AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING OF THE

HOUSING COMMISSION
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA

Ken Edwards Center
1527 4th Street
Santa Monica, CA 90401

Thursday, November 15, 2018
4:30 PM

Notice is hereby given that a regular meeting of the Housing Commission will be
held at 4:30pm on Thursday, November 15, 2018, at the Ken Edwards Center
for the purpose of conducting the following business:
The Housing Commission of the City of Santa Monica, in accordance with City
Council, does resolve as follows:
In order to safeguard participatory democracy in Santa Monica, all
persons attending public meetings in Santa Monica should strive to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Treat everyone courteously;
Listen to others respectfully;
Exercise self-control;
Give open-minded consideration to all viewpoints;
Focus on the issues and avoid personalizing debate;
Embrace respectful disagreement and dissent as democratic rights,
inherent components of an inclusive public process, and tools for
forging sound decisions. [RESOLUTION]

1. CALL TO ORDER
A. ROLL CALL
2. PUBLIC INPUT
(Public comment is permitted only on items not on the agenda that are within
the subject matter jurisdiction of the Housing Commission.)
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. October 18, 2018 Housing Commission meeting. [DRAFT MINUTES]
The meeting place is wheelchair-accessible. If you require any special disability related accommodations (i.e. sign language
interpreting, access to an amplified sound system, etc.), please contact the Housing Division at (310) 458-8702 or TTY (310)
458-8696 at least three days prior to the scheduled meeting. This agenda is available in alternate format upon request by
calling the Housing Division office. Underground parking is available. Limited validations available at the Commission Meeting.
Call Big Blue Bus at (310) 451-5444 for additional transportation information.

4. DISCUSSION ITEMS
A. LOCAL PREFERENCE POLICY FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING –
Discussion regarding the current minimum number of hours an applicant
for affordable housing must work in Santa Monica to be eligible for the
local preference, and possible lowering of minimum number of hours to
achieve greater diversity in the applicant pool.
B. AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON CITY-OWNED PROPERTY –
Presentation and discussion of potential for affordable housing
development on City-owned properties. [STAFF REPORT]
C. AFFORDABBLE HOUSING PRODUCTION PROGRAM -- Discussion of
requirements outside of Downtown Community Plan, including review of
prior Housing Commission recommendations, current anticipated
timeline for updated feasibility study, and potential changes to
requirements in advance of City obtaining an updated study. [HANDOUT
1] [HANDOUT 2] [HANDOUT 3]
5. ACTION ITEMS
A. WORK PLAN – Discussion of annual work plan and potential priorities,
and possible action setting long-range agenda and work plan.
6. HOUSING MANAGER’S REPORT
Update on any City Council agenda items and administrative issues related
to affordable housing.
7. CHAIR/COMMISSIONER’S REPORT
Information on housing issues, recent or future City Council actions, other
City Commissions, and issues affecting housing in the City of Santa Monica.
8. ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSING COMMISSION
No other business will be conducted at the Meeting.
Any documents produced by the City and distributed to a majority of the Housing Commission regarding any item on this agenda will be
made available for viewing at the Santa Monica Housing Division office located at 1901 Main Street, Suite B, Santa Monica, California
during normal business hours. Documents are also available at www.smgov.net/housing.
Please note that this agenda is subject to change up to 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting. We encourage you to check the agenda 24
hours prior to the meeting.
The meeting place is wheelchair-accessible. If you require any special disability related accommodations (i.e. sign language
interpreting, access to an amplified sound system, etc.), please contact the Housing Division at (310) 458-8702 or TTY (310)
458-8696 at least three days prior to the scheduled meeting. This agenda is available in alternate format upon request by
calling the Housing Division office. Underground parking is available. Limited validations available at the Commission Meeting.
Call Big Blue Bus at (310) 451-5444 for additional transportation information.

DRAFT MINUTES
CITY OF SANTA MONICA
HOUSING COMMISSION MINUTES
October 18, 2018
1.

CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL: A regular meeting of the Santa Monica
Housing Commission was called to order by Chair Soloff at 4:32 p.m. on
Thursday, October 18, 2018, at the Ken Edwards Center, 1527 4th Street.
A. ROLL CALL
• Present:

Chair Soloff
Vice Chair Hilton
Commissioner Buchanan (arrived 4:35 p.m.)
Commissioner Katz
Commissioner Gerwitz

• Absent:

Commissioner Bloch
Commissioner Keintz

• Staff Present:

2.

Director of Housing & Economic Development
Andy Agle
Housing Program Manager Jim Kemper
Commission Secretary Melinda Espinoza

PUBLIC INPUT
• Denise Barton – Spoke regarding her experiences with the Housing
Authority.
• Steven Weinraub – Spoke regarding FlyawayHomes and other
alternative models for building affordable housing under consideration
by Los Angeles citizens commission providing advice on expenditure
of Measure HHH funds.

3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Approval of minutes for September 20, 2018 Housing Commission
meeting.
Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Buchanan, to
approve the September 20, 2018 minutes.
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The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Buchanan,
Commissioner Katz, Commissioner Gerwitz

NOES:

NONE

ABSTAIN: NONE
ABSENT:
4.

Commissioner Bloch, Commissioner Keintz

DISCUSSION ITEMS
A. HOUSING TRUST FUND TRANSPARENCY MEASURES –
Discussion of the City’s efforts to fully implement the Housing Trust
Fund transparency measures recommended by the Housing
Commission in its May 18, 2017 Report to City Council, as well as
discussion of other Housing Trust Fund transparency concerns raised
by the public.
Public Input:
Steven Weinraub – Spoke regarding the current process of loan
commitments and public notification.
Denise Barton – Spoke regarding financial reporting.
Tara Barauskas – Spoke regarding the loan commitment notification
process.
B. AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON CITY-OWNED PROPERTY –
Presentation and discussion of potential for affordable housing
development on City-owned properties, and possible action regarding
a recommendation to City Council
Presentation by Director of Housing & Economic Development Andy
Agle.
Public Input:
Tara Barauskas – Voiced her support for a Commission
recommendation to City Council to explore affordable housing
development on the sites presented in this item.
Catherine Eldridge – Spoke regarding public input in the process of
exploring affordable housing development potential on City-owned
properties.
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5.

ACTION ITEMS
A. WORK PLAN – Discussion of annual work plan and potential priorities,
and possible action setting long-range agenda and work plan.
Vice Chair Hilton was appointed by consensus to suggest edits to the
Housing Trust Fund guidelines (#4-A) based on public and
Commissioner input.

6.

HOUSING MANAGER’S REPORT – Jim Kemper reported on behalf of
Barbara Collins on the following:
• The Housing Division anticipates having draft guidelines for the
Preserving Our Diversity (POD) program expansion by the
December Housing Commission meeting.

7.

CHAIR/COMMISSIONER’S REPORT
• Chair Soloff spoke regarding a symposium in Los Angeles that will
have a presentation about the POD program. The POD program is
also attracting media interest.
• Vice Chair Hilton reported on: 1) Proposition 2, which would amend
the Mental Health Services Act and provide funding for supportive
housing; 2) A Los Angeles Times article (handout) describes Santa
Monica’s Downtown 90401 as having the 14th highest average rents
nationwide.

8.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSING COMMISSION
On order of the Chair, the Housing Commission meeting was adjourned at
6:50 p.m.

The next scheduled Housing Commission meeting date is a regular meeting
on Thursday, November 15, 2018.

ATTEST:
_________________________
Michael Soloff
Chair, Housing Commission

_____________________________
Melinda Espinoza
Housing Commission Secretary
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Housing Commission Report
Housing Commission Meeting: November 15, 2018
Agenda Item: 4-B
To:

Housing Commission

From:

City staff

Subject:

Affordable housing opportunities on City-owned properties

Recommended Action
Staff recommends that the Housing Commission prepare recommendations to the City
Council pursuing affordable housing opportunities on identified City-owned properties.

Background
As part of its long-term strategy to support affordable housing in Santa Monica, the
Housing Commission has not only buttressed efforts to increase funding for affordable
housing, but also identified the need to reduce the cost of creating affordable housing so
that limited funds can be stretched further.

The cost-efficiency measures that the

Commission has identified and started to assess include opportunities to reduce
construction costs, zoning changes that could support affordable housing, and use of
City-owned properties for affordable housing. Creating affordable housing on City-owned
land offers the possibility of reducing or eliminating one of the largest expenses in the
creation of affordable housing: the cost of land.

Pursuant to the Commission’s request, staff worked with the Information Services
Department to create an interactive mapping tool that provides information about Cityowned properties. Community Corporation of Santa Monica quickly reviewed the map
and shared ideas with staff. At the October 2018 Housing Commission meeting, staff
shared a matrix of properties and discussed the properties at the meeting.
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Discussion
The attached document includes information on the City-owned properties that staff
believes warrant further consideration. In addition to information about each property, the
attachment includes key issues related to affordable housing development on each site,
as well as recommendations for next steps that could be considered by the Housing
Commission and ultimately by the City Council.

Next Steps
With respect to the overall strategy for City-owned sites, the Commission could consider
the following next steps:
1. Immediately prepare recommendations for Council; or
2. Continue the item for further Commission discussion; or
3. Designate a subcommittee to delve further into the matter and to return to the full
Commission with recommendations.

Prepared By: Andy Agle, Director of Housing and Economic Development

ATTACHMENT
Summary Information for Various City-owned Sites
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1. 612 Colorado Avenue

Parcel Size: Over 50,000 SF
Zoning: DCP: Transit Adjacent
Housing Potential: Up to 200+ residences
Current Use: Big Blue Bus employee parking
Considerations:
•

Since site is “owned” by Big Blue Bus fund, some rent would
likely need to be paid

•

Replacement parking for BBB employees would need likely
to be addressed

•

Potential to address some needs related to the aging
SAMOSHEL

•

Parcel is over 600 feet from the I-10 Freeway

Recommendation: Direct staff to issue an RFP for affordable
housing development at the site, including developing fair
compensation and parking arrangements for the Transit Fund.

2. 1444 7th Street

Parcel Size: Approximately 15,000 SF
Zoning: DCP: Neighborhood Village
Housing Potential: Up to 60+ residences
Current Use: Fire Station #1
Considerations:
•

New Fire Station #1 is expected to be completed in 2020

•

Existing Fire Station is listed on Historical Resources
Inventory. Staff has initiated the process of consideration as
a local landmark.

•

Site could also offer potential as a park or public recreational
facility.

Recommendation: Direct staff to continue with the landmarks
process and return to Council for further direction once the
landmarks issues have been addressed.

3. 402 Colorado, 1636 5th Street

Parcel Size: Approximately 80,000 SF
Zoning: DCP: Gateway Master Plan Area
Housing Potential: Up to 300+ residences
Current Use: Interim Drop-Off for Light Rail Terminus
Considerations:
•

One of the primary parcels to be considered as part of the
Gateway Master Plan

•

Majority of site was purchased with transit funds, so funding
to Big Blue Bus would likely be necessary

•

Development on site is expected to help fund desired
transportation improvements adjacent to site.

•

Northern edge of parcel is over 500 feet from 10 Freeway.

Recommendation: Affordable housing on the site should be a
primary consideration in the Gateway Master Plan.

4. 2435, 2725, 2825, 2911 Neilson Way

Parcel Size: Approximately 100,000 SF
Zoning: R3 / R4
Housing Potential: Up to 100 residences
Current Use: Parking lots that support Main Street businesses
Considerations:
•

Replacement parking would likely need to be addressed.
May require creative staggering of replacement parking and
building construction.

•

An attempt to create affordable housing here more than two
decades ago was ultimately abandoned.

Recommendation: Authorize staff to initiate discussions with
community and business stakeholders regarding affordable
housing on the sites.

5. 1318 Fourth Street

Parcel Size: Approximately 30,000 SF
Zoning: DCP: Bayside Conservation
Housing Potential: Up to 120+ residences
Current Use: Downtown Parking Structure No. 3
Considerations:
•

Redevelopment of Parking Structure No. 6 completed
replaced the number of parking stalls in No. 3

•

For over a decade, has been planned as site for a
contemporary cinema. Cinema project likely dead.

•

Could be more efficient to have Fourth and Arizona project
pay for affordable housing on this site rather than as part of
proposed project.

Recommendation: Authorize staff to issue an RFP for affordable
housing at the site. As part of Fourth and Arizona entitlements,
consider a payment for housing at the parking structure site.

6. 1211 14th Street, 1217 Euclid Street

Parcel Size: Approximately 30,000 SF
Zoning: R3
Housing Potential: Up to 24 residences
Current Use: Public parking lots serving Wilshire Blvd.
Considerations:
•

Replacement parking would likely need to be addressed. Be
consider both sites as one opportunity, may be able to
consolidate parking on one site.

•

Viability of the sites as affordable housing would be
enhanced by reconsideration of the underlying zoning, such
as greater allowances for affordable housing on “A” lots.

Recommendation: Consider “A” lots as part of a zoning strategy
to support affordable housing. If zoning amended, authorize
staff to issue an RFP for affordable housing at the sites.

7. 1640 Ninth Street

Parcel Size: Approximately 24,000 SF
Zoning: Industrial Conservation
Housing Potential: Unknown due to zoning
Current Use: Santa Monica Animal Shelter
Considerations:
•

Animal shelter would be difficult to relocate during
construction. May need to relocate the shelter to another
site permanently, perhaps as part of an affordable housing
development.

•

PD has expressed concerns about the compatibility of an
animal shelter with residential uses above.

•

Approximately 475 feet from the I-10 Freeway.

•

Zoning currently restricts most residential development.

Recommendation: Consider the Industrial Conservation District
as part of a zoning strategy to support affordable housing while
continuing to dialogue with the Police Department.

To:
Santa Monica Housing Commission
From: Chair Michael Soloff
Re:
Item 4C on Agenda for November 15, 2018 Meeting

I.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

While it is projected that the City will meet or exceed all of its other housing production goals
during the 2013-2021 Housing Element cycle, it is projected that only 25% of all new housing
completed during that time period will be affordable housing, rather than 30% as mandated by
Proposition R. While the lack of an HTF funding source for the first half of that time period
undoubtedly played a role, so too did the over-incentivization in the Affordable Housing
Production Program for developers to choose to provide a very small number of extremely low
income units in complete satisfaction of their inclusionary housing obligations.
The City Council remedied this issue in the Downtown Community Plan in July of 2017 based
on the HRA feasibility analysis. The Housing Commission recommended in 2017 that a review
take place of the AHPP outside the Downtown Community Plan, and the Housing Commission
recommended in 2018 that the City Council put into the initial HTF plan a direction to Staff to
do so as soon as possible. While the City Council adopted this recommendation, Staff advises
that Planning Staff is necessary to the process of obtaining the feasibility study essential to any
such review, and that Planning Staff reports it is fully engaged on other matters that City Council
prioritized over the AHPP review outside of the downtown.
The 105 unit Tier 2 project on Pico Boulevard considered for a Development Review Permit by
the Planning Commission at its November 7, 2018 meeting illustrates that the AHPP
requirements outside of the Downtown Community Plan continue to undermine City efforts to
meet Proposition R’s Charter mandate. By providing only 8 extremely low income affordable
units, that project imposes on the City the obligation to produce 35 new affordable housing units
just to meet the Proposition R mandate created by this one project.
The Housing Commission should discuss what, if anything, can and should be done in light of
these realities. Possibilities include (1) asking Council to preclude the extremely low income
option outside the downtown until a feasibility study can be conducted and/or (2) urging the City
Council to direct that a higher priority be placed on obtaining and acting upon such a feasibility
study.
II.

BACKGROUND
A.

The City’s Affordable Housing Production Program
1.

The AHPP In Areas Outside The Areas Governed By The Downtown
Community Plan

In 1990 the voters of Santa Monica passed Proposition R, which amended the City Charter to
add the following provision:

The City Council by ordinance shall at all times require that not less than thirty
percent (30%) of all multifamily-residential housing newly constructed in the City
on an annual basis is permanently affordable to and occupied by low and
moderate income households. For purposes of this Section, “low income
household” means a household with an income not exceeding sixty percent (60%)
of the Los Angeles County median income, adjusted by family size, as published
from time to time by the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development, and “moderate income household” means a household with an
income not exceeding one hundred percent (100%) of the Los Angeles County
median income, adjusted by family size, as published from time to time by the
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. At least fifty
percent (50%) of the newly constructed units required to be permanently
affordable by this Section shall be affordable to and occupied by low income
households.
Santa Monica City Charter Section 630.
Pursuant to this voter mandate, the City Council subsequently adopted an Affordable Housing
Production Program (“the AHPP”). As relevant to this Agenda Item, the AHPP currently
provides for Tier 2 projects located outside the boundaries of the area governed by the
Downtown Community Plan:
All Tier 2 projects must meet the following requirements:
1. Affordable Housing. Applicants proposing residential and mixed-use
projects shall incorporate the following:
a. At least 50 percent more affordable housing units than would be
required pursuant to Section 9.64.050. 1 Any fractional affordable
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Section 9.64.050(C) provides (bolding added):
C. For all other multi-family applicants, the multi-family project applicant
agrees to construct at least:
1. five percent of the total units of the project for 30% income
households at affordable rent;
2. ten percent of the total units of the project for 50% income
households at affordable rent;
3. twenty percent of the total units of the project for 80% income
households at affordable rent; or
4. one hundred percent of the total units of a project for moderate
income households at affordable rent.

housing unit that results from this formula shall be provided as a whole
affordable housing unit (i.e., any resulting fraction shall be rounded up to
the next larger integer).
b. On-site affordable housing units shall be affordable to 30%, 50%,
or 80% income households depending on the percentage of affordable
units being provided and shall not include any Moderate Income units,
as defined by Section 9.64.020. Subject to the modifications contained in
this Subsection (A), all of the affordable units shall comply with the
provisions of Chapter 9.64.
c. Affordable housing units required by this Subsection (A) may be
provided offsite, pursuant to Section 9.64.060 2, if the affordable
housing units are owned in whole or part and operated by a nonprofit housing provider for the life of the project, and the Final
Construction Permit Sign Off or Certificate of Occupancy for the
affordable units is issued prior to or concurrently with the Tier 2
project.
2. Unit Mix. Applicants proposing residential and mixed-use projects shall
incorporate the following:
a.

For market rate units:
i.

At least 15% of the units shall be three-bedroom units;

ii.

At least 20% of the units shall be two-bedroom units;

iii.

No more than 15% of the units shall be studio units;

iv. The average number of bedrooms for all of the market rate
units combined shall be 1.2 or greater; and
v. Notwithstanding Subsections (A)(2)(a)(i-ii) above, any
fractional housing unit less than 0.5 that results from this unit mix
shall be rounded down to the next lower integer. Any fractional
housing unit of 0.5 or more that results from this unit mix shall be
rounded up to the next larger integer.
b.
2

For affordable housing units:

Section 9.64.060(B) provides (bolding added):
B. For all other multi-family project applicants, the applicant shall agree to
construct the same number of affordable housing units as specified in Section
9.64.050(C).

i.
The average number of bedrooms for all of the affordable
housing units combined shall be equal to or greater than the
average number of bedrooms provided for all of the market rate
units pursuant to Subsection (A)(2)(a) of this Section.
c. The Director may grant a waiver from this unit mix requirement
pursuant to the requirements and procedures for Waivers in Chapter 9.43.
d. The requirements of Subsection (A)(2) of this Section shall not apply
to project applications filed prior to the effective date of this Ordinance.
Santa Monica Municipal Code §§ 9.23.030(C)(1)-(2) (bolding added).
2.

AHPP Requirements In The Downtown Community Plan

With the adoption of the Downtown Community Plan in the summer of 2017, AHPP
requirements for projects in the areas governed by that plan are as follows (emphases in
original):
Housing and Mixed-Use Residential Projects Qualifying Benefits. An applicant
seeking approval for a housing or mixed-use residential project that exceeds the base floor
area ratio or height allowed in the district where the project is located shall provide
community benefits in each of the following categories.
1. Housing. All Tier 2 projects and Tier 3 projects less than 75,000 square feet must
meet the following requirements:
a. Affordable Housing. Subject to the modifications contained in this Section,
all of the affordable units shall comply with the provisions of Chapter 9.64. As set
forth in Table 9.10.070.A, applicants proposing residential and mixed-use projects
shall incorporate the following:
i.
A percentage of the total number of units in the project, corresponding
with the height or FAR of the project, shall be deed-restricted as on-site
affordable housing units. Any fractional affordable housing unit that results
from this formula shall be provided as a whole affordable housing unit (i.e.,
any resulting fraction shall be rounded up to be the next larger integer).
Table 9.10.070.A: On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Requirements
Height
On-Site
Off-Site Affordable
On-Site Affordable
Off-Site Affordable
Housing % for
Housing % for
(Feet) Affordable
Housing %
Housing
Development
Development
%
Agreements and
Agreements and
Planning
Planning
Applications
Applications
Complete on or
Complete on or
before 11/11/16
before 11/11/16

40-50
52
54
56
58
60
62
64
66
68
70-84

20%
21%
22%
23%
24%
25%
26%
27%
28%
29%
30%

25%
26%
27%
28%
29%
30%
31%
32%
33%
34%
35%

20%
20%
20%
20%
20%
20%
20%
20%
20%
20%
20%

25%
25%
25%
25%
25%
25%
25%
25%
25%
25%
25%

ii. Affordable housing units may be provided off site pursuant to
Section 9.64.060 except that the total number of affordable housing units
shall be increased to the percentage of the total number of units in the project
as set forth in Table 9.10.070.A,. The off-site affordable housing units shall
meet the following conditions:
(1) The affordable housing units are owned in whole or part and
operated by a non-profit housing provider for the life of the project;
(2) The final construction permit sign off or certificate of occupancy
for the affordable units is issued prior to or concurrently with the Tier 2
or qualifying Tier 3 project; and
(3) The location of the off-site location shall be within the boundaries
of the Downtown or within a one-quarter mile radius of the market rate
units.
iii. The total number of affordable housing units shall incorporate the
affordability mix specified in Table 9.10.070.B. Any fractional affordable
housing units that result from the percentage mix of total affordable housing
units shall be aggregated into whole affordable housing units (i.e., any
resulting fraction shall be added to other resulting fractions). The resulting
whole units may be provided at 30%, 50%, 80%, or moderate-income
household affordability levels.
Table 9.10.070.B. Affordability
Affordability Level
Affordability Mix of Total Number of
Affordable Housing Units
30% Income Household
20%
50% Income Household
20%
80% Income Household
30%
Moderate Income
30%

b. Unit Mix. Applicants proposing residential and mixed-use projects shall
incorporate the following:
i.
For market rate units:
(1) At least 15% of the units shall be three-bedroom units;
(2) At least 20% of the units shall be two-bedroom units:
(3) No more than 15% of the units shall be studio units;
(4) The average number of bedrooms for all of the market rate units
combined shall be 1.2 or greater; and
(5) Notwithstanding subsections (C)(2)(a)(i) through (iii) above, any
fractional housing unit less than 0.5 that results from this unit mix shall
be rounded down to the next lower integer. Any fractional housing unit
of 0.5 or more that results from this unit mix shall be rounded up to the
next larger integer.
ii. For affordable housing units the average number of bedrooms for all of
the affordable housing units combined shall be equal to or greater than the
average number of bedrooms provided for all of the market rate units
pursuant to subsection (C)(2)(a) of this Section.
iii. The Director may grant a waiver from this unit mix requirement
pursuant to the requirements and procedures for Waivers in SMMC
Chapter 9.43.

B.

Prior Housing Commission Recommendations To City Council Regarding
The AHPP

At several meetings in June 2017, the Housing Commission considered the then draft Downtown
Community Plan, and made a number of recommendations to the City Council (including
recommendations to increase the percentage of affordable units required for project approval in
light of the results of the HRA feasibility study performed in connection with the preparation of
the draft plan). Of relevance to this agenda item, the Housing Commission recommended
(bolding added):
Review the entire Affordable Housing Production Program now for consistency
with Proposition R mandated income targeting and rent limits, and to assure that
the affordability requirements of the AHPP outside of the downtown area
are based on an economic analysis similar to that conducted for the
DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN.
One year later, in connection with review of the draft initial Housing Trust Fund Plan for the
2013-2021 Housing Element, the Housing Commission recommended that this Plan include the
following:

City staff is directed to develop as soon as possible, in consultation with the
Planning and Housing Commissions, a proposal to adjust the AHPP program that
applies outside of the Downtown Community Plan. The proposal shall be based
on a feasibility study, and shall take into account past and projected future
production of housing through inclusionary zoning and HTF funded projects, as
well as the quantified objectives in the Housing Element and the requirements of
Proposition R.
The Staff Report to City Council recommended that the initial HTF Plan include this provision,
and City Council did include it.
C.

Current Status Of Updated AHHP Feasibility Study For Areas Outside Of
The Areas Governed By The Downtown Community Plan

Based on communications with Staff, it appears that no steps have yet been taken to obtain an
updated feasibility study for areas outside of the areas governed by the Downtown Community
Plan. Nor is there any projected date for when such a study will be undertaken. Staff advises
that work by the Planning Department is necessary to proceed with arranging for such a
feasibility study, and that Planning Department Staff advises that it is presently fully engaged on
other planning issues given a higher priority by the City Council.
D.

Impact Of Existing AHPP Requirements Outside The Downtown On
Acheivement Of Proposition R Mandates
1.

Evidence That The Existing AHPP Requirements Outside Of
Downtown Continue To Incentivize Developers To Provide Only A
Small Number Of Extremely Low Income Units In Tier 2 Projects

The AHPP requirements outside of downtown create an enormous economic incentive for
developers to meet their AHPP requirement by providing a small number of extremely low
income units. This is because (1) the developer of a Tier 2 project outside of the downtown need
only make 7.5% of the units in the building deed-restricted for extremely low income residents in
order to satisfy the AHPP, but needs to make 15% of the units deed-restricted for very low
income residents or 20% of the units deed-restricted for low income residents in order satisfy the
AHPP. The small amount of revenue the developer loses by making units extremely low income
(rather than very low income or low income) is tiny compared to the additional revenue the
developer receives from charging market rate on those additional units it otherwise would have
to make either very low income or low income deed-restricted units.
This fact is illustrated by the very small differences in the percentage of affordable extremely
low, very low and low income units HRA found feasible in its study of downtown prototypes:

This reality is also illustrated in the most recent Tier 2 project to come before the Planning
Commission (at its 11/7/18 meeting) for a Development Review Permit—216-234 Pico
Boulevard. This mixed-use project will create 105 new residential units, only eight of which will
be deed-restricted affordable units for extremely low income residents.
2.

The Current Status Of The City’s Efforts To Comply With
Proposition R During The 2013-2021 Housing Element Period

Based on the data and projections provided by Staff in connection with the Housing
Commission’s recent review of the draft Initial HTF Plan, the following is the best information
currently available:
a.
Without doing anything more, Santa Monica is projected to produce (i.e.,
complete or issue building permits for) more than three times the number of market-rate units
called for by the current Housing Element. See Part II.B.1 of Personal and Individual Views of
Housing Commission Chair Michael E. Soloff regarding Initial Housing Trust Fund Plan
(submitted to City Council in connection with Item 8D on the Council’s July 24, 2018 Agenda
(provided herewith).
b.
Without doing anything more, Santa Monica is projected to produce (i.e.,
complete or issue building permits for) more than the overall number of deed-restricted
affordable housing units called for by the current Housing Element. However, the unit mix will
deviate from the mix called for by the current Housing Element in that it will include many more
extremely-low (30% AMI) and very-low income (50% AMI) units, but considerably fewer lowincome (80% AMI) units. See id . Part II.B.2.
c.
Without doing anything more, Santa Monica is projected to fall short of
Proposition R’s requirements by approximately 130 affordable housing units. Proposition R
requires 30% of all new housing completed each year be affordable housing, with at least half of
that 30% (i.e., at least 15% of all new housing) affordable to those earning 60% or less of the Los
Angeles County median income. It is projected that more than 15% of the new housing that will
be completed during the 2013-2021 Housing Element will be affordable to those earning 60% or
less of the Los Angeles County median income, thus meeting one of Proposition R’s two
requirements. But only 25% of the new housing overall will be some form of affordable
housing, rather than the required 30%. See id. Part II.C below.

III.

DISCUSSION

The existing AHPP requirements outside of the areas governed by the Downtown Community
Plan incentivize developers to provide a very small number of extremely low income units in
their Tier 2 projects. This fact is among the factors that has contributed to the projected failure
of the City to meet its Proposition R Charter mandate during the 2013-2021 Housing Element. It
also is exacerbating that projected failure.
The recent mixed use project at 216-234 Pico Boulevard illustrates the problem. That project
adds 105 new residential units. In order to meet Proposition R’s 30% mandate, 32 of those units
would have to be deed-restricted affordable units. As only eight will be deed-restricted
affordable units, the City will have to spend its own funds to generate 35 additional affordable
housing units just to meet Proposition R’s Charter mandate created by this project (105 private
units plus 35 City financed units is 140 total units; 30% of 140 units is 42 units; 8 inclusionary
units and 35 City financed units is 43 affordable units). Even if the City financed units only
require $275,000 per unit in HTF funds because they will be part of a tax credit project, the 35
units will cost the City just under $10 million.
By contrast, if the same project had provided 15% very low income units (an alternative under
the AHPP). 16 of the 105 units would be deed restricted affordable units. Under that scenario,
the City would only need to finance 22 additional affordable housing units to meet Proposition
R’s Charter mandate (105 private units plus 22 City financed units is 127 total units; 30% of 127
units is 38.1 units; 16 inclusionary units and 22 City financed units is 38 affordable units).
Assuming again that the City financed units only require $275,000 per unit in HTF funds
because they will be part of a tax credit project, the 22 units will cost the City just over $6
million.
In the Downtown Community Plan, the City decided to require a mix of affordability levels
among any inclusionary units in a project. In order to implement that approach—and to set the
inclusionary requirement at the maximum economically justified level—a new feasibility study
is required for projects outside the downtown. But no such study is currently on the horizon.
The Housing Commission should discuss what, if anything, can and should be done in light of
these realities. Possibilities include (1) asking Council to preclude the extremely low income
option outside the downtown until a feasibility study can be conducted and/or (2) urging the City
Council to direct that a higher priority be placed on obtaining and acting upon such a feasibility
study.

Peronal Individual Views Of Housing Commission Chair Michael E. Soloff
HOUSING TRUST FUND PLAN FOR 2013-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT CYCLE
(Item 8.D for July 24, 2018 City Council Meeting)
I.

SUMMARY OF DATA GATHERED AND CONCLUSIONS DRAWN

1.

The Housing Trust Fund (“HTF”) planning process adopted by City Council in July of

2017 provides a mechanism for the City Council—after input from Staff, the public, and the
Housing Commission—to set priorities for expenditure of scarce HTF funds during each
Housing Element. That process begins with an initial HTF plan that is to be adopted at the
beginning of each Housing Element. Each of the subsequent annual reports required by that
planning process (1) allows tracking of the City’s progress toward its goals under the Housing
Element, Proposition R, and the initial HTF plan, (2) provides an opportunity for the City
Council—after input from Staff, the public, and the Housing Commission—to modify the initial
plan and/or the AHPP program in light of new developments, and (3) provides transparency
regarding the sources and uses of HTF funds. See Part II.A below.

2.

The current Housing Element was adopted in December of 2013, and runs through 2021.

Thus, the initial HTF plan for the current Housing Element must take account of what already
has transpired during the first half of the Housing Element:

a.

Without doing anything more, Santa Monica is projected to produce (i.e.,

complete or issue building permits for) more than three times the number of market-rate units
called for by the current Housing Element; See Part II.B.1 below.

b.

Without doing anything more, Santa Monica is projected to produce (i.e.,

complete or issue building permits for) more than the overall number of deed-restricted
affordable housing units called for by the current Housing Element. However, the unit mix will
deviate from the mix called for by the current Housing Element in that it will include many more
extremely-low (30% AMI) and very-low income (50% AMI) units, but considerably fewer lowincome (80% AMI) units. See Part II.B.2 below.
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c.

Without doing anything more, Santa Monica is projected to fall short of

Proposition R’s requirements by approximately 130 affordable housing units. Proposition R
requires 30% of all new housing completed each year be affordable housing, with at least half of
that 30% (i.e., at least 15% of all new housing) affordable to those earning 60% or less of the Los
Angeles County median income. It is projected that more than 15% of the new housing that will
be completed during the 2013-2021 Housing Element will be affordable to those earning 60% or
less of the Los Angeles County median income, thus meeting one of Proposition R’s two
requirements. But only 25% of the new housing overall will be some form of affordable
housing, rather than the required 30%. See Part II.C below.

3.

The initial HTF plan also must take into account existing and expected future revenues

(see Part II.E below):

a.

As of May 2017, Staff reported that the HTF had ~$57 million in funds not yet

committed to any particular affordable housing project or program. 1 This includes a variety of
one-time funds provided by City Council, prior tax increment “boomerang” funds provided by
City Council, and initial GS/GSH funds;

b.

Staff projects that the HTF will receive an additional ~$8-$9 million annually in

GS/GSH funds, and an additional ~$1.2 million annually in tax increment “boomerang” funds;

c.

Staff projects that the HTF will receive during the period from 2018-2022 an

additional ~$49.3 million in one-time RDA loan repayments. These funds will bring the total
amount of one-time RDA loan repayments committed by City Council to the HTF to ~$71.2
million. These one-time funds, together with the ~$1.2 million annually in “boomerang” funds
that the City Council also has committed to the HTF, represents the City Council keeping faith

1

The Staff report for this Item states that $81 million is currently on hand in the HTF. Staff
advises that this simply is an updated figure that includes receipt of the next tranche of GS/GSH
monies discussed in paragraph 3.b, and part of the one-time RDA loan repayments discussed in
paragraph 3.c.
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with the voters and matching from City funds the first nine or ten years of projected GS/GSH
monies.
d.

The currently available funds, together with the projected future revenues outlined

above, should be sufficient by themselves to sustain $16 million in annual Housing Trust Fund
expenditures for at least the next fifteen years.

4.

In light of the foregoing, the Housing Commission voted to recommend that the City

Council include the following six elements in its initial HTF plan for the 2013-2021 Housing
Element (every one of which will be subject to annual review and potential adjustment in
accordance with the planning process adopted by City Council in July 2017):

a.

“Unless an unusually advantageous opportunity presents itself during a

particular fiscal year, the City should enter into HTF spending commitments totaling no
more than $15 million to $18 million during each fiscal year. This will help to assure that
funds are available when unusually advantageous opportunities arise. Examples of
unusually advantageous opportunities include, but are not limited to, (1) constructing
affordable housing on City owned land, (2) constructing affordable housing in a manner
that provides unusual and deep cost-savings, and (3) constructing affordable housing
financed in a manner that provides an unusual and deep reduction in the HTF contribution
required to complete the project.”

This recommendation is for City Council to set a soft annual cap on new HTF commitments
(roughly equal to the highest historical annual funding averages) that Staff should exceed only if
particularly cost-effective or otherwise particularly advantageous opportunities are presented in
any fiscal year.

The first purpose of this recommendation is for City Council to direct Staff—and assure the
public—that finding the most cost-effective projects is a priority. This is important because in
2015-2016 Staff approved two acquisition rehabilitation projects, each of which spent more than
$500,000 of the limited HTF funds per unit (including one project expressly designed to put just
a single individual in each unit). By contrast, it currently costs the HTF itself about half as much
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to create a new unit in a new construction tax credit project (an example of “constructing
affordable housing financed in a manner that provides an unusual and deep reduction in the HTF
contribution required to complete the project.”). See Part II.D below.

The second purpose is for City Council to direct Staff that—absent unusually advantageous
opportunities—it should not immediately spend all the money on-hand (given that doing so
would potentially leave the HTF without resources when particularly cost-effective opportunities
do come, such as the opportunity to build on public land, the opportunity to acquire land during a
real estate recession, or the opportunity to do tax credit projects). This is important because the
way City Council has matched GS/GSH so far is principally by depositing certain one-time RDA
loan repayments into the Housing Trust Fund, thereby creating a bulge of funds up front. In
addition, the Housing Commission—with the assistance of CCSM, Step Up, and Staff—has
embarked on an effort to identify ways to reduce the cost of delivering new units.

The Staff report on this Item at page 7 raises the following concern regarding this
recommendation (emphasis added):
The Initial Plan’s limitation on annual HTF spending of $15-$18 million could
constrain opportunities to preserve and produce affordable housing at a juncture
when a significant amount of funding is available . . . . Although the Initial Plan
allows for exceeding the annual funding spending limitation if an “unusually
advantageous opportunity presents itself”, the absence of criteria as to what
qualifies for a departure from the proposed annual HTF spending limit could
result in missed opportunities. The existing HTF Guidelines approved by Council
establish per-apartment loan limits but have not previously established an annual
limit on overall HTF spending of available funding. If Council wishes to ensure
that all available funding for affordable housing is invested in a timely manner as
opportunities arise, then restricting the use of available funding would be
inconsistent with that goal.
However, the Housing Commission recommendation does contain illustrative guidance:
Examples of unusually advantageous opportunities include, but are not limited to,
(1) constructing affordable housing on City owned land, (2) constructing
affordable housing in a manner that provides unusual and deep cost-savings, and
(3) constructing affordable housing financed in a manner that provides an unusual
and deep reduction in the HTF contribution required to complete the project.
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The Housing Commission intentionally adopted this illustrative guidance approach to avoid
overly constraining Staff and missing out on usually advantageous opportunities simply because
of an inability to list all such opportunities in advance. The Housing Commission further
anticipated that the annual HTF plan review process would provide an ongoing opportunity for
Staff, the public, the Housing Commission and ultimately City Council to provide more refined
guidance in light of actual experience. The Housing Commission did not accept, however, that
the existing HTF per unit spending limits (which, for example, now exceed $600,000 for the
acquisition / rehabilitation of a studio or one-bedroom apartment) constitutes adequate guidance
to Staff regarding the cost-effective and wise expenditure of scarce HTF funds.

City Council now must decide—subject to review in a year—whether the City’s goals and the
public’s expectations for the expenditure of tens of millions of public dollars are best served by
the existing approach of almost completely unfettered Staff discretion, the alternative approach
recommended by the Housing Commission, or some other alternative approach (for example,
calling the $15-$18 million a “target” rather than a “soft cap”, and/or making either subject to the
same or different exceptions).

b.

“A priority goal of the Plan is to ramp up the Preserving Our Diversity

(“POD”) local rent subsidy program to a range that requires a commitment of no more
than $2 million per fiscal year in HTF funds. No actual expansion of the POD program
will occur unless and until a detailed plan for doing so is proposed by City staff, vetted by
the Housing Commission, and approved by the City Council. Any portion of the potential
$2 million in annual HTF funding that is not actually used for the POD program in any
particular fiscal year shall remain available for commitment in future fiscal years to other
Plan priorities.”

This recommendation is for City Council to set the scaling up of the Preserve Our Diversity
(“POD”) program as a priority goal for achievement during the 2013-2021 Housing Element.
Actual scaling up would occur only after a plan for doing so is created by Staff, vetted by the
Housing Commission , and approved by City Council. This recommendation was the focus of
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all—or virtually all—of the division between the majority of Housing Commissioners and the
dissenting Housing Commissioners.

Between December 2015 and the present, the Housing Commission recommended, the City
Council approved, and the City designed and launched a highly innovative rent subsidy pilot
program to help our extremely low income seniors remain in their long-term rent controlled
apartments with dignity. See Part II.G below.

HUD estimates that more than 4,000 Santa Monica renter households are extremely low
income—for example, seniors with no income other than basic social security—and pay more
than 50% of their meagre incomes in rent. Another close to 2,000 Santa Monica renter
households are very low income—just slightly better off but still, for example, individual seniors
with about $20,000 a year in income—who likewise pay more than 50% of their meagre incomes
in rent. See Part II.F below.

The pilot program consists mostly of single person households surviving on less than $300 per
month after rent for every other expense of life. Extrapolating from the average pilot program
subsidy, the $2 million maximum annual budget recommended by a majority of the Housing
Commission would allow the City to assist 345 senior households to remain in their long-term
rent controlled homes with dignity. See Part II.G below.

Of course, every dollar we spend on rent subsidy is one less dollar we have to spend on new
affordable housing construction. And it is true that when the POD participants pass on or move
on, there is no new unit to help a new household. But at current costs, for $2 million per year the
City only can add fewer than four new affordable housing units at worst, and fewer than eight
new affordable housing units at best. For me the better public policy choice is to help many,
many more current Santa Monica seniors remain with dignity in their long-time homes for the
rest of their lives—even at the cost of some less affordable units in the future. Indeed, I
personally advocated for setting the maximum funding level at $6 million per year.
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The real answer is to create more resources for both rent subsidy and for new construction, as
well as to find ways to lower the costs of each. The Housing Commission is committed to
continuing to work to provide City Council with ideas to accomplish these goals.

Two Commissioners disagreed with this recommendation, and therefore voted no.

Commissioner Buchanan stated for the record: “My no vote is not because I do not think that the
POD program is a priority goal overall, but I do not think that it is a program that should be
funded by the Housing Trust Fund and so that’s the reason for my no vote.”

Vice-Chair Hilton stated for the record: “The Housing Commission should continue to review
the Preserving Our Diversity (POD) pilot rental subsidy program, approve a program expansion
from 22 to 60-66 participants with associated costs not to exceed $500,000 annually, that POD’s
total budget and cost effectiveness be evaluated each year in a public report, and that any POD
budget increase should consider the financial impact on our Trust Fund and our production
requirement successes.” Vice-Chair Hilton also stated for the record at a prior meeting:
“Preserving Our Diversity (POD) is an ongoing budget; $2 Million a year in the first year and in
successive years is excessive and poses challenges to our Trust Fund's health and the Trust
Fund's contribution to production.”

Vice-Chair Hilton further amplified his views in a July 18, 2018 letter to City Council. In that
letter he suggests that as early as 2022 the annual funds available for affordable housing will be
only $9-$11 million, and he expresses concern about spending $2 million of that limited sum on
the POD program. However, Vice Chair Hilton is assuming that Staff will spend all of the $140
million that will be available in the HTF from now through 2021 in just those three years. If one
assumes instead that Staff spends at a rate of $16 million per year (the amount available prior to
the dissolution of redevelopment during the Great Recession), existing and projected resources
can sustain spending at that rate through at least 2032. And if the City Council continues to keep
faith with the voters and continues to match the GS/GSH monies with other City monies, the
City can continue to spend at least $16 million per year thereafter. See Part II.E below.
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The Staff report for this Item at page 8 states:
Expanding the POD pilot program from the current budget of $300,000 ($200,000
for cash assistance and $100,000 for administration), which serves 22 households,
to the proposed annual (assistance) budget of $2 million would represent a tenfold increase in the size of the program. Staff has concerns that this commitment
may be premature despite the initially promising results of the test. The POD
program is a 14-month pilot which began in November 2017 and an assessment of
its effectiveness will not be completed until late 2018. The assessment will
measure housing stability, impact on and increases in entitlement benefits, access
to local services, and wellbeing. Additionally, because the effect of the POD
program on participants’ federal, state, and county entitlement benefits is not yet
fully settled with the relevant governmental agencies, program expansion without
such resolution could create challenges for future participants. Pursuant to the
Housing Commission’s recommendation, prior to implementing any expansion of
the current pilot program, staff would prepare more detailed administrative
guidelines, estimate the administrative resources (eligibility qualification,
program administration, social service agency support, etc.) required to achieve
any expansion, and return to the Housing Commission and Council for direction.
An alternative to the recommendation would be to consider “expanding the pilot
as results warrant to as much as $2 million per year.”
The Housing Commission’s recommendation is simply that City Council set as a priority goal
the expansion of the POD program to a range that requires the expenditure of no more than $2
million of HTF funds per fiscal year. While there may still be lessons to be learned about how
best to structure an expanded program, completion of the pilot program is not necessary to
determine that expansion is a priority goal. It does not take completion of the pilot program to
know that it will greatly benefit severely a severely rent-burdened senior to go from less than
$300 per month in after rent income to cover every other expense of life to the over $700 per
month that the UCLA School of Public Health says is required to meet the basic needs of such a
senior living on the Westside of Los Angeles. As the Staff report acknowledges, the Housing
Commission recommendation already states that the expansion will not take place until a specific
plan for that expansion is developed, vetted and approved by City Council. But given the HUD
data regarding the more than six thousand very low and extremely low income Santa Monica
renter households paying more than 50% of their meagre incomes in rent, it is important for City
Council to send a strong signal that expansion of the POD program is a priority. See Part II.F.

Finally, some representatives of the landlord community dispute whether there is any need for
the POD program. In particular, they assert such a program is unnecessary because purportedly
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few if any Santa Monica renters lost their homes in 2017 because they did not pay the rent. But
even if the asserted factual premise turns out to be true 2, it would not change the need for the
POD program. Every affordable housing program—from the City’s inclusionary housing
program, to the City’s housing trust fund guidelines, to the federal and state tax credit programs,
to the federal Section 8 program—seeks not only to provide a place for low income persons to
live, but also seeks to set the rent levels at sufficiently low levels that the benefited households
can afford the other necessities of life. No one can seriously dispute that the POD pilot program
participants (whose other assets, if any, were considered when determining their eligibility just
as they are in other affordable housing programs) had rents that did not permit them to afford the
other necessities of life. And if just one out of every twenty (5%) of the more than six thousand
severely rent burdened and extremely low or very low income Santa Monica renter households is
similarly situated, that alone would justify expansion of the POD program to $2 million per year.

c.

“A priority goal of the Plan is to provide permanent housing in Santa Monica

for those among the population of homeless persons that the City Council determines the
City should take responsibility to permanently house in the City. This should include
“Santa Monicans” who are homeless. Subject to further refinement, this group is deemed
to include those persons on the Santa Monica Homeless Registry as of the date the Plan is
adopted who are not already in permanent housing. The City should look to leverage as
much as possible federal funds, State funds, County funds, other City funds, or private
funds, to accomplish this goal.”

The City should take responsibility for housing in Santa Monica some portion of the homeless
population currently in Santa Monica. City Council ultimately should determine who falls
within this group, and what type of permanent housing is appropriate and cost-effective.

At this point the Housing Commission recommends that City Council direct Staff that a priority
goal of the HTF plan for the 2013-2021 Housing Element cycle is to permanently house
2

The representatives of the landlord community purport to support this assertion based on the
claimed number of Santa Monica evictions for non-payment of rent. But not everyone forced out
of their homes by excessive rents leaves after (as opposed to before) a completed eviction action.
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homeless “Santa Monicans”, leveraging as much as possible federal funds, State funds, County
funds, other City funds and private funds. Such leveraging is particularly appropriate because
both the County and the City actually will save money in other areas (healthcare costs, law
enforcement and criminal justice costs) by moving chronically homeless individuals into
permanent supportive housing. But the HTF also should play a part in solving this issue.

Subject to further refinement by City Council, the Housing Commission recommends that City
Council initially deem the individuals currently on the City’s service registry who are not
permanently housed already as such homeless “Santa Monicans”. Staff advises that this includes
51 individuals living in temporary housing and 44 individuals known to be unsheltered. It may
also include an additional 44 individuals whose status is unknown because the City has not had
contact with them in the last six months. See Part II.H below.

Subsequent to the Housing Commission’s deliberations, Santa Monicans for Renters’ Rights
recommended that homeless “Santa Monicans” include all homeless families with children living
in Santa Monica, and all homeless persons who work in Santa Monica. In my personal capacity
I now support this SMRR recommendation, particularly given the social science research
demonstrating that low income children obtain life-long benefits when they are raised in
communities like Santa Monica with excellent schools, services, and job opportunities.

d.

“The remainder of the HTF funds spent each fiscal year should be used to

create new affordable housing units for seniors, for physically and mentally challenged
persons, for large families, and for small families (including individuals). Unless one or
more unusually advantageous opportunities dictate a different result, a goal of the Plan is
to provide roughly equal HTF funding support for affordable housing targeted to each of
these four populations over the life of the Plan. The equal funding support determination
shall take into account HTF funding committed during the entire lifetime of the 2013-2021
Housing Element, even if it occurred prior to the adoption of the Plan. The equal funding
support determination also shall take into account HTF funding committed to the POD
program (which is for senior housing) and to permanently housing Santa Monicans who
are homeless (who may be members of any of the four populations).”
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The draft of the initial HTF plan provided by Staff to the Housing Commission identified the
four target populations discussed in this recommendation. Recognizing that the need for
affordable housing for each target population identified exceeds the City’s HTF resources, the
Housing Commission recommended that City Council direct Staff to adopt a roughly equal
prioritization over the course of the entire 2013-2021 Housing Element cycle. However, as with
the soft annual cap on entering into new spending commitments, the Housing Commission
recommended that this direction be subject to exception when a different result is dictated by
unusually advantageous opportunities.

Subsequent to the Housing Commission’s deliberations, Santa Monicans for Renters’ Rights
recommended instead that half of the HTF funds go to housing for families with children, with
the remaining half available for affordable housing for either seniors, for persons with mental or
physical challenges, or live-work space for artists (primarily on the ground floor). In my
personal capacity I now support this SMRR recommendation, particularly given the social
science research demonstrating that low income children obtain life-long benefits when they are
raised in communities like Santa Monica with excellent schools, services, and job opportunities.

e.

“The City’s existing affordable housing programs generally provide the

highest preference to persons displaced without fault from their existing homes in Santa
Monica, and provide the next highest preference to persons who either already live in
Santa Monica or who work full-time in Santa Monica. The two goals of the Plan identified
in paragraphs #2 and #3 above, however, only serve persons who already live in Santa
Monica. The City recognizes that the daily efforts of low income workers are particularly
critical to the businesses (including hotels, restaurants, and retail stores) that generate the
sales and use taxes supporting the HTF through Measures GS and GSH, as well as the sales
and use taxes and transit occupancy taxes that fund a substantial portion of the City’s
budget. City staff therefore is directed to develop, in consultation with the Housing
Commission, a proposal to increase—to the extent it is necessary and feasible to do so in
order to maintain an overall equal preference for affordable housing opportunities in the
City—the preference in other HTF funded projects for low-income Santa Monica
workers.”
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This recommendation speaks for itself. All Santa Monicans benefit greatly from the daily efforts
of low income workers that are particularly critical to the businesses (including hotels,
restaurants, and retail stores) that generate the sales and use taxes supporting the HTF through
Measures GS and GSH, as well as the sales and use taxes and transit occupancy taxes that fund a
substantial portion of the City’s budget. The Housing Commission recommends that City
Council acknowledge these workers in the initial HTF plan, and direct Staff and the Housing
Commission to take any necessary and feasible steps to assure they too continue to have an equal
preference to and continue to benefit from the City’s affordable housing programs as financed
through the HTF.

f.

“City staff is directed to develop as soon as possible, in consultation with the

Planning and Housing Commissions, a proposal to adjust the AHPP program that applies
outside of the Downtown Community Plan. The proposal shall be based on a feasibility
study, and shall take into account past and projected future production of housing through
inclusionary zoning and HTF funded projects, as well as the quantified objectives in the
Housing Element and the requirements of Proposition R.”

While it is projected that the City will meet or exceed all of its other housing production goals
during the 2013-2021 Housing Element cycle, it is projected that only 25% of all new housing
completed during that time period will be affordable housing, rather than 30% as mandated by
Proposition R. While the lack of an HTF funding source for the first half of that time period
undoubtedly played a role, so too did the over-incentivization in the Affordable Housing
Production Program for developers to choose to provide a very small number of extremely low
income units in complete satisfaction of their inclusionary housing obligations.

The City Council remedied this issue in the Downtown Community Plan in July of 2017 based
on the HRA feasibility analysis. The Housing Commission previously has recommended that a
review take place of the AHPP outside the DCP, and the Housing Commission now recommends
that the City Council put into the initial HTF plan a direction to Staff to do so as soon as
possible. This is appropriate because one of the express purposes of the HTF planning process,
as stated in the HTF guidelines adopted by City Council in July 2017, is “to help assure . . . (2)
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compliance with Prop R’s requirement that 30% of annual new housing production meet certain
affordability targets,”

II.

SUPPORTING MATERIALS AND DATA
A.

The HTF Planning Process And Its Intended Purposes

In 2017, the Housing Commission recommended to City Council that it amend the HTF
guidelines to include a planning process. The Housing Commission supported this
recommendation in its report to the City Council as follows:
While the Housing Element establishes certain overall quantified objectives for
affordable housing production, it does not establish clear guidance as to proper
uses of City affordable housing funding resources. The Housing Element is at a
very high level both as to the nature of the units to be produced, and as to the
mechanisms to assure their production. No objectives are established as to the
size of the units to be produced, the nature of the units (e.g., family, supportive,
senior), or their locations within the City. Moreover, no particular mechanism is
provided for tracking progress toward even these high-level goals, and for
adjusting City policies (both in terms of inclusionary units and expenditures of
City resources) as necessary to achieve these goals. Finally, there is no formal
mechanism for the public and the City Council to weigh in on spending priorities
on an ongoing basis .
Therefore, to help assure (1) compliance with the affordable housing production
goals set forth in the approved Housing Element, (2) compliance with Prop R’s
requirement that 30% of annual new housing production meet certain affordability
targets, (3) maximization of the return on scarce Housing Trust Fund monies, and
(4) robust opportunities for input on spending priorities by the City Council,
Housing Commission, and the public, the Housing Commission recommends the
inclusion within the Housing Trust Fund Guidelines of the following planning and
reporting process . . . .
In accordance with the recommendation of the Housing Commission, the City Council in July of
2017 adopted the proposed HTF planning process as follows:

Annual Reporting by the Housing Division
The City Manager shall prepare an initial proposed plan, called Housing Trust Funds
Plan (“Plan”), for affordable housing development in the City for the remaining
period covered by the current Housing Element (i.e., through 2021). The Plan shall be
made available online and the Housing Division shall conduct a 45-day public
comment period. A public meeting hosted by the Housing Commission shall be held
by the Housing Division between the 30th and 45th day of the public comment period.
Once the public comment period is completed, the Plan with any public comments
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shall be submitted to the Housing Commission for review and recommendation to the
City Council for review and its approval. A Housing Trust Funds Plan shall be
prepared and adopted for each Housing Element cycle.
Thereafter, on an annual basis, the Housing Division shall prepare a report to the
Housing Commission for its review and recommendation for City Council approval.
The annual report shall include details on the following items:
(1) The source and amounts of funding for each Housing Trust Fund received
during the prior year;
(2) The amount and uses of funds, including the amount and source of funding
commitments issued, from each Housing Trust Fund during the prior year;
(3) The quantity and type of affordable housing made available for occupancy
during the prior year;
(4) The quantity and type of housing which exceeded or fell below the annual
production mandate of Proposition R during the prior year;
(5) Cumulative figures of source/amount of Housing Trust Funds, quantity/type of
affordable housing made available, and exceeded/missed Proposition R
requirement, covering the Housing Element period, as well as comparison with the
Quantified Objectives set forth in the Housing Element; and
(6) A comparison of the actual cumulative affordable housing production covering
the period of the adopted Housing Trust Funds Plan with the goals set forth in that
plan.
Once approved by City Council, both reports shall be posted on the Housing
Division’s website.

B.

Progress To Date Toward Meeting The Quantified Objectives Of The
Current Housing Element And Toward Satisfying SB35 Requirements
1.

Progress Toward Meeting The Current Housing Element’s Quantified
Objectives

The State-approved Housing Element contains “Quantified Objectives”. Staff advises that (1) a
unit counts toward satisfying the Quantified Objective once a building permit is issued, and (2)
at present, all of the units on the chart below are projected to obtain building permits within the
current Housing Element period:
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Staff also advises that there are 47 additional units in the two new construction projects that
recently obtained HTF loans. These 47 additional units include 4 Extremely Low Income units,
32 Very Low Income units, and 11 Low Income units. A representative of CCSM—the nonprofit developer for these two projects—believes these projects likely will be completed by the
end of the current Housing Element.
Staff further advises that there are additional projects on Lincoln Boulevard that are converting
to development review permits, and a project on 5th Street that is seeking administrative
approval, that also are projected at present to obtain building permits during the current Housing
Element. Staff did not provide data regarding the number and affordability mix of units in these
projects.
The foregoing data supports the following conclusions:
1.
Without doing anything more, Santa Monica should produce during this Housing
Element more than three times its Quantified Objective for market rate units;
2.
Without doing anything more, Santa Monica should produce during this Housing
Element more than its overall Quantified Objective for deed-restricted affordable housing units.
However, the unit mix will deviate from the Quantified Objectives in that it will include many
more extremely-low and very-low income units than called for in the Housing Element, but
considerably fewer low income units.
2.

Progress Toward Meeting SB 35 Requirements

SB 35 provides for tracking by the State of California of progress by each local jurisdiction
toward the Quantified Objectives in its Housing Element. Failure to attain sufficient progress
toward market rate housing triggers streamlining of projects that meet the higher of 10%
affordable housing or whatever is required by local inclusionary housing law. Failure to attain
sufficient progress toward both low and very low income housing (which subsumes extremely
38547047.1
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low housing as well) also triggers streamlining for projects that have 50% affordable housing
units. Streamlining consists of administrative approval and no parking requirements.
Santa Monica is one of only 12 local jurisdictions in California that are not subject to any SB 35
streamlining. Staff advises that they do not anticipate that Santa Monica will face any SB 35
streamlining during this Housing Element.
C.

Progress To Date Toward Meeting Proposition R

Proposition R, adopted by Santa Monica voters, amended the City Charter to require that the
City Council act to ensure that at least 30% of all new housing constructed each year be
affordable to and permanently occupied by persons earning 100% or less of the Los Angeles
County median income, and that at least half of that that 30% (i.e., 15% of all new housing) be
affordable to and permanently occupied by persons earning 60% or less. A unit is counted under
Proposition R when construction is complete (not when a building permit is issued).
Staff advises that the following chart reflects the status of compliance with Proposition R during
the current Housing Element through FY 2016/2017:
Table 5

Proposition R Tracking
Multifamily Housing Production

Year
FY 2013/2014
FY 2014/2015
FY 2015/2016
FY 2016/2017

Low/Mod-Income
%
Housing
Affordable Surplus/Deficit ( )
56%
118
19%
(17)
21%
(16)
13%
(18)
Total:
67

Staff further has advised that (1) all of the units that are “in construction” per Table 4 above
should be completed by the end of this Housing Element, and (2) the current best estimate is that
the following units identified as “approved” per Table 4 above likely will completed in by the
end of this Housing Element:
43 Extremely Low-Income
39 Very Low-Income
11 Low-Income
26 Moderate-Income
804 Above Moderate (Market)
923 Total
38547047.1
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And, as noted above, a representative of CCSM believes that the two new construction projects
recently approved for HTF loans likely will be completed by the end of the current Housing
Element, thereby yielding an additional 4 Extremely Low Income units, 32 Very Low Income
units, and 11 Low Income units.
Combining all of this data, it appears that if nothing more is done, Santa Monica will fall 132
affordable units below the 30% affordable housing mandate of Proposition R on an aggregate
basis during the current Housing Element. This means only 25% of all new housing completed
during the 2013-2021 Housing Element will be some form of affordable housing, rather than the
required 30%. However, more than 15% of the new housing completed will be affordable to
those earning 60% or less of the Los Angeles County median income, thereby satisfying one of
the two requirements of Proposition R.
D.

Projects With HTF Funding Commitments

Staff advises the following:
1.
The first project to which the HTF committed funds during the 2013-2021 Housing
Element cycle was an acquisition / rehabilitation project. The commitment was entered into in
June 2015. The cost to the HTF was $550,000 per unit, and $305,556 per bedroom.
2.
The next project to which the HTF committed funds during the 2013-2021 Housing
Element cycle was the following project (with the commitment issued in 2016):

3.
After the City Council adopted new Housing Trust Fund guidelines in July 2017, and
prior to the Housing Commission deliberations on the initial HTF plan, the HTF has approved
loans for three additional projects as follows:

38547047.1
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E.

Funds Available In The Redevelopment Replacement Housing Trust Fund

Staff advises the following:
1.
As of the Housing Commissions deliberations in May of 2018, the HTF had
approximately $57 million that is not currently committed to approved projects. This includes
the following one-time RDA loan repayments already received by the City:

3.
The following additional one-time RDA loan repayments were anticipated at the time of
the Housing Commission deliberations (and the first of these has now been received):

4.
Staff estimates that Measures GS/GSH will provide $8-$9 million per fiscal year on a
going forward basis.

38547047.1
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5.
Staff estimates that boomerang funds will provide $1.2 million per fiscal year on a going
forward basis.
This data supports the following conclusions:
1.
By either providing to date or committing ~$71.2 million in expected one-time RDA loan
repayments and ~$1.2 million annually in “boomerang” funds, the City Council has matched
from City funds the first nine or ten years of projected GS/GSH monies.
2.
The currently available funds, together with the projected future revenues outlined above,
should be sufficient by themselves to sustain $16 million in annual Housing Trust Fund
expenditures for at least the next fifteen years.
Fiscal Yr.

Initial Bal.

RDA Ln. Repay.

GSH/Boomerang

End Bal. (-$16 mil.)

2018-19
2019-20
2020-21
2021-22
2022-23
2023-24
2024-25
2025-26
2026-27
2027-28
2028-29
2029-30
2030-31
2031-32
2032-33

$57 million
$65.9 million
$69.8 million
$77.3 million
$79.2 million
$72.4 million
$65.6 million
$58.8 million
$52.0 million
$45.2 million
$38.4 million
$31.6 million
$24.8 million
$18.0 million
$11.2 million

$15.7 million
$10.7 million
$14.3 million
$8.7 million
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)
$9.2 million (min.)

$65.9 million
$69.8 million
$77.3 million
$79.2 million
$72.4 million
$65.6 million
$58.8 million
$52.0 million
$45.2 million
$38.4 million
$31.6 million
$24.8 million
$18.0 million
$11.2 million
$5.4 million

F.

HUD Data Regarding Severely Rent Burdened Santa Monica Renter
Households

Staff advises that the following is the most recent available HUD data regarding the estimated
number of severely rent burdened Santa Monica renter households:

38547047.1
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G.

The Preserve Our Diversity (“POD”) Pilot Program

Staff advises:
1.

The following criteria were applied to participants in the POD pilot program:

Threshold Eligibility Criteria for the POD pilot (household must meet all criteria below):
1. Household submitted a complete Renter Needs Survey by July 18, 2016;
2. Household participated in follow-up interviews;
3. Head of household is a senior aged 62 or older;
4. Household has occupied current Santa Monica rent-controlled apartment since
before January 1, 2000;
5. Household’s apartment must not be deed-restricted affordable housing of any
kind, including:
� Properties purchased, rehabilitated, or constructed with City funding;
� Apartments subject to the Affordable Housing Production Program;
� Federally assisted properties; and
� Los Angeles County-assisted or owned affordable housing properties.
6. Renter Needs Survey initially indicated that the household income was equal to
or less than 30 percent of area median income (Extremely low income) and
household final income verification confirms it is no more than 50 percent area
median income (Low Income);
7. Household is not currently participating in, or previously terminated from, any
Santa Monica Housing Authority rent-subsidy programs;
8. No household members convicted of violent crime which occurred within the last
5 years, or who are registered sex offenders; and
9. Household income documentation indicates that the household is in need of the
38547047.1
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subsidy (i.e. earning less than the approved Basic Needs Budget), pursuant to
the income and asset determinations and verifications outlined in Section III of
the Guidelines, including but not limited to:
� Earned and unearned income for all household members from all sources,
such as employment, cash-equivalent government benefits, and family
support; and
� Imputed income for assets calculated at a rate of 10 percent annually (the
formula for the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program).
3.
The following data describes the average after rent income, the POD subsidy, and the
basic needs budget for the 22 POD pilot program senior renter households:

H.

Santa Monica Homeless Services Registry

Staff advises:

38547047.1
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Planning Commission Report
Planning Commission Meeting: November 7, 2018

Agenda Item: 9-B

To:

Planning Commission

From:

Jing Yeo, City Planning Division Manager

Permit:

Development Review Permit 18ENT-0005
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 18ENT-0084

Address:
Applicant:

216-234 Pico Boulevard
GRT Portfolio Properties

Subject

Development Review Permit and Vesting Tentative Tract Map to allow a
new three-story, 36-foot high, 97,456 square-foot, mixed-use building
with 105 residential units and approximately 10,639 square feet of ground
floor commercial space, and a two-level subterranean parking garage
designed to accommodate 229 automobiles and 185 bicycles.

Zoning District

Mixed-Use Boulevard Low (MUBL)

Land Use Element Designation

Mixed-Use Boulevard Low

Parcel Area (SF)/Dimensions

55,689 SF (400’ W x 138’D)

Existing On-Site Improvements

Existing commercial building (bowling alley) (1959) and
two-story mixed use building (1962) to be demolished.

Rent Control Status

Commercial (Exempt)

Adjacent Zoning Districts &
Land Uses

North: PL– Civic Auditorium
South: OP2 – multi-family residential
East: MUBL – one-story commercial building
West: MUBL – three-story commercial office building

1

216 Pico Boulevard is not listed on the Historic Resources
Inventory.
Historic Resources Inventory
234 Pico Boulevard is listed on the HRI as a 5S3. Existing
freestanding sign is a designated City Landmark.

Recommended
Action

1.

Approve Development Review Permit 18ENT-0005

2.

Approve Tentative Vesting Parcel Map 18ENT-0084

3.

Approve the Statement of Official Action

Executive Summary
The applicant requests approval of a Development Review Permit (DRP) and a Vesting
Tentative Tract Map (VTTM) and a to construct a new Tier 2, three-story (36 feet) mixeduse project with 105 residential rental units and approximately 10,639 square feet of
ground floor commercial space. The project includes 229 vehicle parking spaces in a
three-level subterranean parking garage and 185 bicycle parking spaces.
The project site is located on the south side of Pico Boulevard between Main Street and
Third Street in the Mixed Use Boulevard Low (MUBL) zoning district. Pursuant to Santa
Monica Municipal Code (SMMC) Section 9.40.020, a DRP is required for any project that
exceeds the Tier 1 standards. The maximum Tier 1 limits for the MUBL zoning district are
3 stories (36 feet) in height and a floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5 for projects consisting of
100% residential uses above the ground floor and including on-site affordable housing in
compliance with the minimum requirements of the Affordable Housing Production
Program (AHPP). The proposed three-story (36 feet) height and 1.75 FAR exceed the
Tier 1 maximum limits and, therefore, a DRP is required. In addition, a Vesting Tentative
Tract Map is proposed to subdivide the uses (retail, residential, and subterranean parking)
into five vertical airspace components of the project to allow separate leasing and/or
financing.

Figure 1 – Aerial Photograph of 216-234 Pico Boulevard (current state), subject site outlined in red.
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Development Review Permit
A Development Review Permit is intended to allow for the construction of certain projects
provided that the building design, siting, and use are compatible with the site and
neighborhood and the project does not result in an adverse impacts on the surrounding
area. As part of a DRP review, consideration should be given to the location size,
massing, and placement of structures on a site, as well as to the location of proposed
uses within a project. A DRP review shall also consist of an evaluation of a project’s
compliance with the development standards of the Zoning Ordinance. A determination of
whether to approve a DRP shall take into account the potential impacts of a project, as
evaluated under the aforementioned aspects of review, and weigh it against the public
need for benefits derived from the project. A Development Review Permit shall only be
granted if the decision-making body determines that the project, as submitted or modified,
conforms to all of the findings of face pursuant to SMMC Section 9.40.050. The inability
to make one of the required findings is grounds for denial of an application.
Vesting Tentative Map
Pursuant to SMMC Chapter 9.54, the Planning Commission is the responsible authority
to approve, conditionally approve, or deny tentative subdivision applications. Before
approving a tentative map, the Planning Commission must make an affirmative finding
that the map is consistent with the LUCE.

Vesting Tentative Tract Map

VTTM 78264

Number of Units:
Subdivider/Applicant:
City Engineer Preliminary
Approval Date:
Off-Site Improvements:

5
GRT Portfolio Properties
January 29, 2018

Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions

The CC&Rs would be reviewed and approved as to form by the City
Attorney prior to approval of the final map [SMMC Section 9.54.010(F)]

Fees:

- Parks and Recreation Development Impact Fee ($7,218.85/unit):
$505,980.48

See conditions of approval

- Condominium Facilities Tax ($1,000/unit): $0
- Affordable Housing Production Program:
Project would comply with the City’s affordable housing obligation by
providing eight units on-site affordable to 30 percent income
households.
- Child Care Linkage Fee: ($150.81/unit, $150.81 x) = $70,876.30
- Cultural Arts Requirement: $194,912
- Transportation Impact Fee: $0
- Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee: $0
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*FY 2018-2019 fees utilized in estimates.

Table 1: Vesting Map Summary

As detailed in this staff report and in the draft Statement of Official Action (Attachment B),
staff believes that all of the Development Review Permit findings can be made. In
addition, the applicant has requested approval of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map and as
detailed more fully in the staff report and draft Statement of Official Action, staff also
believes that all the required findings can be made.
Background
Architectural Review Board Preliminary Concept Review
As a Development Review Permit application, the proposed project was presented to the
Architectural Review Board (ARB) for a preliminary conceptual review pursuant to Section
9.40.040 of the Zoning Ordinance. The mixed-use commercial and residential project
received preliminary design comments from the Architectural Review Board on August 6,
2018. In general, the project was well-received and was appreciated for its scale relative
to its context within the Ocean Park neighborhood. The Board was excited to see the
historic “BOWL” sign being celebrated within the overall project design and appreciated
the subtle color and geometric references throughout the buildings. The treatment of the
proposed Third Street elevation, with the residential units at the ground floor level woven
into the streetscape, was positively noted. The Board believed that the project
successfully minimized the automobile elements of the project solidifying the pedestrian
orientation of the streetscape with the courtyards hinting areas of interest.
Although positive with its overall feedback, the Board believed that the project could use
more refinement to improve its design aesthetic, specifically:


The building directly behind the historic sign needs more interest and color, as it
appears to be too much of a background element;



The differentiation between the east and west buildings is too subtle and needs to
be stronger. The west building needs to be less institutional and repetitive in
appearance and its elements less rectilinear in shape; and



The Third Street façade needs to be more bold.

The current project design has been refined in response to some of the input received
from the ARB. The building’s design in the vicinity of the historic sign now includes a
textured finish on portions of the concrete and metal canopies have been added over the
storefronts, making this gathering space visually interesting and intimate for the user.
However, other than color changes, the differentiation of the building clusters and the
boldness of the Third Street elevation appear to remain unchanged. The draft Statement
of Official Action includes specific direction to the ARB to pay particular attention to these
outstanding details.
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Demolition Permit Review
The proposed project includes demolition of an existing structure(s) that is over 40 years
of age. Pursuant to Santa Monica Municipal Code (SMMC) Section 9.25.040, a permit to
demolish the existing improvements cannot be issued until all requirements of SMMC
Section 9.25.040(E) are met prior to formal submittal of this Development Review Permit
Application.
The existing building and site improvements at 216 Pico Boulevard are not listed on the
City’s Historic Resources Inventory. The Landmarks Commission reviewed a demolition
permit for this portion of the subject property on March 12, 2018 and took no action.
The 234 Pico Boulevard portion of the subject property is listed on the City’s Historic
Resources Inventory as a 5S3. On September 9, 2013, the Landmarks Commission
denied the designation of the commercial building (Bay Shore Lanes) as a City Landmark
but designated the existing Googie-style freestanding “BOWL” ground sign as a City
Landmark. In addition, the Landmarks Commission reviewed a demolition permit for this
portion of the subject property on April 9, 2018 and took no action.
Project Description
The applicant requests approval of a Development Review Permit to construct a new Tier
2, three-story mixed-use residential and commercial project with 105 residential units and
10,639 square-feet of commercial tenant space.
Height (feet)
# of stories
Total SF
Floor Area Ratio
# of residential units (Residential SF)
# of affordable
Commercial SF
Total # of parking spaces
Bicycle parking
Long term
Short term

36 Feet
3
97,456 SF
1.75
105 Units (86,690 SF)
8 affordable units
10,639 SF
229 spaces
185 Total
165 (Long Term)
20 (Short Term)

Table 2: Project Details

The project’s market-rate residential component consists of residential rental units with
the following overall unit mix:
Unit Type

Number of Units

Studio
1-Bedroom
2-Bedroom
3-Bedroom

% of Market Rate
Units
15.5
48.4
20.6
15.5

15
47
20
15

Table 3: Project Unit Mix – Market-Rate
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Average Size
(square feet)
519
598
888
1,077

The project’s affordable housing residential component consists of residential rental units
affordable to 30 percent income households with the following overall unit mix:
Unit Type
Studio
(affordable)
1-Bedroom
(affordable)
3-Bedroom
(affordable)

Number of Units

% of Affordable
Units

2

25%

3

37.5%

3

37.5%

Average Size
(square feet)
680
(Min Req’d: 600)
900
(Min Req’d 850)
1080
(Min Req’d 1,080)

Table 4: Project Unit Mix – Affordable Housing

As detailed further in this staff report, the proposed project complies with the required
community benefits identified in SMMC Chapter 9.23 (Community Benefits).
Project Analysis
Site Planning
The project consists of two clusters of buildings, each framing a central, open-to-the-sky,
amenity-filled courtyard. The buildings are three-stories (36-feet) in height with ground
floor retail positioned along the Pico Boulevard frontage and residential on the upper
floors. Residential units are also located at the ground floor along the sides and rear of
the project. The two clusters also surround a central public plaza, referred to as “the
heart”, which would serve as the nucleus of the project providing space for gathering in a
landscaped and partially covered setting along Pico Boulevard. The easternmost cluster
includes a building inset along the sidewalk to allow for the Landmark “BOWL” sign to be
prominently displayed and highlighted. The building’s edges at the public street/alley
corners are activated with commercial uses and have an open feel due to the use of
glazing. The activation of the building corner closest to Main Street is particularly
important to visually extend the pedestrian scale of Main Street onto Pico Boulevard.
Along Third Street, the ground floor residential units interact with the street by having their
private open space areas and a secondary unit entry located along the street elevation.

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Figure 2: Ground Floor Plan

Figure 3: Project Rendering - Pico Boulevard elevation

Building Design/Architectural Concept
The project is comprised of two groups of buildings that are contemporary in design and
clustered around courtyards. They are relatively short in height (three-stories, 36’ high)
with flat, unbroken rooflines that result in a strong horizontal appearance. On the upper
floors, the buildings are divided into a series of bays that include rows of balconies that
further accentuate its overall horizontality. Vertical elements including the building piers
and windows are purposefully introduced as interruptions. A horizontal band, partially
functioning as a canopy, clearly demarcates the upper floors from the ground floor level.
The design includes open guardrails on the balconies to simplify the elevation and reduce
any perceived building mass.
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The project design incorporates the historic sign into the overall concept. The colorful
landmarked freestanding sign with its unusual geometric (boomerang) shape becomes a
visual centerpiece at the eastern end of the project appearing as a stand-alone sculptural
element. The sign’s red color is strategically incorporated into some of the building
recesses within the building cluster as a means of subtly referencing the historic landmark
without the color becoming too overt in its use.

Figure 4: Project Rendering – Building Cluster B along Pico Boulevard, featuring historic sign

Figure 5: Project Rendering – Central Gathering Place “The Heart”
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Figure 6: Project Rendering – Building Cluster A along Pico Boulevard

Building Mass & Modulation
The proposed massing of the project consists of two building clusters that are intended
to be visually distinct. Each of the clusters would be three-stories in height which is a
compatible height and scale that fits within the context of the surrounding neighborhood.
The buildings would occupy four hundred feet of street frontage along Pico Boulevard
which would inherently give the project a strong horizontal presence. The proposed
roofline of each cluster is flat with no variation which heightens the overall horizontality.
At the pedestrian level, the buildings include recesses and cantilevers that provide
variation and create sizeable gathering spaces. At the rear of the project adjacent to the
existing residential development, the building mass includes additional setback that
accommodates private open space or is used as a pedestrian circulation corridor. The
building includes notches in order to meet the daylight plane requirements specified in
the code.
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Figure 7: Project Rendering - Side and Rear of project along Main Court and Pico Place service alleys

Figure 8: Project Rendering – Rear of project along Pico Place (at Third Street)
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Open Space
Pursuant to SMMC Section 9.11.030, the project must provide a minimum 100 square
feet of open space per unit, of which, a minimum of 60 square feet per unit must be
provided as private open space. Moreover, according to SMMC Section 9.21.090,
common outdoor living area located on the ground floor shall be no less than 20 feet by
20 feet in dimension, and roof decks shall be at least 15 feet by 15 feet. Private outdoor
areas located at the ground floor shall be no less than 10 feet long by 4 feet deep, and
private outdoor areas located above the ground floor shall be no less than 6 feet long by
4 feet deep.

Figure 9: Ground Floor Landscape Concept Plan

The proposed project contains 105 units, which requires a minimum of 10,500 square
feet of overall open space for the project. The project includes a proposed total of 30,175
square feet of open space consisting of 21,689 square feet of common open space and
8,486 square feet of private open space. The private open space areas are provided as
balcony/patio areas that are distributed amongst the 105 units. Further, all individual
balconies would be a minimum of 60 square feet to comply with the minimum private open
space requirements identified above. A breakdown of the open space proposed for the
project is identified in Table 5. As proposed, the project complies with the minimum open
space requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.
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Common Open Space
Courtyard (Building A)
Courtyard (Building B)
Misc. Outdoor Space
Private Open Space
Balconies

Location
Ground (1st) Floor Level
Ground (1st) Floor Level
All Levels
Common Open Space Total
Location
Each of the 105 units
Total

Size
2,765 SF
6,769 SF
12,155 SF
21,689 SF
Size
8,486 SF
30,175 SF

Table 5: Common and Private Open Space

Pedestrian Orientation/Active Commercial Design
On the ground floor level, extensive use of glazing helps to activate the building corners
and is also used to create a transparent street wall. The design includes an intricate
screen along portions of the street elevation that is reflective of the brise-soleil that is
found on the front of the nearby Civic Auditorium. These screens add interest to the
elevation. At the center of the project, the buildings are significantly recessed in order to
provide a partially protected gathering area with public seating or private outdoor dining.
Landscaping is interspersed along the entire Pico Boulevard frontage to provide groundlevel texture and color variation. Along Third Street, the ground floor residential units
interact with the street by having recessed private open space areas and secondary unit
entries located along the street elevation. Landscaping is used to delineate the private
space from the public sidewalk.
Parking & Access
Vehicle Parking
The two-level subterranean garage is designed with driveway access from Main Court
alley. As further described in the section of this report that describes the applicant’s
response to community concerns, access to the subterranean parking from Main Court is
consistent with the Zoning Ordinance requirements and also reduces potential conflict
points with pedestrians and future bicycle facilities on Third Street. The project is required
to provide a total of 229 parking spaces for residents, guests, and commercial visitors
and complies with the parking requirements specified in SMMC 9.28.060. In general, the
first story of the subterranean garage contains all of the commercial spaces and the guest
parking spaces. The second level contains the required residential parking spaces.
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Residential Unit
Type

Parking Requirement

Parking Required

Parking Provided

Studio
1-bedroom
2-bedroom
3-bedroom

15 units @ 1 space/unit
47 units @ 1.5 spaces/unit
20 units @ 2 spaces/unit
15 units @ 2 spaces/unit

15 spaces
70.5 spaces
40 spaces
30 spaces

15 spaces
71 spaces
40 spaces
30 spaces

Affordable Studio
Affordable 1bedroom
Affordable 3bedroom

2 units @ 0.50 spaces/unit 1 space
3 units @ 0.75 spaces/unit 2.25 spaces

1 space
2 spaces

3 units @ 1 space/unit

3 spaces

3 spaces

Guest
Commercial
Tenant Space

1 space per 5 units

21 spaces

21 spaces

Retail Space
(7,244 SF of
retail)

1 space/300 SF

24.14 spaces

24 spaces

1 space/200 SF

16.54 spaces

17 spaces

1 space/200 SF

5.44 spaces

5 spaces

Restaurant
Space
(3,307 SF of
restaurant)
Outdoor Dining
(1,088 SF)

Total Required 229 spaces
Total Proposed

229 spaces

Table 6: Vehicle Parking

Bicycle Parking
The project includes 185 bicyle parking spaces comprised of 20 short-term and 165 longterm spaces as further detailed by assigned use in the following table:
Use
Residential
105 units
147 bedrooms

Parking Requirement
Long-term
1 space / bedroom
Short-term
10% of long-term
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Parking Required
147 spaces

14.7 spaces

Use
Commercial
10,803 square feet

Parking Requirement
Long-term
1 space per 3,000 square
feet; minimum 4 spaces.
Short-term
1 space per 4,000 square
feet; minimum 4 spaces.
Long-term

Parking Required
3.60 spaces (4)

2.70 spaces (4)

151 spaces required
165 spaces provided
Short-term 17 spaces required
20 spaces provided

Table 7: Bicycle Parking

As shown, the proposed number of bicycle parking spaces exceeds the minimum
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Long-term bicycle parking for the residents would
be primarily located in the designated bike storage areas with the majority primarily
located on the first subterranean level. Short-term bicycle parking for both the residents
and commercial users of the building would be located on the ground floor level near the
project’s central plaza and within the residential courtyards. The final design, number,
and location of bicycle parking stalls would be reviewed by the City’s Mobility Division for
compliance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance as part of the plan check
process prior to the issuance of building permits.
Resource Recovery and Recycling (RRR)
Two refuse and recycling rooms have been provided on-site. One is appropriately located
on the ground floor level, directly adjacent to the proposed café retail space with direct
access to Main Court (service alley). The other space is located on the second level of
the subterranean garage with trash chutes provided on each of the upper story residential
levels. This design configuration was proposed by the applicant in response to adjacent
neighbor concerns that were expressed during the project’s community meeting.
Previously, a second refuse and recycling room was to be provided along Pico Place,
which concerned residents located south of the service alley. A preliminary review has
been conducted by the City’s RRR Division, who are in agreement with the proposed
design.
Zoning Code Compliance
The DRP application was submitted on January 11, 2018, and the applicant subsequently
submitted a Vesting Tentative Parcel Map on April 10, 2018. The project is located in the
MUBL District, which establishes property development standards that govern height,
FAR, and setbacks of the proposed building. Furthermore, the MUBL District was
intended to facilitate the transformation of sections of boulevards into vibrant, highly
walkable areas with broad, pedestrian-friendly sidewalks, trees, landscaping, and localserving uses with new buildings that step down in relationship to the scale and character
of adjacent lower density districts.
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The Zoning Ordinance contains general development standards that are applicable to all
commercial and mixed-use districts addressing active commercial uses, pedestrian
orientation, build-to line, and daylight plane adjacent to residential districts. As proposed,
the project complies with all development standards applicable to the site. Attachment A
to this staff report contains a detailed comparison of these development standards and
the proposed project.
Tier 2 Community Benefits
In accordance with SMMC Chapter 9.23 (Community Benefits), projects that exceed the
maximum height or FAR allowed for Tier 1 projects are required to provide the community
benefits outlined in subsection 9.23.030 of the Chapter. The purpose of the community
benefits is to ensure that projects exceeding the base height and FAR of a respective
zoning district provide community benefits that enhance the City’s community character.
The project would provide the following community benefits in accordance with Chapter
9.23:
1.

Affordable Housing
Pursuant to SMMC Section 9.23.030(A)(1)(a), the project shall incorporate at least
50 percent more affordable housing units than would be required pursuant Section
SMMC Section 9.64.050 (Affordable Housing Production Program (AHPP) – Onsite Option). The applicant is proposing on-site residential units affordable to 30
percent income households. As a result, a minimum of 7.5 percent of the total units
of a residential project shall be provided at this income level. As such, the applicant
is proposing eight residential units at the 30 percent income level of affordability,
which equals 7.6 percent of the total project.
The proposed eight residential units affordable to 30 percent income households
(7.6 percent of the total 105 units) to be provided on-site are as follows:
 Two studio units
 Three one-bedroom units
 Three three-bedroom units

2.

Unit Mix
Pursuant to SMMC 9.23.030, projects shall incorporate the following unit mix
requirements:
 Market rate units:
o Minimum 15% 3-bedroom units
o Minimum 20% 2-bedroom units
o Maximum 15% studios
o Average number of bedrooms for market rate units combined shall
be 1.2 or greater.


Affordable housing units:
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o The average number of bedrooms for all of the affordable housing
units shall be equal to or greater than the average number of
bedrooms provided for all of the market rate units.
Table 8 below shows the residential unit mix and average number of bedrooms,
as they relate to the community benefits requirements for the proposed project.
Unit Type
Studio
1-BR
2-BR
3-BR
TOTAL

Number of Units
Percentage
15
15.5
47
48.4
20
20.6
15
15.5
97
100
Average Number of Bedrooms
Table 8: Market Rate Unit Mix
Unit Type
Studio
1-BR
3-BR
TOTAL

Percentage of
Affordable Units
25%
37.5%
37.5%
100%
Average Number of Bedrooms

Number of bedrooms
0
47
40
45
132
1.36

Number of Units

Number of bedrooms

2
3
3
8

0
3
9
12
1.50

Table 9: Affordable Unit Mix

As proposed, the proposed project meets the unit mix requirements, as established
in SMMC Section 9.23.030(A)(2)(a). Additionally, the average number of
bedrooms for the market rate units is 1.36 and meets the minimum 1.2 required.
The 1.50 average number of bedrooms for all affordable units combined is greater
than the average number of bedrooms for all of the market rate units as required
by subsection (b) of the same section.
3.
4.

Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Program
Non-residential and mixed-use projects shall pay a housing mitigation fee 14
percent above the base Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee as required
by SMMC Chapter 9.68, for that portion of the commercial floor area above the
maximum Tier 1 floor area. Additionally, the ordinance establishing the fee allows
for a credit in the calculation of the Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee
for the amount of square footage demolished in an existing building. The
demolished office and retail floor area of 30,268 square feet associated with the
existing buildings is greater than the 10,639 square feet of retail floor area to be
developed; therefore, the applicant fee credit is greater than the assessed fee
amount. The estimated fee is $0.Transportation Impact Fee Program
Non-residential and mixed-use projects shall pay a Transportation Impact Fee
(TIF) 14 percent above the base TIF, as required by SMMC Chapter 9.66, for that
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portion of the floor area above the maximum Tier 1 floor area. Additionally, the
ordinance establishing the fee allows for a credit in the calculation of the TIF for
the amount of square footage demolished in an existing building. Based on the
project’s total floor area, 105 residential units, and the credit for the existing retail
and office floor area of 30,268 square feet to be demolished, the estimated fee is
$0, as the applicant fee credit is greater than the assessed fee amount.
5.

Parks and Recreation Development Impact Fee Program
All Tier 2 projects shall pay an additional Open Space Fee (OSF) 14 percent above
the base fee required by Chapter 9.67, Open Space Fee Program, for that portion
of the floor area above the maximum Tier 1 floor area. Additionally, the ordinance
establishing the fee allows for a credit in the calculation of the fee for the amount
of square footage demolished in an existing building. Based on the project’s total
floor area, 105 units, and the credit for the existing retail floor area of 30,268 square
feet to be demolished, the estimated fee is $505,980.48, which includes the
additional 14 percent of increment increase of this fee.

6.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan
All Tier 2 projects shall include the following Transportation Demand Management
measures in addition to those required by Chapter 9.53, Transportation Demand
Management:
1. For non-residential components of projects, provide the following:
a. A transportation allowance equivalent to at least 75% of the cost of a
monthly regional transit pass, in accordance with Section
9.53.130(B)(2)(b)(viii).
b. Bike valet, free of charge, during all automobile valet operating hours.
2. For residential components of projects, provide the following:
a. A transportation allowance equivalent to at least 75% of the cost of a
monthly regional transit pass, in accordance with Section
9.53.130(B)(2)(c)(iv).
The applicant submitted a preliminary TDM Plan that has been reviewed by the
City’s Mobility Division. Mobility’s review would continue through the plan check
process and additional adjustments may be required. In addition to the above, the
proposed TDM Plan includes the following program measures:
 AVR target of 2.2 for the commercial uses;
 A transportation information center/screen for the commercial and
residential uses located on-site;
 Free on-site shared bicycles for resident and guest use;
 Parking cash out for the commercial employees;
 Incentives for employees that live within ½-mile of workplace;
 Commuter matching services; and
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Assignment of a Project Transportation Coordinator responsible for the
implementation and monitoring of the TDM Plan.

The property owner shall ensure that compliance with the Developer TDM Plan is
included as a requirement in lease documents and any other agreements for occupancy
in the project in order to inform and commit project occupants to applicable measures of
the approved Developer TDM Plan. Additionally, annual surveys would be conducted to
determine vehicle trip behaviors and interest in information on ridesharing opportunities
(for commercial uses). The information collected shall be reported to the City’s
Transportation Demand Manager annually for review.
Vesting Tentative Tract Map
A Vesting Tentative Tract Map is proposed to subdivide the uses (retail, residential, and
subterranean parking) into five vertical airspace components of the project to allow
separate leasing and/or financing. The proposed subdivision of five airspace parcels is
required to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Land Use and Circulation
Element (LUCE), and subject to the regulations and standards as set forth in Article 9 of
the Municipal Code. Staff completed a review of the proposed mixed-use development
project for compliance with the Mixed Use Boulevard Low (MUBL) district standards of
the Land Use and Circulation Element and the MUBL zoning standards. A complete
code-compliance review will also occur when the application is submitted for plan check.
It is the applicant’s responsibility to ensure that the plans comply fully with all applicable
provisions of the Municipal Code. The project is subject to review by the Architectural
Review Board.
The project is located in the Mixed Use Boulevard Low land use designation in the LUCE
and achieves the purpose of the Mixed-Use Boulevard Low zoning district as an area that
will facilitate the transformation of Pico Boulevard into a vibrant, pedestrian-friendly realm,
and introduce local-serving uses. The project’s upper level residential units also fulfill the
goal of as the predominant use above the first floor. The proposed design of the units
will also meet the intent of the General Plan by not exceeding three (3) stories or 36 feet
in height. The subject property is flat and does not contain any fish or extensive wildlife
habitat. It is located within a neighborhood where the necessary public infrastructure and
improvements are currently in place, and developments of similar use, density, and
design are prevalent. Pedestrian access to the site is provided from Pico Boulevard and
Third Street. Vehicular access to the site is by means of adjacent rear alleys (Pico Place
and Main Court). The subject property is not constrained by any public use or access
easements. In general, the proposed airspace subdivision will not compromise the
public’s health and general welfare.
Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE) Consistency
The project is located in the Mixed Use Boulevard Low land use designation in the LUCE
along Pico Boulevard. The development parameters in the LUCE are implemented in the
Zoning Ordinance for Tier 2 projects. The proposed project complies with all of the
development standards outlined in the Zoning Ordinance.
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The LUCE provides a blueprint for development along the entire Pico Boulevard corridor.
In addition to describing implementation goals and policies for the corridor in its entirety,
it further details a specific strategic approach for the Lincoln Boulevard to Main Street
segment where it is envisioned to include mixed-use developments that engage the street
and increase community life along the street as it transitions from an auto-centric corridor.
Germane to this vision would be the specific policies (B18.1 to B18.12) that encourage
buildings that are appropriate in scale with the surrounding neighborhood and have
activated streetscapes that heighten the pedestrian experience along the sidewalk and
create sociability spaces.
The purpose of the MUBL District is to facilitate the transformation of certain areas from
general commercial, more auto-oriented development to vibrant, highly walkable
boulevards that support local-serving retail and a diversity of housing types that is
appropriately scaled to compliment adjacent residential development. Allowable ground
floor uses include local-serving retail uses, ground floor open spaces such as small parks
and plazas, service-oriented commercial uses, and some small-scale office uses.
Residential development for all income levels is the predominant use above the first floor
in certain locations.
The proposed project complies with these goals and policies in that the mixed-use
building is designed with an inviting and activated ground floor, includes a variety of
housing unit types and affordability, and is formed in a manner that is sensitive to the
context of the adjacent properties.
Housing Accountability Act
The Housing Accountability Act (Government Code section 65589.5) ("the HAA") is a
state law that restricts the City's ability to deny, reduce the density of, or make infeasible
any housing development project that complies with objective general plan, zoning, and
subdivision standards and criteria (collectively, "Objective Standards"), in effect at the
time that the housing development's application is determined to be complete. The HAA
has been effect since 1982 and has undergone several amendments to further reinforce
the state legislature's intent to increase the supply of residential housing stock. The most
recent amendments went into effect on January 1, 2018.
In essence, the HAA precludes the Planning Commission from denying or imposing any
conditions upon any housing project (including residential units only or mixed-use projects
with at least two-thirds of square footage designated for residential use) unless specific
findings are made.
If after consideration of all written and oral evidence presented to the Planning
Commission at the public hearing on Development Review Permit 18ENT-0005 and
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 18ENT-0084, the Planning Commission desires to either
disapprove or impose a condition that the Project be developed at a lower density or with
any other conditions that would adversely impact feasibility of the proposed project, the
Planning Commission must:
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1) Articulate the factual basis for making the following findings, as required by the
HAA, based upon the oral or written evidence presented at the public hearing:
A. “The housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact
upon the public health or safety unless the project is disapproved or
approved upon the condition that the project be developed at a lower
density. As used in this paragraph, a “specific, adverse impact” means a
significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective,
identified written public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as
they existed on the date the application was deemed complete.
B. There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse
impact identified, other than the disapproval of the housing development
project or the approval of the project upon the condition that it be developed
at a lower density.”
2) Direct staff to revise the STOA with the above referenced written findings and
factual basis in support thereof before disapproving or conditioning approval of the
Project.
The HAA does not preclude the Commission from exercising its discretion and imposing
design conditions as part of its review. However, any such conditions cannot have the
effect of reducing the number of residential units and/or the residential density of this
mixed-use project.
Environmental Status
The proposed three-story mixed-use building is exempt from the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 21155.1 of the CEQA
Guidelines, which exempts a special class of Transit Priority Project (TPP) determined to
be a Sustainable Communities Project (SCP) by the local jurisdiction.
The existing building and site improvements at 216 Pico Boulevard are not listed on the
City’s Historic Resources Inventory. The Landmarks Commission reviewed a demolition
permit for this portion of the subject property on March 12, 2018 and took no action. The
234 Pico Boulevard property is listed on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory as a 5S3.
However, on September 9, 2013, the Landmarks Commission denied the designation of
the commercial building (Bay Shore Lanes) as a City Landmark as it determined that the
building on the subject property does not meet the criteria of the Landmarks Ordinance.


With respect to Criteria #1, the City determined that the building does not
exemplify, symbolize, or manifest elements of the cultural, social, economic,
political or architectural history of the City because it is not associated with
important aspects of the City’s history of recreational tourism.. While bowling may
be enjoyed by many within the community, historically, the City is not renowned
for having a strong association with the sport. Bowling has much stronger ties with
communities in the Midwest such as Milwaukee, St. Louis or Cleveland, each of
whom describe themselves as the Bowling Capital of the US. If it were determined
that bowling is a representative example of the City’s emerging recreational
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patterns from the City’s history, the City’s inventory of Landmarks already includes
a designated resource with a 30 year association with the sport; the Llo Da Mar
Building at 501 Wilshire Boulevard. This resource was first developed two years in
advance of the subject building, and appears to be the City’s first bowling alley.


With respect to Criteria #2, the building does not have aesthetic or artistic interest
or value, or other noteworthy interest or value. In contrast to bowling alleys of the
same period, the architecture of the subject building, exclusive of its signature
pylon identification sign, does not express itself as bowling facility with a prominent
entry and flamboyant, stylized design. Rather it reads as a non-descript building of
the mid-20th century that is generally utilitarian in style with minimal surface
decoration.



Pertaining to Criteria #3, the property was developed as a joint venture that
included Louis Lesser, a prominent real estate developer, who was responsible for
development of a number of bowling alleys in greater Los Angeles. Although his
contributions are notable, the City determined his influence on the City of Santa
Monica is limited. Records indicate that his only contributions were two bowling
alleys in the late 1950s; the subject property and the former Samoa Lanes at 501
Wilshire Boulevard. Based on these limited contributions, and the fact that no
important events related to bowling or otherwise occurred at the subject building,
the property is not eligible for designation for identification with historic personages
or with important events in local, state, or national history.



Concerning Criteria #4, The City determined that the building does not embody
distinguishing architectural characteristics. It appears to be a non-descript box
constructed of common materials and unremarkable decoration and detail. The
most distinctive feature of its design, the steel canopy over the side entry, has been
altered with its most distinguishing feature, the period lighting fixture that hung
above the entry, previously removed. Thus the integrity of this feature is
significantly diminished.



With respect to Criteria #5, the property was designed by the architectural firm of
William L. Rudolph & Associates. Though William L. Rudolph and his firm William
L. Rudolph & Associates were prolific designers current research does not suggest
that Rudolph’s architectural reputation, either regionally or locally, attained a level
such that he would be considered a notable member of his profession.



Lastly, pertaining to Criteria #6, City determined that the subject property does
not have a unique location, a singular physical characteristic, or is an established
and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, community or the City.

In summary, the Landmarks Commission determined that the building is not
architecturally or historically significant, with one Commissioner noting that the building
has been compromised. Instead, the Commission designated the existing Googie-style
freestanding “BOWL” ground sign as a City Landmark based on its expression of the
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aesthetic ideal of the style and as a well-recognized and visually prominent feature in the
community.
Furthermore, the Landmarks Commission recently reviewed a demolition permit for this
property on April 9, 2018 and took no action at this time. The project would preserve and
incorporate the Landmark sign into the design concept. Based on the whole of the record,
the building is not a historic resource. As such, the project will not have a significant direct
or indirect impact on historic resources.
As provided in Attachment C, the proposed project meets all of the following requirements
set forth in Section 21155.1 as a Sustainable Communities Project:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

The project is consistent with the general land use designation, density, building,
intensity, and policies in the Southern California Association of Governments’
adopted Sustainable Communities Strategy.
The project is at least 50 percent residential use based on area and greater than
0.75 FAR.
The project is at least 20 units/acre.
The project is located within ½ mile of a major transit stop or high quality transit
corridor included in SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan.
The project can be adequately served by existing utilities and the project applicant
will pay in-lieu or development fees.
The project will not impact wetlands or other biological species.
The project site is not located on a list of hazardous waste sites compiled pursuant
to Section 65962.25 of Government Code.
The project site has been subject to a preliminary endangerment assessment to
determine the existence of any release of hazardous substance on the site and to
determine the potential for exposure to significant health hazards.
The project will not have an impact on historical resources.
The project site is not subject to wildland fire hazards, high fire risk or explosion,
risk of a public health exposure, seismic risk, or landslide or flood hazard.
The project site is not located on developed open space.
The project is 15 percent more efficient than Title 24 standards and using 25
percent less water than the regional average household.
The project site is less than 8 acres.
The project is less than 200 units.
The project will not result in any net loss in the number of affordable housing units.
The project does not include any single level building exceeding 75,000 sf.
The project will incorporate any applicable mitigation measure or performance
standards adopted in the prior LUCE EIR.
The project would not conflict with nearby operating industrial uses, as the
operations of existing industrial uses nearby will not be impacted.
The project site is located within ½ mile of a rail station included in the RTP or
within ¼ mile of a High Quality Transit Corridor included in the RTP.
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20.

The project meets the requirement that at least five percent of the housing will be
available to very-low-income households for at least 55 years.

Therefore, based on the above, the proposed project is considered a Sustainable
Communities Project that is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 21155.1.
Community Meeting and Public Input
The applicant presented the proposed project to adjacent residents and property owners
at a community meeting held on September 13, 2018 at the Le Meridien Delfina Hotel.
The community meeting was attended by approximately 20 residents of the local
neighborhood. Most in attendance expressed general support for the project and were
appreciative of it being an improvement over the current condition of the subject property.
However, there concerns were expressed regarding the use of the adjacent alleys (Pico
Place and Main Court alleys) to access the subterranean garages and the potential
volume of traffic that the project would generate on the service alleys. Some attendees
thought that the project and the existing neighborhood would be better served if the
parking garages took access from Third Street. In addition, concerns were also
expressed from adjacent neighbors about privacy issues and the negative impacts that
may be experienced with the siting of one of the refuse and recycling rooms on Pico Place
alley.
The applicant team was responsive to the concerns raised by the neighbors as follows:
 Concerning the privacy issue, the design has been revised and includes vertical
green screen elements on portions of the south facing elevation, and the design of
the balcony rails will be more opaque in their materiality. These gestures will
screen residential activity, further protecting the privacy of adjacent neighbors and
future residents of the project as well.
 As previously described, the applicant team rethought one of the proposed refuse
and recycling room locations and developed an alternative plan for on-site
disposal, storage, and staging of waste. This mutually agreeable solution removes
a trash room from Pico Place and places it at the subterranean level.
 Concerning the subterranean garage access issue, the applicant team and staff
met to consider a redesign where the main vehicular access point for the project
would be Third Street. Although the applicant was willing to revise the design
accordingly, staff was not supportive of this change. The City’s long-standing policy
of utilizing service alleys to provide parking areas prioritizes the primary frontages
of a project for pedestrian orientation by minimizing curb cuts and reducing
potential conflict points with vehicular circulation. SMMC Section 9.28.120(B)(3)
requires that access to parking areas shall be from alleys. Curb cuts are prohibited
unless specific criteria are present including lack of an adjacent alley of at least 15
feet and the Director determines that a curb cut is appropriate due to traffic,
circulation, or safety concerns. Third Street has also been identified on the adopted
Bicycle Action Plan as an important bicycle corridor and infrastructure
improvements to accommodate bicycle facilities along the corridor have been
identified. As a result, it is crucial to preserve space along the project’s frontage
on Third Street to to minimize future bicycle/automobile conflicts. Aesthetically,
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the project design deliberately orients the residential units to address the public
realm of Third Street. In doing so, the project is better integrated into the existing
fabric of the neighborhood. The addition of a driveway on this public street, in
addition to the existing service alley, would have the effect of isolating the project
from the remainder of the neighborhood.
Alternative Actions
In addition to the recommended action, the Planning Commission could consider the
following with respect to the project if supported by the evidentiary record and consistent
with applicable legal requirements:
1. Continue the project for specific reasons, consistent with applicable deadlines and
with agreement from the applicant
2. Articulate revised findings and/or conditions to deny, with or without prejudice, the
subject applications
Conclusion
The applicant requests approval of a Development Review Permit to construct a Tier 2,
36-foot-tall, three-story, mixed-use building with 105 units and 10,639 square-feet of
ground floor commercial space and a Vesting Tentative Tract Map to create a five-unit
vertical air-space subdivision. The project includes 229 vehicle parking spaces in a twolevel subterranean parking garage as well as 185 bicycle parking spaces (20 short-term,
165 long-term) throughout the project site. The Tier 2 project would provide the standard
community benefits outlined in the Municipal Code including a minimum unit mix, a
minimum average number of bedrooms, 50% more affordable housing than required by
the AHPP, enhanced development impact fees, and a TDM plan. Staff recommends
approval of the proposed project.
Prepared by:

Scott Albright, Senior Planner
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CEQA Exemption Checklist and Documentation
Public Notification & Comment Material
Project Plans
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ATTACHMENT A
GENERAL PLAN AND MUNICIPAL CODE COMPLIANCE WORKSHEET

Project Location and Permit Processing Time Limits
Project Address:
Application Filing Date:
Deemed Complete:
CEQA Deadline:
PSA Deadline:
Total Process Review
Time (Days):

216-234 Pico Boulevard
January 11, 2018
April 10, 2018
May 9, 2018
October 18, 2018
December 19, 2018
20 days

General Plan and Municipal Code Compliance Worksheet
CATEGORY

LAND
USE
ELEMENT

PROJECT

MUNICIPAL CODE

Mixed-Use Commercial
and Residential

Permitted Use

Mixed Use
Boulevard
Low

Multi-Unit Structures
Commercial/Retail
SMMC Table 9.11.020

Maximum FAR – Tier 2

N/A

1.75 with Community Benefits
SMMC Table 9.14.030

1.75

No limit to stories/36’
SMMC Table 9.14.030

3 stories / 36’

Maximum Building
Height Tier 2 w/ 100%
residential above
ground floor
(Stories/Feet)
Parking

N/A

Market Rate
Studio: 1/unit (15 units)
1 BR: 1.5/unit (47 units)
2 BR: 2/unit (20 units)
3 BR: 2/unit (15 units)

Market Rate Parking:
155.5 spaces

Visitor Parking
1 space/5 units

Visitor Parking:
21 spaces

Affordable Housing
Studio: 0.5/unit (2 units)
1 BR: 0.75/unit (3 units)
3 BR: 1/unit (3 units)

Affordable Housing:
6.25 Spaces
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Active Commercial
Design

Commercial Retail
7,459 SF / 300

Commercial Parking:
24.14

Commercial (Restaurant and
Outdoor Dining)
4,395 SF/200

Restaurant/Outdoor
Dining
21.98

Total = 228.87 (229)

Total Parking:
229 spaces

Ground Floor (Floor-to-Floor)
Height of 11 to 16 feet

12 feet provided along
Pico Boulevard.

Loft spaces built within this area
shall not exceed 30 percent of
the total floor area of the space
consistent with the definition of
mezzanine

No loft spaces proposed.

A minimum of 70 percent of the
façade facing a commercial
street shall be transparent and
include windows, doors, and
other openings between 2.5 and
8 feet above finished grade.
A minimum of one pedestrian
entrance facing the commercial
street
SMMC Section 9.11.030(A)
Active Use
Requirement

The ground-floor street frontage
of buildings on commercial
boulevards shall accommodate
commercial uses and activities,
subject to the following:
A minimum average depth of 40
feet, but no less than 25 feet, for
a minimum of 60 percent of the
ground-floor frontage, to the
maximum extent feasible

Complies

Complies

Commercial retail and
café space provided
along the entire length of
building fronting on Pico
Boulevard.

Complies. Dimensions on
plans.

The following uses and use
categories are prohibited within
these active use areas:
i.
Residential; and
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ii. Offices, with the following
exceptions:
(1) Creative Offices or Offices
with Walk-In Clientele; and
(2) Offices within a structure
that was designed, approved,
and continuously used with
office at the ground level, facing
the street
SMMC Section 9.11.030(A)(2)
Pedestrian-Oriented
Design

Articulated façades at the
ground floor street frontage,
which may include, but not
necessarily require, such
measures as indentation in
plane, change of materials in a
complimentary manner,
sensitive composition and
juxtaposition of openings and
solid wall and/or building frame
and projecting elements such as
awnings and marquees to
provide shade and shelter;

Complies. Further
discussion on design will
be considered at the
Architectural Review
Board hearing.

Exterior lighting which provides
for a secure nighttime
pedestrian environment by
reinforcing entrances, public
sidewalks and open areas with a
safe level of illumination which
avoids off-site glare
Pedestrian-oriented design
elements may also include
street furniture or other seating
surfaces on private property and
design amenities scaled to the
pedestrian such as awnings,
drinking fountains, paseos,
arcades, colonnades, plazas,
noncommercial community
bulletin boards, public or private
art and alternative paving
materials in areas of pedestrian
access
SMMC 9.11.030
Build-to-line,
Nonresidential Uses

Buildings with nonresidential
uses on the ground floor and not
facing a residential district shall
be constructed no farther than
10 feet from the street facing
property line for 70 percent of
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linear street frontage. This
requirement may be waived or
modified subject to a
discretionary approval upon
finding that:
1. An alternative configuration
can be approved based on the
findings in Chapter 9.43,
Modifications and Waivers, and
the objectives of the Design
Guidelines; and
2. Entry courtyards, plazas,
small parks, entries, outdoor
eating and display areas, or
other uncovered areas designed
and accessible for public use
are located between the build-to
line and building, provided that
the buildings are built to the
edge of the courtyard, plaza,
small park, or dining area; and
3. The building incorporates
an alternative entrance design
that creates a pedestrianoriented entry feature facing the
street
SMMC 9.11.030
Parking Access

Alley
access is
encouraged
when alley
exists.

Alley access is required when
alley exists, with exceptions per
Sec. 9.28.120(B).

Minimum Upper Story
Stepbacks – Required
Above Maximum First
Story Street Wall
Height

N/A

Street-facing facades:
5’

Daylight Plane Adjacent to
Residential District:
Buildings shall not extend above
a plane starting at 25 feet in
height directly above the parcel
line abutting any residentiallyzoned parcel, or where there is
an alley, the centerline of the
alley, and from that point,
extending in at a 45-degree
angle from vertical toward the
interior of the site. The 25-foot
height measurement shall be
taken from the same reference
28

Two outdoor gathering
space/seating areas
provided along Pico
Boulevard.

Access from Main Court
(service alley).

5’ provided.

Complies.
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grade as determined for the
subject site pursuant to Section
9.04.050.
Figure 9.14.030
Standards for
Residential Uses

Minimum Outdoor Living Area
(SF/Unit) – sites with three or
more units: 100 SF/Unit =
4,300 SF

Complies.

Minimum Amount Provided as
Private Outdoor Living Area
(SF/unit): 60 SF/ Unit
SMMC 9.14.030
Electrical Vehicle
Charging Stations

EV charging stations are
required in new development
projects required to provide at
least 25 parking spaces

6 spaces provided.

Projects with 50-99 parking
spaces shall provide:
2 charging stations, plus one for
each additional 50 parking
spaces
SMMC Section 9.28
Carpool/
Vanpool Parking

N/A

All commercial uses where there
are more than 50 parking
spaces on the site shall provide
permanently-designated car and
vanpool parking:
0-49 required parking space do
not require ride share spaces
SMMC Section 9.28

Loading Spaces

N/A

Mixed-Use Projects shall
provide the required loading
spaces for the use that requires
the greater number of loading
spaces. If the number of
required loading spaces for the
residential and commercial uses
is equal, the loading space with
the greater dimensional
requirements shall be required
SMMC Section 9.28

Trash Area

N/A

Trash enclosure with minimum
5'- 8' solid wall and gate is
required
SMMC Section 9.21.130

Not required. Less than
50 commercial spaces.

Provided. Accessible
from Main Court (service
alley).

Two trash rooms
provided. One on the
ground floor level and the
other on the second level
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of the subterranean
garage.
Mechanical Equipment
Screening

N/A

Inclusionary Units/Fees

N/A

Park and Recreation
Development Impact
Fee

Mechanical equipment
extending more than 12" above
roof parapet shall be fully
screened from a horizontal
plane

Screened in elevations
and indicated on roof
plan.

Must provide eight deed
restricted units affordable to
50% income households.

8 units affordable to 30%
income households
provided on-site.

Compliance with 9.23 of
increased 14% Community
Benefits fees

$505,980.48

Private Developer
Cultural Arts
Requirement

$194,912.00

Child Care Linkage
Requirements

$70,876.00

Affordable Housing
Commercial Linkage
Fee

$0

Transportation Impact
Fee

$0
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ATTACHMENT B
DRAFT STATEMENT OF OFFICIAL ACTION
City of Santa Monica
City Planning Division

PLANNING COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF OFFICIAL ACTION
PROJECT INFORMATION
CASE NUMBER:

Development Review Permit 18ENT-0005
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 18ENT-0184

LOCATION:

216-234 Pico Boulevard

APPLICANT:

GRT Portfolio Properties

PROPERTY OWNER:

Patrick Tooley

CASE PLANNER:

Scott Albright, Senior Planner

REQUEST:

Development Review Permit and Vesting Tentative
Tract Map to allow a new three-story, 36-foot high,
97,456 square-foot, mixed-use building with 105
residential units and approximately 10,639 square feet
of ground floor commercial space, and a two-level
subterranean
parking
garage
designed
to
accommodate 229 automobiles and 185 bicycles.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING:

Eight 30% income units (two studio units, three onebedroom, and three three-bedroom) deed-restricted
affordable units located on-site.

CEQA STATUS:

The proposed three-story mixed-use building is exempt
from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 21155.1 of the
CEQA Guidelines, which exempts a special class of
Transit Priority Project (TPP) determined to be a
Sustainable Communities Project (SCP) by the local
jurisdiction.
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
November 7, 2018
X

Determination Date
Approved based on the following findings and subject to the
conditions below.
Denied.
Other:

EFFECTIVE DATES OF ACTIONS IF
NOT APPEALED:
EXPIRATION DATE OF ANY PERMITS
GRANTED:
LENGTH OF ANY POSSIBLE
EXTENSION OF EXPIRATION DATES:
*

November 22, 2018
May 22, 2022
12 months

Any request for an extension of the expiration date must be received in the City
Planning Division prior to expiration of this permit.

Each and all of the findings and determinations are based on the competent and
substantial evidence, both oral and written, contained in the entire record relating to the
Project. All summaries of information contained herein or in the findings are based on
the substantial evidence in the record. The absence of any particular fact from any such
summary is not an indication that a particular finding is not based in part on that fact.
FINDINGS
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PERMIT FINDINGS
A.

The physical location, size, massing, and placement of proposed structures on
the site and the location of proposed uses within the project are compatible with
and relate harmoniously to surrounding sites and neighborhoods, in that the
proposed project includes a mixed-use commercial and residential building that
complies with the Mixed Use Boulevard Low zoning district development
standards. The proposed commercial and residential land uses relate
harmoniously to the existing commercial land uses on Pico Boulevard. The
building will be intermittently setback from the front property line along Pico
Boulevard resulting in a larger pedestrian pockets and gathering spaces
adjacent to the commercial space. The commercial and restaurant tenant
spaces have minimum depths of between 25 and 40 feet and a ground floor-tofloor height of 12’. Primary building entry points and secondary entries to a
residential elevator are oriented towards Pico Boulevard, and the widened
sidewalk area provides opportunities for outdoor dining and an enlarged
pedestrian realm. The project is designed in a manner that is sensitive to its
adjacent properties with its setbacks, daylight plane stepback, and articulated
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building form.
B.

The rights-of-way can accommodate autos and pedestrians, including parking
and access, in that the project will contain a maximum of 229 parking spaces in
a two- level subterranean garage with vehicle access from Main Court alley.
Furthermore, the project includes pedestrian entrances to the residential units
from the primary lobby and commercial tenant spaces from Pico Boulevard.
Short-term bicycle spaces are conveniently located in the rear of the primary
gathering area providing convenient access to the commercial development.
Long term bike storage is provided on the first parking level below.

C.

The health and safety services (police, fire, etc.) and public infrastructure (e.g.
utilities) are sufficient to accommodate the new development, in that the proposed
development is located in and urbanized area that is already adequately served
by existing City infrastructure. No new safety services or public infrastructure will
be required for this project.

D.

The project is generally consistent with the Municipal Code and General Plan in
that the proposed project complies with all the land use and development
standards of the Mixed Use Boulevard Low (MUBL) district in the Municipal Code
including a height of 36 feet and a floor area ratio of 1.75 for Tier 2 projects. The
LUCE provides a blueprint for development along the entire Pico Boulevard
corridor. In addition to describing implementation goals and policies for the
corridor in its entirety, it further details a specific strategic approach for the Lincoln
Boulevard to Main Street segment where it is envisioned to include mixed-use
developments that engage the street and increase community life along the street
as it transitions from an auto-centric corridor. Germane to this vision would be
the specific policies (B18.1 to B18.12) that encourage buildings that are
appropriate in scale with the surrounding neighborhood and have activated
streetscapes that heighten the pedestrian experience along the sidewalk and
create sociability spaces.
The purpose of the MUBL zoning district is to facilitate the transformation of
certain areas from general commercial, more auto-oriented development to
vibrant, highly walkable boulevards that support local-serving retail and a diversity
of housing types that is appropriately scaled to compliment adjacent residential
development. Allowable ground floor uses include local-serving retail uses,
ground floor open spaces such as small parks and plazas, service-oriented
commercial uses, and some small-scale office uses. Residential development for
all income levels is the predominant use above the first floor in certain locations.

E.

Based on the environmental review, the proposed project has no potentially
significant environmental impacts in that the proposed three-story mixed-use
building is exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) pursuant to Section 21155.1 of the CEQA Guidelines which exempts a
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special class of Transit Priority Project (TPP) determined to be a Sustainable
Communities Project (SCP). As provided in the CEQA exemption report, dated
October 18, 2018, and attached to the staff report as Attachment C, the proposed
project meets all of the following requirements set forth in Section 21155.1 as a
The existing building and site improvements at 216 Pico Boulevard are not listed
on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory. The Landmarks Commission
reviewed a demolition permit for this portion of the subject property on March 12,
2018 and took no action. The 234 Pico Boulevard property is listed on the City’s
Historic Resources Inventory as a 5S3. However, on September 9, 2013, the
Landmarks Commission denied the designation of the commercial building (Bay
Shore Lanes) as a City Landmark as it determined that the building on the subject
property does not meet the criteria of the Landmarks Ordinance.


With respect to Criteria #1, the City determined that the building does not
exemplify, symbolize, or manifest elements of the cultural, social, economic,
political or architectural history of the City because it is not associated with
important aspects of the City’s history of recreational tourism.. While bowling may
be enjoyed by many within the community, historically, the City is not renowned
for having a strong association with the sport. Bowling has much stronger ties with
communities in the Midwest such as Milwaukee, St. Louis or Cleveland, each of
whom describe themselves as the Bowling Capital of the US. If it were determined
that bowling is a representative example of the City’s emerging recreational
patterns from the City’s history, the City’s inventory of Landmarks already includes
a designated resource with a 30 year association with the sport; the Llo Da Mar
Building at 501 Wilshire Boulevard. This resource was first developed two years in
advance of the subject building, and appears to be the City’s first bowling alley.



With respect to Criteria #2, the building not have aesthetic or artistic interest or
value, or other noteworthy interest or value. In contrast to bowling alleys of the
same period, the architecture of the subject building, exclusive of its signature
pylon identification sign, does not express itself as bowling facility with a prominent
entry and flamboyant, stylized design. Rather it reads as a non-descript building of
the mid-20th century that is generally utilitarian in style with minimal surface
decoration.



Pertaining to Criteria #3, the property was developed as a joint venture that
included Louis Lesser, a prominent real estate developer, who was responsible for
development of a number of bowling alleys in greater Los Angeles. Although his
contributions are notable, the City determined his influence on the City of Santa
Monica is limited. Records indicate that his only contributions were two bowling
alleys in the late 1950s; the subject property and the former Samoa Lanes at 501
Wilshire Boulevard. Based on these limited contributions, and the fact that no
important events related to bowling or otherwise occurred at the subject building,
the property is not eligible for designation for identification with historic personages
or with important events in local, state, or national history.
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Concerning Criteria #4, The City determined that the building does not embody
distinguishing architectural characteristics. It appears to be a non-descript box
constructed of common materials and unremarkable decoration and detail. The
most distinctive feature of its design, the steel canopy over the side entry, has been
altered with its most distinguishing feature, the period lighting fixture that hung
above the entry, previously removed. Thus the integrity of this feature is
significantly diminished.



With respect to Criteria #5, the property was designed by the architectural firm of
William L. Rudolph & Associates. Though William L. Rudolph and his firm William
L. Rudolph & Associates were prolific designers current research does not suggest
that Rudolph’s architectural reputation, either regionally or locally, attained a level
such that he would be considered a notable member of his profession.



Lastly, pertaining to Criteria #6, City determined that the subject property does
not have a unique location, a singular physical characteristic, or is an established
and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, community or the City.

In summary, the Landmarks Commission determined that the building is not
architecturally or historically significant, with one Commissioner noting that the building
has been compromised. Instead, the Commission designated the existing Googie-style
freestanding “BOWL” ground sign as a City Landmark based on its expression of the
aesthetic ideal of the style and as a well-recognized and visually prominent feature in the
community.
Furthermore, the Landmarks Commission recently reviewed a demolition permit for this
property on April 9, 2018 and took no action at this time. The project would preserve and
incorporate the Landmark sign into the design concept. Based on the whole of the record,
the building is not a historic resource. As such, the project will not have a significant direct
or indirect impact on historic resources.
As provided in Attachment C, the proposed project meets all of the following requirements
set forth in Section 21155.1 as a Sustainable Communities Project:
1. The project is consistent with the general land use designation, density, building,
intensity, and policies in the Southern California Association of Governments’
adopted Sustainable Communities Strategy.
2. The project is at least 50 percent residential use based on area and greater than
0.75 FAR.
3. The project is at least 20 units/acre.
4. The project is located within ½ mile of a major transit stop or high quality transit
corridor included in SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan.
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5. The project can be adequately served by existing utilities and the project applicant
will pay in-lieu or development fees.
6. The project will not impact wetlands or other biological species.
7. The project site is not located on a list of hazardous waste sites compiled pursuant
to Section 65962.25 of Government Code.
8. The project site has been subject to a preliminary endangerment assessment to
determine the existence of any release of hazardous substance on the site and to
determine the potential for exposure to significant health hazards.
9. The project will not have an impact on historical resources.
10. The project site is not subject to wildland fire hazards, high fire risk or explosion,
risk of a public health exposure, seismic risk, or landslide or flood hazard.
11. The project site is not located on developed open space.
12. The project is 15 percent more efficient than Title 24 standards and using 25
percent less water than the regional average household.
13. The project site is less than 8 acres.
14. The project is less than 200 units.
15. The project will not result in any net loss in the number of affordable housing units.
16. The project does not include any single level building exceeding 75,000 sf.
17. The project will incorporate any applicable mitigation measure or performance
standards adopted in the prior LUCE EIR.
18. The project would not conflict with nearby operating industrial uses, as the
operations of existing industrial uses nearby will not be impacted.
19. The project site is located within ½ mile of a rail station included in the RTP or
within ¼ mile of a High Quality Transit Corridor included in the RTP.
20. The project meets the requirement that at least five percent of the housing will be
available to very-low-income households for at least 55 years.
Therefore, based on the above, the proposed project is considered a Sustainable
Communities Project that is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 21155.1.
F.

The project promotes the general welfare of the community in that it allows for the
redevelopment of existing, underutilized properties with a mixed-use project that
is compliant with the LUCE vision and purpose of the Mixed Use Boulevard Low
district. The proposed project provides 105 residential units and features space
for neighborhood serving ground-floor commercial uses. Further, the project
provides community benefits including eight residential units (7.6% of the project)
affordable to 30% income level households, a specified varying unit mix of at least
15% 3-BR units, at least 20% 2-BR units, and no more than 15% Studio units, an
average number of bedrooms for the market-rate units of at least 1.2, enhanced
development impact fees (i.e. Transportation Impact Fee, Parks & Recreation
Impact Fee) 14% above the base fee, and enhanced Transportation Demand
Management elements such as 75% transportation allowance and free bike valet
for the commercial uses if vehicle valet is provided.
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G.

The project has no unacceptable adverse effects on public health or safety in that
the project is a mixed-use project consisting of residential uses and is designed to
accommodate neighborhood-serving commercial uses. The commercial uses are
located along Pico Boulevard, which is a principal commercial corridor adjacent to
existing commercial uses. The project complies with all development standards in
the Zoning Ordinance, and conditions of approval for project operations ensure
that the project will not adversely affect public health or safety.

H.

The project provides Community Benefits consistent with Chapter 9.23 of the
Zoning Ordinance in that it provides 50% more affordable housing units than would
be required by the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program, a minimum unit
mix, a minimum average number of bedrooms, and enhanced development fees
14% above the base fee for the Transportation Impact Fee and Parks and
Recreation Impact Fee (i.e. Open Space). As a result, the project would provide
community benefits including eight residential units (7.6% of the project) affordable
to 30% income level households, a specified variable unit mix of at least 15% 3BR units, at least 20% 2-BR units, and no more than 15% Studio units, an average
number of bedrooms for the market-rate units of at least 1.2, enhanced
development impact fees (i.e. Transportation Impact Fee, Parks & Recreation
Impact Fee) 14% above the base fee, and an enhanced Transportation Demand
Management elements such as 75% transportation allowance and free bike valet
for the commercial uses if vehicle valet is provided.

TENTATIVE TRACT MAP FINDINGS
1.

The proposed map is consistent with applicable general and specific plans as
specified in Government Code Section 65451. Specifically, while the subject
property is not located in an area governed by a specific plan as specified in
Government Code Section 65451, compliance with the City’s General Plan is
required. For the purpose of subdividing the subject parcel, there are two pertinent
policies that must be evaluated with the map; those policies relate to building
height and unit density. As noted and shown on the subject map, the project
complies with applicable policies, including unit density and height standards for
the subject land use designation.

2.

The design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is consistent with
applicable general and specific plans. Specifically, while the subject property is not
located in an area governed by a specific plan, compliance with the City’s General
Plan is required. As noted and shown on the subject map, the proposed
improvements will not exceed land use designation limits to building height and
unit density.

3.

The site is physically suitable for the type of development. Specifically, the subject
parcel is a 55,689 square foot project site located within an urbanized area
adequately served by existing roadways (Pico Boulevard, Third Street, and two
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service alleys – Main Court and Pico Court) and infrastructure. The property is
physically able to accommodate the proposed development.
4.

The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development. Specifically,
the subject parcel is a standard-sized parcel located within an urbanized area
adequately served by existing roadways (Pico Boulevard, Third Street and two
service alleys) and infrastructure. Moreover, the type of development and unit
density is consistent with policies set forth in the City’s General Plan and other
improvements in the general vicinity.

5.

The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are not likely to cause
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or
wildlife or their habitat, in that the proposed subdivision is located in an urbanized
area that does not contain habitats or would otherwise injure fish and wildlife.

6.

The design of the subdivision or the type of improvement is not likely to cause
serious public health problems. The proposed subdivision is for a property located
in an urbanized area and is consistent with other similar improvements in the area.
As noted and shown on the map, the project complies with height and unit density
limitations set forth in the General Plan. The subdivision of the parcel does not
have the potential to disrupt the urban environment or otherwise cause serious
public health problems.

7.

The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict with
easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, property
within the proposed subdivision in that there are no public easements located
within the proposed subdivision line.

8.

The proposed subdivision is consistent with any ordinance or law of the City of
Santa Monica. Specifically, the project has demonstrated compliance with
applicable unit density and height limitations set forth in the underlying land use
designation. Moreover, as conditioned, the project must comply with all applicable
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, which will be comprehensively evaluated
during the City’s plan check review process, prior to issuance of a building permit.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Project Specific Conditions
1. The Architectural Review Board shall pay particular attention to the following:


The differentiation of each building cluster along Pico Boulevard.



Building design and articulation at the corners of the project along Pico Boulevard.
Building cluster A needs to be less institutional and repetitive in appearance and
rectilinear in shape.



The Third Street façade of building cluster B needs to be more bold.

2. The project shall comply with SMMC Sections 9.11.030(A-C) regulating the Active
Commercial Design, Active Use, Pedestrian-Oriented Design, and Build-to Line
design requirements for the ground floor street frontage of new buildings on
commercial boulevards.
3. The applicant shall record prior to final map approval a deed restriction or other
instrument in form acceptable to the City Attorney, which
a. Ensure that the air space lots have access to appropriate public rights-ofway by means of or more easements or other entitlements to use, in a form
satisfactory to the City Engineer; and
b. Restrict each lot so that minimum lot size, dimension and area
requirements, parking requirements, setback requirements, building density
limitations, building envelope limitations, yard requirements, landscaping
requirements, inclusionary housing requirements, Building Code and other
technical code requirements, and other standards affecting the
development of the property are determined for the air space lots as if all
lots in the air space subdivision were merged into the same lot.
4. Pursuant to SMMC Section 9.23.030(D) the project shall provide the following
community benefits:
a.

Affordable Housing: Pursuant to Santa Monica Municipal Code (SMMC)
Chapter 9.64, the project is subject to the City's Affordable Housing
Production Program which requires the proposed 105-unit housing project
to provide one of the following: 1) five percent of the total units of the project
for 30% income households, 2) ten percent of the total units of the project
39
Attachment B
Draft Statement of Official Action

for 50% income households, or 3) twenty percent of the total units of the
project for 80% income households.
Pursuant to SMMC Section
9.23.030(A)(1), the applicant is required to provide at least 50% more
affordable housing units than would be required pursuant to Section
9.64.050. The applicant has elected to provide five percent of the total units
of the project for 30% income households. Additionally, in a Tier 2 project,
the applicant will be providing a community benefit for 50% over the amount
required.
b.

Unit Mix: Pursuant to SMMC Section 9.23.030(A)(2), the project is required
to have a varied unit mix of at least 15% three-bedroom units, at least 20%
two-bedroom units, and more than 15% studio units with average number
of bedrooms greater than 1.2. The average number of bedrooms of the
affordable units shall be equal to or greater than the market rate units.

c.

Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee: Pursuant to SMMC Section
9.23.030(A)(3), no building permit shall be issued for the project until the
applicant pays an Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee of 14
percent above the base fee applicable at the time of issuance of the building
permit for that portion of the commercial floor area above the maximum Tier
1 floor area allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.

d.

Transportation Impact Fee: Pursuant to SMMC Section 9.23.030(B), no
building permit shall be issued for the project until the applicant pays a
Transportation Impact Fee of 14 percent above the base fee applicable at
the time of issuance of the building permit for that portion of the floor area
above the maximum Tier 1 floor area allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.

e.

Parks and Recreation Development Impact Fee: Pursuant to SMMC
Section 9.23.030(C), no building permit shall be issued for the project until
the applicant pays a Parks and Recreation Development Impact Fee of 14
percent above the base fee applicable at the time of issuance of the building
permit for that portion of the floor area above the maximum Tier 1 floor area
allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.

f.

Transportation Demand Management: The applicant shall include the TDM
measures required by SMMC Section 9.23.030(D) in the project’s TDM
Plan.

g.

Pursuant to SMMC Section 9.64.090, the Parks and Recreation
Development Impact Fee described in SMMC Chapter 9.67, the
Transportation Impact Fee described in SMMC Chapter 9.66, and the Child
Care Linkage Fee described in SMMC Chapter 9.65 shall be waived for
required affordable housing units. Prioritization of potential occupants of the
on-site affordable housing unit(s) shall be in accordance with the Affordable
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Housing Production Program Ordinance Guidelines. Developer hereby
acknowledges that in approving a Development Review Permit for the
Project, the City is waiving fees and modifying development standards
otherwise applicable to the Project such as increasing the Floor Area Ratio
and Building Height, reducing parking standards, and other property
development standards. In exchange for such forms of assistance from the
City, which constitute direct financial contributions to the Developer,
Developer will enter into a contract with the City prior to issuance of a
building permit which among other conditions will require Developer to
provide and maintain five units on site that are available to and occupied by
Thirty Percent Income Households at Affordable Rent, as defined by Santa
Monica Municipal Code Chapter 9.64. The Developer agrees and
acknowledges that this contract will provide forms of assistance to the
Developer within the meaning of Civil Code Section 1954.52(b) and Chapter
4.3 of the State Planning and Zoning Laws, Government Code Section
65915 et seq.
Administrative
5.

The Planning Commission’s approval, conditions of approval, or denial of
Development Review Permit No. 18ENT-0005 may be appealed to the City Council
if the appeal is filed with the Zoning Administrator within fourteen consecutive days
following the date of the Planning Commission’s determination in the manner
provided in Section 9.40.070. An appeal of the approval, conditions of approval, or
denial of a subdivision map must be filed with the City Clerk within ten consecutive
days following the date of Planning Commission determination in the manner
provided in Section 9.54.070(G). Any appeal must be made in the form required
by the Zoning Administrator. The approval of this permit shall expire if the rights
granted are not exercised within three and a half years (for projects in the Coastal
Zone) from the permit’s effective date. Exercise of rights shall mean issuance of
a building permit to commence construction.

6.

An appeal of the approval, conditions of approval, or denial of Vesting Tentative
Tract Map 18ENT-0084 must be filed with the City Clerk within 10 consecutive
days following the date of the Planning Commission determination in the manner
provided in Section 9.54.070(G). Any appeal must be made in the form required
by the Zoning Administrator.

7.

The tentative map shall expire 24 months after approval, except as provided in the
provisions of California Government Code Section 66452.6 and Subchapter
9.54.090 of the Santa Monica Municipal Code. During this time period the final
map shall be presented to the City of Santa Monica for approval. If the final map
is not presented to the City of Santa Monica within this time frame or any lawful
extension thereof, or if the tentative map approval is abandoned in writing by the
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subdivider or its successor in interest prior to this time frame or a lawful extensions
thereof, the tentative map shall expire.

8.

Within ten days of City Planning Division transmittal of the Statement of Official
Action, project applicant shall sign and return a copy of the Statement of Official
Action prepared by the City Planning Division, agreeing to the conditions of
approval and acknowledging that failure to comply with such conditions shall
constitute grounds for potential revocation of the permit approval. By signing
same, applicant shall not thereby waive any legal rights applicant may possess
regarding said conditions. The signed Statement shall be returned to the City
Planning Division. Failure to comply with this condition shall constitute grounds
for potential permit revocation.

9.

Within thirty (30) days after final approval of the project, a sign shall be posted on
site stating the date and nature of the approval. The sign shall be posted in
accordance with the Zoning Administrator guidelines and shall remain in place until
a building permit is issued for the project. The sign shall be removed promptly
when a building permit is issued for the project or upon expiration of the Design
Review Permit.

10.

In the event permittee violates or fails to comply with any conditions of approval of
this permit, no further permits, licenses, approvals or certificates of occupancy
shall be issued until such violation has been fully remedied.

Indemnity
11.

Applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its boards,
commissions, agents, officers, and employees (collectively, "City") from any
claims, actions, or proceedings (individually referenced as "Claim" and collectively
referenced as "Claims") against the City to attack, set aside, void, or annul, the
approval of this Development Review Permit concerning the Applicant's proposed
project, or any Claims brought against the City due to the acts or omissions in any
connected to the Applicant's project. City shall promptly notify the applicant of any
Claim and shall cooperate fully in the defense. Nothing contained in this paragraph
prohibits the City from participating in the defense of any Claims, if both of the
following occur:
(1) The City bears its own attorney's fees and costs.
(2) The City defends the action in good faith.
Applicant shall not be required to pay or perform any settlement unless the
settlement is approved by the Applicant.
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In the event any such action is commenced to attack, set aside, void or annul all,
or any, provisions of any approvals granted for the Project, or is commenced for
any other reason against the City for the act or omissions relating to the Applicant's
project, within fourteen (14) days following notice of such action from the City, the
Applicant shall file with the City a performance bond or irrevocable letter of credit,
or other form of security satisfactory to the City ("the Security") in a form
satisfactory to the City, and in the amount of $100,000 to ensure applicant's
performance of its defense, indemnity and hold harmless obligations to City. The
Security amount shall not limit the Applicant's obligations to the City hereunder.
The failure of the Applicant to provide the Security shall be deemed an express
acknowledgment and agreement by the Applicant that the City shall have the
authority and right, without consent of the Applicant, to revoke the approvals
granted hereunder.
Conformance with Approved Plans
12.

This approval is for those plans dated October 19, 2018, a copy of which shall be
maintained in the files of the City Planning Division. Project development shall be
consistent with such plans, except as otherwise specified in these conditions of
approval.

13.

Minor amendments to the plans shall be subject to approval by the Director of
Planning. A significant change in the approved concept shall be subject to
Planning Commission Review. Construction shall be in conformance with the
plans submitted or as modified by the Planning Commission, Architectural Review
Board, or Director of Planning.

14.

Project plans shall be subject to complete Code Compliance review when the
building plans are submitted for plan check and shall comply with all applicable
provisions of Article IX of the Municipal Code and all other pertinent ordinances
and General Plan policies of the City of Santa Monica prior to building permit
issuance.

Fees
15.

As required by California Government Code Section 66020, the project applicant
is hereby notified that the 90-day period has begun as of the date of the approval
of this application, in which the applicant may protest any fees, dedications,
reservations, or other exactions imposed by the City as part of the approval or as
a condition of approval of this development. The fees, dedications, reservations,
or other exactions are described in the approved plans, conditions of approval,
and/or adopted city fee schedule.
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16.

No building permit shall be issued for the project until the developer complies with
the requirements of Chapter 9.30 of the Santa Monica Municipal Code, Private
Developer Cultural Arts Requirement.

17.

No building permit shall be issued for the project until the developer complies with
the requirements of Chapter 9.65 of the Santa Monica Municipal Code, the Child
Care Linkage Program.

18.

No building permit shall be issued for the project until the developer complies with
the requirements of Chapter 9.66 of the Santa Monica Municipal Code, the
Transportation Impact Fee Program.

19.

No building permit shall be issued for the project until the developer complies with
the requirements of Chapter 9.53, the Transportation Demand Management Fee.

Cultural Resources
20.

If any archaeological remains are uncovered during excavation or construction,
work in the affected area shall be suspended and a recognized specialist shall be
contacted to conduct a survey of the affected area at project's owner's expense.
A determination shall then be made by the Director of Planning to determine the
significance of the survey findings and appropriate actions and requirements, if
any, to address such findings.

CC&Rs
21.

Prior to issuance of building permits, Condominium Association By-Laws (if
applicable) and a Declaration of CC&Rs shall be reviewed and approved by the
City Attorney. The CC&Rs shall contain a non-discrimination clause as presented
in SMMC Section 9.54.100(A) and such provisions as are required by SMMC
Sections 9.24.030(D-E).

Rent Control
22.

Pursuant to SMMC Section 4.24.030, prior to receipt of the final permit necessary
to demolish, convert, or otherwise remove a controlled rental units from the
housing market, the owner of the property shall first secure a removal permit under
Section 1803(t), an exemption determination, an approval of a vested rights claim
from the Rent Control Board, or have withdrawn the controlled rental units pursuant
to the provisions of the Ellis Act.
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Project Operations
23.

The operation shall at all times be conducted in a manner not detrimental to
surrounding properties or residents by reason of lights, noise, activities, parking or
other actions.

24.

No exterior activity such as trash disposal, disposal of bottles or noise generating
trash, deliveries or other maintenance activity generating noise audible from the
exterior of the building shall occur during the hours of 11:00pm to 7:00am daily. In
addition, there shall be no outdoor cleaning of the property with pressurized or
mechanical equipment during the hours of 9:00pm to 7:00am daily. Trash
containers shall be secured with locks.

Final Design
25.

Plans for final design, landscaping, screening, trash enclosures, and signage shall
be subject to review and approval by the Architectural Review Board.

26.

Landscaping plans shall comply with Subchapter 9.26.040 (Landscaping
Standards) of the Zoning Ordinance including use of water-conserving
landscaping materials, landscape maintenance and other standards contained in
the Subchapter.

27.

Refuse areas, storage areas and mechanical equipment shall be screened in
accordance with SMMC Sections 9.21.100, 9.21.130 and 9.21.140. Refuse areas
shall be of a size adequate to meet on-site need, including recycling. The
Architectural Review Board in its review shall pay particular attention to the
screening of such areas and equipment. Any rooftop mechanical equipment shall
be minimized in height and area, and shall be located in such a way as to minimize
noise and visual impacts to surrounding properties. Unless otherwise approved
by the Architectural Review Board, rooftop mechanical equipment shall be located
at least five feet from the edge of the roof. Except for solar hot water heaters, no
residential water heaters shall be located on the roof.

28.

No gas or electric meters shall be located within the required front or street side
yard setback areas. The Architectural Review Board in its review shall pay
particular attention to the location and screening of such meters.

29.

Prior to consideration of the project by the Architectural Review Board, the
applicant shall review disabled access requirements with the Building and Safety
Division and make any necessary changes in the project design to achieve
compliance with such requirements. The Architectural Review Board, in its review,
shall pay particular attention to the aesthetic, landscaping, and setback impacts of
any ramps or other features necessitated by accessibility requirements.
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30.

As appropriate, the Architectural Review Board shall require the use of anti-graffiti
materials on surfaces likely to attract graffiti.

Construction Plan Requirements
31.

During demolition, excavation, and construction, this project shall comply with
SCAQMD Rule 403 to minimize fugitive dust and associated particulate emission,
including but not limited to the following:













All material excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust. Watering shall occur at least
three times daily with complete coverage, preferably at the start of
the day, in the late morning, and after work is done for the day.
All grading, earth moving, or excavation activities shall cease during
periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 20 mph measured as
instantaneous wind gusts) so as to prevent excessive amounts of
dust.
All material transported on and off-site shall be securely covered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust.
Soils stockpiles shall be covered.
Onsite vehicle speeds shall be limited to 15 mph.
Wheel washers shall be installed where vehicles enter and exit the
construction site onto paved roads or wash off trucks and any
equipment leaving the site each trip.
An appointed construction relations officer shall act as a community
liaison concerning onsite construction activity including resolution of
issues related to PM10 generation.
Streets shall be swept at the end of the day using SCAQMD Rule
1186 certified street sweepers or roadway washing trucks if visible
soil is carried onto adjacent public paved roads (recommend water
sweepers with reclaimed water).
All active portions the construction site shall be sufficiently watered
three times a day to prevent excessive amounts of dust.

32.

Final building plans submitted for approval of a building permit shall include on the
plans a list of all permanent mechanical equipment to be placed indoors which may
be heard outdoors.

33.

Kitchen facilities including, but not limited to, restaurants, caterers, school
cafeterias, hotels, hospitals, and other commercial cooking facilities must conduct
operations in a manner which avoids causing grease blockages to the City sewer.
a. A grease interceptor must be installed for all projects with kitchen facilities
as described above unless a variance is granted through City of Santa
Monica Water Resources Protection. The minimum capacity of the

46
Attachment B
Draft Statement of Official Action

interceptor will be determined using Chapter 10 of the latest California
Plumbing Code. Contributory sources shall include wastewater from kitchen
area including pot sinks, pre-rinse sinks, dishwashers, floor drains, and mat
washing areas. Show the location of the grease interceptor on the plumbing
plans that clearly indicates what drain fixtures will connect to the interceptor.
b. All grease interceptors, regardless of size, shall be equipped with a
standard final-stage sample box.
Demolition Requirements
34.

35.

Until such time as the demolition is undertaken, and unless the structure is
currently in use, the existing structure shall be maintained and secured by boarding
up all openings, erecting a security fence, and removing all debris, bushes and
planting that inhibit the easy surveillance of the property to the satisfaction of the
Building and Safety Officer and the Fire Department. Any landscaping material
remaining shall be watered and maintained until demolition occurs.
Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, applicant shall prepare for Building and
Safety Division approval a rodent and pest control plan to insure that demolition
and construction activities at the site do not create pest control impacts on the
project neighborhood.

Construction Period
36.

Immediately after demolition and during construction, a security fence, the height
of which shall be the maximum permitted by the Zoning Ordinance, shall be
maintained around the perimeter of the lot. The lot shall be kept clear of all trash,
weeds, etc.

37.

Vehicles hauling dirt or other construction debris from the site shall cover any open
load with a tarpaulin or other secure covering to minimize dust emissions.
Immediately after commencing dirt removal from the site, the general contractor
shall provide the City of Santa Monica with written certification that all trucks
leaving the site are covered in accordance with this condition of approval.

38.

Developer shall prepare a notice, subject to the review by the Director of Planning
and Community Development, that lists all construction mitigation requirements,
permitted hours of construction, and identifies a contact person at City Hall as well
as the developer who will respond to complaints related to the proposed
construction. The notice shall be mailed to property owners and residents within
a 200-foot radius from the subject site at least five (5) days prior to the start of
construction.

39.

A sign shall be posted on the property in a manner consistent with the public
hearing sign requirements which shall identify the address and phone number of
the owner and/or applicant for the purposes of responding to questions and
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complaints during the construction period. Said sign shall also indicate the hours
of permissible construction work.
40.

A copy of these conditions shall be posted in an easily visible and accessible
location at all times during construction at the project site. The pages shall be
laminated or otherwise protected to ensure durability of the copy.

Standard Conditions
41.

Mechanical equipment shall not be located on the side of any building which is
adjacent to a residential building on the adjoining lot, unless otherwise permitted
by applicable regulations. Roof locations may be used when the mechanical
equipment is installed within a sound-rated parapet enclosure.

42.

Final approval of any mechanical equipment installation will require a noise test in
compliance with SMMC Section 4.12.040. Equipment for the test shall be provided
by the owner or contractor and the test shall be conducted by the owner or
contractor. A copy of the noise test results on mechanical equipment shall be
submitted to the Community Noise Officer for review to ensure that noise levels do
not exceed maximum allowable levels for the applicable noise zone.

43.

Construction period signage shall be subject to the approval of the Architectural
Review Board.

44.

The property owner shall insure any graffiti on the site is promptly removed through
compliance with the City’s graffiti removal program.

45.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, a copy of the recorded map shall be provided
to the City Planning Division.

MOBILITY DIVISION
46.

Developer shall comply with SMMC Chapter 9.53, Transportation Demand
Management, including payment of the Developer Annual TDM Fee pursuant to
Section 9.53.110.

47.

Final auto parking, bicycle parking and loading layouts specifications shall be
subject to the review and approval of the Mobility Division:

48.

Where a driveway, garage, parking space or loading zone intersects with the public
right-of-way at the alley or sidewalk, hazardous visual obstruction triangles shall
be provided in accordance with SMMC Section 9.21.180.
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49.

Slopes of all driveways and ramps used for ingress or egress of parking facilities
shall be designed in accordance with the standards established by the Mobility
Manager but shall not exceed a twenty percent slope.

50.

Bicycle parking provided in the Project shall meet the requirements of SMMC
Section 9.28.140.

PUBLIC LANDSCAPE
51.

Street trees shall be maintained, relocated or provided as required in a manner
consistent with the City’s Urban Forest Master Plan, per the specifications of the
Public Landscape Division of the Community & Cultural Services Department and
the City’s Tree Code (SMMC Chapter 7.40). No street trees shall be removed
without the approval of the Public Landscape Division.

52.

Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit all street trees that are adjacent to or
will be impacted by the demolition or construction access shall have tree protection
zones established in accordance with the Urban Forest Master Plan. All tree
protection zones shall remain in place until demolition and/or construction has
been completed.

53.

Replace or plant new street trees in accordance with Urban Forest Master Plan
and in consultation with City Arborist.

OFFICE OF SUSTAINABILITY AND THE ENVIRONMENT
54.

Developer is hereby informed of the availability for free enrollment in the Savings
By Design incentive program where available through Southern California Edison.
If Developer elects to enroll in the program, enrollment shall occur prior to submittal
of plans for Architectural Review and an incentive agreement shall be executed
with Southern California Edison prior to issuance of a building permit.

55.

The project shall comply with requirements in section 8.106 of the Santa Monica
Municipal code, which adopts by reference the California Green Building
Standards Code and which adds local amendments to that Code. In addition, the
project shall meet the landscape water conservation and construction and
demolition waste diversion requirements specified in Section 8.108 of the Santa
Monica Municipal Code.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT (PWD)
General Conditions
56.

Developer shall be responsible for the payment of the following Public Works
Department (PWD) permit fees prior to issuance of a building permit:
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a. Water Services
b. Wastewater Capital Facility
c. Water Demand Mitigation
d. Fire Service Connection
e. Tieback Encroachment
f. Encroachment of on-site improvements into public right-of-way
g. Construction and Demolition Waste Management – If the valuation of a project
is at least $50,000 or if the total square feet of the project is equal to or greater
than 1000 square feet, then the owner or contractor is required to complete and
submit a Waste Management Plan. All demolition projects are required to
submit a Waste Management Plan. A performance deposit is collected for all
Waste Management Plans equal to 3% of the project value, not to exceed
$30,000. All demolition only permits require a $1,000 deposit or $1.00 per
square foot, whichever is the greater of the two.
Some of these fees shall be reimbursed to developer in accordance with the City’s
standard practice should Developer not proceed with development of the Project.
In order to receive a refund of the Construction and Demolition performance
deposit, the owner or contractor must provide receipts of recycling 70% of all
materials listed on the Waste Management Plan.
57.

Any construction related work or use of the public right-of-way will be required to
obtain the approval of the City of Santa Monica, including but not limited to: Use
of Public Property Permits, Sewer Permits, Excavation Permits, Alley Closure
Permits, Street Closure Permits, and Temporary Traffic Control Plans.

58.

Plans and specifications for all offsite improvements shall be prepared by a
Registered Civil Engineer licensed in the State of California for approval by the
City Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit.

59.

Upon commencement of construction, a sign shall be posted on the property in a
manner consistent with the public hearing sign requirements, which shall identify
the address and phone number of the owner, developer and contractor for the
purposes of responding to questions and complaints during the construction
period. Said sign shall also indicate the hours of permissible construction work.

60.

Prior to the demolition of any existing structure, the applicant shall submit a report
from an industrial hygienist to be reviewed and approved as to content and form
by the Building & Safety Division. The report shall consist of a hazardous materials
survey for the structure proposed for demolition. The report shall include a section
on asbestos and in accordance with the South Coast AQMD Rule 1403, the
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asbestos survey shall be performed by a state Certified Asbestos Consultant
(CAC). The report shall include a section on lead, which shall be performed by a
state Certified Lead Inspector/Assessor. Additional hazardous materials to be
considered by the industrial hygienist shall include: mercury (in thermostats,
switches, fluorescent light), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) (including light
Ballast), and fuels, pesticides, and batteries.
Water Resources
61.

Connections to the sewer or storm drains require a sewer permit from the PWD Civil Engineering Division. Connections to storm drains owned by Los Angeles
County require a permit from the L.A. County Department of Public Works.

62.

Parking areas and structures and other facilities generating wastewater with
potential oil and grease content are required to pretreat the wastewater before
discharging to the City storm drain or sewer system. Pretreatment will require that
a clarifier or oil/water separator be installed and maintained on site.

63.

If the project involves dewatering, developer/contractor shall contact the LA
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to obtain an NPDES Permit for
discharge of groundwater from construction dewatering to surface water. For more
information refer to: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/ and search for
Order # R4-2003-0111.

64.

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the applicant shall submit a sewer
study that shows that the City’s sewer system can accommodate the entire
development. If the study does not show to the satisfaction of the City that the
City’s sewer system can accommodate the entire development, prior to issuance
of the first building permit, the Developer shall be responsible to upgrade any
downstream deficiencies, to the satisfaction of the Water Resources Manager, if
calculations show that the project will cause such mains to receive greater demand
than can be accommodated. Improvement plans shall be submitted to the
Engineering Division. All reports and plans shall also be approved by the Water
Resources Engineer.

65.

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the applicant shall submit a water
study that shows that the City’s water system can accommodate the entire
development for fire flows and all potable needs. Developer shall be responsible
to upgrade any water flow/pressure deficiencies, to the satisfaction of the Water
Resources Manager, if calculations show that the project will cause such mains to
receive greater demand than can be accommodated. Improvement plans shall be
submitted to the Engineering Division. All reports and plans shall also be approved
by the Water Resources Engineer.
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66.

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the applicant shall submit a
hydrology study of all drainage to and from the site to demonstrate adequacy of
the existing storm drain system for the entire development. Developer shall be
responsible to upgrade any system deficiencies, to the satisfaction of City
Engineer, if calculations show that the project will cause such facilities to receive
greater demand than can be accommodated. All reports and improvement plans
shall be submitted to Engineering Division for review and approval. The study shall
be performed by a Registered Civil Engineer licensed in the State of California.

67.

Developer shall not directly connect to a public storm drain pipe or direct site
drainage to the public alley. Commercial or residential units are required to either
have an individual water meter or a master meter with sub-meters.

68.

All existing sanitary sewer “house connections” to be abandoned, shall be removed
and capped at the “Y” connections.

69.

The fire services and domestic services 3-inches or greater must be above ground,
on the applicant’s site, readily accessible for testing.

70.

Developer is required to meet state cross-connection and potable water sanitation
guidelines. Refer to requirements and comply with the cross-connections
guidelines available at:
http://www.lapublichealth.org/eh/progs/envirp/ehcross.htm. Prior to issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy, a cross-connection inspection shall be completed.

71.

Ultra-low flow plumbing fixtures are required on all new development and
remodeling where plumbing is to be added, including dual flush toilets, 1.0 gallon
urinals and low flow shower heads.

Urban Water Runoff Mitigation
72.

To mitigate storm water and surface runoff from the project site, an Urban Runoff
Mitigation Plan shall be required by the PWD pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter
7.10. Prior to submittal of landscape plans for Architectural Review Board
approval, the applicant shall contact PWD to determine applicable requirements,
such as:
a. The site must comply with SMMC Chapter 7.10 Urban Runoff Pollution
Ordinance for the construction phase and post construction activities;
b. Non-storm water runoff, sediment and construction waste from the construction
site and parking areas is prohibited from leaving the site;
c. Any sediments or materials which are tracked off-site must be removed the
same day they are tracked off-site;

52
Attachment B
Draft Statement of Official Action

d. Excavated soil must be located on the site and soil piles should be covered and
otherwise protected so that sediments are not tracked into the street or
adjoining properties;
e. No runoff from the construction site shall be allowed to leave the site; and
f. Drainage control measures shall be required depending on the extent of
grading and topography of the site.
g. Development sites that result in land disturbance of one acre or more are
required by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to submit a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Effective September 2, 2011,
only individuals who have been certified by the Board as a “Qualified SWPPP
Developer” are qualified to develop and/or revise SWPPPs. A copy of the
SWPPP shall also be submitted to the PWD.
73.

Prior to implementing any temporary construction dewatering or permanent
groundwater seepage pumping, a permit is required from the City Water
Resources Protection Program (WRPP). Please contact the WRPP for permit
requirements at least two weeks in advance of planned dewatering or seepage
pumping. They can be reached at (310) 458-8235.

Public Streets & Rights-of-Way
74.

Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the Project, all required
offsite improvements, such as AC pavement rehabilitation, replacement of
sidewalk, curbs and gutters, installation of street trees, lighting, etc. shall be
designed and installed to the satisfaction of the Public Works Department and
Public Landscape Division.

75.

All off site improvements required by the Public Works Department shall be
installed. Plans and specifications for off site improvements shall be prepared by
a registered civil engineer and approved by the City Engineer.

76.

Unless otherwise approved by the PWD, all sidewalks shall be kept clear and
passable during the grading and construction phase of the project.

77.

Sidewalks, curbs, gutters, paving and driveways which need replacing or removal
as a result of the project or needed improvement prior to the project, as determined
by the PWD shall be reconstructed to the satisfaction of the PWD. Design,
materials and workmanship shall match the adjacent elements including
architectural concrete, pavers, tree wells, art elements, special landscaping, etc.

78.

Street and alley sections adjacent to the development shall be replaced as
determined by the PWD. This typically requires full reconstruction of the street or
alley in accordance with City of Santa Monica standards for the full adjacent length
of the property.
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Utilities
79.

No Excavation Permit shall be issued without a Telecommunications Investigation
by the City of Santa Monica Information Systems Department.
The
telecommunications investigation shall provide a list of recommendations to be
incorporated into the project design including, but not limited to measures
associated with joint trench opportunities, location of tie-back and other
underground installations, telecommunications conduit size and specifications,
fiber optic cable specifications, telecommunications vault size and placement and
specifications, interior riser conduit and fiber optic cable, and adjacent public right
of way enhancements. Developer shall install two Telecommunications Vaults in
either the street, alley and/or sidewalk locations dedicated solely for City of Santa
Monica use. Developer shall provide two unique, telecommunication conduit
routes and fiber optic cables from building Telecommunications Room to
Telecommunications Vaults in street, alley and/or sidewalk. Developer will be
responsible for paying for the connection of each Telecommunications Vault to the
existing City of Santa Monica fiber optic network, or the extension of conduit and
fiber optic cable for a maximum of 1km terminating in a new Telecommunications
Vault for future interconnection with City network. The final telecommunications
design plans for the project site shall be submitted to and approved by the City of
Santa Monica Information Systems Department prior to approval of project.
a. Project shall comply with City of Santa Monica Telecommunications Guidelines
b.

Project shall comply with City of Santa Monica Right-of-Way Management
Ordinance No. 2129CCS, Section 3 (part), adopted 7/13/04

80.

Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the Project, provide new
street-pedestrian lighting with a multiple circuit system along the new street rightof-way and within the development site in compliance with the PWD Standards
and requirements. New street-pedestrian light poles, fixtures and appurtenances
to meet City standards and requirements.

81.

Prior to submittal of plan check application, make arrangements with all affected
utility companies and indicate points of connection for all services on the site plan
drawing. Pay for undergrounding of all overhead utilities within and along the
development frontages. Existing and proposed overhead utilities need to be
relocated underground.

82.

Location of Southern California Edison electrical transformer and switch
equipment/structures must be clearly shown on the development site plan and
other appropriate plans within the project limits. The SCE structures serving the
proposed development shall not be located in the public right-of-way.
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Resource Recovery and Recycling
83.

Development plans must show the refuse and recycling (RR) area dimensions to
demonstrate adequate and easily accessible area. If the RR area is completely
enclosed, then lighting, ventilation and floor drain connected to sewer will be
required. Section 9.21.130 of the SMMC has dimensional requirements for various
sizes and types of projects. Developments that place the RR area in subterranean
garages must also provide a bin staging area on their property for the bins to be
placed for collection.

84.

Contact Resource Recovery and Recycling RRR division to obtain dimensions of
the refuse recycling enclosure.

85.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, submit a Waste Management Plan, a map
of the enclosure and staging area with dimensions and a recycling plan to the RRR
Division for its approval. The State of California AB 341 requires any multi-family
building housing 5 units or more to have a recycling program in place for its
tenants. All commercial businesses generating 4 cubic yards of trash per week
must also have a recycling program in place for its employees and
clients/customers. Show compliance with these requirements on the building
plans. Visit the Resource Recovery and Recycling (RRR) website or contact the
RRR Division for requirements of the Waste Management Plan and to obtain the
minimum dimensions of the refuse recycling enclosure. The recycling plan shall
include:


List of materials such as white paper, computer paper, metal cans, and
glass to be recycled;



Location of recycling bins;



Designated recycling coordinator;



Nature and extent of internal and external pick-up service;



Pick-up schedule; and



Plan to inform tenants/ occupants of service.

86.

For temporary excavation and shoring that includes tiebacks into the public rightof-way, a Tieback Agreement, prepared by the City Attorney, will be required.

87.

Nothing contained in these Conditions of Approval shall prevent Developer from
seeking relief pursuant to any Application for Alternative Materials and Methods of
Design and Construction or any other relief as otherwise may be permitted and
available under the Building Code, Fire Code, or any other provision of the SMMC.
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Construction Period Mitigation
88.

A construction period mitigation plan shall be prepared by the applicant for
approval by the following City departments prior to issuance of a building permit:
Public Works, Fire, Planning and Community Development, and Police. The
approved mitigation plan shall be posted on the site for the duration of the project
construction and shall be produced upon request. As applicable, this plan shall:
a. Specify the names, addresses, telephone numbers and business license
numbers of all contractors and subcontractors as well as the developer and
architect;
b. Describe how demolition of any existing structures is to be accomplished;
c. Indicate where any cranes are to be located for erection/construction;
d. Describe how much of the public street, alleyway, or sidewalk is proposed
to be used in conjunction with construction;
e. Set forth the extent and nature of any pile-driving operations;
f. Describe the length and number of any tiebacks which must extend under
the property of other persons;
g. Specify the nature and extent of any dewatering and its effect on any
adjacent buildings;
h. Describe anticipated construction-related truck routes, number of truck
trips, hours of hauling and parking location;
i. Specify the nature and extent of any helicopter hauling;
j. State whether any construction activity beyond normally permitted hours is
proposed;
k. Describe any proposed construction noise mitigation measures, including
measures to limit the duration of idling construction trucks;
l. Describe construction-period security measures including any fencing,
lighting, and security personnel;
m. Provide a grading and drainage plan;
n. Provide a construction-period parking plan which shall minimize use of
public streets for parking;
o. List a designated on-site construction manager;
p. Provide a construction materials recycling plan which seeks to maximize
the reuse/recycling of construction waste;
q. Provide a plan regarding use of recycled and low-environmental-impact
materials in building construction; and
r. Provide a construction period water runoff control plan.

Final Map Requirements
89.

In submitting required materials to the Santa Monica Civil Engineering and
Architecture Division for a final map, applicant shall provide a copy of the approved
Statement of Official Action.

90.

When processing a final map, the form, contents, accompanying data, and filing of the
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final subdivision map shall conform to the provisions of SMMC Sections 9.54.060 and
the Subdivision Map Act. The required Final Map filing fee shall be paid prior to
scheduling of the Final Map for City Council approval.
91.

When processing a final map, one mylar and one blue-line copy of the final map shall
be provided to and recorded with the Los Angeles County Recorder prior to the final
map being effective and any of the newly-created parcels approved in the map being
separately sold, leased, or financed pursuant to Government Code Section 66499.30.
Applicant shall also provide the County with a copy of this Statement of Official Action
at the time the required copies of the map are submitted.

92.

Prior to approval of the Final Map, the requirements of Santa Monica Municipal Code
Section 9.25.040(E) have been met.

FIRE
93.

A security gate shall be provided across the opening to the subterranean garage. If
any guest parking space is located in the subterranean garage, the security gate shall
be equipped with an electronic or other system which will open the gate to provide
visitors with vehicular access to the garage without leaving their vehicles. The security
gate shall receive approval of the Police and Fire Departments prior to issuance of a
building permit.
VOTE
Ayes:
Nays:
Abstain:
Absent:
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NOTICE
If this is a final decision not subject to further appeal under the City of Santa Monica
Comprehensive Land Use and Zoning Ordinance, the time within which judicial review of
this decision must be sought is governed by Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6,
which provision has been adopted by the City pursuant to Municipal Code Section
1.16.010.
I hereby certify that this Statement of Official Action accurately reflects the final
determination of the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Monica.
_____________________________
Mario Fonda-Bonardi, Chairperson

_____________________________
Date

Acknowledgement by Permit Holder
I hereby agree to the above conditions of approval and acknowledge that failure to comply
with such conditions shall constitute grounds for potential revocation of the permit
approval.

Print Name and Title

Date

Applicant’s Signature
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ATTACHMENT C

CEQA Exemption Checklist &
Documentation

216-234 Pico Boulevard

59

City of Santa Monica
Sustainable Communities Project
CEQA Exemption Checklist

Project Location (include site address): 216-234 Pico Boulevard, Santa Monica, CA
Project Applicant: GRT Portfolio Properties Santa Monica, LLC
Discretionary Approval(s) Required: Development Review Permit
Project Description:
The project would demolish an existing commercial building
(currently used for bowling alley), a two-story mixed use building, and surface parking
lot to develop a new three-story mixed-use residential and commercial project. The
project would consist of two buildings, each framing a central courtyard. In total, the
project would provide 105 residential units, and 10,766 sf of groundfloor-commercial
tenant space. The residential units would consist of a mix of studios, one-, two-, and
three bedrooms. Ground level commercial uses would activate the public street/alley
corners. Residential units would be located on the ground level along the sides and
rear, as well as upper stories. The maximum height of the buildings would be 36 feet. A
two-level subterranean parking garage with access from the Main Court alley would
provide a total of 229 parking spaces for vehicles and 185 bicycle parking spaces.
A full CEQA exemption is provided for a special class of Transit Priority Project (TPP) determined
to be a Sustainable Communities Project (SCP) by the local jurisdiction (Section 21155.1 (A).). To
qualify for a full exemption, the project must meet the criteria indicated on this checklist. Please
attach additional pages of support if necessary.

I.

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY CRITERIA
YES

NO

Is the project consistent with the general land use designation, density,
building intensity, and policies in SCAG’s adopted Sustainable
Communities Strategy? (Consult SCAG SCS map attached and describe SCS
Consistency)

The proposed project is consistent with SCAG’s SCS. See Attachment A.
If you answered “No” to the above question, the project does not qualify for CEQA Exemption or
Streamlining under the Sustainable Communities Strategy. STOP

II.

TRANSIT PRIORITY PROJECT DEFINITION CRITERIA
YES

1

NO

City of Santa Monica
Sustainable Communities Project
CEQA Exemption Checklist
Is the project at least 50 percent residential use based on area and
greater than 0.75 FAR?
Project Total Floor Area 97,456 sf
Project Residential Area 86,690 sf 90 %
Project Lot Size: 55,689 sf / 1.27 acre
FAR 1.75__
Is the project at least 20 units/acre?
Project Density 105 units/ 1.27 acre
Is the project located within ½ mile of a major transit stop or high quality
transit corridor included in the RTP? (Consult the Transit Stop and HQTC map
attached)

The project site is located within a high quality transit corridor as
designated by SCAG’s RTP (see Attachment B).
If you answered “No” to any of the above questions, the project does not meet the definition of a Transit
Priority Project and does not qualify for CEQA Exemption. STOP
The project, however, may qualify for CEQA streamlining if the project’s total building square footage
consist of at least 75% residential uses and the project has incorporated the mitigation measures required
by an applicable prior environmental document (PRC Section 21159.28).

III.

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES PROJECT CRITERIA

Does the project meet all of the following criteria:
YES
Can the project be adequately served by existing utilities and has the
project applicant paid, or will commit to pay, in-lieu or development
fees?
The project site is served by existing utilities (e.g., water, sewer, electricity)
and the project will be required to pay any applicable in-lieu fees
established by the City.
The project site will not impact wetlands or other biological species
protected by ordinance? (consider removal of existing landmark City trees)
The project site and surrounding area is urbanized – no wetlands or
habitats for sensitive/special status biological species occurs on site or
nearby. Additionally, there are no existing City landmark trees on the
project site. Furthermore, street trees fronting on the project site on Pico
Boulevard and Third Street would be required to be protected in place in
accordance with the City’s Tree Ordinance.
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NO

City of Santa Monica
Sustainable Communities Project
CEQA Exemption Checklist
The project site is not located on a list of hazardous waste sites compiled
pursuant to Section 65962.25 of Government Code. (check online here)
The project site is not listed on a list of hazardous waste sites. See
Attachment C
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment has been prepared for the
project site.
Title, Preparer, and Date of Phase I (attach report as necessary) (see
Phase I ESA for 216 Pico Boulevard dated May 27, 2016 (GSI Environment)
and Phase I ESA for 234 Pico Boulevard dated May 14, 2012 (see
Attachment C)
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City of Santa Monica
Sustainable Communities Project
CEQA Exemption Checklist
The project will not have a significant impact on historical resources.
The existing building and site improvements at 216 Pico Boulevard are
not listed on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory. The Landmarks
Commission reviewed a demolition permit for this portion of the subject
property on March 12, 2018 and took no action. The 234 Pico Boulevard
property is listed on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory as a 5S3.
However, on September 9, 2013, the Landmarks Commission denied the
designation of the commercial building (Bay Shore Lanes) as a City
Landmark as it determined that the building on the subject property
does not meet the criteria of the Landmarks Ordinance.
•

•

•

With respect to Criteria #1, the City determined that the
building does not exemplify, symbolize, or manifest elements
of the cultural, social, economic, political or architectural
history of the City because it is not associated with important
aspects of the City’s history of recreational tourism.. While
bowling may be enjoyed by many within the community,
historically, the City is not renowned for having a strong
association with the sport. Bowling has much stronger ties with
communities in the Midwest such as Milwaukee, St. Louis or
Cleveland, each of whom describe themselves as the
Bowling Capital of the US. If it were determined that bowling is
a representative example of the City’s emerging recreational
patterns from the City’s history, the City’s inventory of
Landmarks already includes a designated resource with a 30
year association with the sport; the Llo Da Mar Building at 501
Wilshire Boulevard. This resource was first developed two years
in advance of the subject building, and appears to be the
City’s first bowling alley.
With respect to Criteria #2, the building not have aesthetic or
artistic interest or value, or other noteworthy interest or value.
In contrast to bowling alleys of the same period, the
architecture of the subject building, exclusive of its signature
pylon identification sign, does not express itself as bowling
facility with a prominent entry and flamboyant, stylized
design. Rather it reads as a non-descript building of the mid20th century that is generally utilitarian in style with minimal
surface decoration.
Pertaining to Criteria #3, the property was developed as a
joint venture that included Louis Lesser, a prominent real
estate developer, who was responsible for development of a
number of bowling alleys in greater Los Angeles. Although his
contributions are notable, the City determined his influence
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CEQA Exemption Checklist

•

•

•

on the City of Santa Monica is limited. Records indicate that
his only contributions were two bowling alleys in the late
1950s; the subject property and the former Samoa Lanes at
501 Wilshire Boulevard. Based on these limited contributions,
and the fact that no important events related to bowling or
otherwise occurred at the subject building, the property is not
eligible for designation for identification with historic
personages or with important events in local, state, or
national history.
Concerning Criteria #4, The City determined that the building
does not embody distinguishing architectural characteristics.
It appears to be a non-descript box constructed of common
materials and unremarkable decoration and detail. The most
distinctive feature of its design, the steel canopy over the side
entry, has been altered with its most distinguishing feature, the
period lighting fixture that hung above the entry, previously
removed. Thus the integrity of this feature is significantly
diminished.
With respect to Criteria #5, the property was designed by the
architectural firm of William L. Rudolph & Associates. Though
William L. Rudolph and his firm William L. Rudolph & Associates
were prolific designers current research does not suggest that
Rudolph’s architectural reputation, either regionally or locally,
attained a level such that he would be considered a notable
member of his profession.
Lastly, pertaining to Criteria #6, City determined that the
subject property does not have a unique location, a singular
physical characteristic, or is an established and familiar visual
feature of a neighborhood, community or the City.

In summary, the Landmarks Commission determined that the building is
not architecturally or historically significant, with one Commissioner
noting that the building has been compromised. Instead, the
Commission designated the existing Googie-style freestanding “BOWL”
ground sign as a City Landmark based on its expression of the aesthetic
ideal of the style and as a well-recognized and visually prominent
feature in the community.
Furthermore, the Landmarks Commission recently reviewed a demolition
permit for this property on April 9, 2018 and took no action at this time.
The project would preserve and incorporate the Landmark sign into the
design concept. Based on the whole of the record, the building is not a
historic resource. As such, the project will not have a significant direct or
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indirect impact on historic resources. Instead, the commission
designated the existing Googie-style freestanding “BOWL” ground sign
as a City Landmark. Furthermore, the Landmarks Commission recently
reviewed a demolition permit for this property on April 9, 2018 and took
no action at this time. The project would preserve and incorporate the
Landmark sign into the design concept. Based on the whole of the
record, the building is not a historic resource. As such, the project will not
have a significant direct or indirect impact on historic resources.
The project site is not subject to:
a)

Wildland fire hazard

The project site is located in an urbanized area and not near any
woodland or forest areas susceptible to wildfires.
b) High risk of fire or explosion from materials stored or used on
nearby properties
The project would provide typical residential uses and commercial
uses which would not involve the storage or use of materials that
would result in high risk of fire or explosion.
c) Risk of a public health exposure at a level that would exceed
federal and state standards
The project would provide typical residential uses and commercial
uses. These uses would not result in a risk of public health
exposure.
d) Seismic risk as a result of being in a designated seismic hazard
zone (see attached California Geological Survey seismic hazard zone map)
The project site is not located in a CGS designated or proposed
seismic hazard zone, including a liquefaction zone or an Alquist
Priolo Fault Hazard Zone (See Attachment D).
e) Landslide hazard, flood hazard, unless zoning ordinance
contains provisions to mitigate the risk of a landslide or flood.
The project site is not located in a landslide or flood hazard zone
(See Attachment E). The flood zone for the project site is X – this
zone indicates that the flood risk is low [between the limits of the
base flood and the 0.2-percent-annual-chance (or 500-year)
flood].
The project site is not located on developed open space.
The project site is developed with existing buildings and surface parking
lot. No open space exists on the site or adjacent to the project site.
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Is the project 15 percent more efficient than Title 24 standards and using
25 percent less water than the regional average household? (attach
calculations and support statements as necessary)

The project will comply with CEQA Section 21155.1. The project will be
15.5% more efficient than Title 24 (2016) standards and will use 66.2% less
water than the regional average household per the Metropolitan Water
District baseline (see Attachment F). The energy efficiency requirement
will be achieved through R-21 batt insulated wood framed exterior walls;
high reflectance “cool roof” with R-38 batt insulation; high performance
low-e glazing on windows, overhanging balconies for solar shading,
optimized facades with windows to capitalize on natural daylight, highefficacy LED lamp types for common areas, occupancy controls with
dimming for most common area lighting, high efficiency HVAC system.
centralized hot water system, and high efficiency water fixtures. The
project would also include rooftop photovoltaics and solar hot water for
on-site hot water use. The water efficiency requirement will be achieved
through the installation/use of features such as 1.8 gpm showerheads; 1.5
gpm kitchen faucets; 1.28 gallons per flush tank and flush valve toilets,
0.5 gallons per flush for urinals, 1.2 gallons per minute faucets in
restrooms; and Energy Star clothes washers (3.2 water factor) and
dishwashers (4 gallons per cycle)
Is the project site less than 8 acres?
Size (acres) of Project Site 1.27
Is the project 200 units or less?
Number of Units 105
The project would not result in any net loss in the number of affordable
housing units?
The project site is currently developed with existing commercial buildings
and would not result in the displacement or loss of residential uses,
including affordable housing units.
The project does not include any single level building exceeding 75,000
square feet.
The project would develop two new 3 story buildings, one comprising
comprised of 33,558 sf and the other 63,898 sf (excluding subterranean
parking and outdoor dining).
Any applicable mitigation measures or performance standards adopted
in a prior EIR will be incorporated as part of the project?
There are no mitigation measures or performance standards adopted in
a prior EIR, including the LUCE EIR ,that are applicable to the project.
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The project would not conflict with nearby operating industrial uses.
There are no nearby operating industrial uses. Surrounding uses consist of
commercial and residential uses.__
The project is located within ½ mile of a rail station included in the RTP or
within a high quality transit corridor included in the RTP? (Consult the Transit
Stop and HQTC map attached)

The project site is located within a high quality transit corridor as
designated by SCAG’s RTP (see Attachment B).
Does the project meet at least one of the following criteria?
1. At least 20 percent of the housing will be sold to families of
moderate income, not less than 10 percent of housing will be
rented to families of low income, or not less than 5 percent of
housing is rented to families of very low income. In addition, the
project developer will ensure continued availability and use of
the housing for very low, low and moderate income households?
Rental units shall be affordable for at least 55 years. Ownership
units shall be subject to resale requirements or equity sharing
requirements for at least 30 years. The project applicant will deed
restrict 7.6% of the 105 units (8 units) as very low income units.
2. The project developer has paid or will pay in-lieu fees sufficient to
result in the development of an equivalent number of affordable
units that would otherwise be required as outlined in the previous
question?
3. The project provides public open space equal to or greater than
5 acres per 1000 residents of the project
If you checked “No” to any of the above, the TPP project is not a Sustainable Communities
Project and does not qualify for a full CEQA exemption. STOP The TPP however, may qualify
for CEQA streamlining under a Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment or Limited
EIR. (PRC Section 21155.2).

APPENDICES AVAILABLE AT CITY HALL OR ONLINE AT
https://www.smgov.net/Departments/PCD/Projects/234-Pico-Blvd-Mixed-Use-Project/
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Public Notification

216-234 Pico Boulevard
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NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING
BEFORE THE SANTA MONICA PLANNING COMMISSION
SUBJECT: 18ENT-0084, 18ENT-0005
216-234 Pico Boulevard
APPLICANT:
GRT Portfolio Properties
PROPERTY OWNER:
Patrick Tooley
A public hearing will be held by the Planning Commission to consider the following
requests:
Vesting Tentative Tract Map and Development Review Permit to allow a new three-story,
36-foot high, 97,456 square-foot, mixed-use building with 105 residential units and
approximately 10,639 square feet of ground floor commercial space, and a two-level
subterranean parking garage designed to accommodate 229 automobiles and 185
bicycles.
DATE/TIME: WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2018, AT 7:00 PM
LOCATION: City Council Chambers, Second Floor, Santa Monica City Hall
1685 Main Street, Santa Monica, California
HOW TO COMMENT
The City of Santa Monica encourages public comment. You may comment at the Planning
Commission public hearing, or by writing a letter. Written information will be given to the
Planning Commission at the meeting.
Address your letters to:

Scott Albright, Senior Planner
Re: 18ENT-0084, 18ENT-0005
City Planning Division
1685 Main Street, Room 212
Santa Monica, CA 90401

MORE INFORMATION
If you want more information about this project or to provide comments, please contact
Scott Albright at (310) 458-8341, or by e-mail at scott.albright@smgov.net. The Zoning
Ordinance is available at the Planning Counter during business hours and on the City’s
web site at www.smgov.net. The meeting facility is wheelchair accessible. For disabilityrelated accommodations, please contact (310) 458-8341 or (310) 458-8696 TTY at least
72 hours in advance. Every attempt will be made to provide the requested
accommodation. All written materials are available in alternate format upon request.
Santa Monica Big Blue Bus Lines numbered 1, 2, 3, Rapid 3, 7, 8, 9, Rapid 10, and 18
serve City Hall and the Civic Center area. The Expo Line terminus is located at Colorado
Avenue and Fourth Street, and is a short walk to City Hall. Public parking is available in
front of City Hall, on Olympic Drive, and in the Civic Center Parking Structure (validation
free).
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Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65009(b), if this matter is subsequently
challenged in Court, the challenge may be limited to only those issues raised at the public
hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City of
Santa Monica at, or prior to, the public hearing.
ESPAÑOL
Esto es una noticia de una audiencia pública para revisar applicaciónes proponiendo
desarrollo en Santa Monica. Si deseas más información, favor de llamar a Carmen
Gutierrez en la División de Planificación al número (310) 458-8341.
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ATTACHMENT E

Project Plans

216-234 Pico Boulevard
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