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EXTERNAL

Hello,
The closure of the Santa Monica airport MUST close in this upcoming
housing cycle, not 8 years for now! When it comes to EQUITY &
RESTORATIVE JUSTICE, specifically for African Americans that
have been displaced and intentionally kept out of Santa Monica
City, African Americans MUST have a voice and a say in where we want
new housing developments for ourselves and many others from supposed
marginalized communities. Decisions are being made on behalf of
Black residents and we MUST speak for ourselves, why are others
still gatekeeping or acting as Governess over property that
marginalized community members are owed??? The 227-acre
airport land space could support a variety of housing types in a safe,
walkable affordable housing community with some market-rate housing
included. The vote on when and IF the incorrectly zoned airport closes
belongs to community members if there is to be a vote, not to one body of
council that does not truly represent and reflect the voice of all residents.
Black Americans MUST have a stay in restorative justice when it
comes to property and housing we are owed, we do NOT need
anyone to speak on our behalf! Please challenge the FAA so we can begin
building affordable housing on the open airport space as early as this
coming fall, with the full airport closing by the Summer of 2022 at the latest!
We have delayed the closure long enough!!!!!
Also, Ocean View Farms and Penmar Golf course would also suit a safe
walkable community that incorporates an open park space!

Also, thank you for the updated housing element, we will be holding the city
accountable and no neighborhood should be exempt from new affordable or
market-rate housing regardless of housing type.
-Best,
Tieira
https://htwws.org/santamonicaairport/
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To: Asm. Richard Bloom
Asm. Ben Allen
Asm. Sydney Kamlager
President Council Nury Martinez
District 11 Council Member Mike Bonin
Mayor of Los Angeles Eric Garcetti
Mar Vista CC
Venice NC
LDP & Commision
HCID & HCLA

Regarding
-

Affordable Housing for district 11 working class residents, seniors, students,
those living with disabilities, and others in need of affordable housing.
District 11’s incorrect zoning in relation to the Santa Monica airport, Santa
Monica’s intentional and continual displacement of working class residents on
the westside.

Proposal
Requesting closure of the Santa Monica airport by January 2022, with an intention to
use the open & safe space of the airport as early as June 2021. In June, the goal should
be to begin the process (if not sooner) to build affordable housing in the open airport
space that includes both affordable rent and homeownership options. The community is
being proposed as a walkable, affordable community that includes affordable
bungalows, apartments, condos, and townhomes.
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Who
The working class, our seniors, our students, our veterans, and those living with
disabilities are being denied their right to safe, clean, and affordable housing in the city
of Los Angeles. Rent has gone up over 65% in the last 10 years, during that time the
increase in the number of unhoused residents grew by over 50%. The working class is
being pushed into poverty, WE CANNOT afford $2,000 a month in rent for a studio
apartment with no parking on a median income. We need affordable housing that is
community owned, likely through a trust, that protects affordability of housing. If you
look at the maps below, you can see where Mar Vista is shown below on the map, that
is where I’m located. I’m in a small area that really goes unseen and we are in desperate
need of more affordable housing and open park space. We literally have no open
park space even though there are many children in the area! Santa Monica
has taken too much land space from Mar Vista and Venice, both communities run into
the open airport space off bundy.
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How this project can be funded
1. The American rescue plan- states “ the bill provides $5 billion to provide
rental assistance and supportive services, to develop affordable rental
housing, to help acquire non-congregate shelter to be converted into permanent
affordable housing or used in emergency shelter”.
2. Grants and any other state or federal relief.
3. Consider a series as a reality style project in partnership with a T.V network like
HGTV. Should be shown in a positive light of creating affordable housing
communities.
4. If the location is deemed to be in a tourist area and/or a percentage of residents
from the community work in neighboring cities that have high tourist attractions
that generate large sums of revenue, a portion of said revenue from tourism
would go into the community trust fund.
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Opposition/ Needs
1.

Correctly rezone council district 11 and assembly district 30 in relation to the
Santa Monica airport open land space. By ending racist & classist zoning
that is negatively impacting residents of the westside, working class
residents of Mar Vista and Venice would have access to more open,
public land space in order to be used for affordable housing & park
space that residents desperately need. The tip of Mar Vista where I live
that runs into Venice beach should be in Asm. District 26 or 50 and part of
Venice & coastal concerns.

2. Santa Monica’s refusal to build enough affordable housing has displaced many
working class residents on the westside, including myself! Santa Monica city
is currently showing off Belmar Park online, a beautiful space that was once
home to black residents on the westside before the city displaced
them. The city shows off this empty park space as many black residents & others
are still displaced today! A resident in the city of Santa Monica recently
mentioned that one of Santa Monica's affordable housing apartment buildings
with over 200 units, is mostly housed with White senior residents from
Eastern Europe, so maybe it’s a senior building, but can the city provide a list
to show the demographics of the inhabited affordable units? I was a tech worker
in the city for a period of time and I was not successful in obtaining affordable
housing from the city.
3. Overturn Measure LC in Santa Monica which requires a public vote on the use of
the Santa Monica airport space if necessary. This may not be necessary if the
district is zoned correctly and the land space is returned to LA City. No group of
people should be able to deny others housing. It is a form of housing
discrimination that a mostly white, well off population from Santa Monica that
has housing, could vote on an issue and possibly deny other residents the right to
the same basic need of housing. Also, if the assembly repeals article 34,
that could?** potentially take care of MeasureLC. Community
members from Mar Vista and Venice need to spread out and we need
more open park space. Long term residents in each of those areas
should get priority for housing.
4. Regarding the FAA; Request that the city attorney, if necessary, challenge the
rule that states no person can live at the airport while it's operating. There is
plenty of open space that can be utilized now. (To begin building affordable
housing in June 2021; full airport closure by January 2022)
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5. Possibility of toxic air space needs that would require a remedy to keep water
and air space clean for the community and surrounding neighborhoods.

Affordable Rentals
1. Reasonably priced affordable apartments for lower and middle income earners.

The recommended height for apartment buildings is 4-5 stories. Rent would need
to match the average wage of the essential worker in mentioned cities. Rent
should not take more than 30% of an essential workers income; (if market rate
set takes more, renter could potentially get part of rent subsidized)

2.

Set an “affordability market rental rate” based off of this income bracket
(about); $20,000-$100,000, but priority should** be given to those that fall
within the lower to middle income bracket, as well as workers that have
established residency from mentioned cities. (income bracket $20,000-$75,000)
No income restrictions once residents are housed.
https://www.nhlp.org/resources/lihtc-admissions-rents-grievance-procedures/

For those with limited to no income and/or displaced minors
1. Offer portion of the housing for residents with limited or no income,
to be partnered with westside chapters of HUD/HCID-LA etc. We can
set a market rate, but it is understood that some residents may have limited or no
income. If we set bachelor apartments at $600 but a potential renter couldn’t
afford that market rate we set because they had limited or no income, then the
funds from HUD would subsidize whatever costs the renter couldn’t afford.
This would likely be for seniors, single parents, students, those living with
disabilities, veterans, and/or chronically homeless but self functioning. This
project for rental units, let's call it “District 11 airport”, could possibly**
“request from HUD the actual market rate cost of a rental unit
apartment” (EX: We set a market rate of $600, but maybe* a bachelor
should** cost $1,200 in Los Angeles, HUD would cover the difference in the
housing projects trust fund. Money to be used for expenses related to rent,
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including admin, onsite safety & security if necessary as well as maintenance for
rental units.) Rent would also likely be subsided by renters paying market rate or
slightly above market rate for rental units.
2. Consider large home space for displaced minors within the community aka a
"group home" to provide stability.

Affordable homeownership
1. Public bank that offers low financing to potential homeowner(s)
2. Set a market rate for the total cost of a home that the homeowner would
pay. When it comes to restorative justice & equity, the city would
offset any cost that went above the actual inflation rate of what a
home should be for the income bracket listed above.
3. Home types can be single bungalows or attached/detached townhomes.
The homes could** function similar to that of homes that are in HOA’s.
(TBD)
4. There would be resell requirements for said homes to protect affordability.
5. Income limits should be set for the working class, residents in Mar Vista
and Venice get priority. 30% of the housing should be offered to
African Americans as a restorative, affordable housing initiative
that returns homeownership opportunities to black displaced
families on the westside, as a right to return. This would not
replace any federal reparation payment. I do believe that restorative
justice & equity as a whole should include homes that are not required to
follow resell requirements, that can be done as a larger restorative housing
program but likely would not be part of this specific proposed project.
TBD.
6. Request consideration of affordable homeownership for the
millennial generation, or a percentage of the core group, as they own less
than 18 percent of the real estate in Los Angeles. (EQUITY)
“Equity is defined as “the state, quality or ideal of being just, impartial and
fair.” The concept of equity is synonymous with fairness and justice.”
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To our elected officials, I ask that you please consider this request to close
the Santa Monica airport in order to begin the process of building
affordable housing that belongs to the working class, seniors, students, and
others in need of said housing as early as June 2021. We cannot wait 8 more
years for the airport space to close as the wealthy in that area occupy too much of the
open space in comparison to surrounding cities and they also use the space to drag their
cars over in the airport area while we are all in desperate need of housing, housing that
we needed 10 years ago! No resident should have to beg for housing that they can afford,
no elected official or Gov’t should have that type of power that can deny the basic need
for housing. Thank you for taking the time to read this request from a
community housing advocate in Mar Vista that has been displaced, I’m
looking forward to your response! As a courtesy, I’ve sent this letter to
officials in the city of Santa Monica.

Best,
Tieira Ryder
https://htwws.org/santamonicaairport/
tie.ryder@gmail.com

Links
https://www.surfsantamonica.com/ssm_site/the_lookout/news/News-20
20/August-2020/08_28_2020_Santa_Monica_Names_New_Sports_Field
_After_Once_Thriving_Black_Neighborhood.html
https://www.latimes.com/opinion/livable-city/la-oe-sharp-santa-monicaairport-housing-20190331-story.html
“Santa Monica’s estimated population of 92,478 residents in 2019 was only a blip
above what it was in 1970, when 88,289 people called the city home. This growing
imbalance between jobs and housing has created a massive influx of daily commuters
into Santa Monica (even well-compensated tech employees) who either can’t find or
can’t afford housing near these job centers. Meanwhile, the population in neighboring
jurisdictions has swelled, displacing lower-income residents.”
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Gwynn
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning 7th -14th Streets
Thursday, May 27, 2021 3:31:44 PM

EXTERNAL
As a resident and owner in NOMA, I am very much against the rezoning of 7th -14th Streets. We are dense
enough!! The government needs to buy land outside of Los Angeles and build housing, psychiatric facilities, have
job counseling, etc. and take homeless people there where they can get the help they need.
Mary Gwynn
319 25th Street Street
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rebecca Weigold
Planning Commission Comments
City plans to rezone N of Montana from R1 to R2.
Thursday, May 27, 2021 3:58:02 PM

EXTERNAL

I am strongly opposed to this idea. As a resident who pays incredibly high taxes, I don't want
to change the character of my neighborhood. I know my neighbors and we all get along. I am
close to Montana and directly behind a unit that was just re-converted to apartments. The
tenants don't take care of the property and the owner isn't there. Their spilled trash cans block
my egress from my driveway and stay that way for days unless I move them. There is
additional noise and traffic and cars blocking my entrance to my home since the re-opening of
these apartments. This is not an improvement in any way.
The residents north of Montana have invested substantial money into their properties to be in a
neighborhood of houses. This is a bait and switch.
Please do not go forward with this plan.
Rebecca Weigold
727 12th Street

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Deidre Hall
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning of 7-14 streets
Thursday, May 27, 2021 5:01:15 PM

EXTERNAL
I’m appalled that we need to keep protesting this. Please stop these developers from making a buck at our expense.
It only introduces overcrowding and monstrous traffic. Not why I moved to Regent Square triangle.
Stand firm
Best
Deidre Hall
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Farrah Weinstein
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition to rezoning north of Montana 7-14th street
Thursday, May 27, 2021 6:20:40 PM

EXTERNAL
My family and I have been Santa Monica residents since 1992. Just writing to let you know we OPPOSE rezoning
north of Montana between 7th-14 th St.
Farrah Soleimani

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

gary samson
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning of 7-14th street as R2
Thursday, May 27, 2021 7:10:46 PM

EXTERNAL

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

As a 36 year resident of Santa Mónica residing in a R1 zoned
neighborhood, I am very concerned about changing the R1 zoning
to permit multi-unit housing.
I am mindful of the lack of affordable housing in California
but destroying the R1 zoning relied upon by homeowners is not
the way to address the housing issue. When my spouse and I
purchased our home, I confirmed that the area was zoned R1 and
only because it was, we made the purchase and are still paying
the mortgage. Residents have a right to expect the city to
respect its zoning. Just as a resident in any neighborhood
would not want the city to suddenly permit a factory to be
built on a residential lot, those residing in R1 neighborhoods
have the legitimate expectation that its neighbor is not going
to be a triplex or condominium.  
Let's make housing work in this city without destroying our R1
communities. Residents of Santa Monica, are already facing
ever increasing traffic, a seemingly understaffed Police
department and diminishing city resources to protect the
health, safety and welfare of the Santa Monica community. I
oppose changing zoning to R2.
Gary Samson
1407 Carlyle Ave 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Linda Brown
Planning Commission Comments
NO to Rezoning North of Montana
Thursday, May 27, 2021 7:18:38 PM

EXTERNAL
I have been a resident of the North of Montana neighborhood for over 45 years and I, for one, think re-zoning is a
TERRIBLE idea. We would see an increase in cars and a decrease in parking (it’s already a struggle every week to
find an empty spot to put my trash cans out!); an increase in crowding, more pollution, more strangers in the
neighborhood, more crime and a general decrease in the quality of life.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

catryon@roadrunner.com
Planning Commission Comments; Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan;
Oscar de la Torre
Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029 - Program 4D
Thursday, May 27, 2021 7:23:43 PM

EXTERNAL

To all of the above:
My husband and I want to express our strong opposition to any change in the zoning of the North of
Montana area which seems to be being proposed in the above-mentioned draft. The continuing
increase in housing density in Santa Monica is ruining our community. While we do not live in the
area in question, we appreciate it as a beautiful area with great ambiance and it should not be
destroyed. We understand that Santa Monica is a liberal community that supports diversity and
taking care of people in need, and we support that goal, but the community can’t achieve those
goals by destroying the value of the property in the community and by driving out residents who
actually have the where-with-all to support those ideals. The beauty, desirability, and safety of our
community has been deteriorating rapidly. That needs to stop. This obsession with building more
housing needs to stop. The whole world doesn’t need to live in Santa Monica.
Please do what ever you can to prevent this change.
Sincerely,
Cathleen and Richard Tryon

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Darlene Long
Planning Commission Comments
NO REZONING SHOULD BE ALLOWED
Thursday, May 27, 2021 9:21:12 PM

EXTERNAL
PLEASE STOP ANY CONSIDERATION OR MOVEMENT TOWARDS REZONING THE AREA BETWEEN
SAN VICENTE AND MONTANA; THIS WILL DESTROY NEIGHBORHOODS
I WILL STRENUOUSLY OPPOSE THIS
ENABLING THIS TO GO FORWARD WILL BE FOUGHT AND WON BY THOSE WHO APPRECIATE THE
SANCTITY OF THEIR HOMES
Thank you
Long time resident of this community

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Katrina Carlson
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning of north of Montana
Friday, May 28, 2021 7:41:17 AM

EXTERNAL
To whom it may concern on the Planning committee in Santa Monica,
My husband and I are residents in the north of Montana area and have been for the past 25 years. We are strongly
opposed to the rezoning of the selected streets 7th, 14th and 26th from R1 to R2. This will not fix our problem of
homelessness. The unhoused migrate here because it is so beautiful. If you do this more will come. It will not solve
the problem. and you’re losing your tax base and community of people who have made this city what it is. We pay
so much to live here, it’s ridiculous. There is plenty of our two zoning in Santa Monica. There is so little our one and
we have all paid the price to live where we do. To change that is incredibly unethical—it’s not right.
We are big supporters of The Giving Spirit, upward bound house, chrysalis and many other organizations that help
the homeless.
Thank you,
Ken & Katrina Carlson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harry Daglas
Planning Commission Comments
Zoning change
Friday, May 28, 2021 7:44:34 AM

EXTERNAL
Planning Department,
I am vehemently opposed to any zoning change to the area north of Montana between 7th and 14th. This is a quiet
single family neighborhood and you will destroy the charm this area has provided the citizens of Santa
monica for over 100 years.
The city is overcrowded
And your over development is ruining our city.
You should be
Ashamed of yourselves.
Harry Daglas
513 Euclid st.
Santa Monica, Ca. 90402
310 402-7979

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

raymond douglas
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning N of Montana R1 to R2
Friday, May 28, 2021 8:04:05 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission
In regards to the planned rezoning of streets 7 to 14th between San Vincente and
Montana, we are vehemently opposed. We are homeowners in the area and this
proposal makes ZERO sense for residents or even taxpayers.
The rezoning would transform a neighborhood that is sought after because of
single family residences on small lots sizes. You would devalue these homes and
their tax base and transform a community for minimal gain. There are ample R2
zoned areas south of montana. This zoning would cause us to move and seek
housing elsewhere. We love our community -- do not destroy it !!
Raymond Douglas MD PhD
Resident 421 14th street

otograph

Raymond Douglas MD PhD

International Aesthetic Orbit & Oculoplastic Surgeon
email: RaymondDouglasMD@gmail.com
phone: 310-657-4302
150 N Robertson Blvd #314 | Beverly Hills CA 90211
RaymondDouglasMD.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ginsburg, David
Planning Commission Comments
City plans to rezone North of Montana from R1 to R2 in the Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029
Friday, May 28, 2021 8:44:28 AM

EXTERNAL

I have lived north of Montana since 1980 and I vigorously oppose these plans to alter
fundamentally the historical character of the respective neighborhood. From what set of
developer-fueled stealth decisions did thus arise? There is no need to create a huge new sector
of densely-occupied dwellings as proposed. I urge a reconsideration and downvote on yet
another Santa Monica urban planning disaster on the heels of the Parking Lot 3 foolishness.
DAVID R. GINSBURG (Retired)
Ziffren Center for Media, Entertainment, Technology and Sports Law
UCLA School of Law
310 433-6366

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Halina Alter
Planning Commission Comments
Council Mailbox
Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029. Program 4D
Friday, May 28, 2021 9:40:54 AM

EXTERNAL
I am writing to state my opposition to the above proposal. The proposal states that the plan is hoping to “increase
equitable access to all neighborhoods”.
I would like to see the Planning Commission’s economic feasibility studies. If one looks at the current lot value for
this area, it is well over 2 million dollars, perhaps more than 3 million. If one factors in the cost to purchase the
property, the construction costs, the carrying costs for the construction loan, and all of the other expenses
necessitated by building such a property, what would these units sell for? Who could afford to to live there? What
would the real estate tax consequences be? Would we have renters? Can we have one Air B and B unit after another
sneaking in?
What requirements would be put into place to make the homes currently occupied livable? There is barely enough
street parking. Would there be a requirement for a 2 car garage for each of the proposed units? Would the garage be
above ground or underground? What about the quality of life for the residents who are not selling or moving? How
many such R 2 units would be allowed per block? Would the units be “stacked” or 2 separate buildings? Who would
pay for the infrastructure changes such as sewage, water, trash, street maintenance? What would the anticipated
population increase be? What about police resources? Fire? Sanitation workers? School capacity?
There are many questions that need to be answered and discussed in a public forum. I know that much is unknown
but that does not mean that my concerns are invalid.
I have lived in Santa Monica since June, 1983. We purchased our home here because of the schools and the
community. I can not speak to the schools because honestly, we pulled out of the public school system in 1992
because it was not addressing my child’s needs. However, I have watched this community deteriorate with little to
no acknowledgement on the part of the city. My doors are locked, my alarm is on, and I no longer feel safe walking
at night. The homeless situation is a disaster, and the overall respect for my quality of life on the part of the
proverbial “powers that be” is lacking.
Thank you.
Halina K Alter
734 23 St
Santa Monica, Ca 90402
3107397520

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

riverfred1@gmail.com
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning
Friday, May 28, 2021 10:24:12 AM

EXTERNAL

I am opposed to rezoning R1 to R2 between 7th and 14, etc. Obviously more rezoning will follow in
the future once this is approved causing an additional strain on our infrastructure, schools, traffic,
police, fire dept. etc.
Fred Alexander
502 San Vicente Blvd. #203
Riverfred1@gmail.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Quick
Planning Commission Comments
6/2/2021 meeting / Housing Element Update / 4.D Down-Zoning plan
Friday, May 28, 2021 11:17:44 AM

EXTERNAL
We are absolutely opposed to down-zoning from R1 to R2 for the blocks on 7th, 14th, and 26th Streets. If
your aim is denser housing then there should be incentives for developers to replace run-down apartment
buildings in neighborhoods where apartments already exist – that way the city can also provide more
affordable housing.
Developers who want to build 3 units on NOMA lots will want to push for 3-story buildings filling the setback on each side, thus overshadowing the next-door properties.
The idea of turning an R1 neighborhood into an R2 neighborhood would likely have unintended
consequences. First, if a prospective buyer is attracted to a property with plenty of space for a pool, or
play space for young children, will they want to risk their nest egg on a property that might in the future
have 3 units next door? Second, the Santa Monica schools – up until now partially subsidized by the
deep-pockets of Malibu homeowners – may lose the tax money for Malibu schools; if that happens, will
that be an additional reason for prospective buyers in NOMA to prefer a single-family neighborhood
outside of Santa Monica?
The effect of down-zoning of 7th, 14th, and 26th Streets would affect the surrounding streets in terms of
increase traffic and problems of “parcel coverage.” The current plan is just the thin edge of the wedge:
what is to halt the extension of down-zoning to 4th St. between San Vicente and Montana, and San
Vicente from 7th to 26th St.?

NOMA home-owners

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Melanie Richardson
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning North of Montana
Friday, May 28, 2021 11:40:04 AM

EXTERNAL
I want to make it clear that I am completely opposed to rezoning parts of the north of Montana Ave area from R1 to
R2. I have lived in this neighborhood all of my life and I believe this change will ruin the neighborhood forever.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Setha Schlang
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning North of Montana 7th to 24th Street
Friday, May 28, 2021 11:45:04 AM

EXTERNAL

I am a resident of a house located at 240 18th St, Santa Monica, CA 90402. I strongly object
to the planned rezoning as it will drastically change the nature and values of the neighborhood
in which I have lived since 1981. Setha Schlang

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

madeline heller
Planning Commission Comments
Fwd: Rezoning R1 to R2
Friday, May 28, 2021 3:17:19 PM

EXTERNAL

From: madeline heller <madeline_heller@yahoo.com>
Date: May 28, 2021 at 2:45:55 PM PDT
To: planningcomment@smgovt.net
Subject: Re: Rezoning R1 to R2
5/28/2021
Dear Planning Commission Committee:
I would not like any rezoning of my Neighborhood which runs N.of Montana
Ave.
We are a community of neighborhoods and homes, as well as some Apts. Unless
someone is paying you all off ie. Developers why would you even to suggest to
further destroy my Community?? This is a Beach Community and is fighting to
stay that way and not become a high rise circus like the Marina is. Do not
consider this pathetic money grab by the developers if you represent this
Community.
Very truly,
Madeline Davis Heller, MDR
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Deb Estes
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning proposal north of Montana
Friday, May 28, 2021 4:03:49 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commissioners:
I am writing to appeal to you that the area North of Montana not be rezoned from R1 to R2. The
neighborhood is dense with homes, narrow streets, traffic and a terrific shortage of parking; the
infrastructure is not there to support this rezoning. I understand and support the need to create
more and affordable housing. North of Montana is not affordable nor is it low income. It never will
be even with this rezoning.
As our representatives on the Planning Commission please do not forget who you represent, your
constituents. Do not vote for this rezoning.
Deborah A. Estes
233 Alta Avenue
Santa Monica, CA 90402

--

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Shivani
Planning Commission Comments
Potential re-zoning in Santa Monica
Friday, May 28, 2021 4:18:47 PM

EXTERNAL
As a resident of 14th street between Montana and San Vicente, I am emailing to voice my concern and disapproval
of the potential rezoning that has been proposed between 7th and 14th streets. This change would irreversibly
change the existing community and character, a reason that many of residents and owners had for moving to the
comminity. Therefore, as a resident of this specific neighborhood, I am completely opposed to this proposal.
Thank you
Shivani Gupta
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jim Estes
Planning Commission Comments
North of Montana rezoning
Friday, May 28, 2021 4:33:53 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commissioners:
I am strongly opposed to the proposal to rezone the area north of Montana from 7th to
14th Streets from an R1 zone to an R2 zone.
This is such a bad idea on many fronts. This area of the city is full of beautiful singlefamily residences. The area north of Montana is one of only two major single family
neighborhoods that are left in this city (the other of course being the Sunset Park
area). The rest of the city is choked full of apartments and condos. Are we trying to
cram as many people into this city as possible? The infrastructure of the city cannot
handle it, let alone the infrastructure in this neighborhood. It was not intended to be
multi-family. The streets are narrow and parking is at a premium.
I do not live in this area but I still have an opinion and I do not support this rezoning.
Please vote against this. Let the single family homeowners have a voice.
Thank you
Jim Estes
233 Alta Ave
Santa Monica

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Steve Baker
Planning Commission Comments
Opposed City Plans to Rezone N of Montana from R1 to R2
Friday, May 28, 2021 4:44:35 PM

EXTERNAL

To Whom It May Concern:
I am strongly opposed to rezoning North of Montana from R1 to R2. The City’s Housing Element is
meant to address the shortfall in providing affordable housing options for residents of our city. I
believe it is also meant to address homelessness. Rezoning North of Montana from R1 to R2 does
nothing to address those needs. Here is what will happen: 1. A speculative developer will either
build one huge house to sell for upwards of $8,000,000; or, build two smaller homes to sell for
upwards of $4,500,000 each. Neither will help with affordability unless one believes providing more
$4,500,000 houses (with patio sized yards by the way) is helping the affordability issue. Or, 2. An
existing home owner may add an ultra-expensive rental house to their property.
Meanwhile, westside housing is expensive. So, what is the city to do?. Incentivize builders to
construct affordable apartment buildings. And do so in areas already zoned for multi-unit housing. I
whole heartedly support this concept. A large portion of the city is already zoned for multi-unit
housing. There is no need to encroach upon the R1 zones. And support affordable projects in all of
the multi-family areas. Not just the least desirable areas. The “more desirable” areas between
Wilshire and Montana should get as much consideration as the “less desirable” areas near Pico
Boulevard. There are builders out there willing to build affordable housing. Provide density
bonuses, ease the entitlement process, and help with funding to bridge the affordability gap.
Note: I just checked Aparments.com. There are currently 3,923 apartments listed for rent in Santa
Monica. There is simply NO shortage of housing in Santa Monica. There IS a shortage of affordable
housing in Santa Monica.
In summary, rezoning North of Montana from R1 to R2 in does NOTHING to address the shortage of
affordable housing. Supporting affordable housing projects through density bonuses and easing of
the entitlement process in areas already zoned for multi-family housing is the likely way to begin to
address the shortfall of affordable housing options in our city.
Thanks for listening.
Steve Baker
Concerned Santa Monica Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Feldman
Planning Commission Comments
Opposed to re-zonining North of Montana
Saturday, May 29, 2021 8:12:38 AM

EXTERNAL

To Planning Committee:
From: David Feldman
I urge you to reconsider the move to re-zone 7th and 14th St. There are no large plats of land
supporting multi family housing and this proposal is disruptive to the safety, traffic, peace, and
harmony of all homeowners North of Montana. As you can see from recent Real Estate sales,
the home at 14th and Georgina (used to be 201 14th) recently sold for over 11M.
There’s no merit or benefit to this proposal as it will nor create “equitable housing”. This is a
political and developer-friendly goal with no thought or Planning department engagement and
should be terminated.
I do not grant the Santa Monica Council, Mayor, and/or Planning commission the Right to
publish my opinion without redaction of contact information.
Thank you,
David Feldman
Voting Resident
Santa Monica, CA
-Dave Feldman
310-779-9001

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Corrigan
Planning Commission Comments
Oppose Rezoning Initiative in Santa Monica
Saturday, May 29, 2021 11:02:31 AM

EXTERNAL
Good morning,
I want to make sure I provide my position on the rezoning of 7th, 14th and 26th Streets in Santa Monica. I know you
needed the information in writing before the 2nd of June so please have me down as opposing this effort.
I own the house at 439 17th St. Santa Monic and grew up at 517 Palisades Avenue and have seen a lot of corrupt
and dangerous initiatives go through to ruin our city and I want to make sure you know that I am opposed to this
one.
Michelle Corrigan
439 17th St.
Santa Monica, CA 90402
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

srshapiro@aol.com
Planning Commission Comments
I am opposed to city plans to rezone N of Montana from R1 to R2
Saturday, May 29, 2021 1:49:00 PM

EXTERNAL

I am opposed to city plans to rezone N of Montana from R1 to R2.
Stephen R. Shapiro
1133 9th St. #107
Santa Monica, Ca. 90403

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Richard Friedman
Planning Commission Comments
Governor Newsom Executive Order N29-20
Saturday, May 29, 2021 3:42:35 PM

EXTERNAL

I have lived in Santa Monica since the early 70's. I have raised my family here and have
always appreciated the small town atmosphere. I have worked in the city for over 20 years
and was involved in many community activities. Since the 2000's, we have had more traffic,
less parking and less city services. The city population has grown but the geographically
size has not. Please do not impact it further by voting yes on this.
Thank you, Elizabeth Sanders, a 50 year Santa Monican.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jessica Culotti
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition to Rezoning 7-14th st
Saturday, May 29, 2021 4:44:18 PM

EXTERNAL
Hello
I'm writing this email to state my opposition in rezoning north of Montana streets 7-14 to R2. This is one of the few
neighborhoods that is clean and cared for by its residents that OWN their land. Re-zoning will cause an influx of
people into an already dense neighborhood and will destroy the small community we have here.
Thank you,
Jessica Culotti
Homeowner in Santa Monica

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Wisen
Planning Commission Comments
Objection to Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029
Saturday, May 29, 2021 5:36:37 PM

EXTERNAL
I am a resident and homeowner at 623 7th St. and I STRONGLY OBJECT to the proposed RE zoning of 7th St to R2 from R1 as proposed in
Program 4D.
It is a stupid idea for so many reasons that I cannot believe it was ever proposed. What are you people thinking?
Sincerely,
David Wisen

Sent from my iPhone
Sending an unencrypted email is not a secure method of transmitting confidential information. If you intend to transmit confidential information
to us, please visit our website: https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.pacwest.com&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCIQasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc-3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBujXLAKkYKs&m=2IgPfUq9VUFRcxtgVmqyWWAwsZhkl45CUb1ccKWY6Qw&s=UPWv5QHqJIU_b2Quzpvrz_Y4gZZgP2zjq2NdhJ1Rds8&e=
and click on the Contact Us link on the top right side of our Home Page. Then using the Send Secure Email feature, Secure Mail will
encrypt any emails addressed to Pacific Western Bank personnel. Note: This message contains information which may be confidential and/or
privileged. If you received this email by mistake, please notify the sender of the error by return email and delete this message.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joseph Pisegna
Planning Commission Comments
Proposed Re-Zoning
Saturday, May 29, 2021 7:49:34 PM

EXTERNAL
I am a resident of Santa Monica and have lived in the city for the past 22 years. I have read and do not approve of
the proposed Re-zoning of the area in Santa Monica North of Wiltshire on 26th street. The 26th street is already
heavily congested with traffic especially during peak periods during the day. The conversion of single family homes
to multi family units would only add to the congestion. Although I understand that the City of Santa Monica would
like to increase the number of families to live in this area it should be pointed out that there are already mainly
apartments all along Montana Avenue. Adding more apartments would simply add to the traffic congestion and
compete for limited street parking. I am therefore AGAINST the proposal to Re-zone the areas of the city being
proposed on June 2nd. I would be interested in attending this meeting to provide additional input.
Joseph Pisegna
834 26th Street
jpisegna@ucla.edu

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael Frankel
Planning Commission Comments
We oppose up-zoning our residential neighborhoods
Sunday, May 30, 2021 2:33:36 AM

EXTERNAL
Please stop trampling our rights, neighborhoods and the quality of life in Santa Monica. Efforts such as up-zoning
will ultimately result in less city revenue and fewer resources available to resolve the housing problem in a more
sustainable, effective manner.
We are long-time Santa Monica residents and vehemently oppose up-zoning. We will do everything in our power
and within our rights to ensure politicians supporting such efforts are removed from office.
We urge you to take a more thoughtful approach to the homeless problem that respectfully takes into account the
rights and needs of ALL Santa Monica residents, without undue prejudice against those who disproportionately
provide the very tax revenue for all our tax-funded initiatives.
Thank you.
Mike Thornton

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Goon
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning of My Neighborhood
Sunday, May 30, 2021 10:39:57 AM

EXTERNAL

Ladies and gentlemen, my wife and I oppose rezoning of our neighborhood in Santa Monica from R1 to a higher-density zoning limit. We urge our elected and appointed hometown officials to not give
in to the pressure and threats of officials of the State of California who don’t live here and don’t
have any concern for the negative consequences to our wonderful city which will result from
increasing density of a huge portion of one of the most valuable and iconic residential areas in the
country.
My family moved to Santa Monica in 1952 just in time for me to begin 7th grade at Lincoln Junior
High School. My parents, my sister, and I lived in an apartment at 832 12th Street until my parents
could afford to buy a house at 324 10th Street when I was a junior at Samohi. My father was a real
estate agent. My mother was a bookkeeper at Len Sheridan Toyota. My sister graduated from
Samohi in 1954. I graduated in 1958.
After college at UCLA, law school there, and getting a job with a law firm in Santa Monica, my wife
and I and our infant daughter moved back to Santa Monica on March 10, 1967, exactly one year
prior to the date of birth of our son.
We rented a two-bedroom, one-bath, 1,800 square-foot house built in 1925 at 439 Euclid Street for
two years. We bought it from the owner after two years for $41,500. We raised our children here.
We are still here. We hope we die here.
We have remodeled a portion of the house, added a bedroom and two bathrooms, increased square
footage, and replaced the ancient tiny garage with a more attractive and functional one with an alley
entrance so we could remove the 1925 narrow driveway and stop knocking off rear-view mirrors
when backing our cars out. We kept its original “early California stucco and tile” architecture and
charm. From the street, our house looks just like it looked when we moved in 54 years ago.
In my opinion, the City of Santa Monica has no responsibility to change zoning to allow cramming
more dwelling units on 7,500 square-foot lots so more people can live in one of the most valuable
and expensive residential areas in the country. If you think Santa Monica should open its doors to
developers to build more dwelling units, at the very least you should select land other than the area
you have picked. One can only speculate on why you picked this area, perhaps to punish the lucky
folks like my wife and me who live in it, create opportunities for developers and investors, or to
make a huge gift to people who cannot afford to live in the area without help from you.   
The notion that allowing developers to build multiple dwelling units on 7,500 square-foot lots in the
subject neighborhood will provide “affordable housing” to renters without subsidies from the
government is, in my opinion, not realistic. Unless your plan somehow causes the lot value of lots in
the subject neighborhood to plummet, you should assume that the cost of each lot to a developer
plus the cost of constructing a number of dwelling units on each lot will be millions of dollars. In
current market conditions, I’m thinking that total cost will be in the $6-8 million range.

A developer or investor will want a return on its investment of at least several percent per year of its
total cost. I would want at least 6% per year and would hope to get more. If you assume a lot costs
$3 million, the develop puts six dwelling units on the property, the construction costs $3 million
(which I think is too low), an investor will want at least a 6% annual return on a $6 million investment
which is $360,000 per year, and divide that $360,000 by six units, the average monthly rent per unit
will be $5,000.
I have heard that some of you may be thinking that the new dwelling units in Santa Monica under
your plan for the subject neighborhood could be less than $2,000 per month. That will never happen
without a government subsidy. Please factor that into your thinking and I hope it will not be the City
of Santa Monica funding that subsidy. I would prefer spending that kind of money on something
more beneficial to the residents of our town.
If you pick a likely percent per year of that total cost and divide that aggregate return on the total
cost of the new dwelling units, I think that you will find that monthly rent per unit will not be
“affordable” and, in fact, will be very expensive rent relative to rentals in other, much less expensive
neighborhoods.
I have grandchildren living in rental units in local cities other than Santa Monica (which they cannot
afford) and I am familiar with their searching and the rental rates they faced and what they have
ended up paying. Their monthly rent is less than my example above and they do not consider what
they are paying to be “affordable” for someone who has to bear the entire cost.
Other cities have successfully challenged threats from the State. If you have not already consulted a
very good and experienced law firm on the alternatives Santa Monica can pursue, I urge you to do
that. If our City won’t do that, I hope that a group of our residents, including my wife and me, will
fund that in behalf of our neighborhood and our town. I’m late to the game, but I have already
consulted a very prominent law firm with pertinent experience in this conflict between the State and
some of its prominent cities.
Some of you know me. More of you may know my wife, Diane. She taught at Roosevelt (which our
children attended), Will Rogers, and John Adams for more than 30 years. She loved teaching and her
students and their parents loved her. And we love our town. Please do not change it in a manner
which will make you famous or perhaps infamous. As the saying goes, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”
Santa Monica is not broken and it may need some fixing but turning North of Montana into
apartments and condos is not likely to be an improvement for the City or its current residents.
I give you all of this background so you can better appreciate why my wife and I are so opposed to a
misguided plan to increase the density of structures and residents in our neighborhood forced on
our town by a bunch of politicians in Sacramento. We urge you to challenge the State and serve the
interests of the residents who live here now.
Robert H. Goon
310-451-4437 (telephone)
310-394-3454 (fax)
310-428-8171 (cell phone)

www.bobgoon.com (web site)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Richard Stearns
Planning Commission Comments
Proposed Zoning Change
Sunday, May 30, 2021 12:03:33 PM

EXTERNAL

I have lived in Santa Monica since 1984. I am vehemently opposed to Zoning changes that
would allow any more units or higher density on current R1 zoned streets. This includes, but is
not limited to, 7th St, 14th St and 26th Street.
Please do not allow this illogical and destructive change to pass.
Thank you
Richard Stearns
427 12th St
Santa Monica, Ca 90402
310-850-9284
-Doc Halo

Richard Stearns

Broker, Founding Partner
richard.stearns@compass.com
c: 310-850-9284
DRE# 01118915
11601 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 101, Los Angeles, CA 90025
Wall Street Journal Top 150 Brokers in The United

States

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jackie Stearns
Planning Commission Comments
Proposed Zoning
Sunday, May 30, 2021 12:10:18 PM

EXTERNAL

I have lived in the same house in Santa Monica since 1994. I am vehemently opposed to
Zoning changes that would allow any more units or higher density on current R1 zoned streets.
This includes, but is not limited to, 7th St, 14th St and 26th Street.
Please do not allow this illogical and destructive change to pass.
Thanks!
Jackie Stearns
stearns.jackie94@gmail.com
1 310 849 8103

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynne Grande
Planning Commission Comments
santa monica rezone to increase density
Sunday, May 30, 2021 12:20:53 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Santa Monica City Council
Most cities will always be below it’s zoned housing capacity - that is just how it is.
Why have you chosen 7th - 14th street and 26th street as your duplex/triplex area when there
are so many
underutilized parcels across the city that have fewer units than permitted by zoning? Old,
crumbling buildings
and bungalows, decrepit storefronts that could add housing above. Why are you handing our
neighborhood over
to developers to line their pockets with cash and build triplexes? We have worked so hard and
paid our taxes
so we can one day retire and enjoy our neighborhood with friends made through school and
community activities.
I’m 100% opposed to high density building on areas zoned R1.
Look around you and offer incentives to make it profitable for owners/developers to build on
parcels that have
available zoning capacity. This has got to be the most ill thought out idea I’ve heard in my 59
years living in
Santa Monica!
Sincerely
Lynne Grande

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

plisberger@earthlink.net
Planning Commission Comments
"Steven Lisberger"
7th street re-zoning proposal
Sunday, May 30, 2021 1:23:14 PM

EXTERNAL

To the planning commission re the proposal to re-zone 7th Street to R-2:
The stated purpose is in order to, “ promote fair access to all
neighborhoods in SM”, etc. This is a noble sentiment, but I am sad to
say a disingenuous at best. How can the council ignore the fact that
there is a recent trend in the neighborhood around 7th street for home
owners to purchase properties next door to theirs, demolish them and
use these empty lots for personal gardens, water features, pavilions for
entertaining and gymnasiums? Here is a list of addresses on Georgina,
Alta and 7th: 705 7th Street, 305 Palisades Ave, 427-415 Alta, 503
Alta, 415 Georgina, 518 Georgina and 607 Georgina. With one
exception all of these lots I should point out are oversized, two or more
times the size of lots on 7th street. Some of these are within a couple
hundred yards of 7th (one on 7th) and all within a mile. Surely if there
is an informed interest and concern regarding accessibility this land
grabbing and monopolization of property by the most well to do needs
to be looked into first. To suggest changing 7th street north of
Montana to R2 while mansions on these adjoining streets create private
Xanadu’s is to tell every home owner on 7th north of Montana to “eat
cake.” But perhaps I am rocking the boat, or should I say yacht, by
mentioning this issue.
And if accessibility is a concern, and taking on the wealthiest is too
challenging, allow me to suggest some other smaller scale projects.
One can’t walk on the sidewalk on 7th for more than one block without
having to walk around piles of dog excrement. The current situation is
disgusting, we certainly don’t lack for accessibility for dog owners to
leave their pets excrement all over our sidewalks and easements, that is

for sure.
Also, one can’t walk to Pavilions without passing at least three
homeless people on Montana. Either on the sidewalk, bus stop or on
Roosevelt School grounds. In that sense, yes, we have made Santa
Monica very accessible already. Let’s climb off our soapbox and start
with these problems in the interest of making Santa Monica more
livable, to demonstrate that we are capable of the basics before
addressing the huddled masses yearning to be north of Montana.
Steven and Peggy Lisberger
431 7th Street

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Shelley Hack
Planning Commission Comments
Re zoning
Sunday, May 30, 2021 1:30:06 PM

EXTERNAL
Do not do this!!!!!!
Shelley Hack
Sent from my iPhone
Please excuse poor syntax and unfortunate prose.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ann T. Tai
Planning Commission Comments
Please vote against rezoning in North of Montana
Sunday, May 30, 2021 3:43:47 PM

EXTERNAL
We are shocked to learn that Santa Monica City has been planning to rezone portions of North of Montana area
(NOMA). Although the plan does not involve our street, we are yet very concerned.
As the purpose of rezoning is to promote fair access to all neighborhoods in Santa Monica, rezoning those streets is
neither fair nor reasonable. Majority of the residents in the North of Montana area are middle-class citizens. They
have worked very hard throughout their life in order to afford their properties because they love the setting of this
R1-zone NOMA neighborhood. To rezone the area to allow multi-unit development is not fair to them.
Furthermore, as some neighbors already pointed out in the Nextdoor discussion, since the lands in NOMA are
expensive, condominium/townhome units built on the new R2 zone clearly will not be as affordable as desired.
Therefore the move would not result in any tangible positive effects on fair access or diverse housing opportunities.
We strongly oppose Program No 4.D in City of Santa Monica 2021-2029 Housing Element.
Respectfully,
Ann T. Tai
438 Euclid St
Santa Monica, CA 90402
ann.t.tai@gmail.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeffrey Peak
Planning Commission Comments
Comment on Santa Monica Housing Plan Proposal (2021-2029) - Program 4.D (Rezoning)
Sunday, May 30, 2021 4:48:32 PM

EXTERNAL

Hi,
I wanted to voice my OPPOSITION to program 4.D for rezoning properties north of
Montana on 7th & 14th and north of Wilshire on 26th.
Changing the rules
Homeowners purchased homes North of Montana due to the property being zoned
R1 and neighboring lots zoned R1. As stated in the report, Santa Monica is one of
the most expensive places to live in the country. Existing homeowners on the
proposed rezoning North of Montana streets have invested substantial personal
resources/money to live in and enjoy their R1 zoned property. They purchased the
property assuming the zoning would not change and might have even made a
different decision if they knew it might change.
Increased property prices
Changing zoning will only drive up property prices North of Montana and will
NOT provide more “equitable” housing access nor provide more Affordable
Housing. Based on income data in the report, middle income households and
Santa Monica workers will still not be able to afford to move into a potentially
rezoned North of Montana unit based on current property prices and the rent that
would be required to support the additional capital it would take to purchase the
property and/or add additional units.
Environmentally Unsustainable - Developers win!
More tear downs and building only benefits developers and is not
environmentally conscious or sustainable. In terms of the density goal, there are
many other parcel opportunities in Santa Monica to build larger developments to
reach the stated goals (especially considering the large Affordable Housing goal)
vs potentially adding a very small percentage of new units toward the RHNA goal
by rezoning. The house would most likely need to be sold before a developer
would create the maximum 3 units. Also, parking and noise concerns arise since
the minimum parcel size, potential size of each unit and how many people could
potentially live in each unit are undefined.
Bottom line, changing the zoning will not benefit the city’s residents and meaningfully impact
Santa Monica’s Housing Element and RHNA goals.
Best regards,
Jeff Peak
434 Euclid Street, Santa Monica, CA 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Madi Hertz
Planning Commission Comments
Housing Element and the R-1 Overlay
Sunday, May 30, 2021 5:04:31 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Commission Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and
Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at
least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and
Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified
as “affordable” low-income units). Now the Planning Commission is getting their chance to
weigh in on June 2nd. The residents are ONLY allowed written comments...PLEASE
WRITE!
This misguided Up-zoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city and lower the overall tax revenue. That’s because property values will decrease
as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction
increase dramatically. Lack of desirable schools due to overcrowding of the physical plant
and expanded class size will continue to erode what we know attracts all residents, who
LARGELY pay for the cities infrastructure. If taxpayers sell their homes to leave and
apartments are left empty, the city will be left with less money to support all the subsidies,
services and necessary infrastructure improvements caused by up-zoning.
Studies and the Housing Element document have shown that downtown can accommodate the
need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown and city land that
can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.  

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

April Smith
Planning Commission Comments
Rezone Selected Portions of R1-ZONE Neighborhoods
Sunday, May 30, 2021 7:10:55 PM

EXTERNAL

To The Planning Commission:
As longtime Santa Monica residents, we are vigorously opposed to the rezoning of 7th
-14th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente and Montana.
Choosing 7th and 14th Streets for the dubious purpose of "increasing density" is
unfair and arbitrary. Why single out homeowners on these two streets to bear the
burden of increased population, traffic, lower property values when there are many
other places in the city to build new housing?
As good citizens we have played by the rules. We pay our taxes. We sent our children to
public schools. We have lived with and adapted to the zoning rules for forty years. We
HAVE NOT made our garage into a granny apartment. We HAVE NOT exceeded the
codes on planting, remodeling, or expansion. We HAVE RESPECTED the integrity of
our Dutch Colonial home for it's 99 year-old historic value.
Now we are asking YOU to respect the integrity of the community. To jam more housing
into residential streets is a clear win for developers that will profoundly change the
character of our city, and frankly, it's infuriating. Don't do it.  
Sincerely,
Douglas Brayfield
April Smith, author of North of Montana

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Anna Solomon
Planning Commission Comments
Santa Monica plans to rezone 7th and 14th st.
Sunday, May 30, 2021 7:11:21 PM

EXTERNAL

I am totally opposed to any rezoning from R1 to R2 for any
areas that are currently zoned R1. Our density is already
high.
In addition, instead of wasting the time on changing the
zoning, I would prefer you deal with the homeless
situation which is getting worse daily and the homeless
being more aggressive.
The same woman has been sitting on the median strip of San
Vicente for months. She was living in her car on 7th street
before that.
Changing the zoning will also impact the parking on the side
streets for 7th and 14. Those streets are already busy due to
commercial and multi units nearby.
These changes will cause a drop in real estate values for the
homes in that immediate area that others have invested in.
You have already downsized the size of homes that can be
built on the current lots. How can you now justify larger units
which will increase the parking problems.
Thank you,
Anna

ANNA SOLOMON
(310) 866-9306 (mobile)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kam S. Tso
Planning Commission Comments
Oppose to NOMA R2 Rezoning
Monday, May 31, 2021 9:15:28 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Sir/Madam,
I am shocked to read about the rezoning of some streets to R2 in North of Montana from the 2021-2029 Housing
Element Report. As a resident of NOMA I strongly oppose the rezoning. The rezoning will at most add a few more
units to the area but it degrades the whole area a lot by the mix of the R1 and R2 zones. It is likely to lead to a loselose situation for the residents and city!
I want to express my strong opposition to the NOMA R2 Rezoning plan.
Yours sincerely,
Kam Tso
438 Euclid St

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Beth Hadges-Rastad
Planning Commission Comments
6/2/21 NOMA Rezone of R1 to R2 comment
Monday, May 31, 2021 11:11:22 AM

EXTERNAL

Having lived on 7th Street since 1987, my husband and I have noted with concern
the increase in traffic between San Vincente Blvd & Montana Ave. Over the years,
that region of 7th St has become heavily used by westside commuters traveling to &
from the center of Santa Monica, many of whom accelerate loudly & travel at
excessive speeds, while frequently ignoring full stops at stop signs. 7th Street is
also not wide enough to support designated bike lanes, so cars often enter the
opposite lane to overtake bicyclists at high speed.
Rezoning our neighborhood from R1 to R2 will inevitably result in more occupants
along our street, as well as increasing automobile traffic. In addition, although the
pandemic has temporarily reduced the number of parked cars, every year had seen
decreased availability of parking spaces, due to the popularity of nearby Montana
Ave shops & businesses. The higher population density resulting from any increase
in the number of units that could be constructed on a given parcel would only make
the existing parking situation worse.
Therefore, as long-time homeowners, we are most definitely opposed to the
proposed rezoning from R1 to R2 of 7th Street North of Montana. The existing
preponderance of single-family dwellings on this region of our street has kept our
neighborhood reasonably livable, despite the heavy traffic. Please don’t make the
next decade even more dangerous for residents.
Beth Hadges-Rastad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bobbi
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning north of Montana
Monday, May 31, 2021 11:20:15 AM

EXTERNAL
We are vehemently opposed to the rezoning, from R1 to R2, in the area from 7th to 14th Streets!!!!
Barbara and Walter Zifkin

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jackie Feldman
Planning Commission Comments
Zoning change R1
Monday, May 31, 2021 11:46:07 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Commission Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
This misguided Up-zoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city and lower the overall tax revenue. That’s because property values will decrease
as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction
increase dramatically.
Lack of desirable schools due to overcrowding of the physical plant and expanded class size
will continue to erode what we know attracts all residents, who LARGELY pay for the cities
infrastructure. If taxpayers sell their homes to leave and apartments are left empty, the city
will be left with less money to support all the subsidies, services and necessary infrastructure
improvements caused by up-zoning.
Studies and the Housing Element document have shown that downtown can accommodate the
need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown and city land that
can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential. Mixed use development in retail
areas would make more sense, especially since the train serves areas like downtown Santa
Monica. It is foolish to change zoning in single family home neighborhoods when there is
space for housing closer to mass transit.
Sincerely,
Jacquelyn Feldman

-Sent from Gmail Mobile

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Suzanne Verge
Planning Commission Comments
Phil Brock; Gleam Davis; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan; Oscar de la Torre
Opposition to R1 rezoning to R2
Monday, May 31, 2021 1:08:27 PM

EXTERNAL

As a Santa Monica resident, I oppose rezoning 7th, 14th & 26th street for R2.
The City of Santa Monica cannot sustain the continued growth. We are already suffering from
a water shortage.
There are plenty of vacancies already.
NOMA residents are already are allowed to build ADUs and that is adding additional housing.
The only winners will be the developers.
Sincerely,
Suzanne Verge
434 Euclid Street, Santa Monica CA 90402
(she/her/hers)
vergesuzanne@me.com
cell 310.666.2141

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Anita Lischak
Planning Commission Comments
OPPOSED to changing zoning North of Montana
Monday, May 31, 2021 2:23:14 PM

EXTERNAL

To: Santa Monica city
From: Anita and William Lischak
address: 517 9th Street, Santa Monca, 90402
We own our home at the above address and we are 100% opposed to the proposed
zoning change from R1 - R2. This is a quiet neighborhood of single family home
on relatively small lots (7,500 sq ft, vs 9,000 sq ft + to the west and east) and
changing our zoning to anything other than R1 will be hugely detrimental to this
neighborhood.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patty
Planning Commission Comments
Program 4D
Monday, May 31, 2021 2:35:01 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Committee,
PLEASE do not destroy my beloved neighborhood, North of Montana from Lincoln to 14th. I
have two houses here, one for myself and one that I bought for my mother, and we absolutely
covet this wonderful and quiet neighborhood that has preserved so much of its original charm.
So rare in Los Angeles.
Building more housing here will not create more affordable housing. The streets in Santa
Monica are already too busy. It takes two hours to get anywhere at 4pm. And there is no
reason that Santa Monica needs to become more and more dense and more and more people
need to live here. This is a wonderful place with the housing it has in place. If one is lucky
enough to get a place, wonderful. But if not, that's too bad. Everyone wants to live a lot of
places, but that doesn't mean they wouldn't lose their charm and lure if commerce bent over
backwards to magically make more space.
Please look at the most beautiful places in the world, like Paris. They don't constantly expand
just because people want to live there, or they would lose their charm.
This Program 4d feels like nothing but a gift to developers at the expense of your residents.
We do not want this. We really don't. Please vote on OUR behalf.
So please, I beg you, do not rezone our neighborhood.
Thank you,
Patty Jenkins

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Susan Clark
Planning Commission Comments
What is happening?
Monday, May 31, 2021 2:50:29 PM

EXTERNAL
I cannot believe the city council is serious about rezoning NOMA. The city is already 70 percent apartment
residents. The high rises along our downtown thoroughfares are boxing us in. And now the council thinks it’s in the
residents’ best interests to redone NOMA for multiple residency buildings? Is that motivated by the almighty dollar
or the council’s liberal/socialist viewpoint? Is there no elected council member who sees what is happening here in
Santa Monica? As a senior with seemingly no voice, it is a slap in the face. As a divorced 73 year old woman, I
forfeited my entire retirement savings to my ex husband in order to keep my house on Euclid. I said in 1984 when I
moved to NOMA, “this is where I want to live out my life.” Many of the newly retired residents on Euclid street
feel this way. We have sacrificed everything to live in the community we live. Putting up multiple resident housing
in our neighborhood is shameful, again symptomatic of boxing us in. Is the council being rewarded with state /
federal government money to add lower income housing? What is the council’s motivation???? Please consider first
and foremost the impact such a decision would have on us - tax-paying residents who live NOMA. We object!
Susan Clark
433 Euclid
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alexander Lazar
Planning Commission Comments
Program 4D 7th, 14th and 26th R2 zoning
Monday, May 31, 2021 3:17:45 PM

EXTERNAL

Hi,
I am a Santa Monica resident north of Montana, near 7th street.
I highly support turning 7th, 14th and 26th sts into R2 zoning.
However, I feel that this does not go far enough. We need to greatly raise the height
restrictions on the major streets (and all streets). R1 zoning should no longer exist in Santa
Monica. Take every zone and bump it up a tier. Remove all parking minimums.
I look forward to a statewide bill overriding the atrocious R1 zoning holding our city back.
Thanks,
Alexander Lazar

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary A. Farrelly
Planning Commission Comments
Opposed to rezoning R1 to R2
Monday, May 31, 2021 3:36:33 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning,
I have read the housing proposal and understand a session is upcoming this week. One of the
considerations is revising Zoning from R1 to R2 for 7th, 14th (Montana to San Vicente) and
26th (Wilshire to San Vicente).  
I am opposed to this concept. First, those are all major through traffic streets. There are
already many multi-family housing units on each of the streets. It will increase traffic on
already impacted streets. Additionally, I think it would create a situation whereby developers
build expensive duplex and triplex units that do not achieve a goal of affordable or low income
housing. It works against the goals of the housing proposal.
Thank you,
Mary Farrelly Glowacki
1430 Georgina Ave.
(310) 683-9968

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tracy Glende
Planning Commission Comments
Re-Zoning of North of Montana from R1 to R2
Monday, May 31, 2021 4:48:22 PM

EXTERNAL
I am a new resident to the North of Montana section of Santa Monica and I am writing to vehemently disagree with
the proposal to change the single unit housing zoning of R1 to higher density house of R2.
It is unthinkable that the City Council would do such a thing without seeking any input from the people who not
only live here, but have in many cases paid an absolute fortune for a home here so that we can live in such a great
neighborhood.
We do not want or need additional low density housing in this area. It is completely unacceptable to put forward
such a proposal, let alone do so and not allow the citizens to speak up in person. There are we established COVID
protocols that would allow the citizens of North of Montana to participate in a meeting safely in-person to allow us
to loudly voice our displeasure with this proposal, but unfortunately the City Council would rather hide behind an
email address.
To be loud and clear. We absolute, unequivocally disagree with any attempt to change the Zoning of any part of the
North of Montana area that many of us purposely moved here to enjoy and we fully expect the City Council to listen
to the citizens of the impacted areas behind your plans to rezone N of Montana from R1 to R2 per the just released
Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029 Program 4D. Per this document it states that you are considering rezoning 714th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente and Montana.
Again, the citizens of this part of Santa Monica are vehemently opposed to such a Zoning change and it is not the
role of the City Council to shove this down the neck of the citizens who are impacted by such actions. It is your job
to listen to the citizens, not over ride them.
Thanks,
Tracy Glende
North of Montana Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nancy Ong
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning
Monday, May 31, 2021 5:22:42 PM

EXTERNAL
Please, please do not approve the rezoning of the area between 7th and 14th Streets between Montana and San
Vicente. I do not live there. I live south of Montana. But all of these changes are turning Santa Monica into a
different city and people love Santa Monica because of the way it is now. Nancy Ong

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gregory Jacobs
Planning Commission Comments
No R2 7-14th st.
Monday, May 31, 2021 5:48:14 PM

EXTERNAL
Santa Monica City council,
I strongly oppose re-zoning north of Montana 7-14th street to an R2.
Greg Jacobs

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elizabeth C Korte
Planning Commission Comments
4.D Rezone Selected Portions of R1-Zone Neighborhoods to Increase Density
Monday, May 31, 2021 7:10:57 PM

EXTERNAL

To the Santa Monica Planning Commission,
My name is Elizabeth Korte, I am the owner of 627 7th Street. I have owned and resided in
this house since 2004. I am opposed to re-zoning the neighborhood to increase density.
1) There is already heavy traffic on 7th Street. Adding up to 3 units per lot will increase the
already burdensome traffic.
2) There is already limited parking on 7th Street. Even if the units are constructed with built-in
parking, 3 units per lot will increase the number of cars parking in the area.
3) The lots were intended for single-family homes. Most of the original homes were 3 or 4
bedrooms. Developers are already filling the lots with "McMansions" - two and three story
homes which "fill the lot" to the property line. Zoning the lots for 3 units will increase the
"build-up" and compromise the sight-lines and tree canopy.
4) Lawns are already shrinking and disappearing behind walls, zoning for 3 units per lot will
escalate the problem. The charm and character of 7th Street will be gone.
5) It is manifestly unfair to re-zone only 7th, 14th and 26th - the "heavier traffic" streets where
the original lots are smaller. You are targeting the "less valuable" properties. If re-zoning for
density is a priority for the Commission; then the re-zoning should be uniformly applied, if it
cannot be uniformly applied then none of the streets should be re-zoned.
Please note that I wish to be informed of every hearing regarding this matter so that I may
comment publicly. I am a property owner, this directly affects me, and I have a right to know
what is going to be done with my property.
Elizabeth Korte
627 7th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402
(310) 266-6591

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

gary samson
Planning Commission Comments
Up zoning of 14th Street
Monday, May 31, 2021 7:28:47 PM

EXTERNAL

I live at 14th and Carlyle. I absolutely oppose up zoning my street to R2. I have live here since 1984
and can’t imagine any reason the City would allow a triplex to be built on a street that has been R1
since its creation, has the same lot size (50x150) as other north of Montana streets, has the same
density and the same amount of street parking. The only difference between 14th street and the
adjoining streets to 14th is that 14th is slightly wider. The little extra width is not a reason to destroy
the R1 zoning which is the basis of why residents live here and why new homes have been built on
this street. Please do not change our zoning.
Gary and Laurie Samson
1407 Carlyle Ave
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Stephanie Pellegrini
Planning Commission Comments
The ruination of Santa Monica
Monday, May 31, 2021 7:32:11 PM

EXTERNAL

Why are you so bent on destroying our city and ruin the lives of the taxpaying people who have enjoyed living here?
DO NOT pass this inane rezoning plan that will involve high density living.
We live in a family residential area and everyone already complains about
the intense swelling of traffic and the rise of crime on our citizens. Instead
of addressing these issues, you are determined to bring in more crime and
desecrating what was once a sweet, family neighborhood. Why are you
wanting to ghetto-ize us? We don't want tenement buildings in our
neighborhood.
Someone must be on the "take" and selling out to big developers and
government officials --- who have illegally obtained their positions. We
are on to you. Proceed with this and all Santa Monica will come out to
protest your desire to NOT do the will of the people. You've already done
enough damage. NOW LEAVE OUR CITY THE HELL ALONE!
Stephanie Pellegrini

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Thea Cappiccille
Planning Commission Comments
Re-zoning
Monday, May 31, 2021 7:47:23 PM

EXTERNAL
Hi,
Please do not re-zone the area of 7th street from Montana to San Vicente, up to 14th to R2 zoning. This is a single
family home neighborhood and needs to stay this way. Allowing for multi units will increase traffic, increase
congestion, increase cars. This is a prime school zone with Roosevelt located smack dab in the middle of this. If you
allow for multi units to be built more people will be driving around the school which will be catastrophic given that
crossing guards have already been cut. There are no longer crossing guards on the corner of 9th and Alta and
Lincoln and Alta, so more cars driving around the kids walking to and from school.
Please do not switch the zoning. We need to keep single family home neighborhoods.
Thank you,
David and Thea Cappiccille
Santa Monica homeowners and SMMUSD parents
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Linda
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning
Monday, May 31, 2021 7:59:58 PM

EXTERNAL
City Council,
Are you out to ruin everything in our city? Do you want those that pay the most in city taxes to move away? Ruining
a neighborhood to rezone it R2? What can you accomplish with that other than devalue our property & make us
want to move away. If you rezone 7-14th Streets you will create unintended consequences. Do not do it to save the
integrity of our city.
Best,
Linda Grossman
19th, formerly 9th Streets
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Karen Lucente
Planning Commission Comments
PUBLIC COMMENT- Program 4D Rezoning on 7th, 14th, 26th
Monday, May 31, 2021 8:40:53 PM

Dear Planning Commission,
We have been homeowners on 7th Street between Montana and San Vicente for more than 18
years and strongly oppose this rezoning. There is already considerable traffic on 7th street
and building more housing would only make that worse. It is difficult for guests to find street
parking and the street is often littered with trash from passing cars.  
We bought our home because this was an R1 neighborhood and it is unfair to change it,
especially since the street is completely built up and nobody will be able to build thoughtful
multiple unit dwellings without destroying the older original family homes and adding big
unit buildings. We remodeled and the city was so careful and strict about the rules so to do
this now is really terribly inconsistent with everything they have promised and promoted.
Please, please don't ruin our street.  
Thank you,
Karen Lucente

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tino Lucente
Planning Commission Comments
Public Comment- 4D Rezoning 7th, 14th, 26th.
Monday, May 31, 2021 8:47:38 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,
We have lived on 7th Street between Montana and San Vicente for almost 20 years and
completely oppose this rezoning. I have had my rearview mirror knocked off my car twice
and two parked cars hit as cars speed down this street. There is terrible traffic whenever there
is anything happening on the incline or 10 and traffic gets diverted. Cars will be backed up in
front of our house, idling for a long time. Adding multiple unit dwellings will make all of this
worse.
Also, this has always been a R1 neighborhood and to put the burden only on these three streets
is completely unfair, even more than rezoning the whole neighborhood, which would also be
terrible and I'm not recommending that.
This will only make developers buy the last original homes and tear them down and put up
cheap apartment buildings.   
It will not add enough housing to make a difference and will ruin the neighborhood for the
loyal residents.  
Please reconsider and do not do this.  
Thank you,
Constantin Lucente
7th Street

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Riley Peak
Planning Commission Comments
Phil Brock; Gleam Davis; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan; Oscar de la Torre
I Oppose Rezoning
Monday, May 31, 2021 10:01:39 PM

Hi all,
As a resident, I oppose the rezoning of 7th, 14th & 26th for R2 housing. Density
doesn’t mean affordability.
Sincerely,
Riley Peak
519 Raymond Ave
Santa Monica CA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Paras P. Maniar
Planning Commission Comments
26th Street Resident Opposed to R2 zoning consideration.
Monday, May 31, 2021 10:24:14 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning Commission Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning
on 26th street to R-2. We are long time residents of 26th street and value living in a neighborhood filled with single
family homes. Up-zoning this street will destroy the desirability of this lovely pocket of Santa Monica.
The Housing Element document have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are
numerous underutilized areas downtown and city land that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Or by modifying existing commercial zones to add residential options. This type of mixed use developments is the
best way to achieve adding density and accommodating affordable housing options.
Please do not take away the limited single family options the city has left. This action will only drive up prices
higher as the supply of R1 lots becomes even smaller, defeating the overall objective of creating more affordable
housing options in the city. Developers will simply buy up small 1700 square foot R1 zoned houses like the one our
family lives in to build up three 2200 square foot townhouses which can each be sold for more than the value of our
current home as is. The proposal does not achieve the desired outcome, it exacerbates the problem and will
ultimately pad the pockets of developers at the expense of long time residents on 26th street.
Please do not go forward with this consideration.
Sincerely,
Paras P. Maniar

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sam Meites
Planning Commission Comments
Please do not rezone 7th St. to R2 - will wipe out my family"s savings
Monday, May 31, 2021 10:26:27 PM

EXTERNAL

City Planning Commission,
My family lives on 7th street in a very modest, 80 year old house (617 7th st.) that I have
worked for the past 15 years living in Santa Monica to be able to afford. I currently work 3
jobs to be able to afford my mortgage and living expenses, and my family has sunk nearly all
of our personal savings into our home. Our home equity is everything to us, and rezoning 7th
st. from R1 to R2 and creating denser multi-unit buildings on our street would significantly
devalue our home and wipe out the savings in home equity that I have worked so hard to
create.
It feels extremely unjust that without a public vote or even a live public comment period or
city meeting / hearing, that the city planning commission might unilaterally change the zoning
of my street. I notice that only three streets north of Montana are being considered (7th, 14th
and 26th) - which also feels extremely unfair, and punitive to the home owners who have the
smallest and least fancy houses north of Montana. Our street has many long-time Santa
Monica residents on it, many of whom are elderly and who have also sunk their life savings
and effort into their homes. Please don't take away my family's savings and hurt so many of
my neighbors. Please don't change our street's zoning to R2.
Sincerely,
Sam Meites
617 7th St.
Santa Monica, CA 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tom Larmore
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning 7th and 14th St.between Montana and San Vicente.
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:09:15 AM

EXTERNAL
DEAR COMMISSIONERS,
REZONING 7TH STREET WOULD BE A DISASTER. THE STREET IS VERY NARROW AND
ALREADY HEAVILY TRAVELED. THE TRAFFIC GOING NORTH THAT IS
STOPPED BY THE LIGHT AT SAN VICENTE AND 7TH OFTEN BACKS UP FOR A COUPLE BLOCKS.
7TH STREET IS USED TO BY PASS PCH WHEN PCH IS CLOSED DUE TO AN ACCIDENT, WHICH
OCCURS
FREQUENTLY . AND THE FIRE TRUCKS HAVE A VERY DIFFICULT TIME NAVIGATING THE
STREET WHEN THEY NEED TO TRAVEL DOWN INTO THE CANYON TO REACH PCH. ALSO
PARKING IS SCARCE
ON 7TH NEAR MONTANA AND NEAR GEORGINA DUE TO THE APARTMENTS AND BUSINESSES
SO IF THIS REZONING IS ACCOMPLISHED, ADEQUATE OFFSTREET PARKING SHOULD BE
REQUIRED, AS
IT CURRENTLY IS FOR SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES. ALSO, IF THIS AREA IS REZONED, THE
PERMITTED STRUCTURES SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO BE LARGER THAN CURRENTLY
PERMITTED AND
ADUS SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED AS WELL SUCH THAT CURRENTLY R1 PARCELS COULD
BECOME, ESSENTIALLY, 3 OR 4 UNIT PROJECTS.
KARON LARMORE

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

BennyG
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning North of Montana
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:51:11 AM

EXTERNAL

Planning team,
Please don’t rezone North of Montana. Having an area in Santa Monica that is unique with
low density has been the draw for many of us to Santa Monica. Keep the fabric of Santa
Monica going, don’t try to break it.
Thanks,
Benny George
-Benny George {m} 614-787-8185

From:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ani Sarkissian
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition to Re-Zoning North of Montana
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:14:06 AM

EXTERNAL
I’m writing to express my opposition to rezoning proposition in North of Montana. Please do not ruin the beautiful
family neighborhood where people worked so hard to make home. It will not solve anything but create more
problems.
We, the residents are going to fight against it at all cost.
Sincerely,
Ani Koch

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tamara Detloff
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition to Program 4D in draft housing element
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:38:12 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Santa Monica Planning Commission,
I am writing to oppose Program 4D in the draft housing element, which would consider rezoning the
area between 7th and 14th Streets (between Montana and San Vicente) from R1 to R2.
The proposed streets have the smallest lot sizes north of Montana. It would make more sense to
rebuild and increase density on the bigger lots – either close to the ocean or in Gillette’s Regent
Square. Perhaps this is a politically unacceptable option.
For the smaller lots, instead give incentives for R1 homeowners to convert existing garages to ADUs.
The city could reduce the cost of permits for ADUs. It could give subsidies, if necessary, for the
conversion process or for rental to low-income tenants.
This approach would preserve the older, smaller Santa Monica houses and the character of the
neighborhood. It would cause less wasteful demolition. It could happen more quickly than
demolition and reconstruction. And the neighborhood could still gain one more household for every
existing house.
Thank you for your time.
T.L. Detloff
Santa Monica resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Connie De Groot
Planning Commission Comments
rezoning in SMTuesday, June 1, 2021 7:44:22 AM

EXTERNAL
To whom it may concern.
I live in 90402 and I am against this rezoning.
After the city changed rules disallowing building beyond a certain percentage of the lot it seems highly hypocritical
to now rezone whereby increasing the capacity on lots for R2 use. Also, the price per sq foot people pay to live in
this area is quite high because there are and have been restrictions limiting building and use.
You must know that this will basically go into people's pockets and take hundreds of thousands of their dollars. By
the way, these homeowners are paying much of the city services already.
There is plenty of land elsewhere to house people, especially low income. By using such expensive dirt here in SM
to house, the city will not maximize their goal of increasing housing . This makes no sense. A 7500 sq ft lot is over
3 million just for the dirt. For the same amount you could build 4 times or much more elsewhere to really increase
housing if that is truly the goal.
Living near the ocean is not a right and going in that direction is reckless with the people's money.
Connie

Connie De Groot
Realtor / Broker Associate / Real Estate TV Correspondent
Top 1% of Brokers Worldwide
Nourmand & Associates
Ph 310-913-1184
www.ConnieSellsLuxury.com

Click to see Connie on TV!

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kelly Wilmer
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning N of Montana
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:52:14 AM

EXTERNAL
To the planning commission,
Do you really think folks who have paid on average 5 to 8 million dollars are going to care about you
changing the zoning Nth of Montana? Those streets are so narrow and packed with cars as it is. That is
your most beautiful heritage neighborhood. Do you not cherish history and architecture? You are wasting
time and money again.
If you are going to make zoning changes, why don't you do away with rent control entirely and allow
developers to build up for more condos? Sth of Montana. That makes far more sense with how wide the
streets are and the opportunity to add a lot more units to SM. I have been saying that for years. Also
while you are at it, convert all the vacant commercial to zone for residential - it's the future.
Sincerely
Kelly Wilmer

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

userfriendly1
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning from R1 to R2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:59:55 AM

EXTERNAL

Stop ...Do Not rezone north of Montana to R2

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sandra dean
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:03:09 AM

EXTERNAL

No R2 North of MONTANA

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Laurie Bergin Feldman
Planning Commission Comments
RE-ZONING OPPOSITION
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:15:16 AM

EXTERNAL
Please, I am writing to please please ask you to oppose the proposal to change zoning in Santa Monica.
In particular, I understand 4.D is being discussed tomorrow night, yet the public is not welcome.
We love our city. We’ve skimped and saved to live here and believe it has been worth it. More construction, and
more people, more cars, etc. is not what we want. Please, please reconsider any changes to zoning,
Thank you.
NOMA resident

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sara Cannon
Richard Friedman
Planning Commission Comments
Re: Governor Newsom Executive Order N29-20
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:41:44 AM

EXTERNAL
Thank you! So much is happening everywhere in such a compressed time.
Sara

On Sat, May 29, 2021 at 3:42 PM Richard Friedman <rlfsquirrel@gmail.com> wrote:
I have lived in Santa Monica since the early 70's. I have raised my family here and have
always appreciated the small town atmosphere. I have worked in the city for over 20 years
and was involved in many community activities. Since the 2000's, we have had more traffic,
less parking and less city services. The city population has grown but the geographically
size has not. Please do not impact it further by voting yes on this.
Thank you, Elizabeth Sanders, a 50 year Santa Monican.
-In health,

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Entertainers Unite
Planning Commission Comments
10B of the June 2 commission meeting, an Essential "HERO" worker in need of housing
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:47:23 AM

EXTERNAL

Hello,
I'm an essential "hero" worker in Santa Monica and I support the upzoning
in all areas of Santa Monica! My dream is to own a bungalow, condo, or
townhome somewhere around the Montana avenue area of Santa Monica. I
hope that my work as an essential hero will allow me to live in the city that I
have been working in for years!
All residents deserve housing that they can afford and we cannot
allow the NIMBY voice to drown out the voices of those in need!
There are currently 60,000+ unhoused residents in the county of LA, a crisis
that is happening because local cities are refusing to build more housing.
Reminder; affordable housing is both rent & homeownership,
segregation is illegal so please keep that in mind when hearing
some of the NIMBY commenters who will uphold segregation as
it relates to race & class at all costs!
Signed,
An Essential "Hero" Worker
because All Lives SHOULD**** Matter!

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Golden-Gealer
Planning Commission Comments
Elaine Golden-Gealer
DO NOT REZONE NORTH OF MONTANA
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:54:12 AM

EXTERNAL

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Anthony Dedousis
Planning Commission Comments
Sonja Trauss; Jon Wizard; Jes McBride; Council Mailbox; Housing Update
Santa Monica Draft Housing Element - Comment Letter
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:00:00 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Commissioners,
I'm reaching out to share a letter from Abundant Housing LA and YIMBY Law regarding
Santa Monica's draft housing element. We have major concerns about the City's intended
approach to updating the housing element. We believe that the City's intended approach does
not satisfy the intent of state law, which is to expand housing availability at all income levels.
The attached letter contains a detailed explanation of where we view this effort as having
fallen short of HCD's standards and state law. I've also included a link to AHLA's letter to the
City Council from March, expressing concerns about many of the same issues.
We respectfully request the opportunity to discuss the issues raised in this letter. Thank you
for your consideration.
Regards,
Anthony Dedousis
--

Anthony Dedousis

Director, Policy and Research
Abundant Housing LA
515 S Flower Street, 18th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
516-660-7402

June 1, 2021
Santa Monica Planning Commission
Santa Monica City Hall
1685 Main Street
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Dear Commissioners:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the process of updating the housing element of
Santa Monica’s general plan. We are writing on behalf of Abundant Housing LA and YIMBY
Law regarding Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle housing element update. Abundant Housing LA is a
pro-housing, nonprofit advocacy organization working to help solve Southern California’s
housing crisis, and YIMBY Law’s mission is to make housing in California more accessible and
affordable through enforcement of state housing law. We support more housing at all levels of
affordability and reforms to land use and zoning codes, which are needed in order to make
housing more affordable, improve access to jobs and transit, promote greater environmental
sustainability, and advance racial and economic equity.
In March 2021, we shared a letter with the Santa Monica City Council and Planning Department,
expressing serious concerns about the City’s proposed approach to updating the housing
element. We have now reviewed the City of Santa Monica’s official draft housing element
update, and continue to doubt the City of Santa Monica’s willingness and ability to meet
its state-mandated RHNA targets. The draft housing element update is inconsistent with
HCD’s instructions and the requirement that housing element updates affirmatively further fair
housing under Assembly Bill 686.
The following issues are of particular concern to us:
1. Planning’s process for selecting sites and assessing their capacity does not accurately
estimate parcels’ likelihood of development or net new units if redeveloped. Therefore, Planning
has not identified enough sites where 9,000 homes will realistically be developed by 2029.
An accurate assessment of the site inventory’s housing capacity is necessary in order for the
housing element to achieve sufficient housing production. The site capacity estimate should
account for the following two factors:
● What is the likelihood that the site will be developed during the planning period?
● If the site were to be developed during the planning period, how many net new units of
housing are likely to be built on it?

These are the likelihood of development1 and net new units if developed2 factors, as
required by HCD guidelines. The portion of the jurisdiction’s RHNA target that a site will
realistically accommodate during the planning period is:
(likelihood of development) x (net new units if developed) = realistic capacity.
Planning’s analysis now identifies 335 parcels (up from 266 parcels in the March draft),
containing theoretical zoned capacity for over 8,200 housing units3 (up from 7,700 homes in the
March draft), but does not estimate the likelihood of development for these parcels. Instead,
Planning assumes that these parcels have “high or medium-high potential” for redevelopment
with no quantitative evidence in support of this position.
This is a very unlikely outcome, given that during the 5th Cycle, less than one-third of the
housing units that were forecasted to be developed on site inventory parcels were built or are
under construction, as of December 2019.4 Additionally, Planning appears to have increased the
parcel count by including sites that were deemed unlikely for redevelopment in the March draft,
such as 38 parcels belonging to religious institutions and 97 A lots and residentially-zoned
parking lots. In the March draft, Planning declined to count parcels belonging to religious
institutions in the site inventory, since "Rezoning would be necessary in order to accommodate
meaningful production of affordable housing on these sites."5 It’s unclear why these sites are
now counted as having a high likelihood of redevelopment.
At the very least, Planning should estimate that one-third of all site inventory parcels in
the 6th Cycle will be redeveloped, and identify enough parcels (whether through the site
inventory or rezoning) where the RHNA target can be achieved.
Per HCD guidelines, if a jurisdiction assigns more than 50% of its lower-income RHNA to
nonvacant sites (as Santa Monica does), the jurisdiction must make findings supported by
“substantial evidence” that the sites’ existing uses are “likely to be discontinued during the
planning period.”6 But Planning only provided a cursory discussion of eligible sites where
redevelopment might happen, with little evidence provided to support Planning’s belief that
redevelopment on these sites is likely to happen, a violation of AB 1397. For example, Planning
did not undertake a comprehensive, systematic survey of business owners, car dealerships, and
other property owners to determine whether sites’ existing uses are “likely to be discontinued”.
This is especially important because Planning’s site inventory contains many active businesses,
including a CVS pharmacy, a Bank of America, and multiple car dealerships and restaurants.
Additionally, the City’s site inventory is massively over-reliant on City-owned sites for achieving
the RHNA goal, especially for the lower-income RHNA targets. The City claims that City-owned
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sites can produce 1,884 housing units on 100 parcels7 (up from 1,400 units claimed on 36
parcels in the March draft)8. However, the City provides no evidence that redevelopment is likely
on these sites. With the exception of Parking Structure 3 (1318 4th St), there are no active
RFPs or ongoing development agreement negotiations for developments on any City-owned
sites, nor has the City offered a credible plan for funding the 1,696 below-market rate units9 that
they claim will be built on City-owned properties. Despite these issues, the City’s latest draft is
even more aggressive in its assumptions regarding how much housing can be built on
City-owned sites; the City claims that 707 homes can be built on the site of the Bergamot Arts
Center (up from 194 units in the March draft), and that 605 homes can be built on the site of a
public parking lot on Main Street (up from 140 units in the March draft)10. The City does not
explain how it arrived at these increased estimates of housing potential on these sites.
It bears repeating that development proposals on City-owned land have been scotched due to
NIMBY opposition in recent years. While Planning anticipates over 400 homes on the site of a
city-owned parking lot at 4th/Arizona, in December 2020, the City Council voted down a
redevelopment proposal on the site, with several councilmembers preferring a park on the site
instead. The 2014 backlash to the proposed redevelopment of the Bergamot Transit Village
illustrates this point further. Not all planned housing gets built, often due to lawmaker opposition,
and the draft documents are wrong to assume it will get built.
Planning must fairly estimate the likelihood of development for all parcels on the suitable
sites inventory. The City of Sacramento’s draft site inventory provided a high-quality, numerical
analysis of the likelihood of their sites’ development through a “tiered classification system to
classify the non-vacant underutilized sites”.11 Sacramento’s good approach offers a model for
Santa Monica to build on.
Finally, Planning assumes that all site inventory parcels will be built to their maximum capacity if
they are redeveloped, based on the assumption that developers will choose to maximize floor
area ratio as much as possible.12 However, Santa Monica’s own experience illustrates that this
is flatly unrealistic: after the 2017 Downtown Community Plan changes, a substantial number of
developers chose to replace larger, more complex Tier 2 projects with smaller Tier 1 projects
that were less expensive to build, effectively leaving FAR on the table. Per HCD guidelines,
“When establishing realistic unit capacity calculations, the jurisdiction must consider the
cumulative impact of standards such as maximum lot coverage, height, open space, parking,
on-site improvements such as sidewalks or easements, and floor area ratios. The analysis
should consider any development standards or the cumulative effect of development standards
that would limit the achievable density on a site.”13 Therefore, Planning’s estimate of “net
new units if developed” should be adjusted to reflect typical FARs that developers have
actually used in Santa Monica within the last RHNA cycle.
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2. Planning assumes that 2,183 housing units that were approved or pending approval during
the 5th Cycle will be built during the 6th Cycle, without sufficiently accounting for the highly likely
possibility that some projects will never be built.
Planning counts 680 units in projects pending entitlement and 1,503 units in approved projects
toward the City’s 6th Cycle RHNA goal14, on the grounds that “historically almost all housing
projects that have been approved are ultimately built.” While the City may count permitted or
entitled units towards its 6th Cycle RHNA goals, it must realistically estimate how many of
these units will ultimately be built during the 6th Cycle, based on recent historical data. We
appreciate Planning applying a 10% discount factor to the total number of projects currently
approved or pending approval, on the grounds that during the 5th Cycle, 10% of approved or
pending projects were withdrawn or had permit approvals expire. Originally, Planning had
intended to count all approval or pending projects towards the 6th Cycle RHNA goal, which we
argued against in our March letter.
However, we believe that a larger discount factor is warranted. What matters is the share of 5th
Cycle projects that were not ultimately completed, which is not the same thing as the share
of projects that were withdrawn or had permit approvals expire. In Santa Monica, only 77.6% of
projects that were permitted during the 4th Cycle (and counted towards the City’s 5th Cycle
RHNA target) were ultimately completed during the 5th Cycle.
The City of Los Angeles’ Initial Study counted active planning entitlements, approved planning
entitlements with no building permit, and permitted projects that have not yet been completed
towards its 6th Cycle RHNA goals, but discounted each of these categories based on the share
of proposed units expected to be built, using the City’s historical data. Los Angeles estimated
that 37% of projects with pending entitlements, 45% of projects with approved entitlements, and
79% of permitted projects, are ultimately completed.15
Planning must incorporate an appropriate discounting estimate, based on an estimate of
5th Cycle projects that were completed, into its Inventory Analysis. This must also reflect
the likelihood that some permitted units will receive certificates of occupancy before the
6th Cycle Planning Period begins (making them ineligible to be counted towards the 6th
Cycle RHNA goals).
Planning’s Inventory Analysis also appears to count multiple projects as entitled or pending,
despite their possibly being inactive. For example, 1211 12th Street (proposed in April 2005,
approved in May 2016) is listed as “approved” on the site inventory, even though the City’s own
website says that permits were withdrawn.16 Similarly, projects at 3223 Wilshire Boulevard, 1618
Stanford Street, and 216-248 Pico Boulevard, all appear in the Inventory Analysis as
“approved”, but none appear on the City’s online listing of approved projects. Likewise, projects
14
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at 1437 7th Street, 603 Arizona Avenue, and 101-129 Santa Monica Boulevard, all appear in the
Inventory Analysis as pending, but do not appear on the City’s online listing of pending projects.
The combined hotel-residential project at 101-129 Santa Monica Boulevard is opposed by a
majority of the current City Council. (603 Arizona Avenue is also double-counted, appearing
both in the list of Approved and Pending Projects and the list of Suitable Sites). Planning
should provide more information confirming that these projects are indeed pending or
approved, or should remove these projects from its Site Inventory.
3. The City does not provide an adequate No Net Loss buffer for the very low income, low
income, and moderate income RHNA targets, which disregards HCD’s recommendation that
15-30% capacity be provided at each level of income.
The No Net Loss law established by SB 166 (2017) requires adequate sites to be maintained at
all times throughout the planning period to accommodate the remaining RHNA target by each
income category.17 If a jurisdiction approves a development on a parcel listed in the site
inventory that will have fewer units (either in total or at a given income level) than the number of
units (either in total or at a given income level) anticipated in the site inventory, then the
jurisdiction must identify and make available enough sites to accommodate the remaining unmet
RHNA target for each income category. 18
If additional sites with adequate zoned capacity don’t exist, then the jurisdiction must rezone
enough sites to accommodate the remaining unmet RHNA target within 180 days. If the
jurisdiction fails to accomplish this rezoning in the required period, then the consequences will
include decertification of the housing element and potential state legal action. To ensure that
adequate housing capacity at all income levels exists in the housing element through the 6th
Cycle, HCD recommends that “the jurisdiction create a buffer in the housing element inventory
of at least 15-30% more capacity than required, especially for capacity to accommodate the
lower income RHNA.”19
The City’s draft housing element claims to provide capacity for 11,025 housing units, 24% higher
than the City’s RHNA goal of 8,895 homes. However, the City did not provide the
recommended 15-30% capacity buffer at each income level, giving the City little margin in
the event that a site intended for affordable housing is developed with market-rate housing.
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Income Category

RHNA Target

Claimed Capacity

Buffer

Very Low Income

2,794

3,072

10%

Low Income

1,672

1,743

4%

Moderate Income

1,702

1,905

12%

Above Moderate Income

2,727

4,305

58%

Total

8,895

11,025

24%

Planning should ensure that enough housing capacity is created to provide 15-30%
capacity buffers at each level of income, to avoid violating the No Net Loss requirement.
Otherwise, the City risks falling afoul of the No Net Loss requirement, making it vulnerable to
mid-cycle rezoning, a costly process in terms of time, money, and political will.
4. Planning continues to triple-count part ADU production in order to support an overly optimistic
forecasts of future ADU production.
HCD has established two safe harbors for forecasting ADU production during the 6th Cycle20.
One option (“Option #1”) is to project forward the local trend in ADU construction since January
2018. The other, for use when no other data is available (“Option #2”), assumes ADU production
at five times the local rate of production prior to 2018.
Santa Monica issued permits for 15 ADUs in 2018, 37 ADUs in 2019, and 12 ADUs in 2020.
Under a correct calculation of HCD’s “Option #1”, Santa Monica would take the average of the
ADU permitting trend between 2018 and 2020, and forecast that 21.3 ADUs will be permitted
per year during the 6th Cycle. This would allow for a total 6th cycle forecast of 171 ADUs.
However, the March Planning Commission Report erroneously states that “Santa Monica
averages 80 ADUs per year”, allowing for 700 ADUs to be counted towards the City’s RHNA
goals.21 This is completely incorrect: Planning’s “80 ADUs per year” number lumps together all
ADUs permitted, in progress, and completed. Thus, an ADU permitted in 2017, under
construction in 2018, and completed in 2019 would be triple-counted.
The draft housing element does not correct this error; it continues to triple-count ADU
production between 2018 and 2020, and still claims that 600 ADUs will be permitted during the
6th Cycle.22 This is incorrect: Planning must correct its calculation of the ADU safe
harbor, and simply apply the average of annual ADU permits issued between 2018 and
2020, per HCD’s guidelines.
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5. Planning misinterprets a SCAG analysis of regional ADU affordability to suggest that a
significant share of future ADUs in Santa Monica will be affordable to lower-income households,
which is unlikely based on local rent data.
HCD requires cities to estimate the affordability of forecasted ADUs23, and provides the following
examples for methodologies:
● Surveying existing ADUs and JADUs for their current market rents, considering factors
like square footage, number of bedrooms, amenities, age of the structure and general
location, including proximity to public transportation.
● Examining current market rents for comparable rental properties to determine an
average price per square foot in the community. This price can be applied to anticipated
sizes of these units to estimate the anticipated affordability of ADUs and JADUs.
● Available regional studies and methodology on ADU affordability can also be a resource
to determine the likely affordability mix for ADUs and JADUs.
By the Planning Commission Report’s own admission, “Santa Monica has one of the most
expensive housing markets in California and the nation”, with the median monthly rent for a
two-bedroom apartment above $3,200.24 However, Planning assumes that 60% of new ADUs in
Santa Monica will be affordable to extremely low income, very low income, and low income
households.25 This assumption is based on SCAG’s ADU Affordability Analysis, which makes
the following estimates of ADU affordability in the “Los Angeles I” region (a disparate group of
59 Los Angeles County jurisdictions including the City of Los Angeles, Las Virgenes‐Malibu,
South Bay cities, and Westside Cities):
● 15% affordable to ELI households
● 2% affordable to VLI households
● 43% affordable to LI households
● 6% affordable to MI households
● 34% affordable to AMI households
Planning should not rely on SCAG’s analysis because it is inconsistent with local data. The Los
Angeles I region is not an appropriate proxy for assessing the affordability of rental properties in
a high-cost city like Santa Monica. Applying the “Los Angeles I” affordability assumptions to
Santa Monica overestimates the number of new ADUs that will be affordable to lower-income
households, and will set the city up for failure in meeting its lower-income RHNA obligations.
Instead, Planning should use current market rents in Santa Monica to assess the likely
affordability of new ADUs, and should supplement this analysis with a survey of the
owners of recently-constructed ADUs (to determine average rent, as well as the number
of ADUs that are rented for free or at a low cost to family members).
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6. Planning’s proposal to expand inclusionary zoning is unlikely to achieve a significant portion
of the lower-income RHNA targets, due to the economic infeasibility of redevelopment where
high set-aside percentages apply, as demonstrated by Planning’s own analysis.
The Planning Commission Report indicates that the City intends to accommodate a significant
share of the lower-income RHNA targets through future mixed-income residential development
on the suitable sites inventory. Planning claims that “up to 2,123 affordable units could be
produced if the AHPP was modified to include a 20% inclusionary requirement.”26 Even if a
significant share of Planning’s proposed inventory sites are unlikely to be redeveloped during
the 6th Cycle (see Issue #1), Planning assumes that these sites would be redeveloped even if a
20% inclusionary requirement were imposed.
However, Planning’s own hired consultants found that introducing an inclusionary requirement
above 7.5% would make redevelopment economically infeasible everywhere outside of
Downtown Santa Monica. The results further indicate that large increases in maximum FAR and
building height are necessary in order to make redevelopment economically feasible with an
inclusionary requirement.27
This is unsurprising: introducing a new cost on development without creating new sources of
economic value will discourage development, as occurred when very high inclusionary
requirements were introduced in recent years in San Francisco and Downtown Santa Monica.
In 2016, San Francisco passed Proposition C, which required market-rate projects with 25 or
more units to set aside 25% of units for lower-income renters. This led to a major slowdown in
the production of both market-rate and deed-restricted affordable units. As a result, San
Francisco later lowered its inclusionary set-aside requirement to 18%.
Santa Monica passed a similar inclusionary zoning policy for Downtown in 2017, which
implemented a 20-30% inclusionary set-aside for projects with 10 or more units. As in San
Francisco, the high set-aside percentage and lack of density bonus incentives have hurt
housing production. As of March 2019, developments with 321 units and 29 affordable units had
been approved under the plan, but according to the planning department, a number of “property
owners are selecting to not access higher height potential, and instead build by-right projects
that avoid many of the Plan’s community benefits.” For example, developers have proposed
single-room occupancy (SRO) buildings that only required a 5% affordable set-aside. Santa
Monica has thus learned the hard way that 20% of zero is zero.
Santa Monica should instead introduce density bonus incentives in order to encourage the
production of affordable units, much like Los Angeles’ successful Transit-Oriented Communities
(TOC) program. TOC has led to the production or proposal of over 30,000 housing units in the
City of Los Angeles, of which 21% are affordable to lower-income households. In return for
setting aside units for lower-income households at an affordable rent, projects could be built
26
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taller and include more units above and beyond the normal zoning limits, and also receive relief
from on-site parking and open space requirements. Developers would participate because the
value of the density bonus incentives would outweigh the costs of providing on-site affordable
housing units.
In the absence of local funding sufficient to build 4,454 new homes for lower-income
households, a well-designed density bonus program that applies to all residentially-zoned
and commercially-zoned parcels is the only plausible path for Santa Monica to achieve
its lower-income RHNA targets. Blindly increasing the set-aside percentage ever-higher
without creating economic incentives will merely deter housing production at all income levels.
7. Planning does not propose meaningful reforms to address the major constraints on
redevelopment that exist in Santa Monica.
Santa Monica is one of the most challenging cities in California to build housing, due to the
City’s complex regulatory regime. The city’s housing stock only grew 1.3% between 2015 and
202028 (putting it 33rd out of 89 jurisdictions in Los Angeles County), despite extremely strong
demand for housing as evidenced by high rents (the median renter household pays
$1,800/month, 23rd-highest in Los Angeles County)29. Similarly, the ratio of home price to
replacement cost is 3.85, one of the highest in the state.30 Per Professor Chris Elmendorf of the
University of California, Davis and his co-authors of Superintending Local Constraints on
Housing Development, the above data suggest that restrictive land use rules are making
homebuilding difficult in Santa Monica, leading to continued shortage and high costs.
Housing element law requires cities to provide an analysis of constraints on housing
development, as well as a program to mitigate or remove these constraints. While the Planning
Commission Report discusses constraints in detail, including apartment bans on much of the
City’s residentially-zoned land, strict limits on building height and size, high construction costs,
and a lack of local funding for affordable housing production, the report does not commit to a
strong program to remove policy constraints that deter housing production.
We urge Santa Monica to commit to major constraint removal policies in order to encourage
strong housing growth at all levels of income, including:
● Legalizing apartments on all residentially-zoned parcels in the City, including R1 parcels
where single-family detached homes are mandated by law.
● Significant upzoning of parcels located near transit, job centers, schools, and parks in
order to expand the supply of housing in Santa Monica’s highest-opportunity areas.
● Legalizing by-right residential and mixed-use development on commercially-zoned
parcels.
● Pre-approval of standard ADU, small-scale “missing middle” multifamily and small lot
subdivision housing plans, allowing developers to receive a permit quickly if they use a
pre-approved design.
28
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●

●
●

Speeding up the timeline for ministerial review, and expanding ministerial review to apply
to more projects. While the City’s emergency ordinances of March 10, 2020 (establishing
ministerial review for 100% affordable projects and all developments up to Tier 2
maximums) represent a good start, the City should eliminate the current requirement for
a public hearing, which is unnecessary, and should commit to faster permitting. To draw
an example from the Site Inventory, 1413 Michigan Avenue, which was financed with
City assistance, took over six months to be approved despite a by-right process.
Sacramento has adopted a citywide ordinance which provides for 60-day approval of
projects with 150 units or less, and 90-day approval for projects with 151-200 units.
Santa Monica should do the same.
Citywide elimination of on-site minimum parking mandates, which drive up the cost of
housing production and reinforce car dependency.
Identification of new funding sources and public resources to encourage the production
of affordable housing, such as reform of the City’s real estate transfer tax and
introduction of congestion pricing.

8. For all of the above reasons, Planning’s intended approach to updating the housing element
does not affirmatively further fair housing and reverse existing patterns of residential
segregation in Santa Monica.
AB 686 (2018) requires housing element updates to “affirmatively further fair housing”, which is
defined as “taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome
patterns of segregation and fosters inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access
to opportunity based on protected characteristics.” The City must address the issue of
residential segregation by accommodating the lower-income RHNA targets in a way that
conforms with AFFH requirements.
In April 2021, HCD issued an AFFH Guidance Memo, which establishes a number of important
principles for promoting fair housing, including:
● A city’s AFFH analysis should reveal “current and historical spatial patterns of subsidized
housing within and surrounding the jurisdiction, including emergency shelters, subsidized
affordable housing, supportive housing, and usage of housing choice vouchers.”31
● The distribution of housing-element inventory sites with lower or moderate income
capacity must not be skewed toward lower-income neighborhoods. To demonstrate that
the site inventory furthers fair housing, the city must calculate the percentage of
households at lower, moderate, and above-moderate income levels in each census tract
or “block group” in the city, and then do the same for the lower, moderate, and
above-moderate-income RHNA units assigned to the tract or block group. The share of
lower-income RHNA units assigned to tracts (or block groups) with a
higher-than-average share of lower-income households should be less than the current
share of lower-income households in those tracts.32
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●

●

●

The housing element must benchmark the citywide distribution of household incomes
against the distribution in the county or region, and state. The AFFH program of a
predominantly high-income city, like Burbank, must break down barriers that keep lower
income and minority households from accessing housing in the city.33
“Goals, policies, and actions” to further fair housing must be “aggressively set to
overcome ... contributing factors [to fair housing problems, and thus] to meet the
‘meaningful impact’ requirement in statute.”34 The list of actions shall include concrete
timeframes for implementation, measurable outcomes, explicit prioritization (“high,”
“medium,” or “low”), and “must be created with the intention to have a significant impact,
well beyond a continuation of past actions.”35
“The schedule of actions generally must” (1) enhance the mobility of low-income and
minority communities, (2) encourage the development of new affordable housing in
high-opportunity areas, (3) protect existing residents from displacement, and (4) invest in
disadvantaged places.36

Based on the draft housing element, and on the seven problems we’ve identified above, we are
concerned that Santa Monica’s housing element update is unlikely to fulfill the state’s
AFFH requirement for housing elements.
In our region, housing policy and land use regulations were once used to exclude members of
minority groups. Redlining and restrictive covenants, which restricted where Black, Latino, and
Asian Americans could live, were once common in Los Angeles County. Discrimination in
housing takes other forms today: even after de jure segregation was banned, opponents of
neighborhood change in prosperous areas weaponized zoning policy to make apartment
construction illegal in much of Los Angeles County, especially in high-income areas.
To Planning’s credit, the Planning Commission Report provides a detailed exploration of Santa
Monica’s history of discrimination in housing policy, and how these policies continue to reinforce
patterns of segregation to the present day. Planning’s analysis illustrates how present-day
affordable housing projects tend to be located in formerly redlined areas, and how “single family
zoning originated as a form of exclusionary zoning to economically and racially segregate
neighborhoods.”37 It is never easy to acknowledge a mistake, and Planning is to be commended
for shining a light on the link between apartment bans and racial discrimination.
Unfortunately, the City makes no meaningful commitment towards legalization of
apartments in R1-zoned areas. In Program 2.A, the City proposes a 100% affordable housing
overlay zone, which could allow all-affordable projects to be built to at least 4 stories. However,
it would not apply to R1 parcels (Cambridge, Massachusetts’ recent affordable housing overlay
applies to R1 parcels).38 Additionally, in Program 4.D, the City proposes to legalize duplexes in a
small number of corridors between San Vicente Boulevard and Montana Avenue, and to “create
33
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a program that allows up to 3 units to be constructed in R1-zoned parcels” on parcels above an
unspecified minimum size.39 These are incredibly weak proposals, and would be superseded by
Senate Bill 9 (by-right legalization of duplexes and lot splits) in the event of its passage.
We would remind the City that Santa Monica must also increase its production of moderate
income and above-moderate income housing units. Even modest steps like legalizing
fourplexes on R1 parcels, as Sacramento and Berkeley have done, and legalizing small lot
subdivisions, like Los Angeles has, would help Santa Monica achieve its moderate income and
above-moderate income RHNA targets.
Nevertheless, Planning doubles down on the current pattern of housing production in Santa
Monica, where multifamily housing (whether market-rate, mixed-income, or affordable) is
generally only allowed in areas that were defined as “declining” or “hazardous” during the age of
redlining. In fact, Planning’s proposed site inventory includes almost no parcels in areas
once designed as “desirable”, likely because apartment buildings are generally banned
in these areas.
Home Owners' Loan Corporation map of Santa Monica, 1930s
“Desirable” areas in green and blue, “declining” or “hazardous” areas in yellow and red
Proposed site inventory parcels in bright green and bright blue
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Home Owners' Loan Corporation map of Santa Monica, 1930s
“Desirable” areas in green and blue, “declining” or “hazardous” areas in yellow and red
Parcels where apartments are banned in orange

The City’s AFFH analysis does not provide evidence that its proposed distribution of
lower-income housing opportunities would reduce the concentration of lower-income
households in locations with an existing concentration of low- and moderate-income
households. HCD’s recent AFFH guidance makes it abundantly clear that this benchmark
will be used to help determine AFFH compliance. 40
We recognize that Planning’s site inventory concentrates new housing opportunities near Expo
Line stations and job centers, and we are fully supportive of more housing near jobs and transit.
However, Planning should also create new housing opportunities in areas where little housing
growth has taken place due to apartment bans, particularly since many such locations are also
close to jobs and transit. This is especially necessary given that Planning’s current site inventory
doesn’t identify nearly enough parcels to achieve the City’s RHNA target.
Planning’s own analysis states that “new residential construction in the Neighborhood
Commercial zoned areas of Montana Avenue and Main Street as well as Ocean Park Boulevard
have virtually been non-existent in the past few decades” due to restrictive zoning, and that “To
increase the likelihood of housing units to be developed in these areas, increases in density and
height would be necessary.”41 We couldn’t agree more.
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By failing to reform exclusionary zoning and encourage strong housing growth in all of Santa
Monica’s neighborhoods, the draft housing element will continue to steer housing opportunities
for lower-income households away from high-income neighborhoods where apartments are
currently banned, and will fail to achieve the lower-income RHNA target. It is very hard to see
how such a policy affirmatively furthers fair housing.
Therefore, Santa Monica must rezone transit-rich, job-rich, and well-resourced
neighborhoods, including single-family zoned areas, in order to expand housing
opportunities at all levels of income and achieve the RHNA target.
***
The City of Santa Monica has a legal obligation to sufficiently plan to meet current and future
residents’ housing needs, in a way that guarantees access to opportunity for Californians of all
racial and ethnic backgrounds. The issues that we’ve highlighted above suggest that Santa
Monica is not on a path to fulfilling this legal obligation. We urge you to change course and
actively embrace this opportunity to provide a variety of attainable housing options for the
residents and workers of Santa Monica.
Finally, state law imposes penalties on jurisdictions that fail to adopt a compliant 6th Cycle
housing element update by October 15, 2021. On that date, noncompliant jurisdictions will forfeit
the right to deny residential projects on the basis of local zoning, so long as projects include at
least a 20% set-aside for below market-rate units or are 100% moderate-rate projects42.
Noncompliant jurisdictions may also lose the ability to issue building permits, including permits
for kitchen and bath renovations. Jurisdictions that want to maintain local control over new
development and maintain the ability to permit kitchen and bath renovations should therefore
plan to adopt a compliant housing element update on time.
In May, HCD declined to certify San Diego’s 6th Cycle housing element, on the grounds that it
did not adequately meet the legal requirements to affirmatively further fair housing, and to
demonstrate the likelihood of redevelopment of non-vacant sites. If San Diego does not meet
these requirements by June 16, 2021, HCD will find the housing element out of compliance.
This suggests that HCD will be bold in enforcing housing element law, and that Santa Monica
risks rejection of its 6th Cycle housing element and decertification if it continues down this path.
We request the opportunity to meet with you and your colleagues to address the concerns
raised in this letter. Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Sincerely,

Anthony Dedousis
Director of Policy and Research
Abundant Housing LA

CC:

Sonja Trauss
Executive Director
YIMBY Law

Director Gustavo Velasquez, HCD
Jason Elliott, Senior Counselor to Governor Gavin Newsom
Deputy Director Megan Kirkeby, Housing Policy Development, HCD
Land Use and Planning Manager Melinda Coy, HCD
Housing Policy Development Manager Paul McDougall, HCD
Mayor Sue Himmelrich, City of Santa Monica
City Council, City of Santa Monica
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March 30, 2021
Santa Monica City Council
Santa Monica City Hall
1685 Main Street
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Dear Councilmembers:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the process of updating the housing element of
Santa Monica’s general plan. We are writing on behalf of Abundant Housing LA and YIMBY
Law regarding Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle housing element update. Abundant Housing LA is a
pro-housing, nonprofit advocacy organization working to help solve Southern California’s
housing crisis, and YIMBY Law’s mission is to make housing in California more accessible and
affordable through enforcement of state housing law. We support more housing at all levels of
affordability and reforms to land use and zoning codes, which are needed in order to make
housing more affordable, improve access to jobs and transit, promote greater environmental
sustainability, and advance racial and economic equity.
In October 2020, AHLA shared a letter with the Santa Monica City Council and Planning
Department, providing guidance on how the City should fulfill both the letter and the spirit of
housing element law. We have reviewed the City of Santa Monica’s draft site inventory and the
Planning Commission staff report, and have major concerns about the City of Santa
Monica’s willingness and ability to meet its state-mandated RHNA targets. The staff report
and draft site inventory are inconsistent with HCD’s instructions and the requirement that
housing element updates affirmatively further fair housing under Assembly Bill 686.
The following issues are of particular concern to us:
1. Planning’s process for selecting sites and assessing their capacity does not accurately
estimate parcels’ likelihood of development or net new units if redeveloped. Therefore, Planning
has not identified enough sites where 9,000 homes will realistically be developed by 2029.
An accurate assessment of the site inventory’s housing capacity is necessary in order for the
housing element to achieve sufficient housing production. The site capacity estimate should
account for the following two factors:
● What is the likelihood that the site will be developed during the planning period?
● If the site were to be developed during the planning period, how many net new units of
housing are likely to be built on it?

1

These are the likelihood of development1 and net new units if developed2 factors, as
required by HCD guidelines. The portion of the jurisdiction’s RHNA target that a site will
realistically accommodate during the planning period is:
(likelihood of development) x (net new units if developed) = realistic capacity.
Planning’s analysis identifies 266 parcels, containing theoretical zoned capacity for 7,700
housing units, but does not estimate the likelihood of development for these parcels. Instead,
Planning assumes that these parcels have “high or medium-high potential” for redevelopment
with no quantitative evidence in support of this position.
This is a very unlikely outcome, given that during the 5th Cycle, less than one-third of the
housing units that were forecasted to be developed on site inventory parcels were built or are
under construction, as of December 2019.3 At the very least, Planning should estimate that
one-third of all site inventory parcels in the 6th Cycle will be redeveloped, and identify
enough parcels (whether through the site inventory or rezoning) where the RHNA target
can be achieved.
Per HCD guidelines, if a jurisdiction assigns more than 50% of its lower-income RHNA to
nonvacant sites (a near-certain scenario for Santa Monica), the jurisdiction must make findings
supported by “substantial evidence” that the sites’ existing uses are “likely to be discontinued
during the planning period.”4 But Planning only provided a cursory discussion of eligible sites
where redevelopment might happen, with little examination of whether redevelopment on these
sites is likely to happen.
For example, the Site Assessment states that that City-owned sites contain 1,400 units of
development potential5, but provide no evidence that redevelopment is likely. The 2015
backlash to the proposed redevelopment of the Bergamot Transit Village illustrates this point.
Not all planned housing gets built, and the draft documents are wrong to assume it will get built.
Planning’s report assumes that nearly 200 units could be built at the Bergamot site during the
6th Cycle, community opposition or other circumstances notwithstanding.
Similarly, it is unclear whether Planning ever surveyed business owners, car dealerships, and
other property owners to determine parcels’ likelihood of redevelopment, or whether sites with
tenants are included in the site inventory. Planning suggests that property owned by institutions
like UCLA, SoCalGas, Santa Monica-Malibu USD, and Southern California Edison can be
redeveloped, even though there is no indication that any of these landholders are interested in
building housing on their land. The example of UCLA is instructive: UCLA is undergoing a
major expansion of its residential capacity, but UCLA’s own housing construction website
suggests no plans to develop any of its Santa Monica parcels.6
1
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Santa Monica - 6th Cycle HE Discussion Dec 2019, pg. 18
4
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5
City of Santa Monica, Summary Report on Preliminary Suitable Sites: Inventory Analysis, pg. 9-10
6
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Planning must fairly estimate the likelihood of development for all parcels on the suitable
sites inventory. The City of Sacramento’s draft site inventory provided a high-quality, numerical
analysis of the likelihood of their sites’ development through a “tiered classification system to
classify the non-vacant underutilized sites”.7 Sacramento’s good approach offers a model for
Santa Monica to build on.
Finally, Planning assumes that all site inventory parcels will be built to their maximum capacity if
they are redeveloped, based on the assumption that developers will choose to maximize floor
area ratio as much as possible.8 However, Santa Monica’s own experience illustrates that this is
flatly unrealistic: after the 2017 Downtown Community Plan changes, a substantial number of
developers chose to replace larger, more complex Tier 2 projects with smaller Tier 1 projects
that were less expensive to build, effectively leaving FAR on the table. Per HCD guidelines,
“When establishing realistic unit capacity calculations, the jurisdiction must consider the
cumulative impact of standards such as maximum lot coverage, height, open space, parking,
on-site improvements such as sidewalks or easements, and floor area ratios. The analysis
should consider any development standards or the cumulative effect of development standards
that would limit the achievable density on a site.”9 Therefore, Planning’s estimate of “net new
units if developed” should be adjusted to reflect typical FARs that developers have
actually used in Santa Monica within the last RHNA cycle.
2. Planning assumes that 2,426 housing units that were approved or pending approval during
the 5th Cycle will be built during the 6th Cycle, without accounting for the highly likely possibility
that some projects will never be built.
Planning counts 2,426 housing units in projects that are currently approved or pending approval
toward the City’s 6th Cycle RHNA goal10, on the grounds that “historically almost all housing
projects that have been approved are ultimately built.” Not so. In fact, only 77.6% of projects
that were permitted during the 4th Cycle (and counted towards the City’s 5th Cycle RHNA
target) were ultimately completed during the 5th Cycle.
While the City may count permitted or entitled units towards its 6th Cycle RHNA goals, it must
realistically estimate how many of these units will ultimately be built during the 6th Cycle,
based on recent historical data. The City of Los Angeles’ Initial Study counted active planning
entitlements, approved planning entitlements with no building permit, and permitted projects that
have not yet been completed towards its 6th Cycle RHNA goals, but discounted each of these
categories based on the share of proposed units expected to be built, using the City’s historical
data. Planning must incorporate a similar estimate into its Inventory Analysis, which
must also reflect the likelihood that some permitted units will receive certificates of
occupancy before the 6th Cycle Planning Period begins (making them ineligible to be
counted towards the 6th Cycle RHNA goals).
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Planning’s Inventory Analysis also appears to count multiple projects as entitled or pending,
despite their possibly being inactive. For example, 1211 12th Street (proposed in April 2005,
approved in May 2016) is listed as “approved” on the site inventory, even though the City’s own
website says that permits were withdrawn.11 Similarly, projects at 3223 Wilshire Boulevard, 1618
Stanford Street, and 216-248 Pico Boulevard, all appear in the Inventory Analysis as
“approved”, but none appear on the City’s online listing of approved projects. Likewise, projects
at 1437 7th Street, 603 Arizona Avenue, and 101-129 Santa Monica Boulevard, all appear in the
Inventory Analysis as pending, but do not appear on the City’s online listing of pending projects.
Planning should provide more information confirming that these projects are indeed pending or
approved, or should remove these projects from its Site Inventory.
3. Planning makes overly optimistic forecasts of future ADU production which are unlikely to be
achieved even with aggressive policies, based on a misinterpretation of the HCD-approved
“safe harbor” methodology.
HCD has established two safe harbors for forecasting ADU production during the 6th Cycle12.
One option (“Option #1”) is to project forward the local trend in ADU construction since January
2018. The other, for use when no other data is available (“Option #2”), assumes ADU production
at five times the local rate of production prior to 2018.
Santa Monica issued permits for 15 ADUs in 2018, 37 ADUs in 2019, and 12 ADUs in 2020.
Under a correct calculation of HCD’s “Option #1”, Santa Monica would take the average of the
ADU permitting trend between 2018 and 2020, and forecast that 21.3 ADUs will be permitted
per year during the 6th Cycle. This would allow for a total 6th cycle forecast of 171 ADUs.
However, the Planning Commission Report erroneously states that “Santa Monica averages 80
ADUs per year”, allowing for 700 ADUs to be counted towards the City’s RHNA goals.13 This is
completely incorrect: Planning’s “80 ADUs per year” number lumps together all ADUs permitted,
in progress, and completed. Thus, an ADU permitted in 2017, under construction in 2018,
and completed in 2019 would be triple-counted. This vastly overstates the 6th Cycle ADU
production, in order to avoid rezoning. Planning must correct its calculation of the ADU safe
harbor, and simply apply the average of annual ADU permits issued between 2018 and
2020, per HCD’s guidelines.
4. Planning misinterprets a SCAG analysis of regional ADU affordability to suggest that a
significant share of future ADUs in Santa Monica will be affordable to lower-income households,
which is unlikely based on local rent data.
HCD requires cities to estimate the affordability of forecasted ADUs14, and provides the following
examples for methodologies:
11
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●

●

●

Surveying existing ADUs and JADUs for their current market rents, considering factors
like square footage, number of bedrooms, amenities, age of the structure and general
location, including proximity to public transportation.
Examining current market rents for comparable rental properties to determine an
average price per square foot in the community. This price can be applied to anticipated
sizes of these units to estimate the anticipated affordability of ADUs and JADUs.
Available regional studies and methodology on ADU affordability can also be a resource
to determine the likely affordability mix for ADUs and JADUs.

By the Planning Commission Report’s own admission, “Santa Monica has one of the most
expensive housing markets in California and the nation”, with the median monthly rent for a
two-bedroom apartment above $3,200.15 However, Planning assumes that 60% of new ADUs in
Santa Monica will be affordable to extremely low income, very low income, and low income
households.16 This assumption is based on SCAG’s ADU Affordability Analysis, which makes
the following estimates of ADU affordability in the “Los Angeles I” region (a disparate group of
59 Los Angeles County jurisdictions including the City of Los Angeles, Las Virgenes‐Malibu,
South Bay cities, and Westside Cities):
● 15% affordable to ELI households
● 2% affordable to VLI households
● 43% affordable to LI households
● 6% affordable to MI households
● 34% affordable to AMI households
Planning should not rely on SCAG’s analysis because it is inconsistent with local data. The Los
Angeles I region is not an appropriate proxy for assessing the affordability of rental properties in
a high-cost city like Santa Monica. Applying the “Los Angeles I” affordability assumptions to
Santa Monica overestimates the number of new ADUs that will be affordable to lower-income
households, and will set the city up for failure in meeting its lower-income RHNA obligations.
Instead, Planning should use current market rents in Santa Monica to assess the likely
affordability of new ADUs, and should supplement this analysis with a survey of the
owners of recently-constructed ADUs (to determine average rent, as well as the number
of ADUs that are rented for free or at a low cost to family members).
5. Planning’s proposal to expand inclusionary zoning is unlikely to achieve a significant portion
of the lower-income RHNA targets, due to the economic infeasibility of redevelopment where
high set-aside percentages apply, as demonstrated by Planning’s own analysis.
The Planning Commission Report indicates that the City intends to accommodate a significant
share of the lower-income RHNA targets through future mixed-income residential development
on the suitable sites inventory. Planning claims that “up to 2,123 affordable units could be
produced if the AHPP was modified to include a 20% inclusionary requirement.”17 Even if a
15
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significant share of Planning’s proposed inventory sites are unlikely to be redeveloped during
the 6th Cycle (see Issue #1), Planning assumes that these sites would be redeveloped even if a
20% inclusionary requirement were imposed.
However, Planning’s own hired consultants found that introducing an inclusionary requirement
above 7.5% would make redevelopment economically infeasible everywhere outside of
Downtown Santa Monica. The results further indicate that large increases in maximum FAR and
building height are necessary in order to make redevelopment economically feasible with an
inclusionary requirement.18
This is unsurprising: introducing a new cost on development without creating new sources of
economic value will discourage development, as occurred when very high inclusionary
requirements were introduced in recent years in San Francisco and Santa Monica.
In 2016, San Francisco passed Proposition C, which required market-rate projects with 25 or
more units to set aside 25% of units for lower-income renters. This led to a major slowdown in
the production of both market-rate and deed-restricted affordable units. As a result, San
Francisco later lowered its inclusionary set-aside requirement to 18%.
Santa Monica passed a similar inclusionary zoning policy for Downtown in 2017, which
implemented a 20-30% inclusionary set-aside for projects with 10 or more units. As in San
Francisco, the high set-aside percentage and lack of density bonus incentives have hurt
housing production. As of March 2019, developments with 321 units and 29 affordable units had
been approved under the plan, but according to the planning department, a number of “property
owners are selecting to not access higher height potential, and instead build by-right projects
that avoid many of the Plan’s community benefits.” For example, developers have proposed
single-room occupancy (SRO) buildings that only required a 5% affordable set-aside. Santa
Monica has thus learned the hard way that 20% of zero is zero.
Santa Monica should instead introduce density bonus incentives in order to encourage the
production of affordable units, much like Los Angeles’ successful Transit-Oriented Communities
(TOC) program. TOC has led to the production or proposal of over 30,000 housing units in the
City of Los Angeles, of which 21% are affordable to lower-income households. In return for
setting aside units for lower-income households at an affordable rent, projects could be built
taller and include more units above and beyond the normal zoning limits, and also receive relief
from on-site parking and open space requirements. Developers would participate because the
value of the density bonus incentives would outweigh the costs of providing on-site affordable
housing units.
In the absence of local funding sufficient to build 4,454 new homes for lower-income
households, a well-designed density bonus program that applies to all residentially-zoned
and commercially-zoned parcels is the only plausible path for Santa Monica to achieve
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its lower-income RHNA targets. Blindly increasing the set-aside percentage ever-higher
without creating economic incentives will merely deter housing production at all income levels.
6. Planning did not propose meaningful reforms to address the major constraints on
redevelopment that exist in Santa Monica.
Santa Monica is one of the most challenging cities in California to build housing, due to the
City’s complex regulatory regime. The city’s housing stock only grew 1.3% between 2015 and
202019 (putting it 33rd out of 89 jurisdictions in Los Angeles County), despite extremely strong
demand for housing as evidenced by high rents (the median renter household pays
$1,800/month, 23rd-highest in Los Angeles County)20. Similarly, the ratio of home price to
replacement cost is 3.85, one of the highest in the state.21 Per Professor Chris Elmendorf of the
University of California, Davis and his co-authors of Superintending Local Constraints on
Housing Development, the above data suggest that restrictive land use rules are making
homebuilding difficult in Santa Monica, leading to continued shortage and high costs.
Housing element law requires cities to provide an analysis of constraints on housing
development, as well as a program to mitigate or remove these constraints. While the Planning
Commission Report discusses constraints in detail, including apartment bans on much of the
City’s residentially-zoned land, strict limits on building height and size, high construction costs,
and a lack of local funding for affordable housing production, the report does not commit to a
strong program to remove policy constraints that deter housing production.
We urge Santa Monica to commit to major constraint removal policies in order to encourage
strong housing growth at all levels of income, including:
● Legalizing apartments on all residentially-zoned parcels in the City, including R1 parcels
where single-family detached homes are mandated by law.
● Significant upzoning of parcels located near transit, job centers, schools, and parks in
order to expand the supply of housing in Santa Monica’s highest-opportunity areas.
● Legalizing by-right residential and mixed-use development on commercially-zoned
parcels.
● Pre-approval of standard ADU, small-scale “missing middle” multifamily and small lot
subdivision housing plans, allowing developers to receive a permit quickly if they use a
pre-approved design.
● Speeding up the timeline for ministerial review, and expanding ministerial review to apply
to more projects. While the City’s emergency ordinances of March 10, 2020 (establishing
ministerial review for 100% affordable projects and all developments up to Tier 2
maximums) represent a good start, the City should eliminate the current requirement for
a public hearing, which is unnecessary, and should commit to faster permitting. To draw
an example from the Site Inventory, 1413 Michigan Avenue, which was financed with
City assistance, took over six months to be approved despite a by-right process.
Sacramento has adopted a citywide ordinance which provides for 60-day approval of
19
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●
●

projects with 150 units or less, and 90-day approval for projects with 151-200 units.
Santa Monica should do the same.
Citywide elimination of on-site minimum parking mandates, which drive up the cost of
housing production and reinforce car dependency.
Identification of new funding sources and public resources to encourage the production
of affordable housing, such as reform of the City’s real estate transfer tax and
introduction of congestion pricing.

7. For all of the above reasons, Planning’s intended approach to updating the housing element
does not affirmatively further fair housing and reverse existing patterns of residential
segregation in Santa Monica.
AB 686 (2018) requires housing element updates to “affirmatively further fair housing”, which is
defined as “taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome
patterns of segregation and fosters inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access
to opportunity based on protected characteristics.” The City must address the issue of
residential segregation by accommodating the lower-income RHNA targets in a way that
conforms with AFFH requirements.
HCD’s Site Inventory Guidebook offers recommendations for how jurisdictions should
accomplish this. HCD is likely to require jurisdictions to distribute lower-income housing
opportunities throughout the jurisdiction, and recommends that jurisdictions first identify
development potential for lower-income housing in high-opportunity neighborhoods.22 Based on
Planning’s draft site inventory, and on the six problems we’ve identified above, we are
concerned that Santa Monica’s housing element update is unlikely to fulfill the state’s
AFFH requirement for housing elements.
In our region, housing policy and land use regulations were once used to exclude members of
minority groups. Redlining and restrictive covenants, which restricted where Black, Latino, and
Asian Americans could live, were once common in Los Angeles County. Discrimination in
housing takes other forms today: even after de jure segregation was banned, opponents of
neighborhood change in prosperous areas weaponized zoning policy to make apartment
construction illegal in much of Los Angeles County, especially in high-income areas.
To Planning’s credit, the Planning Commission Report provides a detailed exploration of Santa
Monica’s history of discrimination in housing policy, and how these policies continue to reinforce
patterns of segregation to the present day. Planning’s analysis illustrates how present-day
affordable housing projects tend to be located in formerly redlined areas, and how “single family
zoning originated as a form of exclusionary zoning to economically and racially segregate
neighborhoods.”23 It is never easy to acknowledge a mistake, and Planning is to be commended
for shining a light on the link between apartment bans and racial discrimination.
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However, Planning does not take the next logical step and endorse the legalization of
apartments in R1-zoned areas. Planning offers a specious justification for this stance, stating
that “R1 zones are likely to have high land costs and not likely to have high potential for lot
consolidation necessary to support affordable housing.”24 However, Santa Monica’s problem is
high land costs per housing unit, not high land costs per acre. While upzoning R1 parcels
would increase the per-acre cost of the parcel’s land, it would reduce the per-housing unit
cost of land for a new building on the parcel. This is why single-family homes cost more per
square foot than multifamily homes, even if the two homes are located in similar areas.
Additionally, Planning’s argument ignores the fact that cities have the power to rezone R1
parcels to a high enough density to support affordable housing production (i.e. the Mullin
density). Planning’s proposed 100% affordable housing overlay zone, which could allow
all-affordable projects to be built to at least 4 stories, should apply to R1 parcels also
(Cambridge, Massachusetts’ recent affordable housing overlay applies to R1 parcels).
Planning also states that allowing 6-7 unit buildings on R1 parcels “would not align with the
missing middle development type.”25 But 6-7 unit buildings, which are common in the
neighboring R2 neighborhoods, are similar in scale and look to the newer R1 single family
homes. Planning does not explain why 6-7 unit buildings cannot be considered “missing
middle,” even though it is a common building type in the surrounding area.
We also remind the City that Santa Monica must also increase its production of moderate
income and above-moderate income housing units. Even modest steps like legalizing
fourplexes on R1 parcels, as Sacramento and Berkeley have done, and legalizing small lot
subdivisions, like Los Angeles has, would help Santa Monica achieve its moderate income and
above-moderate income RHNA targets.
Nevertheless, Planning doubles down on the current pattern of housing production in Santa
Monica, where multifamily housing (whether market-rate, mixed-income, or affordable) is
generally only allowed in areas that were defined as “declining” or “hazardous” during the age of
redlining. In fact, Planning’s proposed site inventory includes almost no parcels in areas
once designed as “desirable”, likely because apartment buildings are generally banned
in these areas.
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Home Owners' Loan Corporation map of Santa Monica, 1930s
“Desirable” areas in green and blue, “declining” or “hazardous” areas in yellow and red
Proposed site inventory parcels in bright green and bright blue
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Home Owners' Loan Corporation map of Santa Monica, 1930s
“Desirable” areas in green and blue, “declining” or “hazardous” areas in yellow and red
Parcels where apartments are banned in orange

We recognize that Planning’s site inventory concentrates new housing opportunities near Expo
Line stations and job centers, and we are fully supportive of more housing near jobs and transit.
However, we believe that Planning should also create new housing opportunities in areas
where little housing growth has taken place due to apartment bans, particularly since many such
locations are also close to jobs and transit. This is especially necessary given that Planning’s
current site inventory doesn’t identify nearly enough parcels to achieve the City’s RHNA target.
Planning’s own analysis states that “new residential construction in the Neighborhood
Commercial zoned areas of Montana Avenue and Main Street as well as Ocean Park Boulevard
have virtually been non-existent in the past few decades” due to restrictive zoning, and that “To
increase the likelihood of housing units to be developed in these areas, increases in density and
height would be necessary.”26 We couldn’t agree more.
By failing to reform exclusionary zoning and encourage strong housing growth in all of Santa
Monica’s neighborhoods, the proposed approach to accommodating the RHNA goal would
continue to steer housing opportunities for lower-income households away from high-income
neighborhoods where apartments are currently banned. It is very hard to see how such a policy
affirmatively furthers fair housing.
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Therefore, Santa Monica must rezone transit-rich, job-rich, and well-resourced
neighborhoods, including single-family zoned areas, in order to expand housing
opportunities at all levels of income and achieve the RHNA target.
***
The City of Santa Monica has a legal obligation to sufficiently plan to meet current and future
residents’ housing needs, in a way that guarantees access to opportunity for Californians of all
racial and ethnic backgrounds. The issues that we’ve highlighted above suggest that Santa
Monica is not on a path to fulfilling this legal obligation. We urge you to change course and
actively embrace this opportunity to provide a variety of attainable housing options for the
residents and workers of Santa Monica.
Finally, state law imposes penalties on jurisdictions that fail to adopt a compliant 6th Cycle
housing element update by October 15, 2021. On that date, noncompliant jurisdictions will forfeit
the right to deny residential projects on the basis of local zoning, so long as projects include at
least a 20% set-aside for below market-rate units or are 100% moderate-rate projects27.
Noncompliant jurisdictions may also lose the ability to issue building permits, including permits
for kitchen and bath renovations. Jurisdictions that want to maintain local control over new
development and maintain the ability to permit kitchen and bath renovations should therefore
plan to adopt a compliant housing element update on time.
We request the opportunity to meet with you and your colleagues to address the concerns
raised in this letter. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Leonora Camner
Executive Director
Abundant Housing LA

CC:
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Anthony Dedousis
Director of Policy and Research
Abundant Housing LA

Sonja Trauss
Executive Director
YIMBY Law

Director Gustavo Velasquez, HCD
Jason Elliott, Senior Counselor to Governor Gavin Newsom
Deputy Director Megan Kirkeby, Housing Policy Development, HCD
Land Use and Planning Manager Melinda Coy, HCD
Housing Policy Development Manager Paul McDougall, HCD
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Vukadinovich, Elaine
Planning Commission Comments
June 2, Planning Commission Meeting regarding Santa Monica Plans to Rezone Parts of NOMA From R1 to R2 STRONGLY OBJECT/PROTEST
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:47:33 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission:
I am a long-term resident of Santa Monica and homeowner at 420 7th Street in the NOMA area
which you are proposing to rezone. I strongly object to the rezoning of this area from R1 to R2.
There is far more than sufficient density in Santa Monica already. The streets already are not
drivable due to traffic caused by overcrowding and the far too many apartment and other multi-unit
buildings that already exist and are already being built (example, is the multiple massive new
developments on Lincoln Boulevard). While I have heard some people espouse the view that there
is public transportation, that does not work, and is not a realistic perspective, for people who have
to drive outside of Santa Monica for work, children’s practices, and so on, which is likely the vast
majority of those who live in Santa Monica. There is also already more than sufficient diversity of
housing all over Santa Monica. Moreover, the type of housing needed is low rent and this rezoning
proposal will not solve that problem and would drastically impact the property values of this entire
area, which area is one of the reasons why Santa Monica has been able to maintain great schools.
We have put a significant amount of investment into our home, as have many of the homes on 7th
street, and rezoning would dramatically alter the property values. Your rezoning would greatly, and
likely negatively impact, not only our property value, but that of any of the neighboring streets.
Further, there is no indication of why 7th, 14th and 26th are the only streets proposed to be impacted
– these are already thoroughfares and putting even more housing on these streets would make it
virtually undrivable for current residents and a hazard for our children. Rental, and multi-family
units in Santa Monica already far exceed single family homes by around 4 to 1. There is no reason to
change the character of this neighborhood and this area. This proposed rezoning will have a
significant adverse effect on the surrounding area with no real benefit as the needs for multi-unit
living are already more than met between Wilshire and Montana, and in any other area of Santa
Monica. The current rental vacancy rates are higher already (more than 5%) and that is before the
massive new construction on Lincoln. Having such units here in the NOMA area will likely also result
in more vacation rentals which should not be allowed.
Please lodge this protest in the official records.
Thank you for your consideration.
Elaine Vukadinovich
420 7th St., Santa Monica CA 90402

This e-mail is confidential and may contain attorney client or otherwise privileged or private information. Unless you are an intended or authorized
recipient, you may not use, copy or disclose this message or any information contained herein. If you have received this message in error, please advise
us by reply email to: administrator@musickpeeler.com and delete the message and any attachments. Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Murphy
Planning Commission Comments
June 2 mtg comment - Item 10B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:55:06 AM

EXTERNAL

I strongly support MUCH more dense housing in Santa Monica.
I have a deep connection to Santa Monica, first starting as a churchgoer since 2004 at St.
Monica (including lots of volunteer leadership) and a Santa Monica business license holder
since the early 2010s — I founded a tech conference company in offices on Third St
Promenade, hosting events at the Women’s Club and elsewhere in Santa Monica countless
times. I was a longtime Santa Monica monica SM YMCA member. My dog and I come to the
bluffs many evenings.
However despite wanting to live here I’ve never been able to afford to live in Santa Monica
due to the lack of density and lack of housing supply and the obscene prices that are the direct
of these impressive and harmful policies.
Despite spending so much of my time and energy in the city organizing civic minded
programs (including with Councilmembers, the City Manager, the Deputy City Manager, et al)
as speakers and participating in society here I have been priced out.
I am just so angry about the abusive housing policies that price people put while rich
homeowners get richer. Please I beg you add more density ASAP. It’s obscene how small the
density here is — even Ocean Ave has low rises so low they can’t even see the ocean —
wasting the view.
Traffic is not a reason not to build density. Look at me as an example having to commute in to
my office here for many years because I couldn’t afford to live here.
Santa Monica is not the progressive city it likes to think it is. It’s harmul housing polices cause
huge harm and pain and suffering and it is time to change.
David Murphy
--David C. Murphy
Founder & CEO, TechFire
http://techfire.co | @TechFireLive | @DavidCMurphy | david@techfire.co
Recognized in Techmeme's list of nationally significant tech conferences. Learn more.
See us in action: watch a nationally broadcast TechFire summit on C-SPAN, or view our 2020 online
event series.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Murphy
Planning Commission Comments
Re: June 2 mtg comment - Item 10B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:59:32 AM

EXTERNAL

Correction: Typo. Repressive not impressive policies. LOL.
On Tue, Jun 1, 2021 at 10:54 AM David Murphy <david@techfire.co> wrote:
I strongly support MUCH more dense housing in Santa Monica.
I have a deep connection to Santa Monica, first starting as a churchgoer since 2004 at St.
Monica (including lots of volunteer leadership) and a Santa Monica business license holder
since the early 2010s — I founded a tech conference company in offices on Third St
Promenade, hosting events at the Women’s Club and elsewhere in Santa Monica countless
times. I was a longtime Santa Monica monica SM YMCA member. My dog and I come to
the bluffs many evenings.
However despite wanting to live here I’ve never been able to afford to live in Santa Monica
due to the lack of density and lack of housing supply and the obscene prices that are the
direct of these impressive and harmful policies.
Despite spending so much of my time and energy in the city organizing civic minded
programs (including with Councilmembers, the City Manager, the Deputy City Manager, et
al) as speakers and participating in society here I have been priced out.
I am just so angry about the abusive housing policies that price people put while rich
homeowners get richer. Please I beg you add more density ASAP. It’s obscene how small
the density here is — even Ocean Ave has low rises so low they can’t even see the ocean —
wasting the view.
Traffic is not a reason not to build density. Look at me as an example having to commute in
to my office here for many years because I couldn’t afford to live here.
Santa Monica is not the progressive city it likes to think it is. It’s harmul housing polices
cause huge harm and pain and suffering and it is time to change.
David Murphy
--David C. Murphy
Founder & CEO, TechFire
http://techfire.co | @TechFireLive | @DavidCMurphy | david@techfire.co
Recognized in Techmeme's list of nationally significant tech conferences. Learn more.
See us in action: watch a nationally broadcast TechFire summit on C-SPAN, or view our 2020 online

event series.

--David C. Murphy
Founder & CEO, TechFire
http://techfire.co | @TechFireLive | @DavidCMurphy | david@techfire.co
Recognized in Techmeme's list of nationally significant tech conferences. Learn more.
See us in action: watch a nationally broadcast TechFire summit on C-SPAN, or view our 2020 online
event series.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Vukadinovich CA-Glendale
Planning Commission Comments
OPPPOSE REZONE
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:10:21 AM

EXTERNAL

Good Day:
I am a long-time home owner at 420 7th Street. I am writing to OPPOSE rezoning of 7th street
between Montana and San Vicente to allow multi-unit dwellings.
Santa Monica between Montana and San Vicente is a residential community with unique
neighborhood qualities. Allowing redevelopment to build multi-unit dwellings will destroy this
character, increase traffic, and cause immediate decrease in home values. Santa Monica has more
than ample multi-unit developments throughout the city. Please do not destroy our single family
neighborhoods. This would forever change what makes our neighborhood unique and desirable.
Sincerely,
David Vukadinovich, Esq.

Caution: This email is both proprietary and confidential, and not intended for transmission to
(or receipt by) any unauthorized person(s). If you believe that you have received this email in
error, do not read any attachments. Instead, kindly reply to the sender stating that you have
received the message in error. Then destroy it and any attachments. Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rob Strand
Planning Commission Comments
NO: Proposed zoning change north of Montana
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:25:08 AM

EXTERNAL

We own a home at the 514 9th Street Santa Monica 90402. We are 100% opposed
to the proposed zoning change from R1 - R2. This is a quiet neighborhood of single
family homes on relatively small lots (7,500 sq ft, vs 9,000 sq ft + to the west and
east) and changing our zoning to anything other than R1 will be hugely detrimental
to this neighborhood.
Rob Strand
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Baracy
Planning Commission Comments; Planning; Elisa Paster; Shawn Landres; Mario Fonda-Bonardi; Jim Ries; Nina
Fresco; Leslie Lambert; Ellis Raskin
VOTE NO on Rezoning Selected Portions of R1 Zoned Areas to Increase Density (In particular North of Montana
Area Projects)
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:41:40 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Commission Members:
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. In particular, the item on the agenda that
allows R-2 classification to properties located on 7th Street and 14th Street between Montana Ave
and San Vicente Blvd. and 26th Street from Wilshire Blvd to San Vicente Blvd is GRAVELY
CONCERNING to me as a single family homeowner in the North of Montana neighborhood. This
action is not the solution to increase density within the City of Santa Monica in such a desirable
neighborhood (90402), consistently noted as one of the most valuable real estate zones in the
United States. The area North of Montana also provides high property tax revenues for the City to
pay for a variety of City wide programs, schools, etc. that would be negatively impacted by changing
the zoning to allow R-2 classification, as described more below. The North of Montana area as a
single family residence neighborhood has a special charm that needs to be preserved.
This misguided Up-zoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city
and lower the overall tax revenue. That’s because property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase
dramatically. Lack of desirable schools due to overcrowding of the physical plant and expanded class
size will continue to erode what we know attracts all residents, who LARGELY pay for the cities
infrastructure. If taxpayers sell their homes to leave and apartments are left empty, the city will be
left with less money to support all the subsidies, services and necessary infrastructure improvements
caused by up-zoning.
Studies and the Housing Element document have shown that downtown can accommodate the need
for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown and city land that can be built
up to accommodate both retail and residential living.
I strongly advise the commission to NOT approve this item and I am in support of any coalition
against this item and will fight this action (if approved) to the fullest extent of the law. The North
of Montana neighborhood needs to be preserved as single family residence classification R-1.
Regards,
John Baracy
622 26th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402
Cell: (310) 303-9871

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Greg Grande
Planning Commission Comments
SM Rezone bill
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:43:21 AM

EXTERNAL

Let me first begin by saying I am 100% opposed to this ridiculous
short sighted bill that is being proposed by Santa Monica.
I would ask that you first explain why only between 7th & 14th Street?
and why not from Ocean Ave all the way up to 26th?? If you're so concerned about housing...
I would suggest you look to areas that can be developed into R2 that make sense for Santa
Monica where the buildings are old and decrepit in and around areas like North and South of
Olympic - Colorado north of 26th.
If I wanted to live in an area zoned as R2
I would have purchased my home south of Wilshire. Why not look into the
promenade as a development opportunity for those buildings to be zoned for
housing retail and alike. This proposed bill is an absolute assault on us who live north of
Montana between 7th and 14th. You all should be voted out over this
proposed bill. This has got to be the most ill thought out idea I’ve heard in my 26 years living
in Santa Monica! I’m 100% opposed to high density buildings in areas zoned R1. Look around
you and offer incentives to make it profitable for owners/developers to build on parcels that
have
available zoning capacity.
Sincerely,
Greg Grande  
resident 457 7th Street
-Greg Grande | Production Designer
Grande Design | Principal
C / 213 507 1007
www.greggrandedesign.com

P Please do not print this e-mail unless it is completely necessary

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Christopher Delaney
Planning Commission Comments
Timothy Emerson
Housing Element Comments - program 4D
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:50:32 AM

EXTERNAL

Hello, I am writing to provide feedback to the draft housing element for 2021-2029.
Specifically, the proposed program 4D.
The program's objective is to promote fair access to all neighborhoods of Santa monica by
allowing the rezoning of existing R1 neighborhoods to R2 zoning (on 7th-14th between
Montana and San Vicente Blvds).
I have a few objections to the current proposal. First, I am not sure how rezoning this specific
area will provide fair access to all neighborhoods as the potential developments of 3 units on
this area's current single family lots will surely still come at a very expensive price.
Second, it seems arbitrary that these few streets have been picked to help in accomplishing
these goals. Why should a few streets bear the entire burden of the city for helping accomplish
the goal of providing fair access to housing?
Also, this will only serve to enrich developers who will be able to make a profit on
multifamily but will come at the expense of the existing single family home owners in these
areas who have owned in these areas, paid property taxes for years in the area with the idea
that they were living in a zoned R1 area.
Last, this would impact the businesses located off of North of Montana as it would surely take
up additional street parking on these streets that otherwise would be suitable for shoppers of
the stores on Montana Ave
In short, I think the proposed program does not achieve its stated objective, has many negative
consequences for existing santa monica residences and businesses. The program should be
removed from the housing element.
Best
Chris Delaney (property owner in Santa Monica)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Harms
Planning Commission Comments
concerning Agenda Item 10B. Draft Housing Element
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:04:23 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning Commissioners
I am writing concerning Agenda Item 10B.
As a 26 year resident of Santa Monica, I feel strongly that neighborhoods should not be upzoned to satisfy the State
mandate that Santa Monica generate a plan to build close to 9,000 new housing units.
I'm deeply concerned that opportunistic development will lead to destroying the quality of life for residents.
There is no evidence that up-zoning will either make housing in Santa Monica more affordable or will increase
diversity. However there is good reason to be concerned that up-zoning will burden our infrastructure and we will
pay for the increased demand for water and parking and schools as developers reap the profits. Once adopted, there
will be no going back.
I ask you to reject this Draft Housing Element as written.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Rachel Harms

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ali S <5209inc@gmail.com>
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:19 PM
Planning Commission Comments
NO REZONING NORTH OF MONTANA

Hi,
I along with most residents, are opposed to our neighborhood being rezoned.

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Thomas Stewart
Planning Commission Comments
Against re-zoning 90402 - Protect single family homes and our urban forest
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:21:26 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission Members,
This is a request to vote NO on allowing multi-unit apartment buildings to be built on
7th , 14th , and 26th streets. The city is already over developed and the choice of the
busier streets is 90402 is counterintuitive and makes no sense. More cars, more
traffic, more congestion when PCH is closed or even at rush hour.
In the past ten years we have seen the quality of life in Santa Monica destroyed by
greedy developers building huge apartment complexes around downtown. This is a
very bad idea and will only benefit building developers ( and perhaps the City Council
members they support financially ).
There is no shortage of vacant apartments and condos – so please do not allow the
loss of character of single family neighborhood in 90402.
I can already see that my home value will drop since no one will want to live next to
an apartment building with a high turnover of rental tenants that have no vested
interest in our neighborhood long-term.
Thank you,
Thomas Stewart
441 7th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Toni Russo
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:33:52 PM

EXTERNAL

I am opposed to our neighborhood being rezoned. Please do not do this.
Thank you,
Toni Russo
701 Ocean Ave
305
Santa Monica, CA 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Alschuler
Planning Commission Comments
the Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029 I"M AGAINST REZONING NORTH OF MONTANA
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:38:47 PM

EXTERNAL

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

KIM FLEARY
Planning Commission Comments
REZONING In Santa Monica
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:39:09 PM

EXTERNAL
I am vehemently opposed to the proposal of rezoning 7th, 14th and 26th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente
and Montana Avenues.
Given the amount of new construction of R2 units throughout Santa Monica, this plan seems entirely unnecessary
and excessive. What possible gain will result from this plan? It seems short-sighted and even punitive to current
homeowners.
I have lived in Santa Monica for over 25 years and have witnessed a steady transformation, much of which is for the
worse. Once an appealing seaside city, conducive to quality of life, and a beacon for a broad spectrum of visitors,
tourists and new residents, it has largely become congested, over-developed, over-taxed and neglected, with
increasing crime, a burgeoning homeless population, fleeing businesses and a slow but steady decline in basic City
services - in favor of questionable special interests as well as those better left to other forms of government. What
are the City’s priorities — certainly not its small businesses, primary tax base, or its middle class.
I will be certain to vote, and work, against any Council Member who votes in favor of this rezoning plan.
Sincerely,
Kim Fleary Albarino  

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Marc Abraham
Planning Commission Comments
agenda item 10b
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:54:16 PM

EXTERNAL

The Planning Commission MUST not recommend upzoning
residential areas so that even more expensive apartment buildings
would be developed by people whose interest is not in creating more
affordable housing, but in exploiting an ill-conceived idea for solely
monetary reasons … in places where the developers do not reside. It
is hard, actually impossible to imagine a worse idea than destroying
single family neighborhoods by building expensive multi unit
apartments right next to family homes. This is not a case of the over
used, propaganda of NIMBY calling – this is wrong headed and will
ultimately not succeed. And those who support it will likely be held
accountable. Why? Because there is no evidence that upzoning will
make for more affordable housing or create more diversity. You must
reject this plan. A plan that won’t help anyone.
Marc Abraham
Santa Monica resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

William Rasmus
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning plan
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 12:56:34 PM

EXTERNAL
To whom it may concern:
I am adamantly opposed to any attempt to rezone the proposed area North of Montana, South of San Vicente
between 7th and 14th streets. It is a very historic and special neighborhood in a city that already has substantial
areas with R2 zoning. It seems you are trying to provide a solution to which there is no problem. What population
boom are you expecting? The population of Santa Monica has increased from 88,314 to 90,401 since 1980, or a net
increase of a whopping 52 people per year. Or are you trying to destroy the fabric of the city with an “if we build it,
they will come” strategy, assuming that, if developers build, thousands of people will move in, thus increasing the
density of the city? I hope at least you will require underground, off street parking in every building.
Why did you stop with that one, small area? Most of the houses there are on a 7500 sq. ft. lot. If you want to have
more congestion, lots east of 17th are 9000 sq. feet.
What do you see as possible unintended consequences. Congestion is obvious, but I think you will lose a huge tax
base. Some will move to reattain freedom, but property values could plummet, and owners will reassess their
property values as they fall to pay less in property tax. Meanwhile, expenses for school, sanitary services, police,
and fire services will necessarily increase.
Overall, it’s a terrible idea, and I don’t think you were elected or appointed to destroy the very fabric of Santa
Monica. I’m also disappointed that you’re pulling the Covid card to prevent an open, in person hearing on this
topic. There is no reason why that can’t be done safely with the low infection prevalence, the vaccination level,
requiring masks, and social distancing.
Santa Monica resident for 34 years.
Sincerely,
W.R. Rasmus, MD

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Erin Jones
Planning Commission Comments
Re-Zoning R1 to R2 Item #4C & 4D
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:08:24 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,
I adamantly oppose to the proposed rezoning of streets North of Montana per
Program #4.C and 4.D. Myself and family have been an active members of the
community since 1990 - over 31 years.  
Do not pass this rezone proposal it is detrimental to property values within Santa
Monica and vicinity. Land owners pay a lot of taxes to Santa Monica and have always
been supportive. I fear you will lose a great deal in the long run if you do not preserve
this area as R1 housing.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Erin Jones

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

greg grande
Planning Commission Comments
ReZoning Bill
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:24:35 PM

EXTERNAL
I AM 100% OPPOSED TO THIS BILL.
THE LAST THING I WANT IS TO BE LIVING NEXT
TO A TRIPLEX HOVERING OVER MY BACKYARD.
WHAT ON GOD’S EARTH ARE YOU PEOPLE THINKING.?
BE SMART LOOK AT THE PROMENADE
OR 11th Street WHERE THE COLLISION CENTER USE TO BE
ON OLYMPIC AND THE TRAIN TRACKS WHY NOT
NORTH OF OLYMPIC TO COLORADO
THE AMOUNT OF TROUBLE YOU HAVE GIVEN US FOR A
SMALL AIRBNB IN OUR BACKHOUSE AND NOW YOU WANT TO
ALLOW THIS. HAVE YOU SEEN SOME OF THE HOMES GOING UP
IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD ?
I CAN NOT WAIT TO VOTE YOU ALL OUT.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Allen Nelson
Planning Commission Comments
Against Rezoning R1
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:29:37 PM

EXTERNAL

I oppose the rezoning of R1 districts to R2 for two reasons:
1) Changing the character of the neighborhood. These zones were developed for a reason,
and that was to have a different sense of neighborhood in various parts of the city. Having
lived in different parts of the city over many decades, I can tell you each has its own
identity which is what has given Santa Monica its character that I have come to love and
enjoy. The additions of ADUs has started to erode that character and cutting up the R1
zones would do serious damage to the sense of neighborhood and character of our
beloved Santa Monica.
2) Utilities that are inadequate for the rezoning. The water and sewer piping and electrical
transformers are all scaled for the single family homes in the R1 zones. Is the city really
going to invest in the massive expense of upgrading the utilities in the area or the expense
of repairing them as they break due to the overloaded capacity? Why not take that money
and look at developing in areas that are zoned for such sized buildings and have the
utilities in place that could accommodate the larger buildings.
Thank you,
Allen Nelson
534 21st Place

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mcieply
Planning Commission Comments
Agenda item 10B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:35:25 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Commissioners,
Having walked and re-walked virtually all of Santa Monica's neighborhoods for many hours during the
pandemic year, I'm persuaded that the proposed upzoning of what are currently single-family housing
districts will deeply degrade the quality of life here without making housing truly "affordable" or relieving
the many homeless people on our streets. The R1 neighborhoods are our strength. They foster
ownership by individuals and families who invest immense amounts of money, time and effort in the
maintenance of a livable city. They are open, not closed. They aren't gated, but provide miles of quiet,
accessible walkway that has been a saving grace during the lockdown. They create employment for the
workers who help to maintain these homes, much more so than rental properties or even condominiums
in which maintenance is generally less intense and dictated more by economics than pride of ownership.
They are very green--plant-rich in a way that more densely packed neighborhoods are not. They invite a
stable but varied population, and are not plagued by vacancy levels that are apparent in the apartment
zones. More, they have character--something that has accumulated over the decades, and would quickly
be lost if lot after lot were thrown open to the development of dense, multiple units. The neighborhoods
are the heart and soul of Santa Monica. On this issue, I and many others feel compelled to take a stand.
Please don't proceed with the upzoning. Thank you, Michael Cieply 310-995-6412

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ferzaad Moosa
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition to re-zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:36:59 PM

EXTERNAL
To whom it may concern:
As a long time resident of Santa Monica, I am opposing any new re-zoning considerations for the area north of
Montana. This great family and single home residence district is our only sanctuary that remains in the over
developed and hyper multifamily development projects. We must stop this ridiculous attempt to re-define areas that
have provided a great area for single families to raise their children to becoming great and contributing local
citizens. We can’t lose our identity by allowing this Re-zoning proposal to proceed. Please remove this from
consideration and respect the integrity of the noma area.
Thanking you for your consideration
The Moosa family
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Daniel Galamba
Planning Commission Comments
Planning Commission Meeting June 2, 2021 Item 10B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:39:33 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning Commission,
I must request that you not recommend any up zoning in Santa Monica. Santa Monica is already one of the most
dense California coastal cities and more density will destroy the character of Santa Monica and why people want to
live here and visit here to begin with. More density will not make Santa Monica more affordable. Quite the
contrary. Manhattan in New York City is incredibly expensive even though it is extremely dense. More density
encourages the destruction of our existing low and moderate income rent controlled housing so that it can be
replaced by luxury housing that only rich people can afford and are not under rent control as happened in Westwood
and West Los Angeles in the 1980's and what happened to me personally. Don't fall for the developer lies that this
up zoning is intended to correct past injustices. It's only intended to fill their pockets with money at the expense of
the people and visitors to Santa Monica. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Dr Daniel Galamba

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judith Bloom
Planning Commission Comments
Please do not support up-zoning R1 districts.
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:56:59 PM

EXTERNAL
June 1, 2021
Dear Planning Commissioners,
Where did Santa Monica residents—and folks in neighboring communities--come seeking relief during the
pandemic?
I can tell you hundreds flocked to our neighborhood north of Montana. They walked it like The Rambla, old people
with walkers and young couples with strollers.
Why? Because it offers relief from the mystifying densification that has occurred elsewhere in our city.
In many ways our R1 neighborhoods are the next best thing to park space—which I am sad to say is very scare and
frequently scary.
Preservation of historic buildings, neighborhoods and our Urban Forest has always seemed a priority for this city. I
cannot understand why we would now abandon the very qualities that have made our town unique and a destination
for all to enjoy.
Please preserve our neighborhoods and reject up-zoning of R1 lots. I support the city’s mission to build affordable
housing. But it is my understanding that up-zoning will NOT make housing in Santa Monica more affordable or
diverse.
Please, instead of ideology, listen to your constituents. I think you will find a resounding opposition to the proposed
changes to R1 districts.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Judi Bloom
Lifelong Santa Monica Resident
1221 Marguerita Ave.
Santa Monica, CA 90402
310 749-6412

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Prasan Samtani
Planning Commission Comments
Public comment: Item 10B of the June 2 commission meeting
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:02:16 PM

EXTERNAL

I support denser housing development in Santa Monica. I work in Santa Monica, make a very
good salary, and yet am unable to afford decent accommodation in the city. As a result, I
commute from several miles away, thus burdening the city with traffic and polluting the air of
your city.
Every great city in human history has allowed itself to evolve in response to changing
demands and patterns of life. Santa Monica should not attempt to make itself an exception.
There are really two options: To continue the status-quo of underbuilding, thus encouraging
sprawl, traffic, and unaffordable housing, OR to upzone, and allow the city to thicken up (with
appropriate allowances for permeable green space) - becoming more walkable, convenient,
friendly, clean, and more affordable for all the people who love this city. We have the climate
and natural beauty to be a city just as beautiful and dense as Barcelona, but instead we have
created a nightmarish traffic ridden hellhole.
Lets stop artificially suppressing homebuilding, and let this city become what it is destined to
be.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Laurie Nolan
Planning Commission Comments
UPZONING - PRIVATE CITIZEN COMMENT AGAINST NEW ZONING
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:02:55 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear commission,
Can you imagine living North of Montana and paying $15K to 40K a year in property taxes
only to discover that your single-family neighborhood could change its entire structure and
nature so that condos, apartments, etc can be built side by side single-family dwellings?
Frankly, it's mindboggling.
One of the biggest components of the American Dream is to attain security through hard work
and sacrifice. So why would a city like Santa Monica want to degrade one of their finest
communities with multi-housing? The streets will be busier, property values will plummet,
and people will MOVE away!
Please take this off your docket and come up with some more important measures like
homelessness, crime, and climate change.
Thank you,
Laurie and Chris Nolan
627 10th Street
--

Laurie Nolan | 90,000FEET | Executive Producer | o. 310.319.5373 | twitter @90000Feet |

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Christopher Darrow
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning of North of Montana neighborhoods
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:04:02 PM

EXTERNAL

I am strenuously opposed to your rezoning proposal. Santa Monica does not need
high density housing in every part of town.   I first came to Santa Monica in 1970 as
an engineer working in the McDonnell Douglas facility at the airport. There have
been many changes over the years, some good and some bad. Cramming more and
more people into the city is a very bad idea.
Christopher Darrow
748 23rd Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael Huntsman
Planning Commission Comments
Against rezoning SM neighborhoods
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:04:34 PM

EXTERNAL
I am writing to express my concern and voice my opposition to rezoning our neighborhoods from R1 to R2. I
moved to a Santa Monica neighborhood zoned R1 so that I could escape the density of the R2 neighborhood.
Changing the zoning will eventually destroy what makes parts of our city so desirable to live in. I do not want to
have 2-3 families on either side of my house, and am very concerned about the added traffic that will undoubtedly
be a result of such a change. Our city has already built way too many multi family buildings which has contributed
to an overcrowded city with terrible traffic issues.
It would be nice if the city council actually considered the feelings of the residents in these neighborhoods, but like
just about everything else that has happened recently, like the continued building and suggesting housing homeless
on our beaches, I’m guessing that this city council will disregard the letters penned by its residents, and move
forward with this incredibly damaging change!  
Thank you,
Michael Huntsman - Santa Monica resident
310.948.2929

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ashley Knox Stillman
Planning Commission Comments
Program 4D / Rezone Proposal
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:21:07 PM

EXTERNAL
Hello,
I am writing in regards to the proposal 4D which pertains to the rezoning of 7th, 14th, and 26th streets in the North
Montana area of Santa Monica.
As a resident of the area I am asking for clearer information of what this program is to accomplish because it seems
rather vague as written in the housing update document.
What is the purpose and what are you hoping to accomplish with the addition of the potential 3 unit rental buildings?
It seems the end goal would not likely be “fair access” or opportunities to move into the area as I wonder what the
rental rate would be and if sadly, still out of a realistic budget for residents and families.
To make a fair and informed decision that serves all residents of both the Montana area and Santa Monica, I am
asking for a clearer and more honest plan being expressed in this Program 4D proposal .
Best,
Ashley

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kristen (Ewing) Jackman
Planning Commission Comments
Opposed To Program 4.D / North of Montana from R1 to R2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:23:34 PM

EXTERNAL

Hello,
I am writing to tell you that we are absolutely opposed to The City of Santa Monica rezoning
streets North of Montana from R1 to R2 in the draft Housing Element for 2021-2029.
We purchased a home on 26th Street in April to be in a neighborhood of homes and not
apartments. We specifically moved from South of Montana to North of Montana to be able to
be in a neighborhood of all homes for our children. I am opposed to program 4.D in the
document below states that you are considering rezoning 7th, 14th, and 26th Streets from R1
to R2 between San Vicente and Montana Avenue.
As a resident of Santa Monica for the last 15+ years I hope that you value my feedback.
Thank you!
Kristen
https://www.santamonica.gov/Media/Default/Housing-Element-Update-2021-to2029/Housing%20Element%20Public%20Draft%205.24.21%20-%20Main%20Document.pdf
--

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Barbara Fortson
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning plans
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:36:43 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,
As residents of Santa Monica, 924 3rd Street, for the last 15 years, we write to strongly
object to proposed plans to rezone streets north of Montana from R1 to R2. We do not
believe that is the answer to the problem of lack of affordable housing in Santa Monica.
Looking forward to increased communication from Santa Monica city government on all of
the options being considered to increase affordable housing.
Thank you.
Barbara Fortson and Alexander Faust
Law Office of Barbara Fortson
401 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1200
Santa Monica, CA 90401
T: +1 (310) 975-8580
barbara@fortsonlegal.com
www.fortsonlegal.com

This message and any attachments may contain information that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work
product. If you are not the addressee or authorized to receive this for the addressee, you must not use, copy,
disclose or take any action based on this message or any information herein. If you have received this message in
error, please advise the sender immediately by reply email and delete this message from your system. Thank you
for your cooperation.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bruce Leddy
Planning Commission Comments
Agenda Item 10B: Draft Housing Element
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:39:18 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Commission Members I am a 20 year homeowner in Santa Monica and have reviewed the proposed Housing
Element 2021-2029 report with great concern. While many of the stated goals of the
proposal are laudatory – such as increasing housing availability through commercial
repurposing (1H), encouraging ADUs (1G), and prioritizing housing over commercial
development – some specifics seem short-sighted and potentially ruinous to our
community. Specifically, the idea of allowing "unlimited height and density" (2A) to
affordable housing units, and changing R1 to R2 zoning in areas like 7th and 14th Streets
North of Montana seem very misguided. Sporadic buildings of unlimited height and
density will permanently change the character of the city into a disorganized urban
patchwork, instead of a well-designed city plan. Destroying the neighborhoods of single
family homes by allowing multi-unit dwellings will do nothing for affordability but will
provide a bonanza for developers who will build expensive condominiums at the cost of
wrecking one of our most beautiful and historic neighborhoods.
Like much of California, Santa Monica faces a housing crisis and a statewide housing
mandate. But a more thoughtful and holistic approach will be far more beneficial to all
residents long term. The report identifies a Suitable Sites Inventory (p56) for multi-unit
dwellings based on access to services and transportation, which seems like a well
thought out analysis. But this SSI doesn't indicate the R1 streets being proposed for
rezoning, so why are they being considered? The map of ADUs (4.2) shows that North of
Montana is already one of the fastest growing areas for additional units so it is already
doing its fair share to increase housing inventory. But allowing 3 or 5 unit buildings on
these small lots will destroy the character and livability of these neighborhoods, leading
to a cratering of the housing market, an exodus of long term residents, and loss of
reliable real estate tax revenue for the city.

We need more housing in Santa Monica. But we don't need to destroy the community we
have in order to get it. Let's be more thoughtful about how to increase housing in our
beloved town.
Thank you,

Bruce Leddy
10th Street

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brenda Anderson
Planning Commission Comments
Proposal to Re-zone Some S.M. Streets
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:41:42 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning Commission Members:
I respectfully urge you to reject the proposal to consider re-zoning from R-1 to R-2 certain streets in Santa Monica.
To change the single residential zoning on 7th, 14th and 26th Streets to R-2 would dramatically impact the character
of the long-established neighborhoods and also add dramatically to the traffic burden on those streets as well as the
surrounding streets. This is not the way to increase housing, if that is the goal here.
Respectfully submitted,
Brenda Anderson
475 24th Street
Santa Monica 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

anthony jackman
Planning Commission Comments
Opposed To Program 4.D / North of Montana from R1 to R2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 2:42:04 PM

EXTERNAL

Hi there,
I am writing to tell you that my family and I are vehemently opposed to The City of Santa
Monica rezoning streets North of Montana from R1 to R2 in the draft Housing Element for
2021-2029.
We recently purchased a home on 26th Street to be in a neighborhood of homes - and
not apartments.
We specifically moved from South of Montana to North of Montana to be able to be in a
neighborhood of all homes for our children who are 3 and 5 years old.
Prior to the move, we spent many years living in Santa Monica in apartments and
townhouses - and worked hard in order to be able to afford the move to the north side.
I am opposed to program 4.D in the document below states that you are considering
rezoning 7th, 14th, and 26th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente and Montana
Avenue and very much hope that this move does not go ahead.
As a resident of Santa Monica for the last 15+ years I hope that you value and take
onboard my feedback (and that of the many other concerned residents) who feel that
Santa Monica already has sufficient residential apartment zones, and hope that the city
is able to preserve its current zoning requirements as is, without change!
Many thanks,
Anthony
https://www.santamonica.gov/Media/Default/Housing-Element-Update-2021-to2029/Housing%20Element%20Public%20Draft%205.24.21%20-%20Main%20Document.pd

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

G William Birrell
Planning Commission Comments
Bill Birrell
Vote No on 4.D
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:09:33 PM

EXTERNAL

Vote No on 4.D
I am a 30 year Santa Monican, 27 years North fo Montana. I pay taxes and I vote.
4.D rezoning proposal makes no sense and will damage the character of Santa Monica. It will
not achieve the stated objective of increasing “equitable access”.
Very Truly Yours,
-George William Birrell
144 Alta Ave.
Santa Monica, California 90402
310.993.1000
bill.birrell@mac.com
NOTICE: This e-mail message and all attachments transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the addressee, and may contain legally
PRIVILEGED and CONFIDENTIAL information. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution, copying, or other use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please
delete all copies of this message and its attachments and notify the sender immediately. Thank you,

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jill Stein
Planning Commission Comments
OPPOSE
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:22:57 PM

EXTERNAL

I clearly OPPOSE building multi units or any type of apt bldgs on R1 and R2 lots for the
following reasons: 
There is no evidence that up-zoning will make housing in Santa
Monica more affordable. NONE. As a matter of fact, these units will
have incredibly expensive rents which defeats the purpose of
building them.
There is no evidence that up-zoning will create more diversity.
NONE.
ThIs will burden our infrastructure and we will pay for the increased
demand for water and parking and schools as developers reap the profits.
Sincerely,
Jill Stein

Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Daniel Kenna
Planning Commission Comments
Item 10B June 2, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:25:35 PM

EXTERNAL

Hello,
I am a Santa Monica resident and I support the upzoning of Montana Ave between 7th and
14th Streets, and the upzoning of 26th St between Wilshire and San Vicente. Santa Monica
needs more housing density and it should be a priority to infill by upzoning existing areas so
they can accommodate more housing.
Thanks.
-Daniel P. Kenna
dpkenna@gmail.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Laura Sittoni
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning 7th, 14th and 26th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente and Montana Avenue.
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:29:14 PM

EXTERNAL

Re: Rezoning 7th, 14th and 26th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente and Montana
Avenue.
I sure hope there in not even a small chance that this goes through.
Infrastructure is not in place for an increase of population density.Everybody who goes
to the beach already parks on our street (there is never any parking available).
North of Montana is already lacking parks for children (and adults)!!!!
This attempted breakup of single family neighborhoods seems punitive, given how
much property taxes we all pay in this area.
Please vote NO on these changes!!!!!
Laura Miller
144 Alta Ave.
Santa Monica CA 90402

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Kara Fox
Planning Commission Comments
pam hausman
Agenda item 10B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:30:29 PM

EXTERNAL
Unfortunately I am unable to attend the meeting tomorrow evening. I live north of montana and am of course, in my
neighborhood. In that these plans do not in anyway help the homeless population, I do not understand the benefit to
our community. Following are some of my reasons:
1. Traffic from construction vehicles.
2. Damage to our roads from heavy trucks
3. Increased crime from influx of workers
4. Higher density areas that suffered most from covid.
Yes…architects, builders, designers, and home owners will all benefit from income generated and what will the
expense be to our precious area. If you were creating a plan to help the homeless, I would be onboard and I would
be delighted to help!
Thank you for reading this. Kara fox
p.s. can someone please respond and let me know all the positives for the plan. Thank you

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa L Olson
Planning Commission Comments
Oppose rezoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:30:51 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning,
As a 69 year old Santa Monica native I am against and opposed to rezone this area which would create more noise
and traffic is a city that is already not sleepy and quiet anymore! The home owners with money can move but what
about the rest of us?
Lisa L Olson
310-625-7117
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Leslie Butchko
Planning Commission Comments
Public Comment on Planning Commission Agenda Item 10B. Draft Housing Element:
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:44:45 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commissioners:
I am concerned about the staff's proposal to upzone 7th Street. We live on 7th Street and to do
our part to reduce traffic congestion and carbon emissions, we run most of our errands on our
bicycles. It is already dangerous for us to ride our bicycles on 7th Street because there is a
high volume of traffic and there are no bike lanes. Increasing density on 7th Street will make it
even more dangerous. For years we have advocated for bike lanes on 7th Street between San
Vicente and Wilshire so that our children could ride their bikes to school, but we were not
successful. We feel that the City is sending an inconsistent message in encouraging residents
to ride bikes while making it more dangerous for them to do so.
Please do not approve the staff's proposal to upzone 7th Street and if you do approve it, please
condition such approval on the installation of safe, dedicated bike lanes.
Leslie Butchko

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Don Coscarelli
Planning Commission Comments
Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029 - Objection to rezoning in my neighborhood
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:44:59 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission
I have lived on 24th Street in the area you are considering rezoning for the past 30 years. I
must vehemently object to this proposal.
You may not be aware but 26th Street currently suffers from northbound traffic gridlock every
weekend afternoon from Alta northward. To increase the housing density in this area would be
terrible in light of the streets being unable to handle the traffic flow as it is.
Changing the zoning will drastically change the quiet neighborhood nature of the other
proposed streets.
At some point we need to accept that Southern California cannot accommodate everyone who
desires to move here. That is a simple fact. Santa Monica cannot become Manhattan NYC.
I hope you will see fit to reject this proposal.
Sincerely,
Donald Coscarelli

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

urmston@verizon.net
Planning Commission Comments
Re zoning R1-R2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:45:22 PM

EXTERNAL
I am opposed to the rezoning proposal for N of Montana. Parkling is already an issue. My neighbors
have 5 cars and don't use their garage. I think the ADU already allowed should have a big impact on
density. We should find out how that impacts neighborhoods first. Jane 21st Place.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joseph Block
Planning Commission Comments
Re-zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 3:52:43 PM

EXTERNAL
My name is Caron Block. My husband Joe and I have lived in our home on 26th St. north of Montana for 36 years.
We have raised our now adult sons in this home. We have put our heart and souls into this home both emotionally
and financially.
To raise a family in our home with the privacy that having a home in an R1 zone provides is something we never
took for granted.
I grew up in a house where a 4 story apartment was directly behind our house. As a young child it was a very creepy
experience to know that we could be watched by anyone in that building while we played in the backyard. As
teenagers we were aware that we had no privacy in our bedrooms that faced that apartment building and as a result
we always kept our blinds closed over the windows. As young adults we said we would never subject our children to
this sort of invasion of privacy.
So it was with that desire for a home with a yard and privacy that we bought our home on 26th St. It never occurred
to us that our home could be rezoned. Why would it? We bought our home knowing that it was zoned R1. We
relied on that when we built a second story on our home spending several hundred thousand dollars. We were secure
in that when we spent thousands of dollars xeriscaping our yard to conserve water. We maintain our home with
pride of ownership in a neighborhood we love and participate in with pride. We have been active in our schools and
religious institutions. We had a business on Wilshire Blvd. for many years.
We feel blindsided that this re-zoning is even under consideration. Destroying the single family zoning will not put a
dent in improving the current need for housing for the population that desperately needs housing. It is a bandaid on a
tsunami of need. We would never have bought a house knowing that apartments could be built on either side of us.
We ask that you stop further consideration of this proposal.
Sincerely,
Caron Block

Caron

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Vartan
Planning Commission Comments
Opposed To Program 4.D / North of Montana from R1 to R2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:13:11 PM

EXTERNAL

Hello,
I am writing to tell you that we are absolutely opposed to The City of Santa Monica rezoning
streets North of Montana from R1 to R2 in the draft Housing Element for 2021-2029.
We purchased a home in NOMA to be in a neighborhood of homes and not apartments. We
specifically moved from South of Montana to North of Montana to be able to be in a
neighborhood of all homes for our children. I am opposed to program 4.D in the document
below states that you are considering rezoning 7th, 14th, and 26th Streets from R1 to R2
between San Vicente and Montana Avenue.
As a resident of Santa Monica for the last 10+ years I hope that you value my feedback.
Thank you,
Michelle

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kent Escalera
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition to rezoning proposal #4D
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:14:16 PM

EXTERNAL

To the Planning Commission,
While I support the goal of increasing housing availability, doing so by rezoning the area
between Montana and San Vicente is the worst possible option. There are abundant options
along existing commercial thoroughfares such as Wilshire, for example, that are more
accessible to public transportation, would accommodate more units, and would stimulate
additional commercial activity along a strip that is already appropriately zoned as well. An
even better outcome would be to stimulate dense, clustered development around public
transportation hubs in order to reduce traffic. Ultimately enabling the development of large
multifamily buildings with good access to transportation and commercial areas is what will
increase diversity in Santa Monica - not allowing a handful of small, multifamily buildings in
the proposed area. Developing multifamily units in the most expensive zone would just be a
boon to the few connected developers that manage to get access - in no way would this solve
the issue of affordable housing in an area where empty lots sell for over $3mm, and any
multifamily units would sell well above $2mm each - this would not solve the goal of
increasing diversity. Furthermore, by inevitably depressing single family home values, it
would also erode the tax base, and fundamentally alter the character of one of Santa Monica's
most beautiful historic neighborhoods. A significant part of the value ascribed to this area is
the certainty of privacy and the charm of the neighborhood; if this is compromised - even just
a few streets - the lost confidence would certainly decrease property values materially.
Families that have spent their hard earned savings to live in a single family home
neighborhood would be adversely impacted, particularly residents who would have the
misfortune of being on a street with development activity. In fact, it would create a "rush for
the exit" to sell - the first person to sell to a developer would "win" by leaving their former
neighbors with the problem of a multifamily building next door, overlooking their yard.
Additionally, it would increase cross-traffic unnecessarily by adding density in the zone that is
the farthest from major transit arteries (I-10, expo line). There is so much other low hanging
fruit with respect to stimulating development in a sustainable way that creates efficient density
and would bring commensurate synergies of live/work/play neighborhoods - this proposal to
rezone the area between Montana and San Vicente is not it.
Sincerely,
Kent Escalera

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

bill weiner
Planning Commission Comments
I object to UPZONING
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:28:51 PM

EXTERNAL
Not right to build multi unit housing in a single family neighborhood. You will ruin Santa Monica. You are just
giving money to builders.
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Johanna Rogers
Planning Commission Comments
Potential re-zoning of North of Montana neighborhood
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:32:34 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Santa Monica planning committee,
This letter is in regards to the proposed rezoning from R1 to R2 of
certain parts of the North of Montana neighborhood. I strongly oppose
this decision to rezone. Residents have put their life savings to live
in this neighborhood with the understanding that it is strictly zoned
for R1. Introducing 3-units per parcel will drastically change the
landscape of this neighborhood, increase congestion and cause further
shortages of parking.
This will certainly be a goldmine for developers, but will
irreversibly change the character of the neighborhood and the value of
the homes to the detriment of existing residents. People have moved
here to enjoy a quiet, calm and uncongested place to live which is
nearly impossible to find in Santa monica. I see this as a bait and
switch by the city to attempt to change the zoning laws. I honestly
can't see why this is even being considered when there are what feels
light an infinite number of new apartments going up all around the
city. This feels like an attempt at appeasing some constituency with
little regard for long term impact. Please reconsider your stance and
vote to maintain R1 as it exists today in NOMA.
Respectfully,
Johanna Rogers
223 21st St.
310-699-3782

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judy Levinthal
Planning Commission Comments
Agenda Item 10-B: Draft Housing Element
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:34:33 PM

EXTERNAL
To the members of the Planning Commission,
  
    I wish to voice my strong opposition to the proposed “up-zoning” of the R-1 residential areas in Santa Monica.
While I appreciate the need for more affordable housing in Santa Monica as well as the surrounding areas, there is
no evidence that increasing the density in the R-1 residential zone will make housing any more affordable. I have
lived in Santa Monica for 39 years and seen and felt the negative impact of the densification and poorly planned
development in this city. I urge you to consider the perspective of those of us who have spent decades in this city
and who have supported the schools, parks, small businesses and more.
  
                      Sincerely,
                           Judy Levinthal (422 23rd Street, Santa Monica, CA. 90402)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sunny Sherman
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning north of Montana on 7th, 14th and 26th Streets
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:35:35 PM

EXTERNAL
I don’t see how rezoning these streets is going to create a more diverse and affordable rental environment. First of
all, it’s going to be extremely expensive to do the building or they will have to build cheap-looking units that will
not reflect or enhance the existing neighborhood, only take away from the neighborhood. Santa Monica has many
restrictive elements when it comes to building, with the result being a very expensive place to build. Anything nice
will be very expensive to build, therefore rents are going to reflect that;
otherwise builders won’t be interested because they won’t get their money out of it. You will only bring in renters
that can afford, what will end up being , “expensive” rentals.
You aren’t going to create more affordable rentals. The rent will reflect the neighborhoods they are in, “Expensive.”
There are certain factions that will benefit from this rezoning, and it won’t be the renters. The developers, and the
city with a more current tax basis, need I say more?
Density seems to be a selling point. You obviously don’t live here, or even within five miles of this area, if you
think that’s a draw. You can barely get around as it is. Then, you want to take a quiet neighborhood, one of the
reasons for living here, and turn them into busy neighborhoods that are equal to the surrounding craziness that
people are trying to move away from.
Developers and flippers will expect to get their money out of it; do you think they will do this with low income
housing being the prize? This proposal doesn’t give the result it says it will, and will only compromise the existing
neighborhoods that people hoped they’d be able to live in some day, and for which they paid a pretty penny to do so.
Please consider my points, and be honest with yourselves in doing so.
Thank you,
Sunny Sherman
24th Street resident NOMA

Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Shari Phillips
Planning Commission Comments
RE: Agenda Item 10B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:35:35 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear SM Planning Commission,
I STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR)
R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. Please do not change the fabric of our
neighborhoods. In addition, currently we have rolling black outs, a dire water shortage, city
infrastructure that hasn’t been upgraded, and slower internet access that will be
compromised even more if we are to add more housing/more residents without addressing
all these issues first.
I urge you to vote this down.
Thank you,
Shari Phillips
Resident of SM for 35 years

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sameer Bhatia
Planning Commission Comments
Objection to rezoning of 26th street
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:46:28 PM

EXTERNAL

Hi
On behalf of our family of 4, I am writing to share our opposition of rezoning of 26th street ,7
and 14th street - north of Montana. North of Montana is a neighborhood with its own character
and was selected by our family since safety, traffic etc of that of a single family home
community. The change from r1 to r2 would significantly change it character,safety,
traffic and impact property value negatively.
We sincerely hope you would reconsider this rezoning and preserve its character.
Sameer

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

leearc@aol.com
Planning Commission Comments
agenda item 10B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:51:02 PM

EXTERNAL

I understand that Santa Monica is considering allowing the building of multi
unit homes where current ADUs exists, in the area that I live in.
I have been in my home on 10th St for 30 years and do not want my
neighborhood to change into multi units, and some remaining single family
homes.
I like the character of my neighborhood, and I don't want it to change. There
are already thousand of apartment buildings being put up all over Santa
Monica. I don't want my neighborhood to become like that. Leave our area
as it is now.
Thank you
Cande and Lee Friedman
323 10th St
Santa Monica 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

kimberly shine
Planning Commission Comments
Strongly OPPOSE Program 4.D - Rezoning North of Montana streets from R1 to R2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 4:53:59 PM

EXTERNAL
As a longtime resident of Santa Monica, I strongly oppose the rezoning of 7th and 14th streets between Montana
Ave and San Vicente Blvd and 26th street between Wilshire and San Vicente Blvd from R1 to R2.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kenneth J Hoffer MD
Planning Commission Comments
Zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 5:26:34 PM

EXTERNAL

I am begging you not to rezone the residential neighborhoods North of
Montana from R1 to R2. This would begin the destruction of why people
like to live in this City and lead to devastating drops in property value
for people who have lived here all their lives and paid taxes to this City.
Once you do this it cannot be undone.
If this happens, I will be forced to sell out before the values drop and
move somewhere else where sanity still exists after living here for over
50 years and raising my 3 children here.
What a horrible thing to see this City go in this direction and I am sure
I am not alone.
I ran for City Council in 1979 on a campaign to convert huge ugly
apartment buildings back into single-family private homes and out of 13
candidates running, I almost won coming out 5th of the 4 seats open.
KJH
Kenneth J Hoffer MD
411 Lincoln Blvd.
Clinical Professor of Ophthalmology, UCLA
KHofferMD@AOL.com KHofferMD@StartMail.com
Travel Site www.KHoffer.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sean Phillips
Planning Commission Comments
Do Not Change or Remove R1 Zoning in Sata Monica
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 5:32:24 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Santa Monica Planning Commission

I STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR)
R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. Please do not change the fabric of our
neighborhoods. In addition, currently we have rolling black outs, a dire water shortage, city
infrastructure that hasn’t been upgraded, and slower internet access that will be
compromised even more if we are to add more housing/more residents without addressing
all these issues first.
Please vote this down!
Thank you,
Sean Phillips

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dina Silver
Planning Commission Comments
Please vote NO on changing Santa Monica zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 5:37:26 PM
image001.png

EXTERNAL

June 1, 2021
Dear Santa Monica City Council,
My name is Dina Silver. I bought my home on 21st Street in 1995 believing that we were buying
into an R1 zoned area. We stretched financially to make this purchase and chose to lean into the
financial stretch because of the R1 zoning.
We wanted low-density, back yards, and actively did not want windows looming over us and
neighbors looking in. We wanted privacy and safety.
Frankly I am shocked that our City Council would even consider changing this zoning—our
beautiful neighborhood will be destroyed, and the housing problem you seek to resolve will remain.
If you change the zoning, you will have accomplished nothing and ruined something beautiful and
special.
I have maintained my home lovingly. I participate in my community. I spend enormous amount of
money on city and real estate taxes. I have replanted my gardens to ensure that my use of water is in
check.
Please vote NO on re-zoning our Santa Monica neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Dina Silver
21st Street
Santa Monica

Dina Silver, MCC

Master Certified Coach
President, Pegasus Coaching Group, Inc.
310.393.8082
Pegasuscoachinggroup.com

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Hank Koning
Planning Commission Comments; Jing Yeo
David Martin; Steve Mizokami; Rachel Kwok; Cary Fukui; Russ.Fehrman@smgov.net;
Heidi.vontongein@samgov.net
Item 10B Housing Element
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 5:37:57 PM
PC 6-2-21 Item 10B Housing Element.pdf

EXTERNAL

Commissioners et al,
Please see attached letter concerning the Item 10B Housing Element
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.
Hank Koning FAIA LFRAIA LEED A.P. Founding Principal

RAIA 2019 Gold Medalist

KoningEizenberg | 1454 25th Street, Santa Monica, CA 90404
310 828 6131 x111 www.kearch.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Betty Wellford
Planning Commission Comments
Agenda Item
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 5:46:21 PM

EXTERNAL
My husband and I have lived in Santa Monica since 1975. We are on 10th Street and cringe at the thought that this is
even being considered! What are you doing to our community?? We know people who have visited us in the past
and say they will never risk their lives by coming here again.
And now the thought of tall multi unit facilities could be allowed next door is disgusting!!
Regards,
Landon and Betty Wellford
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mike
Planning Commission Comments
NOMA Rezoning - Support
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 6:05:07 PM

I noticed that you received many emails from NOMA homeowners opposed to more housing
in their neighborhood. This is how it always works - wealthy homeowners whine and scream,
and Santa Monica caves to their demands.
Please don't let that be the case this time. Every neighborhood in Santa Monica should be
doing its part to address our housing needs. It's very unfair to put more housing in less wealthy
neighborhoods and give the most wealthy neighborhoods a pass.
Let's stop having rich homeowners dictate the rules. My request is simple - every
neighborhood needs to do their part.
Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Toni Chassman
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 6:21:55 PM

EXTERNAL
We are opposed to our neighborhood being rezoned to R2.
Thank you,
Toni and Mark Chassman
821 Georgina Ave., Santa Monica CA 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Vukadinovich, Elaine
Planning Commission Comments
RE: June 2, Planning Commission Meeting regarding Santa Monica Plans to Rezone Parts of NOMA From R1 to R2
- STRONGLY OBJECT/PROTEST
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 6:41:13 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission:
In addition to the below, please note that we also object to the proposed rezoning on the basis that
it will make parking on the street virtually impossible due to already problematic parking because of
existing businesses and rental units on Montana and rental units on San Vicente.
Please lodge this additional protest in the official records.
Thank you for your consideration.
Elaine Vukadinovich
420 7th St., Santa Monica CA 90402

This e-mail is confidential and may contain attorney client or otherwise privileged or private information. Unless you are an intended or authorized
recipient, you may not use, copy or disclose this message or any information contained herein. If you have received this message in error, please advise
us by reply email to: administrator@musickpeeler.com and delete the message and any attachments. Thank you.

From: Vukadinovich, Elaine
Sent: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:46 AM
To: planningcomment@smgov.net
Subject: June 2, Planning Commission Meeting regarding Santa Monica Plans to Rezone Parts of
NOMA From R1 to R2 - STRONGLY OBJECT/PROTEST
Dear Planning Commission:
I am a long-term resident of Santa Monica and homeowner at 420 7th Street in the NOMA area
which you are proposing to rezone. I strongly object to the rezoning of this area from R1 to R2.
There is far more than sufficient density in Santa Monica already. The streets already are not
drivable due to traffic caused by overcrowding and the far too many apartment and other multi-unit
buildings that already exist and are already being built (example, is the multiple massive new
developments on Lincoln Boulevard). While I have heard some people espouse the view that there
is public transportation, that does not work, and is not a realistic perspective, for people who have
to drive outside of Santa Monica for work, children’s practices, and so on, which is likely the vast
majority of those who live in Santa Monica. There is also already more than sufficient diversity of
housing all over Santa Monica. Moreover, the type of housing needed is low rent and this rezoning

proposal will not solve that problem and would drastically impact the property values of this entire
area, which area is one of the reasons why Santa Monica has been able to maintain great schools.
We have put a significant amount of investment into our home, as have many of the homes on 7th
street, and rezoning would dramatically alter the property values. Your rezoning would greatly, and
likely negatively impact, not only our property value, but that of any of the neighboring streets.
Further, there is no indication of why 7th, 14th and 26th are the only streets proposed to be impacted
– these are already thoroughfares and putting even more housing on these streets would make it
virtually undrivable for current residents and a hazard for our children. Rental, and multi-family
units in Santa Monica already far exceed single family homes by around 4 to 1. There is no reason to
change the character of this neighborhood and this area. This proposed rezoning will have a
significant adverse effect on the surrounding area with no real benefit as the needs for multi-unit
living are already more than met between Wilshire and Montana, and in any other area of Santa
Monica. The current rental vacancy rates are higher already (more than 5%) and that is before the
massive new construction on Lincoln. Having such units here in the NOMA area will likely also result
in more vacation rentals which should not be allowed.
Please lodge this protest in the official records.
Thank you for your consideration.
Elaine Vukadinovich
420 7th St., Santa Monica CA 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patrick Sarkissian
Planning Commission Comments
DO NOT REZONE
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 6:41:48 PM

EXTERNAL
Or we will sell and move, everyone will. We are on 21st and Georgina. You are solving nothing by doing this just
lining the pockets of the developers.
Patrick Sarkissian

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Richard Feldman
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 6:55:48 PM

EXTERNAL
My name is Richard Feldman. my wife and I recently relocated to SM .
I live in Santa Monica on 7th between Montana and San Vicente .
We love the peaceful neighborhood we feel fortunate to be a part of.
I am strongly opposed to rezoning 4.C and 4.D as proposed.
We have a wonderful community, and the nicest part of Santa Monica is the corridor north of Montana and south of
San Vicente .
Much of SM feels over crowded. Traffic and congestion is already a problem.
This is really an opportunity for developers to be able to turn these properties and profit.
My wife and I recently built our house and SM has so many restrictions and rules to promote green conservation
best practices, it seems unreasonable to promote rezoning that will lead to an increase utilization of resources , over
populate a beautiful community and increase congestion.
Please vote down this proposal.
Thank you,
Richard Feldman
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Robert Mitchell
Planning Commission Comments
Item 10B - of June 2nd planning Commision - Supporting upzoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 6:58:27 PM

EXTERNAL
Sir / Madam:
I am a Santa Monica resident contacting you in support of upzoning Montana and Wilshire.
The NIMBY’s have prevented common sense calls to increase housing density for Far Too Long. We can't kick this
can down the road again.
Hope to hear this is moving forward at the meeting.
Best,
Robert Mitchell
Euclid St
Santa Monica, CA 90403

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Stanley Morris
Planning Commission Comments
Planning Commission Comments
No Rezone Please
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:01:19 PM

EXTERNAL
Please do destroy our neighborhood by Redondo g North of Montana. This would be so unfair and unjust to people
that have invested their life savings into the house. It would be an taking of people’s hard earned property rights and
destroy the character of the neighborhood— something you claim to was to protect with historic landmark
designations. You can’t have it both ways. Please do not do this. Thank you. Stan Morris and Michelle Corrigan.
Stanley C. Morris
Corrigan & Morris LLP
O: (310) 394-2828
M: (310) 968-3453

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Scott Yasharian
Planning Commission Comments
Planning Commission meeting on rezoning 7, 14, 26th Streets/NOMA as R2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:19:28 PM

EXTERNAL
To Whom It May Concern:
I would like to formally object to the proposed idea of rezoning parts of Santa Monica as R2 instead of the current
classification of R1. While I live in and own property on 7th Street and would undoubted have my own property
value impaired by such a change, that alone is not the full justification for my objection. If the goal of any rezoning
effort is to create more affordable housing units and promote more diversity in Santa Monica, I can think of far more
effective and safer ways to accomplish this. Specifically, 7th Street already has significant population density and
traffic. Why not rezone neighborhoods that aren’t already as dense as 7th Street? Why not rezone quieter NOMA
streets that don’t already suffer from significant traffic congestion? Said another way, there are other parts of
NOMA that could more efficiently and more safely absorb the population growth and associated automobile traffic
that this rezoning effort will undoubtedly create.
I welcome the opportunity to discuss this in more detail if there is interest. While I strongly support building a city
that can accommodate a growing, diverse community of people, this proposal falls well short of that objective and
unnecessarily subjects existing residents to unsafe and unpleasant consequences.
Regards,
Scott Yasharian

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynn Kurata
Planning Commission Comments
Proposed changing R1 zone to R2 zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:28:51 PM

EXTERNAL

I would like to voice my very strong opposition to the city council’s proposal to
change the R1 zoning for 7th, 14th and 26th Streets from Montana Ave to San
Vicente Blvd.
I previously lived on La Mesa Way and 26th Street for 17 years, and the noise
from the traffic on 26th Street was very noticeable. The large 2 story homes
also overlooked my backyard, and it took a lot of money to mitigate the noise
of the traffic, as well as plant landscape to provide more privacy for my
backyard.
I currently live on 14th Street, where I have lived for 8 years, in a one story
older home. I have invested a lot of money to remodel my home and improve
the landscape. Traffic on 14th Street is increasing, as well as more
development of larger homes. I often have difficulty backing out of my
driveway because of the speeding traffic coming south towards Montana Ave.
Rezoning 14th Street into R2 zoning will increase traffic even more, and more
cars will be parked on this street, blocking my view to back out of my driveway.
R2 zoning will also allow multi-unit development leading to even more traffic.
The current large home being built right across the street from my home looks
right into my living-room and leaves me less privacy. I need to close my
windows that front 14th Street most of the day.
I am respectfully vehemently objecting to the council’s proposal to change the
zoning for 14th Street to R2 zoning.
Lynn W. Kurata
524 14th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402
Lkurata15@gmail.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Gwynn
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning NOMA
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:37:43 PM

EXTERNAL
My family has lived on 25th street for 27 years and we are totally against rezoning NOMA for multi housing units.
There has to be a better answer for rehousing the homeless population! Please vote against this.
Mary and Mark Rossen
319 25th St.
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Soss, Jason R.
Planning Commission Comments
Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029: Rezoning of 7th Street between Montana and San Vicente
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:58:58 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear planning commission:
I am writing this email regarding the proposed rezoning for 7th street between Montana
avenue and San Vicente from R1 to R2.
I live on 7th Street, between Alta and Marguerita, and I have significant concerns regarding
this plan. The rezoning of 7th Street to R2 would effectively cripple 7th street due to traffic. It
would potentially triple the number of residences on this already busy street.
As it is, 7th street can become quite busy with traffic. As there is no "pass through" streets
between 7th and 4th, there is a higher density of traffic on 7th street than on many other city
streets. Access to San Vicente and to Montana avenue is a necessity for the residents of the
neighborhood in order to commute to work, and as a route to other neighborhoods. For the
area encompassed by 4th street to 7th street and Montana to San Vicente, this is the only
viable access in or out of the neighborhood. Because of this, 7th street has a higher traffic
density (approximately 3 times as much) from just the local neighbors. In addition, 7th street
is one of the only access routes to Santa Monica Canyon via Entrada, which creates more
traffic on 7th by traffic coming from more southern Santa Monica heading either north to
Santa Monica Canyon, Pacific Palisades, or to the Pacific Coast Highway and northern beaches.
In addition, 7th street is one of the only streets that you can access coming west on San
Vicente, and one of the few streets you can cross to San Vicente going west. It is especially
popular as there is a traffic light rather than stop signs for safer crossings. This alone increases
traffic significantly, as it has become a major route for getting to and getting from San Vicente
for much of the surrounding neighborhood as well as for the more southern areas down to
Wilshire.
Adding additional housing to this area would increase the traffic significantly. The increased
road traffic would also create a more hazardous situation for both cars and pedestrians.
Those leaving their residences, either from a driveway or from the alleyways emptying onto
7th street would face more traffic in attempting to get onto the street. As it currently stands
as an R1 zone, in the mornings and evenings it can take some time to be able to merge into
the commuter traffic, and sometimes nearly impossible to make a left onto 7th due to traffic.
Increasing the housing density, and thus the number of residents needing access to 7th street
would only compound this problem.

The significantly increased traffic would place pedestrians in greater danger when trying to
cross these streets with more traffic. This is also worsened by the fact that several of the
cross streets are not directly across (i.e. Georgina, Marguerita, and Alta), where it is already
difficult for cars to navigate the stop signs, and pedestrians are crossing in more than one
location due to the misaligned streets.
This pedestrian issue is of greatest concern in the morning commute, especially for the many
children who live in the neighborhood who walk or bike to Roosevelt Elementary for school.
This traffic issue is not just a theoretical one. During the closure of the California incline, 7th
street saw a significant increase in traffic. It could take as long as 10 to 15 minutes to get from
San Vicente to Montana during peak hours, with constant traffic lasting for over an hour.
Changing 7th street between San Vicente and Montana to an R2 zone would be detrimental to
the neighborhood in so many ways, creating more traffic, in turn more pollution, and making
the roadway less safe for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. I implore you to reconsider
your proposal, and keep 7th Street as an R1 zone.
Thank you for your time, understanding, and consideration of my concerns.
Sincerely,
Jason Soss, MD
Resident of 7th Street

UCLA HEALTH SCIENCES IMPORTANT WARNING: This email (and any attachments) is only intended
for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged
and confidential. You, the recipient, are obligated to maintain it in a safe, secure and confidential manner.
Unauthorized redisclosure or failure to maintain confidentiality may subject you to federal and state
penalties. If you are not the intended recipient, please immediately notify us by return email, and delete
this message from your computer.
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Mimi James
Planning Commission Comments
Jay James
Opposed to rezone
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:22:08 PM

EXTERNAL
We have worked hard to be able to afford a nice home North of Montana- a place where we know all of our
neighbors. We are strongly against rezoning. Keep North of Montana R1.
Thank you!
Mimi James
20th Street / NOMA
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Mark Ritchie
Planning Commission Comments
Mark Ritchie
Planning Commission Comments for 6/2/21 Meeting
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:25:01 PM
Ritchie6_1_21 SMPC.pdf
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Please see attached.
-Mark Ritchie

Mark & Cara Ritchie
470 26th St.
Santa Monica, CA 90402
To the Santa Monica Planning Commission:
Via email: planningcomment@smgov.net
My family and I have lived in Santa Monica for thirty-five years, raising our children here and along the
way contributing to this community. We understand the affordable housing issues our region is facing.
However, trying to shoehorn affordable multi-family housing units on 7th, 14th and 26th Streets between
Montana and San Vicente is impractical, at minimum. In short Program 4.D of the City’s Housing Element
would be an economic disaster for the City, potentially bankrupting the City or pulling for other important
priorities such as schools, police and all the other wondrous programs we as taxpayers subsidize.
Land prices are such that any multi-family housing built on these streets would not meet any definition of
affordable housing. Today, land costs (in these neighborhoods) are over $2MM. By allowing up to 3 units
per lot, the land cost alone will be nearly $700,000. Adding construction costs means these units will cost
well over $1.5MM each. And due to the setback requirements, this will force any builder to go below
ground, which will likely bring costs to over $2MM each. I’m not convinced there is a market for small
$2MM condominiums. How does this help the historic problem (housing segregation)? It doesn’t.
These unit’ costs will dwarf the $800,000 per unit costs the city is significantly subsidizing in other parts
of our fair city. Is our City in a position to subsidize an additional $1.2MM for every unit built north of
Montana? Because that’s what it would take to “promote fair access to all neighborhoods”.
Even with all the incentives the City has to build affordable, there is no economic model supporting
affordable housing on these streets. One can easily discover that condominiums in zip codes 90402 or
90403 can sell for $2MM, which does not solve the affordable housing crisis.
It’s no secret that the average home price north of Montana is well over $3MM today, with new homes
selling north of $5MM. The City has long benefited from the residential tax base in this community.
Having significant zoned multi-family housing here will likely destroy the City’s residential tax base from
these neighborhoods. Don’t kill the goose that lays the golden egg.
Finally, the three streets in question were never designed to take the traffic loads they now experience.
More traffic will lead to more grid lock.
As a long-time Santa Monica resident, we strongly suggest up-zoning on our major boulevards and near
significant mass transit. There are a number of municipalities that have done this successfully in our state
and the City will get much more bang for its subsidized affordable housing dollars.
Respectfully,

Mark

Cara

Mark and Cara Ritchie

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

margaret richardson
Planning Commission Comments
R1 to R2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:28:42 PM

EXTERNAL
Proposed zone changes, Can Santa Monica City never stop, can you leave us in peace for 5 minutes.
I have lived in Monica, for many years, pay my property taxes, help keep my street and alley looking decent.
Why at an advanced age should I leave my home because of the usual half baked ideas of the City Plannng Dept. I
suppose they have to justify their high salaries but please do something sensible and not turn our city into a dense
“favelela.” Will we have enough water, enough city services, schools, parks, parking etc for the large increase in
population that must follow.
We are a small city, climate change will press on how we will cope with our current population.
The Planning Department should rethink their whole approach.
M Richardson
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

girltunes
Planning Commission Comments
Comments regarding Agenda Item 10B. Draft Housing Element
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:41:40 PM

EXTERNAL

To: The Planning Commission, City of Santa Monica
With the proposed up-zoning on the June 2, 2021 agenda, the City of Santa Monica Planning
Commission continues to act contrary to the wishes of Santa Monica residents. The city is
already overbuilt and gridlocked and you have no reasonable claim to move forward with the
"update."
The quality of life has been completely eroded with ugly tall boxy buildings, overcrowded
spaces, an insufficient number of parks, gridlocked traffic throughout the day and evening to
the point that we really have a tacit curfew in this town -- the stress level is so high that few
dare to drive anywhere from 8 am 'til 8 pm during the week unless it's a matter of life or
death.
You constantly tax residents with having to keep vigil to keep you from "pulling a fast one."
It's exhausting having to add worries of powerful greedy entities further damaging our
surroundings on a never ending basis. We would like to live in peace without this dark
element of greed.
This planning commission needs to UNPLAN and STOP the building, the overbuilding and
the up-zoning. If you were concerned with being accountable to tax paying Santa Monica
residents, you would be fighting to overturn the 9000 housing unit legislation -- legislation
that's analogous to the 75 year pension plan for the USPS.
Sincerely,
Ferris Gluck

From:
To:
Date:
Attachments:

3103398203@vzwpix.com
Planning Commission Comments
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:42:47 PM
text_0.txt

Jane and Dave Roberts strongly object to the refining of any streets North of Montana.
We have worked hard to live here and raise our children here. We do not need more
housing units here in an already crowded area.
The quality of life has gone down since the train came to Santa Monica. Please don't
consider further degradation of our city by rezoning. It was a wonderful town to grow
up in, but sadly, not so much now.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Serene Dillman
Planning Commission Comments
R1 Zoning proposal
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:43:10 PM

EXTERNAL
As 33 year residents north of Montana Avenue in Santa Monica, we are strongly opposed to any re-zoning or change
to the current R1 zoning.
Our property taxes have risen to over $75k/year. This is probably one of the most expensive areas to live in LA.
We assume that our tax money is used to preserve land and home values to some extent.
Any change to the R1 zoning would bring down property values significantly. If that were to happen, we assume our
taxes would be lowered accordingly.
Serene and Ray Dillman
435 Marguerita Avenue
Santa Monica
3108834202

Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nancy Messina
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning 7th, 14th, and 26th
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:48:56 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear planning committee,
Are you crazy? Are you trying to ruin this neighborhood with affordable housing units that
most likely won’t even fit in with the neighborhood housing? Are you trying to drive out
more home owners to other cities and states? What are you going to do when you lose the
taxes from these home owners and housing prices plummet? Get real. This is one of the
dumbest ideas I’ve heard of lately. It’s right up there with Mike Bonin’s feasibility study of
affordable housing fir the homeless on our state beaches. It doesn’t take a genius or a
feasibility study to know that’s a horrible idea and will cause more people to move. You keep
this up and you’ll have no one to fork over the high taxes to pay for your ludicrous city
improvements. Stop it!!!!!

Nancy Messina

(310) 456-4243
nancy@messina.la

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rebecca Gomez Hild
Planning Commission Comments
Oppose 4D: Rezoning Portions of R1 Neighborhoods
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:54:14 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposal to rezone portions of the North of
Montana neighborhood to an R2 zone.  
I live in the North of Montana with my young family--my husband, son (7 years old), and
daughter (4 years old). We purchased our home 3 years ago--and it is the first house we've
ever owned. When we moved to LA from the east coast 6 years ago, we used to push our
children's stroller down these streets and never thought we could possibly scrape together
enough money to buy something in this wonderful neighborhood--where kids play in their
front lawns, every house is unique, streets are flat to ride bikes, and people seemed to know
their neighbors. My husband and I did not inherit money from our parents. We received no
help on our mortgage down payment. Instead, we managed our expenses, worked long hours
in demanding jobs, and were finally able to afford something in the neighborhood. Our home
is the majority of our savings. The appliances are 20+ years old, and things are falling apart in
the house, but we hope to invest in it over time and truly make a forever home. We planned to
do this with the understanding that our neighborhood would remain the single-family home
neighborhood that we desired.
As a Hispanic woman, I understand the desire to make a neighborhood inclusive. However,
we've invested our life savings in this house, and another "unfair" ruling that hurts the current
residents will not right the historic wrong of this neighborhood. I strongly urge you to not
proceed with this proposal.
Sincerely,
Rebecca Gomez Hild
Mobile: 617-792-6747

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jennifer chia
Planning Commission Comments
Re zoning R1 to R2 of N Montana, SM
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 8:59:33 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning Committee,
35 years ago, we decided to buy a house in N of Montana of Santa Monica. We paid a premium price
for the area because it’s R1 zoning
which no multiple units are allowed
in this area. Now you are proposing
Re zoning R1 to R2 of N Montana area
which will create more traffic and density to this beautiful neighborhood. We think it’s a horrible idea, it’s
destroying the prime
location of Santa Monica City! ! !
Please reconsider this proposal.
Sincerely,
Jennifer n David Chia
621 12 th Street
Santa Monica, California

Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ed Desser
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning North of Montana
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:03:13 PM

EXTERNAL

As a 16-year Santa Monica resident, and 15th Street homeowner, I write to express my opposition to
the proposed rezoning from R1 between Montana and San Vicente. Modification to an area that is
working is wrong headed and unacceptable. The city has many issues that must be addressed.
Turning a high quality residential area into more condos will do nothing to improve the city, while
materially adversely changing the character of one of the finest areas that Santa Monica should be
most proud of. Adding units between Montana and Wilshire would not change the character of that
neighborhood, but we don’t need to expand that area northward.
Ed Desser
715 15th St.       

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Thea Phillips
Planning Commission Comments
SFR Zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:05:12 PM

EXTERNAL

santa monica planning commission,
i strongly oppose the proposal to change/remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1
zoning in any part of Santa Monica, which will allow up to 5 units to be built on parcels
meant for 1 single family house. that’s way too many people to occupy such a small
space and with absolutely no accommodations otherwise. parking already sucks,
electricity/gas/ water consumption will increase, internet will be shittier. all around
stupid decision can’t believe you would even consider this
don’t support this dumbass bill
thea phillips

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

MBlair
Planning Commission Comments
Please do not rezone our neighborhood
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:12:07 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Santa Monica City Planners,
I am in favor of creating new housing opportunities for equitable housing, but believe the plan
to upzone single family neighborhoods will continue to erode the quality of our city and the
investment in keeping our fine town unique and special. Time and again we have seen
predatory developers come in with promises of affordable housing, yet the majority of what
gets built is luxury apartments and condos that are either second homes for the wealthy, or
shoebox size units for upwardly mobile singles who don't have a true long term investment in
our community.
If you do this, you will only create more luxury housing for a population that doesn't care
about our neighborhood.
As a 45 year resident of the North of Montana Neighborhood, I am opposed to upzoning
single family neighborhoods in Santa Monica. Let's convert buildings that already exist, be it
office buildings, empty retail space, or luxury condos that are sitting empty, of which there are
many.
Sincerely,
Michele Blair

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Natalie Leavitt
Planning Commission Comments
re zoning issue
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:24:20 PM

EXTERNAL

Against any rezoning North of Montana.
Santa Monica is losing its charm day by day.
Very sad to see how Santa Monica has deteriorated in such a short time.
It's still not too late to keep what's left of a good thing!

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Malissa Johnson
Planning Commission Comments
NOMA ZONING CHANGES
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:27:50 PM

EXTERNAL
I am opposed to the proposed zoning changes in the North of Montana neighborhood. Moving into this single
family home neighborhood was a goal that my husband and I have worked toward for our whole adult lives. Please
keep NOMA zoned for single family.
Sincerely,
Malissa Johnson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chuck Hoover
Planning Commission Comments
June 2nd Planning Commission Meeting; Comments on item #10.B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 9:40:00 PM

EXTERNAL

I'm writing in opposition to Goal 4.D in the Draft Housing Element - the rezoning of 7th, 14th
and 26th street from R-1 to R-2 (or allowing up to 3 units on the lots). The reasons for my
opposition are:
1. Will not help with equitable housing: This clearly has nothing to with generating equitable
(or affordable) housing as the resulting units would cost $2-$3 million+ each.  
2. Not a "nominal" density increase: the Draft Housing Element describes the proposed zoning
change as a nominal increase, but the result would be an increase in density of 200% since
most lots currently have 1 unit. This is a dramatic and punitive increase in density.
3. Destruction of a Historic Neighborhood: the resulting density increase from the rezoning
would completely destroy the character of the neighborhood. And while the City Staff and the
Draft Housing Element are hostile towards R-1 housing, the neighborhood is a unique asset
for the city.
4. Impairment of Existing Homeowners: this rezoning will negatively impact existing
homeowners, particularly those owners on the streets surrounding 7th, 14th and 26th streets as
larger, taller masses on adjacent lots block views and sunlight.  
Thanks for your consideration.
Chuck Hoover
m 310 895 0849

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chase Linsley
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition to Program 4D of the Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:02:27 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Council,
I am writing to express my strong opposition to Program 4D of the Draft Housing Element for
2021-2029: the proposed rezoning 7th and 14th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente
and Montana and 26th Street between Wilshire and San Vicente. Nearly all residents in the
neighborhood are completely opposed to the addition of multi-unit housing that will cause
increased traffic (and associated safety problems) on already busy streets that are were not
designed for current traffic levels, potentially lower the property values of the existing
community, and fail to achieve the stated objective of "lowering the barrier to housing access
to in areas that have historically excluded diverse housing opportunities".
I recognize that an increase in available units is needed to help tackle the rising wave of
homelessness and that a wide range of solutions will be needed to tackle this
multifaceted problem. These neighborhoods are already allowed to increase density with the
addition of an ADU. We will be building an ADU on our own property on 7th Street. I do
support plans that have the established infrastructure in place to support the increased density.
For example, utilizing the upper floors of commercial buildings with vacancies. It would be
far cheaper to convert them to residential than to build new construction. I also support the
idea of TOD (Transit Oriented Development), building mixed residential-commercial
buildings on major business streets. If the council is determined to continue with this plan, at
the very least, it seems to me it would make more sense to look at streets North of Montana
that already have increased density (e.g. Lincoln Blvd and 9th Street).
I urge you to disapprove of the proposed rezoning, and from recent meetings and discussions
with my neighbors, I know my opinions are shared by many who have not managed to write
letters and emails.
Thank you for your continued service and support of our communities.
Best regards,
Chase Linsley and Jerry Jao
633 7th St.
Santa Monica, CA 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Deidre Hall
Planning Commission Comments
Rezoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:06:09 PM

EXTERNAL
I’m writing to state how outrageous I find the proposed rezoning of the Regent Square Triangle.
I don’t know why you would even consider allowing contractors from outside our sweet town to make money at our
expense.
We who own homes here, who are raising our children here, who continually support our local shops, schools,
markets and restaurants are desperate to have this rezoning proposal DENIED.
Don’t destroy this sweet neighborhood by cramming in more people, cars and privacy- defeating high rises.
Deidre Hall
Home owner in Santa Monica

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Don Mehrabi
Planning Commission Comments
Vote NO on UPZONING and OVERLAY
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:28:07 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member, I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or
remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On
March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan,
and Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to
build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main
Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which
would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT
contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Prodeveloper groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly
advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input. This
misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less
desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools
will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning. This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the
developers and unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the
commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their
homes and their neighborhoods/communities. There is NO homeowner who buys into a
single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to
them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed
they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of
our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city.
No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing.
Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR
families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods
become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically.
Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased
density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less
desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes,
neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or
Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can
accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas
downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the

following articles: https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-moveout-santa-monica-is-coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoodsand-putting-public-housing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actuallywant-your-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of
the other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at
least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this
happened? What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability
to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you
rented/bought it? Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order
to benefit developers, and your own interests? Do you believe that eliminating
homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure
of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability
and property values while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and
public areas? Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who
have invested their finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are
voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell
out to developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable
number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.

Don Mehrabi, MD FAAD

Board Certified Dermatologist | BHSkin, Inc.
www.BHSkin.com - "Beautiful skin begins here"

1505 Wilson Terrace, Suite 240 Glendale, CA 91206
16030 Ventura Blvd. Suite 140 Encino, CA 91436
Mailing/Billing: 1112 Montana Ave Ste 912 Santa Monica, CA 90403
Phone 1:
Phone 2:
Fax:

(310)205-3555
(818)914-7546
(310)205-3553

This information is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any review,
transmission, or dissemination, including the taking of any action based on this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient are
prohibited. If you received this message in error, please contact the sender and permanently delete the message and any attachment from your systems.
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sb
Planning Commission Comments
Homeowner comments Against changing R1 Zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:28:27 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Commission Member,
I am a long time home owner and resident of Santa Monica. I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the
proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
This misguided Up-zoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city and lower the
overall tax revenue. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise,
density, and construction increase dramatically. Lack of desirable schools due to overcrowding of the physical plant
and expanded class size will continue to erode what we know attracts all residents, who LARGELY pay for the
cities infrastructure. If taxpayers sell their homes to leave and apartments are left empty, the city will be left with
less money to support all the subsidies, services and necessary infrastructure improvements caused by up-zoning.
Please don’t ruin our city with more density and development.
I beg of you to not change the R1 zoning
Sincerely,
Susan Bracey

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Steven Welliver
Planning Commission Comments
David Martin; Jing Yeo; dtsmboard@googlegroups.com; Downtown Santa Monica, Inc. Staff
Santa Monica 2021-2029 Draft Housing Element, Jun. 2, 2021 Agenda, Item 10B
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:39:13 PM
20210602_Planning Commission_Housing Element.pdf

EXTERNAL

Please see attached for distribution to the Planning Commission a letter from Downtown Santa
Monica, Inc. supporting the Draft Housing Element.
Steven Welliver
Deputy Chief Executive
Downtown Santa Monica, Inc.
1351 Third Street Promenade, Ste. 201
Santa Monica, CA 90401
310.393.8355
www.DowntownSM.com
Facebook | Twitter

June 1, 2021
Mr. Shawn Landres, Chair
and Santa Monica Planning Commissioners
City of Santa Monica
1685 Main Street
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Re: Santa Monica 2021-2029 Draft Housing Element, June 2, 2021 Agenda, Item 10B
Dear Chair Landres and Honorable Planning Commissioners:
Downtown Santa Monica, Inc. (DTSM) supports the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update. We
commend City staff for deftly addressing the impacts of two converging crises in the
creation of this plan – crafting new strategies to address the statewide housing affordability
crisis felt acutely on the Westside of Los Angeles and leading a collaborative community
planning process in the midst of the COVID-19 public health emergency. The draft plan is
based on sound principles and was derived from a clear and transparent process with
ample opportunity for public input.
We are particularly supportive of the City’s commitment to ensuring more housing is built
downtown at both affordable and market rates. We continue to believe downtown is the
most appropriate neighborhood in the City for hosting the levels of height and density
necessary to realize the creation of a meaningful number of new housing units. Further, the
Downtown Community Plan (DCP)’s vision of downtown as a place where housing is
complemented by access to transit, economic opportunity and neighborhood amenities is
as relevant today as when the DCP was adopted four years ago.
The Housing Element Update will foster more equitable housing development and a more
diverse and culturally rich community of residents. Thank you for your continued partnership
in keeping Downtown Santa Monica vibrant, welcoming and inclusive.
Sincerely,

Kathleen Rawson, CEO
Downtown Santa Monica, Inc.
cc:

DTSM, Inc. Board of Directors
DTSM, Inc. Staff
David Martin, Director of Community Development
Jing Yeo, Planning Division Manager

1351 Third Street Promenade, Suite 201, Santa Monica, CA I 310.393.8355 I info@downtownsm.com

Doc ID: f92fd0a6cc3c49d9400e86ffeb19b90c6e847937
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Houman Hemmati
Planning Commission Comments
URGENT: Regarding Housing Element and Upzoning in SM
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:48:47 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear members of the Planning Commission,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single

Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On March 30, 2021,
Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on
SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park
Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as
“affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and
should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for
these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and
pass this proposal WITHOUT public input. This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy
the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction
increase dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be
able to support this radical upzoning. This proposal is extremely advantageous and
extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to upzone and develop
SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our
small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be
able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into
their homes and their neighborhoods/communities. There is NO homeowner who buys into
a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to
them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed
they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our
city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No
single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families
have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will
choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less
desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR
neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density. Schools will
be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods.
It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN
AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity, social justice, or minority
advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse. SFR
families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to
destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is
unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra
housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to
accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-iscoming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-publichousing-in-your-backyard/5492.html https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-

city-council/ https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-wantyour-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the
other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x
as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened?
What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the
pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it? Is
your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers,
and your own interests? Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest
of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is
in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding
our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas? Finally, the people who love
Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a
family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually
vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON
ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS. In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their
numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our
beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
Thank you very much.
Respectfully,
Houman David Hemmati MD, PhD

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ellen Genco
Planning Commission Comments
Multi-unit housing proposal, re-zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 10:58:23 PM

EXTERNAL
As a 25 year resident (22 years homeowner), I am writing to oppose the proposal to allow multi-unit housing on
several streets between Montana & San Vincente. Over those years, we have seen the density of Santa Monica
continue to increase and put a strain on Santa Monica’s infrastructure & resources.
Thank you,
Ellen Genco
Sent from my iPhone

From:
Subject:
Date:

Shala O
Opposing to Change R-1 to R-2
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:22:32 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and
Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at
least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and
Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified
as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and
should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these
9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this
proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when
traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become
overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and
unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that
provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes
and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner
dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes
because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property
values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods
do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable
neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to

do with race, equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already
ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary.
Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are
numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail +
residential.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Quick
Planning Commission Comments
gleam.davis@smgov.net, phil.brock@smgov.net, christine.parra@smgov.net, sue.himmelrich@smgov.net,
kristin.mccowan@smgov.net, oscar.delatorre@smgov.net, council@smgov.net
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:27:30 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential
(SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue
Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on
SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build
nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This
9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies.
Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to
accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city.
Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density,
and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not
be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are
eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and
desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase,
maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their
neighborhoods/communities. There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping
that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR
zoned neighborhood that they believed they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will
destroy the character of our city.
Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family
homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes
because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property values will
decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase
dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It
will become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race,
equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously
diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have
shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized
areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles: https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-moveout-santa-monica-is-coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-

public-housing-in-your-backyard/5492.html https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-citycouncil/ https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-want-your-input-onupzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losingour-city/ https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/
My question to the members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other
apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in
each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in
your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you
rented/bought it when you rented/bought it? Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods
in order to benefit developers, and your own interests? Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in
the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods? Do you believe it
is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our streets,
neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas? Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most
are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are
voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers
and special interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that is in
line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Laurie Kapp
Planning Commission Comments
SFR
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:32:28 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1
zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich voted to
consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change
Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be
classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be
closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even
brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values
will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase
dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to upzone
and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade
their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is
built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had bought
into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming
surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR
families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the
infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will become a
race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient.
They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that
downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be
built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2021_04_05_opinion_time-2Dto2Dmove-2Dout-2Dsanta-2Dmonica-2Dis-2Dcoming-2Dfor-2Dyour-2Dhome-2Dwith-2Dupzoning-2Dplans-2Dfor-2Dr2D1-2Dneighborhoods-2Dand-2Dputting-2Dpublic-2Dhousing-2Din-2Dyour2Dbackyard_5492.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=I6_xGT8S6lwcyZrgpt3Zmrgw7VrKWxWfWt49WK2ET8&s=e9jHeUIuLZOFMGhGCjjZ0jKKOyeMMGs2ZCrKgm-ez6c&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__smmirror.com_2020_08_where-2Doh-2Dwhere-2Dis-2Dour2Dcity-2Dcouncil_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=I6_xGT8S6lwcyZrgpt3Zmrgw7VrKWxWfWt49WK2ET8&s=8anr_XFvRHzX5h9WZLKDm6SkIMP_LMy_pBgoCMT_CQ&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smdp.com_the-2Ddownsides-2Dof2Dupzoning_200599&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=I6_xGT8S6lwcyZrgpt3Zmrgw7VrKWxWfWt49WK2ET8&s=EHLYRtHbCLxe4LMP3AXTLtSdXniwo0DNiqDFzOlmjzw&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2020_11_21_politics_surprise2Dcity-2Ddoes-2Dnot-2Dactually-2Dwant-2Dyour-2Dinput-2Don-2Dupzoning-2Dfor-2Dadditional-2D88742Dunits_5052.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=I6_xGT8S6lwcyZrgpt3Zmrgw7VrKWxWfWt49WK2ET8&s=6lpWqkdFFzqsMdck_NWPsfs6FNvKwzSv70AHpuC4h-k&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__santamonicaarch.wordpress.com_2020_08_21_losing-2Dour2Dcity_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc-3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcSbwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=I6_xGT8S6lwcyZrgpt3Zmrgw7VrKWxWfWt49WK2ET8&s=klNtQFTqXnzMfY3kbmV-P_WSWRLK7JjY3d1ZscbCB2g&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__brentwoodnewsla.com_response-2Dto-2Dopinion-2Dof-2Dtoby2Dmuresianu_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=I6_xGT8S6lwcyZrgpt3Zmrgw7VrKWxWfWt49WK2ET8&s=ZLOA92HMDQpymw8Pug11EKHSL12tAuldHDSipar8NUE&e=
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your building were subdivided
into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this
happened? What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to
enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure
of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our
streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a
family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those neighborhood
to sell out to developers and special interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with the
preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Thomas Petrides
Phil Brock; Planning Commission Comments; Christine Parra; Council Mailbox; Kristin McCowan; Sue Himmelrich;
Gleam Davis; Oscar de la Torre
Absolutely No on North of Montana Re-Zone
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:39:44 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Members
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single
Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On March 30, 2021,
Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR
lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to
build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” lowincome units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to
3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional
units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal
WITHOUT public input. This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of
Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become
less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will
become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and
unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that
provide the charm and desirability of our small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their
savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home.
Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will
destroy the character of our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable
neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by
multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and
neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase
dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the
increased density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in
less desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes,
neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or
Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the
need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up
to accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-iscoming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-publichousing-in-your-backyard/5492.html https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-ourcity-council/ https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599

https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-wantyour-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the
other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as
many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What
would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your
desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it? Is your goal the
destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own
interests? Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city,
traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is in Santa
Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our streets,
neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas? Finally, the people who love Santa Monica
the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a family home in
Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those
neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING
PROPROSALS. In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a
manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and
way of life.
From,
Toula Lolonis
North of Montana resident since 1995

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Thomas Petrides
Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Sue Himmelrich; Oscar de la Torre; Planning Commission Comments; Council Mailbox;
Christine Parra
Absolutely No on North of Montana Re-Zone
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:48:05 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Members,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single
Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On March 30, 2021,
Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR
lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to
build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” lowincome units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to
3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional
units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal
WITHOUT public input. This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of
Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become
less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will
become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and
unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that
provide the charm and desirability of our small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their
savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home.
Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will
destroy the character of our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable
neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by
multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and
neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase
dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the
increased density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in
less desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes,
neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or
Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the
need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up
to accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the following
articles: https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santamonica-is-coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-

public-housing-in-your-backyard/5492.html https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-whereis-our-city-council/ https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-ofupzoning/200599 https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-doesnot-actually-want-your-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874units/5052.html https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-ourcity/ https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the
other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as
many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What
would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your
desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it? Is your goal the
destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own
interests? Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city,
traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is in Santa
Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our streets,
neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas? Finally, the people who love Santa Monica
the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a family home in
Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those
neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING
PROPROSALS. In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a
manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and
way of life.
From,
Toula Lolonis
North of Montana resident since 1995

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Thomas Petrides
Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Sue Himmelrich; Oscar de la Torre; Planning Commission Comments; Council Mailbox;
Christine Parra
Absolutely No on North of Montana Re-Zone
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:48:42 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Members,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single
Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On March 30, 2021,
Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR
lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to
build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” lowincome units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to
3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional
units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal
WITHOUT public input. This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of
Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become
less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will
become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and
unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that
provide the charm and desirability of our small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their
savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home.
Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will
destroy the character of our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable
neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by
multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and
neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase
dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the
increased density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in
less desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes,
neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or
Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the
need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up
to accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the following
articles: https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santamonica-is-coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-

public-housing-in-your-backyard/5492.html https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-whereis-our-city-council/ https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-ofupzoning/200599 https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-doesnot-actually-want-your-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874units/5052.html https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-ourcity/ https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the
other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as
many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What
would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your
desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it? Is your goal the
destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own
interests? Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city,
traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is in Santa
Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our streets,
neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas? Finally, the people who love Santa Monica
the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a family home in
Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those
neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING
PROPROSALS. In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a
manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and
way of life.
From,
Toula Lolonis
North of Montana resident since 1995

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Yvette Lau
Planning Commission Comments
R1 re-zoning
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:51:35 PM

EXTERNAL
We feel blindsided that this re-zoning is even under consideration. Destroying the single family zoning will not put a
dent in improving the current need for housing for the population that desperately needs housing. It is a bandaid on a
tsunami of need. We would never have bought a house knowing that apartments could be built on either side of us.
We ask that you stop further consideration of this proposal.
Best,
Joey Lin
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Paula Larmore
Shawn Landres; Leslie Lambert; Nina Fresco; Mario Fonda-Bonardi; Elisa Paster; Jim Ries; Ellis Raskin; Planning
Commission Comments
David Martin; Jing Yeo; Steve Mizokami; Cary Fukui; Heidi von Tongeln
Agenda Item 10-B: Suggested Revisions to Draft Housing Element
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 12:18:07 AM
Housing Element Concerns 06.02.2021.docx

EXTERNAL

Dear Commissioners,
Enclosed is a preliminary list of suggested revisions to the text of the draft Housing Element. The list
is organized by the order the various programs appear in the draft Housing Element rather than by
priority.
Thank you for your consideration.
Paula
Paula J. Larmore | Attorney at Law
1250 Sixth Street, Suite 200 | Santa Monica, CA 90401
O: (310) 656-4311 | plarmore@hlkklaw.com

NOTICE OF DISTRIBUTION: This e-mail message contains information that may be confidential and
privileged. Unless you are the addressee (or authorized to receive messages for the addressee), you
may not use, copy or disclose this message (or any information contained in it) to anyone. If you
have received this message in error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail and delete this
message. Nothing in this message should be interpreted as a digital or electronic signature that can
be used to authenticate a contract or other legal document.

1. Program 1.A Streamlined Approvals for Housing Projects
a. The draft housing element states that the City shall make amendments to the
LUCE, Downtown Community Plan (DCP), Bergamot Area Plan (BAP) and
Zoning Ordinance, as necessary, to allow housing projects that do not exceed
Tier 2 maximums and are subject to the Housing Accountability Act to be
reviewed through an administrative process. (Program I.A, p. 63.)
b. This program is already in place and hasn’t increased housing production in
any meaningful way. Thus, while it is helpful to make this program permanent
it clearly is not sufficient on its own. As documented in the HR&A feasibility
analysis, substantial revisions to the City’s height/density and affordability
standards are required to make housing projects feasible. As we’ve seen over
the past months, streamlining alone isn’t sufficient.
c. Our further concern is that if any modification/waiver/variance is needed for
the housing project the City’s position is that the housing project is not subject
to the HAA. Because of all the City’s various rules many projects require
modifications/waivers. For example:
i.
1626 Lincoln
1. Major modification to allow reduction of first story street wall height
requirement of 15 feet
2. Minor modification to loading space dimensions and distance
requirements between parking rams and compact parking spaces
ii.
1828 Ocean Avenue
1. Waiver from the Active Commercial Design standard which requires
the ground floor level along commercial boulevards not to exceed
18 inches lower or higher from the adjacent sidewalk
2. Major Modification from the Active Commercial Design standard
which requires the ground floor (floor to floor) height to be within 11
feet to 16 feet to allow a ground floor (floor to floor) height of 19 feet
iii.
710 Broadway
1. Minor modification to allow increase of maximum 16 foot ground
floor height by 2 feet to 18 feet to accommodate grocery store
d. Solution/Recommendation: Program 1.A should be revised to address the
HAA issue as follows:
The City shall make amendments to the LUCE, Downtown Community Plan
(DCP), Bergamot Area Plan (BAP) and Zoning Ordinance, as necessary, to
allow 100% affordable housing projects and housing projects that do not
exceed Tier 2 maximums and are subject to the Housing Accountability Act to
be reviewed through an administrative process. Amendments shall provide
a pathway for all “housing development projects” as defined in Cal Gov.
Code Section 65589.5(h)(2) to be considered by the City to be “subject
1

to the Housing Accountability Act”. Problematic standards (e.g. Active
Commercial Design standards and minimum/maximum ground floor
height requirements) shall either be eliminated/modified or included on
a menu of ministerial Density Bonus incentives/concessions and
waivers. This program would create a more streamlined application process,
proving certainty for housing providers.
e. Recommendation: In Program 1.A Program Background, add a new second
paragraph as follows:
Current requirements in the DCP, BAP and Zoning Ordinance make it
difficult or impossible for many housing development projects to
achieve full consistency with the Code including housing projects on
sites that have a slope, are located at the intersection of more than one
commercial boulevard, and/or to include a ground floor grocery store.
For example, several housing projects have needed
modifications/waivers from the City’s Active Commercial Design
standards, including the ground level/sidewalk adjacency requirement,
and the ground floor minimum and maximum height standards.
2. Program 1.C Incentivize Housing Development on Surface Parking Lots in
Residential Zones that are Associated with Existing Commercial Uses
a. The draft housing element states that the City “shall adopt standards that
incentivize housing production on surface parking lots in multi-unit
residential zones (i.e. R2, R3, R4) associated with existing commercial
uses, including removing the density caps and restoring underlying
maximum allowable density.” (Program 1.C, p. 64.)
b. Our concern is that there are other development standards that are
barriers to redeveloping these hybrid sites with housing projects. For
example,
i. The Code currently states that the commercial parcel is
redeveloped for another use (including residential use),
then the existing parking on the residentially-zoned site
must be eliminated. (SMMC Sections 9.27.110(A)(1)and
(3) and Section 9.16.020(B)(1) and (3).) This means the
existing parking on the residentially zoned lot cannot be
maintained to support a new housing project on the
commercial parcel or replaced within a subterranean
garage as part of a housing project on that spans the
commercial and residentially-zoned lots.
ii. The Code also requires that all parking for an addition or
expansion (including of new housing) that would occur on
the commercially-zoned parcel must be accomplished on
that parcel only and not on the residentially-zoned parcel.
(Section 9.27.110(A)(1)(5) and Section 9.16.020(B)(4).)
2

iii. The Code essentially requires that vehicular access for
any development (including housing) on these hybrid
sites be restricted to the commercially-zoned street
frontage. (SMMC 9.16.080(D).) Because the
commercially-zoned portion of the site may only be 1-2
lots deep and/or may already be developed with an
existing building, this requirement serves as a barrier to
redevelopment of these surface parking lots with housing.
c. Solution/recommendation: Revise Program 1.C as follows:
“In order to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing, the City shall adopt
standards that incentivize housing production on surface parking lots in
multi-unit residential zones (i.e. R2, R3, R4) associated with existing
commercial uses and the associated commercially zoned property,
including removing the density caps and restoring underlying maximum
allowable density, allowing the lots to continue providing parking for
the commercially zoned parcel (including in a subterranean garage)
if the site is redeveloped with a housing project and/or housing is
added on the site, and eliminating the requirement that vehicular
access for any new mixed-use housing development on these hybrid
sites be restricted to the commercially-zoned lots.”
3. Program 1.F Revise the DCP Development Standards to Support AHPP
a. The draft housing element states that the City “shall modify the development
standards in the DCP to ensure they are set at levels that can support the
minimum AHPP requirements” and that the City “shall also reconsider the
feasibility of Tier 2 project requirements for Downtown housing projects,
including the increase in affordable housing requirements relative to building
height.” (Program I.F, p. 66.)
b. Issue 1
i.
Concern - The stated timeframe is that the revisions to the DCP will be
done by June 30, 2023. (In the summary chart in the intro, it says
December 31, 2021.) This is too long given that very few new housing
projects have been filed for since the DCP was adopted in July 2017.
Further delaying these revisions will lead to continued stagnation with
respect to new housing project applications in Downtown Santa
Monica.
ii.
Recommendation - This timing on page 66 needs to be December 31,
2021 rather than waiting until June 2023.
c. Issue 2:
i.
Concern - It only talks about reconsidering the feasibility of Tier 2
projects, not Tier 3 projects. This would potentially incentivize
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ii.

underdevelopment of sites in the Transit Adjacent district (only place
where Tier 3 is possible) which doesn’t make any sense.
Recommendation - The second sentence of Program 1.F should be
revised as follows:
“The City shall also reconsider the feasibility of Tier 2 and 3 project
requirements for Downtown housing projects, including the increase in
affordable housing requirements relative to building height.”

d. Issue 3:
a. Concern- The background section says that since DCP adoption
approximately 1,133 units have been approved in the Downtown. This
ignores that those projects were grandparented into a 20% affordable
standard for project pending as of DCP adoptions and did not have to
comply with the DCP’s affordability standards for projects filed after
DCP adoption.
b. Recommendation - If City is going to state that over 1,000 units have
been approved under the DCP, then this sentence needs to be
disclose that most, if not all, these units were NOT under the standards
that apply to new applications and the City should disclose the number
of units that advanced to the building permit stage as follows:
Since DCP adoption, (a) approximately ___ [This may be 0] units
have been approved in the Downtown under the DCP’s standards
for newly filed housing projects, (b) approximately 1,133 units have
been approved in the Downtown under the lesser 20% affordable
standard that applies to applications complete on or before
11/11/16 and (c) with a lesser amount that _____ units have moved
ahead into building permits.
4. Program 2.C Update the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program
a. The draft housing element states that the “AHPP shall be revised to
eliminate the current ‘menu’ option of affordability requirements and
instead establish a desired base affordability percentage of 15% for with
the inclusionary units provided equally among all affordable income
levels.” (Program 2.C, p. 69.)
b. Our primary concerns are:
i. The City’s current development standards do not support 15%
deed-restricted affordable housing. This is documented in the City’s
HR&A feasibility analysis and is also supported by the lack of new
housing project applications filed since the City adopted the
Downtown Community Plan’s 20-30% affordability requirements
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and eliminated the extremely-low income option from the AHPP in
the rest of the City.
ii. The stated time frame for implementation is 2021/2022 and the City
Planning Division is not listed as a responsible division.
c. Recommendations/Solutions:
i. The title of Program 2.C should be revised as follows: “Update the
City’s Affordable Housing Production Program and Development
Standards to Ensure Housing Projects are Feasible”
ii. The following sentence should be added to Program 2.C (at the
end of the first paragraph):
“Height and density standards throughout the City shall be
modified based on the HR&A FAR Feasibility Modeling Results
dated May 26, 2021 to ensure the City’s development
standards support the affordable housing requirements.”
iii. Given the barrier to housing production that the current affordability
requirements pose, the time frame for implementation should be no
later than December 31, 2021 and the City should move forward
with an interim emergency ordinance to temporarily revise the
affordability standards to allow for feasible housing projects until the
permanent standards can be put into place.
iv. Given that modifications to heights and densities are required in
order to support the contemplated 15% affordability standard, the
Planning Division must be listed as a responsible division for
implementing this program.
5. Program 2.D Update Density Bonus Ordinance to Ensure Consistency with
State Law and Integration into the City’s Land Use System
a. The draft housing element states that the City “shall update the density
bonus ordinance, Santa Monica Municipal Code Chapter 9.22, to ensure
consistency with State Density Bonus Law and integration with the City’s
land use system, including the Affordable Housing Production Program”
and “set forth a voluntary ministerial process for consideration of
incentives & concessions and waivers of development standards.”
(Program 2.D, p. 70.)
b. Our primary concerns are:
i. The City is not processing State Density Bonus Law applications,
including those that merely request incentives & concessions and
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waivers of development standards when the applicant is electing no
increase in density. This is directly contrary to the State Density
Bonus Law, which specifically provides that the City’s “failure to
adopt an ordinance shall not relieve a city…from complying” with
the State Density Bonus Law. (Government Code Section
65915(a)(1).)
ii. Program 2.D has no specificity as to how the State density bonus is
to be applied. Given that the City continues to refuse to apply the
density bonus in the City’s commercial and mixed-use boulevards,
additional specificity is needed to ensure implementation of this
program is meaningful.
iii. The ministerial process for consideration of incentives &
concessions and waivers of development standards should include
development standards that have proven to be difficult or infeasible
to comply with including Active Commercial Design standards (i.e.
sidewalk/ground floor adjacency requirement) and
minimum/maximum ground floor height requirements.
iv. The City needs to also adopt “procedures and timelines for
processing a density bonus application” as required by Government
Code Section 65915(a)(3)(A).
c. Recommendation/Solution - Program 2.D should be revised as follows:
The City shall update the density bonus ordinance, Santa Monica
Municipal Code Chapter 9.22, to ensure consistency with State Density
Bonus Law and integration with the City’s land use system, including the
Affordable Housing Production Program. The ordinance will clarify how to
apply State density bonus law to the City’s development standards in the
City’s commercial and mixed-use districts, which are not based on typical
measures of density (units/acre) but instead based on Floor Area Ratio
(FAR). The applicable percentage density bonus shall be applied to
the project’s residential Floor Area (e.g. 50% x residential Floor Area
of 1.75). and The City shall set forth a voluntary ministerial process for
consideration of incentives & concessions and waivers of development
standards that includes development standards that have proven to
be problematic for housing projects (e.g. Active Commercial Design
standards and minimum/maximum ground floor height
requirements). The ordinance shall also include procedures and
timelines for processing density bonus applications. Prior to the
ordinance being updated, the City shall administratively process
density bonus applications, including requests for incentives &
concessions and waivers of development standards, as required by
Government Code Section 65915(a)(1).
d. In the 2.D Program Background, the last sentences states that to be
eligible for the density bonus the must set aside a certain percentage of
6

“total units” as deed-restricted affordable. Per the State Density Bonus
Law “total units” does not include units added by the density bonus. This
should be clarified by adding the following new sentence at the end of the
background section:
Per State Density Bonus Law (Gov’t Code § 65915(b)(3)), “total”
units” do “not include units added by a density bonus.”
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Roberts
Planning Commission Comments
Strong Objection to the Rezoning of NOMA
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 12:29:31 AM

EXTERNAL
Hello,
As a lifelong resident of Santa Monica of 38 years, I am writing in strong strong opposition to the rezoning of the
NOMA neighborhood where I grew up, own property and my family still resides. I also own property in the Ocean
Park area and have been so disappointed in the management, police enforcement, crime, over population an density,
use of funds and up keep that I can’t stand for another square foot of Santa Monica to follow suit.
Our city has a density problem as is and expanding into family areas where people have worked very hard to
maintain a quiet and peaceful lifestyle, one that costs a great sum of money is just not acceptable. There is a
shortage of space and parking as is and we will not stand for our way of life to be altered any further.
My mother was born in this city as was I and my brother. In the last decade we have seen an even more radical turn
to the left and we recently elected new officials to turn this place around. Many things need fixing and addressing.
Taking away from the way of life people have deeply settled roots in north of Montana is not acceptable as we all
know the initial plan of 7th, 14th and 20th streets will only serve as a gateway to alter the landscape of the entire
neighborhood. Crime has already spread spread north as a result of the train and a truly inept police force up until
recently run by a disgraced police chief.
We reject all ideas of expansion north and count on Phil Brock and colleagues to back us up in this motion.
Chris Roberts
Born in Santa Monica 1983
NOMA resident
Sent from my iPhone
Chris Roberts

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Annspun
Planning Commission Comments
Comments on 10B Draft Housing Plan
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 1:30:53 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commissioners,
Today I received a copy of the proposals of the 10 B Draft Housing Plan
today from a neighborhood group member, rather than the city. I signed
up for housing updates, but didn't receive one.
I just saw an ad from the city of Santa Monica, wooing a perspective
applicant for a job....it reads under Community: "the city of Santa
Monica has developed and sustained world-renowned stature for
its beautiful neighborhoods, ...its commitment to environmental
sustainability....and its balanced land use..." all these new density
proposals will permanently and negatively alter our city.   
The title of this study is the AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION
PLAN PROGRAM....First, it's appropriate you are using city
property...yet way at the bottom of all these proposals I see barely a blip
on actual affordable housing that could be built, the numbers of the
people they serve are low and height-wise the buildings stick out.
The LAND STEAL has begun, eyeing R1 properties that have been the
invaluable investment of 1/3 of our city's families since the city's
inception. Personally, my husband and I have saved and invested in
our home over the past 44 years. It is weekly enjoyed by our visiting
children and grandchildren. These new proposals of adding extra
housing/lot will permanently affect the character and environment we
fervently strove to maintain and pass on to our family members.
With densification, will our sunlight and coastline silhouettes disappear?
Will our trees be destroyed, will a "heat island" effect be a constant, do
we have enough water? Who can or will answer these questions?
I have attended a few of your meetings via Zoom in the last few months.

It is hard for those not vested in the housing industry to follow along.
There are way too many acronyms that are difficult to follow when your
conversations are speeding along. Sometimes I feel I need an
interpreter.
You have asked for community questions ahead of time, or before your
discussion, but sometimes I find most of my questions come after the
discussions. Maybe some questions allowed before and /or after? Or
even a dialogue between citizens and commissioners might be
appropriate. Or an FAQ page?
Density brings noise, lack of sun, lack of parking, and transportation
issues, (you try shopping and carrying bags of Pampers on public
transportation).
Please address our infrastructure needs with your proposed increases
in population....do we have adequate schools, police and fire,
evacuation routes for fires, traffic control, earthquakes and tsumani's,
disease control, etc.
Common sense is paramount...some in the state seem to be rushing
these issues instead of carefully studying them and engaging all of us.
Not a top down issue, but should be a democratic one.
Realistically, truly affordable housing is achievable. It's all a matter
of money. Affordable housing support has to be vastly subsidized
in greater numbers by state and federal government.  The
increased number has to fit-to-scale without community detriment.
FIRST DO NO HARM, should apply.
I thank you for all the volunteer time you invest in serving our city.
Ann Greenspun
Santa Monica Resident of 44 years

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dr. Anna Rogers
Planning Commission Comments
Strong opposition to altering the demonstrably viable Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in our
neighborhoods
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 3:13:12 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission Members,
As longtime residents who have lived, worked, and advocated
for positive change in Santa Monica for many decades, we are
respectfully urging you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal
to change, remove, or ultimately and eventually eradicate
Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of
our beautiful city. If we are truly a city of wellbeing that is
both sustainable, diverse and equitable, then the critical need
to consider and incorporate the repurposing of existing
structures, commercial properties, vacant (for years)
condominiums, apartments, and office space into the plan to
provide more housing within our tiny 8 square miles is a
necessity that cannot be overlooked under any circumstances.
Numerous studies as well as the Housing Element documents
have credibly indicated that areas with severely high vacancy
rates and buildings easily repurposed can meet any demands
for extra housing. Underutilized areas downtown as well as
city land can easily accommodate such needs, even ‘though
developers and those with significant financial interests in the
eventual disintegration of Single Family Residences R-1
zoning will not see as great a profit.
On a personal note, I would be remiss in not emphasizing the
fact that our city is glorious, gracious, and consistently
welcoming as we not only adapt to changing times but are on
the forefront of consistently balancing and analyzing

productive solutions and innovations to prioritize the needs of
all who reside and work within our incredible city-home. As
an educator and life-long learner of cross-cultural
communication, ethnic medicine, and medical-legal ethics, I
advise you that this proposed upzoning benefits NO ONE
other than those who see a potential gain in profits to the
detriment of our environment, architectural history, and
residents. Within many blocks of our own R-1 zoned
neighborhood are individuals and families of many, many
ethnic and cultural backgrounds who speak various languages
and practice religious and non-religious observations shared
throughout the community. The attempt to convince residents
that the initial endeavors to change, then eventually eradicate
R-1 zoning will somehow contribute to the advancement of
anti-racist policies is a cruel myth that dilutes, dishonors, and
disrespects the valid, critical movement toward recognizing
and destroying actual racist practices.
Open minds and calmer heads must prevail against the neverending financial feeding frenzy for power and profit under the
guise of helping those truly in need and/or falsely promoting a
legitimate cause of service and unity. Overdevelopment and
high density damage with the inevitable consequences of even
higher crime rates, weakening infrastructure, increased
pollution and damage to the environment as well as an
increasingly noticeable decline in the quality of living and
safety variables for residents have not gone unnoticed. We
again urge you, as do the vast majority of residents in all
neighborhoods in Santa Monica, to take this opportunity to
show your concern and appreciation of the trust you hold by
opposing and firmly rejecting this ultimately horrific disaster
of altering the demonstrably viable Single Family Residential

(SFR) R-1 zoning in our neighborhoods.
Respectfully,
David and Anna Rogers

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Danielle Vick
Planning Commission Comments
Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan; Oscar de la Torre; Council Mailbox
Changing or removing SFR R-1 Zoning - STRONGLY OPPOSE
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 4:12:41 AM

EXTERNAL



 Dear Member,
I am a long time Santa Monica resident at 1060 Harvard Street.
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and
Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at
least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and
Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified
as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and
should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these
9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this
proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when
traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become
overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and
unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that
provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes
and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner
dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes
because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property
values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods

do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable
neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to
do with race, equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already
ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary.
Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are
numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail +
residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-iscoming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-publichousing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-wantyour-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your
building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit?
Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in
your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as
you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers,
and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic,
infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values
while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their
finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the
families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special

interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable
number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
As City Council, please do your duty represent homeowners in this city.
Best regards,
Danielle Vick
1060 Harvard Street
Santa Monica, CA 90403
310-938-1337

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tracy Glende
Planning Commission Comments
STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of
Santa Monica!
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 6:29:05 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Members,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and
Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at
least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and
Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified
as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and
should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these
9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this
proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when
traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become
overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and
unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that
provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes
and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense
4-unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the
SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner
dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes
because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property
values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods
do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable
neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.

FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has
NOTHING to do with race, equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our
neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary.
Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are
numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both
retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-iscoming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-publichousing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-wantyour-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your
building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit?
Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in
your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as
you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers,
and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic,
infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values
while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their
finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the

families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special
interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable
number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
Tracy Glende
North of Montana Resident

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jason Mastbaum
Nina Fresco; Leslie Lambert; Shawn Landres; Elisa Paster; Jim Ries; Mario Fonda-Bonardi
Planning Commission Comments; Housing Update; Compliance Review@HCD
6/1/2021 Planning Commission meeting 10B
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 6:30:42 AM

EXTERNAL

Hello,
I'm writing in strong support of the R1 upzonings stated in the draft housing element. There
are many things I could write about why I support this. One is that I've been living on
Montana Avenue for six years, and I cannot possibly see how these upzonings would diminish
my quality of life, but I *can* see that I cannot possibly hope to stay in Santa Monica for the
long haul if we continue to allow our housing crisis to continue unabated as it would mean I
would never be able to afford buying in Santa Monica. Another is that many of the houses in
this R1 zone are *already* the size of multi-family dwellings, and that many multi-family
dwellings in Santa Monica are in fact *smaller* than a lot of the houses in this R1 zone. The
house at the northwest corner of 4th and Marguerita, for example, is already big enough to be
a quadplex.
But I want to focus on how dismayed I am at the absolutely horrific language being used by
many of my neighbors to demand keeping the R1 zoning. These comments read like they
could have been copied verbatim from a Tucker Carlson Fox News scaremongering segment
about "Democrats want to destroy the suburbs"—many even directly say that the rezoning
would "destroy our neighborhood!" Neighborhood character" is a well-known dog whistle in
support of continuing the racist legacy of redlining. And while that's a consistent theme in
these comments, some go well beyond that; looking through the PDF of public comments
listed on the agenda for today's meeting, on page 14 we have someone calling for shipping the
mentally ill and the homeless out to concentration camps in the desert.
On page 9, we have a commenter who apparently does not even recognize renters as her
neighbors. She states that "as a resident"..."I know my neighbors and we all get along"..."I am
close to Montana and directly behind a unit that was just re-converted to apartments. The
tenants don't take care of the property and the owner isn't there." The dichotomy of "residents"
vs "renters" makes it clear what she means. Even in a city that's majority renter, she apparently
has a feudal land-ownership-based idea of who's a "real" resident. The commenter on page 19
expresses a similar sentiment, saying that rezoning would bring "more crime" (a clear dog
whistle to allowing "the wrong kinds of people" into the neighborhood) and "an increase in
strangers", again suggesting that the new rental tenants would not be "real" residents.
This goes on and and on in the comments, about how "the neighborhood would be destroyed"
and "property values would be decreased", none of which makes sense unless you think the
rezoning will bring the "wrong people" to the neighborhood, which many of the commenters
explicitly state is what they think because apparently they think rezoning will somehow
increase the number of homeless people in the neighborhood. And again, all of which read like
verbatim Donald Trump or Tucker Carlson quotes about "destroying the suburbs". I hate to
link to Fox News, but in this case I think it's worth it to go straight to the source for the
comparison of these public comments to the Republican and Fox News scaremongering about
rezoning means to these people. https://www.foxnews.com/politics/trump-says-biden-would-

abolish-the-suburbs-and-replace-it-with-socialist-nightmare
As both the Planning Commission and the City Council have recognized, north of Montana is
still shaped by the history of redlining, and this is our opportunity to begin to correct that
historical wrong. I urge the Planning Commission to do the right thing and see this through.
Santa Moncia cannot live up to the progressive values it claims to support if we cave to a
hateful minority demanding that we continue to uphold the lingering effects of decades-old
racist policy.
Thank you for your time,
Jason Mastbaum

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Doug Mayers
Planning Commission Comments; Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan;
Oscar de la Torre; Council Mailbox
Residential re-zoning proposal
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 6:31:01 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to
dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units
(6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by
the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000
additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public
input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values
will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase
dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to
upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small
city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and
upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building
is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had
bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming
surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods.
SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the
infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will
become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not
transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that

downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can
be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2021_04_05_opinion_time2Dto-2Dmove-2Dout-2Dsanta-2Dmonica-2Dis-2Dcoming-2Dfor-2Dyour-2Dhome-2Dwith-2Dupzoning-2Dplans2Dfor-2Dr-2D1-2Dneighborhoods-2Dand-2Dputting-2Dpublic-2Dhousing-2Din-2Dyour2Dbackyard_5492.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=ezDeiSgN9ARWZaT0Qb0cLefiFxUCZKzf52mq0oPbg8&s=E37RMXUgoGMyOjA6XE_dOo0OOfyVFcMsgALAiVUoZ-o&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__smmirror.com_2020_08_where-2Doh-2Dwhere-2Dis-2Dour2Dcity-2Dcouncil_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=ezDeiSgN9ARWZaT0Qb0cLefiFxUCZKzf52mq0oPbg8&s=I6WPb4orptXzI6PIcLD2z8E26BMMndDzw-Y_tN3Gcx0&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smdp.com_the-2Ddownsides-2Dof2Dupzoning_200599&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=ezDeiSgN9ARWZaT0Qb0cLefiFxUCZKzf52mq0oPbg8&s=GgTawAFrtKlsVRCgIBFV8SIUwawB-8b7L-01qNB_bi0&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2020_11_21_politics_surprise2Dcity-2Ddoes-2Dnot-2Dactually-2Dwant-2Dyour-2Dinput-2Don-2Dupzoning-2Dfor-2Dadditional-2D88742Dunits_5052.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=ezDeiSgN9ARWZaT0Qb0cLefiFxUCZKzf52mq0oPbg8&s=P8Z_XwcIvmQ7iLbGjDypf_SdU4lwvUykkm_PH1nmhY4&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__santamonicaarch.wordpress.com_2020_08_21_losing2Dour-2Dcity_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=ezDeiSgN9ARWZaT0Qb0cLefiFxUCZKzf52mq0oPbg8&s=zm2cBTUWynCUC9XtHiZxNLo5iKG_BjCWFEsgKWcrBjQ&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__brentwoodnewsla.com_response-2Dto-2Dopinion-2Dof2Dtoby-2Dmuresianu_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=ezDeiSgN9ARWZaT0Qb0cLefiFxUCZKzf52mq0oPbg8&s=yKU9kF_Wf1md30a4QLgzyEucoxDVSzXO1Q-EaqoxV2g&e=
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your building were
subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your
apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to
use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term
allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our
streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy
a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those
neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with

the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
310-266-1773
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Kelly Syers
Planning Commission Comments
Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan; Oscar de la Torre; Council Mailbox
NO on upzoning
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 6:58:55 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.

On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue
Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units
on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard
to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income
units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per
previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even
brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input. This
misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city.
Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise,
density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city
infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning. This proposal is extremely
advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to upzone and
develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our
small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and
their neighborhoods/communities. There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family
neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them,
or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had bought into. Destroying our
SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city.

Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family
homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their
homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property
values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density,
construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure
to handle the increased density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will
result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity, social
justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.

Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies
have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous
underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles: https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-tomove-out-santa-monica-is-coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-andputting-public-housing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-want-yourinput-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/
My question to the members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both
sides? Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the
other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many
people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen
to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the
unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it? Is your goal the destruction of Santa
Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own interests? Do you believe that
eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure
of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and
property values while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances
and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the families who have
actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests.

VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS. In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise
their numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful,
inclusive city and way of life.

Should this pass, we will be moving after living here for 20 years. I   We voted in for you for change,
not this type of change. Please be the people you claimed to be to the SM voters.

Thank you for your consideration,

Kelly Syers and Joshua Raphaelson.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Shelley L.
Planning Commission Comments
NO rezoning North of Montana
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 7:00:38 AM

EXTERNAL
This letter serves as my strong opposition to rezoning north of Montana for future condominiums.
26th street has huge traffic problems from 3 pm on with the gridlock extending all the way down to Montana Blvd.
This will make it markedly worse.
Thank you for considering my request.
Shelley John
North of Montana Residence

From:
To:
Date:

Stanley Iezman
Planning Commission Comments
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 7:09:38 AM

EXTERNAL

We read with great distress that the city of Santa Monica to create more housing is seeking to
change the zoning in certain areas of the city, particularly R1 zones which have traditionally been
single family homes.
The attempt to make changes to 7th, 14th and 26Th streets to allow for multi story residential for
rent/for sale properties is very much misguided by a lack of focus on the impact of these chage on
our community:
1. Parking will increase and densify the streets which already are overburdened.
2. There are no readily usable transit systems to accommodate the additional tenants in this
area. If you want to go to DTLA from Santa Monica from north of Montana a google
search will show you it takes over 2 hours to use buses and trains to go one way.
3. More bulk in buildings will hinder views, sunlight and right to air and space, which is the
opposite of what the city sought regarding its most recent design change for single family
homes in this area.
4. Security and safety of tenants on streets where this may occur is impaired with more cars
and no additional measures to protect people.
5. The impact of these changes on the very sense of community that the city of Santa
Monica has fought so hard to achieve will be further diminished in a time when we are in
need of more community.
6. These changes to our community are ill placed and should be located in areas with
existing density, mass transit and accessibility to transportation centers.
We are very much opposed to these changes.
Stanley Iezman
Chairman & Chief Executive Officer
ARA | AMERICAN REALTY ADVISORS

515 S Flower St.
49th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
T213.233.5700   D213.233.5777
siezman@aracapital.com | Download v-card
www.aracapital.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Richard Thaler
Planning Commission Comments; Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan;
Oscar de la Torre; Council Mailbox
rezoning proposal
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 7:21:21 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member, I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or
remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
Regards,
Richard Thaler
740 Adelaide Place
Santa Monica

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Scott Roberts
Planning Commission Comments
Oppose R1 rezoning
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 7:29:26 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa
Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR
zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard
to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by
the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even
brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city
infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and
the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are
financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to them, across from
them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing.
Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as
the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased
density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity, social justice, or minority
advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the
need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2021_04_05_opinion_time-2Dto-2Dmove-2Dout-2Dsanta2Dmonica-2Dis-2Dcoming-2Dfor-2Dyour-2Dhome-2Dwith-2Dupzoning-2Dplans-2Dfor-2Dr-2D1-2Dneighborhoods-2Dand-2Dputting-2Dpublic2Dhousing-2Din-2Dyour-2Dbackyard_5492.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBujXLAKkYKs&m=m06i6w_OOxQzm3xGYKMW86XGKAhztBmubmXVHulidQo&s=vSR5BJ2ujY43KDAv75zT7dHAP9CQMljFcWTRVjpx7S8&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__smmirror.com_2020_08_where-2Doh-2Dwhere-2Dis-2Dour-2Dcity2Dcouncil_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc-3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBujXLAKkYKs&m=m06i6w_OOxQzm3xGYKMW86XGKAhztBmubmXVHulidQo&s=NhNHrAcezc1l2Mkib8cXSo_fOPTSz0iioQlL9H5NMs8&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smdp.com_the-2Ddownsides-2Dof2Dupzoning_200599&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc-3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBujXLAKkYKs&m=m06i6w_OOxQzm3xGYKMW86XGKAhztBmubmXVHulidQo&s=1oog51CXP-Lk-kdd_HcppSjIqDG_Hy6VkaMtl5CD2L0&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2020_11_21_politics_surprise-2Dcity-2Ddoes-2Dnot2Dactually-2Dwant-2Dyour-2Dinput-2Don-2Dupzoning-2Dfor-2Dadditional-2D8874-2Dunits_5052.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCIQasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc-3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBujXLAKkYKs&m=m06i6w_OOxQzm3xGYKMW86XGKAhztBmubmXVHulidQo&s=VOYpSIwj2oR_P3epEcVeDnBI3GJQM6U10Lv3OkXFnek&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__santamonicaarch.wordpress.com_2020_08_21_losing-2Dour2Dcity_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc-3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBujXLAKkYKs&m=m06i6w_OOxQzm3xGYKMW86XGKAhztBmubmXVHulidQo&s=39IV2u8T2x1cFqJGHvABzdwHlURZDWdbRJc1Bf_nAA&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__brentwoodnewsla.com_response-2Dto-2Dopinion-2Dof-2Dtoby-

2Dmuresianu_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc-3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBujXLAKkYKs&m=m06i6w_OOxQzm3xGYKMW86XGKAhztBmubmXVHulidQo&s=TRjRq33ZJ-yGUn87nqxvjm1LKOEhlh-d4A69AqDwfQk&e=
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at
least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in your building?
Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks,
schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica.
You are voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful,
inclusive city and way of life.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nancy Stark
Planning Commission Comments
OPPOSE R-1 UPZONING CHANGES NORTH OF MONTANA
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 7:30:17 AM

EXTERNAL

I am writing to voice my strong OPPOSITION to changing the existing R1 zoning to 7th, 14th and 26th
Streets in Santa Monica to allow for multi-residential properties. This plan runs counter to the goals
of improving the livability of North of Montana residents for many reasons:
1. The City Council has repeatedly reduced the amount of square footage single family North of
Montana homeowners can build to retain light, air, open space and to limit density in order to
preserve the quality of life and environment for its residents.
2. The addition of ADUs on most new and many existing single family home lots are already
increasing density in many cases and impacting neighbors’ light, open space and street
parking.
3. Traffic on these three arteries, particularly 26th Street, is bottlenecked throughout the day.
Additional housing units will exacerbate this significant problem.
4. Current infrastructure cannot support the increased density.
5. Developers will win, while single family home owners will experience diminished quality of life
and sense of community.
6. The City’s effort to increase the multi-housing supply should be focused on DTSM and
adjacent areas that are near the Expo line mass transit.
Nancy Stark
304 24th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402
nancyestark@gmail.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

hyfazio@aol.com
Planning Commission Comments
Draft Housing Element - Program 4.D
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 7:49:50 AM

EXTERNAL
I am opposed to the rezoning of some of the streets north of Montana. The planning committee does not
seem to take into account the livability of this city. Santa Monica has become too crowded, dense and full
of traffic. Instead of building more buildings on those streets, why don’t you consider bike streets only,
one way streets, one car lane only on Montana, etc.
What is the purpose of promoting “fair access” to north of Montana? South of Montana is almost
completely apartments. North of Montana is a very small area and has some apartments. But what is the
point to create more congestion, traffic for a couple of apartments? 7th street is already a thorough fare to
the canyon and Pacific Palisades with lots of traffic. More cars will cause gridlock in that area just like has
been created on Lincoln down by the Freeway.
The planning committee has already ruined this city and has made it unlivable with the increased bike
lanes with few bikers using them, the dangerous scooters all over the city, the obsession with bicycles
and not pedestrians. Come up with solutions that make fairness and livability for all residents and visitors
in Santa Monica.
Laura Hymowitz
Santa Monica Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Linda Buckingham
Planning Commission Comments
Why are you killing our neighborhoods?
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:06:19 AM

EXTERNAL
We STRONGLY oppose and will join the effort to defeat your attempt to eliminate R-1 zoning in Santa Monica.
Adding 9,000 units in this already cramped city is beyond belief.
Why didn’t the Planning Commission question and oppose this absurd idea like so many other cities have done?
This isn’t set in stone. Your utopian ideology is slowly destroying this city and residents are fed up.
Where will you get water for these units and who’s going to pay for it? Where are people going to park their cars
since you don’t require any parking spaces? No, they will not use public transportation or ride bikes.
Are our public schools equipped to handle thousands more students?
Homeowners have worked hard to afford a home for their families and you can’t wait to destroy their neighborhoods
with overdevelopment. Shame on every one of you for voting for this and pushing your socialist agenda down our
throats.
We will be contacting every city council member as well to make sure they vote NO, or risk not being reelected.
This absurd idea must be stopped!!
SAVE SANTA MONICA
Linda and John Buckingham
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kenny Shaevel
Planning Commission Comments
REZONING NORTH OF MONTANA AVENUE FROM R1 to R2
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:06:43 AM

EXTERNAL

As a 30+ resident living north of Montana on Georgina Avenue We are strongly opposed to
the considered rezoning that would add unnecessary traffic in an area that has become over
built, crowded, and considerably more challenging to live in.
The thought of multi family housing on 7th 14th and 26th St. to us is an unthinkable
proposition.
Living on 23rd & Georgina I observe cars trying to avoid 26th St, and the
continuous log jam of traffic on 26th St.
by adding more homes more cars more problems onto our busy streets north of Montana it
doesn’t just affect the three streets being discussed but it will affect the whole neighborhood.
Please do not make this mistake to our beautiful neighborhood.
Respectfully
Kenny & Stephanie Shaevel

-KENNY SHAEVEL | PRESIDENT
KB SALES, INC.
T 310-450-6080 | F 310-450-7899
C 310-710-6221
212 26TH St Santa Monica, CA 90402
kshaevel@kbsalesinc.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elizabeth Stone
Planning Commission Comments
NOMA zone changes
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:20:06 AM

EXTERNAL

I am writing to voice my strong OPPOSITION to changing the existing R1 zoning to 7th, 14th and
26thStreets in Santa Monica to allow for multi-residential properties. This plan runs counter to the
goals of improving the livability of North of Montana residents for many reasons:
1. The City Council has repeatedly reduced the amount of square footage single family North of
Montana homeowners can build to retain light, air, open space and to limit density in order to
preserve the quality of life and environment for its residents.
2. The addition of ADUs on most new and many existing single family home lots are already
increasing density in many cases and impacting neighbors’ light, open space and street
parking.
3. Traffic on these three arteries, particularly 26th Street, is bottlenecked throughout the day.
Additional housing units will exacerbate this significant problem.
4. Current infrastructure cannot support the increased density.
5. Developers will win, while single family home owners will experience diminished quality of life
and sense of community.
6. The City’s effort to increase the multi-housing supply should be focused on DTSM and
adjacent areas that are near the Expo line mass transit.
Elizabeth Stone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

sb
Planning Commission Comments
Agenda Item 10B —Homeowner comments
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:29:15 AM

EXTERNAL
The below are my comments to the Commission Members as a homeowner and taxpayer in Santa Monica:
Dear Commission Members,
I am a long time home owner and resident of Santa Monica. I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the
proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
This misguided Up-zoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city and lower the
overall tax revenue. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise,
density, and construction increase dramatically. Lack of desirable schools due to overcrowding of the physical plant
and expanded class size will continue to erode what we know attracts all residents, who LARGELY pay for the
cities infrastructure. If taxpayers sell their homes to leave and apartments are left empty, the city will be left with
less money to support all the subsidies, services and necessary infrastructure improvements caused by up-zoning.
Please don’t ruin our city with more density and development.
I beg of you to not change the R1 zoning
Sincerely,
Susan Bracey
2207 California Ave
Santa Monica

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Penn Jones
Planning Commission Comments
RE-Zoning by Planning Commision
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:31:04 AM

EXTERNAL

Our city doesn't need the rezoning laws at this time. What we need to a planning commision to
focus on ensuring our schools are properly prepared for the future.
Going down this path with only create more congestion in our city and increased crime.
Stop trying to make Santa Monica a place built up and over crowded.
Back off and focus what we have an improving our infrastructure versus ignoring and
expanding creating more issues mentioned above.
Thank you,
Penn H Jones
SM residence north and south sides for 27 years combined

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Cara Robertson
Planning Commission Comments
Cara Robertson
Proposed R1 Rezoning NOMA
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:41:30 AM

EXTERNAL

 To the Planning Commission:
I am writing to voice my strong OPPOSITION to changing the existing R1 zoning to 7th, 14th and
26th Streets in Santa Monica to allow for multi-residential properties. This plan runs counter to the
goals of improving the livability of North of Montana residents for many reasons:
1. The City Council has repeatedly reduced the amount of square footage single family North of
Montana homeowners can build to retain light, air, open space and to limit density in order to
preserve the quality of life and environment for its residents.
2. The addition of ADUs on most new and many existing single family home lots are already
increasing density in many cases and impacting neighbors’ light, open space and street
parking.
3. Traffic on these three arteries, particularly 26thStreet, is bottlenecked throughout the day.
Additional housing units will exacerbate this significant problem. During rush hours, it is
number to bumper extending from San Vicente to Wiltshire and beyond.
4. Current infrastructure cannot support the increased density.
5. Developers will win, while single family home owners will experience diminished quality of life
and sense of community.
6. The City’s effort to increase the multi-housing supply should be focused on DTSM and
adjacent areas that are near the Expo line mass transit.
Yours sincerely,
Cara Robertson
312 24th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402
Cwrobertson@earthlink.net

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Laura Richardson
Planning Commission Comments; Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan;
Oscar de la Torre; Council Mailbox
Santa Monica family in strong opposition to proposal to change SFR R-1 zoning in Santa Monica
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:43:25 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Council Member, I am writing this letter to confirm that I strongly oppose the proposal
to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in any part of Santa
Monica. On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin
McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow
developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana
Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000
of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). Pro-developer groups have
pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this
number and pass this proposal without public input. This misguided upzoning proposal will
destroy communities within Santa Monica whose taxes have heavily subsidized the city's
residents for decades. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less
desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will
become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning. This proposal is extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager
to upzone and develop SFR parcels and commercial corridors that provide the charm and
desirability of our small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or
retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners
are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities. There is NO
homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit
apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods
will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable
neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by
multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and
neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase
dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the
increased density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in
less desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes,
neighborhoods, and schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or
Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate
the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be
built up to accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-iscoming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-publichousing-in-your-backyard/5492.html https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-ourcity-council/ https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-want-

your-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would you like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? WIth
no parking? Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel
if all of the other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have
at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this
happened? What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to
use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought
it? Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit
developers, and your own interests? Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the
best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods? Do
you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values
while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas? Finally,
the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances
and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families
who have actually vested in those neighborhoods to sell out to developers and special
interests. VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPOSALS. In addition, please DEMAND that
SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with the
preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
Respectfully,
Laura and Jason Richardson
Amelia, George and Benjamin Richardson
266 19th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mandy M Stackel
Planning Commission Comments
Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan; Oscar de la Torre; Council Mailbox
Changing or removing SFR R-1 Zoning - STRONGLY OPPOSE
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:45:17 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member,
I am a long time Santa Monica resident at 1023 Harvard Street.
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue
Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units
on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard
to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income
units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per
previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have
even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city.
Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise,
density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city
infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions
who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the
charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase,
maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their
neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit
apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of
becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the
zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as
the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not
have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable
neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with
race, equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse.

SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies
have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous
underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-is-comingfor-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-public-housing-in-yourbackyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-want-yourinput-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your building
were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you
stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in your building?
Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it
when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and
your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure,
and long term allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while
overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances
and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who
have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that
is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
As City Council, please do your duty represent homeowners in this city.
Best regards,
Madeleine Mizrahi
1023 Harvard Street
Santa Monica, CA 90403
310-200-4338

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Roger Young
Planning Commission Comments
DO NOT DESTROY SANTA MONICA
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 8:53:46 AM

EXTERNAL

I am begging you not to change the zoning laws and allow the eventual destruction of single
family homes in Santa Monica. If you love this town, do not be a part of its demise. Protect
it. This is your responsibility.
Roger Young
1513 Berkeley St.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynn London
Planning Commission Comments
Strongly oppose rezoning on 7th and 14th North of Montana
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:04:38 AM

EXTERNAL

To the members of the Santa Monica planning commission:
As a longtime resident of Santa Monica I STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to rezone 7th
and 14th streets North of Montana from R1 to R2. On March 30, 2021, Council members
Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich voted to consider
changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to
dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build
nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income
units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300
as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units
and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal
WITHOUT public input.
Reducing homeownership is not in the best interest of the city in terms of traffic, education,
or infrastructure.
Sincerely,
Lynn London

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Casey La Scala
Planning Commission Comments
Zoning
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:10:47 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to
dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units
(6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by
the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000
additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public
input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values
will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase
dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to
upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small
city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and
upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building
is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had
bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming
surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods.
SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the
infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will
become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not
transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that
downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can

be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2021_04_05_opinion_time2Dto-2Dmove-2Dout-2Dsanta-2Dmonica-2Dis-2Dcoming-2Dfor-2Dyour-2Dhome-2Dwith-2Dupzoning-2Dplans2Dfor-2Dr-2D1-2Dneighborhoods-2Dand-2Dputting-2Dpublic-2Dhousing-2Din-2Dyour2Dbackyard_5492.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=828M4NwAxXcWv2yRNYADj3yuiy_1dw28opcfMJm57U&s=KLqqhtrVGWTY0ksnVtgycpT0QqYI2_S1m5Wi0WPnJpc&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__smmirror.com_2020_08_where-2Doh-2Dwhere-2Dis-2Dour2Dcity-2Dcouncil_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=828M4NwAxXcWv2yRNYADj3yuiy_1dw28opcfMJm57U&s=RD0lGl1EAiiw2goks8G_ZJ1mw-zUDWqEUbnDn_C9CkU&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smdp.com_the-2Ddownsides-2Dof2Dupzoning_200599&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=828M4NwAxXcWv2yRNYADj3yuiy_1dw28opcfMJm57U&s=TZLC_xApQjTngp2H8G3nQnu9SU_7opO44-ukUsPBHGo&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2020_11_21_politics_surprise2Dcity-2Ddoes-2Dnot-2Dactually-2Dwant-2Dyour-2Dinput-2Don-2Dupzoning-2Dfor-2Dadditional-2D88742Dunits_5052.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=828M4NwAxXcWv2yRNYADj3yuiy_1dw28opcfMJm57U&s=OCvS39RuTwSRfM0NDPnQ93rZfboEdZ5bAmEIPfFBUUk&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__santamonicaarch.wordpress.com_2020_08_21_losing2Dour-2Dcity_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=828M4NwAxXcWv2yRNYADj3yuiy_1dw28opcfMJm57U&s=xkjiVSbQHmEHkpyRFIF_VlNT0HAWKe2hHNcnwlivQr8&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__brentwoodnewsla.com_response-2Dto-2Dopinion-2Dof2Dtoby-2Dmuresianu_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=828M4NwAxXcWv2yRNYADj3yuiy_1dw28opcfMJm57U&s=BPYS9ASS_KqdWxXk8UAu3ufSbEy2ro9dPpfFOoq_C2k&e=
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your building were
subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your
apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to
use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term
allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our
streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy
a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those
neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with
the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ERIN JONES
Planning Commission Comments
Re-Zoning R-1 to R-2
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:11:07 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning Commission,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to
dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units
(6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by
the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000
additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public
input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values
will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase
dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to
upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small
city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and
upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building
is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had
bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming
surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods.
SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the
infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will
become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not
transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that
downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can

be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2021_04_05_opinion_time2Dto-2Dmove-2Dout-2Dsanta-2Dmonica-2Dis-2Dcoming-2Dfor-2Dyour-2Dhome-2Dwith-2Dupzoning-2Dplans2Dfor-2Dr-2D1-2Dneighborhoods-2Dand-2Dputting-2Dpublic-2Dhousing-2Din-2Dyour2Dbackyard_5492.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=mx9p4E2JDqVPDQV0bL4ySDen2VVeIxXHhdDItYouS4&s=ADPG30ndmc_Mv6q6N5xrS5kDxr08P6Cf-1DcQawRjEA&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__smmirror.com_2020_08_where-2Doh-2Dwhere-2Dis-2Dour2Dcity-2Dcouncil_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=mx9p4E2JDqVPDQV0bL4ySDen2VVeIxXHhdDItYouS4&s=R3QzWSO6WrSTa5tvembQmD2R2UCZKEDZC4FG9wb_itM&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smdp.com_the-2Ddownsides-2Dof2Dupzoning_200599&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=mx9p4E2JDqVPDQV0bL4ySDen2VVeIxXHhdDItYouS4&s=0Dfj3A_BLt3r5yDutzoQPbwktA5AvBIb2537gpRpY5I&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2020_11_21_politics_surprise2Dcity-2Ddoes-2Dnot-2Dactually-2Dwant-2Dyour-2Dinput-2Don-2Dupzoning-2Dfor-2Dadditional-2D88742Dunits_5052.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=mx9p4E2JDqVPDQV0bL4ySDen2VVeIxXHhdDItYouS4&s=hYm_04EI3LAXgf36QDSz3yJAfvDoKcrqXOrUCPJDuRI&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__santamonicaarch.wordpress.com_2020_08_21_losing2Dour-2Dcity_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=mx9p4E2JDqVPDQV0bL4ySDen2VVeIxXHhdDItYouS4&s=Iq5JEYSFxmZzKJkR7v5INmVikjviZZQtw0IHu9BG0Zc&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__brentwoodnewsla.com_response-2Dto-2Dopinion-2Dof2Dtoby-2Dmuresianu_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=mx9p4E2JDqVPDQV0bL4ySDen2VVeIxXHhdDItYouS4&s=TeGvwliCiKzf5mczoPY9fFpUA8ehCStq2-3afW73wPg&e=
Thank you for your time,
Sincerely,
Erin Jones

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Susan Newirth
Planning Commission Comments
Written Comment Agenda Item 10B
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:18:09 AM

EXTERNAL
PUBLIC COMMENT FOR CITY OF SANTA MONICA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Dear Planning Commission Members,
As a 25 year resident of Santa Monica and a single family residence homeowner, I am writing to adamantly oppose
the rezoning of selected Portions of R1 neighborhoods in an effort to increase density. I believe whole heartedly
that this is a misguided idea and a poorly conceived attempt to solve the housing and diversity issues that our city
and greater community are facing. The notion that allowing a certain number of 3 unit developments on three
specific streets north of Montana is going to in anyway make an impact on the housing or inclusion crisis is
ludicrous. It is a much better idea to continue to work on and support the development of ADUs where homeowners
have the control and ability to maximize the living quarters on their lots and to potentially make some money to
house additional people. This is likely to have a greater impact on creating more housing north of Montana than a
handful of 3 units homes on three streets north of Montana.
Further, the three streets you have identified: 7th, 14th and 26th already have a high traffic flow for being in
residential neighborhoods with adults and kids’ riding bikes, walking to school and playing. Any additional traffic
or parking congestion should be mitigated and not intentionally added to.
This also may have a negative impact on property values for residents who have paid a premium to be north of
Montana and whose property taxes help support our wonderful city. DO NOT VOTE IN FAVOR OF ITEM 4D!
Respectfully,
Susan Newirth

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jason Mastbaum
Planning Commission Comments
Re: 6/1/2021 Planning Commission meeting 10B
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:20:19 AM

EXTERNAL

P.S. I'm sure staff will catch this, but just in case, the subject line should have said that this
email is for the 6/2 meeting not the 6/1 meeting.
On Wed, Jun 2, 2021 at 9:29 AM Jason Mastbaum <jason.mastbaum@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello,
I'm writing in strong support of the R1 upzonings stated in the draft housing element. There
are many things I could write about why I support this. One is that I've been living on
Montana Avenue for six years, and I cannot possibly see how these upzonings would
diminish my quality of life, but I *can* see that I cannot possibly hope to stay in Santa
Monica for the long haul if we continue to allow our housing crisis to continue unabated as
it would mean I would never be able to afford buying in Santa Monica. Another is that many
of the houses in this R1 zone are *already* the size of multi-family dwellings, and that many
multi-family dwellings in Santa Monica are in fact *smaller* than a lot of the houses in this
R1 zone. The house at the northwest corner of 4th and Marguerita, for example, is already
big enough to be a quadplex.
But I want to focus on how dismayed I am at the absolutely horrific language being used by
many of my neighbors to demand keeping the R1 zoning. These comments read like they
could have been copied verbatim from a Tucker Carlson Fox News scaremongering segment
about "Democrats want to destroy the suburbs"—many even directly say that the rezoning
would "destroy our neighborhood!" Neighborhood character" is a well-known dog whistle in
support of continuing the racist legacy of redlining. And while that's a consistent theme in
these comments, some go well beyond that; looking through the PDF of public comments
listed on the agenda for today's meeting, on page 14 we have someone calling for shipping
the mentally ill and the homeless out to concentration camps in the desert.
On page 9, we have a commenter who apparently does not even recognize renters as her
neighbors. She states that "as a resident"..."I know my neighbors and we all get along"..."I
am close to Montana and directly behind a unit that was just re-converted to apartments. The
tenants don't take care of the property and the owner isn't there." The dichotomy of
"residents" vs "renters" makes it clear what she means. Even in a city that's majority renter,
she apparently has a feudal land-ownership-based idea of who's a "real" resident. The
commenter on page 19 expresses a similar sentiment, saying that rezoning would bring
"more crime" (a clear dog whistle to allowing "the wrong kinds of people" into the
neighborhood) and "an increase in strangers", again suggesting that the new rental tenants
would not be "real" residents.
This goes on and and on in the comments, about how "the neighborhood would be
destroyed" and "property values would be decreased", none of which makes sense unless
you think the rezoning will bring the "wrong people" to the neighborhood, which many of
the commenters explicitly state is what they think because apparently they think rezoning
will somehow increase the number of homeless people in the neighborhood. And again, all

of which read like verbatim Donald Trump or Tucker Carlson quotes about "destroying the
suburbs". I hate to link to Fox News, but in this case I think it's worth it to go straight to the
source for the comparison of these public comments to the Republican and Fox News
scaremongering about rezoning means to these people.
https://www.foxnews.com/politics/trump-says-biden-would-abolish-the-suburbs-andreplace-it-with-socialist-nightmare
As both the Planning Commission and the City Council have recognized, north of Montana
is still shaped by the history of redlining, and this is our opportunity to begin to correct that
historical wrong. I urge the Planning Commission to do the right thing and see this through.
Santa Moncia cannot live up to the progressive values it claims to support if we cave to a
hateful minority demanding that we continue to uphold the lingering effects of decades-old
racist policy.
Thank you for your time,
Jason Mastbaum

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Robert Held
Planning Commission Comments
opposition to the proposed housing changes north of Montana.
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:27:57 AM
image001.png

EXTERNAL

To all in the planning commission,
As a 40 year resident of the subject neighborhood, we are very distressed in the concept to
ruin one of the great neighborhoods in the westside by creating a zoning change in the R1
zone north of Montana. The attempt to make changes to 7th, 14th and 26Th streets to allow for
multi-story residential for rent/for sale properties is very much misguided by a lack of focus on the
impact of these changes on our community:
1. Parking will increase and densify the streets which already are overburdened.
2. There are no readily usable transit systems to accommodate the additional tenants in this
area. If you want to go to DTLA from Santa Monica from north of Montana a google
search will show you it takes over 2 hours to use buses and trains to go one way.
3. More bulk in buildings will hinder views, sunlight and right to air and space, which is the
opposite of what the city sought regarding its most recent design change for single family
homes in this area.
4. Security and safety of tenants on streets where this may occur is impaired with more cars
and no additional measures to protect people.
5. The impact of these changes on the very sense of community that the city of Santa
Monica has fought so hard to achieve will be further diminished in a time when we are in
need of more community.
6. These changes to our community are ill placed and should be located in areas with
existing density, mass transit and accessibility to transportation centers.
We are very much opposed to these changes and urge you not to pass this change.

Thank you,
Robert Held
CA BRE License Number 00496215

Held Properties, Inc.
1880 Century Park East, Suite 500
Los Angeles, CA 90067
(T) 310.300.2200 (F) 310.300.2211
rheld@heldproperties.com
www.heldproperties.com

Contractor’s License No. 707135
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain
privileged and/or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of any of the information contained in or attached to this
message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply e-mail at
rheld@heldproperties.com or by telephone at (310) 300-2200, and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading them
or saving them to disk. Thank you.
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Robyn Meyers
Planning Commission Comments
26th street rezoning - Public comment
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:28:01 AM

EXTERNAL

Hello!
I would like to express my opposition to rezoning 26th street north of Montana from R1 to R2.
My family just purchased (today!) a home on 26th street - we have a 6 and 4 year old. If this is
rezoned to R2, 26th street will become increasingly congested and unsafe for young families.
Please consider this email available for public comment and consideration against the rezoning
of this street from R1 to R2.
Best,
Robyn Meyers
914 26th street, parent of Franklin 1st grader

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

debbiemego@aol.com
Planning Commission Comments
Against Up-Zoning in Santa Monica
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:33:20 AM

EXTERNAL
June 2, 2021
To Whom It May Concern,
I have been a resident of Santa Monica since 1990 and a home owner here since 1997. I am very much
against up-zoning in Santa Monica; I believe the Draft Housing Element should not be approved
by the City Council. I think it will give developers a lot of opportunities to make more money, while
destroying residential neighborhoods and the way of life that is cherished by so many Santa Monica
residents. There is no evidence that it will lead to more availability of affordable housing or diversity as
property values here are already so high. It will just give developers an opportunity to drive up the real
estate values even more.
Furthermore, I believe up-zoning will burden our infrastructure, leading to increased demand for water,
parking and schools, not to mention traffic. As it is, Santa Monica has become much more congested in
the last 20 years, with traffic jams at major intersections. I also believe there will be a loss of income for
the city as the charm that has drawn millions of tourists to Santa Monica is destroyed.
Sincerely,
Deborah Mego

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

CHRISTI DANIELSON
Planning Commission Comments
Vote NO on upzoning
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:40:18 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to
dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units
(6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by
the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000
additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public
input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values
will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase
dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to
upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small
city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and
upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building
is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had
bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming
surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods.
SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the
infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will
become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not
transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that
downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can

be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2021_04_05_opinion_time2Dto-2Dmove-2Dout-2Dsanta-2Dmonica-2Dis-2Dcoming-2Dfor-2Dyour-2Dhome-2Dwith-2Dupzoning-2Dplans2Dfor-2Dr-2D1-2Dneighborhoods-2Dand-2Dputting-2Dpublic-2Dhousing-2Din-2Dyour2Dbackyard_5492.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=Ml9ceYkI3MqB427YyXAX4jMkM26pzvZLyekBZDM1YM&s=chMMt7oNx2ID7x8wDATNdYNN_ZGZPBKrmftZEGX23Oc&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__smmirror.com_2020_08_where-2Doh-2Dwhere-2Dis-2Dour2Dcity-2Dcouncil_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=Ml9ceYkI3MqB427YyXAX4jMkM26pzvZLyekBZDM1YM&s=O1yebLYWYWYygcEyy0jKRseyvVksLrQpunLdGrzaWds&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smdp.com_the-2Ddownsides-2Dof2Dupzoning_200599&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=Ml9ceYkI3MqB427YyXAX4jMkM26pzvZLyekBZDM1YM&s=Mh0y-U-B-yjPWV_SZsIBvxTwO-EJWhi_Mzd_e6uTZYU&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.smobserved.com_story_2020_11_21_politics_surprise2Dcity-2Ddoes-2Dnot-2Dactually-2Dwant-2Dyour-2Dinput-2Don-2Dupzoning-2Dfor-2Dadditional-2D88742Dunits_5052.html&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=Ml9ceYkI3MqB427YyXAX4jMkM26pzvZLyekBZDM1YM&s=-qrAU6UWka7BiAgraUuiYNC7fPaNsQIsw_tUUnN8_kE&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__santamonicaarch.wordpress.com_2020_08_21_losing2Dour-2Dcity_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=Ml9ceYkI3MqB427YyXAX4jMkM26pzvZLyekBZDM1YM&s=AHfr_xzDAVXPP2moLkbnzmh_lMvvMgjos8X2lI4mjPY&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__brentwoodnewsla.com_response-2Dto-2Dopinion-2Dof2Dtoby-2Dmuresianu_&d=DwIFaQ&c=MAPW6jERgCI-QasJk8afF5SdlVhEdJGfy4ukc3xZwo&r=quP6GmdEDf4flWT05_TcS-bwfNX4N0jBuj-XLAKkYKs&m=Ml9ceYkI3MqB427YyXAX4jMkM26pzvZLyekBZDM1YM&s=YZUwM5FGsH9POCWRaF4vCyEVdK6uOPwfXY0i1A6S9Kg&e=
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your building were
subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your
apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to
use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term
allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our
streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy
a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those
neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with
the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.

Emphatically,
Christi Danielson
In a world where you can be anything: be kind.
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To:
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Charles Newirth
Planning Commission Comments
Re: Written Comment Agenda Item 10B
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:44:25 AM

EXTERNAL
>
> PUBLIC COMMENT FOR CITY OF SANTA MONICA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
>
> Dear Planning Commission Members,
>
> As a 25 year resident of Santa Monica and a single family residence homeowner, I am writing to adamantly
oppose the rezoning of selected Portions of R1 neighborhoods in an effort to increase density. I believe whole
heartedly that this is a misguided idea and a poorly conceived attempt to solve the housing and diversity issues that
our city and greater community are facing. The notion that allowing a certain number of 3 unit developments on
three specific streets north of Montana is going to in anyway make an impact on the housing or inclusion crisis is
ludicrous. It is a much better idea to continue to work on and support the development of ADUs where homeowners
have the control and ability to maximize the living quarters on their lots and to potentially make some money to
house additional people. This is likely to have a greater impact on creating more housing north of Montana than a
handful of 3 units homes on three streets north of Montana.
>
> Further, the three streets you have identified: 7th, 14th and 26th already have a high traffic flow for being in
residential neighborhoods with adults and kids’ riding bikes, walking to school and playing. Any additional traffic
or parking congestion should be mitigated and not intentionally added to.
>
> This also may have a negative impact on property values for residents who have paid a premium to be north of
Montana and whose property taxes help support our wonderful city. DO NOT VOTE IN FAVOR OF ITEM 4D!
>
> Respectfully,
>
> Charles Newirth
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To:
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Date:

Gregory Jacobs
Planning Commission Comments
No R2 north of Montana
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:45:28 AM

EXTERNAL
I strongly oppose rezoning Santa Monica between Montana Avenue and San Vicente from an R1 to R2
neighborhood.
Gregory jacobs
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To:
Subject:
Date:

shirley chiu
Planning Commission Comments
Re-Zoning R1
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:49:29 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and
Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at
least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and
Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified
as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and
should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these
9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this
proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when
traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become
overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and
unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that
provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes
and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner
dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes
because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property
values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods
do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable
neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.

FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to
do with race, equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already
ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary.
Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are
numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail +
residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-iscoming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-publichousing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-wantyour-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your
building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit?
Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in
your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as
you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers,
and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic,
infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values
while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their
finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the
families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special
interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.

In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable
number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
Sincerely yours,
Shirley Chiu
Santa Monica Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jo Baxter
Planning Commission Comments
Fwd: Re-Zoning 7th, 14th and 26th streets from R1 to R2
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 9:59:40 AM

EXTERNAL

Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: Jo Baxter <jobaxter@roadrunner.com>
Date: June 2, 2021 at 9:51:55 AM PDT
To:
reply+HE3TAOJXGQ2F64DSN5SHKY3UNFXW4X2QJ5JVIXZRHA4DQNRZGEYDK===@reply.nextdoor.com
Cc: Jo Baxter <jobaxter@roadrunner.com>
Subject: Re-Zoning 7th, 14th and 26th streets from R1 to R2

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

sean luk
Planning Commission Comments
Saving Santa Monica
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:02:07 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and
Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at
least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and
Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified
as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and
should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these
9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this
proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when
traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become
overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and
unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that
provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes
and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner
dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes
because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property
values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods
do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable
neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.

FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to
do with race, equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already
ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary.
Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are
numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail +
residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-iscoming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-publichousing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-wantyour-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your
building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit?
Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in
your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as
you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers,
and your own interests?
Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic,
infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values
while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their
finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the
families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special
interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.

In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable
number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
Sincerely yours,
Sean Luk
Santa Monica Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

wai mei
Planning Commission Comments
Opposition to Zoning 7th, 14th and 26th Streets from R1 to R2
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:07:30 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning Commission:
I understand there has been discussions about rezoning some streets north of Montana from R1 to R2,
specifically 7th, 14th and 26th streets. We've been homeowners in the North of Montana area for over 4
years now and we've seen a significant increase in homeless people here. We've also seen more
congestion and there's growing concern for our family's safety.
We oppose any change in zoning laws for the north of Montana area and ask that you reassess your
proposal. We've been residents of Santa Monica for over 13 years and the area has grown highly
commercialized. The increased commercial activity will affect home prices, which will negatively impact
property value / taxes that the city benefits greatly from for its schools and other infrastructure projects.
Best,
Wai Mei Lee
646-610-2829
Resident on 15th St, North of Montana

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kathy Metaxas
Planning Commission Comments
Please do not remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:13:12 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich
voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to
dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units
(6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by
the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000
additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public
input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values
will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase
dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to
upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small
city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and
upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building
is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had
bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming
surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods.
SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the
infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will
become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not
transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that
downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can

be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Best,
Kathy Metaxas

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joanne hwang
Planning Commission Comments
oppose re-zoning part of North of Montana from R1 to R2
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:16:13 AM

EXTERNAL

I am writing to voice my opposition to section 4D of Draft Housing Element which
considers rezoning 7-14th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente and Montana. We

invested in North of Montana area for homes on the reliance of the zoning being R1 and
would not like to see the zone changed to R2.
Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brenda Lent
Planning Commission Comments
Upzoning North of Montana
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:19:40 AM

EXTERNAL
This has to be one of the stupidest ideas that anyone could possibly come up with to increase housing in Santa
Monica. By no means would it be “low cost” and iit would be a boon for no one except developers who don’t live in
the area. As a 40+ year resident I am firmly against this proposal.
Roger Lent

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

G Ahn
Planning Commission Comments
Objection to Agenda Item 10B
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:26:55 AM

EXTERNAL

Greetings,
I would like to register our objections to Item 10B on the Planning Commission agenda this
Wednesday.  
Specifically, with regards to Program 4.C. we believe that allowing rezoning on those streets
from R1 to R2 would have a negative effect on parking, traffic and other unintended
consequences.
Regards,
Garrick Ahn
633 10th Street

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mike
Planning Commission Comments
Re: NOMA Rezoning - Support
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:33:23 AM

EXTERNAL

Check out this article just published in the Santa Monica Lookout. Pairs nicely with the angry
e-mails you all have been receiving from NOMA homeowners.
Stick to the plan, please. Every neighborhood in Santa Monica needs to do their part.
https://www.surfsantamonica.com/ssm_site/the_lookout/news/News-2021/June2021/06_01_2021_North_of_Montana_Third_Wealthiest_Zip_Code_in_Nation.html

North of Montana Third Wealthiest Zip Code in
Nation
By Jorge Casuso
June 1, 2021 -- Santa Monica's North of Montana Neighborhood was the third most expensive
zip code in the U.S. last year, tied with Beverly Hills, according to the annual ranking by
Property Shark.
The beach city's 90402 zip code -- which covers the exclusive North of Montana area and
parts of Rustic Canyon -- and Beverly Hills’ iconic 90210 were tied with a median sales price
of $3.75 million, according to the property website.
The two Westside zip codes were topped by Atherton's 94027 in San Mateo County -- home to
Silicon Valley's tech billionaires -- which held the top ranking for the fourth straight year with
a median sales price of $7 million.
And by 11962 in Sagaponack, a village in the town of Southampton in Suffolk County, New
York, where the median listing price was $3.875 million.
It is the second year in a row that Santa Monica's 90402 is ranked as the third-priciest zip in
the nation, although the median price was 10 percent below 2019's pricing levels, according to
Property Shark.
The price drop allowed Beverly Hills’ 90210 to equal Santa Monica’s median, as its median
sale price "contracted at a milder 8 percent," giving Beverly Hills its highest ranking since
2015," the website found.
Santa Monica's price slide bucked a trend that saw prices rise in 78 of the country's 100
priciest zip codes, "flipping the mostly downsliding trend of 2019."
California dominated the rankings with 87 entries among the top 100, according to the report.
San Francisco had the highest concentration of the priciest zip codes with 11, while the Bay

area claimed 50.
Los Angeles County had 23 of the most expensive zip codes, the highest concentration at the
county level in the nation.
Overall, the country’s top 100 most expensive zip codes were located in 11 states.
Zip code 98039 in Media, Washington -- which ranked ninth with a median sales price of
$3.225 million -- was the only city outside of New York and California to rank in the top 20.
Miami Beach's 33109 zip code tied for 23rd with a median price of $2.7 million, while
Glenbrook, Nevada's 89413 zip code raked 45th.
Property Shark based its rankings on residential transactions closed between January 1 and
October 15, 2020 and took into account condos, co-ops, and single- and two-family homes.
The study only considered zip codes that registered a minimum of three residential
transactions. Due to a number of ties, 121 zip codes made it onto the list.
Atherton's top ranking was "fueled by Silicon Valley’s economic influence," according to the
website.
"The entire area has been characterized by sky-high prices for decades, while simultaneously
becoming a housing mecca for the super-rich -- including half of the world’s tech billionaires,
many of whom own homes in Atherton."
Malibu's 90265 zip code tied for 27th -- along with Palo Alto and Manhattan Beach -- with a
median listing price of $2.5 million.
On Tue, Jun 1, 2021 at 5:19 PM Mike <michaelclarke9861@gmail.com> wrote:
I noticed that you received many emails from NOMA homeowners opposed to more housing
in their neighborhood. This is how it always works - wealthy homeowners whine and
scream, and Santa Monica caves to their demands.
Please don't let that be the case this time. Every neighborhood in Santa Monica should be
doing its part to address our housing needs. It's very unfair to put more housing in less
wealthy neighborhoods and give the most wealthy neighborhoods a pass.
Let's stop having rich homeowners dictate the rules. My request is simple - every
neighborhood needs to do their part.
Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Arthur Geoffrion
Planning Commission Comments
Against rezoning 7th, 14th, or 26th streets
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:35:25 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Commission Members,
   I write as a 40-year resident of 90402 (24th Street), a former owner of apartment buildings in
Santa Monica, and a current owner of apartment buildings adjacent to Santa Monica, to
express my strong opposition to the proposal to rezone 7th, 14th, and/or 26th streets
A. The streets of 90402 have been crowded with construction vehicles, both parked and
moving, for years as small, older homes are replaced by much larger ones. Moreover, the new
homes typically have more and larger vehicles, leading to more traffic and more street
congestion. And now ADUs are making the problem worse. The proposed zoning changes
would only exacerbate these daily inconveniences. If rezoning is truly necessary, why not wait
until the reconstruction era subsides?
B. People invest in homes only after considering many quality-of-life factors. R1 residents
impacted by the proposed zoning changes, if they are approved, would rightly feel that the city
has reduced their quality of life and the value of their investment without their agreement and
over their objections. That's not how we should be treating our residents when there are better
alternatives for achieving increased density (though I happen not to consider that aim to be
desirable). Moreover, this perceived injustice can only diminish the sense of civic
responsibility of the impacted residents.
C. If additional living units must be added, it would be better for the overall quality of life in
Santa Monica for them to be much closer to public transportation arteries.
   Thank you for taking the time to read and consider my comments.
Sincerely,
Arthur Geoffrion
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dan Danielson
Planning Commission Comments
Has the City Council gone Mad - you"ve RUINED this City enough already.
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:35:59 AM
image572176.png

EXTERNAL

Dear Member,
I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue
Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units
on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to
build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income
units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per
previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even
brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input.
This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city.
Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise,
density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city
infrastructure will not be able to support this radical upzoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who
are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm
and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase,
maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their
neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit
apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.
Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our city. Here are key points:
Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of
becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the
zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not

have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable
neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously
diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners
are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have
shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous
underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.
Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-iscoming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-public-housing-inyour-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-want-yourinput-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/
My question to the members are the following:
Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides? Across the street, too?
If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the other apartments in your building
were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you
stay in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in your building?
Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it
when you rented/bought it?
Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and
your own interests?

YOU HAVE RUINED THIS CITY ENOUGH.
Dan Danielson

Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure,
and long term allure of neighborhoods?
Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while
overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?
Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances
and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have
actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests.
VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable number that is
in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
Emphatically,
Christi Danielson
  
  


Dan Danielson
Co‑Chairman

15233 Ventura Blvd. #1020
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403
Office: 310‑954‑4867

Mailing: P.O. Box 57499 Sherman Oaks, CA 91413
www.RiverDirect.com

From:
To:
Date:

Lee Sandi
Planning Commission Comments
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:42:38 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member, I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or
remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On
March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan,
and Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to
build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main
Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which
would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT
contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Prodeveloper groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly
advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input. This
misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less
desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools
will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning. This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the
developers and unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the
commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their
homes and their neighborhoods/communities. There is NO homeowner who buys into a
single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to
them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed
they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of
our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city.
No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing.
Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR
families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods
become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically.
Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased
density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less
desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes,
neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or
Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can
accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas
downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the
following articles: https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-

out-santa-monica-is-coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoodsand-putting-public-housing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actuallywant-your-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of
the other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at
least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this
happened? What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability
to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you
rented/bought it? Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order
to benefit developers, and your own interests? Do you believe that eliminating
homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure
of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability
and property values while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and
public areas? Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who
have invested their finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are
voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell
out to developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable
number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.

Time to Move Out: Santa Monica is Coming For
Your Home With Upzoning Pla...
Dressed up in the language of compassion and social justice, the City
Council's vote on March 30 to accommodate ...

From: Liz Georges <liz.georges@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:55 AM
To: Planning <Planning@SMGOV.NET>
Subject: No to increased density
EXTERNAL

I have lived in Santa Monica since 1980. I rented a small one-bedroom rent-controlled apartment at 9th
and Santa Monica for six years, and then moved with my future husband to a large apartment complex
on 34th and Pico. When the complex was subdivided into condominiums, over half of the tenants,
including us, bought their units. We loved our condo, but yearned for a yard for our as yet future
children. We found what we were looking for in a small house in Sunset Park next to the college, and
spent a happy seven years there with our first child. When we realized that our family would be
expanding further, we looked (for two years!) for a place that might be a bit bigger than what we
already had. This brought us to the neighborhood north of Montana, where we found our forever home,
built in 1926. The house was a financial stretch for us and needed a lot of renovation, but we were sure
it was worth the investment of time and dollars because of the beauty of our neighborhood, not to
mention the great public schools we would send our daughters to. We have now lived on 19th Street for
21 years! I am writing this because I want to illustrate how Santa Monica’s mix of neighborhoods, with
different zoning requirements, actually is one of its strengths, enabling people to stay within the city and
to move up in Santa Monica’s housing market according to their wants and means. We realize that we
were fortunate that our means increased over the years (fortunate especially because we were actors,
never quite sure when the next job was coming!) so that we could make our dream a reality.
Homeowners here have poured their hearts and finances into updating their properties and landscapes
to conserve resources while maintaining the beauty of the neighborhood. Why would more density
here serve anyone in Santa Monica? It will not increase affordable housing stock. It will not conserve
resources. It will not help our homeless population. And it will – bit by bit and parcel by parcel –
eventually destroy the character of this historic neighborhood, hurting us all. Please be honest with
yourselves about who this will ultimately benefit: only those who will profit by plundering Santa
Monica’s jewel of a neighborhood. Shouldn’t Santa Monica be working to preserve beauty and character
in all its neighborhoods?
Thank you for considering this matter from another perspective.
Sincerely,
Liz Georges Paymer

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jim Cheung
Planning Commission Comments
oppose re-zoning part of North of Montana from R1 to R2
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 10:59:38 AM

EXTERNAL

I am writing to voice my opposition to section 4D of Draft Housing Element which
considers rezoning 7-14th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente and Montana. We

live in the North of Montana area for over 20 years. Our investment for our home on the
reliance of the zoning being R1 and would not like to see the zone changed to R2.
Thank you.
Jim Cheung

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Robert Vartan
Planning Commission Comments
Opposed To Program 4.D / North of Montana from R1 to R2
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:01:30 AM
image001.png

EXTERNAL

Hello,
I am writing to tell you that I am absolutely opposed to The City of Santa Monica rezoning streets
North of Montana from R1 to R2 in the draft Housing Element for 2021-2029:
https://www.santamonica.gov/Media/Default/Housing-Element-Update-2021-to2029/Housing%20Element%20Public%20Draft%205.24.21%20-%20Main%20Document.pdf
We purchased a home on 9th Street several years ago to be in a neighborhood of homes and not
apartments. We specifically moved from South of Montana to North of Montana to be able to be in
a neighborhood of all homes for our children, with a reduced level of vehicular traffic, reduced street
parking, and reduced services traffic (i.e. waste management).
I am adamantly opposed to program 4.D in the document which states you are considering rezoning
7th, 14th, and 26th Streets from R1 to R2 between San Vicente and Montana Avenue.
As a resident of Santa Monica for the last 10 years I hope that you value my feedback.
Thank you,
Robert

ROBERT VARTAN | Vice President, Global Partnerships
AEG Global Partnerships
800 W. Olympic Blvd | Los Angeles, CA 90015
M: 213-255-9009 | O: 310-630-2076 | E: rvartan@aegworldwide.com
www.aegworldwide.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Liz Georges
Planning Commission Comments
No to increased density
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:01:40 AM

EXTERNAL

I have lived in Santa Monica since 1980. I rented a small one-bedroom rent-controlled apartment at
9th and Santa Monica for six years, and then moved with my future husband to a large apartment
complex on 34th and Pico. When the complex was subdivided into condominiums, over half of the
tenants, including us, bought their units. We loved our condo, but yearned for a yard for our as yet
future children. We found what we were looking for in a small house in Sunset Park next to the
college, and spent a happy seven years there with our first child. When we realized that our family
would be expanding further, we looked (for two years!) for a place that might be a bit bigger than
what we already had. This brought us to the neighborhood north of Montana, where we found our
forever home, built in 1926. The house was a financial stretch for us and needed a lot of renovation,
but we were sure it was worth the investment of time and dollars because of the beauty of our
neighborhood, not to mention the great public schools we would send our daughters to. We have
now lived on 19th Street for 21 years! I am writing this because I want to illustrate how Santa
Monica’s mix of neighborhoods, with different zoning requirements, actually is one of its strengths,
enabling people to stay within the city and to move up in Santa Monica’s housing market according
to their wants and means. We realize that we were fortunate that our means increased over the
years (fortunate especially because we were actors, never quite sure when the next job was
coming!) so that we could make our dream a reality.
Homeowners here have poured their hearts and finances into updating their properties and
landscapes to conserve resources while maintaining the beauty of the neighborhood. Why would
more density here serve anyone in Santa Monica? It will not increase affordable housing stock. It will
not conserve resources. It will not help our homeless population. And it will – bit by bit and parcel by
parcel – eventually destroy the character of this historic neighborhood, hurting us all. Please be
honest with yourselves about who this will ultimately benefit: only those who will profit by
plundering Santa Monica’s jewel of a neighborhood. Shouldn’t Santa Monica be working to preserve
beauty and character in all its neighborhoods?
Thank you for considering this matter from another perspective.
Sincerely,
Liz Georges Paymer

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ann Hoover
Planning Commission Comments; Shawn Landres; Nina Fresco; Ellis Raskin; Elisa Paster; Leslie Lambert; Jim
Ries; Mario Fonda-Bonardi
Jing Yeo; David Martin; Roxanne Tanemori; Rachel Kwok; Ross Fehrman; Steve Mizokami; Cary Fukui
Planning Commission Meeting - June 2, 2021 - Draft Housing Element Discussion (10.B.) - OPPOSE GOAL 4.D &
other comments
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:03:17 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Commissioners Everyone's head and heart are in the right place trying to create more affordable housing in Santa
Monica, HOWEVER, please recommend changes to Draft HEU as follows:
(1) OPPOSE Goal 4 Program 4.D. - Please ask Staff to delete Program Goal 4.B. from the draft
Element because:
Will not add affordable. Lot value for a 7,500 square foot lot in NOMA is between $3.2 and
$3.5M. A developer can build a new home on that size lot right now that will sell for between
$6.5M and $10M. With that kind of ROI, any 3-unit developments this program might produce will
feature homes going for $2.5M to over $3M. Not affordable for anyone and the only beneficiary is
the developer.  https://www.redfin.com/neighborhood/1919/CA/Santa-Monica/North-ofMontana/new-homes
Will not add diversity. Economics (not race) is the barrier (since Fair Housing Act of 1968) to
entry into higher-priced neighborhoods nationwide. Adding housing, especially UNAFFORDABLE
housing, does not solve this problem The way to get more diversity everywhere is to provide more
economic opportunity, to lift everyone's boats, to rework how our nation's employers compensate
people and provide fair wages and incomes, and to stop aiming to enact provisions like Goal 4.B.
and SB 9 and SB 10, which will only benefit the corporate housing market & decrease rather
than increase affordability. (See, e.g., the Blackstone group owns about 1/3 of all single-family
rental properties in the U.S.).
Current ADU Zoning already provides flexible densification opportunities, with the best
chance of producing truly affordable homes. The ADU Zoning in R-1s is sufficient and
disincentivizes the land speculation we've witnessed so much of already (and that we'll witness on
steroids if SB 9 and SB 10 pass into law). That level of zoning already provides additional density
in a way that might ACTUALLY produce affordable units for people who need them (the elderly,
students, the disabled, local domestic and other local industry workers, etc.). For instance, our
neighbor just converted their garage to an ADU for their severely handicapped adult daughter.
The ADU rules favor property staying in the hands of local folks rather than developers coming in
to clear cut parcels and build all new. We need to discourage further corporate and remote
ownership of our Santa Monica housing stock - this is a key to maintaining local affordability.
Land values will further skyrocket. As an owner in NOMA since 2000, you'd think I'd be for that,
but property values have been unhealthily on steroids for years (since corporate developers
seriously got into the NOMA market) and it needs to stop. Example: If I'm a developer and I have
the choice between building a new home that I can sell for $8M or building 3 condos that I can sell
for $3M a pop, which do you think I will build? And if my $3.5M investment now will yield me a
$9M sale rather than just an $8M sale, which do you think I'll choose to build & what will that soon
do to underlying land values?
Not fair to existing property owners. Homeowners in R-1s ALREADY see their parcels
negatively impacted by the giant new builds from developers. Towering heights, less sunlight,
fewer trees or no trees, little grass, & minimal open space all diminish quality of life for everyone.
Additional traffic and stresses on infrastructure + attendant costs that will be passed on to existing
residents are not right either, at least not when no affordable housing is being produced!
Not in line with City's Sustainability Goals and preservation of Urban Forest. Maintaining our
mature trees is a key to mitigating climate change at a local level. Developers already clear-cut

lots to build giant new single-family homes and will continue to do that if you give them this new
opportunity to make even MORE money building 3-to-a-lot. SO bad to keep losing our tree canopy
- NOMA has lost 1/3 of its mature trees in just 10 years due to rampant building of giant new
single-family dwellings. Please don't encourage even more loss of our Urban Forest, which
helps clean the air for our whole City.
We need the Mature Trees Ordinance. #ellisraskin #urbanforesttaskforce
So, please think hard about unintended consequences, of which further unaffordability will
be but one.
ALTERNATE PROVISION? Can we somehow even further incentivize the building of ADUs to encourage more density
more quickly?
Can we explicitly add a provision for R-1s like Program Goal 2.B.? - Every residential
property that comes up for sale needs to be noticed and offered for sale on the open market. Real
people interested in homeownership, not developers, should have a right of first refusal
everywhere in our City. Why? What we see in the R-1s now are "pocket listings", where teardowns are funneled directly to developers and are never listed on the MLS. No one even knows
they are for sale and then they are gone. A tear-down for a developer can actually be a livable
home for a real person or family, particularly if they've been lucky in their work or have been able
to save over the years for a large enough downpayment (that is what my husband and I did - lived
modestly on just one salary for multiple years) or who may be fortunate to have family help.
Families and "regular people" are invested in and contribute to our schools and the fabric of our
community in important ways that "housing investors" simply are not and seeing "tear-downs"
remodeled rather than destroyed may help keep property values from continuing to skyrocket, thus
sustaining at least some measure of affordability here rather than none.
(2) REVISE Goal 2 Program 2.A. to mandate height and density limits - Unlimited heights and
density are unacceptable and completely out-of-step with the LUCE and the character of our City. Do
not "augment" the provisions of AB1763. It goes far enough. Please do not go BEYOND any current
state law ANYWHERE in preparing a compliant Housing Element Update.
(3) SUPPORT Goal 2 Program 2.B. and extend it to all areas of the City. Good one, thank you.
HOWEVER, with respect to City-owned parcels, City must retain parcel ownership always. You can enter
into 50-year leases at favorable rates, or whatever, but do not actually ever sell the land. I've heard that
Community Corporation gets ownership of City land after a period of years and that is just so shortsighted. Why would you sell our public resources and diminish your latitude for control over the longterm?
(4) Please ask City Staff what a compliant Housing Element looks like, based only on current
zoning, the LUCE, the Open Space Element, etc. It is my belief that current zoning can satisfy or
nearly satisfy this crazy RHNA. Once you know your BASELINE, which you do not correct??, then and
only then would you be able to fully and fairly evaluate each of Staff's many proposals in this draft to go
above and beyond.
Thanks for your time in reading this.  
Sincerely,
Ann Bowman
Santa Monica resident, 25 years

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Howard Heitner
Planning Commission Comments
Change in Zoning North of Montana
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:04:54 AM

EXTERNAL

I am strongly against the proposed change in zoning on select streets above north of
Montana. This will destroy neighborhoods on those streets and surrounding ones. This is a
potential windfall to market rate developers without materially helping the City's affordable
housing shortage.
As a resident north of Montana for over 20 years, I ask you not to support this change.
Howard Heitner

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Helene Rosenzweig
Planning Commission Comments
Voice of a Citizen in SM
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:05:47 AM

EXTERNAL
 Santa Monica already has stress on it’s resources. We have parking problems, crowded schools, homeless resource
issues, water and electrical infrastructure needs.   We are a dense, kind, city which makes every effort to provide
services for a diverse population. There is NO evidence this will be good for anyone but developers.
Please vote NO.
Thank you
Helene Rosenzweig


Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Entertainers Unite
Planning Commission Comments
June 2nd meeting- general comment and item 10B, an essential worker
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:06:18 AM

EXTERNAL

Hi planners,
Reminder, the NIMBy residents OWN their homes, they don't own the space
around it. The NIMBY voice has been ruining the lives of so many residents
who are in desperate need of housing, specifically affordable housing. If the
city is as small as the NIMBYS claim it is and it truly can't support
more housing, which it can, then the Santa Monica airport must
close in this upcoming housing element and the city must
challenge the FAA again! Not only should the airport close but Penmar
golf course should close as well so housing advocates can develop an
affordable housing community in an open walkable space that has a park
incorporated. This can be done at the airport and penmar golf course in
partnership with LA City.
Thank You for your attention regarding the matter.
Best,
Essential "Hero" Worker
Because "All Lives SHOULD Matter"

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elizabeth Brooks
Planning Commission Comments
Proposed Upzoning
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:08:34 AM

EXTERNAL

Santa Monica Planning Commission
Dear Commission Members:
As a Santa Monica resident who lives 1/2 block south of Montana between 7th and 14th Streets,
I am deeply concerned about the proposal to change SFR lots north of Montana. Although I love
living where I do, I would hate to see the beautiful neighborhood north of Montana turn into
what we have south of Montana: unattractive mix of miscellaneous architectural styles and
building heights, heavy traffic, inadequate parking. Moreover, the proposed upzoning would increase
all these elements south of Montana as well. Even worse, I would hate to see Montana Avenue
change from an accessible street of charming restaurants and shops into high-rise offices.
Not only would it destroy the appeal of the commercial area, it would greatly lower residents'
property values.
Finally, please remember the enormous limitation presented by the available water supply. This is
a fundamentally important factor against the proposal under consideration today.
For all these reasons, I implore you not to go forward with the proposed upzoning.
There are other areas of Santa Monica that are more suited to the kind of
upzoning being proposed for North of Montana.
Yours truly,
Elizabeth Brooks
Wilmont Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Betsy Newman
Planning Commission Comments
against rezone from R1 N of Montana
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:12:59 AM

EXTERNAL

To the Planning Commission,
Please register my comment against change of R1 zoning North of Montana for many
reasons:
1) This will change the character of the neighborhood.
I have lived here for 20+ years after living in other areas in Los Angeles and several
cities/suburbs on the east coast. One of the things that resonated with me when I took the first
super shuttle through LA was the single family home neighborhoods in every economic level
across the city --Santa Monica, Mar Vista, Watts, West Adams,
many areas in the Valley and on and on.
2) Market rate housing --we have plenty in Santa Monica. Post pandemic there are for lease
signs all over Santa Monica. There is a reset going on due to the pandemic and we do not fully
understand how this will affect work/commute. Affordable housing with land value here is not
feasible for developers.
3) INFRASTRUCTURE SUPPORT Lacking
Santa Monica already does not have enough WATER for current residents. The drought is
thought to be long term now with Lake Mead and Lake Powell levels so low that water
rationing /distribution is being considered.
Schools and other infrastructure will also be needed to support this.
Do not vote to change the character of R1 neighborhoods to increase density that this small
city cannot support.
Thank you,
Betsy Newman

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joanne Pittard
Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan; Oscar de la Torre; Council Mailbox;
Planning Commission Comments
NO ON ALL UP-ZONING PROPOSALS
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:18:21 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear City Council Members and Planning Commission,
STOP! Our lovely city is presently overcrowded with high density buildings. Just drive
down Lincoln Blvd and look at the huge apartment complexes being built. Traffic is a
nightmare on our local streets. Parking is very difficult. This will not solve the
homeless crisis.

One of many new structures!

I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single
Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
I am a long-term resident of Santa Monica, over 50 years, and have watched how our
city council and planning committee members have continued to approve numerous
building projects. This zoning proposal helps no one except for the developers and
those who get donations from the developers.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin
McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow
developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana
Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units
(6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000
number was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per
previous studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units
and have even brazenly advocated accepting this number and passing this proposal
WITHOUT public input.
This misguided up-zoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less
desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools

will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
up-zoning.
This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers
and unions who are eager to up-zone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial
corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able
to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into
their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a
dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout
the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed they had bought into.

Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our
city. Here are key points to think about:
Up-zoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No single family
homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families
have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR
families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable.
Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR
neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density.
Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less
desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom.
FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has
NOTHING to do with race, equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our
neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse.
SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods,
schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy.
Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvd, is
unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the need
for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can
be built up to accommodate both retail + residential.

QUESTIONS TO PONDER:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.   

<!--[endif]-->Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on
both sides and across the street, too?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.   

<!--[endif]-->If you live in a condo or apartment, how would

you feel if all of the other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4
units so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay
in your apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in
your building, your parking, and your ability to use the pool? Your desire to
enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it?
<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.   

<!--[endif]-->Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s
neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own interests?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.   

<!--[endif]-->Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is
in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of
neighborhoods?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.   

<!--[endif]-->Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest
to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding our streets,
neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->6.   

<!--[endif]-->Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the
most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a family
home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the families who have actually
vested in those neighborhoods to sell out to developers and special interests.

In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a
manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city
and way of life.
Joanne D Pittard MS, RN
Resident of Santa Monica

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nancy Klein
Planning Commission Comments
NO on 10B!!
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:18:24 AM

EXTERNAL

Please listen!
Santa Monica already has stress on it’s resources. We have parking problems, crowded
schools, homeless resource issues, water and electrical infrastructure needs. We are a dense,
kind, city which makes every effort to provide services for a diverse population.
There is NO evidence this will be good for anyone but developers.
Please vote NO.
Thank you,
Nancy Klein
633 21st Pl

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lee Rosenbaum
Gleam Davis; Phil Brock; Christine Parra; Sue Himmelrich; Kristin McCowan; Oscar de la Torre; Council Mailbox;
Planning Commission Comments
SAVE SANTA MONICA
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:19:11 AM

EXTERNAL

I know that this is a cut-and-paste of a Nextdoor Santa Monica post, but please take it
seriously.
Dear Member, I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or
remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On
March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and
Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at
least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and
Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be
classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the
council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer groups have
pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this
number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input. This misguided upzoning proposal
will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values will
decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and
construction increase dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure
will not be able to support this radical upzoning. This proposal is extremely advantageous
and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager to upzone and
develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability
of our small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds
to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied
into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities. There is NO homeowner who buys
into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next
to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed
they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of our
city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city. No
single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families
have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will
choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less
desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR
neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density. Schools will
be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods.
It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN
AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity, social justice, or minority
advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and religiously diverse. SFR
families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods, schools.
Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to
destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is
unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can accommodate the need for extra
housing. There are numerous underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to
accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santa-monica-is-

coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-and-putting-publichousing-in-your-backyard/5492.html https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-ourcity-council/ https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actually-wantyour-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of the
other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at least 4x
as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this happened?
What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability to use the
pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it? Is
your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers,
and your own interests? Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest
of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is
in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while overcrowding
our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas? Finally, the people who love
Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their finances and futures to buy a
family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush the the families who have actually
vested in those neighborhood to sell out to developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON
ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS. In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their
numbers of units to a manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our
beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.
Lee Rosenbaum

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elizabeth Stone
Planning Commission Comments
R1 ZONING CHANGES
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:22:59 AM

EXTERNAL

I am writing to voice my strong OPPOSITION to changing the existing R1 zoning to 7th, 14th and
26thStreets in Santa Monica to allow for multi-residential properties. This plan runs counter to the
goals of improving the livability of North of Montana residents for many reasons:

Streets in Santa Monica to allow for multi-residential properties. This plan runs counter to the goals
of improving the livability of North of Montana residents for many reasons:
1. The City Council has repeatedly reduced the amount of square footage single family North of
Montana homeowners can build to retain light, air, open space and to limit density in order to
preserve the quality of life and environment for its residents.
2. The addition of ADUs on most new and many existing single family home lots are already
increasing density in many cases and impacting neighbors’ light, open space and street
parking.
3. Traffic on these three arteries, particularly 26th Street, is bottlenecked throughout the day.
Additional housing units will exacerbate this significant problem.
4. Current infrastructure cannot support the increased density.
5. Developers will win, while single family home owners will experience diminished quality of life
and sense of community.
6. The City’s effort to increase the multi-housing supply should be focused on DTSM and
adjacent areas that are near the Expo line mass transit.
Elizabeth Stone
332 24th Street

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kate Winegar
Planning Commission Comments
Agenda Item 10B
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:26:14 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Santa Monica Planning Commission members,
I'm writing to ask you to not consider a plan to re-zone specific streets in our residential neighborhoods
from R1 to R2. I am aware of legislation that is currently making its way through the California State
Legislature -- SB 9 -- that I think addresses the need for adding housing units to our neighborhoods in a
much better way. If passed, it would sprinkle multi-unit properties throughout our neighborhoods, rather
than create apartment/condo corridors through them.
Please review carefully what our Legislature is planning before you move on this proposal.
Thank you,
Kate Winegar
1027 Carlyle Ave

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bradley Ewing
Planning Commission Comments
Item 10B
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:29:19 AM

EXTERNAL

Commissioners,
We are mired in a housing crisis that is the direct result of decades of underbuilding homes. To
solve the crisis, Santa Monica and its surrounding cities need to dramatically increase the
amount of housing that we build every year; we must increase the amount we could build
through upzoning and reduce the exorbitant costs it takes to build through common sense
reform.
The Planning Commission and City Staff ought to consider the removal of minimum parking
requirements citywide to bring down the cost to build. San Diego passed a similar reform and
saw a fivefold increase in the amount of affordable homes built in its wake. In Minneapolis,
parking reform lowered construction costs and the resulting rents by almost 20%!
Staff analysis on the feasibility of inclusionary, multi-family development in R1/R2 is
interesting, but they only consider variations to the zoning code that consider height and lot
coverage, not parking. Staff raised the possibility of eliminating minimum parking
requirements elsewhere in the draft Housing Element; they should consider an analysis with
reduced or no parking to see how much affordable housing could pencil. The final example
presented by staff provides homes for 6 families but storage for 14 cars; that should be a red
flag that our priorities are not properly aligned to solve the crisis at hand.
Best,
Brad Ewing
Wilmont

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Shari Phillips
Planning Commission Comments
RE: R-1 Zoning
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:41:19 AM

EXTERNAL
Hello Planning Commission,
I am relying on your resourcefulness to utilize existing buildings that the city owns to create affordable housing. I
recall Santa Monica’s mantra for many years: reduce, reuse, and recycle. Please apply this same idea to housing.
With new construction costs skyrocketing, utilizing existing buildings is a sensible way to create more housing for
less money.
I hope that you will oppose the the proposal to change or remove SFR R-1 zoning in Santa Monica. We are
counting on you!
Sincerely,
Shari Phillips

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alan Alter
Planning Commission Comments; Council Mailbox
Draft Housing Element for 2021-2029. Program 4D
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:42:18 AM

EXTERNAL

Subject: Draft Housing element for 2021-2029 Program 4D
I oppose the above proposal for the following reasons.
Economic: The lot values in the R1 districts are expensive and not amenable to
building multifamily housing in an economic fashion. Factoring in construction
costs, carrying costs for the loans, and other expenses make the feasibility of
making a profit for the builder in making a multifamily house not worth the effort.
Single family homes are easier to build. How would the real estate taxes change
and who would pay for them? How would this help the city? If there were renters
living there, the rent would be exhorbitant to cover these costs. Who will cover
the costs of maintenance changes in sewage, water, etc.
Social,Financial: Parking would be a problem since most families have one car
per person and there would be inadequate street parking. Would there be garages
for all those cars? That would add to expense. Privacy in the single family houses
would disappear. Many people in the area have all their savings in their houses.
What would happen to the value of their houses if an apartment building was built
next door? What happens to the people already living there. They have value and
deserve respect also. This sends the wrong message. If you decrease the value of
the housing, what will happen to your tax base?
Personal: As a Santa Monica resident from the early eighties, I have enjoyed
living here. I moved here from the east coast for a better life.   I now have locked
doors, a house alarm, and a dog for security. If we want to improve our quality of
life for everyone, it is time to address the overwhelming issues in Santa Monica.
Put more police on the streets, address the homeless crisis appropriately and limit
building. We can maintain our tax base if we make the area safe for tourists.
Remember, we are one percent of the population of Southern California and an
average income community over all, and we should take care of one percent of
the homeless. That is fair.
Bottom line question: How many people on the planning commission would be affected by
this proposal? How many of you would state how it might affect you, publish and sign it.
Alan Alter
734 23rd Street
Santa Monica, 90402

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ellen Conrad
Planning Commission Comments
please save our neighborhood
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:50:08 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Member, I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single
Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On March 30, 2021, Council
members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue Himmelrich voted to consider
changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically
change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units
(6000 of which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT
contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Pro-developer
groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept
this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input. This misguided upzoning proposal will
destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase
dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support
this radical upzoning. This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the
developers and unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial
corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica
invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their
home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their neighborhoods/communities.
There is NO homeowner who buys into a single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit
apartment building is built next to them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned
neighborhood that they believed they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will
destroy the character of our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable
neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multiunit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR
families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less
desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods
do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less
desirable school systems will result in less desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the
bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with
race, equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes, neighborhoods,
schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the communities you wish to
destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary.
Also, we need to save our environment. Where will the water come from to accommodate these
additional houses. We are again in a drought.

license # 00918465 | ellen@ellenconrad.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

news4jd@verizon.net
Planning Commission Comments
Planning Commission Agenda Item 10-B - June 2 meeting
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:50:14 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear Planning Commissioners:
Please don’t destroy neighborhoods and R-1 districts in Santa Monica. I have been fortunate to live in
Santa Monica for almost 70 years. Yes, there have been changes. However, please leave the
neighborhoods alone and stop this kind of development.
Neighborhoods should not be upzoned to satisfy the State mandate that Santa Monica generate a plan to
build close to 9,000 new housing units. Densification is not good, particularly for the small size of Santa
Monica.
Please, please, please I beg you to maintain our current neighborhoods to single family. Please say no to
further development and the destruction to quality of life in Santa Monica.
Thank you.
   John Dahl
   Santa Monica

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bryce Heitner
Planning Commission Comments
Against Rezoning from R1 for North of Montana
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:51:04 AM

EXTERNAL

Planning commission,
Please register that I am against the change from R1 zoning for North of Montana.
Santa Monica's infrastructure cannot support greater density for reasons such as water scarcity.
I urge the commission to not support this change.
Best,
Bryce Heitner

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Elizabeth Van Denburgh
Planning Commission Comments
Fwd: Planning Commission 6/2/21 Mtg. - Item 10B - DRAFT Housing Elements - Wilmont Board comments
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:55:18 AM
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EXTERNAL

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Elizabeth Van Denburgh <emvandenburgh@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Jun 2, 2021 at 11:54 AM
Subject: Planning Commission 6/2/21 Mtg. - Item 10B - DRAFT Housing Elements Wilmont Board comments
To: Shawn Landres <shawn.landres@smgov.net>, <ellis.rankin@smgov.net>, Mario FondaBonardi <mario.fonda-bonardi@smgov.net>, Elisa Paster <elisa.paster@smgov.net>, Jim Ries
<Jim.Ries@smgov.net>, <nina.fresco@smgov.net>, Leslie Lambert
<leslie.lambert@smgov.net>
Cc: Sue Himmelrich <sue.himmelrich@gmail.com>, Councilmember Kevin McKeown
<kevin.mckeown@smgov.net>, Christine Parra <christine.parra@smgov.net>,
<phil.brock@smgov.net>, <oscar.delatorre@smgov.net>, Gleam Olivia Davis
<gleam.davis@smgov.net>, Kristin.Mccowan@smgov.net <Kristin.Mccowan@smgov.net>

Chair Landres and Planning Commission Members,
The Wilmont (Wilshire Montana Neighborhood Coalition) Board has the following comments
on the draft Housing Element you will review tonight:
The Board does not support the residential up-zoning recommendations throughout the
draft Housing Element
The Board supports the LUCE and the recommendations and structure that came with it
for housing through 2030.
We expect to see analysis of whether the LUCE does or does nott support the
availability of complying with zoning and approved/planned development that
supports the 9,000 RHNA housing units before the City Council votes on the
Housing Element. We have yet to see that analysis completed and/or made
public.
The Board has not seen the evidence that densification creates more diversity or
affordability which is what we need.
The RHNA affordable units continue to be an unfunded mandate by the state.
The Board rejects a model of having the affordable units be generated through

inclusionary housing. With 6,300 affordable units required by RHNA, that would
require that 31,500 market rate housing would have to be planned/built at a ratio of 20%
inclusionary housing and would be cost prohibitive from a city ecosystem framework
for our residents
The Board applauds the residents of the city for passing Prop R on 30% affordable
housing in 1990 and applauds the city for generating 37% of housing over the last 25
years to be affordable.
This draft Housing Element brings to mind the phrase "that no good deed goes
unpunished"
The Board strongly supports the city's principles around Housing Stability - ensure that
existing residents are protected from displacement as well as continuing to guide,
monitor and support earthquake retrofitting to ensure our housing stock survives a
significant earthquake.
We have many issues to deal with in the city. Let's use the LUCE as our housing guide and
continue to work together to make progress in homelessness and health and safety of public
spaces as prioritized by the City Council.
Thank-you,
Board of Wilshire Montana Neighborhood Coalition (Wilmont)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jane WangBeck
Planning Commission Comments
Please read my opposition to rezoning
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:56:17 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission and City Council,
Dear Member, I am writing to you to STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or
remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On
March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan,
and Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to
build at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main
Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which
would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT
contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous studies. Prodeveloper groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly
advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT public input. This
misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of Santa Monica as an
attractive city. Property values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less
desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction increase dramatically. Schools
will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will not be able to support this radical
upzoning. This proposal is extremely advantageous and extremely profitable to the
developers and unions who are eager to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the
commercial corridors that provide the charm and desirability of our small city.
Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their savings and/or retirement funds to be able to
purchase, maintain, and upgrade their home. Homeowners are financially tied into their
homes and their neighborhoods/communities. There is NO homeowner who buys into a
single family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to
them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they believed
they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the character of
our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable neighborhoods in the city.
No single family homeowner dreams of becoming surrounded by multi-unit housing.
Families have purchased their homes because of the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR
families will choose to leave and property values will decrease as the neighborhoods
become less desirable. Traffic, noise, density, construction, will increase dramatically.
Current SFR neighborhoods do not have the infrastructure to handle the increased
density. Schools will be overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less
desirable neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race, equity,
social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already ethnically and
religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested in their homes,
neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the anchors of the
communities you wish to destroy. Overlaying low income housing on Montana, Main, or
Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that downtown can

accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous underutilized areas
downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail + residential. Please view the
following articles: https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-moveout-santa-monica-is-coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoodsand-putting-public-housing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-not-actuallywant-your-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question to the
members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on both sides?
Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would you feel if all of
the other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units so you can have at
least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your apartment/condo if this
happened? What would happen to the noise in your building? Your parking? Your ability
to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit as you rented/bought it when you
rented/bought it? Is your goal the destruction of Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order
to benefit developers, and your own interests? Do you believe that eliminating
homeowners is in the best interest of the city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure
of neighborhoods? Do you believe it is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability
and property values while overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and
public areas? Finally, the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who
have invested their finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are
voting to crush the the families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell
out to developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a manageable
number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive city and way of life.

Personally, I moved to Santa Monica from Brentwood 10 years ago because I believed that
Santa Monica was a real city that shared my ideals and had good decent people. The single
family homes contribute to a sense of trust and family ties that many of us do not have. I
oppose because I believe in the people of our city. I believe you understand deep within your
hearts and you are able to do the right thing and oppose these proposals. For the Safety,
health, and the hears of our people.
Sincerely,
Jane S Wang

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

William Simon
Planning Commission Comments
Kelly Simon
(SFR) R-1 Zoning in Santa Monica
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:56:43 AM
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EXTERNAL

Dear Member, My name is Bill Simon. My wife Kelly and I have lived in our home
on 26th Street north of Montana for 20+ years. We have raised our two children in
this home and both attended all of the SM Schools. We have put our heart and souls
into this home both emotionally and financially. To raise a family in our home with
the privacy that having a home in an R1 zone provides is something we never took
for granted ore every expected to be changed. We feel blindsided that this potential
re-zoning is even under consideration. Destroying the single family zoning will not
put a dent in improving the current need for low-income housing. We would never
have bought a house here knowing that apartments could be built on either side of
us. This proposal must be stopped!!
We STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family
Residential (SFR) R-1 zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica. On March 30, 2021,
Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and Sue
Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build
at least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main
Street, and Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of
which would be classified as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number
was NOT contested by the council, and should be closer to 3,300 as per previous
studies. Pro-developer groups have pushed for these 9,000 additional units and have
even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass this proposal WITHOUT
public input. This misguided upzoning proposal will destroy the desirability of
Santa Monica as an attractive city. Property values will decrease as the
neighborhoods become less desirable when traffic, noise, density, and construction
increase dramatically. Schools will become overcrowded and city infrastructure will
not be able to support this radical upzoning. This proposal is extremely
advantageous and extremely profitable to the developers and unions who are eager
to upzone and develop SFR parcels and the commercial corridors that provide the
charm and desirability of our small city. Homeowners in Santa Monica invest their
savings and/or retirement funds to be able to purchase, maintain, and upgrade their
home. Homeowners are financially tied into their homes and their
neighborhoods/communities. There is NO homeowner who buys into a single
family neighborhood hoping that a dense 4-unit apartment building is built next to
them, across from them, or throughout the SFR zoned neighborhood that they
believed they had bought into. Destroying our SFR neighborhoods will destroy the
character of our city. Here are key points: Upzoning will destroy desirable
neighborhoods in the city. No single family homeowner dreams of becoming

surrounded by multi-unit housing. Families have purchased their homes because of
the zoning and neighborhoods. SFR families will choose to leave and property
values will decrease as the neighborhoods become less desirable. Traffic, noise,
density, construction, will increase dramatically. Current SFR neighborhoods do not
have the infrastructure to handle the increased density. Schools will be
overcrowded. Less desirable school systems will result in less desirable
neighborhoods. It will become a race to the bottom. FAMILIES BUY INTO
NEIGHBORHOODS THEY CAN AFFORD. This has NOTHING to do with race,
equity, social justice, or minority advancement. Our neighborhoods are already
ethnically and religiously diverse. SFR families have their equity literally invested
in their homes, neighborhoods, schools. Homeowners are not transient. They are the
anchors of the communities you wish to destroy. Overlaying low income housing on
Montana, Main, or Ocean Park Blvds, is unnecessary. Studies have shown that
downtown can accommodate the need for extra housing. There are numerous
underutilized areas downtown that can be built up to accommodate both retail +
residential. Please view the following articles:
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2021/04/05/opinion/time-to-move-out-santamonica-is-coming-for-your-home-with-upzoning-plans-for-r-1-neighborhoods-andputting-public-housing-in-your-backyard/5492.html
https://smmirror.com/2020/08/where-oh-where-is-our-city-council/
https://www.smdp.com/the-downsides-of-upzoning/200599
https://www.smobserved.com/story/2020/11/21/politics/surprise-city-does-notactually-want-your-input-on-upzoning-for-additional-8874-units/5052.html
https://santamonicaarch.wordpress.com/2020/08/21/losing-our-city/
https://brentwoodnewsla.com/response-to-opinion-of-toby-muresianu/ My question
to the members are the following: Would YOU like a 4-unit next to your house on
both sides? Across the street, too? If you live in a condo or apartment, how would
you feel if all of the other apartments in your building were subdivided into 4 units
so you can have at least 4x as many people in each unit? Would you stay in your
apartment/condo if this happened? What would happen to the noise in your
building? Your parking? Your ability to use the pool? Your desire to enjoy the unit
as you rented/bought it when you rented/bought it? Is your goal the destruction of
Santa Monica’s neighborhoods in order to benefit developers, and your own
interests? Do you believe that eliminating homeowners is in the best interest of the
city, traffic, infrastructure, and long term allure of neighborhoods? Do you believe it
is in Santa Monica’s interest to decrease desirability and property values while
overcrowding our streets, neighborhoods, parks, schools, and public areas? Finally,
the people who love Santa Monica the most are the ones who have invested their
finances and futures to buy a family home in Santa Monica. You are voting to crush
the the families who have actually vested in those neighborhood to sell out to
developers and special interests. VOTE NO ON ALL UPZONING PROPROSALS.
In addition, please DEMAND that SCAG revise their numbers of units to a
manageable number that is in line with the preservation of our beautiful, inclusive
city and way of life.

Sincerely,
Bill & Kelly Simon
522 26th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90402

Time to Move Out: Santa Monica is Coming For Your Home With U…

From:
To:
Subject:
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Importance:

ml.verville@verizon.net
Planning Commission Comments
Agenda Item 10.B Comments
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 11:59:04 AM
High

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commissioners,
I am writing in complete objection to the draft Housing Element as currently
proposed. There are multiple serious defects with this document as follows:
1.

There is no analysis or data concerning the amount of the RHNA
“requirement” that is satisfied by the existing LUCE. Changes to the
exhaustively negotiated, and community agreed, LUCE circumvented the
established LUCE community process.
Despite the almost 18 months since the 9,000 RHNA “requirement” first
surfaced, there has been no community process equivalent to the original
Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE) process to justify and quantify
changes in the LUCE. In the span of several weeks, the City seeks to
unilaterally rewrite the exhaustively negotiated, and resident approved,
LUCE already in place that likely provides for most, if not all the required
units. Moreover, despite 1,698 pages of text, plus the 11-page Affordable
Housing Production Program analysis, the draft housing element, the
residents have no real idea since the City has failed to produce any of the
following critical analyses:
a. The baseline LUCE capacity
b. The minimum changes required to meet AFFH requirements
c. Quantification of the discretionary changes being proposed in the LUCE

2.

The Housing Element contains an assumption of, but no supporting data or
demonstrated link between, affordability and densification. That’s
because there are none.
In the March 30 Study Session, the City acknowledged that upzoning
increased land costs, the exact opposite of what is needed. Moreover, at

10,881 persons per square mile, Santa Monica is in the top 7% of all cities in
California with populations over 5,000. Among cities with populations over
50,000, Santa Monica is in the top 9%. If densification had any relation to
affordability, Santa Monica would be a less costly place to live than 90% of
the other CA cities.   The reality is the complete opposite. Obviously, the
densification included in Program No. 4, which eliminates R1 zoning, does
not align with any of the stated objectives in the Housing Element that
supposedly drive this core policy prescription and will, in fact exacerbate the
affordability crisis in our city. This provision must be removed.

3.

The Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO) has been proposed without any
analysis as to relevance to the city areas, without any consultation
whatsoever with the community and does not conform in the least with
best practices as can be found in the cited Cambridge model.
In Cambridge, 20 public meetings were held, 62 zoning amendments
proposed and 46 adopted. This has resulting in, for example,
neighborhood-specific height limitations. Moreover, implementation of an
AHO in deeply residential areas will produce entirely incompatible access
issues to amenities for any new residents. In Cambridge, the heightappropriate AHO made sense because Cambridge leverages a fully
developed legacy transport system. Nearly every part of Cambridge’s 6.4
square miles are within a short walk of a subway station, trolley or bus stop.
This not the case in Santa Monica and never will be the case due to
excessive costs of retrofitting fully integrated transit systems into urban
environments that were never designed as such.

4.

The Housing Element does not address the Family Housing Crisis in this city
which has dire implications for the school system.
The envisioned Studio to 32 bedroom housing is not family friendly and
comprises 90% of the over 4,000 vacancies in the city.

Respectfully,

Marc L. Verville
Resident
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NO ON UPZONING PROPROSALS
Wednesday, June 2, 2021 12:02:22 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning and Council:
I have lived in Santa Monica for more than thirty years, first as a renter and now as a longtime
homeowner. My husband and I saved up to buy an old house on the College Streets that was
quite shabby when we purchased it, but we were so excited to have a place of our own to fix
up over time in a neighborhood where we could walk or bike to Douglas Park, and where
eventually our then babies would walk to public school. And that’s exactly what happened.
Twenty five years later, we still live in that same house on Harvard Street. We love our
neighborhood and recognize how special it is in this busy metropolis, and thus I am writing to
ask that you OPPOSE the proposal to change or remove Single Family Residential (SFR) R-1
zoning in ANY part of Santa Monica.
On March 30, 2021, Council members Gleam Davis, Kevin McKeown, Kristin McCowan, and
Sue Himmelrich voted to consider changing the SFR zoning to allow developers to build at
least 4 units on SFR lots, and to dramatically change Montana Avenue, Main Street, and
Ocean Park Boulevard to build nearly 9,000 housing units (6000 of which would be classified
as “affordable” low-income units). This 9,000 number was NOT contested by the council, and
several studies indicate it should be closer to 3,300. Pro-developer groups have pushed for
these 9,000 additional units and have even brazenly advocated to accept this number and pass
this proposal WITHOUT public input.
I don’t need to list here for you the many reasons this proposal will destroy the desirability of
Santa Monica’s few R1 areas. You’ve read the reasoning (even while some of you continue to
disregard them), and I hope you understand the urgency of homeowners’ concerns. I also
recognize the need for additional housing and don’t oppose all efforts to add units. But no one
has ever answered for me the following questions. Can you?
1) There is an enormous amount of housing already going up on Lincoln Blvd. and elsewhere
in the city where such density is in keeping with the neighborhood zoning. Before we pour
more resources into more building and irrevocably alter the nature of our neighborhoods with
zoning changes, do you know about the demand for those units?
2) Why can’t most new housing be added in areas already zoned for it?
3) You’ve already changed R1 with the addition of ADUs. I myself live on an R1 lot with two
lovely renters next door, one in a front unit and one in the back. Do you know if the addition
of ADU's has resulted in more affordable housing for the city? Can we give that R1 change a
chance to work before adding even more density?
3) Much reporting of late centers on the fact that millennials don’t want to live in cities
anymore and are flocking to suburbs and rural areas. Have you taken that major shift into
consideration?
As our elected City Council, please do your duty to represent homeowners in this city.

Thank you,
Stacey Ravel Abarbanel
1039 Harvard Street
Santa Monica CA 90403
srabarbanel@gmail.com
cell: 310/736-5300
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EXTERNAL

Dear Commissioners,
The attached letter and related materials are submitted with respect to tonight’s hearing on the
Draft Housing Element.
Ken

Kenneth L. Kutcher | Attorney at Law
1250 Sixth Street, Suite 200 | Santa Monica, CA 90401
O: (310) 451-3669 | kutcher@hlkklaw.com

(310) 451-3669

kutcher@hlkklaw.com

June 2, 2021
VIA E-MAIL
Santa Monica Planning Commission
1685 Main Street, Room 212
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Re: Agenda Item 10-B: Draft Housing Element
Our client: Santa Monica Housing Council
Our File No. 639.67
Dear Commissioners:
This letter is submitted on behalf of the Santa Monica Housing Council, a nonprofit, all-volunteer organization that has been involved with Santa Monica housing
advocacy for more than 30 years and has recently been engaged in advocacy regarding
the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element Update.
Based on our preliminary review of over 1,700 pages consisting of the Draft
Housing Element, appendices, Staff Report, and studies posted on the afternoon of May
25 before a 3-day weekend, SMHC is putting the City on notice that SMHC does not
believe the Draft Housing Element is legally adequate under State Housing Element
Law. The Draft Housing Element appears to be tinkering at the margins rather than
undertaking a full-fledged effort to embrace the obligation to produce nearly 9000 new
housing units over the next eight years. Given the short time that has been available,
SMHC is still in the process of studying the Draft and its Appendices, and we will be
supplementing these initial comments at a later time.
Overall, the City is legally obligated to dramatically increase its rate of housing
production in comparison to the most recent (and prior) Housing Element planning
periods. Specifically, the City needs to increase its rate of housing production from
about 175 units per year to about 1,100 units per year in order to achieve its new RHNA
allocation of 8,895 units for the Sixth Cycle’s planning period (2021-29). This is a more
than 600% annual increase. To meet this obligation, the City must adopt in its Sixth
Cycle Housing Element programs with specific action steps that will dramatically boost
housing production in Santa Monica. There is no reason to believe that this Draft will
accomplish the changes that are needed in the midst of the Statewide housing crisis.
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The Draft in its current form does not include sufficient programs such as
upzoning, incentives, removal of regulatory barriers, streamlining, and other measures
necessary to meet this challenge. Accordingly, SMHC does not believe that the 6th
Cycle Housing Element as currently drafted will warrant a finding of substantial
compliance by the State in its review.
Portions of what follows are technical comments that would at least improve the
Draft as published. However, SMHC’s concerns as to the Draft Housing Element are
much more fundamental.
THE DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT’S
PROGRAMS TO INCREASE HOUSING
PRODUCTION ARE VAGUE AND INSUFFICIENT
State law requires the Housing Element to include “[a] program that sets forth a
schedule of actions during the planning period, each with a timeline for
implementation…that the local government is undertaking or intends to undertake to
implement the policies and achieve the goals and objectives of the housing element…”1
The Draft Housing Element does include programs with various action steps to increase
housing production. However, the programs are severely lacking in substance and
SMHC does not believe that the actions articulated in the Draft will be sufficient to allow
the City to realistically meet or achieve its RHNA targets for the 6th Cycle.
A. Changes to Development Standards and the City’s Affordable Housing
Requirements
Very few new housing applications have been filed in the City since the adoption
of the Downtown Community Plan (DCP), and the City’s removal of the Extremely Low
Income option from the Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP).As a starting
point, the Draft Housing Element appears to acknowledge that development standards
in the Bergamot Area Plan Area,2 the Downtown,3 and in various commercial zones
throughout the City4 must be modified to make housing projects not only feasible again,
but robust. These standards need to be tackled much more seriously than appears to
be contemplated in this Draft.
1

Government Code Section 65583(c).

2

Draft Housing Element, Program 1.E, p. 65.

3

Draft Housing Element, Program 1.F, p. 66.

4

Draft Housing Element, Program 4.B, p. 78.
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As SMHC has noted in prior correspondence, major increases to allowable
heights and densities are necessary to incentivize housing production, particularly on
sites currently occupied with viable commercial uses. However, while the Draft Housing
Element’s SSI capacity projections were ostensibly based on specific recommended
development standards,5 the proposed increases have not been adequately disclosed
anywhere in the Draft Housing Element. The lack of specificity regarding what specific
standards are proposed for different areas of the City is legally deficient because at this
point there is no way for HCD to evaluate whether the proposed changes will sufficiently
incentivize housing given the City’s current and past track record.
While the development standard modifications documented in the May 26th
HR&A AHPP FAR feasibility analysis as necessary for feasible housing projects are
important, the draft Housing Element does not specify that these development standard
modifications are needed and their effectiveness depends on their implementation. The
super-majority vote required for such amendments is a clear governmental constraint
that must be identified as well for HCD. To be effective, these LUCE amendments
would need to be approved by the City Council. The approval process is complicated by
the fact that Section 615 of the City Charter requires a 5-member supermajority to
approve any change to the LUCE or DCP that would increase maximum heights or
densities.
The May 26th HR&A AHPP FAR feasibility analysis documents that increases to
heights and densities above those in the LUCE and DCP are required to make housing
projects in most areas of the City feasible (let alone incentivized) at either at 10% verylow income affordability level or a 15% affordable requirement with the affordability
levels distributed between extremely-low and moderate income. Almost all of these
increases to heights and density (which appear to be relied upon for the capacity
projections) require a supermajority vote of the Council:


MUBL (2.25 FAR exceeds current 1.75 Tier 2 and 2.0 Tier 3 maximums).



MUB (2.75 FAR exceeds current 2.25 Tier 2 FAR which is the maximum
in many areas of the City [See LUCE p. 2.1-38]).



GC (Santa Monica Blvd.) (2.75 FAR exceeds current 1.5 Tier 2
maximum).

See Draft Housing Element Appendix F – Report on Suitable Sites Inventory
Analysis, p. 8 (stating that the City’s projected SSI capacity “is based on application of
proposed new development standards for Tier 1 base housing projects.”).
5
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GC (Lincoln) (2.25 FAR exceeds current 1.75 maximum).



GC (Pico) (2.75 FAR exceeds current 2.0 maximum).



NC (2.0 to 3.0 FARs all exceed current 1.75 maximum).



IC (2.75 FAR exceeds current 2.25 maximum).



OC (2.75 FAR exceeds current 1.75 maximum).



LT (East) (2.75 FAR exceeds the current 2.25 maximum).

The development standards described in the HR&A analysis would be steps in
the right direction to produce housing, but SMHC questions whether increased heights
and densities will garner the near-unanimous Council approval that would be required
for implementation. Additionally, the standards were designed to support affordable
housing requirements that would require significant changes to the AHPP. The
proposed changes to the AHPP in the Draft6 could help facilitate greater housing
production if implemented in concert with increased development standards.
In the Downtown, the increased 20-30% inclusionary requirements are the main
impediment to housing growth. Per the HR&A feasibility analysis, increasing housing
production in the Downtown could generally be accomplished through revisions to the
20-30% affordability standards. The recommended changes could be implemented
quickly and without a supermajority vote of the Council, but the Draft Housing Element
states June 30, 2023 as the timeframe for DCP amendments.7 This timeline should be
expedited to allow Downtown housing production to increase as quickly as possible.
The three-year timeline described in the Draft is unnecessarily long and would reduce
the effectiveness of the proposed changes.
B. Required LUCE Amendments to Implement the Housing Element
Appendix C to the Draft Housing Element includes a list of LUCE goals and
policies to be amended in order to implement the Draft’s plan of actions. This list is
inadequate and overlooks many impediments to housing development that must be
revised to facilitate housing. Notably, the list does not account for additional regulatory
6

See Draft Housing Element, Program 2.C, p. 69.

7

Draft Housing Element, Program 1.g, p. 66.
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changes that must be made in nonresidential districts (such as the Industrial
Conservation (IC) and Office Campus (OC) districts and various BAP districts) to allow
for housing development.
Numerous provisions of the LUCE and BAP that prevent or discourage housing
development in nonresidential districts will need to be revised. For example, the LUCE
prohibits “significant new development” in the Airport Business Park area of the OC
district until a specific plan is created8, but to SMHC’s knowledge there are no
immediate plans to implement a specific plan. Provisions like this will need to be revised
to facilitate housing production. SMHC will follow up with a list of additional LUCE
amendments that should be included in Appendix C.
C. Limitations on Streamlined Approvals
The Draft Housing Element includes a program to make permanent the current
interim Administrative Approval process for 100% affordable housing projects and
projects that do not exceed Tier 2 maximums and are subject to the Housing
Accountability Act (HAA).9 The proposed program makes sense, given that the City’s
onerous and time-consuming discretionary approval processes are impediments to
housing growth. However, this program needs to be further considered as it is already in
place through an interim ordinance and it has had little to no impact on housing
production.
The Draft Housing Element states that the streamlined approval program would
apply to housing projects that do not exceed Tier 2 maximums and are subject to the
HAA. The City’s current interpretation of the HAA is that if a housing project requires
any modification, waiver, or variance, even if the Code specifically allows for such
modification or wavier, the project is disqualified from HAA protection. Given the
detailed nature of the City’s Code, many housing projects are unable to avoid the need
for a modification or waiver. A list of standards that have proven to be problematic upon
implementation and the City should consider revising is attached as Exhibit A.
Moreover, if the modification, waiver or variance is a discretionary approval (and most
are), the purpose of the streamlined Administrative Approval process for the project is
defeated.
For the proposed streamlining program to make a meaningful impact on housing
production, it needs to apply to a broader category of projects such as any “housing
8

See LUCE p. 2.1-56

9

Draft Housing Element, Program 1.A, p. 61.
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development project” as defined in the HAA10 (or housing projects that are consistent
with height and FAR) rather than just projects that the City deems as subject to the
HAA. Moreover, in order to be effective, (a) the development standards for housing
projects needs to be feasible (e.g. increases in height and density sufficient to support
the affordable housing requirements), (b) standards in the City’s Zoning Ordinance,
Downtown Community Plan, and Bergamot Area Plan which have proven to require
modifications/waivers/variance for housing projects should be revisited, and (c) a
ministerial process is needed to implement the State Density Bonus Law’s
incentives/concessions/waivers for housing projects that provide affordable housing at
the levels provided for in the State Density Bonus Law.
D. Density Bonus Implementation in Mixed-Use Commercial Zones
The Draft Housing Element also calls for implementation of the State Density
Bonus Law (SDBL) in commercial and mixed-use districts, where densities are
measured by FAR rather than units per acre.11 This change to the City’s current policy is
long overdue and legally mandatory.
The belated implementation of the SDBL in commercial zones would be a
positive step. However, the Draft’s plans for implementation of the SDBL are vague and
underdeveloped. Specifically, the program in the Draft says little about how the density
bonus will be applied and the incentives and concessions that the City is required to
offer to participating developers under the SDBL.
The SDBL requires local governments to grant density bonuses, as well as
“incentives or concessions” to developers pursuing projects that include specified levels
of affordable housing. Incentives or concessions generally must be granted if they
would result in cost reductions that help facilitate affordable housing.12 The Staff Report
for the Draft Housing Element states that density bonus applicants would be “entitled to
a menu of incentives and concessions to modify development standards necessary to
support the on-site affordable units in the project. Requests for incentives and
concessions would be reviewed through a ministerial process.”13 The Draft Housing
Element also notes that density bonus applicants would be provided with a “voluntary
ministerial process for consideration of incentives & concessions and waivers of
10

See Government Code Section 65589.5(h)(2).

11

Draft Housing Element, Program 2.D p. 70.

12

Government Code Section 65915(d).

13

Staff Report, p. 3.
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development standards.”14 SMHC believes a ministerial approval process for incentives
and concessions under the SDBL is critical, but the incentives/concessions/waivers of
development standards offered must be significant.
At the May 12th, 2021 Planning Commission meeting, Staff discussed potentially
providing a menu of ministerial incentives and concessions based on the modifications
and waivers covered by Chapter 9.43 of the Municipal Code. SMHC feels that the
modifications and waivers listed in Chapter 9.43 would be a good start, but the menu
would need to be augmented to address impediments to housing such as those listed in
the attached Exhibit A. Height increases necessary to achieve the density bonus also
need to be provide on this menu.
Adopting an inadequate menu of ministerial incentives and concessions would
likely lead to developers requesting off-menu incentives and concessions, which would
need to be reviewed through a burdensome discretionary process. Therefore, the Draft
Housing Element should include more detail concerning the specific incentives and
concessions that would be available for ministerial approval under the density bonus
program.
E. Commercial Parking Lots in Residential Zones
The Draft Housing Element correctly recognizes the need for code changes to
incentivize housing on residentially zoned parking lots associated with commercial
uses.15 However, the Draft’s program for these lots is not sufficiently detailed and fails to
address several impediments to housing development on these sites. The Housing
Element should specifically call for the revision or elimination of the following code
provisions to facilitate housing on residentially-zoned parking lots and their
adjacent/related commercially-zoned lots:

(3).



The restriction on continued use of an R-zoned parking lot with a commerciallyzoned lot if the commercially-zoned lot is redeveloped, expanded or changes use
(including for housing).16



The requirement that parking for any addition on a commercially-zoned

14

Draft Housing Element, Program 2.D p. 70.

15

Draft Housing Element, Program 1.C, p. 64.

16

See SMMC Sections 9.27.110(A)(1) and (3) and Sections 9.16.020(B)(1) and
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lot be located on the commercially-zoned lot.17 Parking for a new housing project
should be able to span both the R-zoned lot and the commercially-zoned lot.


The anti-lot consolidation provision for such R-zoned sites.18



The requirement that vehicular access for any redevelopment be on the
commercially-zoned lot.19

These provisions must be revised to encourage these sites to be redeveloped
with housing projects.
THE DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT IS UNREALISTIC
In our March 15, 2021 letter to the Commission on behalf of SMHC (which is
enclosed), we provided comments on the City’s prior preliminary draft report on the
Housing Element’s suitable sites inventory. Unfortunately, the current Draft Housing
Element fails to address numerous objections SMHC raised with regard to the
preliminary draft report remain in the draft Housing Element.
A. Capacity Projections Have Not Been Properly Discounted for Likelihood
of Development
State law requires capacity projections for the Housing Element’s suitable sites
inventory (SSI) to be demonstrable and realistic.20 As noted in our prior letter on the
draft SSI, HCD’s June 2020 Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook provides that
cities should discount their capacity projections by past rates of development for similar
sites during prior cycles, or if no such data is available, projections should be
discounted by the overall rate of development for parcels listed in the jurisdiction’s prior
SSI.21

17

See SMMC Sections 9.27.110(A)(1)(5) and 9.16.020(B)(4)

18

See SMMC Section 9.21.030(B).

19

See SMMC Section 9.16.080(D).

20

Gov’t Code § 65583(a)(3).

Megan Kirkeby, Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook and Memorandum
Regarding Government Code Section 65583.2 (Cal. Dep’t of Hous. & Community Dev.,
June 10, 2020) pp. 20-21.
21
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The development rate for sites listed in the 5th Cycle SSI is unclear. Staff has
provided different figures at different times, previously stating that 8 of 77 sites were
developed with housing before asserting that the number was 25 of 81 sites.22
Regardless of what the correct rate of past development is, Staff does not appear to
have applied any discount whatsoever to the sites in the Draft Housing Element’s
inventory to account for likelihood of development. The Draft unrealistically assumes
that all identified sites could be developed at full capacity. The Draft Housing Element
estimates 11,025 units of capacity on 335 sites.23 The example capacity calculations
provided in the SSI appendix to the Draft demonstrate that the City disregarded HCD
guidance by not discounting its capacity calculations by past rates of development for
prior SSIs.24 Therefore, the City’s assertion that the draft SSI includes enough capacity
to exceed the RHNA allocation by 24%25 is based on theoretical capacity, and not the
realistic capacity required by State law.
SMHC recognizes that Staff has now applied a modest 10% discount to sites
listed as pending or approved26 after previously assuming that all pending and approved
sites would be fully developed. However, SMHC questions the sufficiency of this
discount, particularly as it applies to sites that are still pending and would like to see the
data that Staff relied upon to arrive at this percentage.

A December 10, 2019 City Council Staff Report and November 2019 Staff
presentation to Planning and Housing Commissions stated that 8 of 77 SSI sites had
turned over to housing, while Staff more recently claimed that 25 of 81 sites had turned
over at the March 15, 2021 Planning Commission meeting. SMHC requested an
explanation of the discrepancy in a May 10, 2021 letter to the Planning Commission, but
Staff has not provided any clarification.
22

See Supplemental Staff Report, Table 1, p. 1 (stating a total SSI capacity of
11,025 units), and Draft Housing Element Appendix F – Report on Suitable Sites
Inventory Analysis, Figures F-3 and F-4, p. 8 (showing 312 commercial and mixed-use
zoned sites and 23 residentially zoned sites respectively with high potential for housing,
for a total of 335 sites).
23

See Draft Housing Element Appendix F – Report on Suitable Sites Inventory
Analysis pp. 13 and 14.
24

25

See Supplemental Staff Report, Table 1, p. 1.

See Draft Housing Element Appendix F – Report on Suitable Sites Inventory
Analysis, p 10.
26
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B. The Draft Housing Element is Unrealistic Regarding the Likelihood of
Established Commercial and Nonresidential Uses Being Replaced by
Housing
In our enclosed March 15, 2021 letter to the Commission, we expressed concern
regarding Staff’s assumptions that numerous sites currently occupied by viable
nonresidential uses would turn over to housing. Many such sites remain in the Draft
Housing Element’s suitable sites inventory, including various prior SSI sites that failed to
turn over during the 5th Cycle, numerous auto dealer sites that remain crucial to the
City’s economy, and various other thriving commercial uses.
SMHC recognizes that the Draft Housing Element includes programs to modify
development standards for residential uses in the Bergamot Plan Area27, Downtown
Community Plan Area28, and in commercial zones throughout the City.29 However, as
discussed above, SMHC is concerned that the modifications to the development
standards called for in these programs are not sufficiently detailed and that the Draft
Housing Element does not anticipate the significant impediments to implementation of
the increased heights and FAR assumed in the SSI’s capacity assumptions. Moreover,
given the complexity of the City’s Code, modifications to the heights and densities
alone may not be sufficient to significantly incentivize new housing over existing
commercial uses.
C. The Draft Housing Element’s Assumptions Regarding City-Owned Lots
are Extremely Unrealistic
The Draft Housing Element states that the City shall commit City-owned lots for
the production of affordable housing.30 Staff estimates that City-owned lots identified in
the SSI have capacity to accommodate 1,884 units, almost all of which would be
affordable.31 However, the Draft identifies no specific funding source for these
thousands of units of affordable housing, and states merely that the City will need to

27

Draft Housing Element Program 1.E, p. 65.

28

Draft Housing Element Program 1.F, p. 66.

29

Draft Housing Element Program 4.B, p. 78.

30

Draft Housing Element Program 2.E, p. 71.

31

See Supplemental Staff Report, Table 1, p. 1.
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“think creatively” and take necessary steps to move forward once appropriate funding
sources are identified.32 This is not legally adequate.
It is simply not credible for the City to assume that funding will materialize for
thousands of units of 100% affordable housing on City-owned sites. Mixed-income
housing on City-owned sites could potentially accommodate significant numbers of
affordable units, but the City appears to have ruled out the possibility of any significant
market rate housing on these sites, stating that 90% of the unit capacity assigned to
City-owned properties in the SSI will be affordable, with the other 10% reserved for
unspecified revenue generation and the continuation of existing non-residential uses.33
Without identified funding sources, the Draft Housing Element’s capacity
projections for City owned sites are unrealistic and do not meet the standard articulated
by State law for inclusion in the SSI. The Staff Report for the Draft Housing element
acknowledges the lack of funding for affordable housing, stating “[t]he lack of a
significant and consistent funding source for affordable housing coupled with high land
and construction costs in Santa Monica makes achievement of the 6th Cycle RHNA for
affordable housing units very challenging.”34 Yet despite these challenges, the Draft
asserts that almost 2,000 units of affordable housing could materialize on City-owned
sites.
Capacity projections must be realistic and not theoretical, and the Draft Housing
Element’s plans for funding affordable housing on City-owned sites are entirely
speculative.
D. The Draft Housing Element Greatly Overestimates the Number of ADUs
That are Likely to be Built
The Draft Housing Element assumes that 600 accessory dwelling units (ADUs)
will be built over the course of the 6th Cycle planning period and includes these units in
its residential capacity projections.35 The Draft Housing Element claims that “Santa
32

Draft Housing Element Program 2.F, p. 71.

Draft Housing Element Appendix F – Report on Suitable Sites Inventory
Analysis, p 10.
33

34

Staff Report pp. 10-11.

Draft Housing Element Appendix F – Report on Suitable Sites Inventory
Analysis, Figure F-7, p 16 (projecting 600 ADUs), and p. 15 (stating that ADUs are
included in the 11,000-plus unit capacity projection).
35
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Monica averages 80 ADUs per year” and projects this “average” out over the course of
the 8-year 6th cycle for a total of 600 projected ADUs.36 However, the City greatly
inflates past ADU production by triple-counting single ADUs, ostensibly including the
same ADUs in its average calculations when they are permitted, in progress, and
completed.37 This method of calculation makes no sense, and seems deliberately
designed to artificially inflate the City’s ADU numbers.
A reasonable calculation method would count each ADU once, either when a
permit is issued, or when the ADU is completed. A total of 64 ADU permits were issued
since 2018, and a total of 54 ADUs have been completed.38 Using the more favorable
number of permitted units, the City averages about 21 ADUs per year (not 80), which
supports a total projection of 171 units over the 6th Cycle, rather than the 600 that the
Draft unrealistically claims.
GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS ON HOUSING PRODUCTION
Draft Housing Element Appendix E “Constraints on Housing” does not provide a
meaningful disclosure of the existing constraints on housing production. For example,
this appendix should fully disclose, in detail, the impacts that the Downtown Community
Plan’s 20-30% affordable housing requirements have had on housing production in the
Downtown and the impacts that the City’s elimination of the extremely low-income
option have had on housing production outside of the Downtown. The City should
document the supermajority vote requirement (City Charter Section 615) in order for the
City Council to adopt increased heights and densities for housing. The discussion of the
State Density Bonus fails to disclose that the City has never implemented the State’s
Density Bonus Law in its mixed-use commercial zones, including failing to process
requests for incentives/concessions/waivers of development standards when no density
bonus is requested. This appendix should also clearly disclose areas in the City where
residential uses are prohibited and/or require a CUP – both the geographic districts
where residential uses are prohibited and/or require a CUP as well as the substantial
ground floor space in the City’s mixed-use commercial districts where residential is
prohibited. This appendix should also document the types of discretionary
modifications/waivers that housing projects have required since adoption of the Zoning
Ordinance, BAP and DCP, including those listed in Attachment A to this letter. In
addition, the impediments to developing existing residentially-zoned surface parking lots
36

Draft Housing Element p. 61.

37

Draft Housing Element Figure 4-4, p. 60.

38

Id.

Santa Monica Planning Commission
June 2, 2021
Page 13
in commercial use and their adjacent/related commercially zoned lots with housing
projects should be documented. SMHC will provide the City with additional comments
on the constraints to housing that are not adequately disclosed in Appendix E.
Based on our preliminary review, SMHC believes much more needs to be done
to incentivize and achieve the huge increase in housing production that is needed in this
6th Cycle Housing Element. Overall, SMHC remains concerned that the capacity
projections in the current Draft Housing Element are wholly unrealistic and unjustified
and that the proposed programs, while a positive step on the right direction, need to be
much greater in scale and need much more substance to ensure a legally sufficient
Housing Element and to start incentivizing new housing applications in the City at levels
far greater than before.
Very truly yours,

cc:

Kenneth L. Kutcher
David Martin (w/ encl.)
Jing Yeo (w/ encl.)
Steve Mizokami (w/ encl.)
Rachel Kwok (w/ encl.)
Cary Fukui (w/ encl.)
Ross Fehrman (w/ encl.)
George Cardona (w/ encl.)
Heidi von Tongeln (w/ encl.)
SMHC Board of Directors (w/ encl.)

EXHIBIT A
Below is a list of standards in the DCP and Zoning Ordinance (other than
height/FAR) that have proven problematic for housing projects and/or have
forced additional discretion/delay for housing projects:


Minimum and maximum ground-floor floor-to-floor heights in the Zoning
Ordinance and DCP (generally 11 feet minimum and 16 feet maximum)
o Problematic for sloping sites to comply with both the maximum and
minimum
o Problematic for housing projects that include grocery stores, which are an
important neighborhood serving use



Active commercial design standards in the Zoning Ordinance, including:
o the requirement that the finished ground floor level be within 18 inches
above and below the adjacent commercial boulevard sidewalk level (or for
sloping sites 3 feet above and 18 inches below)
o the requirement that active commercial design standards apply along both
commercial boulevards for a corner lot fronting two commercial
boulevards



Active commercial use requirements in the Zoning Ordinance and DCP that limit
ground floor uses to specified retail uses on the ground floor and/or prohibit
ground floor residential uses. This is particularly problematic for corner lots where
the requirement applies along two street frontages.



The restriction on continued use of an R-zoned lot with a commercially-zoned lot
if the commercially-zoned lot is redeveloped, expanded or changes use (Sections
9.27.110(A)(1) and (3) and Section 9.16.020(B)(1) and (3));



The requirement that parking for any addition on a commercially-zoned
lot be located on the commercially-zoned lot (Section 9.27.110(A)(1)(5) and
Section 9.16.020(B)(4)) (parking for a new housing project should be able to
span both the R-zoned lot and the commercially-zoned lot)



The requirement that vehicular access for any redevelopment be on the
commercially-zoned lot (SMMC Section 9.16.080(D)).

(310) 451-3669

kutcher@hlkklaw.com

March 15, 2021
VIA E-MAIL
Santa Monica Planning Commission
1685 Main Street, Room 212
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Re: Agenda Item 10-A: Housing Element Update Draft Concepts (Part 1)
Our client: Santa Monica Housing Council
Our File No. 639.67
Dear Commissioners:
This letter is submitted on behalf of the Santa Monica Housing Council, a nonprofit, all-volunteer organization that has been involved with Santa Monica housing
advocacy for more than 30 years and has recently been engaged in advocacy regarding
the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element Update.
After reviewing the materials attached to the agenda for this week’s two-night
Housing Element draft concepts discussion, including the Draft Preliminary Suitable
Sites Inventory Report (“Draft Report”), SMHC is concerned that the City is not following
the requirements of State Housing Element Law or guidance regarding the Housing
Element Update from the State Department of Housing and Community Development
(“HCD”).
As discussed below, the Preliminary Suitable Site Inventory (“SSI”) includes
many sites which are highly unlikely to be redeveloped into housing during the Sixth
Cycle, and thus, the capacity calculations in the Draft Report are unsubstantiated and
wildly unrealistic.
Overall, City Staff appears to believe that it can meet its RHNA target without any
changes to zoning, development standards, or the City’s inclusionary housing program,
and that the only challenge will be meeting its affordable unit targets.1 This is not the
case. The Draft Report claims that the City followed HCD guidelines in identifying sites
See Staff Report, p. 29 (“the SSI would provide a land capacity buffer of 1,938
units. While the sites analysis identified sufficient land area, the challenge is meeting
the RHNA’s required number of affordable units”).
1
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for the SSI,2 but the methodology described in the Report disregards the most important
aspects of HCD’s guidance and does not comply with the requirement that capacity
calculations be demonstrable and realistic.3 Among other things, the SSI’s identification
of sites as having “high potential” for redevelopment with housing completely ignores
the conclusions in the feasibility analysis (prepared by the City’s economic consultant)
that the City’s current inclusionary program (which requires 15% affordable for Tier 2
projects) renders housing redevelopment infeasible in almost all cases. Significant
changes to zoning, development standards, and the City’s inclusionary housing
program will be needed to achieve the City’s total 8,895-unit RHNA allocation.
THE PRELIMINARY SSI’s RESIDENTIAL
CAPACITY PROJECTIONS ARE UNREALISTIC AND
INCONSISTENT WITH HCD GUIDANCE
The Draft Report identifies 375 sites within the City as having “high potential” for
redevelopment with housing.4 The Report identifies an additional 99 sites with “medium
potential” for redevelopment.5 For the 99 “medium potential” sites, the Report states that
“changes to current zoning would likely be necessary to increase the viability of
housing.”6 However, the Report makes no mention of necessary zoning changes and
revisions to the City’s inclusionary housing program to facilitate housing on the 375
“high potential” sites, nor the likelihood that many of these sites will remain in their
longstanding existing conditions despite making the following unsubstantiated
statement: “Existing uses on the site[s] were assessed to determine its future viability
and likelihood for the uses to be discontinued.”7 The Draft Report goes on to state that
“[t]he capacity analysis of the identified sites yielded 10,133 units.”8 With assumed

Draft Report, p. 2 (“The methodology follows the guidance of the Housing
Element Site Inventory Guidebook prepared by the Housing and Community
Development Department (June 2020).”).
2

See Gov’t Code § 65583(a)(3) (“An inventory of land suitable and available for
residential development, including vacant sites and sites having realistic and
demonstrated potential for redevelopment during the planning period” [emphasis
added]).
3

4

Draft Report, p. 7.

5

Id. at p. 8.

6

Id.

7

Id. at 6.

8

Id. at p. 11.
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production of 700 new accessory dwelling units (ADUs),9 the Draft Report purports to
identify enough capacity to exceed the City’s 8,895-unit RHNA allocation by almost
2,000 units without any changes to zoning.10 This is simply not credible.
SMHC challenges the notion that the City’s total RHNA allocation can be met or
exceeded under current zoning and standards. As documented in the feasibility analysis
prepared by the City’s consultant, the City’s current inclusionary program (which
requires 15% affordable for Tier 2 projects) renders housing redevelopment infeasible in
almost all cases. Achieving (let alone exceeding) the City’s total RHNA allocation will
require meaningful upzoning for housing development as well as the removal of other
regulatory impediments to housing projects.
below.

The problems with the City’s preliminary approach to the SSI are summarized
A. The Capacity Projections Were Not Properly Discounted For
(Un)Likelihood of Development.

State law requires capacity projections for the SSI to be demonstrable and
realistic.11 HCD has provided detailed guidance as to how cities should calculate
realistic capacity, but thus far the Draft Report has disregarded the most important
aspects of this guidance. HCD’s June 2020 Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook
provides that cities should discount their capacity projections by past rates of
development for similar sites during prior cycles, or if no such data is available,

The 700-unit ADU projection, while not part of the SSI capacity projection, is
highly unrealistic. There have been about 5 ADUs completed in the City each year since
State law changed in 2017 to facilitate ADU production. There was only one ADU
completed last year, and there are currently only 4 applications pending. It is not
reasonable for the City to assume that this number will skyrocket to almost 90 per year
during the 6th Cycle.
9

Draft Report p. 11 (“With allowance to assume the production of 700 accessory
dwelling units (ADUs) during the Housing Element planning period, the SSI would
providing [sic] a land capacity buffer of 1,938 units.”).
10

See Gov’t Code § 65583(a)(3) (“sites having realistic and demonstrated
potential for redevelopment during the planning period”).
11
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projections should be discounted by the overall rate of development for parcels listed in
the jurisdiction’s prior SSI.12
In this regard, of the 77 sites identified in Santa Monica’s 5th Cycle Housing
Element, only 8 (or just 10.4%) were actually developed with housing.13 The 5th Cycle
Housing Element stated that the 77 parcels identified in its sites inventory could
accommodate roughly 3,700 units, but according to a December 2019 City Council Staff
Report, less than a third of these potential housing units were completed or under
construction during a much stronger economy.14 Assuming that some additional units
were likely produced in 2020 and 2021, this indicates that capacity in the City’s sites
inventory has about a 40% chance of being developed.15
Had the City followed HCD’s guidance and discounted its capacity projections by
past rates of development, the sites identified for inclusion in the SSI (not including
pending and approved units) would have yielded about 3,100 units of projected
capacity, not the unrealistic 7,707 units projected in the Draft Report.
B. The Draft Report Is Unrealistic Regarding The Likelihood Of Replacing
Existing Commercial And Non-Residential Buildings And Their Uses
With Multifamily Housing Developments.
The Draft Report further delineates the 375 sites identified as “high potential” for
housing into various categories.16 For most sites, no good explanation is provided as to
why City Staff believes those sites have “high potential” to be switched from their
current uses to housing. To the contrary, most of the categories of sites identified in the
preliminary SSI have historically not pursued housing development under existing
zoning and development standards, and there is no reason to believe they will in the
Megan Kirkeby, Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook and Memorandum
Regarding Government Code Section 65583.2 (Cal. Dep’t of Hous. & Community Dev.,
June 10, 2020) pp. 20-21.
12

13

City Council Staff Report, Agenda Item 4.A (Dec. 10, 2019) p. 9.

14

Id.

If a 40% adjustment factor were to be utilized in the City’s 6th Cycle Housing
Element, then the site inventory would need to include at least 2.5 times the City’s
RHNA allocation in order to satisfy California Housing Element Law’s sites inventory
requirement. (See Megan Kirkeby, supra n. 16 at pp. 20-21, suggesting adjustments to
capacity calculations based on past development rates for similar parcels during the
previous planning period.)
15

16

See Draft Report, p. 7.
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future absent very attractive incentives for housing development. Moreover, the City’s
own feasibility analysis says that redevelopment of these sites with housing is infeasible
based on the City’s current standards and inclusionary housing program. Even with
significant incentives for housing, many sites listed as “high potential” will continue in
their current (non-housing) uses.
For example, these categories of SSI properties should be assumed especially
unlikely to turn over:


“Prior SSI Sites” are sites that were identified as suitable for housing in the
5th Cycle Housing Element but were never developed. No good reason is
provided to justify why the City believes housing would be developed on
these sites without any regulatory changes from the standards that have
failed to produce any new housing on these sites for the past decade.



Various sites identified as “high potential” are currently in longstanding use
as Auto Storage Lots. Auto dealers remain crucial to the City’s economy,
and there is no reason to believe that these sites will convert to housing
under current standards. Nor is there any discussion of where the
dealership sales inventory currently stored on those sites would be moved
to. The Auto Storage Lots listed as “high potential” for housing are
essential to the auto dealer businesses they support. In prior discussions
with property owners (who often have long-term leases on these
properties), any redevelopment would need to accommodate extra
subterranean levels in order to allow the inventory storage to be replaced
in the new development. Given the very high costs of excavating, shoring
and constructing subterranean levels for dealership inventory storage,
substantial additional height/stories and FAR and revisions to the City’s
inclusionary program would be necessary for such a project to be even
feasible, let alone enticing, to auto dealers and the property owners of
those sites. Few, if any, Auto Storage Lots are likely to be redeveloped
with housing even if housing incentives are offered for these sites.



Almost all the other categories of sites identified in the preliminary SSI
consist of lots that have no economic motivation to pursue housing or
mixed-use housing under the existing regulations. There is no reason to
believe that those sites are likely to be developed with housing over the
next eight years absent significant new economic incentives for doing so.

We expect the listing of many of the privately-owned sites on the SSI would
come as a surprise to those property owners, many of whom may have long-term
commercial leases. To our knowledge, the City has thus far failed to perform outreach
to owners of those properties to assess what it would take to entice them to pursue
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entitling their sites with housing projects. SMHC expects that even with significant
economic incentives, many commercial property owners would be reluctant to abandon
the existing uses of their privately-owned properties. The 40% likelihood of development
discussed above (based on past SSI turnover) is surely significantly lower for sites that
are occupied with viable and longstanding nonresidential uses.
Examples include17:


The southeastern corner of 11th Street/Santa Monica Boulevard has been
used by a number of different auto dealerships for many years.



The northeastern corner of 12th Street/Santa Monica Boulevard is a core
part of the BMW dealership.



Much of the land at the southeastern corner of 12th Street/Santa Monica
Boulevard is part of the Santa Monica Ford dealership.



The site identified near the southeastern corner of Euclid/Santa Monica
Boulevard is used by the Subaru dealership.



The northeastern and northwestern corners of 16th Street/Santa Monica
Boulevard appear to be parking for the UCLA Santa Monica Health
Center.



The southwestern corner of 16th Street/Santa Monica Boulevard is in auto
dealership use.



So called “pending/approved” projects that actually include entirely (or
primarily) non-residential uses, such as:
o Several of Saint John’s properties (including a property where its
current Child and Family Development Center is located) which are
governed by a Development Agreement that has been in place
since 1998 and are part of Saint John’s “Phase II” program (which
Saint John’s has been processing with the City since 2015 and the

Please see the chart on page 7 of the Draft Report. Category 6 on that chart
lists 29 parcels of Auto Storage Lots consisting of 7.5 acres of land. Assuming that all of
those lots would turn over to housing use over the next eight years is wildly unrealistic.
At best, a small fraction of those lots might turn over.
17
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City agreed through a 2017 amendment to the Development
Agreement to process in good faith); and
o 1248 Fifth Street (the site of the former Santa Monica post office)
which is improved with a City-designated landmark and for which
there are no pending development applications and the previously
approved entitlements (DRP 16ENT-0065, VAR 15ENT-0138 &
COA 16ENT-0119) have long since expired.
We expect that nearly all of these sites have virtually no likelihood of turning over to
housing use during the 6th Cycle.18 In order to be included on the SSI, there needs to be
some real-world basis for believing that they are likely to be changed to housing use.
The radically overinclusive nature of the SSI leads to the baseless assumption that no
changes to regulatory incentives for housing will be necessary for the City to achieve its
RHNA allocation.
C. The Draft Report’s Assumptions Regarding City-Owned Lots Are
Unwarranted.
The Draft Report’s 10,133-unit capacity projection includes 1,399 units on Cityowned lots.19 We question whether many of those sites are likely to be developed with
housing over the next eight years.
The preliminary SSI also assumes a total of 427 “pending or approved” units on
Fourth and Fifth Streets (the site of the Plaza at Santa Monica, which the current City
Council has terminated). City development of its own properties has frequently been
extremely challenging to accomplish, with few notable exceptions.
Perhaps more surprising, the preliminary SSI includes the City’s surface parking
lots west of Main Street that support the Main Street businesses and visitors to the
beach.20 The loss of beach and business parking from this location would likely not be
tolerated by the California Coastal Commission and would be devastating to the small
independent Main Street businesses trying to survive.
We have no confidence in the accuracy of this assessment in the Draft Report
(“Auto dealerships have indicated interest in turning over these large surface lots into
redevelopment opportunities as they are rethinking their sales operations.”) Draft
Report, p. 4.
18

19

Draft Report, p. 11.

Draft Report. at p. 4 (“the City’s parking lots on Main St [sic] Street are
reviewed as potential housing sites”).
20

Santa Monica Planning Commission
March 15, 2021
Page 8
Moreover, the inclusion of the Bergamot Arts Center on the SSI may make
sense, but only if the City takes the necessary steps to put this site in the position to be
redeveloped with housing. In addition to its absurdly low FAR of 1.0 despite its location
at the Expo station, our understanding is that the site is subject to an Exclusive
Negotiating Agreement for a commercial office/hotel/gallery project. At a minimum, it
seems to us that the City would need to commence the steps necessary with the
developer to free up this site for housing, increase the allowable FAR for housing, and
revise the inclusionary housing program to allow for feasible housing development on
this site in order to include it as a “high potential” for redevelopment with housing.
D. The Draft Report Utilizes Unrealistic Assumptions Regarding Pending
And Approved Units.
Another large component of the Draft Report’s 10,133-unit projection is
categorized as pending and approved projects. The Report counts 756 currently
pending units, and 1,670 already-approved units towards the projection.21 It is not
realistic to assume that every single pending and approved unit will ultimately be
produced during the 6th Cycle planning period. For example, the pending/approved
projects appear to include 427 total housing units for the Plaza at Santa Monica project
site; this makes no sense, at least not to us.
The Draft Report rationalizes the inclusion of all pending and approved units by
asserting that “[u]nlike other jurisdictions where a significant percentage of approved
projects are never constructed . . . historically almost all housing projects that have
been approved [in Santa Monica] are ultimately built.”22 This (questionable) assertion
may support the inclusion of most (not all) approved units, but the same surely cannot
be said of pending units which have not received entitlements yet. Staff indicates their
basis for this assertion is that according to their records, “historically” most housing
projects are “ultimately” built. Given the current economy, we find this assertion
particularly dubious. We are experiencing one of the worst economies since the Great
Depression. Residential rents are down by as much as 35%. Looking to the recent past
is not going to be informative.
E. The Draft Report Does Not Adequately Account For The AHPP As An
Impediment To Achieving Housing On “High Potential” Sites, Despite
That Such An Impediment Is Identified In The HR&A Feasibility Analysis.
For sites targeted as having “high potential,” the Draft Report projects residential
capacity by mechanically applying maximum existing development standards without
21

Draft Report, p. 11.

22

Draft Report, p. 4.

Santa Monica Planning Commission
March 15, 2021
Page 9
factoring in the real-world impacts of the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program
(“AHPP”).23
The HR&A Feasibility Analysis that the City commissioned for the current
Housing Element Update confirms that projects along the Boulevards, Lincoln,
Bergamot, and in Downtown--where the bulk of the Draft Report’s “high potential” sites
are located--are only likely to develop under the AHPP’s 7.5% Extremely Low Income
(“ELI”) option.24 This ELI option, which allows developers to provide a lower percentage
of affordable units reserved for the neediest category of the population, has been
suspended and unavailable to housing developers since April of 2019.25
Currently, housing developers must set aside at least 15% deed-restricted units
in for Tier 2 projects and more in the Downtown. If, as the Feasibility Analysis found,
housing is unlikely to be proposed outside of Downtown even using the 7.5% ELI
option, it makes no sense for the Draft Report to assume that there is a “high potential”
for development on most of its identified sites under current AHPP conditions, where the
7.5% ELI option has been eliminated and a minimum of 15% affordable is required for
Tier 2 projects.
Additionally, even the Feasibility Analysis may be understating the chilling impact
of the AHPP on housing production, given that the development standards assumed by
the analysis are more generous than those that actually apply to some of the City’s
“high potential” sites. For example, the Feasibility Analysis concludes that a 7.5% ELI
project would be “marginal”-ly feasible to develop in the Bergamot area at a 60’ height
and 2.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR).26 The largest site that the City has targeted as having
“high potential” in the Bergamot area is the City-owned Bergamot Arts Center property
at 2500 Olympic Boulevard.27 However, the Bergamot Area Plan (BAP) limits FAR for
this site to 1.0, not the 2.0 assumed by the Feasibility Analysis.28 Given the lower FAR
and the suspension of the ELI option, this exceptionally large SSI site has essentially no
potential for housing development under current standards, but despite this, the Draft
23

Draft Report, p. 11.

Feasibility Analysis, p. 32 (“Projects along the Boulevards, Lincoln, Bergamot
and in Downtown are likely to develop at current development standards with no more
than 7.5% ELI affordable units.”). And as to the Boulevards and Lincoln, HR&A finds:
“MUB and Lincoln, while feasible at 7.5% ELI, exceed current FAR limits.” Id. at n.1.
24

25

See Ordinance No. 2605.

26

Id. at 23.

27

https://www.santamonica.gov/housing-element-update-draft-concepts.

28

BAP, Figure 4.B.02, p. 74.
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Report has unrealistically targeted this site as having “high potential” with capacity for
almost 200 units.29
THE CITY CANNOT POSSIBLY MEET ITS LEGAL
OBLIGATIONS WITHOUT MAKING MAJOR REGULATORY
CHANGES TO SUPPORT HOUSING DEVELOPMENT
As discussed above, SMHC completely disagrees with the City’s apparent
position that it will achieve (if not exceed) its total RHNA allocation without any changes
to current zoning or development standards. In our view, a number of the sites identified
in the preliminary SSI as “high potential” have little to no potential for housing and
regulatory changes are needed to expand the economic incentives for private parties to
either pursue housing development or make their sites available to housing developers.
Even with incentives, many sites listed as “high potential” would be unlikely to turn over
to housing.
A. Regulatory Changes Are Needed To Make Housing Viable.
The Staff Report acknowledges that meeting the affordable RHNA target will
require a combination of inclusionary units provided through market-rate projects, and
100% affordable projects.30 However, (a) market-rate projects with inclusionary units are
impeded by the City’s overly restrictive zoning and development standards in
combination with high, unachievable inclusionary mandates under the AHPP and
(b) 100% affordable projects generally require scarce government subsidies .
The HR&A Feasibility Analysis confirms that increased FARs and heights are
necessary in most areas of the City in order to support higher levels of inclusionary
housing.31 As noted above, the Feasibility Analysis found that the 7.5% Extremely Low
Income (ELI) inclusionary option is the only AHPP option likely to produce viable
inclusionary projects in most parts of the City, but this option has been suspended since
April 2019 and is not currently available. The Feasibility Analysis also found that
additional heights and FARs are needed to induce housing developers to pursue
projects subject to the 10% very low option (presumably because this option is only for
Tier 1 projects) and other higher percentage inclusionary mandates.32

29

Draft Report, p. 10.

30

Staff Report, p. 36.

31

Id. at p. 21.

32

Id. at 22.

Santa Monica Planning Commission
March 15, 2021
Page 11
The City could facilitate housing production by amending the AHPP to restore the
7.5% ELI option. This is an important first step that the City should take to increase the
viability of housing and allow for smaller projects with affordable units. However, this
action alone without zoning reform would do little to produce the volume of affordable
housing that the City so badly needs.
The City removed the ELI option because it sought to produce higher numbers of
affordable units, but this action was counterproductive because it rendered many
projects economically infeasible altogether, resulting in less housing at all income
levels. For the AHPP to produce large numbers of affordable units, development
standards must be increased throughout the City. The Bergamot Arts Center site
discussed above is illustrative of the City’s issues regarding housing production. It is a
large site that could theoretically accommodate a significant mixed-income housing
development, but it is saddled with a combination of unduly restrictive development
standards and aggressive inclusionary requirements that renders it essentially
undevelopable for housing. If the City were to reinstate the ELI option, the site could
potentially be developed with housing, but would include a relatively small number of
affordable units given its density limitation of 1.0 FAR. Meaningful increases in the FAR
would allow the site to feasibly accommodate a larger number of affordable units.
The Feasibility Analysis found that under current zoning and development
standards, housing projects with inclusionary affordable units are only likely to develop
in a few areas of the City under the currently suspended 7.5% ELI option.33 Thus, at a
minimum, the 7.5% ELI option needs to be reinstated in order for the City to include
properties in these areas on the SSI. According to the Feasibility Analysis, Downtown
and Bergamot are the only areas of the City that can accommodate 20% affordable
projects under current standards, and even in those areas the viability of such projects
is described as “marginal.”34 However, the FAR assumed in the Feasibility Analysis for
Bergamot was 2.0. Thus, even the “marginal” conclusion doesn’t hold up for the areas
of Bergamot that have a 1.0 max FAR (notably including the City-owned site). Upzoning
to allow additional height and FAR for housing projects is necessary to facilitate projects
with higher levels of affordability that can realistically help the City make progress
towards its RHNA goals.35

33

Feasibility Analysis, p. 32.

34

Id. at p. 26.

35

Id. at 33.
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B. Changes Are Needed To Incentivize Housing Over Other Uses.
As discussed above, most of the sites that the City has designated as “high
potential” for housing are currently occupied by other, longstanding nonresidential uses.
In order to actually increase housing production, the City will need to not only facilitate
housing, but incentivize it over the existing conditions. Property owners will not abandon
existing conditions unless they are given strong economic incentives to do so, and even
with incentives, many existing uses would be unlikely to turn over.
The increases in development standards referenced above must be significant to
attract these property owners to actually pursue redevelopment of their properties for
housing. Therefore, increases in zoning and development standards should be targeted
specifically towards housing, potentially through the use of overlay zones. As discussed
above, most of the “high potential” sites that are listed in the preliminary SSI currently
have little-to-no realistic potential for housing. However, if these sites were covered by
an overlay zone that offered generous height and density bonuses for residential uses,
the draft projections could become more realistic. Quite frankly, we do not understand
how this can be determined without in-depth interviews with affected property owners
and their representatives, as well as experienced commercial realtors and developers.
To be effective, any housing overlay zone or other housing incentive must have
feasible inclusionary options that are not merely “marginal”-ly feasible. Otherwise, littleto-no progress with be made to generate housing, including affordable housing. The
simplest option for most long-term property owners is to make no changes, particularly
during a bad economy such as we are experiencing today. Required percentages of
affordable units must be proportional to the heights and densities permitted to produce
viable projects. Any housing bonus overlay zone or other housing incentive should not
be restricted to 100% affordable projects (which generally depend on scarce
government subsidies) as proposed in the Staff Report.36 Rather, it should widely target
residential projects, and could include even greater bonuses for 100% affordable
projects.
CONCLUSION
The City would be wrong to assume that it can exceed its overall RHNA target
without any changes to its zoning/development standards and inclusionary housing
program. In order to produce anything close to the 10,133 total units that the City has
projected, the ELI option would need to be reinstated (or potentially an option requiring
10% deed-restricted housing for Tier 2 and above projects, which has been proven as
feasible in the past in Santa Monica), and development standards for housing must
36

Staff Report pp. 17-18.

Santa Monica Planning Commission
March 15, 2021
Page 13
increase substantially. Even the Staff Report acknowledges that meeting its affordable
housing goals will be impossible under current standards.
Significant increases in height and FAR will be required to facilitate market rate
projects with inclusionary units, as well as 100% affordable projects. The Planning
Commission should therefore recommend to the City Council that major changes to
zoning and development standards are needed to produce more housing. As SMHC
has explained in prior correspondence, these increases can be focused on the City’s
commercial boulevards, as well as Downtown and in the Bergamot area, to facilitate
housing production in locations that avoid disrupting our residential neighborhoods in
line with the vision articulated in the LUCE.37 Additional steps that the City should take
to further facilitate market rate and affordable housing are discussed in the Part 2
memorandum that SMHC submitted to Staff on December 14, 2020, which is enclosed.
Very truly yours,

Kenneth L. Kutcher
Enclosure
cc: David Martin (w/ encl.)
Jing Yeo (w/ encl.)
Steve Mizokami (w/ encl.)
Rachel Kwok (w/ encl.)
Cary Fukui (w/ encl.)
Ross Fehrman (w/ encl.)
Heidi von Tongeln (w/ encl.)
SMHC Board of Directors (w/ encl.)
F:\WPDATA\639\639.67 (Santa Monica Housing Element 2021)\Cor\SMHC to PC 2020.03.15 (Draft SSI
Report).docx
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See LUCE pp. 5, 6, 2.1-3, 2.4-3, 2.6-29 & 2.6-5.

MEMORANDUM

To:

David Martin, Director of Community Development
CITY OF SANTA MONICA

From:

Santa Monica Housing Council

Date:

December 14, 2020

Subject

6th Cycle Housing Element Update (Part Two)
I.
INTRODUCTION

As the Santa Monica Housing Council (“SMHC”) explained in its Part One
memorandum commenting on the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element Update, the City is
legally obligated under California Housing Element Law1 to substantially increase its
rate of housing production in comparison to the most recent (and prior) Housing
Element planning periods. This requires the City to include in its 6th Cycle Housing
Element a program (or series of programs) with specific action steps that will
significantly increase City housing production.2 SMHC’s recommendations for specific
action steps are included in each section below and are also attached as Exhibit “A.”
Tinkering at the margins of City housing regulations will not come close to
meeting the City’s legal obligations under California Housing Element Law. To meet its
legal obligations, the City will need to increase its rate of housing production from about

1

Gov’t Code §§ 65580, et seq.

2

Gov’t. Code § 65583.

175 units per year3 to about 1,100 units per year4 in order to achieve its new RHNA
allocation of 8,873 units for the 6th Cycle’s planning period (2021-29).5 This quintupling
of housing production requires fundamental regulatory reforms that prioritize and
incentivize extensive new housing production as a preferable alternative to perpetuation
of existing status quo commercial uses on underdeveloped, low-scale sites (i.e., the
prevailing “no new development” situation).
In this Part Two memorandum, SMHC elaborates further on the ways the City
has impeded rather than incentivized new housing production in recent years. This
memorandum focuses geographically on those areas where the 2010 LUCE
concentrates new housing production: Downtown, Commercial Boulevards, Bergamot,
and Activity Centers. This memorandum also recommends housing incentives for
residentially-zoned lots currently in commercial parking use. This memorandum then
recommends a series of reforms designed to facilitate the increase in housing
production, including affordable housing, that will be necessary in order for the City to
comply with the requirements of California Housing Element Law in its 6th Cycle
Housing Element update.

The 5th Cycle Housing element was adopted in December of 2013. The City’s
Proposition R reports from Fiscal Years 13/14, 14/15, 15/16, 16/17, 17/18, and 18/19
show an average of 175.33 completed units per year. Data for Fiscal Year 19/20 was
not available at the time this memorandum was drafted.
3

See SCAG 6th Cycle Draft RHNA Allocation Based on Approved Final RHNA
Methodology (Sept. 3, 2020) https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/rhnadraft-allocations-090320-updated.pdf?1602188695 (allocating 8,873 units over the
course of the course of the 8 year cycle, for an average of 1,109.13 per year).
4

5

Id.
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Some have dismissed Santa Monica’s RHNA allocation of 8,873 units for the 6th
Cycle as unrealistic. SMHC disagrees. The City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element update
should be able to achieve Santa Monica’s RHNA allocation -- which represents an
approximately 2.1% annual increase in the City’s housing supply -- provided the 6th
Cycle Housing Element update includes the plan of actions required by California
Housing Element Law.6 And SMHC is confident that the 6th Cycle Housing Element
update can achieve the City’s RHNA allocation while minimizing the displacement of
existing residential units. Indeed, consistent with the LUCE, SMHC’s recommended
reforms have been designed to achieve this objective.
II.
RECOMMENDED ACTION STEPS TO
INCREASE HOUSING PRODUCTION
SMHC will reserve making specific height and density recommendations pending
review of the City’s site inventory and analysis for its 6th Cycle Housing Element.7 But
the overall direction of the needed regulatory reforms is clear: the City needs to:
(1) provide substantial height and density bonuses for housing projects (compared to
other uses), with still further height and density bonuses for 100% affordable housing
projects; (2) streamline its procedures for housing project review by expanding the
Administrative Approval process and eliminating the DA requirement for all housing
projects (including Tier 3 projects); and (3) establish affordable housing requirements
According to the presentation from the City’s Housing Element Webinar #1 from
November 2020, there are approximately 52,000 housing units in the City. A RHNA
allocation of 8,873 units over the eight years of the 6th Cycle calls for production of
1,109.13 units per year, which is approximately 2.1% of the existing housing stock.
6

The specific heights and densities will depend in part on whether the City
commits to implementing the State Density Bonus Law in districts where the City
regulates density by FAR.
7
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for new market-rate housing projects that are both economically viable and do not
render the status quo non-residential uses the preferred outcome for underdeveloped
commercial properties, often with little or no mortgage debt.
An important first step would be for the City to reverse its anti-housing regulatory
changes made since the LUCE was initially adopted in 2010. However, SMHC does not
believe returning to the 2010 LUCE standards by itself will result in the City’s suitable
sites inventory being sufficient to satisfy California Housing Element Law. SMHC
anticipates that further regulatory reforms, including upzoning of non-residential land for
housing, will be necessary in order for the City to meet its obligations under California
Housing Element Law. A key component of SMHC’s recommendations is the use of
housing overlay zones to incentivize housing as recommended by HCD.8
Additionally, the City should take immediate action to fully and wholeheartedly
implement the State Density Bonus Law in its non-residential districts and incorporate
other State law incentives for housing (including for 100% affordable housing projects).
A. Downtown.
1. Pre-2010 LUCE.
Beginning in the 1990s, shortly after the Northridge Earthquake, Downtown was
the central focus of new housing development in Santa Monica. This new housing
occurred primarily on 5th, 6th and 7th Streets. It was fueled by what has been, by far,
the most successful housing incentive in the City’s regulatory history: the 50% floor area
discount for housing. This “2-for-1” incentive was applied to both FAR and the threshold

Megan Kirkeby, Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook and Memorandum
Regarding Government Code Section 65583.2, Cal. Dep’t of Hous. & Community Dev.
(June 10, 2020) p. 15.
8

-4-

for when an Administrative Approval was available. And the City had workable
affordable housing inclusionary requirements (a/k/a the City’s Affordable Housing
Production Program or “AHPP”) in place that generated affordable housing without
impeding new market-rate housing development.9
2. 2010 LUCE.
The 2010 LUCE did not include development standards for the Downtown
(except for Lincoln Boulevard), deferring such standards until adoption of a specific plan
for the Downtown.10 But roughly concurrent with the 2010 LUCE, the City repealed the
50% housing floor area discount. 11 This change dramatically slowed the pace of
housing development in Santa Monica’s Downtown.
3. The Downtown Community Plan and Housing.
The City adopted a specific plan for its Downtown, known as the Downtown
Community Plan (“DCP”), in July 2017. In comparison to the City’s prior Downtown land
use regulations, the DCP downzoned significant portions of Downtown. Notably, the
DCP does not include the 50% floor area discount that had proven so successful for the
15 years or so prior to the LUCE’s adoption. Instead, the DCP includes minimal FAR
incentives for housing, as shown in the excerpts from DCP Table 4.2 below. 12

For much of this period, the City provided housing developers with the option of
providing either 10% very low income or 20% low income units.
9

10

See 2010 LUCE p. 2.1-48.

See City Council Ordinance No. 2345 (2011) creating interim zoning
procedures to replace those not aligned with the LUCE (including the 50% floor area
discount for housing).
11

As shown in the excerpts from DCP Table 4.2, where the DCP allows
additional heights and densities for housing projects, the benefits are minimal and
insufficient to incentivize housing. There are additional incentives for 100% affordable
12
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The DCP also imposed AHPP requirements on new housing projects in the
Downtown that are much more onerous than previously applied in the Downtown and
much more onerous than the requirements in other non-residential areas of the City.13
Instead of producing more affordable housing, the increased affordable housing
obligations in the Downtown have impeded new housing development, including
affordable housing, in the Downtown.

projects on certain WT-designated parcels which are not shown above, but such
projects are unlikely to ever materialize regardless of the incentives offered.
13

See DCP Action CCP1.3A.
-6-

The Municipal Code’s land use regulations for the Downtown Community Plan
Area also effectively ban ground floor residential uses by restricting multifamily
residential units to upper floors only in almost all Downtown districts.14 This requirement
limits options for residential development, and reduces the number of units that may be
included in new housing projects.
4. Recommended Action Steps for Downtown.
SMHC recommends the following action steps for the Downtown:
a.

Adopt a housing overlay zone for all areas in the Downtown

Community Plan where there are viable housing sites. These areas include the
Neighborhood Village (NV), Bayside Conservation (BC) (particularly the BC-Promenade
sites that front on Wilshire Boulevard and the BC - 2nd and 4th Streets subarea), Lincoln
Transition, and Wilshire Transition (particularly the sites that front on Wilshire
Boulevard). The housing overlay zone should provide substantial height and density
bonuses for housing projects in comparison to non-housing projects, with still further
heights and densities for 100% affordable housing projects and preservation projects.
b.

Reform the Downtown’s Affordable Housing Production Program

(“AHPP”) requirements as follows:


For Tier 1 housing projects, reinstate the Extremely Low-Income
Option at up to 10% of the total units.



For Tier 2 and 3 (and housing overlay-zoned) housing projects,
eliminate the current scheme which ties increases in the affordable
housing requirement to various height increments and has resulted

14

See SMMC Table 9.10.040, Special Limitation (1).
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in almost no new housing projects.15 Institute affordable housing
requirements based on percentages that have been demonstrated
as feasible in other Downtown housing projects, including:
o 15% for Tier 2 projects; and
o 20% for Tier 3 projects.
c.

Eliminate the prohibition on ground floor residential units that is

currently in place for every Downtown subarea except for the Neighborhood Village,
with limited exceptions (e.g., the Promenade).16 This prohibition unnecessarily
constrains how many residential units can be located on a site and can hurt the overall
economic feasibility of housing projects.
B. The Commercial Boulevards.
The 2010 LUCE’s articulated vision called for reconfiguring the City’s boulevards
“from automobile-oriented retail to a mix of residential, pedestrian, and neighborhoodserving uses.”17 That vision expressly calls for incentives to encourage private
investment in housing along the boulevards,18 and rezoning five “Activity Centers”
located near transit where higher density mixed-use development would be permitted.19
A similar vision has been proposed for boulevards throughout cities and
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County by the advocacy group Move LA, helmed
by former Santa Monica Mayor Denny Zane. Move LA’s Boulevards of Equity and

15

See SMMC Table 9.10.070.A.

16

See SMMC Table 9.10.040, Special Limitation (1).

17

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-3.

18

Id.

19

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-4.
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Opportunity proposal calls for the creation of new mixed-use neighborhoods along
commercial boulevards to increase housing opportunities without disrupting existing
residential neighborhoods.20 To achieve this goal, Move LA states that “state and local
governments should enable and encourage, even prioritize, multifamily mixed-income
housing along commercial boulevards and in downtowns that are well-served by
transit.”21
Santa Monica has the capacity to achieve a substantial portion of its 6th Cycle
RHNA allocation on its boulevards. But doing so will require significant regulatory
reforms that make housing a more attractive option to landowners than perpetuation of
status quo non-residential uses and low-scale infill commercial development.
Unfortunately, the 2010 LUCE contained inadequate housing incentives on Santa
Monica’s commercial boulevards. And the City has moved in the wrong direction since
adopting the LUCE in 2010 by reducing allowable heights and densities for housing
projects on the boulevards.
The severe reductions in the LUCE’s allowable heights and densities for the land
use designations that cover much of the City’s commercial boulevards have
disincentivized housing to such an extent that residential mixed-use projects on the
boulevards have become, with limited exceptions, economically infeasible. The changes
to development standards for the boulevards directly contradict the LUCE’s stated
vision for those streets, which calls for the creation of vibrant, walkable, mixed-use
Gloria Ohland, What Recovery Could Look Like: Boulevards of Equity and
Opportunity (Move LA, Apr. 28, 2020)
https://www.movela.org/boulevards_of_equity_and_opportunity#:~:text=Move%20LA%2
0sponsored%20SB%20961,%2C%20called%20NIFTI%2D2%20districts.
20

21

Id.
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neighborhoods with substantial new housing.22 Such neighborhoods will never be
created if development standards do not make housing (generally located above ground
floor commercial uses) the highest and best investment for properties along the
boulevards.
The chart below illustrates the extent to which the City’s post-2010 LUCE
amendments have reduced residential development potential on the boulevards. There
are exceptions to the general rules expressed by the chart,23 but the City’s changes to
the LUCE have effectively downzoned the bulk of boulevard sites outside the Downtown
from Tier 3 standards (or greater in Activity Centers) down to Tier 2 standards.
2010 vs. 2017 Maximum LUCE Standards for Boulevard Districts24
LUCE Version
District
Height
w/ Activity Center
FAR
w/ Activity Center

2010
MUBL
47’
57’
2.0
2.5-2.75

2017
MUB
55’
65’
2.75
3.25-3.5

MUBL

MUB

36’

50’

1.75

2.25

See 2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-7 and 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-7 (regarding Wilshire
Boulevard); 2010 LUCE Policy B6.7, p. 2.4-25, and 2017 LUCE Policy B6.7 (regarding
Broadway), p. 2.4-25,; 2010 LUCE Policy B10.7, p. 2.4-33, and 2017 LUCE Policy
B10.7 (regarding Colorado Avenue), p. 2.4-33,; and 2010 LUCE Policy B21.7, p. 2.4-59,
and 2017 LUCE Policy B21.7 (regarding Ocean Park Boulevard), p. 2.4-59,.
22

See 2017 LUCE, p. 2.1-35 (allowing Tier 3 for MUBL on the north side of
Broadway, on the south side of Broadway west of the centerline of 20th Street, on
Colorado west of the centerline of 20th Street, or within an Activity Center boundary);
and 2017 LUCE, p. 2.1-38 (allowing Tier 3 for MUB sites within the area bounded by
Colorado Avenue, Olympic Boulevard, 20th Street, and Cloverfield Boulevard).
23

The standards in this chart for 2010 reflect maximum Tier 3 heights and FARs
for the vast majority of MUB and MUBL sites on boulevards outside the Downtown with
and without an Activity Center overlay. Because Tier 3 was subsequently removed for
all MUBL and MUB sites outside the downtown (except for a few limited areas, very rare
24
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The City has also imposed “active use” requirements for ground floors in
Commercial and Mixed-Use districts.25 Like in the Downtown, these use restrictions
effectively ban ground floor residential uses on the ground floor along much of the
commercial boulevards.
Below, this memorandum describes the City’s 2010 LUCE and current
development standards boulevard-by-boulevard and then recommends an overall
direction for regulatory reform for the boulevards that should be incorporated in the
City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element Update.
1. Wilshire Boulevard.
The LUCE’s vision for Wilshire Boulevard calls for the creation of a “pedestrianpriority boulevard lined with a mix of local-serving retail and residential uses.”26 The
LUCE’s vision calls for mixed-use development along Wilshire with ground-floor retail
and service businesses below upper levels “devoted predominantly to a variety of
affordable and market-rate housing types.”27 Wilshire Boulevard is a major east-west
arterial street that runs through the entire City from Centinela to Ocean. The street
presents a unique opportunity for significant new housing development if properly zoned

100% affordable and landmark-preserving projects), the 2017 maximums reflect Tier 2
standards. Because only one Activity Center overlay zone remains in the current LUCE,
Activity Center standards are not shown for 2017, though it should be noted that a small
section of Colorado could accommodate greater height and FAR under the remaining
Activity Center overlay.
25

See SMMC Section 9.11.030(A)(2).

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-5; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-5 (adds that Wilshire will be
transit/pedestrian-priority, not just pedestrian-priority)
26

27

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-5; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-5.
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to encourage housing as the highest and best use in comparison to existing or new
commercial uses.
The LUCE designates almost the entirety of Wilshire as Mixed-Use Boulevard
(MUB),28 and identifies the MUB designation as a crucial component to facilitating
Wilshire’s potential for mixed-use investment, stating:
The Mixed-Use Boulevard designation provides the
framework for Wilshire Boulevard to transition over time from
a predominantly regional-serving commercial street to a
mixed-use street with retail to service a diversity of
residential uses along the boulevard.29
However, the 2015 and 2017 LUCE amendments substantially downzoned
Wilshire and made it far less attractive for new housing development. The Activity
Center overlay areas that were designated in 2010 have since been completely
removed, and the MUB designation that applies to almost all of the street was
significantly downzoned, greatly reducing allowable heights and densities.30 In the
current version of the LUCE, Tier 3 heights and densities are prohibited within the MUB
designation except for 100% affordable projects and projects that preserve a Citydesignated landmark.31 100% affordable housing projects are rare due to the scarcity of
funding subsidies, and the vast majority of buildings along Wilshire are not landmarks.
This means that in almost every case, maximum heights and densities on Wilshire have
been reduced from 55’ (and up to 65’ in Activity Centers) and 2.75 FAR (and up to 3.25
in Activity Centers) down to 50’ and 2.25 FAR.

28

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-5; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-5.

29

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-6; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-6.

30

See 2017 LUCE, pp. 2.4-5 – 2.4-6.

31

2017 LUCE, p. 2.1-35.
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2. Santa Monica Boulevard.
Like Wilshire Boulevard, Santa Monica Boulevard is a major arterial street that
runs through the entire length of the City from east to west. The 2010 LUCE’s vision for
the street calls for the replacement of the current random mix of land uses with “a
pedestrian-preferred transit street with a mix of local-serving commercial and retail
uses, a variety of residential opportunities, and regional healthcare and auto-related
retail/service.”32 The 2010 LUCE envisions three distinct subareas of Santa Monica
Boulevard: (a) Centinela Avenue to 26th Street; (b) 26th Street to 20th Street; and (c) 20th
Street to Lincoln Boulevard. This same vision is stated in the 2017 version of the
LUCE.33
a. 26th Street to Centinela.
Under both the 2010 and 2017 versions of the LUCE, the eastern segment of
Santa Monica Boulevard from Centinela to 26th Street is designated as Mixed-Use
Boulevard Low (MUBL).34 The LUCE’s vision for this segment states that “[t]he MixedUse Boulevard Low land use designation will ensure the incorporation of local-serving
retail uses, a variety of residential types and community spaces.”35 The LUCE notes that
“current standards do not provide sufficient incentives to promote housing and upgrade

32

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-11.

33

2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-11.

34

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-12; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-12.

35

Id.
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underutilized properties.”36 The LUCE calls for a revision of standards to encourage
mixed-use development with ground-floor retail below upper-level housing.37
Housing is a vital component of the LUCE’s vision for the eastern part of Santa
Monica Boulevard, but the MUBL development standards render this vision largely
unachievable. The LUCE’s vision lamented that prior standards did not provide
sufficient incentives for housing, yet the City proceeded to adopt inadequate standards
for housing before downzoning even further.
Even before the reductions in allowable height and density, the MUBL’s 47’
maximum height and 2.0 maximum FAR attracted insufficient housing investment along
this portion of Santa Monica. Now that development standards for the MUBL
designation have been slashed to a maximum of 36’ in height with a 1.75 FAR, fewer
housing projects are likely to proceed, and any that do will have fewer units than is
optimal.
b. 20th Street to Lincoln Boulevard.
The middle portion of Santa Monica Boulevard, from 20th Street to Lincoln
Boulevard, is known as Santa Monica’s “auto row” and is dominated by car dealerships.
The LUCE’s vision for this area calls for the continuation of auto dealership land uses
with an improved pedestrian environment due to the transition of dealerships to an
“urban auto dealer format.”38

36

Id.

37

Id.

38

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4–14; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-14.
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To accommodate this vision, almost the entirety of Santa Monica between 20th
and Lincoln is designated General Commercial (GC). This land use designation
prioritizes commercial uses with special incentives for auto dealers.39 The chart below
summarizes the current LUCE and Zoning Ordinance development standards for the
GC district:
Maximum Residential Development Standards for GC Designation40
Street

Maximum Height

Maximum FAR

Santa Monica Boulevard41

35 ft.

1.5

As part of its 6th Cycle Housing Element update process, the City needs to
evaluate whether the GC sites on Santa Monica Boulevard should be incentivized for
new housing development. If realistic housing incentives were adopted for this segment
of Santa Monica Boulevard, the City would be able to add substantially to its suitable
sites inventory. And in the event the City chooses to adopt housing incentives for this
stretch of Santa Monica Boulevard, the City should also create incentives for the

The only incentives for housing are for 100% affordable projects, which as
noted above are unlikely to ever materialize. 2010 LUCE, p. 2.1-38; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.141.
39

See 2010 LUCE, p. 2.1-38; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.1-41. (The development
standards in these charts are the Tier 2 maximums for residential projects other than
100% affordable housing projects. Community benefits and/or specified levels of
affordable housing must be provided to allow for some of these maximum standards.)
40

On the GC segments of Lincoln Boulevard (south of the I-10 Freeway) and
Pico Boulevard, the maximum height is 36 feet and the maximum FAR is 2.0.
41
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R-zoned portions of the auto dealer sites as discussed in Section IV(E) herein, which
are currently improved with surface parking lots.
3. Broadway (Lincoln to Cloverfield Boulevard).
Broadway is another important arterial street that runs east-west through the
center of the City. The LUCE’s vision calls for the portion of Broadway west of 26th
Street to “transition into a mixed-use corridor with residential, creative arts studios,
offices and local-serving retail uses.”42 The portion of Broadway west of 26th Street is
primarily made up of low rise commercial buildings. This portion of the street is almost
entirely designated MUBL.43
As noted above, the MUBL designation as established in the 2010 LUCE was not
sufficient to attract significant housing investment. The City’s decision to slash allowable
residential heights and densities in MUBL-designated areas has further rendered its
vision for mixed-use development along Broadway unachievable.
4. Colorado/Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan Area.
a. The LUCE and the Memorial Park Area.
The LUCE contemplates an area plan for the area surrounding Memorial Park
and describes this area as bounded by 17th Street on the east, Euclid Court on the
west, properties fronting on Colorado Avenue to the north, and the I-10 Freeway to the
south, encompassing both Memorial Park and the Expo light rail station at 17th Street.44

42

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-19; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-19.

43

Id.

44

2010 LUCE, p. 2.5-13.
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However, as part of the Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan (“MPNP”) planning
process (now on hold), this area was expanded to extend westerly along Colorado
Avenue to Lincoln Boulevard. As expanded, this area is comprised of about 95 parcels,
about 85 of which are zoned Mixed-Use Boulevard Low (“MUBL”), with the rest zoned
Neighbor Commercial (“NC”), Industrial Conservation (“IC”), and Low-Density
Residential (“R2”).45
The LUCE’s vision for the Memorial Park area was to provide a range of new
residential housing units.46 Upon adoption of an area plan, the LUCE contemplated an
additional 10 feet of height and 0.75 FAR for development agreement projects.47
The LUCE also contemplated a Memorial Park Activity Center.48 However, the
LUCE did not provide any development incentives for the Memorial Park Activity Center
nor did it provide any other incentives for housing development in comparison to
commercial development. Instead, the LUCE envisioned that additional incentives
would be included in an area plan.
b. The Unfinished Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan.
The Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan (“MPNP”) planning effort was launched in
2013. The “core vision for the MPNP” was to “preserve the character and community-

See July 9, 2014 Planning Commission Staff Report re: Memorial Park
Neighborhood Plan, Attachment A.
45

2010 LUCE, p. 2.5-13, stating the Memorial Park overlay provides the
opportunity for a range of residential units; see also 2010 LUCE Policy AC5.2 making it
a policy to bring together involved parties to provide affordable and workforce housing.
46

47

LUCE Policy AC5.6.

See Section II(D)(1) for a discussion of the five Activity Centers as
contemplated in the LUCE.
48
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serving nature of the neighborhood while integrating the light rail and providing a
suitable amount of family and affordable housing near transit.”49
Despite its intention to create additional housing, the MPNP as proposed by City
Staff included zero incentives to develop housing along Colorado and provided zero
additional height or FAR in this area compared to the LUCE. Likewise, Staff’s proposed
MPNP would have provided only a very modest 0.5 FAR bonus (and no height bonus)
to Tier 3 development agreement projects within the Activity Center overlay area
compared to the LUCE, and would have provided zero extra height or FAR for Tier 1 or
Tier 2 projects in the Activity Center overlay area compared to the standards in the 2010
LUCE and the 2017 LUCE as amended. In addition, the MPNP would not have included
any process incentives for housing projects and would have defaulted to the Zoning
Ordinance’s 30,000 sf maximum (with at least 85% residential floor area) for residential
Administrative Approvals.50

Tier 1

Applicable MPNP Development Standards51
Amended LUCE
2010 LUCE
Proposed MPNP Standards
MUBL
MUBL
MUBL
MUBL
(activity center
(Colorado, non‐activity area)
area)
1.5 / 32’
1.5 / 32’
1.50 / 36’
1.25 / 36’

Tier 2

1.75 / 36’

Tier 3

2.0 / 47’

Development
Standard

Max.
FAR &
Height

1.75 / 36’
2.0 / 47’*
*only allowed in
very narrow
circumstances

1.75 / 36’

1.75 / 36’

2.50 / 57’

2.0 / 47’

Planning Commission Staff Report re: Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan (July
9, 2014), p. 1.
49

50

SMMC § 9.40.020(A)(4).

MPNP proposed standards per July 9, 2014 Planning Commission Staff Report
re: Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan, p. 25.
51
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The MPNP was never finished. (In fact, a public draft was never released.) And
although the MPNP appeared on the Planning Division’s Priorities List as recently as
2018, our understanding is that the MPNP is “on hold” and there is no current intention
to revive the MPNP planning process.
c. Existing Conditions in the Memorial Park Area.
By far the most significant change to the Memorial Park neighborhood since
enactment of the LUCE in 2010 has been the addition of the Metro Expo Line along
Colorado and the Memorial Park Expo Line Station (also known as the 17th
Street/Santa Monica College station) at 17th Street and Colorado, which opened in May
2016. The availability of convenient public transit makes this area especially appropriate
for new housing development.
Unfortunately, the City’s land use regulations impede, rather than encourage,
new housing in this area. Except for the new light rail line, the Memorial Park area
looks almost exactly like it did when the LUCE was adopted in 2010; little
redevelopment has occurred. Colorado between Lincoln Boulevard and 20th Street is
developed almost entirely with one-to-two story, mostly small commercial buildings.
These buildings are occupied by a variety of commercial uses, but mostly auto-repair,
auto-body, and parking lot uses, as well as a modest number of creative office, media
production, and light industrial uses. The area surrounding Memorial Park is likewise
developed with one-to-two story, mostly small commercial buildings, although it also
includes a modest number of public and semi-public uses—most notably the Park, the
Santa Monica Police Activities League (“PAL”) building, and SMMUSD offices. A large
portion of the plan area was previously zoned Industrial Conservation (“IC”), and the
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scale, uses, and aesthetic of the area generally reflect the historically industrial nature
of this area.
5. Lincoln Boulevard.
Lincoln Boulevard is a major thoroughfare that runs north-south through the City
from Wilshire Boulevard to the southern City limit. The LUCE notes that there are two
distinct sections of Lincoln – north of the I-10 Freeway, which is integrated with the
City’s Downtown, and south of the I-10 Freeway, which is currently a cluttered,
unattractive commercial area.52 The LUCE envisions the northern part of Lincoln
becoming a mixed-use area with housing above ground floor retail.53 And the LUCE
envisions the southern segment of the street as a “distinctive commercial district,” with
some housing above ground-floor retail,54 noting that “there are opportunities for
residential uses such as affordable, workforce and market-rate housing on the upper
floors.”55
a. North of the I-10 Freeway.
The LUCE designates the entirety of Lincoln north of the I-10 Freeway as MUB.
This segment of Lincoln is the primary area of the City where the LUCE’s development
standards have actually worked to encourage significant housing development. The
City’s success in attracting residential development to the northern part of Lincoln
demonstrates how workable development standards can effectively encourage new
housing.
52

2010 LUCE, pp. 2.4-63-64; 2017 LUCE, pp. 2.4-63-64.

53

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-68; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-68.

54

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-64; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-64.

55

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-65; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-65.
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One reason for the City’s success along this segment of Lincoln is likely due to
the fact that the portion between Olympic and Colorado it is one of the few areas that
was carved out from the City’s removal of Tier 3 housing from the MUB designation.56
The northern part of the street stands in stark contrast to the southern portion, where
highly restrictive standards have disincentivized housing.
b. South of the I-10 Freeway.
The southern portion of Lincoln Boulevard is almost entirely designated GC with
a few parcels designated MUBL. Unsurprisingly, this segment of the street has not seen
the same success in attracting new housing as its northern MUB-designated
counterpart. In fact, we believe the City has approved a single project only on Lincoln
Boulevard south of the I-10 since the LUCE was adopted in 2010.57
The LUCE correctly notes that there are opportunities for workforce, affordable,
and market-rate housing on southern Lincoln Boulevard,58 but these opportunities will
never be realized under the City’s current development standards. The majority of
Lincoln south of the I-10 is designated GC. As noted above, the GC designation
prioritizes commercial land uses and has no incentives for housing other than for 100%
affordable projects.59 There are a few parcels on the street designated MUBL, but the
See 2017 LUCE p. 2.1-38 (allowing Tier 3 for MUB sites within the area
bounded by Colorado Avenue, Olympic Boulevard, 20th Street, and Cloverfield
Boulevard).
56

To SMHC’s knowledge, an apartment complex at 2903 Lincoln Boulevard is
the only housing project that the City has approved on Lincoln south of the I-10 since
the LUCE was adopted in 2010. (See CIM Group’s 47-unit project clears appeal in
Santa Monica, The Real Deal (Apr. 30, 2018) https://therealdeal.com/la/2018/04/30/cimgroups-47-unit-project-clears-appeal-in-santa-monica/).
57

58

Id.

59

2010 LUCE, p. 2.1-38; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.1-41.
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MUBL designation does not allow sufficient height and density to facilitate new housing,
especially after the MUBL standards were slashed in 2015.
6. Pico Boulevard.
Pico Boulevard is an arterial street running east-west through the south side of
Santa Monica. The LUCE breaks Pico down into five distinct sections. Below, this
memorandum focuses on the segments where new housing seems most realistic. At
present, however, the standards in place are not sufficient to attract significant new
housing development.
a. Centinela to Stewart.
The LUCE envisions the easternmost section of Pico as a “mixed-use
neighborhood center,”60 but current land use designations do not support mixed-use
development. The section from Centinela to Stewart is mostly designated Neighborhood
Commercial. The NC designation is not conducive to residential development as it
includes no significant incentives for housing. Other parts of this segment are
designated MUBL, but allowable heights and densities for MUBL are too restrictive to
realistically promote housing development, especially after the reductions that took
place in 2015.61
b. Stewart to 20th Street.
The LUCE also calls for mixed-use development on Pico from Stewart to 20th
Street.62 The north side of the street in this segment is mostly designated MUBL, with

60

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-44; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-44.

61

See 2017 LUCE, p. 2.1-35.

62

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-46; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-46.
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some parks and open space and a few Neighborhood Commercial (NC) lots. The south
side of the street is almost entirely designated NC.63
The LUCE assumes that the MUBL designation will encourage the replacement
of auto-related uses on this part of the street, but unsurprisingly this has not occurred.
There are many potential opportunities for new housing on this section of Pico if
the City were to adopt workable development standards and housing incentives.
c. 20th Street to 16th Street.
The section of Pico from 20th Street to 16th Street (south side) is home to Santa
Monica College. The LUCE envisions “[h]ousing and student-oriented retail and service
uses across the boulevard from Santa Monica College,”64 but almost all non-college
properties are designated NC, with a couple of MUBL sites off of 20th Street.
7. Recommended Action Steps for Boulevards.
SMHC recommends the following action steps for the Boulevards:
a.

Consistent with HCD guidance,65 adopt housing overlay zones on the

Boulevards that increase allowable heights and densities for housing projects to, at a
minimum, the levels allowed in the 2010 LUCE, and consider additional height and
density increases as reasonably necessary to make housing the highest and best use
on the Boulevards and facilitate a suitable sites inventory that complies with California

63

Id.

64

2010 LUCE, p. 2.4-47; 2017 LUCE, p. 2.4-47.

65

Megan Kirkeby, supra at 15.
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Housing Element Law.66 Specific areas that appear to have potential for increased
height and density standards for housing projects include:
o Lincoln Boulevard south of the I-10 Freeway
o Wilshire Boulevard, Lincoln to Centinela
o Broadway, Lincoln to 26th
o Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan area, including Colorado
o Santa Monica Boulevard between Lincoln and 20th Street and east of
26th Street
o Pico Boulevard between Lincoln and Centinela67
b.

Allow ground floor residential units (eliminating the Active Use

Requirements included in SMMC Section 9.11.030(A)(2)), with limited exceptions.
c.

And provide still further heights and densities for 100% affordable

housing projects and preservation projects.
C. Bergamot.
1. 2010 LUCE Vision & Development Standards for the Bergamot Area.
A key part of the 2010 LUCE’s vision for the Bergamot area is the development
of new housing. The 2010 LUCE states that it provides “[i]ncentives … for the creation
of new affordable, workforce and market-rate housing.”68 Likewise, the LUCE includes a

The specific heights and densities on the Boulevards and in the other areas
targeted for housing, will depend in part on whether the City complies with the State
Density Bonus Law.
66

The City may wish to prohibit housing in the areas on Pico that are in very
close proximity to the I-10 Freeway.
67

68

2010 LUCE, p. 2.1-42.
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Policy to support a variety of residential use types in the Bergamot area, including
affordable, workforce, and market-rate housing.69
The 2010 LUCE provided the following development standards for the Bergamot
Area70:
2010 LUCE Standards for Bergamot Area
Tier
Height

Tier 1
32'
(39' w/ affordable hous.)

Tier 2

1.75

3

FAR

60'

Tier 3
75'
(86' w/ decrease in FAR)
3.5

2. Bergamot Area Plan.
In accordance with the LUCE’s vision to create an area plan for Bergamot,71 the
City adopted the Bergamot Area Plan (“BAP”) on September 11, 2013. The BAP
describes itself as a pro-housing plan. It states: “This Plan encourages and creates
opportunities to develop appropriate housing for all … members of the community….”72
“It includes policies to … promote a variety of housing types that will accommodate
different living arrangements and income levels.”73 And “[t]he removal of long-standing
regulatory barriers to a range of uses, like housing and local-serving retail and services,
will promote a broader range of activities for which there is clearly local demand.”74

69

2010 LUCE Policy D20.4.

70

2010 LUCE, p. 2.1-43.

71

2010 LUCE, p. 2.6-30.

72

BAP, p. 5.

73

BAP, p. 14.

74

BAP, p. 72.
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The BAP split Bergamot into four sub-districts: Bergamot Transit Village (BTV),
Conservation Art Center (CAC), Mixed-Use Creative (MUC), and Conservation Creative
Section (CCS). Development standards in the BAP vary based on the sub-district and
the size of the parcel.
Notwithstanding its pro-housing claims, the BAP significantly downzoned
Bergamot in comparison to the development standards set forth in the 2010 LUCE. Only
one sub-district (BTV) is permitted to achieve the 1.75 Tier 1 FAR envisioned by the
2010 LUCE; no sub-district allows a project—even a Tier 3 project—to achieve the 3.0
Tier 2 FAR envisioned by the 2010 LUCE (much less the Tier 3 standards envisioned
by the 2010 LUCE); the CAC sub-district is limited to a 1.0 FAR for all Tiers; and the
CCS sub-district does not allow Tier 2 or Tier 3 projects at all. Below is a comparison of
the 2010 LUCE standards for the Bergamot area compared to the development
standards adopted in the BAP.

3. Housing Development Since Adoption of the Bergamot Area Plan.
Housing development in the Bergamot area has been very limited since adoption
of the Bergamot Area Plan. A November 20, 2019 Staff Report to the Planning
Commission and Housing Commission addressed the state of housing development in
the Bergamot area:
[S]ince the adoption of the Bergamot Area Plan in 2013, very
few housing projects have been proposed in the area. The
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few projects that have been submitted over the past 6 years
include two Tier 2 mixed-use residential projects, one mixeduse office project, and one large Tier 1 mixed-use project.
No applications have been received for a Tier 3 mixed-use
project since the Papermate project’s approval was
rescinded by Council in May 2014. Based on anecdotal
evidence, it has been communicated to staff that several
potential reasons for the lack of housing production in the
transit/job-rich Bergamot area may include density and
height parameters that incentivize commercial development
instead of housing as a general concern about risk and
predictability with the development agreement process that
is required to access Tier 3 development standards.75
A 2018 Staff Report to City Council also indicated that there had been a dearth of
production under the BAP, especially housing production. Staff noted:
In the years subsequent to the adoption of the Bergamot
Area Plan, staff has heard from the development community
that the BAP does not contain sufficient height and FAR
incentives to attract housing or commercial development,
and that uncertainty and project risk weigh heavily on larger
projects. Minimal differences in the FAR allowance between
Tier 1 and Tier 2 do not provide incentives to produce
housing or projects that could contribute community benefits
to the area’s transformation. And, while the BAP did identify
certain properties as ripe for Tier 3 mix-use development
projects, the uncertainty of the development agreement
process has led many owners to maintain their properties
“as-is.”76
Without question, the worst anti-housing fiasco in Bergamot involved the ill-fated
Hines project, which the City Council initially approved and later rescinded its approval
in 2014. As approved/rescinded, the project would have included 498 rental housing

Staff Report to the Planning Commission and Housing Commission (Nov. 20,
2019) pp. 10-11.
75

76

p. 12.

2018 City Council Staff Report regarding City Planning Division priorities,

-27-

units77 (including 93 affordable units)78 in addition to creative offices and other uses.
After the City Council rescinded its approval of the Hines project, the property sold and
the buyer remodeled the existing industrial buildings into a commercial creative office
project with no housing.
4. Recommended Action Steps for Bergamot.
The BAP has failed in virtually in every respect to reach its ambitious goals. The
BAP’s failings extend far beyond housing and require the City to take a fresh look at
how best to achieve its goals for the Bergamot area through revised land use
regulations.
But the housing crisis does not afford the City the luxury of waiting for yet another
multi-year planning process to rewrite the BAP before incentivizing housing in
Bergamot. The City needs to address housing in the Bergamot area with a sense of
urgency.
SMHC recommends that the City expedite a housing overlay amendment to the
BAP that creates substantial height and density incentives for housing projects in those
areas of Bergamot where housing would be appropriate (with additional heights and
densities incentives for 100% affordable housing projects). The Housing Element
update should specifically commit the City to expeditiously implementing this overlay to

City Council Staff Report (Agenda Item 8-A, May 13, 2014); Hines
Development Agreement Section 2.2(a).
77

Hines Development Agreement Section 2.10; Damien Newton, SaMo City
Council Debates Bergamot Transit Village, StreetsBlogLA (Jan. 24, 2014)
https://la.streetsblog.org/2014/01/24/samo-city-council-debates-bergamot-transitvillage/.
78
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make housing the highest and best use in those areas of Bergamot targeted for
housing.
D. Activity Centers.
1. The 2010 LUCE and the Activity Centers.
The 2010 LUCE included five (5) Activity Centers as key strategic components of
its vision for Santa Monica’s future. The Activity Centers were strategically located
throughout Santa Monica, well-served by transit, and adjacent to residential
neighborhoods. These locations consisted of the following:79


Wilshire Boulevard/Centinela Avenue



Wilshire Boulevard/14th Street



Broadway /Colorado



Memorial Park Area



Lincoln Boulevard/Ocean Park Boulevard

A key purpose of the Activity Centers was to provide both affordable and
workforce housing.80 LUCE Policy 2.4, for example, established a policy to “[c]reate
diverse housing options along the transit corridors and in the Activity Centers, replacing
some commercial potential with additional affordable and workforce housing, and
encouraging affordable workforce housing near the transit stations.”81 LUCE Policy
H2.3, likewise, committed the City to “[e]ncourage workforce housing as a component of

79

2010 LUCE, p. 2.5-3.

See LUCE Policy AC 1.1, which envisions “a wide range of new housing” in the
Activity Centers.
80

81

2010 LUCE Policy LU2.4, p. 2.1-12.
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Activity Centers at locations accessible to transit.”82 And LUCE Policy CE7.1 stated a
policy to “[e]ncourage affordable and workforce housing in close proximity to new
Activity Center overlays.”83
The current (2013) Housing Element likewise treated the Activity Centers as
significant locations for new housing development. A policy goal of the 2013 Housing
Element, for example, was to “[p]rovide new market-rate and affordable housing in
transit-rich LUCE Activity Centers and at focal points designated along major
corridors,”84 and another was to “[f]ocus housing development in the city’s major Activity
Centers near transit stations.”85
The 2010 LUCE did not establish development standards or land use regulations
for the Activity Centers. Instead, it required an area plan to be created for each Activity
Center in which development standards and land use regulations would be established
to incentivize housing.86
Although the 2010 LUCE did not provide much guidance on what the
development standards or land use regulations in an area plan should look like, it did
require, at minimum, that each area plan must include an FAR bonus for Tier 3

82

2010 LUCE Policy H2.3, p. 3.3-12.

83

2010 LUCE Policy CE7.1, p. 3.5-14.

84

2013 Housing Element, p. 28.

85

2013 Housing Element Policy 1.9, p. 29.

See 2010 LUCE p. 2.5-13 (stating that each activity center overlay requires the
preparation of an area plan, and that activity center overlays can provide up to one
additional residential story).
86
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development agreement projects.87 The Tier 3 development agreement FAR and height
bonus described for each of the original Activity Centers in the 2010 LUCE is as follows:

Height
FAR

Potential Bonus in 2010 LUCE for Tier 3 Development Agreement Projects
Wilshire/Centinela Wilshire/14th Memorial Park Broadway/Colorado Lincoln/Ocean Park
10'
10'
10'
10'
10'
0.5 FAR
0.5 FAR
0.75 FAR
0.75 FAR
0.75 FAR

2. Post-2010 LUCE Amendments Concerning the Activity Centers.
But since the LUCE’s adoption in 2010, the City has amended the LUCE to
eliminate all of the Activity Centers except for the Memorial Park Activity Center Low
Overlay.88 Although the Memorial Park Activity Center Low Overlay remains in the
LUCE, our understanding is that the City has no current plans to revive the planning
process for this area plan (i.e., the Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan).
Moreover, some of these sites have been downzoned further. For example, the
two Activity Centers on Wilshire Boulevard (14th & Wilshire, and Wilshire & Centinela)
were subject to elimination of Tier 3 for all but 100% affordable housing projects and
projects that preserve a historic resource.89
Notwithstanding the LUCE and Housing Element’s clear intentions to make the
Activity Centers key areas for housing development, we are not aware of any housing
built at any of the Activity Center sites since adoption of the LUCE in 2010.
Note that it’s not clear whether the FAR bonus described in the LUCE was
meant to describe what a Tier 3 project could achieve in comparison to a Tier 2 project,
or whether it was meant to describe what a Tier 3 project in the Activity Center overlay
area could achieve in comparison to Tier 3 projects with the same underlying zoning
designation. Obviously, this makes a difference as to whether this bonus would provide
a meaningful development incentive.
87

A small Activity Center is still contemplated for the Memorial Park Area near
the 16th Street/Colorado Light Rail Station. See 2017 LUCE, p. 2.5-3.
88

89

LUCE, p. 2.1-39.
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3. Recommended Action Steps for Activity Centers.
The City should amend the LUCE to increase the potential for housing
development as originally envisioned in 2010. The Housing Element update should
commit the City to restoring the four Activity Centers that were removed from the 2010
LUCE. Moreover, instead of requiring area plans for the Activity Centers (which would
likely take years to develop), development incentives for these areas should be
established in the LUCE and Zoning Ordinance and should be targeted towards
housing. (One mechanism for doing so is a housing overlay zone.) As the 2010 LUCE
recognized, these sites are situated and sized in a way that can accommodate a greater
intensity of development.
E. Residentially-Zoned Lots Currently in Commercial Use as Surface Parking
Supporting Existing Businesses On Adjacent Commercially-Zoned Lots.
1. City Land Use Regulations Affecting Residentially-Zoned Parking Lots.
The City has a significant number of existing residentially-zoned parking lots in
areas adjacent to commercial businesses which provide parking for these businesses.
Common examples include large parking lots adjacent to Wilshire Boulevard that serve
grocery stores and other businesses (e.g., Vons at Wilshire/Euclid and Bristol Farms at
Wilshire/Berkeley). Other examples are the large parking lots that serve auto dealers
along Santa Monica Boulevard.
Many of these parking lots were remapped to a commercial district as part of the
2010 LUCE. But since 2010 those zone changes have generally been reversed through
a remapping process that returned these parking lot sites to their former residential
zoning (typically R-2 or R-3). The apparent purpose of these remappings was to prevent
these sites from being redeveloped with commercial uses, but the unintended
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consequence has been to preserve them as surface parking lots for adjacent
commercial uses and render it impractical to redevelopment them with housing. This is
because the new residential zoning classifications (e.g., R-2 or R-3) permit far less
housing than the 2010 LUCE’s commercial designations, and lot consolidation is
generally prohibited in the residential districts.90
SMHC believes that many of these sites have significant potential for new
housing development if the City would only adopt land use regulations that would
encourage housing.
2. Recommended Action Steps for Existing Residentially-Zoned Parking Lots
Supporting Commercially-Zoned Lots.
To make the City’s residentially-zoned parking lots attractive to housing builders,
the City should revise the Municipal Code to incentivize redevelopment of these
properties (and their adjacent commercially-zoned lots) with housing. Specifically,
SMHC recommends that the City adopt one or more housing overlay zones covering
these lots that makes housing development attractive (both from a Code and financial
perspective). SMHC recommends land use regulations that would allow housing to be
built according to development standards tailored for such sites, including specifically
encouraging comprehensive redevelopment of the R-zoned surface parking lots with the
adjacent/associated commercially-zoned property that the surface parking is currently
supporting. Specifically:

See SMMC § 9.21.030(B) (stating that except for 100% affordable projects
residentially-zoned parcels generally may not be consolidated so as to create a lot
larger than 7,500 sf or greater than 125% of the average parcel size within a 500’ radius
in the same zoning district, whichever is less).
90
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Allow heights and densities at or near what are allowed on the adjacent
commercial boulevards;



Eliminate or modify the other barriers in the Zoning Ordinance that
preclude these sites from being redeveloped with housing projects,
including but not limited to:
o The restriction on continued use of the R-zoned lot with the
commercially-zoned lots if the commercially-zoned lot is
redeveloped, expanded or changes use;91
o The requirement that parking for any addition on the commerciallyzoned lots be located only on the commercially-zoned lots92 (i.e.,
parking for a new housing project should be able to span both the
R-zoned lot and the commercially-zoned lot);
o The anti-lot consolidation provision for such R-zoned sites;93 and
o The requirement that vehicular access for any redevelopment occur
on the commercially-zoned lot (which in some cases is physically
impossible because access is blocked by an existing building).94



The City should also allow for on-site replacement of the existing parking
as part of a new housing project to ensure the adjacent businesses remain
viable and have adequate parking. (Otherwise the new housing project
would likely be infeasible.)

91

SMMC § 9.27.110(A)(1) & (3) and § 9.16.020(B)(1) & (3).

92

SMMC §§ 9.27.110(A)(1)(5) & 9.16.020(B)(4).

93

SMMC § 9.21.030(B).

94

SMMC § 9.16.080(D).
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F. Public Lands.
The City and other public agencies have significant land holdings. Some of these
sites owned by public agencies are potentially appropriate for new housing
development. As part of the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element process, the City should
inventory publicly-owned sites that may be appropriate for new housing and explore the
land use regulatory reforms that would be needed to facilitate new housing at these
sites.
G. Density Bonus Law.
The State Density Bonus Law95 (SDBL) requires cities to provide additional
density and other incentives and concessions to housing developers who agree to
provide specified levels of affordable housing in their projects. The SDBL was recently
updated with changes that will take effect on January 1, 2021.96
Under the updated version of the SDBL, the City will be required to grant one
density bonus, and other incentives or concessions, when an applicant for a housing
development seeks and agrees to construct a project, excluding any units permitted by
the density bonus, that will consist of:


At least 10% of units for low income households;97



At least 5% of units for very-low income households;98 or

95

Gov’t Code §§ 65915-65918.

96

See Assembly Bill 2345 (2020).

97

Gov’t Code § 65915(b)(1)(A).

98

Gov’t Code § 65915(b)(1)(B).
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At least 10% of units in a common interest development for moderate
income households.99

A density bonus and incentives or concessions must also be provided for certain
types of senior housing,100 housing for various other vulnerable groups,101 housing for
low-income students,102 and 100% affordable projects.103
Density bonuses range from 20% to 50% (and up to no limits on density for
certain 100% affordable projects) depending on the amount and type of affordable
housing provided.104 A project can request no increase in density and still be eligible for
incentives, concessions and waivers under the SDBL.105
Projects eligible for density bonuses are also eligible for one to three “incentives
and concessions” depending on the amount of affordable housing provided, with 100%
affordable projects eligible for up to four.106 Incentives and concessions can include “[a]
reduction in site development standards or a modification of zoning code requirements
or architectural design requirements,” among other regulatory concessions.107

99

Gov’t Code § 65915(b)(1)(D).

100

Gov’t Code § 65915(b)(C).

101

Gov’t Code § 65915(b)(1)(E).

102

Gov’t Code § 65915(b)(1)(F).

103

Gov’t Code § 65915(b)(1)(G).

104

Gov’t Code § 65915(f).

105

Id.

106

Gov’t Code § 65915(d)(2).

107

Gov’t Code § 65915(k).
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Additionally, projects eligible for a density bonus are entitled to specified parking
incentives.108
City compliance with the SDBL is mandatory; the City is required to provide the
SDBL’s regulatory benefits to projects that meet the statutory criteria notwithstanding
any local ordinances. The SDBL applies in the City’s commercial districts as well as in
residential areas.109
The City should implement the updated SDBL provisions both as a matter of law
and as good public policy to facilitate greater production of housing. The Housing
Element update should include clear and unequivocal City commitments to: (1) comply
with the SDBL throughout the City, including in commercial zoning districts that regulate
density by Floor Area Ratio (FAR), and (2) update a SDBL implementing ordinance as
an urgent priority.
H. Streamline Procedures for Reviewing Housing Projects.
As part of its 6th Cycle Housing Element Update, the City should take further
steps to streamline its housing project review procedures.
A recent first step was to eliminate the previous requirement of development
agreements for certain Tier 3 housing projects in Downtown Santa Monica.110 In doing

108

Gov’t Code § 65915(p)(1).

The SDBL’s requirements regarding the provision of incentives or
concessions apply for eligible projects throughout the City and are not limited to any
specific zones or land use designations. Additionally, the City should provide FAR
bonuses for eligible projects in commercial zones to implement the SDBL’s density
bonus provisions where density is not measured by dwelling units per acre..
109

See Santa Monica Ordinance No. 2648 (CCS), which allows all Tier 3
Projects in Santa Monica’s Downtown to be processed by Development Review Permit.
Prior to passage of Ordinance No. 2648 (CCS), only Tier 3 projects of 90,000 square
feet or less could be processed by Development Review Permit.
110
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so, the City Council recognized that requiring a DA essentially eliminated the possibility
of Downtown Tier 3 housing projects; project applicants would choose to pursue
entitlements for smaller Tier 2 projects in order to avoid the uncertainty, delay cost and
one-sided “negotiations” of the DA process. The City should follow up on this Downtown
reform by eliminating DAs for Tier 3 projects City-wide.
Additionally, the City should expand its use of Administrative Approvals by raising
the development review threshold in each land use district to allow conventional 1 to 3
lot projects to proceed via Administrative Approval if they comply with the City’s
development standards. Given the Housing Accountability Act,111 requiring such
housing projects to undergo the more costly and time-consuming Development Review
Permit process serves no public purpose.112 And allowing such projects to proceed via
Administrative Approval will incentivize such projects in comparison to the alternative of
commercial development.
And the Administrative Approval process should be further streamlined.
Currently, Administrative Approval for many projects requires three separate public
meetings. A community meeting must be held before an application may even be
submitted.113 Next, after an application is submitted, a preliminary ARB hearing is

111

Gov’t Code § 65589.5.

See David Zahniser, L.A.’s Rejection of a 577-Unit Housing Project Violated
State Law, Judge Finds, Los Angeles Times (Nov. 13, 2020)
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-11-13/district-square-ruling-los-angeles
(discussing recent decision by Los Angeles Superior Court Judge James C. Chalfant
that the City of Los Angeles violated the Housing Accountability Act by rejecting a
project that complied with objective standards based on subjective concerns about
gentrification).
112

See SMMC § 9.39.040(A) (as amended by Interim Zoning Ordinance
No. 2645).
113
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required for an initial design recommendation.114 Finally, before a building permit is
issued, the project must go back to the ARB for final approval.115
While most applicants are happy to receive community feedback, the required
community meeting should occur after an application for Administrative Approval is
submitted. Requiring a public meeting before submission needlessly extends approval
timelines and drags out what is supposed to be a streamlined, truncated process.
The requirement of multiple ARB hearings should also be reconsidered. The City
should either eliminate the second required hearing or grant the ARB discretion to waive
the second hearing after the preliminary review.
The Administrative Approval process should also be required to be completed
within 45 days after submission of a complete application.
I. Parking Minimums.
Excessive parking minimums for residential projects stifle housing development
by folding the costs of driving into the costs of housing, ultimately reducing both the
amount and variety of available housing.116 These effects are especially pronounced in
areas (such as Santa Monica) with many small lots and high land values.117 “When
cities require on-site parking with every unit, developers cannot build housing explicitly

See SMMC § 9.39.040(B) (as amended by Interim Zoning Ordinance
No. 2645).
114

115

SMMC § 9.52.120(A).

Michael Manville, Parking Requirements and Housing Development:
Regulation and Reform in Los Angeles, Access Magazine, No. 44 (Spring 2014),
https://www.accessmagazine.org/spring-2014/parking-requirements-housingdevelopment-regulation-reform-los-angeles/.
116

117

Id.
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for people without cars (who are often low-income), or for people who own cars but are
willing to park off-site.”118
Recognizing this reality, Santa Monica wisely decided to eliminate parking
minimums for new development in the Downtown in 2017, and imposed parking
maximums for the DCP Area.119 At the time, former Councilmember Ted Winterer
noted:
Parking has a much broader impact on a city than you might
expect. It’s expensive to build, it incentivizes car travel over
public and active transportation, and it’s been built with
abandon, especially in Southern California. Studies show
drivers are more open to using public transit, walking or
cycling when there’s less access to cheap and easy
parking.120
Eliminating parking minimums in the Downtown was a good start, but the City
has failed to apply the logic behind this decision to the rest of the City, much of which is
still saddled with excessive parking requirements that stifle new housing development.
Today, residential parking minimums outside of the Downtown are essentially the same
as what they were under the 1988 Zoning Ordinance.121 These minimums are not
empirically linked to actual parking demand in the City according to the City’s own hired

118

Id.

SMMC Table 9.28.060; Ted Winterer, Why Santa Monica got rid of parking
minimums downtown. And why other cities should consider following suit, LA Times
(Sep. 25, 2017) https://www.latimes.com/opinion/livable-city/la-ol-santa-monica-parkingminimum-density-transit-20170924-story.html
119

120

Id.

See standards in SMMC Table 9.28.060 compared with those in 1988 Zoning
Ordinance Table 9.04.10.08.040.
121
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consultants.122 Moreover, in the decades since these parking requirements were
established, non-vehicular transportation options have grown considerably throughout
the City.
Three new light rail stops have come to the City, including two outside of the
Downtown.123 Big Blue Bus service routes have been modified to provide connectivity to
the new rail stations.124 Additionally, the City has made substantial investments in bike
infrastructure. A Bike Action Plan adopted in 2011 expanded protected bike paths,
lanes, and routes, and brought other critical bike infrastructure to the City,125 and an
update to the Plan approved this year will bring additional infrastructure, including 19
new miles of protected bike lanes over the next 5 years.126 The Municipal Code also
now requires bicycle parking in all new or expanded buildings,127 and new
nonresidential buildings are required to include showers, lockers, and changing rooms

See Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc., Parking Zoning Ordinance
Update, Draft Report (City of Santa Monica, Jan. 2013) p. 2-6.
122

See Metro Expo Line Extension Map,
http://media.metro.net/projects_studies/exposition_phase2/images/map_expo_line_pha
se2_2016-03.pdf.
123

124

The Evolution of Blue has Begun. Ride With Us,
https://www.bigbluebus.com/About-BBB/Evolution-of-Blue/The-Evolution-of-Blue-hasbegun--Ride-with-Us-.aspx.
See Santa Monice Bike Actin Plan (Nov. 2011)
https://www.smgov.net/uploadedFiles/Departments/PCD/Plans/Bike-ActionPlan/Bicycle-Action-Plan.pdf.
125

126

City Council Adopts Plan to Bring More Protected Bike Lanes to Santa
Monica, City of Santa Monica (Oct. 14, 2020)
https://www.santamonica.gov/press/2020/10/14/city-council-adopts-plan-to-bring-moreprotected-bike-lanes-to-santa-monica.
127

SMMC § 9.28.140.
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to encourage cycling as a viable mode of transportation.128 The recent rise of electric
bicycles has further elevated cycling as a viable alternative to local car travel.129
People are more likely to forego cars for these alternative modes of
transportation when there is less access to parking.130 Therefore, SMHC recommends
that the City remove all parking minimums for residential development throughout
Santa Monica or, alternatively, dramatically reduce the existing (outdated) parking
minimums based on an empirical study prepared by a respected parking/mobility
consultant. This step would make housing less expensive and easier to develop and
incentivize residents to utilize the City’s relative wealth of alternative transportation
options.
J. Unit Mix Requirements.
Another way the City stifles residential development is through burdensome unit
mix requirements for residential projects that exceed base (Tier 1) heights and
densities. In addition to providing high percentages of affordable units, applicants for
residential developments seeking additional height and density must ensure that at least
15% of market rate units are three-bedrooms, and 20% of market rate units are two-

128

SMMC § 9.28.170.

John MacArthur, Michael Harpool, Daniel Scheppke, & Christopher Cherry,
A North American Survey of Electric Bicycle Owners, Portland State Univ. Transp.
Research & Educ. Ctr. (2018) p. 19, https://www.calbike.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/02/A-North-American-Survey-of-Electric-Bicycle-Owners.pdf.
129

Ted Winterer, Why Santa Monica got rid of parking minimums downtown. And
why other cities should consider following suit, LA Times (Sep. 25, 2017)
https://www.latimes.com/opinion/livable-city/la-ol-santa-monica-parking-minimumdensity-transit-20170924-story.html
130
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bedrooms.131 No more than 15% of units may be studios, and the average number of
bedrooms for a Tier 2 or Tier 3 project must be at least 1.2.132 The average number of
bedrooms for affordable units must be equal to or greater than that of the project’s
market rate units.133
While it is understandable for the City to aim to provide a greater share of two
and three-bedroom units in new developments to cater to the needs of families with
children, these requirements, when paired with excessive AHPP inclusionary mandates,
can render projects infeasible, and encourage developers to under-develop sites with
Tier 1 projects.
While there are certain areas of the City where the current required unit mixes
may make sense, SMHC recommends that the City consider removing or revising its
unit mix requirements for Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects in areas that are less attractive to
families with children (such as the Downtown, Bergamot, and certain MUB-designated
areas). This step could give residential developers greater flexibility to produce more
market-rate and affordable housing in places where studio and one-bedroom units are
in demand.
K. “High-Rise” Definition.
The City should revise its “high-rise” definition to be consistent with the California
Building Code (CBC)’s definition. The City’s current definition of a high-rise is 55 feet,
whereas the CBC’s definition (which has been adopted by the City of Los Angeles) is 75

See SMMC § 9.23.030(A)(2) (for most of the City) and SMMC
§ 9.10.070(C)(1)(b) (for Downtown districts).
131

132

Id.

133

Id.
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feet.134 Because of the substantial increase in construction costs for buildings
categorized as “high-rise,” Santa Monica’s lower threshold has been a barrier to
housing production and to providing useable roofdeck open space for residents. We
are aware of both 100% Affordable Housing projects and mixed-income projects that
have foregone a floor or more of much needed housing and/or the development of rooftop open space in order to avoid triggering the additional construction costs associated
with “high-rise” construction. We are not aware of any safety or other empirical reason
why Santa Monica has a lower high-rise definition than Los Angeles or the CBC and ask
that it be revised to be in alignment so that it no longer serves as a constraint on
housing.
III.
THE CITY’S 6th CYCLE HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE
AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING
The City’s new RHNA allocation of 8,873 units includes a substantial allocation
for affordable housing. Specifically, the City’s RHNA allocation is broken down into
segments as follows:


2,787 units for very-low income households;135



1,668 units for low income households;136



1,698 units for moderate income households;137 and



2,720 units for above-moderate income households.138

134

See SMMC § 8.44.090; 2019 CBC § 314.1; LAMC § 94.210.0 H.

135

Infra n.4.

136

Id.

137

Id.

138

Id.
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Achieving the City’s RHNA affordable housing allocation will be challenging. To
maximize its chances of success, the City will need to adopt and implement an
aggressive affordable housing strategy that includes the following components:
1. The City needs to provide 100% affordable housing projects with
substantial height and density bonuses in comparison to market-rate housing projects.
An important first step is to comply with State-mandated incentives for 100% affordable
housing projects. The City also needs to adopt additional height and density incentives,
over and above those mandated by State law, for 100% affordable housing projects.
2. 100% affordable housing projects usually require substantial financial
subsidies to be economically viable. As the City recovers from its COVID-19-related
budget crisis, the City will need to devote substantial funds to affordable housing -much more than in the past. Although the City should lobby the State aggressively for
substantially increased affordable housing funding, the City should not wait for the State
to take action; the City needs to take the initiative on its own to address Santa Monica’s
need for affordable housing.
3. The affordable housing requirements for new market-rate housing
projects, as provided in the AHPP, must be set at a rate that generates affordable
housing without serving as a barrier to market-rate housing development. The City’s
current approach of attempting to achieve 15-30% on-site affordable housing has
impeded housing development. The City needs to adjust its affordable housing
requirements to reflect projects that have been approved, financed and built.
Specifically, the City should incorporate the following AHPP reforms in its 6th Cycle
Housing Element:
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Reinstate the Affordable Housing Production Program’s ExtremelyLow Income (30%) Option either at 5% of the total units or at 7.5%
of the total units (Tier 2 would be 50% more);



Alternatively, require that Tier 1 projects provide 5% total units as
affordable and Tier 2 (or housing overlay-zoned) projects provide
10% total units as affordable and require that the affordable units
be subject to the same affordability level breakdown as Downtown
projects (i.e., 30% of the affordable units at Moderate Income, 30%
of affordable units at Low Income, 20% of the affordable units at
Very-Low Income and 20% of the affordable units at Extremely-Low
Income) or an adjusted breakdown based on the new RHNA
allocation.

4. The City should revise its definition of “Moderate Income Household” to
include households also covered by lower income categories. Currently the “Moderate
Income” definition only covers households that earn between 80% of area median
income (AMI) and the lower of 120% of AMI or two times 50% AMI.139 Households that
earn less than 80% of AMI are not included. This wording precludes Moderate Income
units from being offered to lower income tenants. In contrast, the other AHPP income
categories all encompass the categories below them as well.140 Most developers would
prefer to charge the higher rents allowed for the Moderate Income category, but some
projects that rely on special financing for affordable housing must offer specified

139

SMMC § 9.64.020(T).

140

See SMMC § 9.64.020(A)-(C).
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percentages of units to lower income tenants, and the income floor for Moderate Income
units can jeopardize funding. Therefore, the City should remove the 80% AMI income
floor for Moderate Income units to provide greater flexibility to affordable housing
developers.
As noted above, the City’s recent history with its Downtown affordable housing
requirements underscores the importance of these actions.
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Exhibit A
SANTA MONICA HOUSING COUNCIL’S RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR THE CITY OF SANTA MONICA’S
6TH CYCLE HOUSING ELEMENT PLAN OF ACTIONS
The Santa Monica Housing Council (“SMHC”) recommends that the City include
the following action steps in the City of Santa Monica’s 6th Cycle Housing Element in
order for the City to comply with California Housing Element Law, including its
requirement that the Housing Element identify suitable sites with the realistic potential to
achieve the City’s RHNA allocation of 8,873 units.
A. Downtown.
SMHC recommends the following action steps for the Downtown:
1. Adopt a housing overlay zone for areas in the Downtown Community Plan
where there are viable housing sites. These areas include the Neighborhood Village
(NV), Bayside Conservation (BC) (particularly the BC-Promenade sites that front on
Wilshire Boulevard and the BC - 2nd and 4th Streets subarea), Lincoln Transition, and
Wilshire Transition (particularly the sites that front on Wilshire Boulevard) subareas.
The housing overlay zone should provide substantial height and density bonuses for
housing projects in comparison to non-housing projects, with still further heights and
densities for 100% affordable housing projects and preservation projects.
2. Reform the Downtown’s Affordable Housing Production Program (“AHPP”)
requirements as follows:


Tier 1 housing projects - reinstate the Extremely-Low Income
Option at up to 10% of the total units.



Tier 2 and 3 (and housing overlay-zoned) housing projects eliminate the current scheme which ties increases in the affordable
housing requirement to various height increments (Zoning
Ordinance Table 9.10.070.A) and has resulted in almost no new
housing projects. Institute affordable housing requirements based
on percentages that have been demonstrated as feasible in other
Downtown housing projects, including:
o 15% for Tier 2
o 20% for Tier 3

3. Eliminate the prohibition on ground floor residential units that is currently
in place for every Downtown subarea except for the Neighborhood Village, with limited
exceptions (e.g., the Promenade). (Table 9.10.040, Specific Limitation (1).) This
prohibition unnecessarily constrains how many residential units can be located on a site
and can hurt the overall economic feasibility of housing projects.

1

B. The Commercial Boulevards.
SMHC recommends the following action steps for the Boulevards:
1. Consistent with HCD guidance,1 adopt housing overlay zones on the
Boulevards that increase allowable heights and densities for housing projects to, at a
minimum, the levels allowed in the 2010 LUCE, and consider additional height and
density increases as reasonably necessary to make housing the highest and best use
on the Boulevards and facilitate a suitable sites inventory that complies with California
Housing Element Law. Specific areas that appear to have potential for increased height
and density standards for housing projects include:


Lincoln Boulevard south of the I-10 Freeway



Wilshire Boulevard, Lincoln to Centinela



Broadway, Lincoln to 26th



Memorial Park Neighborhood Plan area, including Colorado



Santa Monica Boulevard between Lincoln and 20th Street and east
of 26th Street



Pico Boulevard between Lincoln and Centinela2

2. Allow ground floor residential units (eliminating the Active Use
Requirements included in SMMC Section 9.11.030(A)(2), with limited exceptions for
locations where retail/pedestrian-oriented uses should be required.
3. And provide still further heights and densities for 100% affordable housing
projects and preservation projects.
C. Bergamot.
The Housing Element update should commit the City to expedite a housing
overlay amendment to the BAP that creates substantial height and density incentives for
those areas of Bergamot that are deemed appropriate for housing (with additional
height and density incentives for 100% affordable housing projects) to make housing
the highest and best use in those areas targeted for housing.

Megan Kirkeby, Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook and Memorandum
Regarding Government Code Section 65583.2, Cal. Dep’t of Hous. & Community Dev.
(June 10, 2020) p. 15.
1

The City may wish to prohibit housing in the areas on Pico that are in very close
proximity to the I-10 Freeway.
2

2

D. Activity Centers.
The City should include a commitment in the Housing Element Update to restore
the four Activity Centers that were removed from the 2010 LUCE. Instead of requiring
area plans for the Activity Centers (which would likely take years to develop),
development incentives for these areas should be established in the LUCE and Zoning
Ordinance and should be targeted towards projects that are predominantly housing.
One mechanism for doing so is a housing overlay zone.
E. Residentially-Zoned Lots Currently in Commercial Use as Surface Parking
Supporting Existing Business On Adjacent Commercially-Zoned Lots.
The City has a significant inventory of residentially-zoned lots that are in surface
parking use for adjacent commercial uses. SMHC recommends that the City adopt one
or more housing overlay zones covering these lots that makes housing development
feasible (both from a Code and financial perspective). SMHC recommends a housing
overlay zone that would allow housing to be built according to development standards
tailored for such sites, including specifically encouraging comprehensive redevelopment
of the R-zoned surface parking lots with the adjacent/associated commercially-zoned
property that the surface parking is currently supporting. Specifically, SMHC
recommends:


Heights and densities at or near what are allowed on the adjacent
commercial boulevards;



Eliminate or modify the other barriers in the Zoning Ordinance that
preclude these sites from being redeveloped with housing projects,
including but not limited to:
o The restriction on continued use of the R-zoned lot with the
commercially-zoned lot if the commercially-zoned lot is
redeveloped, expanded or changes use (Sections 9.27.110(A)(1)
and (3) and Section 9.16.020(B)(1) and (3));
o The requirement that parking for any addition on the commerciallyzoned lot be located on the commercially-zoned lot (Section
9.27.110(A)(1)(5) and Section 9.16.020(B)(4)) (parking for a new
housing project should be able to span both the R-zoned lot and
the commercially-zoned lot);
o The anti-lot consolidation provision for such R-zoned sites (SMMC
§ 9.21.030(B); and
o The requirement that vehicular access for any redevelopment be on
the commercially-zoned lot (SMMC Section 9.16.080(D)).



Allow for on-site replacement of the existing parking to ensure the
adjacent businesses remain viable and have adequate parking.
3

F. Public Lands
As part of the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element process, the City should
inventory publicly-owned sites that may be appropriate for new housing and explore the
land use regulatory reforms that would be needed to facilitate new housing at these
sites.
G. Citywide: Implement State Density Bonus Law.
SMHC recommends that the City’s Housing Element update should include a
City commitment to comply with the State Density Bonus Law throughout the City,
including in commercial zoning districts that regulate density by Floor Area Ratio (FAR).
In areas where density is not measured by dwelling units per acre, an FAR bonus
should be provided to eligible projects.
H. Project Review Procedures.
SMHC recommends the following reforms to the City’s project review
procedures:
1. Review and revise the Administrative Approval threshold in each district to
accommodate projects at the maximum allowable FAR on sites up to three lots in size
(generally, about 22,500 square feet of land area).
2. All projects above the Administrative Approval threshold should be subject
to the City’s Development Review Permit Process; similar to the City Council’s recent
decision with respect to Downtown, no housing project (regardless of tier or size) should
require a development agreement.
3. The Administrative Approval process should be further streamlined. The
required community meeting should be held after (not before) an application is
submitted, and the City should either remove the requirement for a second ARB
hearing, or allow the ARB to waive the second hearing when it first reviews a project.
4. The Administrative Approval process should have a deadline to be
completed within 45 days after submission of a complete application.
I. Parking.
The City should remove all parking minimums for residential development
throughout Santa Monica or, alternatively, dramatically reduce the existing (outdated)
parking minimums based on an empirical study prepared by a respected
parking/mobility consultant.
J. Unit Mix Requirements.
SMHC recommends that the City remove or revise its unit mix requirements for
Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects in areas that are less attractive to families with children (such
as the Downtown, Bergamot, and certain MUB-designated areas).
4

K. “High-Rise” Definition
SMHC recommends that the City revise the Municipal Code’s definition of “highrise,” which currently covers all buildings more than 55 feet tall, to cover only buildings
more than 75 feet tall in line with the provisions of the California Building Code and the
codes of neighboring jurisdictions.
L. Affordable Housing.
SMHC believes that to meet its obligations under the California Housing Element
Law, the City needs to adopt the following reforms to its affordable housing policies:
1. The City needs to provide 100% affordable housing projects with
substantial height and density bonuses in comparison to market-rate housing projects.
An important first step is to comply with State-mandated incentives for 100% affordable
housing projects. The City also needs to adopt additional height and density bonuses,
over and above those mandated by State law, for 100% affordable housing projects.
2. 100% affordable housing projects require substantial financial subsidies to
be economically viable. As the City recovers from its COVID-19-related budget crisis,
the City will need to devote substantial funds to affordable housing -- much more than in
the past.
3. The affordable housing requirements for new market-rate housing
projects, as provided in the AHPP, must be set at a rate that generates affordable
housing without serving as a barrier to market-rate housing development. Specifically,
the City should incorporate the following AHPP reforms in its 6th Cycle Housing
Element:


Reinstate the Affordable Housing Production Program’s ExtremelyLow Income (30%) Option either at 5% of the total units or at 7.5%
of the total units. (Tier 2 would be 50% more.)



Alternatively, require that Tier 1 projects provide 5% total units as
affordable and Tier 2 (or housing overlay-zoned) projects include
10% total units as affordable and require that the affordable units
be subject to the same affordability level breakdown as Downtown
projects (i.e., 30% of the affordable units at Moderate, 30% of
affordable units at Low Income, 20% of the affordable units at VeryLow Income and 20% of the affordable units at Extremely-Low
Income) or an adjusted breakdown based on the new RHNA
allocation.

4. The City should revise its definition of “Moderate Income Household” to
include households also covered by lower income categories to provide greater
flexibility and access to financing for affordable housing developers.
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