AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING OF THE

HOUSING COMMISSION
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA

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

Thursday, February 21, 2019
4:30 PM

Notice is hereby given that a regular meeting of the Housing Commission will be
held at 4:30pm on Thursday, February 21, 2019, 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. January 17, 2019 Housing Commission meeting. [DRAFT MINUTES]
4. DISCUSSION ITEMS

None
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.

5. ACTION ITEMS
A. 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. [STAFF REPORT]
B. POTENTIAL AMENDMENT OF SMMC SECTION 9.64.030
Discussion of proposed revision to the Affordable Housing Production
Program (AHPP), Section 9.64.030, presented on page 14 of Exhibit A of
the Staff Report for Item 9-A of the February 20, 2019 Planning
Commission meeting, regarding a possible expansion of the exemption
from AHPP requirements beyond the current exemption for “a multi-family
rental housing project that will be developed by a nonprofit housing
provider receiving financial assistance through one of the City’s housing
trust fund programs”, and possible recommendation to City Council.

[PC STAFF REPORT] [CCSM LETTER TO PLANNING COMMISSION]
C. POTENTIAL AMENDMENT OF SMMC SECTION 9.64.050
Discussion of proposed revision to the Affordable Housing Production
Program, Section 9.64.050, presented in the Staff Report for Item 10-A of
the February 20, 2019 Planning Commission meeting, regarding the
temporary removal of the option for a development to satisfy its AHPP
obligation by providing five percent of the project’s total units to households
earning no more than 30 percent area median income, and possible
recommendation to City Council. [PC STAFF REPORT]
D. 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.

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.

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.
[HANDOUT]
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
January 17, 2019

1.

CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL
A regular meeting of the Santa Monica Housing Commission was called
to order by Chair Soloff at 4:31 p.m. on Thursday, January 17, 2019, at
the Ken Edwards Center, 1527 4th Street.
A.

2.

ROLL CALL


Present:

Chair Soloff
Vice Chair Hilton
Commissioner Bloch (arrived 4:34 p.m.)
Commissioner Buchanan (arrived 4:36 p.m.)
Commissioner Katz (departed 9:00 p.m.)
Commissioner Keintz



Absent:

Commissioner Gerwitz



Staff Present: Director of Housing & Economic
Development, Andy Agle
Housing Manager, Barbara Collins
Housing Program Manager, Jim Kemper
Senior Development Analyst, Lisa Varon
Commission Secretary, Alison Hughes

PUBLIC INPUT

David Morris – Spoke regarding City-funded homeless shelters
and seniors and disabled persons.

Denise Barton – Spoke regarding her experience with the Housing
Authority.

Catherine Eldridge –Spoke regarding the previous speaker.
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3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Approval of minutes for the December 20, 2018 Housing Commission
meeting.
Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Bloch to approve the
December 20, 2018 minutes.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Keintz
NONE
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Katz
Commissioner Gerwitz

4.

DISCUSSION ITEMS
None.

5.

ACTION ITEMS
A.

PRESERVING OUR DIVERSITY (POD) PROGRAM EXPANSION
Presentation, discussion and possible action regarding the
expansion of the current POD program from a pilot to a large-scale,
long-term program, with associated policy and administrative
approaches.
Staff presentation by Senior Development Analyst Lisa Varon.

PUBLIC INPUT

Anastasia Foster – Spoke regarding Rent Control Board efforts to
improve data regarding its housing stock.

Cris McLeod – Spoke regarding his experience with the Housing
Authority.

Catherine Eldridge – Spoke twice regarding her experience with
the Housing Authority.
Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Bloch to limit POD
program eligibility to persons 65 years of age and above.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
2
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AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Katz,
Commissioner Keintz
NONE
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz

Motion by Chair Soloff seconded by Commissioner Bloch to limit the
POD program eligibility to households with incomes at/below 50% of the
area median income.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:

NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Katz,
Commissioner Keintz
NONE
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz

Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Katz to support an
incremental rollout of the POD program expansion over a one-year
period, with the understanding that staff is to share with City Council the
estimated administrative cost of a six-month program rollout period.
This motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Katz,
Commissioner Keintz
NONE
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz

Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Bloch to support
staff plan to conduct detailed recertification of participants every five
years, unless otherwise required more frequently by other government
agencies providing benefits to participants, and include a requirement
3
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that participants notify the City of material changes in their income or
assets. Chair Soloff amended the motion to include that staff will return
to the Housing Commission with further recommendations regarding
recertification if a significant number of the program participants are not
on fixed incomes. Commissioner Bloch approved the modification.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Katz, Commissioner Keintz
Commissioner Buchanan
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz

Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Keintz to approve
the use of UCLA’s Elder Index Basic Needs budget approach in the
determination of assistance amount.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Katz,
Commissioner Keintz
NONE
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz

Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Keintz to approve
the discontinuation of funding from the POD program for benefits
assessment services, but will refer participants to other City-funded
programs.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Katz,
Commissioner Keintz
NONE
NONE
4
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ABSENT:

Commissioner Gerwitz

Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Katz that while the
Commission supports a robust evaluation of the program, the evaluation
should be done by a university or organization that is willing to do it for
free, and including quantitative outcomes consistent with City goals for
the program.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Katz,
Commissioner Keintz
NONE
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz

Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Bloch, to adopt the
rolling lottery approach outlined in the staff report for waitlist prioritization.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Katz, Commissioner Keintz
Commissioner Buchanan
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz

Motion by Chair Soloff, seconded by Commissioner Katz to rescind prior
motion regarding the use of UCLA’s Elder Index Basic Needs budget
approach and replace that motion with this motion clarifying that the
Commission supports the use of UCLA Elder Index Basic Needs budget
with the same two methodological modifications as used in the POD pilot
program regarding the transportation allowance (cost of the monthly
senior bus pass) and the Section 8 utility allowance specific to Santa
Monica.
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PUBLIC INPUT
 Catherine Eldridge – Spoke regarding the difficulties of living
without a vehicle and the importance of having a car.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

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

Motion by Vice Chair Hilton, seconded by Commissioner Katz to approve
expansion of POD, with the expectation that 436 households will be
selected based on household need in the new POD program.
Motion withdrawn by Vice Chair Hilton.
Motion by Vice Chair Hilton, seconded by Chair Soloff to approve the
allocation of a POD program budget in which 35% of the budget is
allocated to households needing $1-$250 for 1-person households or $1$438 for 2-person households (to meet the basic needs budget), 50% of
the budget is allocated to households needing $251-$500 for 1-person
households or $439-$875 for 2-person households, and 15% of the
budget is allocated to households needing $501-$700 for 1-person
households or $876-$1,225 for 2-person households.
Commissioner Buchanan requested the following friendly amendment to
the motion: for staff to ask City Council to grant staff the authority to work
with the Housing Commission and to adjust the budget allocation if the
allocations (35%, 50%, 15%) are not fully utilized. Both the maker of the
motion and the seconder accepted the amendment as friendly.
The motion, as amended, was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Katz,
Commissioner Keintz
NONE
6
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ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
B.

NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz

PROPOSED HOUSING TRUST FUND LOAN FOR 1834-1848
14TH STREET– Discussion and possible action regarding a
proposed housing trust fund loan for the acquisition and
predevelopment of a future affordable housing development of
approximately 55 apartments at 1834-1848 14th Street.

PUBLIC INPUT

Jesús Hernández – CCSM staff member; present for questions,
comments, or concerns about the project.

Catherine Eldridge – Spoke regarding her experience with
development projects in her area.
Motion by Commissioner Bloch, seconded by Vice Chair Hilton, as
amended, that the Housing Commission supports the proposed Housing
Trust Fund loan to Community Corporation of Santa Monica for
affordable housing, defers to staff judgment regarding an appropriate
developer fee amount, and agrees that the local priority policy should be
adhered to as a condition of permanent City-funding by having applicants
sorted in the same manner as utilized on the City’s affordable housing
list (all those with work/live preference are placed at top of list and
evaluated before anyone without that preference).
The motion, as amended, was not approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Keintz
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz, Commissioner Katz

Following additional discussion, Commissioner Keintz indicated that if
the same motion was reintroduced, she would support it.
Motion by Commissioner Bloch, seconded by Vice Chair Hilton, that the
Housing Commission supports the proposed Housing Trust Fund loan to
Community Corporation of Santa Monica for affordable housing, defers
7
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to staff judgment regarding an appropriate developer fee amount, and
agrees that the local priority policy should be adhered to as a condition of
City-funding.
The motion was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
C.

Chair Soloff, Vice Chair Hilton, Commissioner Bloch,
Commissioner Buchanan, Commissioner Keintz
NONE
NONE
Commissioner Gerwitz, Commissioner Katz

POTENTIAL AMENDMENT OF SMMC SECTION 9.64.030
Discussion of policy question and initial options set forth under Item
13 of the Staff Report for Item 10A of the December 5, 2018 Planning
Commission meeting regarding a possible expansion of the
exemption from AHPP requirements beyond the current exemption
for “a multi-family rental housing project that will be developed by a
nonprofit housing provider receiving financial assistance through one
of the City’s housing trust fund programs”, and possible
recommendation to City Council.
Agenda item tabled by Chair Soloff.

D.

WORK PLAN
Discussion of annual work plan and potential priorities, and possible
action setting long-range agenda and work plan.
Agenda item tabled by Chair Soloff.

6.

HOUSING MANAGER’S REPORT
Barbara Collins reported on the following:

Encouraged the Housing Commission and members of the
community to complete the City of Santa Monica Resident Survey
that will help inform and shape the future of the City’s budget
process; it is available on the City’s website.
8
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City Council has a scheduled retreat on January 26, 2019, and will
be setting priorities for the budget process. Meeting is open to the
public.



Housing Division has received many inquiries regarding the
implications of the federal government shutdown – specifically, as it
relates to federal Section 8 voucher program. The federal
government has provided the Housing Authority funding through
February, and existing funding reserves would likely cover March,
and possibly some of April.



Funding for the TANF (Temporary Assistance to Needy Families)
program will continue during the shutdown but the SNAP
(Supplemental Nutrition Assistance program has indicated funding
is only available through February, so that could significantly
impact families and seniors who count on these programs.



Housing Division is working to convey this information to the public.

7.

CHAIR/COMMISSIONER’S REPORT
Vice Chair Hilton reported on the following:

Governor Newsom’s proposed budget for affordable housing was
released last week and he is asking that local governments be
required to meet their required housing production numbers. The
proposed local transportation funding may be withheld if
county/cities fail to achieve their Housing Element requirements.
His preliminary budget of $2.3 billion is subject to legislator
approval; $1.3 billion for housing and $1 billion for development
loans, tax credits and finance.

8.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSING COMMISSION
On the order of the Chair, the Housing Commission meeting was
adjourned at 9:53 p.m.

The next regular Housing Commission meeting date is scheduled on
Thursday, February 21, 2019 at 4:30 p.m.
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ATTEST:

Michael Soloff
Chair, Housing Commission

Alison Hughes
Housing Commission Secretary
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Housing Commission Report
Housing Commission Meeting: February 21, 2019
Agenda Item: _____
To:

Housing Commission

From:

City staff

Subject:

Affordable Housing Priority Opportunity on City-owned Property

Recommended Action
Staff recommends that the Housing Commission support issuing a request for proposals
for the development of affordable housing on City-owned property at 1318 Fourth Street
and continue to explore similar opportunities on other 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 housing funds can be stretched further. The cost-efficiency measures that
the Commission identified and started to assess include opportunities to reduce
construction costs, zoning changes that could support affordable housing development,
and use of City-owned properties to construct 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. At the October 2018 Housing Commission meeting, staff shared a
matrix of the City-owned properties and discussed them with the Commission.

At the November 2018 Housing Commission meeting (see attachment), staff shared more
information about each property, including aerial photos, zoning information, housing
1

potential, current use, key considerations, and recommendations. Following discussion,
the Housing Commission prioritized two sites for near-term consideration, 1318 Fourth
Street and 612 Colorado Avenue.

Compared to the larger list considered by the

Commission, the two sites appeared to face few obstacles to consideration for affordable
housing. The Commission also recognized that Council approval of requests for
proposals (RFPs) on the sites would represent the initial step in the process, and that the
City would have to evaluate the quality of affordable housing proposals for the sites before
committing to creating housing at the sites.

The Commission also signaled that

consideration of the two priority sites should not remove the other sites from
consideration. For the other sites, efforts will need to continue with respect to assessing
and potentially remediating barriers, where feasible, for use as affordable housing.

Discussion
One of the primary benefits of using City-owned land is the preservation of limited housing
trust funds that would typically be invested in purchasing privately owned land. To gauge
the potential savings, staff looked at five pipeline affordable housing developments that
are currently either in predevelopment as a result of a City loan commitment or in the
application stage, undergoing review by the City. The data shows that while there is
considerable variation among the developments, there is a range that could be
considered for future projects:
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PROPOSED AFFORDABLE NEW CONSTRUCTION (in 000s)
Land Cost

City Loan for

Tax Credit

Permanent

%

(City

Soft + Hard

Equity Per

Bank Loan

Funded

Funded) Per

Costs Per

Per

by City

Unit

BR

Unit

BR

Unit

BR

Unit

BR

1

200

195

71

69

383

373

0

0

41%

2

136

133

139

136

325

318

0

0

46%

3

142

80

116

65

434

243

0

0

37%

4

218

123

55

31

432

245

39

22

36%

5

174

97

73

41

427

238

24

13

35%

AVE

174

126

91

68

400

283

31

18

39%

Most of the developments above are too small to qualify for permanent bank loans (e.g.,
35-40 apartments), reflecting that the projected operating income is too modest to service
a loan or that the overall amount of the loan does not justify the financial feasibility process
by a bank.

The five developments reflect land acquisition costs in the range of approximately
$135,000 to $215,000 per residence (with an average of approximately $175,000) and
approximately $80,000 to $195,000 per bedroom (with an average of approximately
$125,000). As is typical for City loans, the land acquisition costs are expected to be
funded entirely by housing trust funds. For each development, the City is also expected
to fund some portion of the construction costs, ranging from approximately $55,000 to
$140,000 per residence and $30,000 to $135,000 per bedroom. All five developments
are expected to successfully leverage City funding with a greater amount of outside
funding, primarily Low-Income-Housing Tax Credits.

Using costs from the five new construction developments can help inform the potential
savings from using City-owned sites for affordable housing development. The following
provides information regarding the two City-owned properties that the Housing
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Commission prioritized for Council’s initial consideration, including information about
potential cost savings.

1. 1318 Fourth Street

The 30,000-square-foot site at 1318 Fourth Street is currently the location of Downtown
Public Parking Structure No. 3. The number of parking spaces in the structure were more
than replaced when Parking Structure No. 6 was rebuilt. For over a decade, the City
worked with two different companies to develop a contemporary cinema at the site. Both
companies withdrew from negotiations for the site and the cinema discussions have now
mostly ended.

The site is located within the Bayside Conservation District of the Downtown Community
Plan, which allows for affordable housing up to 70 feet in height with a maximum floor-toarea ratio of 4.0. Using simple floor-area-ratio calculations, staff projects that the site
4

could accommodate approximately 100 to 150 affordable residences, depending on the
design and target population(s).

The street-facing ground floor could house non-

residential uses that help activate the sidewalk and contribute to the sense of safety.
Ground-floor space could also house activities and uses that support the Downtown and
the larger community but have otherwise been priced out of commercial storefronts
Downtown.

Using the range of land acquisition costs of the five proposed developments above, an
estimated $13,600,00 to $32,700,000 of housing trust funds could be saved by using the
City-owned site, as identified below.
POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS WITHOUT LAND ACQUISITION COSTS
RESIDENCES

LAND ACQUISITION COSTS PER RESIDENCE
LOW END
HIGH END
$136,000
$218,000

AVERAGE
$174,000

100

$13,600,000

$21,800,000

$17,400,000

150

$20,400,000

$32,700,000

$26,100,000

With an average City investment of $265,000 per residence ($174,000 for land plus
$91,000 for construction, as shown in the chart on page 3), the savings could be used to
create another 51 ($13.6 million / $265,000) to 123 ($32.7 million / $265,000) long-term
affordable residences. The identified cost savings relate to general acquisitions costs in
Santa Monica. The cost savings related to acquiring equivalent land Downtown is even
greater, given the cost of land Downtown.

Because a parking structure currently exists at 1318 Fourth Street, developing affordable
housing at the site would require some investment to make the site suitable for
development. The primary cost is demolishing the parking structure. In addition, some
remediation of the soils would likely be necessary, given the likely presence of some
hydrocarbons associated with vehicle fuel.
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Environmental studies associated with

POTENTIAL CITY ASSISTANCE FOR SOFT AND HARD COSTS
RESIDENCES

ADDITIONAL CITY ASSISTANCE PER RESIDENCE
LOW END
HIGH END
$55,000
$139,000

AVERAGE
$91,000

100

$5,500,000

$13,900,000

$9,100,000

150

$8,250,000

$20,850,000

$13,650,000

previous proposals on the site did not anticipate significant remediation costs. Previous
cost estimates for demolition and remediation were in the range of $3 to $4 million.

In addition, there would likely be a need for some housing trust fund assistance for
construction costs on the site. The chart below illustrates the expected range of potential
city assistance based on the five proposed developments.

The actual amount of additional City assistance at the site likely will be greater than for
the five pipeline developments, primarily because the scale of the affordable housing
development could make it less competitive for nine-percent tax credits. All five pipeline
developments have received a nine-percent allocation or intend to apply for nine-percent
tax credits. While four-percent tax credits are considerably less valuable, a development
at the site could be competitive for Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities
funding or SB2 (Building Homes and Jobs Act) funding from the State of California.

Given the potential for substantial savings and efficiency in the use of limited housing
trust funds, staff seeks direction to issue a request for proposals for affordable housing
development at 1318 Fourth Street. The process would allow the City to consider in
greater detail the opportunities related to the number of apartments that could be built,
expected costs, and financing opportunities. The RFP process would also allow the City
to facilitate a more informed community dialogue regarding the opportunities at the site.
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2. 612 Colorado Avenue

The 50,000-square-foot site at 612 Colorado Avenue currently serves as a surface
parking lot for Big Blue Bus employees. Many years ago, the site was envisioned for
construction of a new administrative building for the Big Blue Bus. Due to the projected
costs of a new facility, the existing administrative building was preserved and the site on
Colorado Avenue has been used for employee parking.

Since the Housing Commission considered the opportunity in November 2018, staff
completed additional due diligence regarding the site and identified a significant obstacle
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to moving forward at this time. The obstacle relates to the City Council’s direction to move
the Bib Blue Bus fleet to 100 percent electric by 2030. Electric buses require significant
new infrastructure to charge and maintain. The Big Blue Bus is embarking on a planning
process for integrating electric buses and the associated infrastructure into the Big Blue
Bus yard. As the Big Blue Bus will need to service both electric and gas-powered buses
for many years, there is a strong likelihood that additional space will need to be dedicated
to bus operations. As a result, staff recommends that the issuance of a request for
proposals be delayed until there is more clarity regarding the spatial needs associated
with electric buses. Nonetheless, housing staff believes that affordable housing should
be considered in the planning to accommodate electric buses.

Despite the current challenge, staff continues to believe that the site holds significant
potential for affordable housing. The site is located within the Transit-Adjacent District of
the Downtown Community Plan, which allows for affordable housing up to 84 feet in height
with a maximum floor-to-area ratio of 4.0. Staff projects that the site could accommodate
approximately 150 to 250 affordable residences, depending on the design and target
populations. It could also provide an opportunity to consider a permanent structure that
could replace the Santa Monica shelter (Samoshel).

Using the range of land acquisition costs of the five proposed developments above, an
estimated $20,400,00 to $54,500,000 of housing trust funds could be saved, as identified
below.
POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS WITHOUT LAND ACQUISITION COSTS
RESIDENCES

LAND ACQUISITION COSTS PER RESIDENCE
LOW END
HIGH END
$136,000
$218,000

AVERAGE
$174,000

150

$20,400,000

$32,700,000

$26,100,000

250

$34,000,000

$54,500,000

$43,500,000
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With an average City investment of $265,000 per residence, the savings could be used
to create another 77 ($20.4 million / $265,000) to 206 ($32.7 million / $265,000) long-term
affordable residences.

While there are potentially great efficiencies associated with developing affordable
housing at 612 Colorado Avenue, there are also new costs that could be borne by housing
trust funds. First, because the site is “owned” by the Big Blue Bus and transit funds were
used to acquire the site, rent on the site would likely need to be paid to the Big Blue Bus.
The exact amount would depend on expert evaluations and negotiations. If the expert
evaluations determined that fair-market compensation would be required, it would likely
diminish all cost efficiency to the housing trust fund, as property in the Downtown is the
most expensive in Santa Monica. The housing trust fund could also be responsible for
the costs of replacement parking for Big Blue Bus employees. If underground parking
were to cost $70,000 per space and approximately 100 spaces were replaced
underground, the total cost of approximately $7 million would reduce some of the cost
efficiencies associated with the site.

Next Steps
With the Housing Commission’s positive recommendation, staff would prepare a report
for Council consideration. If Council approved the recommendation, staff would issue a
request for proposals for the development of affordable housing at 1318 Fourth Street.
Following the solicitation process, staff would return to the Housing Commission and
Council for direction on initiating negotiations for affordable housing at the site.
Staff would also continue to engage in discussions, and support Housing Commission
consideration, related to 612 Colorado and other City-owned sites that could
accommodate affordable housing.

Prepared By: Andy Agle, Director of Housing and Economic Development
Attachment: sites considered at the November 15, 2018 Housing Commission meeting
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Planning Commission Report
Planning Commission Meeting: February 6, 2019
Agenda Item: 8-C
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Roxanne Tanemori, AICP, Acting City Planning Division Manager

Subject:

Proposed amendments to the text of the Zoning Ordinance for land use
regulations related to fortunetelling; an amendment to the official
Districting Map for 1411 Cloverfield Boulevard; and changes, corrections,
and clarifications to the text of the Zoning Ordinance related to policy
issues that have arisen since the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance
through its implementation.

Recommended Actions
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that
the Council make amendments to the text of the Zoning Ordinance for land use
regulations related to fortunetelling; an amendment to the official Districting Map for
1411 Cloverfield Boulevard; and changes, corrections, and clarifications to the text of
the Zoning Ordinance related to policy issues that have arisen since the adoption of the
Zoning Ordinance through its implementation.
Background
Fortunetelling
The City’s land use regulations related to fortunetelling activities are not included in the
Zoning Ordinance but are located in Chapter 6 (Business, Professions, and Trades) of
the City’s Municipal Code. These regulations have not been updated since prior to the
adoption of the new Zoning Ordinance in 2015 and still reference zoning designations
that no longer exist causing some confusion for prospective new fortunetelling
establishments. A definition for a fortunetelling use also does not exist, and this use
should be referenced in the current Zoning Ordinance to allow adequate regulation over
the land use consistent with all other commercial land uses identified in the Zoning
Ordinance.
1411 Cloverfield Boulevard
It has come to staff’s attention that the current R2 (Low Density Residential) zoning
designation for the parcel at 1411 Cloverfield Boulevard is inconsistent with the current
MUBL (Mixed Use Boulevard Low) LUCE land use designation for the parcel. Prior to
the adoption of the new Zoning Ordinance and Official Districting Map in 2015, the
subject parcel was zoned and used commercially. In order to make the zoning of the
subject parcel consistent with the land use designation of the LUCE Map and its historic
use and zoning, the Official Districting Map needs to be amended changing the zoning
of the property from R2 to MUBL.
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Policy Issues – Miscellaneous Bucket
On June 23, 2015, the City Council adopted a new Zoning Ordinance that became
effective on July 24, 2015. Since the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance and through its
implementation to date, staff had identified unintentional errors, inconsistencies, or
omissions that required minor clerical changes, corrections, or clarifications as well as
policy issues that require further discussion and analysis.
On March 16, 2016, the Commission held a discussion to preliminarily identify and
discuss other policy issues that have arisen since the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance.
On May 10, 2016 and June 28, 2016, the City Council adopted Ordinances making a
majority of the proposed minor clerical changes, corrections, and clarifications.
However, Council identified a small number of the minor clerical changes, corrections,
and clarifications to be further reviewed by the Commission due to the uncertainty that
they may affect policy decisions made with the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance.
On August 3, 2016, the Commission held another preliminary discussion to organize the
policy issues and direct staff on a process to evaluate and recommend potential
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance based on these preliminary discussions.
At the August 3, 2016 Commission meeting, the Commission grouped the Zoning
Ordinance policy issues into the following three general categories:




Minor changes, corrections, and clarifications (“Bucket 1”)
Topics that have arisen since the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance through its
implementation (“Bucket 2”)
New policy directions (“Bucket 3”)

On December 14, 2016, the Commission adopted a resolution recommending the
Council make the remaining minor clerical changes, corrections, and clarifications from
the first category of policy issues along with changes related to accessory dwelling units
to be consistent with State law which the Council adopted on February 28, 2017.
On August 2, 2017, the Commission preliminarily discussed the second category of
Zoning Ordinance policy issues that have arisen since adoption of the Zoning
Ordinance in June 2015 through its implementation in advance of formal consideration
of these policy issues and in advance of making a formal recommendation to the City
Council. After this preliminary discussion, the Commission directed staff to return with
potential amendments to a majority of the discussed policy issues (“Bucket 2A”). The
Commission reviewed the “Bucket 2A” policy issues on October 18, 2017 and adopted a
resolution recommending the Council make the proposed changes for these items. The
Council adopted these changes at its December 12, 2017 meeting. On April 18, 2018,
the Commission adopted a resolution recommending the Council make the remainder of
the proposed changes for the “Bucket 2B” policy issues which the Council adopted on
June 12, 2018.
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The additional policy issues before the Commission (“Miscellaneous Bucket”) were
identified subsequent to the adoption of the Bucket 2A and 2B changes through staff
review, Commission and Council recommendations, and public inquiry. These policy
issues represent items of a more urgent nature based on Planning Commission and
Council direction, challenges in implementation, or in response to changes in State law.
As a result, they are being brought forward for consideration ahead of the “Bucket 3” list
of new policy directions. On October 17, 2018, the Commission adopted a Resolution of
Intention to consider changes, corrections, and clarifications to the Zoning Ordinance for
the Miscellaneous Bucket policy issues. On December 5, 2018, the Commission
preliminarily discussed the Miscellaneous Bucket policy issues and provided direction to
staff on recommendations for potential changes to the Zoning Ordinance based on this
preliminary discussion. The attached redlines represent the changes based on the
Commission’s discussion.
In addition on January 16, 2019, the Commission adopted a Resolution of Intention to
consider amendments to the Zoning Ordinance for outdated land use regulations
related to fortunetelling and an amendment to the official districting map for a parcel
located at 1411 Cloverfield Boulevard.
Discussion
Fortunetelling
In order to update the fortunetelling regulations, staff proposes the redline modifications
detailed in Attachment B. The proposed changes include creating a definition for
“Fortunetelling” and adding the use to the land use regulations tables as a permitted use
in specific areas within the MUBL, GC, and OF districts. This is consistent with the
locations where fortunetelling establishments are currently allowed in Chapter 6 of the
Municipal Code.
1411 Cloverfield Boulevard
1411 Cloverfield Boulevard is located on the west side of Cloverfield Boulevard south of
Santa Monica Boulevard. The parcel has historically been zoned and used
commercially, but its zoning designation was inadvertently changed to a residential R2
zoning in 2015. The LUCE land use designation has remained commercial (MUBL) as
shown in the figures below:
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The proposed amendment to the Official Districting Map would make the zoning of 1411
Cloverfield Boulevard consistent with its existing land use designation.

Address

1411

Street

Cloverfield
Boulevard

APN

4275004015

Existing LUCE
Designation
Mixed Use
Boulevard Low
(MUBL)
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Existing
Zoning

Proposed
Zoning
Change

Low Density
Residential (R2)

Mixed Use
Boulevard Low
(MUBL)

Policy Issues – Miscellaneous Bucket
Attachment D lists the policy items that were initially reviewed by the Planning
Commission on December 5, 2018 and the direction given by the Commission for each
of the items. The proposed changes, corrections, and clarifications that are ready for the
Commission’s review at this time are detailed in redline form in Attachment E. The items
listed as requiring further research in Attachment D will return to the Commission at a
later date.
For each of the proposed amendments to the policy topics, this report summarizes in
Attachment F the purpose of each standard, how the issue was brought to staff’s
attention, and what the proposed clarifying language will do.
The resolution included in Attachment A recommends to the City Council that the
Council make these changes, corrections, and clarifications to the Zoning Ordinance
related to policy issues that have arisen since the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance
through its implementation.
Environmental Analysis
The proposed changes, corrections, and clarifications to the Zoning Ordinance related
to policy issues that have arisen since the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance through its
implementation are categorically exempt from the provisions of California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 15061(b)(3) of the State Implementation Guidelines
(common sense exemption). Based on the evidence in the record, it can be seen with
certainty that there is no possibility that the proposed changes may have a significant
effect on the environment. The recommended modifications represent changes,
corrections, and clarifications to the Zoning Ordinance related to policy issues that have
arisen since the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance through its implementation and that
do not substantively affect policy decisions made with the City Council’s adoption of the
Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, no further environmental review under CEQA is required.
Alternative Actions:
In addition to the recommended action, the Planning Commission could consider the
following with respect to the project:
A1.
A2.

Revise the proposed amendments and recommend adoption to City Council.
Recommend that the City Council not adopt the proposed amendments

Text Amendment Findings
1.
The Ordinance amendments are consistent in principle with the General Plan, in
that the amendments do not substantively affect policy decisions made with the
City Council’s adoption of the Zoning Ordinance and represent minor changes,
corrections, and clarifications to the standards and regulations within the Zoning
Ordinance.
2.
The Ordinance amendments are consistent with the purpose of this Ordinance to
promote the growth of the City in an orderly manner and to promote and protect
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the public health, safety, and general welfare, in that the amendments maintain
the existing policies, standards, and regulations of the Zoning Ordinance that
promote and protect the public health, safety, and general welfare.

Attachments
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

Resolution 19-006 (PCS)
Proposed Redline Modifications – Fortunetelling
Proposed Districting Map Modification – 1411 Cloverfield Boulevard
Index – Miscellaneous Bucket Policy Issues
Proposed Redline Modifications – Miscellaneous Bucket Policy Issues
Policy Issues Redline Explanations
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ATTACHMENT B
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ATTACHMENT B
(Proposed Redline Modifications)
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING ORDINANCE
AS PRESENTED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON FEBRUARY 6, 2019

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.11.020:
Use Classification
Commercial Entertainment and Recreation

MUBL

MUB

GC

NC

Additional Regulations

See sub-classifications below.

Cinemas

L(7)

-

-

L(7)

Theaters

L(8)/CUP

L(8)/CUP

L(8)/CUP

L(8)/CUP

-

CUP

CUP

-

Large-Scale Facility

CUP

CUP

CUP

-

Small-Scale Facility

L(9)/CUP

L(9)/CUP

L(9)/CUP

L(9)/CUP

Section 9.31.340, SmallScale Facility, Game
Arcades

P

-

P

-

Permitted only along
Santa Monica
Boulevard and Lincoln
Boulevard

Convention and Conference Centers

Fortunetelling

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.14.020:
Use Classification
Commercial, Entertainment, and
Recreation

OF

Additional Regulations

See sub-classifications below.

Theaters

L (1)

Convention and Conference Centers

P

Large-Scale Facility

P

Small-Scale Facility

L (2)/CUP

Fortunetelling

P

Section 9.31.340, Small-Scale
Facility, Game Arcades
Permitted only on the Santa Monica
Pier and along Ocean Front Walk

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.51.030(B)(7):
f.
Fortunetelling. An establishment where a person or persons provide
fortunetelling services and demand or receive, directly or indirectly, a fee or reward, or
accept any donation for the exercise or exhibition of fortunetelling services, or give an
exhibition of fortunetelling services at any place where an admission fee, donation or
reward is charged or received, directly or indirectly. Fortunetelling services shall include,
but not be limited to, the telling of fortunes, forecasting of futures, or furnishing of any
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information not otherwise obtainable by the ordinary process of knowledge, by means of
any occult or psychic power, faculty or force, psychic reading, occult reading,
clairvoyance, clairaudience, cartomancy, psychometry, phrenology, spirits, mediumship,
seership, prophecy, augury, astrology, palmistry, necromancy, mindreading, tarot card
readings, tea leaves, telepathy or other craft, art, science, cards, talisman, charm,
potion, magnetism, magnetized article or substance, crystal gazing, or magic of any
kind or nature.
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ATTACHMENT C
Proposed Districting Map
Modification –
1411 Cloverfield Boulevard

Zoning Ordinance Amendments
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ATTACHMENT C
PROPOSED DISTRICTING MAP MODIFICATION FOR
1411 CLOVERFIELD BOULEVARD AS PRESENTED TO THE
PLANNING COMMISSION ON FEBRUARY 6, 2019

Address

1411

Street

APN

Cloverfield
Boulevard

4275004015

Existing
LUCE
Designation
Mixed Use
Boulevard Low
(MUBL)
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Existing
Zoning
Low Density
Residential
(R2)

Proposed
Zoning
Change
Mixed Use
Boulevard
Low (MUBL)

ATTACHMENT D
Index – Miscellaneous Bucket Policy
Issues

Zoning Ordinance Amendments
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ATTACHMENT D
INDEX OF POLICY DISCUSSION ITEMS WITH
PLANNING COMMISSION DIRECTION FROM DECEMBER 5, 2018

SMMC SECTION(S)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
10

POLICY TOPIC

Consider allowing gym and fitness center
uses within the Commercial Entertainment
and Recreation Large Scale Facility use
9.10.040
category in the Downtown districts as
permitted uses instead of conditionally
permitted uses.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Consider changes to specific limitation 21
9.11.020
regarding Office uses in Mixed-Use and
Commercial districts.
Commission direction: No changes necessary.
Clarify requirements including applicability
9.21.130
provisions for resource recovery and
recycling standards.
Commission direction: Further research required.
Clean up language regarding density bonus
9.22.060
procedures to be consistent with State law.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Clarify a prohibition of converting hotels to
9.24.040
condominiums.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Consider how demolition is defined for
structures over 40 years of age and
9.25.030
identified on the City’s Historic Resources
Inventory in certain circumstances where inkind replacement of materials will occur.
Commission direction: Further research required.
Permit 100% affordable housing projects to
9.25.040(F)
file Planning applications concurrently with
demolition permit applications.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Clarify the requirements and standards for
9.28.090(B)(5)
the screening of mechanical parking.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Clarify the standard for street access for
9.28.120(B)(7)(b)
new parking spaces.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
9.43.020
Clarify for Minor and Major Modifications

14

SMMC SECTION(S)

POLICY TOPIC

9.43.030

11

12

13

14

15

that height modifications cannot exceed the
maximum height in the LUCE since General
Plan consistency is a required finding.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Revise procedures and findings for Major
9.43.070(D)
Modifications as they relate to designated
9.43.100(G)
historic resources.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Re-approve previously reviewed correction
9.53.130(B)(2)(c)(iv)
that was inadvertently not included in the
first reading of the ordinance.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Consider that 100% affordable housing
projects that are not owned and operated
9.64.030
by nonprofit housing providers may comply
with TCAC regulations and are not subject
to AHPP.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
Various sections including:
Clarify that regulations and incentives
9.01.050
applicable to properties listed on the City’s
9.48.050
Historic Resources Inventory are for those
9.33.020
properties listed with a California Historical
9.25.020(B)(1)
Resource Code of 1 through 5.
9.25.030(A)(3); (B); (D)
9.29.050(F)
9.27.030(C); (F)(1)
9.01.040(B)(1)
9.07.030(I)(7)(d)
9.52.020.1100
Commission direction: Further research required.
Various sections including:
Change various Downtown standards to be
9.10.070(C)(1-5)
consistent with standards in the Downtown
9.10.070(D)(1)
Community Plan.
Commission direction: Prepare redline changes.
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ATTACHMENT E
Proposed Redline Modifications –
Miscellaneous Bucket Policy Issues

Zoning Ordinance Amendments
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ATTACHMENT E
(Proposed Redline Modifications)
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING ORDINANCE
AS PRESENTED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON FEBRUARY 6, 2019
#1

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.10.040:
Use Classification

LT

NV

BC
(Promenade)

Commercial Entertainment
and Recreation
Large-Scale Facility

BC (2nd
& 4th
Streets)

TA

OT

WT

Additional
Regulations

See sub-classifications below.
CUP

CUP

L(21)/

L(21)/

CUP

CUP

CUP

CUP

-

Specific Limitations:
(21) Fitness Centers located in the BC District are permitted.
#4

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.22.060:
B. In accordance with State law, neither the granting of a concession, incentive,
waiver, or modification nor the granting of a density bonus shall be
interpreted, in and of itself, to require a General Plan amendment, Zoning
Ordinance, Variance, or other discretionary approval except as provided in
subsection (C) of this Section.
C. For housing developments requesting a waiver of a development standard or
an incentive/concession not included in subsection (B)(6) through (8) of
Section 9.22.040, the following shall apply:
1. Hearing and Notice. An application pursuant to this subsection shall
follow the procedures for Development Review Permits set forth in
Chapter 9.40 except the findings in paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection
shall apply in lieu of the findings in Chapter 9.40. A public hearing shall be
held by the City Planning Commission and the Commission shall issue a
determination:
2. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65915, if the applicant has made
the evidentiary showing required by subsection (A) of this Section, the
Planning Commission shall approve requested incentives/concessions
unless it makes one of the following findings, supported by substantial
evidence, that:
1. The Director shall grant the concession or incentive requested by the
developer unless the Director makes a written finding, based upon
substantial evidence, of any of the following:
a. The incentive or concession isdoes not requiredresult in identifiable
and actual cost reductions to provide for affordable housing costs as
defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, or for rents
for the affordable units; or
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b. The concession or incentive will have a specific adverse impact upon
public health and safety, or on the physical environment or on any real
property that is listed in the California Register of Historic Resources
and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or
avoid the specific adverse impact without rendering the development
unaffordable to low-income and moderate, lower or very low income
households; or
c. The concession or incentive would be contrary to State or Federal law.
3. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65915, if the applicant has made
the evidentiary showing required by subsection (A) of this Section, the
Planning Commission shall approve a requested waiver unless it makes
one of the following findings supported by substantial evidence that:
a. The waiver would have a specific, adverse impact upon public health
or safety or the physical environment, and there is no feasible method
to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact without
rendering the residential project unaffordable to low and moderate
income households. For purposes of this provision, “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 that the
application for the residential project was deemed complete; or
b. The waiver would have an adverse impact on real property listed in the
California Register of Historic Resources; or
c. The waiver is contrary to State or Federal law.
4. Appeal. The decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to
the City Council within 14 consecutive calendar days of the date the
decision is made in the manner provided in Section 9.37.130, Appeals.
#5

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.24.040:
A. No condominium conversion shall be approved unless:
A1. Removal of residential units from the rental market has been approved
by the Rent Control Board through issuance of a certificate of exemption
or removal permit when required.
B2. Tenants have been given a Tenant’s Notice of Intent to Convert pursuant
to the provisions of California Government Code Section 66427.1
(Subdivision Map Act) prior to filing a Notice of Pending Application to
Convert with the City Planning Division, such notice to be given by the
applicant and contain information as to tenants’ rights under State and
local regulations
C3. A Notice of Pending Application to Convert has been filed with the
Planning Division prior to the filing of a Tentative Subdivision Map and
Conditional Use Permit Application. The notice shall include a copy of
the Tenants’ Notice of Intent to Convert and a Building Condition and
History Report prepared by a Building Inspection Service or similar
agency acceptable to the Building Officer and Fire Marshal. The report
shall contain such information set forth on forms to be provided by the
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D4.

E5.

F6.

G7.

H8.

I9.

Director, including, but not limited to: date of construction, a list of all
repairs and renovations to be made, an analysis of building conditions
and any violations of housing, fire, or building codes, a listing of the
proposed improvements to be carried out and an estimated time
schedule, the present rent schedule including type and length of
tenancy, the estimated prices of the converted units, a copy of the
proposed CC&Rs, and a Tenant Relocation Assistance Plan indicating
the number of tenants interested in purchasing or relocating and specific
plans for assisting in relocation of tenants. The subdivider shall furnish
each prospective buyer with a copy of this Report together with the
CC&Rs.
Within 60 days after the filing of a Notice of Pending Application to
Convert, the Planning Division has prepared and delivered to the
applicant a Conversion Report including a staff recommendation for
approval or denial, a listing of conditions or requirements recommended
as a basis for approval, and supportive reasons or justifications for such
recommendations. No application for Tentative Subdivision Map or
Conditional Use Permit shall be accepted for filing prior to preparation of
a Conversion Report.
Tenants have been notified in writing of all public hearings in connection
with an application for conversion and all tenants subsequent to the
initial notice of intent shall be notified in writing of the pending conversion
prior to occupancy.
The structural, electrical, fire, and life safety systems of the structure
either are, or are proposed to be prior to the sale of the units, in a
condition of good repair and maintenance, including such alterations or
repairs as are required by the Building Officer.
The structure presently has, or is intended to have plumbing in sound
condition, insulation of all water heaters, and where feasible, pipes for
circulated hot water, individual gas and electrical meters, except in such
cases where individual metering is clearly inadvisable or impractical,
adequate and protected trash areas, and such other requirements as
may be imposed as a condition of approval.
Written notice of not less than one year from the date of tentative
approval has been given to all residential tenants to locate alternative
housing.
For residential conversions, the Planning Commission, or City Council
on appeal or review, determines that:
1. The conversion is consistent with the General Plan;
2. The vacancy factor of rental housing units in the City has exceeded 5
percent of the total rental housing inventory for a period of 90 days
prior to the date of approval. In calculating the vacancy factor, the
Planning Commission, or the City Council on appeal, shall consider
the best available data, including, but not limited to, studies by State
and City agencies including the Rent Control Board and data
compiled by the Southern California Association of Governments.
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Existing rental units may be approved for conversion regardless of
the vacancy factor where the Planning Commission determines that a
new rental unit has or will be added by the subdivider to the City’s
housing inventory for each rental unit removed through conversion;
3. The subdivider has complied with such other requirements or
conditions as the Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal,
shall believe necessary or appropriate; and
4. No conversion of rental units to market-rate condominiums or
cooperatives shall be permitted until the rental units demolished or
converted in 1978 and 1979 are replaced.
B. No hotels conversions to condominiums shall be permitted.
#7

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.25.040(F):
F. No application subject to review by the Planning Commission, Architectural
Review Board, or Zoning Administrator, shall be accepted for filing unless the
applicant has completed the requirements of subsection E, as applicable.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City shall accept applications for 100%
Affordable Housing Projects that involve the demolition of existing buildings
that do not appear on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory so long as a
demolition permit application(s) for such building(s) is filed prior to or
concurrently with the application for the 100% Affordable Housing Project.

#8

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.28.090:
B. Automated and Tandem Parking. All parking may be stored and accessed
by automated parking systems, mechanical stackers, tandem, or other spaceefficient means at the discretion of the City through the approval of a Parking
and Loading Operations Plan. The plan shall include information required by
the Director to understand the proposed parking operations and other
information determined by the Director to be necessary. Submittal of technical
studies may also be required.
5. Mechanical Parking Screening. Except for required ingress and egress,
all mechanical parking shall be fully enclosedscreened or enclosed to the
maximum extent feasible to minimize any potential visual and noise
impacts. The Director may approve plans that modify the screening
requirements in subsections (a-c) below when the applicant can
demonstrate that the parking and equipment shall not be visible from
adjacent parcels and/or public rights-of-way.
a. Screening Location. Except for required ingress and egress,
mechanical parking systems shall be screened on all sides. For
mechanical parking systems located in front of buildings and on
surface parking lots, except for required ingress and egress, the
mechanical parking systems shall be fully enclosed.
b. Screening Height. Screening for mechanical parking systems shall be
of sufficient height to screen both the mechanical equipment and the
vehicles contained on and within the mechanical equipment from
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adjacent parcels. The height of any screening shall not exceed the
height of the principal building on the subject parcel.
c. Screening Materials. Screening materials shall be of sufficient opacity
to eliminate or significantly decrease the visibility of mechanical
equipment and vehicles from adjacent parcels or public rights-of-way.
d. Architectural Review. Except for single-unit dwellings, exterior
mechanical parking systems including screening and/or enclosures
shall be subject to architectural review. The design of any mechanical
parking system shall be compatible in design with the principal building
on the subject parcel.
e. Noise Attenuation. All power-generating equipment shall be fully
enclosed and sound attenuated to comply with the noise standards in
Section 4.12. If the power-generating equipment cannot be isolated
from the mechanical system, full enclosure of the mechanical parking
systems and parked vehicles shall be required.
#9

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.28.120:
B. Parking Access.
7. Street Access.
b. New parking spaces will only be allowed ifshall be designed to allow
the vehicles to enter the adjacent street in a forward direction on
streets determined to be of specific characteristics where driving
forward is required as determined by the Director.

#10

Modify the following language in SMMC Sections 9.43.020 and 9.43.030:
9.43.020
B. Subject to the requirements of this Chapter and except as provided in
subsection (C) of this Section, the Director may grant relief from no more than
2 of the following dimensional requirements:
4. Height. Maximum height of buildings and structures, up to 5 percent or 2
feet, whichever is less. The modified height shall not exceed the maximum
height permitted in the applicable land use district of the LUCE.
9.43.030
B. Subject to the requirements of this Chapter and except as provided in
subsection C of this Section, the Director may grant relief from no more than
2 of the following requirements:
4. Height. Maximum height of buildings and structures, up to 20 percent or 5
feet, whichever is less. The modified height shall not exceed the maximum
height permitted in the applicable land use district of the LUCE.

#11

Modify the following language in SMMC Sections 9.43.070 and 9.43.100:
9.43.070
D. Concurrent Processing. If a request for a Major Modification or Waiver is
being submitted in conjunction with an application for another approval,
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permit, or entitlement under this Ordinance, it shall be heard and acted upon
at the same time and in the same manner as that application.
1. Historic Properties. An application for a Major Modification that involves
a For a project that includes the retention and preservation of a Historic
Resource, upon receipt in proper form of a Major Modification application,
a meeting with the Landmarks Commission shall be set to receive a
recommendation on the proposal shall also be submitted to the
Landmarks Commission for review and approval pursuant to
Chapter 9.56, Landmarks and Historic Districts. Following receipt of a
recommendation of the Landmarks Commission, a public hearing before
the Director shall be set and notice of such hearing given in a manner
consistent with Section 9.37.050, Public Notice.
9.43.100
G. If the modification of maximum building height; maximum number of stories;
required setbacks; maximum parcel coverage and building envelope
requirements; permitted building height projections; permitted projections in
required yard areas; access to private open space; landscaping; or provision
of unexcavated yard areas is requested as part of a project that preserves a
City-Designated Historic Resource, the review authority must make the
following findings in addition to any other findings that this Section requires:
10. The proposed design has been reviewed and approved by the Landmarks
Commission pursuant to Chapter 9.56, Landmarks and Historic Districts.
#12

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.53.130(B)(2)(c):
iv. Transportation Allowance. Offer a monthly transportation allowance equal to
at least 50% of the current cost of a monthly regional transit pass of the
resident’s choice (e.g., Big Blue Bus 30-Day Pass, Metro EZ Pass, Metro
TAP Pass or equivalent). Within the Downtown Community Plan area, the
transportation allowance shall equal at least 100% of the current cost of a
monthly regional transit pass of the resident’s choice (e.g. Big Blue Bus 30Day Pass, Metro EZ Pass, Metro TAP Pass or equivalent). The transportation
allowance shall be offered to all residents listed on a lease and their
immediately family living at the same address. Immediate family includes
spouse, partner, children, parents, grandparents, brother, sister, father-in-law,
mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, aunt, uncle, niece, nephew, sisterin-law, and brother-in-law. A resident accepting the transportation allowance
shall not lease parking spaces at the project and shall be required to execute
a contract agreeing that said resident does not own or long-term lease an
automobile and will not own or long-term lease an automobile for so long as
they are in receipt of the transportation allowance. The contract shall also
specify the resident’s non-single occupancy vehicle commute mode (e.g.,
transit, bike, walk). Children who reside full-time at the building shall be
eligible for the transportation allowance if the parent that is primarily
responsible for transporting the child is also eligible for the transportation
allowance. The child’s parent or guardian shall sign an affidavit stating that
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the child permanently resides at the building on a full-time basis, and the child
is primarily transported by a parent or guardian on the lease that is eligible for
the transportation allowance.
#13

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.64.030:
A. The obligations established by this Chapter shall apply to each multi-family
project involving the construction of two or more multi-family units, which
project has not received its ministerial or discretionary planning approvals
including, without limitation: variances, conditional use permits, administrative
approvals, development review permits, and development agreement
ordinances which have not yet become effective (collectively, “Approvals”) on
or before July 26, 2013. No building permit shall be issued for any multi-family
project unless such construction has been approved in accordance with the
standards and procedures provided for by this Chapter. Notwithstanding the
above, a multi-family rental housing project that will be developed by a
nonprofit housing provider receiving financial assistance through one of the
City’s housing trust fund programs shall not be subject to the requirements of
this Chapter so long as the project is an affordable housing project meeting
the requirements of Santa Monica Municipal Code Section 9.52.020 or any
successor thereto and the project’s affordability obligations will be secured by
a regulatory agreement, memorandum of agreement, or recorded covenant
with the City for a minimum period of fifty-five years. Additionally, a multifamily rental housing project that will be developed by a nonprofit housing
provider receiving financial assistance through the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee shall not be subject to the requirements of this Chapter
so long as the project is a 100% Affordable Housing Project as defined by
Santa Monica Municipal Code Section 9.52.020.0050 and project applicant is
required to (i) comply with Section 9.64.110, (ii) comply with the California
Tax Credit Allocation Committee Regulations in effect as of February 6, 2019,
including the minimum unit size requirements in Cal. Code Regs. tit. 4, §
10325(g)(1)(B) (e.g. 450 square feet of living space for one-bedrooms, 700
square feet of living space for two-bedrooms, and 900 square feet of living
space for three bedrooms), and (iii) the project’s affordability obligations will
be secured by a regulatory agreement, memorandum of agreement, or
recorded covenant in form approved by the City Attorney, for a minimum
period of fifty-five years.

#15

Modify the following language in SMMC Section 9.10.070:
C. 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 up to
90,000 square feet must meet the following requirements:
2. Transportation Impact Fee.
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a. All Tier 2 and Tier 3 less than 75,000 up to 90,000 square feet.
Projects shall pay an additional Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) of
90% of the maximum allowable fee established in the Transportation
Impact Fee nexus study, for that portion of the floor area above the
maximum Tier 1 floor area allowed by the Downtown Community Plan.
3. Open Space.
a. All Tier 2 and Tier 3 less than 75,000 up to 90,000 square
feet. Projects shall pay an additional Parks and Recreation
Development Impact Fee of 90% of the maximum allowable fee
established in the Parks and Recreation Fee nexus study for that
portion of the floor area above the maximum Tier 1 floor area allowed
by the Downtown Community Plan
4. Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee.
a. All Tier 2 and Tier 3 less than 75,000 up to 90,000 square
feet. Commercial portions of mixed-use projects shall pay a housing
mitigation fee 23 percent above the base fee as required by
Chapter 9.68, Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee Program
for that portion of the floor area above the maximum Tier 1 floor area
allowed by the Downtown Community Plan
5. Transportation Demand Management. All Tier 2 and Tier 3 less than
75,000 up to 90,000 square feet residential and mixed-use projects shall
including the following Transportation Demand Management measures in
addition to those required by Chapter 9.53, Transportation Demand
Management:
D. All Other Projects Qualifying Benefits. An applicant seeking approval for
Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects up to 30,000 square feet that are not residential or
mixed-use projects that exceed the base floor area or height allowed in the
district where the project is located shall provide community benefits in each
of the following categories.
1. Impact Fees.
a. Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee.
i. Tier 2 and Tier 3 less than up to 30,000 square feet – Projects shall
pay a housing mitigation fee 23% above the base fee as required
by Chapter 9.68, Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee
Program for that portion of the floor area above the maximum Tier 1
floor area allowed by the Downtown Community Plan
b. Transportation Impact Fee.
i. Tier 2 and Tier 3 less than up to 30,000 square feet – Projects shall
pay an additional transportation impact fee (TIF) 23% above the
base fee required by Chapter 9.66, Transportation Impact Fee
Program, for that portion of the floor area above the maximum Tier
1 floor area allowed by the Downtown Community Plan.
c. Open Space.
i. Tier 2 and Tier 3 less than up to 30,000 square feet. Projects shall
pay an additional parks and recreation development impact fee
23% above the base fee required by Chapter 9.67, Parks and
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Recreation Fee Program, for that portion of the floor area above the
maximum Tier 1 floor area allowed by the Downtown Community
Plan.
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ATTACHMENT F
Policy Issues Redline
Explanations

Zoning Ordinance Amendments
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ATTACHMENT F
(Policy Redline Explanations)
POLICY DISCUSSION ITEMS – MISCELLANEOUS BUCKET
#1
SMMC Section 9.10.040
 Policy Topic: Consider allowing gym and fitness center uses within the
Commercial Entertainment and Recreation Large Scale Facility use category in
the Downtown districts as permitted uses instead of conditionally permitted uses.
 Purpose of the Standard
o A Large Scale Facility within the Commercial Entertainment and
Recreation use category includes large commercial outdoor facilities and
also includes indoor facilities with 5,000 square feet or more in building
area such as fitness centers, gymnasiums, skating rinks, bowling alleys,
and large tennis club facilities among others.
o A Commercial Entertainment and Recreation Large Scale Facility currently
requires the discretionary review and approval of a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) to ensure such a use can be designed, located, and operated in a
manner that will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of surrounding
properties.
 How the Issue was Identified
o Recent discussions regarding the future of the Promenade have brought
up the issue of whether requiring a CUP for a gym or fitness center use is
overly restrictive, particularly when impacts are largely associated with
noise or parking. With the elimination of parking minimums in the
Downtown and the Promenade environment, these concerns may be less
of an issue than in other locations in the city.
o The retail industry has been evolving with many considering fitness uses
to be akin to retail with its pedestrian and active use orientation.
 What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Allows fitness centers that are considered Large Scale Facilities to be
permitted within the BC Downtown districts (Third Street Promenade, 2nd
Street, 4th Street) where existing uses are predominantly commercial.
o Fitness centers that are considered Large Scale Facilities not located in
the BC Downtown districts would still require CUPs.
o All other Large Scale Facilities in the Downtown districts would still require
CUPs.
#4
SMMC Section 9.22.060
 Policy Topic: Clean up language regarding density bonus procedures to be
consistent with State law
 Purpose of the Standard
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o The procedures in SMMC Section 9.22.060 govern the processing of any
requests for a density bonus, incentive, concession, waiver, modification,
or revised parking standard related to affordable housing projects.
How the Issue was Identified
o Recent changes to State law have necessitated corresponding changes to
the Zoning Ordinance in order for consistency.
What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Updates the density bonus procedures to be consistent with State law.
o Density bonus-related requests for a waiver of a development standard or
an incentive/concession shall be granted unless findings can be made
against granting such requests based on substantial evidence.

#5
SMMC Section 9.24.040
 Policy Topic: Clarify a prohibition of converting hotels to condominiums.
 Purpose of the Standard
o The purpose of the standard is to identify the limited circumstances in
which condominium conversions are allowed.
 How the Issue was Identified
o Due to the existing potential for hotels to be converted to condominiums,
City Council directed staff to initiate an amendment to the Zoning
Ordinance to prohibit such conversions.
 What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Prohibits the conversion of hotels to condominiums.
#7
SMMC Section 9.25.040(F)
 Policy Topic: Permit 100% affordable housing projects to file Planning
applications concurrently with demolition permit applications.
 Purpose of the Standard
o SMMC Section 9.25.040(F) does not allow any application that is subject
to review by the Planning Commission, Architectural Review Board, or
Zoning Administrator to be accepted for filing unless the applicant has
completed the demolition permit review process. This ensures that an
appropriate review of any potential historic resource is conducted before a
proposed discretionary project is reviewed.
 How the Issue was Identified
o Development of 100% affordable housing projects has faced challenges
recently due to a variety of reasons including loss of available funding,
high costs of land and construction, and scarcity of potential project sites.
o Opportunities for 100% affordable housing projects to apply for State Tax
Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) tax credit funding occur only twice a
year. Not allowing Planning applications for 100% affordable housing
projects to be filed until after the 75-day demolition permit review period
has passed increases the overall length of the entitlement process and
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complicates the ability and scheduling of projects as it relates to
applications for tax credit funding.
What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Create an exemption from this demolition permit standard for 100%
Affordable Housing Projects, as defined in the Zoning Ordinance, if the
property is not identified on the City’s Historic Resources Inventory and so
long as a demolition permit application is filed prior to or concurrently with
the application for the 100% Affordable Housing Project.
o An applicant would be aware of the time, cost, and risk of pursuing
planning entitlements concurrently with any demolition permit application.

#8
SMMC Section 9.28.090(B)(5)
 Policy Topic: Clarify the requirements and standards for the screening of
mechanical parking.
 Purpose of the Standard
o This standard seeks to shield neighboring land uses from the potential
visual and acoustic impacts of mechanical parking systems.
 How the Issue was Identified
o Amendment of the mechanical parking screening requirements was
deferred by the Planning Commission at its April 18, 2018 meeting to
allow staff time to consider different screening options.
o Private property developers continue to express frustration that exterior
mechanical parking is required to be fully enclosed. Full enclosures create
structures that count against parcel coverage and floor area ratio limits.
Full enclosures also necessitate costly fire sprinkler systems.
o Developers contend that more flexibility with the current screening
requirement is warranted as fully enclosing mechanical parking systems is
not always necessary to adequately mitigate noise or visual impacts.
o Mechanical parking systems typically only generate measurable noise
from the power unit which for most mechanical parking systems is
separate from the lifts that holds the vehicles and is much smaller in size.
 What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Requires exterior mechanical parking systems and vehicles to be fully
screened but not fully enclosed when separate motor mechanism noise is
attenuated to allowable levels to minimize any potential noise and visual
impacts.
o Allows the Director to approve plans that modify the screening
requirements when the applicant can demonstrate that the parking and
equipment shall not be visible from adjacent parcels and/or public rightsof-way.
o Except for single-unit dwellings, architectural review would be required for
exterior mechanical parking systems including screening and/or
enclosures.
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#9
SMMC Section 9.28.120(B)(7)(b)
 Policy Topic: Clarify the standard for street access for new parking spaces.
 Purpose of the Standard
o This standard seeks to ensure that private property development affords
sufficient maneuvering area for vehicles to exit onto busy streets in a
forward-facing direction for the safety of drivers and other users of the
public right-of-way.
 How the Issue was Identified
o City staff identified a wording error in this section that does not make clear
which streets require vehicles to enter in a forward-facing manner.
 What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Corrects a wording error to clarify that the standard applies to streets
where driving forward onto them is required.
#10
SMMC Sections 9.43.020 and 9.43.030
 Policy Topic: Clarify for Minor and Major Modifications that height modifications
cannot exceed the maximum height in the LUCE since General Plan consistency
is a required finding.
 Purpose of the Standard
o SMMC Sections 9.43.020 and 9.43.030 allow for the requests of minor
adjustments to the dimensional requirements, design standards, and other
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance when doing so is consistent with
the purposes of the General Plan and the District.
o SMMC Section 9.43.020(B)(4) allows for a Minor Modification request to
the maximum height of buildings and structures, up to 5 percent or 2 feet,
whichever is less.
o SMMC Section 9.43.030(B)(4) allows for a Major Modification request to
the maximum height of buildings and structures, up to 20 percent or 5 feet,
whichever is less.
 How the Issue was Identified
o Height limits within zoning districts are identified in the Zoning Ordinance
as well as in their corresponding land use designations in the LUCE.
o In most zoning districts, the height limits in the Zoning Ordinance and the
LUCE are the same.
o For some applicants, it has not been clear that a request to exceed the
Zoning Ordinance height limit cannot exceed the height limit within the
LUCE as well since General Plan consistency is a required finding.
 What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Clarifies for Minor and Major Modifications that height modifications
cannot exceed the maximum heights in the LUCE.
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#11
SMMC Sections 9.43.070(D) and 9.43.100(G)
 Policy Topic: Revise procedures and findings for Major Modifications as they
relate to designated historic resources.
 Purpose of the Standard
o These standards clarify the required Major Modification procedures and
findings for projects that include the retention and preservation of a
structure or improvement that is a City-Designated Historic Resource.
 How the Issue was Identified
o SMMC Section 9.43.070(D)(1) requires that a Major Modification involving
a project that includes the retention and preservation of a Historic
Resource shall also be submitted to the Landmarks Commission for
review and approval pursuant to Chapter 9.56. However, there are no
provisions in Chapter 9.56 giving the Landmarks Commission the authority
to approve Major Modification applications.
o Major Modification applications are typically reviewed by the Zoning
Administrator. There has been some confusion as to which body should
review a Major Modification application involving a Historic Resource or
whether both the Zoning Administrator and the Landmarks Commission
must approve the application and in which order. Two separate
discretionary bodies do not typically review and approve the same
application.
o SMMC Section 9.43.100(G)(10) also includes language in required
findings referencing Landmarks Commission approval of the proposed
design of a project seeking a Major Modification. Approval by a separate
discretionary body is not an appropriate required finding and creates a
confusing process since the Landmarks Commission has the authority to
issue Certificates of Appropriateness but does not have authority to
approve Major Modifications.
 What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Clarifies the procedures and findings for a Major Modification that involves
a project that includes the retention and preservation of a Historic
Resource so that the approval of only one discretionary body, the Zoning
Administrator or Planning Commission as applicable, is required.
o Clarifies that the Landmarks Commission would conduct a preliminary
review for recommendation prior to the Major Modification application
being reviewed by the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission for
approval.
#12
SMMC Section 9.53.130.(B)(2)(c)(iv)
 Policy Topic: Re-approve previously reviewed correction that was inadvertently
not included in the first reading of the ordinance.
 Purpose of the Standard
o The standard identifies programmatic elements required in Developer
Transportation Demand Management Plans.
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How the Issue was Identified
o Staff review of the online Municipal Code showed that a previously
approved correction to this standard by the Planning Commission and City
Council had not been made. Further research found that this change was
not made due to an inadvertent omission from the original ordinance
proposing the change.
What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Re-approves the previously reviewed correction that involves striking the
words “spaces at the project” from the standard.

#13
SMMC Section 9.64.030
 Policy Topic: Consider that 100% affordable housing projects that are not
owned and operated by nonprofit housing providers may comply with TCAC
regulations and are not subject to AHPP.
 Purpose of the Standard
o This standard currently allows a multi-family rental housing project that will
be developed by a nonprofit housing provider receiving financial
assistance through one of the City’s housing trust fund programs and
secured by a regulatory agreement with the City for a minimum period of
55 years to not be subject to the City’s Affordable Housing Production
Program (AHPP). This standard is intended to incentivize projects that are
considered 100% Affordable Housing Projects.
 How the Issue was Identified
o Due to the increased difficulty in raising funds for affordable housing
projects and the loss of Redevelopment Agency funding, nonprofit housing
providers have identified alternative funding sources outside of relying on
the City’s housing trust fund programs.
o However as currently stated in the standard, only projects that will be
developed with “financial assistance through one of the City’s housing
trust fund programs” are eligible to be exempt from the AHPP
requirements.
o This standard limits opportunities for nonprofit housing providers to utilize
State TCAC tax credit funding and take advantage of additional affordable
housing opportunities afforded through TCAC regulations. TCAC
regulations would govern aspects of affordable housing projects with
respect to affordability levels, maximum rents, minimum unit sizes, and
amenities in the absence of the City’s AHPP standards. However, it
should be noted that to be exempt from the AHPP means that tenants are
not required to be selected from the City’s list, income/rent limits are
different, and minimum unit sizes may be less than AHPP standards. In
discussions with Housing and Economic Development staff, if this special
exception is to be granted, priority should be placed on selecting tenants
from the City’s list.
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What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Removes the requirement that only projects developed with financial
assistance through one of the City’s housing trust fund programs are
eligible to be exempt from the AHPP requirements. Multi-family rental
housing projects developed by a nonprofit housing provider receiving
financial assistance through the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee would also be exempt from the AHPP requirements so long as
the project is a 100% Affordable Housing Project as defined by the Santa
Monica Municipal Code.
o Multi-family project applicants would be required to select households
from the City-developed list of income-qualified households.
o Applicants would be required to comply with the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee Regulations in effect as of February 6, 2019,
including the minimum unit size requirements.
o The project’s affordability obligations would be secured by a regulatory
agreement, memorandum of agreement, or recorded covenant in form
approved by the City Attorney, for a minimum period of fifty-five years.

#15
Various SMMC Sections including 9.10.070(C)(1-5) and 9.10.070(D)(1)
 Policy Topic: Change various Downtown standards to be consistent with
standards in the Downtown Community Plan.
 Purpose of the Standard
o The Downtown Districts development standards contained in SMMC
Chapter 9.10 are as prescribed in Chapter 4 of the Downtown Community
Plan (DCP) and are used to regulate new site and building development
by establishing standards for intensity, building height, frontage, open
space, and other elements.
 How the Issue was Identified
o Through the use of the development standards, staff and members of the
public have found several minor inconsistencies between the standards in
the DCP and Chapter 9.10 of the Zoning Ordinance where changes
should have been made to the Zoning Ordinance to be consistent with the
DCP.
 What the Clarifying Language Will Do
o Amends sections of the Chapter 9.10 of the Zoning Ordinance to be
consistent with the DCP.
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Planning and Community Development
City Planning Division
1685 Main Street, Room 212
PO Box 2200
Santa Monica, CA 90407-2200

February 6, 2019
Re:

Supplemental Staff Report for Item #9A
Affordable Housing Policy Discussion

The following supplemental staff report provides updated information on affordable
housing production based on new information that has become known since the
publication of the original staff report.
This supplemental report updates on the following:
• Developments in construction
• Developments with planning approval
• Developments submitted since 2013
• Pending developments
These changes reflect information current as of 2.6.19, and includes changes made by
applicants to the status of their projects, as well as previously unidentified development
records that have since been incorporated in the analysis.
Changes have been recorded in “track changes” for legibility. Changes occur on pages
7-10 of the report, and on pages 12-15 of the associated attachments.

1685 Main Street, Room 212  PO Box 2200  Santa Monica, CA 90407-2200
Hours: Monday-Friday 7:30AM-5:30PM
tel: (310) 458-8341  fax: (310) 458-3380  e-mail: peter.james@smgov.net

SUPPLEMENTAL Planning
Commission Report
Planning Commission Meeting: February 6, 2019
Agenda Item: 9-A
To:

Planning Commission

From:

David Martin, Director of Planning and Community Development

Subject:

Affordable Housing Policy Study Session

Recommended Action
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review and comment on Council’s
direction to staff to remove the 5 percent extremely-low option from the Zoning Ordinance
on a temporary basis, pending further study.
Executive Summary
This report presents information on the use of the Affordable Housing Production Program
(AHPP) to support the long-term housing needs in Santa Monica, and to maintain
economic diversity within the city. Specifically, this report focuses on the production of
units targeted to lower income households earning no more than 30 percent of the area
median income (“AMI”), commonly referred to as “extremely low-income” (ELI). Based on
evidence of local housing needs, this income category was added to the AHPP in 2013
as an option for a development to satisfy its onsite affordable housing obligation by
restricting five percent of the total units built for ELI households for Tier 1 projects, and
seven and a half percent for a Tier 2 housing project.
Since the introduction of the ELI option, over 170 units at this income category have been
approved, with many of these already under construction. While the creation of units
deed-restricted to the ELI level helps to realize SCAG’s Regional Housing Needs
Allocation and the City’s own Quantified Objectives, there is a concern that the
methodology for creating the units (i.e., through the existing AHPP “menu of options”) is
counterproductive to meeting the overall Proposition R mandate for 30 percent of all
housing to be affordable. This report contains data on the use of the 5 percent option
since its adoption in 2013, as well as a preliminary evaluation of its impact on the City
meeting its Proposition R targets.
This study session report is intended to provide the Planning Commission with
background on the past half-decade of housing policy, and information about affordable
housing production trends, including units in the ELI category.
Background
Santa Monica has an extensive history that prioritizes affordable housing to preserve and
promote a diverse and sustainable community. Residents have affirmed this priority in
local voter-approved initiatives, such as Proposition R (1990), requiring that 30 percent
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of all new multifamily housing be affordable, and Proposition I (1998), authorizing the City
to participate financially in creating affordable housing equal to one-half of one percent of
the housing stock annually (approximately 250 residences). City Council has further
facilitated affordable housing through adoption of land use incentives and administrative
funding guidelines to streamline affordable housing production and preservation, based
on a policy foundation supporting affordable housing in the General Plan Land Use and
Housing Elements. The Land Use Element also identifies affordable housing as a primary
community benefit in new development. The Affordable Housing Production Program
(AHPP) requires developers of multi-family housing to contribute to affordable housing
production through a flexible framework to help the City meet its affordable housing goals.
Finally, City Council has approved a local preference policy that prioritizes affordable
housing opportunities for Santa Monica residents and workers.
Changes to the Zoning Ordinance and AHPP (2013)
In recent years, California’s ongoing housing shortage has underlined the need for local
jurisdictions to revisit their regulatory frameworks governing housing production. In Santa
Monica, the discussion has been particularly dynamic, as the community and decisionmakers have wrestled with a variety of local, regional and State-level factors that
contribute to production, affordability, and equity. From time to time, changes to the rules
and regulations related to housing are effected in response to these factors.
With the dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency in 2012, the City lost its primary
funding source for affordable housing. In 2012-2013, Council led a host of public
discussions on the ability for the City to continue to meet the needs of Santa Monica
residents. Out of those discussions arose a focus on providing for those whose household
income levels were below the traditional very-low income threshold established by HUD.
•

•

•

•

On February 28, 2012, Council held a study session to consider a variety of issues
related to housing in Santa Monica. At the study session, staff presented data from
the City’s affordable housing waiting list showing that the vast majority (95%) of
Santa Monica residents and workers on the list were at extremely low- or very lowincome levels.
On December 11, 2012 Council directed staff to amend the AHPP to include
opportunities for extremely low-income households to address the approximately
3,000 ELI households who lived or worked in Santa Monica at that time.
On February 26, 2013, Council directed staff to consult with the Legal Aid
Foundation of Los Angeles (LAFLA) and return with a draft ordinance amending
the AHPP rent limit standards to achieve greater affordability.
On June 11, 2013, Council adopted Ordinance No. 2429 (CCS) to revise
household income eligibility levels and rent limits for the AHPP, and to add an
option for developers to provide affordable housing to households earning no more
than 30 percent AMI to satisfy AHPP obligations.
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The subsequent amendments to the AHPP approved by Council in 2013 revised the City’s
household income eligibility levels to match income levels published annually by HUD
and/or HCD, and added the 30 percent of AMI category referred to as “extremely lowincome 1” to the menu of options that satisfy a development’s inclusionary affordable
housing requirement. This significant addition to the AHPP was designed to create a
financial incentive to stimulate the development of such units. Henceforth, outside of the
areas governed by the Downtown Community Plan, applicants undertaking Tier 1 and
Tier 2 projects currently may select from a menu of options to develop at least:
Option

Tier 1
5% of the total units of the project for
30%
income
households
at
2
affordable rent ; or
10% of the total units of the project
for 50% income households at
affordable rent; or

Tier 2 (Requires 50% more than Tier 1)
7.5% of the total units of the project for
30% income households at affordable
rent;
15% of the total units of the project for
50% income households at affordable
rent; or
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20% of the total units of the project
for 80% income households at
affordable rent; or

30% of the total units of the project for
80% income households at affordable
rent;

4

100% of the total units of a project
for moderate income households at
affordable rent.

Not Applicable

1
2

Proposition R Compliance (1994-Present)
The production of multifamily affordable housing in Santa Monica is regulated by the
voter-approved Proposition R, which requires that:
•
•

Thirty percent of all multifamily housing completed in each fiscal year be affordable
for and occupied by low- and moderate-income households; and
At least one-half of the total affordable housing completed be affordable for and
occupied by low-income households.

The most recently published Annual Report (FY 16/17) discussing the City’s compliance
with Proposition R illustrates a downward trend in affordable housing production, citing
just 13 percent of multifamily housing completed during that time is affordable to low- and
moderate-income households. This is consistent with the previous two fiscal years (FY
14/15, and FY 15/16) when 19 percent of new multifamily housing was affordable to lowand moderate-income households.

1
30% Income Household means a household whose gross income does not exceed the 30% income limits applicable
to the Los Angeles-Long Beach Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, adjusted for household size, as published and
periodically updated by Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
2

The 5% option was added to Chapter 9.64 in 2013 by Ordinance 2429 (CCS)

3

Cumulative Proposition R Achievements 3
Affordable New Multifamily Residences Completed Annually
FY 94/95 through FY 16/17

One of the main factors affecting the number and percentage of affordable residences
being constructed is the loss of funding from the Redevelopment Agency. Historically, a
significant portion of the Proposition R affordable housing mandate has been fulfilled by
nonprofit developers who use City-subsidized loans to create affordable housing. The
largest funding source for such loans was the Redevelopment Agency.
3

Annual Affordable Housing Report on Propositions R and I, April 2018
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Despite a failure to achieve Proposition R requirements annually over the past three fiscal
years, the City continues to exceed the minimum Proposition R requirement cumulatively,
adding up the developments that have been completed over the past 23 years.
Subsequent Shifts in Housing Policy (2017)
Since the most recent changes were made to the AHPP, local, regional and national
economic factors have shifted once again, leading to a widely-recognized state-wide
housing crisis and a renewed discussion on local housing production policy, both marketrate and affordable. The City has been proactive in its efforts to use adopted policy as a
lever for incentivizing new housing production in targeted areas, such as Downtown, and
for increasing the supply of affordable housing. These measures have been implemented
at the same time that the City has witnessed a decrease in the overall amount of
affordable housing produced on an annual basis, as mentioned previously.
Downtown Community Plan
The adoption of the Downtown Community Plan (DCP) in 2017 established a new
methodology for housing production that includes permit streamlining, and floor area and
height incentives for qualified housing projects. Downtown development is also subject to
higher affordable housing requirements than citywide, and must provide a set percentage
of units (on-site or off-site) that are deed-restricted to each income level identified in the
AHPP.
This approach differs from the Zoning Ordinance in three important ways:
1. The affordable housing methodology in the DCP removes developer selection of
income categories at the Tier 2 level, and instead establishes a 20 percent base
requirement for a project’s total affordable housing contribution based on the
project’s height.
2. The DCP does not provide the developer a financial incentive to profit from a higher
market-to-affordable ratio based on developer selection of income levels. For
example, a Tier 2 mixed-use housing project of 100 units that has selected the
Zoning Ordinance’s ELI option will generate only 8 deed-restricted units, and 92
market-rate units. In the DCP, that same project would provide a minimum of 20
deed-restricted units, and 80 market-rate units.
3. The required affordable housing units produced in a project by the DCP must be
distributed across the four income levels recognized by the AHPP based on the
following percentages:
a. 20% Extremely Low-Income
b. 20% Very Low-Income
c. 30% Low-Income
d. 30% Moderate-Income
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The increased affordability requirements in the DCP are expected to play a critical role in
helping the City meet the requirements of Proposition R. Amending the AHPP to require
a broader array of affordability levels could also assist in Proposition R compliance. A
forthcoming Council Information Item on the impact of DCP housing policy on production
will be issued in February 2019.
Suggested Changes to the AHPP (2018)
Based on the DCP’s new approach to creating equity among income levels, new
conversations have sprung up to evaluate the existing Zoning Ordinance methodology in
order to identify potential improvements that balance supply with demand, and aid in
reversing the downward trend in affordable housing production identified in the past
several Proposition R compliance reports. These discussions have been fueled by the
perception that the financial incentive to allow a development to deed-restrict a low
number of units for extremely-low income households has perhaps been too successful,
and has ultimately impacted the City’s ability to meet annual Proposition R targets. This,
coupled with the loss of Redevelopment, has placed an even heavier burden on the City
to make up the production of remaining affordable units using limited financial and
regulatory resources.
In light of this concern, the Housing Commission discussed on November 15, 2018
modifying affordable housing requirements outside of Downtown Community Plan area,
and opined on the possibility of precluding the extremely low-income option until a full
review of the AHPP could be conducted through an updated economic feasibility study.
The feasibility study is a work effort currently in the scoping phase being led in partnership
by the Planning and Community Development and Housing and Economic Development
departments, which will provide analysis on the potential to overhaul the AHPP so that it
may align more closely with the DCP model. The scope and timeframe for the upcoming
feasibility study is discussed later in this report.
As an interim measure, Council directed staff on December 18, 2018 to prepare
amendments to the Affordable Housing Production Plan disallowing the current option for
developers to provide fewer extremely low-income units until the feasibility study can be
completed.
Discussion
Santa Monica is a desirable place to live and work, making the demand for housing far
greater than the existing supply. Based on higher than average rent and home ownership
values, as well as the housing policy described earlier in this report, the City continues to
receive proposals almost daily to create new housing. Because of these conditions, the
City has been fortunate to routinely meet the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) housing production targets established by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) as well as the City’s own “Quantified Objectives” for housing
production outlined in the adopted 2014-2021 Housing Element. The City’s mixed-use
higher-density commercial districts provide a wide range of housing opportunities, and
current pipeline projects indicate that the City will continue to attract new market-rate
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housing development that is capable of contributing to the creation of new affordable units
at a variety of income levels.
Affordable Housing Production (2014-Present)
Since 2014, the cumulative amount of affordable residences completed (finaled building
permits) has met the City’s minimum requirement of 30 percent. Multifamily developments
completed between 2014 and 2018 produced 1,001 residences, of which 402 (40 percent)
were affordable to low-and moderate-income households. Of those affordable units, 95
percent were affordable to low-income households. The City has met both Proposition R
requirements that 30 percent of all multifamily housing be affordable to low- and
moderate-income households and that at least one-half of the total affordable housing be
affordable for and occupied by low-income households.
However, pipeline projects indicate that future production will fall short of this mark.
Multifamily developments currently in construction will produce just 17 13 percent
affordable units (138 95 of 802 759 total), and multifamily developments with planning
approval will produce just 10 percent affordable units (147 133 of 1,4481,384 total). For
projects in construction and with planning approval, well over half 90 percent of all
affordable units will be affordable to low-income households.
Pending projects are those that have been submitted but have not received planning
approval yet. Affordable residences represent 28 22 percent of all pending projects (258
366 of 906 1,651 total), which includes four five large 100 percent affordable housing
developments. The following table summarizes this information.
2014-2018 Affordable Housing Production Program Summary
Development
Total Residences
Affordable
Percent
Stage
Residences
Affordable
Completed
1,001
402
In Construction
802759
13895
Planning Approval
1,4481,384
147133
Pending
9061,651
258366
TOTAL:
4,157795
944996

40%
173%
10%
282%
213%

Developments Completed
Attachment A indicates that 46 developments totaling 1,001 residences were completed
between 2014 and 2018. A total of 402 of these residences (40 percent) were affordable
to low- and moderate-income households. These projects received planning approvals
between 2000 and 2015 and include six 100 percent affordable housing developments.
Developments in Construction
Attachment B attached, lists active building permits to illustrate the number of multifamily
residences in construction as of January 2019. There are active building permits for 802
759 residences in 22 21 new multifamily developments. These developments will provide
138 95 residences affordable to low- and moderate-income households representing 17
13 percent of multifamily residences in construction. These active building permits
7

received planning approvals between 2006 and 2018 and do not include just oneany 100
percent affordable housing development.
Developments with Planning Approval (not in construction)
Attachment C attached, identifies 39 38 multifamily developments containing 1,384 1,448
residences that have received planning approval but have not been issued building
permits yet. A total of 147 133 of these residences will be affordable to low- and moderateincome households, representing just 10 percent of all residences at the planning
approval stage. These projects received planning approvals between 2008 and 2018 and
two of these developments are 100 percent affordable housing developments.
Looking at just the 14 multifamily developments that received planning approval in 2018,
16 percent of the residences (98 of 604 units) were affordable to low- and moderateincome households. Six Seven of these 14 developments provided only extremely lowincome units (and market rate), representing eight to nine percent of the units in each
development.
Multifamily Residences (Units) with Planning Approvals in 2018 4
7%
6%

3%
0%

84%

Ex-Low - 30

V-Low - 50

Low - 80

Mod - 120

Market

Developments Submitted Since 2013 (Approved, In Construction, Completed)
Considering all multifamily developments that were submitted and received planning
approvals since the changes to the AHPP policy in 2013, which also includes completed
projects and projects in construction, residences affordable to low- and moderate-income
households make up 18 16 percent of all residences (241 199 of 1,326283). More than
one-third of all affordable units approved since 2013 have been in the extremely lowincome category (939 74 of 242199). Excluding the two three large 100 percent affordable
housing developments developed by Community Corps of Santa Monica (CCSM), the
4

Source: Planning and Community Development Permit Tracking
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remaining multifamily market developments include just 15 8 percent of residences that
are affordable to low- and moderate-income households.
Affordable Units in Approved Multifamily Developments Submitted Since 2013 5
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Pending Developments
Attachment D attached, shows the 15 27 pending multifamily developments containing
906 1,651 residences that have been submitted but have not yet received planning
approvals. A total of 258 366 of these residences are proposed to be affordable to lowand moderate-income households, representing 28 22 percent of all proposed
residences. Four Five of these developments are 100 percent affordable housing
5

Source: Planning and Community Development Permit Tracking
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developments (all three of which are off-site affordable units from market-rate
developments), which represent 187 231 units, or 72 63 percent of all the proposed
affordable residences.
Next Steps
Feasibility Study to Evaluate Citywide AHPP Program (Spring-Summer 2019)
The upcoming financial feasibility study is intended to inform decision-makers with the
results of empirical testing of prototypical private developments to establish the
financially-feasible limits of modified affordable housing requirements, in addition to
testing a minimum density concept for R2 multi-family lots to help increase the City’s supply
of affordable housing. More specifically, the feasibility study will evaluate whether
affordable housing requirements associated with broader affordability levels, unit mixes,
and percentage requirements can be supported financially by private developers of future
Tier 2 developments outside of the Downtown area. A similar feasibility analysis was
completed for the inclusionary requirements in the DCP.
While the community and decision-makers await the results of the feasibility study, which
will begin in spring 2019, Council has requested that staff prepare an ordinance to
amend, on an interim basis, the Affordable Housing Production Program disallowing the
current option for developers to provide 5 percent extremely low-income units. This
temporary ordinance will effectively establish a new baseline of 10 percent of units
required to be made affordable to Very Low-Income households. The financial feasibility
of modifying the AHPP is supported by existing analysis that was conducted for the
Affordable Housing Commercial Linkage Fee and Parks and Recreation Impact Fee,
adopted by Council on September 14, 2014. The analysis established the financial
feasibility of designating 10 percent of future housing as affordable to very low-income
households (at 50 percent of area median income).
The discussion on disallowing the ELI option is scheduled for a City Council hearing in
March 2019.
Prepared by: Peter James, Principal Planner
Amy Miller, Associate Planner
Attachments:
Attachment A: Developments Completed
Attachment B: Developments in Construction
Attachment C: Developments with Planning Approvals
Attachment D: Pending Developments
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ATTACHMENT A: DEVELOPMENTS COMPLETED
Address
914 5th St
947 4th St
2640 Lincoln Blvd.
214 Santa Monica Blvd.
1127 Princeton St
1959 High Place [HPE] [2401
1754 19th St
612 Lincoln Blvd
1317 7th St
1755 Ocean Avenue
1725 Ocean Avenue
1705 Ocean Avenue
829 Broadway [Phase II]
1548 6th St
1253 17th St
713 Ashland
1837 12th Street
908 5th St
702 Arizona Ave
1919 4th St
2438 Ocean Park Blvd
1959 20th Street
943 16th St
1834 Euclid Street
520 Colorado
1319 Yale St
1171 Franklin St
525 Broadway
1012 2nd St
1318 2nd St
2316 3rd St
1347 19th St
1236 25th St
1433 18th St
1433 14th St
3214 Highland
1455 4th St
1750 10th St
1211 9th St
1803-1807 16th St
1038 Bay St
2919 Lincoln Blvd
954 5th St
1626 Lincoln Blvd.
1329 California Ave
1136 18th St
Total: 46 Projects

Total
4
5
2
38
3
44
49
4
57
93
160
65
19
4
4
2
8
3
49
3
2
2
5
2
34
6
6
122
4
53
3
3
3
6
19
6
2
7
5
10
2
10
3
64
3
3
1001

Ex-Low
- 30

V-Low
- 50

Low 80

Mod 120

4
5
2
34
3

4
5
5

42

39
2

6
58

47

53
3

16
1

5

1
12

20
1

2

5

5

1

1
1
1

1

1
7

39

18

87

170

125

11

Market

20

4
51
93
2
65
0
3
4
2
8
3
44
3
2
2
4
2
5
5
122
4
43
3
3
3
5
19
5
2
6
4
10
2
9
3
0
3
3
599

Completed
Year
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018

ATTACHMENT B: DEVELOPMENTS IN CONSTRUCTION
Address

Total

1621 Franklin St
2930 Colorado (VTP)
2913 10th St
2300 Wilshire Blvd
1423 Franklin St.
3008 Santa Monica Blvd.
1807 17th St
1444 11th St
2323 28th St
1533 11th St
1112 Pico Blvd
1541 Franklin
723 Pier Ave
1927 18th St
1025 Euclid St.
1601 Lincoln Blvd
1560 Lincoln Blvd
1014 Bay St
1641 Lincoln Blvd.
212 Bay St.
1437 5th St
436 Pier Ave
Total: 212 Projects

4
356
3
30
3
24
6
8
8
5
32
5
2
3
5
90
100
3
66
3
43
3
802759

ExLow 30

VLow 50

Low
- 80

Mod
- 120
1

3

35

2
1
2
1
1
4
1

14
15

4
5

1

5
19
2910

24
68

12

10

317

Market
3
318
3
30
3
22
5
6
7
4
28
4
2
3
5
71
80
3
61
3
0
3
664

Planning
Approval

Bldg
Permit

2011
2013
2013
2014
2016
2018
2007
2008
2009
2012
2014
2014
2015
2015
2006
2015
2015
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017

2013
2015
2016
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018

ATTACHMENT C: DEVELOPMENTS WITH PLANNING APPROVAL
ExLow
- 30

Address

Total

1041 17th St
1703 Ocean Front Walk
1518 11th St
919 Broadway
1415 5th St
1211 12th St
1840 17th St.
1927 19th St
1949 17th St
2102 5th St.
500 Broadway (offsite 1626 Lincoln)
2512 7th St
1035 21st St
1121 22nd St
1216 Arizona Ave
122 Strand St
1325 6th St
1430 Lincoln Blvd
1613-37 Lincoln Blvd.
1754 10th St
2219 Virginia Ave
2901 Santa Monica Blvd
423 Ocean Ave. [aka 429]
601 Wilshire Blvd
2215 5th St
1437 Lincoln Blvd
2903 Lincoln Blvd.
2225 Broadway
1450 Cloverfield Blvd.
1318 Lincoln Blvd.
1650 Lincoln Blvd
401 Ocean Ave
1342 Berkeley St
1443 18th St
1824 14th St
234 Pico Blvd
2822 Santa Monica Blvd
1828 Ocean Ave
1921 Ocean Front Walk
Total: 389 Projects

8
6
6
2
64
13
5
3
5
3
249
3
3
3
2
3
64
100
191
3
3
51
12
40
2
40
47
16
34
43
100
5
8
12
39
105
50
83
22
14481384

13

VLow
- 50

Low
- 80

Mod
120

1
1
10
4

4
1
1

15

5

2

5

4
2
3
4
8

6

8
4
8
4

20

60

652

15

12
2319

2

Market
8
5
5
2
50
9
4
3
4
3
249
3
3
3
2
3
64
100
176
3
3
46
10
35
2
34
43
14
31
39
92
5
0
12
0
97
46
71
22
13011251

Planning
Approval
2008
2009
2011
2014
2015
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018

ATTACHMENT D: PENDING DEVELOPMENTS
Address

Total

Market

Affordable

% Affordable

1514 7th St

50

0

50

100%

711 Colorado

56

0

56

100%

1235 5th St

23

18

5

22%

1543 7th St

100

100

0

0%

601 Colorado Ave

140

140

0

0%

1425 5th St

92

92

0

0%

1323 5th St

41

39

2

5%

1437 7th St

65

52

13

20%

501 Broadway

94

60

34

36%

525 Colorado Ave

40

28

12

30%

6996

6991

05

05%

1427 Lincoln Blvd

15

12

3

20%

1557 7th St

40

38

2

5%

1437 6th St

4441

039

442

1005%

1238 7th St

37

0

37

100%

2906 Santa Monica Blvd

44

40

4

9%

3223 Wilshire Blvd

53

49

4

8%

1618 Stanford

50

46

4

8%

1445-1453 10th St

40

0

40

100%

1301 4th St

48

0

48

100%

101 Santa Monica Blvd

79

61

18

23%

1437 5th St

41

39

2

5%

1415 5th St

102

97

5

5%

21

19

2

10%

1338 5th St

2020 Virginia Ave

14

1665 Appian Way

3

3

0

0%

177

164

13

7%

1707 Cloverfield Blvd

63

58

5

8%

Total: 15 27 Projects

1,651906

1,285648

366258

22%28%

3030 Nebraska Ave
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