitted from approximately $330 million to support
twenty-eight (28) projects comprising an estimated 2,668 affordable housing units and numerous
greenhouse-gas reducing transit infrastructure projects.
Per HCID, approximately $350 million will be available statewide in the current round of funding.
Timeline
Public comment on the Draft Guidelines may be submitted through October 16, 2020 and the SGC
anticipates considering the final guidelines at its November 17, 2020 meeting. The AHSC Program’s
timeline is noted below.
SGC Program Webinars
Program Guidelines - Public Comment Due
SGC Meeting: Consider Final ASHC Program Guidelines
Applications Due________________________________
Awards Announcement

October 1st and 6th, 2020
October 16, 2020
November 17, 2020
February 2021
June 2021

Housing and Community Investment Department’s (HCID) Comments
HCID’s comments relative to the draft 2019-20 AHSC guidelines are summarized below and are provided
in their entirety as Attachment C. It is anticipated that the comments provided will help make the City’s
projects competitive in leveraging additional resources to fund transit-oriented affordable housing
developments and integrated connectivity projects. This Office has prepared a Resolution which, if
adopted, would add these comments to the City’s State Legislative Program. It is recommended that
HCID be authorized to submit the City’s comments summarized below to the SGC.
Recognize positive AHSC Program changes
Highlight positive changes to the updated guidelines, including: (1) redefining Context Sensitive
Bikeways; (2) extending certain deadlines for completion of projects and securing land use
approvals; (3) recognizing tenant legal counseling and specified internet infrastructure elements
as eligible costs; (4) incorporating first right of return to existing tenants; (5) additional points for
anti-displacement strategies; and (6) additional resources and strategies to mitigate exposure to air
pollution.
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Request changes and clarification in the guidelines
Recognize electric car share expenses as eligible costs
Recognize street lighting expenses as eligible costs
Maintain the current soft costs allocation and not change the current calculation
Support the proposed program change which would allow for the reimbursement of eligible costs
post the receipt of an award letter; and make this change retroactive to Rounds 3, 4 and 5
Recognize other investments, such as bicycle boulevards, in the Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
reduction points section
Reduce the amount required in the Enforceable Funding Commitment (EFC) requirement from
the currently required 90 percent to a lower percentage
Provide further guidance on the newly proposed 10-point transit criteria category
Expand the definition of crossing points to further link pedestrian networks
Make all types of Transportation Related Amenities (TRA) investments eligible for points or add
further clarification
Provide guidance on workforce development requirements and timelines, including the need for a
written agreement with organizations as part of the application
Provide additional guidance relative to community engagement goals during the COVID-19
Pandemic
Remove the “guaranteed” geographical target and only utilize AHSC’s discretionary funding to
fulfill the proposed targets without impacting the competitiveness of other projects
Clarify the “design year” Average Daily Trips threshold in Appendix A “Guideline Definitions”
Recognize the City’s support letter for low income housing tax credits as an enforceable funding
commitment
In previous years, the City has submitted comments to the SGC relative to draft AHSC program
guidelines. Therefore, it is recommended that Council adopt the attached Resolution with the City’s
comments on the current draft guidelines and instruct HCID to submit comments to the State prior to the
expiration of the public comment period.

_____
Dora Huerta
Analyst

Attachments:

A. Motion (Cedillo - Blumenfield)
B. Resolution
C. HCID’s comments to the draft 2019-20 AHSC Program Round 6 Guidelines
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ATTTACHMENT B

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, any official position of the City of Los Angeles with respect to legislation,
rules, regulations or policies, proposed to or pending before a local, state or federal government
body or agency, must have first been adopted in the form of a Resolution by the City Council with
the concurrence of the Mayor; and
WHEREAS, the State of California’s Strategic Growth Council (SGC) released the
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program Round 6 Draft Guidelines
(Draft Program), updating the competitive process for distributing an estimated $350 million to
promote transit-oriented housing and sustainable infrastructure throughout the State; and
WHEREAS, the Housing and Community Investment Department (HCID) proposes to
submit the following comments, summarized below and attached in their entirety, to request changes
and clarification in the Draft Program on behalf of the City by HCD’s deadline, October 16, 2020:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Recognize electric car share expenses as eligible costs
Recognize street lighting expenses as eligible costs
Maintain the current soft costs allocation and not change the current calculation
Support the proposed program change which would allow for the reimbursement of eligible costs
post the receipt of an award letter; and make this change retroactive to Rounds 3, 4 and 5
Recognize other investments, such as bicycle boulevards, in the Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
reduction points section
Reduce the amount required in the Enforceable Funding Commitment (EFC) requirement from
the currently required 90 percent to a lower percentage
Provide further guidance on the newly proposed 10-point transit criteria category
Expand the definition of crossing points to further link pedestrian networks
Make all types of Transportation Related Amenities (TRA) investments eligible for points or
add further clarification
Provide guidance on workforce development requirements and timelines, including the need for
a written agreement with organizations as part of the application
Provide additional guidance relative to community engagement goals during the COVID-19
Pandemic
Remove the “guaranteed” geographical target and only utilize AHSC’s discretionary funding to
fulfill the proposed targets without impacting the competitiveness of other projects
Clarify the “design year” Average Daily Trips threshold in Appendix A “Guideline Definitions”
Recognize the City’s support letter for low income housing tax credits as an enforceable funding
commitment

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, with the concurrence of the Mayor, that by
adoption of this Resolution, the City of Los Angeles hereby includes in its 2019-20 State Legislative
Program SUPPORT for the California Strategic Growth Council’s (SGC) Affordable Housing and
Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program Round 6 Draft Guidelines with the proposed comments
described above.
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October 6, 2020
City of Los Angeles Housing + Community Investment Department Comments on the 2019-2020, Round
6 Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program Draft Guidelines: Recommendation and
Suggested Changes
The Los Angeles Housing + Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) would like to take this
opportunity to provide comments and feedback on behalf of the City of Los Angeles on the Affordable Housing
and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC) Round 6 Draft Program Guidelines and application process.
The City of Los Angeles (City) commends the SGC for addressing and accommodating many of the City
recommended changes reflected in the proposed Round 6 Draft Guidelines and commend the SGC and its staff
for a successful program implementation over the past five rounds of funding. We appreciate the continued
attentiveness and flexibility from the SGC and its staff during the recent stakeholder process which underscores
your continued commitment to improve this vitally important program to reach its maximum potential in
reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions while ensuring the deployment of this critically needed affordable
housing funding source.
As the City and the State continue to face an ever-increasing housing affordability crisis exacerbated by the
current COVID-19 pandemic, the AHSC program continues to be a key source of funding for affordable
housing and sustainable transit infrastructure development.
The following is a summary of the most salient opportunities for improvement for the upcoming 2019-20
Round 6 AHSC Draft Program Guidelines and reflect the city’s comprehensive set of recommendation from
the City’s AHSC team including, the Department of Transportation, Department of City Planning, Bureau of
Engineering, and Street Lighting. The attached City’s comments (please see Attachment 1 for detailed
comments and recommendations) reflect our collective practical experience and are intended to help address
questions on newly proposed changes, outstanding draft guidelines issues and overall application point criteria.
The City of Los Angeles would also like to specifically acknowledge and support the SGC’s thoughtful and
needed proposed changes as follows:
• We appreciate the SGC for proposing to change the definition of Context Sensitive Bikeways to be
more responsive to speed and volume management goals of bikeway design in setting the ADT targets
for the design year. The proposed change in the revised Round 6 Draft Guidelines supports the City’s
efforts to invest in more traffic calming elements along corridors that may lack the necessary width to
install bicycle lanes. However, clarification is needed on the application of “Design Year” volume
criteria within the context of the AHSC program. The City continues to urge the SGC to recognize
ADT criteria as a goal that should be attained with context-sensitive projects and not a prerequisite for
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implementation, and to reward the introduction of volume and speed reduction design features as
improvements to achieve context-sensitive bikeways.
Prolonging the extension deadline up to two (2) years.
Extending STI and TRA completing deadline to six (6) years with the final deadline of July 30, 2027.
Allowing thirty (30) days after the application due date to demonstrate approval of required
discretionary local land use elements.
Expressly clarifying that eligible costs are reimbursable upon the issuance of an award letter. We also
request that these changes apply retroactively for AHSC Rounds 4 and 5.
Adding Tenant legal counseling services as an eligible PGM cost. This is especially necessary to help
address the uncertainty faced by many of the most vulnerable renters in the state. We would also
request that additional guidance if these services can be provided by localities which are in the process
of implementing eviction defense programs.
Adding the first right of return to “existing residents.”
Increasing the total number of points by one (1) to the anti-displacement category and expanding on
qualifying strategies.
Adding the installation of internet broadband trunk line or Wi-Fi infrastructure as an eligible AHD/HRI
cost.
Providing additional resources and suggested strategies to help mitigate air pollution exposure.

Below also find the following summary of the City’s key comments and recommendations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Include Electric car share as an eligible cost
Include Street Lighting as an eligible cost
Maintain current soft costs allocation
Include other investments in the GHG reduction points
Reduce 90% EFC requirement
Provide further guidance on the newly proposed 10-point transit criteria category
Expand crossing points to link pedestrian networks
Make all types of TRA investment eligible towards earning points
Provide guidance on workforce development requirements
Provide further guidance to meet and achieve community engagement goals during the COVID-19
Pandemic
Remove the “guaranteed” geographical target and only utilize the AHSC’s discretionary funding to
help fulfill the proposed targets without impacting the competitiveness of ICP, TOD and RIPA project
type allocations

We sincerely thank you for your review and consideration of our comments and look forward to the
inclusion of our comments in the upcoming Final AHSC R6 Program Guidelines. As always, we look
forward to our continued work with your staff as we embark on the AHSC Round 6 application process.

Attachment 1: City of Los Angeles, AHSC Round 6 Draft Guidelines: Recommendations and Suggested
Changes
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Attachment 1
City of Los Angeles (the City), Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program
(AHSC) Round 6 Draft Guidelines: Recommendations and Suggested Changes
Eligible Costs: Eligible Cost Examples Eligibility of Electric Car Share - Section 103 Figure 3, page
10.
Electric vehicle car sharing systems are emerging as valuable urban mobility programs that
improve access for many types of users, especially when designed for economic inclusivity. The
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) manages and continues to expand a
successful EV car-sharing program, BlueLA, which was developed specifically to serve low-income
users with station locations accessible to affordable housing sites. This type of program is
designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by replacing single occupancy vehicles (SOV) with
a fully electric shared fleet of vehicles. Blue LA and similar programs can reduce reliance on car
ownership and result in a reduction in overall vehicle miles traveled and associated greenhouse
gas emissions. As the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) expands eligible costs to include ZeroEmission Vehicle charging infrastructure with this year's program, we recommend the expansion
of this cost category to shared vehicle systems.
Recommendation: We support the inclusion of public car share programs to be eligible for AHSC
program costs in the recent Draft AHSC Program Guidelines released on September 16, 2020.
Further, we support the expansion of eligible car share costs to include capital costs for vehicles
and operations as well as charging infrastructure, and make EV car share capital costs eligible as
a Sustainable Transportation Infrastructure (STI) expense.
Eligible Costs: Eligible Cost Examples Eligibility of Street Lighting Installations and Upgrades Section 103 Figure 3, page 10.
Under the proposed Draft Guidelines, Transportation Related Amenities (TRA) section, lighting
elements do not provide any points. Lighting is a key element in creating sustainable and safe
transportation infrastructure projects. Proper lighting design fosters and encourages increased
mobility and safety for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians. Street Lighting installations and
upgrades also further enhance the safety of motorists, pedestrian and bicycle traffic from a
proposed project site location to the closest bus stop or train station for example and helps deter
crime. Ultimately, we are seeking to add the proposed add-on products to reach sustainability
scores and allow expanded resilience tools for the City by updating the AHSC R6 Draft Guidelines.
Recommendation: For Street Lighting installations and upgrades, proposed projects should
include but not limited to: A) LED conversion on all impacted blocks. B) High Voltage (HV) STM

conversions. C) Bus stop/Bus Shelter lighting installed with USB chargers. This will allow the
pedestrians to charge using the USB plugs. D) Emergency Backup streetlights (1-2 per block). E)
Remote Monitoring Devices on all Street Light Luminaires. F) Air Quality Meters (approximately
$4000 each) which is in support of Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(LAMET) operations and environmental studies in support of transit systems. G) EV Charging
station within walking distance to provide charging capability for private owned EV and further
support the expanding City Blue LA cars program that better support the transit system as a
whole. H) Lighting installations and/or enhancement at all crosswalks and mid-block crosswalks
along the path from the proposed locations to the nearest bus stop. I) Copper Wire theft alert
surveillance system. J) Lighting installation or/and enhancement in all proposed bike lanes and
bike paths K) EV charging stations attached to Street light poles. The above referenced
recommended upgrades are strongly recommended to be included as eligible costs under the
Sec 103 Fig.3 of the final AHSC R6 guidelines.
Eligible Costs: Soft Costs - Section 103 (3) (A) (ii) and (4) (B), pages 17-18.
The updated Round 6 Guidelines propose to change the soft costs (both STI and TRA) calculation
from 30 percent of total AHSC Program award to 30 percent of the specific category award. This
unexpected proposed change would have a direct impact to the implementation of future
awarded R6 STI/TRA grants by the City. HCIDLA typically works closely with the AHSC City Team,
including the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) and DOT to prepare the necessary STI/TRA budgets.
This includes the inclusion of critical soft costs such as planning, engineering, architectural,
construction management, and design work which are key to the implementation of STI and TRA
components of awarded projects. This proposed change, specifically as the City faces furloughs
and a significant budget deficit, would further exacerbate the challenges the City already faces in
its ability to initiate, implement and plan for awarded transportation infrastructure components.
More precisely, this proposed change would create new and unnecessary funding gaps towards
the implementation of future STI and TRA grants. As the City faces prolonged fiscal realities, it
will be extremely challenging to identify other sources of funds to fill the soft costs gaps created
by this change. This may also discourage implementing localities to seek future AHSC funding
and/or limit the number of AHSC applications it may pursue due to the potential gaps in
recalculating the current formula.
Recommendation: We strongly recommend the SGC to maintain the soft costs allocation and
calculation process as detailed in the Final AHSC Round 5 Guidelines for the STI and TRA
categories. Additionally, localities responsible for the implementation of STI and TRA grants will
need more time to assess the actual impact of these proposed changes. Finally, given the current
fiscal realities the proposed change at this time may prove detrimental.
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Assistance Terms and Limits - Section 104 (c) (2) (3), page 21.
The City has been awarded fourteen (14) grants for infrastructure and transit implementation
since Round 3. The proposed change is timely, and we appreciate the SGC's efforts to clarify this
section of the guidelines. The proposed changes are necessary as it would help correct problems
implementing cities such as Los Angeles are currently experiencing for AHSC Round 4 and 5
awarded projects. The City would like to stress the critical importance for the SGC to make these
changes that would once again allow awardees to be able to charge for eligible costs upon the
issuance of an award letter. Based on our experience over the past three years, (specifically since
the City became responsible for the implementation of STI/TRA project as of AHSC R3) it typically
takes a prolonged period of time from the date of the award letter to the execution of a Standard
and Disbursement Agreement with the State. During this time the City is typically incurring
administrative staff costs specific to awarded grants while the Standard and Disbursement
process is ongoing. The proposed changes and clarification would allow localities to track eligible
costs immediately after the award letter is issued and submit reimbursements requests for such
costs after the execution of a Standard and Disbursement Agreement. Given the current issues
on this front, we strongly request that SGC and HCD retroactively change and apply this language
to Rounds 4 and 5 Final Guidelines. Specifically, allow eligible uses to be reimbursable upon the
issuance of an AHSC award letter. We appreciate the SGC and HCD for their efforts in addressing
this significant issue.
Recommendation: We strongly recommend the SGC to change the language as currently
proposed in the draft guidelines. We also encourage the SGC and HCD to explore efficiencies to
expedite the Standard and Disbursement Agreement process. Finally, we strongly request that
the SGC and HCD retroactively apply the same proposed changes to the Final AHSC Rounds 4 and
5 Guidelines.
Program Threshold Requirements: AHSC Program Quantification Methodology - Section 106
(a) (1), page 24.
The GHG Quantification Methodology only quantifies emissions reductions for facilities that are
Class I, Class II, and Class IV bicycle facilities, and walkways. However, other key and valuable
investment to address travel stress are not currently eligible to receive GHG reduction points.
These often times can be more effective in dense urban neighborhoods such as in the City in
attracting and encouraging more people to bike to their destinations.
Recommendation: We recommend that bicycle boulevards that include traffic calming and
improve arterial intersection crossings be included as a new Bicycle Facility project type that can
be included in Section B.C. of the GHG Quantification Methodology and corresponding Column B
Facility Type Input in the Benefits Calculator Tool for the AHSC Program. LADOT, with our
consultant team could also contribute in helping to define pre-qualifying conditions for which
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effective treatments can resolve critical barriers to low-stress travel, as estimating VMT benefits
is included in the Planning for Stress Free Connections scope of work. Further, we recommend
including and qualify the eligibility of Class III bikeways with qualifying features that change
defined level of travel stress from 'LTS 4: Most Stressful' or 'LTS 3: Medium Stressful' to 'LTS 2:
Less Stressful' and 'LTS 1: Stress Free'.
Program Threshold Requirements: AHSC Program Requirements and Procedures - Section 106
(7), page 25.
The threshold requirement of demonstrating a level of committed funding by the time of
application that is 0.90 or greater is relatively high. Oftentimes the City must pass on potentially
competitive AHSC projects that do not have 90% committed funding. The City has submitted
prior comments requesting a reduction of the minimum Enforceable Funding Commitment (EFC)
percentage. The City would like to resubmit this recommendation for the upcoming round of
funding. Lowering the EFC threshold would enable additional otherwise competitive projects
that may not meet the 90% EFC threshold. As stated in prior comments the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee (TCAC) utilizes a minimum of 50% EFC for potential applicants (TCAC
Regulations Section 10325). Therefore, it is strongly recommended that the current 90% EFC be
reduced to match TCAC and/or other State affordable housing funding sources.
Recommendation: We strongly recommend to reduce the current 90% EFC threshold to match
TCAC and/or other State affordable housing funding sources.
Scoring Criteria Transit Improvements: 10 Points Maximum - Section 107 (a) (b) (1), page 32.
The Round 6 Draft Guidelines and Calculator transform the structure and weighting of transit
investments, now quantifying transit components under Quantitative Policy Scoring. We
recognize the SGC for the introduction of more comprehensive transit scoring criteria and the
proposed "menu of options" that emphasize modal integration and service to disadvantaged
communities, but we maintain reservations about the transformative shift in methodology and
request that the SGC provide further justification of this change. Transit projects that can meet
the proposed criteria typically require multi-year planning and adoption processes that are
extremely difficult to meet within the timeframe and context of the AHSC application process.
Unless they have previously adopted but not yet funded transit service plans, many cities and
agencies will be challenged to implement system-wide enhancements such as schedule
alignment or fare integration software in association with individual AHSC project sites. We
support the AHSC Program's interest in incentivizing transformative transit service and
connectivity improvements, but recommend a more robust discussion on the approach to this
significant change, including a broader menu of point-eligible improvements, and a more
balanced scoring structure across the Qualitative Policy Scoring components. Additionally,
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clarification is needed on whether, under subsections 107(b)(2)-(b)(4), projects that meet only
one component criteria but not a combination of multiple criteria may claim any points.
Recommendation: We request that the SGC provide additional guidance and evaluation of the
change of transit quantification from a greenhouse gas reduction strategy to a qualitativelyscored component. Additionally, we recommend that the SGC provide a broader menu of pointeligible transit improvements, reconsider the relative weight of transit improvements as 10 of 65
Qualitative Scoring Points, and clarify scoring criteria for combined transit enhancements.
Scoring Criteria: Projects that Provide a Pedestrian Crossing Point: Eligibility of Major At-Grade
Improvements - Section 107(c)(6), page 34.
We recognize the intent of 107 (b)(5) to encourage and fund meaningful, high-value capital
investments to address pedestrian network gaps; however, the qualifying criteria eliminate the
potential for at-grade gap closures in both pedestrian and bicycle networks that may be similarly
transformative and high-cost but made ineligible by being at grade. We continue to urge the SGC
to update this provision to include a greater range of high-value, capital-intensive pedestrian and
multimodal crossing point treatments, such as pedestrian crossing signals, curb extensions,
pedestrian islands and/or medians to address major at-grade barriers between unlinked
networks. We support the definition and measurement of unlinked networks, but are advocating
for incentivizing investment in at-grade linkages. As discussed above, the most impactful
investment in completing low stress networks on local streets are providing crossing treatments
at unsignalized intersections where local streets cross an arterial. No other provision in the
Guidelines directly awards network connectivity, despite safely connected networks being a
critical factor in modal attraction and supporting active transportation mode share.
Recommendation: We recommend expanding 107(c)(5) to include significant at-grade crossing
points designed to link unlinked pedestrian networks. A capital cost threshold, scope of work, or
other measures could be used in addition to unlinked network distance to establish a definition
of substantial intervention.
Scoring Criteria: Quantitative Scoring Criteria TRA- Section 107(d)(2), page 36.
Round 6 Draft Guidelines stipulate that 2 points will be awarded for applications which invest at
least 5% of total AHSC funds on Transportation Related Amenities at a Transit Station or Stop
within the Project Area, and that partial credit of 1 Point will be given to projects that invest at
least 5% of total AHSC funds on Transportation Related Amenities, but not at a Transit Station or
Stop. Clarification is needed as to the distance within which the program defines an amenity as
being at a Transit Station or Stop. While we recognize the importance of facilitating transit access
with investments specifically in station or stop infrastructure, station area access must be
supported by corridor-scale public realm investments that improve safety and comfort of users
on routes to transit. In keeping with the AHSC program's commitment to creating complete
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communities around housing projects, we recommend that all TRA investments be considered
eligible for full points regardless of immediate proximity to transit stops, or at least within a
defined radius that is inclusive of a station-area pedestrian shed.
Recommendation: Make all types of TRA investment eligible towards earning points within the
Housing and Transportation Collaboration scoring section, or clarify a radius based on pedestrian
route shed within which TRA investments can be considered supportive of a transit stop.
Scoring Criteria: Local Workforce Development & Hiring Practices - Section 107 (i), page 40.
The new proposed change indicates that applicants "shall provide the name of the organization(s)
they are partnering with, the demographic data on the population they serve, and a written
agreement that details the partnership strategy or policy undertaken and its outcomes". This
new requirement will require further outreach and commitment above and beyond already
extensive requirements under AHSC. Considering the current pandemic and economic downturn
and multiple organizations facing significant financial challenges this may create additional
difficulties for applicants to achieve before the application deadline. Further, negotiating and
executing additional legal agreements for each proposed project before the application timeline
will further exacerbate an already complicated application process.
Recommendation: We request the SGC provide additional guidance and consider postponing the
inclusion of the newly proposed requirements. Specific guidance on timelines, how funding
would flow to participating local workforce organizations and overall structure as to expectations
and reporting is needed.
Scoring Criteria Narrative: Based Policy Scoring Community Benefits & Engagement - Section
107 (m), page 43.
Restrictions on public gatherings in light of COVID-19 have made community engagement and
outreach challenging, particularly in disadvantaged and low-income communities. Section 107
(n) of the AHSC Guidelines dictates that Developers must demonstrate how they have engaged
communities throughout the visioning and development of the project and describe future
engagement activities. Projects applying for Round 6 AHSC funding should at this stage already
have a strong community engagement component. Nevertheless, the City and Developers will
need to be more reliant than ever on Community Based Organizations (CBOs), whose knowledge
and expertise have proved invaluable in the wake of COVID-19, to facilitate ongoing outreach
activities. While face-to-face engagement will always be a valuable form of outreach, new
statewide social distancing measures may fundamentally alter the way cities, CBOs, and other
entities engage communities. In response, LA City Planning, Housing and Community Investment
Department (HCIDLA), LADOT, and other public agencies are developing procedures and best
practices to engage communities online using the latest teleconferencing software and no touch
notification methods including mobile apps, email, hot lines, phone calls, text, and mailers.
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Despite these innovations in outreach, the pandemic has made socioeconomic factors such as
rent burden, linguistic isolation, and poverty more salient than ever, while the digital divide
simultaneously makes it more difficult to reach vulnerable and impacted communities. The
opportunity for Developers to innovate their outreach approaches must therefore go hand-in
hand with strategies that evaluate the effectiveness of these approaches, particularly in
disadvantaged and low-income communities. There needs to be a clarification, relating to the
Community Engagement Tracker: will in person engagement treated the same as digital
engagement
Recommendation: We strongly encourage the SGC to provide elaboration and guidance on what
constitutes digital community engagement for Developers and localities. Provide examples of
digital/virtual outreach methods, what methods of outreach are acceptable, what proof of digital
engagement needs to be provided and specify how to reach communities that are digitally
isolated.
Application Process: Project Area Type - Section 108 (4), page 47 and SGC Summary of Changes
Memo Page 4.
The City recognizes that an equitable distribution of AHSC funding resources is and will
continue to be difficult to address and determine. Specifically, given the core objective of the
AHSC program which is centered in reducing GHG emissions and VMTs by locating affordable
housing near major transit with an emphasis in heavy rail, major job centers and key
destinations. In our State, localities that meet these qualifying factors are often located in
major urban centers in the State (e.g. Bay Area, Los Angeles, Orange and San Diego Counties).
As such, we appreciate the SGC's thoughtful process in proposing the pilot geographic targets
approach to award a minimum of one project per proposed geographic targeted area. The City
concurs with the SGC's desire to achieve a more equitable distribution of AHSC funds
throughout the State as well as encouraging applications from throughout the State. We also
concur with the SGC's proposal to utilize the AHSC discretionary funding to help achieve this
goal. However, the City does have concerns with "guaranteeing" at least one award per region.
This new concept may have direct impacts to the highly competitive aspect of the program.
Specifically, we are concerned about the waterfall impacts to the highly competitive TOD and
ICP project categories if an award to each of the eight regions is not achieved through the AHSC
discretionary funding and/or statutory DAC requirements. More precisely, per the SGC memo
dated October 1, 2020 indicates "If discretionary funds are not sufficient to fulfill geographic
and Disadvantaged Community targets, SGC reserves the right to adjust preliminary project
area type allocations identified..." This proposed approach would provide additional discretion
to the SGC that would potentially impact projects that are more competitive in order to fulfill
the guaranteed regional targets. Therefore, a less competitive and lower scoring project may
be awarded simply based on the outlined geographic targets.
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Recommendation: We recommend the SGC to remove the proposed "guaranteed" allocation per
geographic target. Instead, we recommend the SGC to only utilize its discretionary funding to
help achieve its desired geographic targets without a "guaranteed" provision. Projects that are
competitive for ICP or TOC project types should remain as such regardless of their location.
Furthermore, the proposed pilot warrants further discussion and analysis on how the additional
SGC discretion could impact the most competitive projects under any of the three project types
in order to fulfill the proposed geographic targets.
Context Sensitive Bikeways Definition - Appendix A: Definitions Section 107(c)(1), page 62.
Round 6 Guidelines revise the Context-Sensitive Bikeways definition for greater consistency with
the California Highway Design Manual, Federal Highway Administration, and American
Association of State Highway and Transportation. The revised context-sensitive thresholds are
better aligned with best practices in facility design and enable improved flexibility, local decision
making and more effective application of AHSC-funded connectivity improvements. However, we
would like to affirm and continue to recommend that the SGC's eligibility criteria be based on
substantiated post-project speed and volume outcomes of specific design features. To that end,
additional clarification is needed on the definition of "Design Year" in Appendix A (m) as it will be
applied in the context of the program.
As reflected in the above comment relative to GHG quantification and demonstrated benefits of
bicycle boulevards in resolving barriers and increasing mode share, designing features to achieve
reduced speed and volume is particularly important to the design of low-stress Class III networks,
which has been a key strategy for many cities seeking to build bicycle networks in constrained
urban environments. For example, on many segments of the officially-designated bicycle
boulevard network of the City of Los Angeles's Mobility Plan 2035, current AADT exceeds 5,000,
the threshold indicated for shared roads in Appendix A (m) of the Draft Guidelines. This definition
continues to disincentive the City from delivering active transportation infrastructure solutions
where they are most needed, where they can implement local plans, and where they can most
effectively be applied to reduce barriers to bicycling and walking and positively impact modeshift
to sustainable travel. While the revision of the draft criteria to raise the threshold from 2,000 to
5,000 introduces greater flexibility and aligns with existing Guidelines, leading literature on
designing for low vehicle volume bicycling corridors tends to be less restrictive and offers AADT
as a goal that should be attained, not a prerequisite for implementation. Further, there is
literature that exists showing the effectiveness of traffic calming measures to reduce AADT and
quantifying the ability of traffic circles, speed humps, raised crosswalks, traffic diverters, and lane
narrowing to reduce vehicle volumes and speed. The Context-Sensitive Bikeway definition should
exist to set a minimum standard and a goal for post-project conditions that needs to be achieved,
not serve as a barrier that excludes the streets that might benefit most from traffic calming
interventions, especially in DACs.
Page 8 of 9

Recommendation: Clarify the "Design Year" ADT threshold under Appendix A (m); and/or revise
the eligibility criteria for bicycle infrastructure to enable and encourage applicants to select
design controls based on targeted volume and speed objectives instead of pre-project conditions.
Enforceable Funding Commitment and Low-income housing tax credit - Appendix A: Definitions
(u) (1), page 64.
Since 2013, the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) has granted the City's request
for its own apportionment of 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credits (9% LIHTC), now formally
known as "City of Los Angeles 9% Geographic Tax Credits". The yearly average available credits
for projects within this region is approximately $10.6 million, or $106 million in investor equity.
Pursuant to the current California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) regulations, the City
and the City of San Francisco are the only two regions considered as single-jurisdiction. In a tax
credit funding round, for TCAC to manage the competition within the single-jurisdictions, it has
developed a first (1st) tie-breaker that requires applicants to submit a formal letter of support
from the jurisdictions' respective Housing Departments. For the City of Los Angeles, this letter of
support from HCIDLA as a tie-breaker, has allowed the City to exert considerable control over
which affordable housing developments are selected for 9% LIHTC awards within its region, and
it has ensured the City to manage and control its own geographic tax credit apportionment.
Thereby, the letter of support from HCIDLA offers a considerable degree of certainty that the
project will receive a tax credit award from the City's geographic tax credits. With its own
allocation of 9% LIHTCs combined with its Affordable Housing Managed Pipeline process, the City
successfully aligns its capital resources, in a measured and coordinated manner, with other
capital resources that are available from the State, federal and other local agencies.
Recommendation: Request that the SGC formally recognizes City's support letter as an
enforceable funding commitment and amend the definition of an Enforceable Funding
Commitment as follows: (1) Low-income housing tax credit equity contributions (without the
necessity of a tax credit reservation letter) and tax-exempt bonds in connection with four percent
(4%) low-income housing tax credits, or a formal letter of support from the jurisdiction's Housing
Department pursuant to the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee Regulations, in
connection with nine percent (9%) low-income housing tax credits single-jurisdiction
competition, AHSC Program funds, will be considered committed in this calculation
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The State’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program, funded
with Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF), capitalized with what are commonly known as
cap-and-trade dollars, has invested approximately $330 million in the City of Los Angeles, To
date, AHSC funding has supported 28 developments comprised of 2,668 affordable housing units
and several greenhouse gas emission-reducing transit infrastructure projects throughout the City.
The Strategic Growth Council (SGC) oversees the AHSC Program, which is administered by the
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). The SGC and HCD are considering
changes to Round 6 of the AHSC Program.
On September 16, 2020, HCD released the AHSC Program Round 6 Draft Guidelines and
opened a public comment period through October 16, 2020. It is anticipated that the final
guidelines will be approved in November 2020, applications would be due by February 2021, and
awards announced by June 2021.The proposed guideline revisions would affect the scoring and
certain requirements for eligible projects.
It is critical that the Housing and Community Investment Department review the proposed
changes and recommend City comments to ensure that the City and its co-applicant developers are
competitive enough to secure a fair share of resources to help address the City’s affordable housing
and infrastructure needs.
I THEREFORE MOVE that Council instruct the Housing and Community Investment
Department to review the proposed changes to tire AHSC Program Round 6 Draft Guidelines, and
report, if necessary, with any City comments on these guidelines, prior to the public comment
deadline.
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