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Updates

02.27.25



Agenda

• Measure A Goals and Metrics, Paige 
Kaluderovic, Mayor Pro Tem- Redondo Beach

• Measure A Funding Distribution, Addy 
Ajijolaiya, SBCCOG Project Coordinator

• Measure A Local Solutions Fund Allocation 
Algorithm & Letter/ Methodology, Miranda 
Werts, SBCCOG Project Coordinator
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Measure A: Topline Goals
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Goal #1 : Increase the number of people 
moving from encampments into permanent 
housing to reduce unsheltered 
homelessness
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Goal #2: Reduce the number of people with mental 
illness and/or substance use disorders who 
experience homelessness
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Goal #3: Increase the 
number of people 
permanently leaving 
homelessness
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Goal #4: Prevent people 
from falling into 
homelessness

*There were 63,202 people newly 

accessing services in FY 23-24, 

using administrative data (up from 

57,855 from previous FY)
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Goal #5: Increase the number 
of affordable housing units in 
Los Angeles County
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Questions, 
Comments, 
Clarification? 



Measure A 
Allocation and 
Distribution



Measure A Allocation 
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How does this impact us? 
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We are allocated a small portion of a large budget, and are held to the same 

expectations, and/or at times even higher standards of performance, as other 

agencies . If the intention is for Cities and COGS to be partners in addressing this 

crisis, then our funding should reflect so. 



Measure A 
Local Solutions 
Fund 
Methodology



DRAFT Formulas

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 6

Formula
Multi-Year Avg. 

PIT Count 
(Baseline)

Most Recent PIT 
Count

Multi-Year Avg. 
PIT Count + 

Incentive

Multi-Year Avg. 
PIT Count + 

MV(ACS Proxy)

Multi-Year Avg. 
PIT Count + 

RHNA

Multi-Year Avg. 
PIT Count + ACS 

+ RHNA

Data Source 23/24 PIT Count 
Avg

2024 PIT Count
90% 23/24 PIT 

Count Avg. + 10% 
Incentive

90% 23/24 PIT 
Count Avg. + 10% 

ACS Families

90% 23/24 PIT 
Count Avg. + 10% 

VLI RHNA

90% 23/24 PIT 
Count Avg. + 5% 
ACS Families + 
5% VLI RHNA

Estimated 
SBCCOG 

Allocation
$2,438,616 $2,495,988 $2,194,754 $3,090,105 $2,568,710 $2,829,406

Estimated 
SGVCOG 

Allocation
$6,258,427 $6,622,379 $5,632,589 $7,890,435 $7,013,872 $7,452,153

Estimated LA City 
Allocation $58,774,325 $58,035,780 $52,896,892 $55,028,544 $56,651,391 $55,839,968

These are preliminary numbers and should 
not be considered to be actual allocations

Estimated Measure A LSF Revenue: $96.8 million

Note: For comparison, SBCCOG currently receives about $2.2 million annually from the Measure H Local Solutions Fund.
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DRAFT Formulas

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 6

Formula
Multi-Year Avg. 

PIT Count 
(Baseline)

Most Recent PIT 
Count

Multi-Year Avg. 
PIT Count + 

Incentive

Multi-Year Avg. 
PIT Count + 

MV(ACS Proxy)

Multi-Year Avg. 
PIT Count + 

RHNA

Multi-Year Avg. 
PIT Count + ACS 

+ RHNA

Data Source 23/24 PIT Count 
Avg

2024 PIT Count
90% 23/24 PIT 

Count Avg. + 10% 
Incentive

90% 23/24 PIT 
Count Avg. + 10% 

ACS Families

90% 23/24 PIT 
Count Avg. + 10% 

VLI RHNA

90% 23/24 PIT 
Count Avg. + 5% 
ACS Families + 
5% VLI RHNA

SBCCOG Percent 
Change from 

Scenario 1
-- 2% -10% 27% 5% 16%

SGVCOG Percent 
Change -- 6% -10% 26% 12% 19%

LA City Percent 
Change -- -1% -10% -6% -4% -5%

These are preliminary numbers and should not be considered to be actual allocations

Estimated Measure A LSF Revenue: $96.8 million
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PERCENT CHANGE =
Scenario X – Scenario 1

Scenario 1
x 100%



Key Takeaways

• Only $12 million to $14 million is allocated for 73 of the 88 cities in Los Angeles County

• This only 2% of total Measure A Services Funding (not counting LACAHSA)

• The largest potential allocations for cities and Council of Governments (non-LA City and 
non-Long Beach) is Scenario #4. 

• Family needs are a high priority, making formulas that incorporate the US Census 
American Community Survey measure (Scenarios 4 and 6) will help increase funding to 
address the needs of South Bay residents
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Supporting Scenario 4: Letter to 
Supervisor Mitchell
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P2

P3

Paragraph 2

• Highlights benefits of Scenario 4

▪ Reduces impact of PIT count 
volatility

▪ Inclusive of family needs, which are 
a high priority in the South Bay, and 
other factors that can lead to 
homelessness (i.e. low-income)

▪ McKinney Vento: means individuals 
who lack a fixed, regular, and 
adequate nighttime residence 
(including doubling up/sharing 
households)
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Supporting Scenario 4: Letter to 

Supervisor Mitchell

P4

Paragraph 4: Critiques of Other 
Scenarios

• Scenarios 1 and 2: subject to 
volatility/fluctuations of the PIT 
count. Concerns about cities 
essentially being "punished" for 
successfully reducing their numbers.

• Scenario 3: PIT count + incentive. 
There are no details regarding the 
implementation of this "incentive", 
which is 10% of the LSF total.

• Scenario 5 and 6: inclusive of RHNA 
in allocation. Concerns about the 
use of the progress report, slow 
RHNA cycle, and impacts of housing 
market, development costs, etc. that 
are out of cities' control.



Supporting Scenario 4: Letter to 
Supervisor Mitchell
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P5

P6

Scenario 4

Formula
Multi-Year Avg. PIT 

Count + MV(ACS Proxy)

SBCCOG % Change 27%
SGVCOG % Change 26%

LA City %Change -6%



THANK YOU!



APPENDIX: DRAFT Formulas
Scenario Example Formula 

Methodology

Explanation

1. Multi-Year Avg. Pit 

Count (Baseline)

100% 23/24 Pit 

Count Average

Averages the past 2 years of PIT Count data (i.e., 2023/2024) for each jurisdiction then 

distributes all of the funding based on each jurisdiction’s proportionate share of that average.

2. Most Recent PIT 

Count

100% 2024 PIT 

Count

Uses the most recent PIT Count data for each jurisdiction and distributions 100% of the funds 

based on each jurisdiction’s proportionate share of that total.

3. Multi-Year Avg. PIT 

Count + Incentive

90% 23/24 PIT Count 

Avg. + 10% Incentive

Sets aside 10% as an incentive for jurisdictions that demonstrate progress toward Board-

approved objectives. The remaining 90% is allocated based on the average of the last 2 years 

of PIT Count data (like in Scenario 1).

4. Multi-Year Avg. PIT 

Count + McKinney 

Vento (ACS Proxy)

90% 23/24 PIT Count 

Avg. + 10% ACS 

Families

Allocates 10% of funding based on the U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) measure 

for deeply impoverished households. This is used as a proxy measure since McKinney Vento 

(MV) data is not available by city. The remaining 90% is allocated based on the average of the 

last 2 years of PIT Count data (like in Scenario 1).

5. Multi-Year Avg. PIT 

Count + RHNA

90% 23/24 PIT Count 

Avg. + 10% VLI RHNA

90% is allocated based on the average of the last 2 years of PIT Count data (like in Scenario 1). 

The remaining 10% is allocated based on each city’s progress towards its Very Low Income (VLI) 

RHNA goals and its relative contribution to the County’s combined VLI RHNA goal.

6. Multi-Year Avg. PIT 

Count + ACS + RHNA

90% 23/24 PIT Count 

Avg. + 5% ACS 

Families + 5% VLI 

RHNA

90% is allocated based on the average of the last 2 years of PIT Count data (like in Scenario 1). 

5% is allocated based on each city’s progress towards its Very Low Income (VLI) RHNA goals 

and its relative contribution to the County’s combined VLI RHNA goal. The remaining 5% is 

allocated based on the ACS measure for deeply impoverished households.
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Accountability Data & Research
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