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May 30, 2017 

 

Mr. Zack Olmstead 

Assistant Deputy Director 

Homeless and Housing Policy 

CA Department of Housing and Community Development 

2020 W. El Camino Avenue 

Sacramento, CA 95833 

 

Submitted via email to: NPLH@hcd.ca.gov 

 

Re: No Place Like Home Draft Program Guidelines 

 

Dear Mr. Olmstead: 

 

On behalf of the San Diego Housing Federation, I am writing to submit comments and feedback 

on the proposed program framework for the No Place Like Home (NPLH) Program. Founded 

in 1990, the San Diego Housing Federation is a nonprofit membership organization that 

advocates for the creation and preservation of affordable homes in the San Diego region.   

 

In response to the draft No Place Like Home Program Guidelines published in April, we offer 

the following comments and recommendations: 

 

Definitions – “At-Risk of Chronic Homelessness” 

§ 101(g) – In addition to the definitions included in the draft program guidelines, we suggest the 

following criteria be included for defining individuals at-risk of chronic homelessness: 

 

 Individuals who have been identified by the county mental health director to be at-risk 

of chronic homelessness; and 

 Individuals meeting the criteria as “homeless children and youths” as defined in Subtitle 

VII-B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 

 

Integration and Olmstead compliance  

§ 202(g) – While we commend the Department’s efforts to comply with and achieve the goals of 

the Olmstead decision, we have concerns that projects will face significant and perhaps 

insurmountable financial challenges when required to limit NPLH units to no more than 49 

percent of a project. We believe that there a several factors that can be taken into account in 

regard to Olmstead compliance and that many of the requirements of the NPLH program 

would not permit a project to in effect “re-institutionalize” residents. These factors include: 

residents aren’t mandated to accept services; the on-site services required by the program don’t 
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reflect services typically offered in an institutionalized setting, for example, financial literacy 

and computer training programs; and residents exercise individual agency in the form of lease 

agreements and exercising their own choice in housing options as presented to them by the 

Coordinated Entry System. In addition to site-specific population targets to achieve integration 

and prevent re-institutionalization, we recommend that the Department explore additional 

measures that can be established as standards for meeting Olmstead requirements, for example 

taking into account locational criteria.    

 

§ 300(h)(2) – We support the option to allow counties to fund projects with higher than 49 

percent of units restricted to the NPLH Target Population. As recommended in the comment 

above, in order for the County to implement the Program and ensure specified metrics are met 

for complying with the Olmstead decision, we recommend that the Department provide some 

guidelines for measures that can be taken by the County to meet Olmstead requirements.  

 

Per-unit Loan Limits 

§ 200(h)(5) – In order for projects to be financially feasible, we recommend that for projects 

using the 9 percent tax credit program, loan limits for both Housing Development loans and 

COSR be set at least as high as the CalHFA MHSA Housing Program and Special Needs 

Housing Program loan limits as well as include an escalator factor.  

 

Capitalized Operating Subsidy Reserve 

§ 209(a) – In regard to our recommendation above to raise the loan limits for projects using the 9 

percent tax credit program to match loan limits for the CalHFA MHSA Housing Program, the 

COSR limits should reflect higher per-unit loan amounts. In addition, we recommend adding 

language to this section to ensure that adjustment of the COSR would not go down in the event 

that the Consumer Price Index dips. 

 

§ 209(h) – The 5 percent disbursement limit from COSR may be problematic in years where 

higher operating funds are needed, for example, in the event of a flood or fire. We recommend 

that the program guidelines provide some flexibility regarding disbursement limits to account 

for unforeseen circumstances that may arise.  

 

§ 305(c) – For projects applying for tax credits, providing the COSR as a loan will impact scoring 

due to per-unit cost. We believe this will be problematic for project competitiveness and 

recommend COSRs be provided as a grant instead of a loan.  

 

Alternative Process County Designation 

§ 300 (b), (c) and (d) – We support the option to allow counties to partner with a subcontractor 

to administer the local program. We recommend that the program guidelines clarify that a 
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subcontractor be defined as either a city or cities, or housing authority or housing commission 

that meet the program experience requirements.  

 

Uses and Terms of Program Assistance 

§ 302(h) – We have concerns that the proposed 24 month timeframe for unused funds will be 

insufficient, especially as the NPLH program is in its beginning stages. We recommend a more 

realistic timeframe of 36 months after initial allocations are made. This timeframe will allow for 

the development of a project pipeline that will lead to more time-efficient processes as Counties 

gain experience in administering the program. The NPLH program should also take steps to 

ensure that each County receives its proportionate share of program funding. As such, any 

funds not spent within the required timeframe should be deposited in the current CHFFA 

housing account for the impacted county for the purpose of developing permanent supportive 

housing. For this section, we also recommend that program guideline language clearly define 

what is defined as “evidence of committed funds” rather than just provide examples of what 

may apply as evidence.  

 

The San Diego Housing Federation appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the 

draft program guidelines for this important new program. Thank you for your consideration of 

these recommendations and we look forward to continuing to work with you as the No Place 

Like Home Program is implemented. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Stephen Russell 

Executive Director 

 

 


