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Preface

Preface
In accordance with the City of Santa Monica Guidelines for implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Sections 15088, 15089, and 15132 of CEQA, the City of Santa
Monica has prepared the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 2002 21st Street
Condominiums Project.
This document makes up the Final EIR as defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. Pursuant
to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, a Final EIR shall consist of:
a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft.
b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.
c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comment on the Draft EIR.
d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process.
e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
Sections 1 through 5 include the entire Draft EIR with revisions indicated in bold underline and
strikeout. Section 6 contains the introduction to the Final EIR component of this document. Section
7 of this document contains all comments received on the Draft EIR during the document’s 30-day
public review period of March 13, 2018 to April 26, 2018. Responses to comments received by all
interested parties have been prepared and are included in Section 7 of this document. Section 8
includes the corrections and additions made in response to public review comments. Section 9
contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the proposed project.
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary
This Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed 2002 21st Street Condominiums
Project (project) in the City of Santa Monica (City). This Recirculated Draft EIR supplements the 2012
Final EIR, which analyzed the environmental effects of a prior iteration of the project and was
published, but never certified. This Recirculated Draft EIR addresses new information regarding
historical resources that became available following publication of the 2012 Final EIR as well as
design revisions intended to address comments from the Santa Monica Planning Commission.
Findings in this Recirculated Draft EIR should be considered alongside findings discussed in the 2012
Final EIR.
This section summarizes the project characteristics, alternatives, associated environmental impacts,
and mitigation measures to reduce the identified significant impacts.

Project Synopsis
Project Applicant
Park Virginia, LLC
11693 San Vicente Boulevard, # 213
Los Angeles, California 90049
(310) 399-9995 (310) 339-9994

Lead Agency Contact Person
Ms. Rachel Kwok, Environmental Planner
City of Santa Monica
Planning and Community Development Department
1685 Main Street
Santa Monica, California 90401
(310) 458-8341

Project Location
The project site is located at 2002-2018 21st Street in the Pico Neighborhood of the City of Santa
Monica. The site consists of four contiguous parcels totaling 28,935 square feet (0.66-acre), located
on the southwest corner of Virginia Avenue and 21st Street.

Project Description
The project would involve demolition of existing structures on the project site and construction of a
new 19 unit multi-family residential development. The project would be constructed on four parcels
currently occupied by eight residential buildings and one detached garage. The new development
would include two new two-story condominium buildings configured around a landscaped
courtyard. The project includes a subterranean garage with 42 43 parking spaces, a landscaped
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courtyard on the ground level, and rooftop decks. For a detailed description of the project, refer to
Section 2.0, Project Description.

Project Objectives
The applicant’s primary objective for the project is to expand the City’s existing housing stock by
developing a new multi-family residential development that would be compatible with the existing
Pico neighborhood and consistent with the City’s Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE).
Additional objectives of the project are as follows:











Provide a new contemporary residential project that conforms to current building standards,
including building safety, fire safety, green building, noise, and Americans with Disabilities Act
accessibility standards
Provide new, high-quality housing units to help accommodate regional and citywide housing
demand and improve the jobs/housing balance in the City
Accommodate family housing need in the City by providing larger sized housing units
Develop a new high-quality residential project with a design and scale that is consistent with the
site’s LUCE designation and underlying zoning, and that would be compatible with and
respectful of nearby residential uses
Ensure that new project residents would have access to new open space and recreation and
adequate onsite parking
Provide an attractive, aesthetically compatible residential project that improves the overall
visual character of the project area
Contribute to the City’s green building goals by providing a new sustainable residential building
with new energy efficient and water saving features
Develop an economically viable residential project that will generate new construction jobs,
additional tax revenues for the City, and new residential spending to support local businesses

Areas of Known Controversy
The Initial Study included in the 2012 Final EIR concluded that impacts related to historical resources
would not be significant so that issue is not studied in the 2012 Final EIR. However, two structures
(the courtyard apartment buildings) on a portion of the project site (2002-2008 21st Street) were
subsequently designated in 2014 as Structures of Merit and, subsequently, determined to be eligible
for local listing as City Landmarks. This Recirculated Draft EIR was prepared to address this issue and
includes a discussion of potential impacts related to Cultural Resources. Because of the time that
has elapsed since the preparation of the 2012 Final EIR and potential for changes in local traffic
patterns, the issue of Transportation and Traffic is also reanalyzed in this Recirculated Draft EIR.

Alternatives
As required by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this Recirculated Draft EIR examines
alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project but will
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. Alternatives evaluated in this EIR include the No Project
Alternative, and three feasible alternatives for development on the project site. Based on the
alternatives analysis, Alternative 4, Structures of Merit Retention Project, was determined to be the
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environmentally superior alternative. Refer to Section 4.0, Alternatives, for the complete
alternatives analysis.
1. No Project. Under this alternative development of the project would not occur and the existing
apartments would remain. The site would remain in its current condition, and no major repairs
or rehabilitation work would occur on the property.
2. Reduced Project (16 units). This alternative would include demolition of all existing one-story
buildings and develop four separate 4-unit condominium buildings (one on each parcel), for a
total of 16 condominium units. This alternative would result in a minor net increase of one unit
over the existing apartment complex on the project site. With this alternative, the site layout
would consist of four separate buildings with private outdoor space and separate parking
garages on each parcel. This alternative is permitted by right; however, a new tentative tract
map would be required for this project.
3. Single Family Buildings (By Right Project): This alternative would demolish all existing buildings
on the site and construct four single-unit dwellings – one on each parcel. Single-Unit dwellings
are permitted by right in the R2 Zoning District. Moreover, each lot with a single-unit dwelling
could have an accessory unit by right as well. This alternative would not require discretionary
approval by the Planning Commission or design approval by the Architectural Review Board.
4. Structures of Merit Retention Project. Under this alternative, the project would be reduced and
reconfigured such that new construction would be confined to the properties at 2014 – 2018
21st Street (APNs: 4274-026-005 and 4274-026-007) and would retain the two courtyard
apartment buildings that were designated as Structures of Merit on the properties located at
2002 – 2008 21st Street (APNs: 4274-026-001 and 4274-026-003). The existing courtyard
apartment buildings would either remain in its current state or be adaptively reused in a
manner that retains its historic character. On the 2014 – 2018 21st Street parcels, this alternative
would involve the construction of two new buildings containing four residential units per
building, for a total of eight units. The new buildings would be smaller in size, compared to the
project. A subterranean parking structure containing eight private two-car garages and guest
parking would be constructed under the new buildings. Access to the parking garage would be
provided via a single driveway from 20th Court Alley, a configuration similar to that of the
project. Outdoor space in the form of a courtyard and private patios would also be provided,
though at a smaller scale than under the project.

Issues Not Studied in Detail in the Recirculated EIR
Section 1.4 summarizes issue areas that were addressed in the 2012 Final EIR and Initial Study. The
Initial Study scoped out impacts related to Aesthetics, Agriculture Resources, Biological Resources,
Economics and Social Impacts, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and
Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services,
Recreation, and Utilities and Service Systems as less than significant. As indicated in the Initial Study,
there is no substantial evidence that significant impacts would occur in any of these issue areas so
they are not discussed further in this Recirculated Draft EIR.
Section 1.4 provides a summary of the issue areas evaluated in the 2012 Final EIR, including
Shadows, Air Quality, Construction Effects, Noise, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Potential impacts
to these resources are summarized in Table 2 in Section 1.4. Due to the minimal changes to impacts
associated with these issue areas, they are not discussed in further detail in this Recirculated Draft
EIR. Although the 2012 Final EIR included evaluation of Transportation and Traffic, an updated
Final Environmental Impact Report
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analysis of this issue is included in this Recirculated Draft EIR due to the potential for changes in
baseline traffic conditions to change the findings related to traffic impacts.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Table 1 summarizes the environmental impacts of the project, proposed mitigation measures, and
residual impacts (the impact after application of mitigation, if required). This table includes a
summary of impacts evaluated in the 2012 Final EIR and this Recirculated Draft EIR. Impacts are
categorized as follows:








Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per §15093 of the
CEQA Guidelines.
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the threshold levels
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable.
No Impact: The project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would reduce
existing environmental problems or hazards.

Table 1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual
Impacts
Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

Impact AQ-1 Operation of the project
would generate air pollutant emissions,
but emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD operational significance
thresholds. Therefore, the project’s longterm impact to regional air quality would
be Class III, less than significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

Impact AQ-2 Long-term mobile
emissions associated with the project
would incrementally increase CO
concentrations at heavily congested
intersections in the area. However, CO
levels would remain within state and

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

Shadows
Impact SH-1 Residential uses adjacent to
the project site are mostly shaded by
existing trees. The project would cast
shadows onto adjacent residential uses.
However, because these residential uses
are already shaded, the project would
not substantially alter shadow conditions
and impacts would be Class III, less than
significant.
Air Quality
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

CON-1 Construction Impact Mitigation Plan. The
applicant shall prepare, implement, and maintain a
Construction Impact Mitigation Plan which shall be
designed to:
 Prevent material traffic impacts on the surrounding
roadway network.
 Minimize parking impacts both to public parking and
access to private parking to the greatest extent
practicable.
 Ensure safety for both those constructing the
project and the surrounding community
 Prevent substantial truck traffic through residential
neighborhoods.
The Construction Impact Mitigation Plan shall be
subject to review and approval by the following City
departments: Public Works Department, Fire, Planning
and Community Development and Police to ensure that
the Plan has been designed in accordance with this
mitigation measure. This review shall occur prior to
building permit issuance for the project. It shall at a
minimum, include the following:
Ongoing requirements throughout the duration of
construction:
 A detailed traffic control plan for work zones shall
be maintained which includes at a minimum
accurate existing and proposed: parking and travel
lane configurations; warning, regulatory, guide and
directional signage; and area sidewalks, bicycle
lanes and parking lanes. The plan shall include
specific information regarding the project’s
construction activities that may disrupt normal
pedestrian and traffic flow and the measures to
address these disruptions. Such plans must be
reviewed and approved by the Strategic &
Transportation Planning Division prior to
commencement of construction and implemented
in accordance with this approval.
 Work within the public right-of-way shall be
performed between 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM,
including: dirt and demolition material hauling and
construction material delivery. Work within the
public right-of-way outside of these hours shall only
be allowed after the issuance of an after-hours
construction permit.
 Streets and equipment should be cleaned in
accordance with established Public Works
requirements.
 Trucks shall only travel on a City approved

Less than
significant with
mitigation

federal standards, and the increase of
V/C ratio would be less than 2% for
intersections rated D or worse.
Therefore, impacts would be Class III,
less than significant.
Construction Effects
Impact CON-1 Project construction and
equipment staging would temporarily
increase truck traffic in the project area,
which could disrupt the normal use of
the sidewalk and adjacent streets, and
affect parking availability. This is a Class
II, significant but mitigable, impact.
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

construction route. Truck queuing/staging shall not
be allowed on Santa Monica Streets. Limited
queuing may occur on the construction site itself.
 Materials and equipment should be minimally
visible to the public; the preferred location for
materials is to be onsite, with a minimum amount of
materials within a work area in the public right-ofway, subject to a current Use of Public Property
permit.
 Any requests for work before or after normal
construction hours within the public right-of-way
shall be subject to review and approval through the
After Hours Permit process administered by the
Building and Safety Division.
 Provision of off-street parking for construction
workers, which may include the use of a remote
location with shuttle transport to the site, if
determined necessary by the City of Santa Monica.
Project Coordination Elements that shall be
implemented prior to commencement of construction:
 Advise the traveling public of impending
construction activities (e.g. information signs,
portable message signs, media listing/notification,
implementation of an approved traffic control plan.
 Approval from the City through issuance of a Use of
Public Property Permit, Excavation Permit, Sewer
Permit or Oversize Load Permit, as well as any
Caltrans Permits required, for any construction work
requiring encroachment into public rights-of-way.
 Timely notification of construction schedules to all
affected agencies (e.g. Big Blue Bus, Police
Department, Fire Department, Public Works
Department, and Planning and Community
Development Department) and to all owners and
residential and commercial tenants of property
within a radius of 500 feet.
 Coordination of construction work with affected
agencies in advance of start of work. Approvals may
take up to two weeks per each submittal.
 Approval by the Strategic & Transportation Planning
Division of any haul routes, for earth, concrete or
construction materials and equipment handling.
Impact CON-2 Demolition of existing
structures and construction of the
project would generate temporary
construction noise that would be
periodically audible to sensitive
receptors near the project site. This is a
Class II, significant but mitigable, impact.
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CON-2(a) Restrictions on Excavation and
Foundation/Conditioning. Excavation, foundationlaying, and conditioning activities (the noisiest phases
of construction) shall be restricted to between the
hours of 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM, Monday through
Friday, in accordance with Section 4.12.110(d) of the
Santa Monica Municipal Code as it would apply to
residential zones.
CON-2(b) Diesel Equipment Mufflers. All diesel
equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors
and shall be equipped with factory recommended
mufflers.

Less than
significant with
mitigation
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

CON-2(c) Electrically-Powered Tools. Electrical power
shall be used to run air compressors and similar power
tools.
CON-2(d) Additional Noise Attenuation Techniques.
For all noise generating construction activity on the
project site, additional noise attenuation techniques
shall be employed to reduce noise levels to City of
Santa Monica noise standards. Such techniques may
include, but are not limited to, the use of sound
blankets on noise generating equipment and the
construction of temporary sound barriers between
construction sites and nearby sensitive receptors.
CON-2(e) Construction Sign Posting. In accordance with
Municipal Code Section 4.12.120, the project applicant
shall be required to post a sign informing all workers
and subcontractors of the time restrictions for
construction activities. The sign shall also include the
City telephone numbers where violations can be
reported and complaints associated with construction
noise can be submitted.
Impact CON 3 Project-related demolition
and construction activities would
intermittently generate groundborne
vibration on and off site in the
immediate vicinity. Vibration levels may
affect sensitive receptors adjacent to the
project site. Impacts would be Class I,
significant and unavoidable.

No feasible mitigation measures are available.

Significant and
unavoidable

Impact CON-4 Project construction
would create a temporary increase in air
pollutant and dust emissions. However,
estimated maximum daily emissions
would not exceed established SCAQMD
thresholds for any pollutant. Therefore,
air quality impacts would be Class III, less
than significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

Impact N-1 Project-generated traffic
would incrementally increase noise
levels on area roadways. However, the
change in noise levels would be less than
one dB. Therefore, the effect of
increased traffic noise on existing uses
would be Class III, less than significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

Impact N-2 Operation of the project
would generate noise from onsite noise
sources that include stationary
equipment, such as rooftop ventilation
and heating systems, and general
residential activities. Project-generated
noise associated with building operations
may exceed the City’s exterior noise
standards. This is a Class II, significant
but mitigable, impact.

N-2(a) Rooftop Ventilation. Parapets shall be installed
around all rooftop ventilation systems.
N-2(b) Exterior Mechanical Equipment. All exterior
mechanical equipment shall be oriented away from
adjacent residential uses and shall be fitted with soundrated parapets.

Less than
significant with
mitigation

Noise
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

CR-1(a) Building Recordation. Impacts resulting from
the demolition of the courtyard apartment buildings at
2002-2008 21st Street shall be minimized through
archival documentation of as-built and as-found
condition. Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the
lead agency shall ensure that documentation of the
buildings and structures proposed for demolition has
been completed in accordance with the general
guidelines of Historic American Building Survey (HABS)
documentation. The documentation shall include highresolution digital photographic recordation, a historic
narrative report, and compilation of historic research.
The documentation shall be completed by a qualified
architectural historian or historian who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards for History and/or Architectural History. The
original archival-quality documentation shall be offered
as donated material to repositories that will make it
available for current and future generations. Archival
copies of the documentation also would be submitted
to the City of Santa Monica and the Santa Monica
Public Library, where it would be available to local
researchers. Completion of this mitigation measure
shall be monitored and enforced by the City of Santa
Monica.
CR-1(b) Interpretive Program. In order to retain and
memorialize the history of the project site and MidCentury Modern-style courtyard apartments in Santa
Monica, an interpretive educational program (on‐site
exhibit or CD interactive presentation and/or 3‐D public
art display) shall be incorporated into the development
of the project. This interpretive program and/or public
artwork shall be created with the assistance of a
qualified architectural historian, historic architect, or
historic preservation professional who satisfies the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards for History, Architectural History, or
Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61. Content and
design of the interpretive program or public art display
should be specific to the subject property, with
particular focus on (1) the architectural history and
design of the Mid-Century Modern style applied to a

Significant and
unavoidable

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact GHG-1 The project would
generate GHG emissions from both
mobile and operational sources.
However, project emissions would not
exceed the 10,000 tons CDE/year
threshold and would not conflict with
any applicable plan, policy or regulation
of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.
Therefore, impacts would be Class III,
less than significant.
Cultural Resources
Impact CR-1 The project site contains
buildings that have been locally
designated as Structures of Merit and
are eligible for local listing as a City
Landmarks. Construction of the project
would involve demolition of the building
located at 2002-2008 21st Street. Due to
this irreversible loss of a historical
resources, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable.
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

small-scale courtyard apartment complex and
associated landscape features, (2) the history of
courtyard style apartments and the Mid-Century
Modern architectural style in Santa Monica, (3) the
history of the Pico neighborhood, and relationship of
the subject property to the Pico neighborhood. The
program/display may include, but not be limited to,
commemorative signage; plaques; historic
photographs; representative statues, salvaged
materials; models; educational interactive CD software
program; other relevant displays and exhibits; tours or
events; and published information in the form of
brochures, pamphlets, videos, electronic media, etc.
CR-1(c) Salvaging Plan. Prior to demolition of the
subject property and after proper recordation (see
Mitigation Measure CR‐1a), an inventory of significant
exterior and interior character‐defining features and
materials of the property shall be made by a qualified
architectural historian, historic architect, or historic
preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
History, Architectural History, or Architecture, pursuant
to 36 CFR 61. Where feasible, these materials and
design elements shall be itemized, digitally
photographed, and salvaged. To the extent salvageable
materials exceed on‐site reuse needs, they may be sold,
exchanged, or donated for use elsewhere in the
community. Unsound, decayed, or toxic materials (e.g.,
asbestos, lead paint) need not be included in the
salvage process. The availability of salvaged materials
shall be advertised for a period of not fewer than thirty
(30) days in at least three newspapers of local and
regional circulation, as well as by posting on the City’s
website and by other means as appropriate. In addition,
local preservation/historical organizations should be
contacted to ascertain their interest in obtaining these
architectural features. Some materials shall also be
incorporated into an educational and interpretive
exhibit, as discussed in Mitigation Measure CR‐1b.
Salvage efforts shall be documented by summarizing all
measures taken to encourage receipt of salvaged
materials by the public. Copies of notices, evidence of
such publication notices, along with a summary of
results from this publicity effort, a list of salvage offers
(if any) that were made, along with an explanation of
why they were not or could not be accepted shall be
included in this salvage summary document and filed
with the City of Santa Monica Planning and Community
Development Department by the applicant.
Impact CR-2 Construction of the project
would involve ground-disturbing
activities such as grading and surface
excavation, which have the potential to
unearth or adversely impact previously
unidentified archaeological resources
and/or paleontological resources.

Final Environmental Impact Report

CR-2(a) Retain a Qualified Principal Investigator. A
qualified principal investigator, defined as an
archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for professional
archaeology and has previous experience working in
Los Angeles County, shall be retained to carry out all
mitigation measures related to archaeological and

Less than
significant with
mitigation
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation incorporated.

historical resources (hereafter qualified archaeologist).
The qualified archaeologist shall be contacted in the
event of an inadvertent archaeological discovery.
CR-2(b) Preconstruction Worker Training. At the
project kickoff and before construction activities begin,
the qualified archaeologist or their designee will
provide training to construction personnel on
information regarding regulatory requirements for the
protection of cultural resources including tribal cultural
resources. As part of this training, construction
personnel will be briefed on proper procedures to
follow should unanticipated cultural resources
discoveries be made during construction. Workers will
be provided contact information and protocols to
follow in the event that inadvertent discoveries are
made. If necessary, the qualified archaeologist can
create a training video, PowerPoint presentation, or
printed literature that can be shown to new workers
and contractors to avoid continuous training
throughout the course of the project.
CR-2(c) Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological
Resources. In the event that archaeological resources
are exposed during construction, work in the
immediate vicinity and within 50 feet of the find must
stop until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the
significance of the find. Construction activities may
continue in areas 50 feet away from the find. If the
discovery proves significant under CEQA (as defined in
Section 15064.5f and PRC 21082), additional work such
as testing or data recovery may be warranted. If a find
is made, archaeological monitoring will be required for
the remainder of project-related ground disturbance,
and a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation
Plan will be developed to outline monitor procedures. If
the find is Native American in origin, Native American
monitoring will be required for all ground disturbance,
including any warranted testing or data recovery.
CR-2(d) Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological
Resources. In the event of a fossil discovery by
construction personnel, all work in the immediate
vicinity of the find shall cease and a qualified
paleontologist shall be contacted to evaluate the find
before restarting work in the area. A qualified
paleontologist (project paleontologist) is defined by the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards as an
individual with an M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology or
geology who is experienced with paleontological
procedures and techniques, who is knowledgeable in
the geology of California, and who has worked as a
paleontological mitigation project supervisor for a least
one year. If the qualified paleontologist determines that
the fossil(s) is (are) scientifically significant, the find
shall be recovered under his/her supervision. If
necessary, the paleontologist should have the authority
to temporarily direct, divert or halt construction activity
to ensure that the fossil(s) can be removed in a safe and
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Executive Summary

Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

Residual Impact

timely manner. Once salvaged, significant fossils should
be identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level,
prepared to a curation-ready condition and curated in a
scientific institution with a permanent paleontological
collection (such as the Natural History Museum of Los
Angeles County), along with all pertinent field notes,
photos, data, and maps. Fossils of undetermined
significance at the time of collection may also warrant
curation at the discretion of the project paleontologist.
Additional measures such as implementation of a
Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Program,
construction staff Worker Environmental Awareness
Program training, and preparation of a final mitigation
and monitoring report may also be warranted.
Impact CR-3 Construction of the project
would involve ground-disturbing
activities such as grading and surface
excavation, which have the potential to
unearth or adversely impact human
remains. With adherence to existing
regulations, impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

Impact T-1 The project would result in a
net increase of 26 daily trips, including
two AM peak hour and two PM peak
hour trips. Such an increase would not
result in an exceedance of thresholds at
any study intersection under approval
year (2018) conditions. Therefore, the
project’s impact to intersections would
be less than significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

Impact T-2 The project would result in a
net increase of 26 daily trips, including
two AM peak hour and two PM peak
hour trips. Such an increase would not
result in an exceedance of thresholds
along adjacent roadway segments under
approval year (2018) conditions.
Therefore, the project’s impact to
neighborhood street segments would be
less than significant.

Mitigation is not required.

Less than
significant

Transportation and Traffic

Note: This table does not include a section for Neighborhood Effects because there are no impacts and mitigation measures that relate
directly to this section. Rather, the Neighborhood Effects section summarizes impacts associated with other resource areas that would
directly affect neighborhoods, such as Air Quality and Noise.
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1

Introduction

This document is a Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a proposed multifamily residential development located at 2002-2018 21st Street, Santa Monica, California. The 2002
21st Street Condominiums Project (project) would be constructed on four parcels currently occupied
by eight residential buildings and one detached garage. The project would involve demolition of 15
rent controlled units within the existing buildings and construction of a two-story, 19-unit
condominium complex including two very low income affordable units. The project includes a
subterranean basement level with 19 two-car garages and 1 handicapped space for residents and 5
4 guest parking spaces, a landscaped courtyard on the ground level, and rooftop decks.
A Final EIR prepared in November 2012 analyzed impacts associated with a previous iteration of the
project (with 21 units) on the project site (Appendix B). Although the Final EIR was published in
2012, it was never certified by the Planning Commission due to concerns regarding project design
and historic impacts. Following publication of the Final EIR, in 2014, the City of Santa Monica’s
Landmarks Commission designated two of the existing apartment buildings on the project site that
comprise a courtyard complex at 2002-2008 21st Street as Structures of Merit. Additionally, since
the Final EIR publication, the project applicant revised the project to address design comments from
the Planning Commission. The revisions resulted in reducing the number of condominiums from 21
to 19 units. This Recirculated Draft EIR addresses these changes by assessing potential impacts
related to Cultural Resources and reevaluating the project’s potential transportation impacts based
on current traffic conditions and an updated project design.
This section of the Recirculated Draft EIR discusses (1) the project and EIR background; (2) the legal
basis for preparing a Recirculated Draft EIR; (3) the scope and content of the Recirculated Draft EIR;
(4) issue areas found not to be significant by the Initial Study or previously prepared Final EIR; (5)
the lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and (6) the environmental review process required
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project is described in detail in Section
2.0, Project Description.

1.1

Project and Environmental Impact Report
Background

On July 12, 2006, the applicant submitted a Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM) application for a
proposed 21 unit condominium project on the project site. The VTTM allowed the project to comply
with the existing regulations and thus, density for the site permitted at that time. The applicant
amended their application in 2007 to include 21 units to comply with affordable housing
requirements; however, in 2018, the applicant elected to pay in-lieu fees for affordable housing
through the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program instead of providing two very low
income affordable units as part of the proposed project. The project was redesigned numerous
times in 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2013.
In November 2012, the City published a Final EIR which included an Initial Study for the project;
however, the Final EIR was never certified. The Initial Study included information from a historic
resource evaluation by San Buenaventura Associates, which determined that the property and the
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buildings on the project site were not eligible as historic resources at the federal, state, or local level
(SBRA 2007; Appendix C-1). Consequently, the topic of Cultural Resources, which includes
evaluation of historical resources, was not further evaluated in the EIR.
On May 28, 2014, the Planning Commission held a hearing to consider approval of the project and
certification of the EIR. The Planning Commission decided to continue the project in order to
address project design concerns and potential historic issues. In August 2014, the applicant’s
consultant, Chattel, Inc. Historic Preservation Consultants, reevaluated the subject property for
historic significance, also finding it ineligible for listing at the federal, state, or local level (Chattel,
Inc. 2014; Appendix C-2). On August 27, 2014, the property owner filed applications to demolish all
of the buildings on the subject site.
In October 2014, the City’s consultant, Architectural Resources Group, Inc. (ARG), prepared two
preliminary Landmark and Structure of Merit assessment reports (ARG 2014a and 2014b;
Appendices C-3 and C-4). The ARG reports concluded that the courtyard apartment complex
comprised of two buildings on two parcels at 2002-2008 21st Street may be eligible for local listing
as a Structure of Merit and a Landmark. 1 This determination was based on the finding that the
buildings represent a rare, intact example of a one‐story, Mid‐Century Modern courtyard apartment
complex dating to the immediate post‐World War II period. Although courtyard housing of this type,
style, and age was common in Santa Monica and in the Pico neighborhood in particular, very few
unaltered examples remain. The buildings on the 2014-2018 21st Street parcels were determined
not to be eligible. After reviewing the preliminary assessment, the Landmarks Commission filed an
application to designate the two apartment buildings located on 2002-2008 21st Street as
Structures of Merit.
On December 8, 2014, the City’s Landmarks Commission conducted a public hearing on the
application for Structures of Merit. The Landmarks Commission was presented with evidence,
including an updated historic assessment report from ARG report for 2002-2008 21st Street
addressing the project site’s eligibility as Structures of Merit. After reviewing the evidence
presented, the Landmarks Commission designated the two one-story Mid-Century Modern
courtyard apartment buildings as Structures of Merit. This designation does not include the Lshaped building and garages located at 2020 Virginia Avenue, which is an altered, non-contributing
residential building. The Structure of Merit designations were upheld on appeal by the Santa Monica
City Council on July 28, 2015. The buildings on the project site at 2014-2018 21st Street were not
included in the Structure of Merit designations.
After the property owner filed an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish the
Structures of Merit, pursuant to the Landmarks Ordinance, a 180-day negotiation period with the
property owner began in an effort to preserve the Structures of Merit. In accordance with the
Landmarks Ordinance, the Landmarks Commission extended the negotiation period another 180
days, until August 8, 2016. During the 360-day negotiation period, no further action was taken with
regard to the subject property.
In August 2016, following the expiration of the 360-day negotiation period, the applicant decided to
proceed with the project, including demolition of the Structures of Merit. However, since the
Landmarks Commission had designated two buildings of the courtyard apartment complex as
1

Although the October 2014 Landmark and Structure of Merit Assessment Report determined that all three buildings on the two parcels
at 2002-2008 21st Street may be eligible for local listing as a Structure of Merit and a Landmark, the August 2016 Historical Resources
Assessment found that the L-shaped single-family home is a non-contributing structure, and only two of the buildings comprise the
Structure of Merit. Both reports are available in Appendix C of this Recirculated Draft EIR.

14

Introduction

Structures of Merit, the City retained ESA PCR to prepare a subsequent assessment of the historic
significance of the site to comply with CEQA requirements and provide an update to the EIR
prepared by Rincon (ESA PCR 2016; Appendix C-5). The ESA PCR report found that the courtyard
apartment complex is eligible for local designation as a Landmark and supports the Structure of
Merit designations.
Despite ESA PCR’s finding of local landmark eligibility for the courtyard apartment complex, the
applicant decided to pursue the project with some design revisions to address input from the City’s
Planning Commission. Therefore, this Recirculated Draft EIR has been prepared and recirculated to
address the topic of historical resources and to update other EIR sections as necessary to reflect
current conditions.

1.2

Purpose and Legal Authority

The project requires the discretionary approval of the City of Santa Monica Planning Commission;
therefore, the project is subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. The project
(which consisted of 21 units at the time) was previously evaluated in the 2012 Final EIR; however,
this document was never certified. Following completion of the 2012 Final EIR, the existing two
courtyard apartment buildings on the project site were designated in 2014 as Structures of Merit by
the Landmarks Commission and upheld by the City Council in 2015. Additionally, the applicant made
some design revisions to address input from the City Planning Commission, which resulted in
reducing the project to 19 units. This Recirculated Draft EIR addresses this new information and
supplements the 2012 Final EIR.
In accordance with Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14),
the purpose of this Recirculated Draft EIR in combination with the 2012 Final EIR is to serve as an
informational document that:
“...will inform public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”
This Recirculated Draft EIR supplements—and, where potential impacts to environmental issues are
reanalyzed, supersedes—the 2012 Final EIR to provide evaluation of potential environmental
impacts of the project and serves as an informational document for the public and City of Santa
Monica decision makers. The review process will include public hearings before the Planning
Commission to consider certification of the Recirculated Final EIR in combination with the 2012 Final
EIR and approval of the project.

1.3 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies
The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible, and trustee agencies. The City of Santa Monica is the
lead agency for the project because it holds principal responsibility for approving the project.
A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary
approval over the project, and a trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by law
over natural resources affected by a project. There are no responsible or trustee agencies for the
project because no other agencies have approval authority over any aspect of the project.
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1.4

Scope and Content

This Recirculated Draft EIR serves as an update to the 2012 Final EIR (which was prepared for a prior
iteration of the project). Findings in this Recirculated Draft EIR should be considered alongside
findings discussed in the 2012 Final EIR. This Recirculated Draft EIR includes evaluation of Cultural
Resources in order to address potential impacts associated with historical resources, specifically the
newly-designated Structures of Merit on the project site. The document also includes an updated
Transportation and Traffic section that provides new baseline traffic information and reevaluates
the project’s potential impacts to this resource. Although transportation and traffic impacts were
previously evaluated in the 2012 Final EIR, the findings in this Recirculated Draft EIR supersede
those contained in the 2012 Final EIR with respect to transportation/traffic.
The various historic resource assessments prepared for this project were used in the preparation of
this Recirculated Draft EIR, as well as pertinent City policies and guidelines, certified EIRs and
adopted CEQA documents, and other background documents. A full reference list is contained in
Section 5.0, References and Preparers.
The alternatives section of the Recirculated Draft EIR (Section 4.0) was prepared in accordance with
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines and focuses on alternatives that are capable of eliminating
or reducing significant adverse effects associated with the project while feasibly attaining most of
the basic project objectives. This document provides evaluation of any changes to the potential
impacts of each alternative that was previously discussed in the 2012 Final EIR, as well as evaluation
of two additional alternatives intended to address the project’s impact to Cultural Resources. In
addition, the alternatives section identifies the "environmentally superior" alternative among the
alternatives assessed.
The level of detail contained throughout this Recirculated EIR is consistent with the requirements of
CEQA and applicable court decisions. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the standard of
adequacy on which this document is based. The Guidelines state:
“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the proposed
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked
not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”

1.5

Issues Not Studied in Detail in the Recirculated Draft
EIR

An Initial Study included in the 2012 Final EIR for the scoped out impacts related to Aesthetics,
Agriculture Resources, Biological Resources, Economics and Social Impacts, Geology and Soils,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral
Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities and Service Systems as
less than significant (Appendix A). As indicated in the Initial Study, there is no substantial evidence
that significant impacts would occur in any of these issue areas. The changes associated with the
Courtyard Apartment buildings’ designations as Structures of Merit and project design would not
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result in additional impacts to these issue areas, and they are not discussed further in this
Recirculated Draft EIR.
Table 2 lists issue areas discussed in the previously prepared 2012 Final EIR that are not discussed in
further detail in this Recirculated Draft EIR, including Shadows, Air Quality, Construction Effects,
Noise, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Appendix B). Due to the minimal changes to impacts
associated with these issue areas, they are not discussed in further detail in this Recirculated Draft
EIR.
Table 2

Issue Areas Discussed in 2012 Final EIR

Issue Area

2012 FEIR Finding

Revised Project Impact

Shadows

Less than
significant

The 2012 Final EIR noted that the project would cast shadows on neighboring
residences. However, these residences were already shaded and, therefore, the
project would not alter shadow conditions. Though altered slightly, the project
would remain a two-story (plus roof deck) condominium complex, with a similar
footprint. Shadow impacts would remain the same as those discussed in the 2012
Final EIR.

Air Quality

Less than
significant

The 2012 Final EIR noted that operation of the project would generate air
pollutant emissions and that mobile sources associated with the project would
generate CO emissions. Emissions were determined to fall below applicable
operational thresholds, and CO concentrations were projected to remain below
state or federal standards. Consequently, these impacts were determined to be
less than significant. The revised project is similar in nature and involves
construction of two fewer units. Therefore, air quality impacts would remain
similar to, or less than, those discussed in the 2012 Final EIR.

Construction
Effects

Significant and
Unavoidable

The 2012 Final EIR identified significant and unavoidable impacts related to
groundborne vibration. The document also identified impacts related to
construction traffic and noise that were determined to be less than significant
with mitigation incorporated. Construction air quality impacts were determined
to be less than significant. Though the project design has been altered slightly, it
involves construction of a similar sized complex in a similar configuration. As a
result, construction impacts would remain similar to those discussed in the 2012
Final EIR.

Noise

Less than
significant with
mitigation
incorporated

The 2012 Final EIR identified less than significant noise impacts related to
roadway traffic. Additionally, noise impacts related to project operation,
including rooftop activities and operation of rooftop heating and ventilation
systems, were determined to be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated. The revised project would still involve construction of rooftop
decks and installation of rooftop equipment. However, it would involve
construction of two fewer units. Noise impacts, therefore, would remain similar
to, or less than, those discussed in the 2012 Final EIR.

Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

Less than
significant

The 2012 Final EIR noted that the project would generate greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions from mobile and operational sources, but that such emissions would
remain below applicable thresholds and would not conflict with applicable plans,
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The
revised project would involve construction of a condominium complex of similar
size, but with two fewer units. Impacts related to GHG emissions would remain
similar to, or less than, those discussed in the 2012 Final EIR.

st

Source: 2002 21 Street Condominiums Project Final Environmental Impact Report, City of Santa Monica, 2012
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1.6

Environmental Review Process

The environmental impact review process for a Recirculated EIR, as required under CEQA, is
summarized below and illustrated in Figure 1. In addition to the steps outlined below, a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study were completed as part of the previously prepared 2012 Final
EIR, as required under CEQA. Therefore, for this Recirculated Draft EIR, the following steps are
required under CEQA and will be completed in sequential order:
1. Recirculated Draft EIR Prepared. The Recirculated Draft EIR must contain: (a) table of contents
or index; (b) summary; (c) project description; (d) environmental setting; (e) discussion of
significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); (f) a
discussion of alternatives; (g) mitigation measures; and (h) discussion of irreversible changes.
2. Notice of Completion (NOC)/Notice of Availability (NOA). The lead agency must file a NOC with
the State Clearinghouse when it completes a Recirculated Draft EIR and prepare a Public Notice
of Availability of a Recirculated Draft EIR. The lead agency must place the NOA in the County
Clerk’s office for 30 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and send a copy of the NOA to
anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087). Additionally, public notice of
Recirculated Draft EIR availability must be given through at least one of the following
procedures: (a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; (b) posting on and off the
project site; or (c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties. The lead
agency must solicit input from other agencies and the public and respond in writing to all
comments received (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253). The minimum public
review period for a Recirculated Draft EIR is 30 days. When a Recirculated Draft EIR is sent to
the State Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the State
Clearinghouse approves a shorter period (Public Resources Code 21091).
3. Recirculated Final EIR. A Recirculated Final EIR must include: (a) the Recirculated Draft EIR; (b)
copies of comments received during public review; (c) list of persons and entities commenting;
and (d) responses to comments.
4. Certification of Recirculated Final EIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the
lead agency must certify that: (a) the Recirculated Final EIR has been completed in compliance
with CEQA; (b) the Recirculated Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead
agency; and (c) the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the
Recirculated Final EIR prior to approving a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090).
5. Lead Agency Project Decision. The lead agency may (a) disapprove the project because of its
significant environmental effects; (b) require changes to the project to reduce or avoid
significant environmental effects; or (c) approve the project despite its significant environmental
effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding considerations are adopted (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043).
6. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the project
identified in the EIR, the lead agency must find, based on substantial evidence, that either: (a)
the project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; (b)
changes to the project are within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should
be adopted; or (c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation
measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency
approves a project with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written
Statement of Overriding Considerations that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other
reasons supporting the agency’s decision.
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7. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When the lead agency makes findings on significant
effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation
measures that were adopted or make conditions of project approval to mitigate significant
effects.
8. Notice of Determination (NOD). The lead agency must file a NOD after deciding to approve a
project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A local agency must file
the NOD with the County Clerk. The NOD must be posted for 30 days and sent to anyone
previously requesting notice. Posting of the NOD starts a 30 day statute of limitations on CEQA
legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]).
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Figure 1 Environmental Review Process for Recirculated EIR

Lead Agency prepares
Recirculated Draft EIR

Lead Agency files Notice of
Completion and gives public notice
of availability of Recirculated Draft

Public Review period
(45 days minimum)

Lead Agency prepares Recirculated
Final EIR, including response to
comments on the Recirculated

Lead Agency prepares findings on
the feasibility of reducing
significant environmental effects

Lead Agency makes a
decision on the project

Lead Agency files Notice of Decision
(NOD) with County Clerk
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Lead Agency solicits comment
from agencies and public on
the adequacy of the
Recirculated Draft EIR

Project Description

2

Project Description

This section identifies the project applicant and project location, and provides a detailed description
of the project, including major project characteristics, project objectives, and necessary approvals.
The focus is on those characteristics and activities (operation and construction) associated with the
project that could cause physical changes to the environment.

2.1

Project Applicant

Park Virginia, LLC
11693 San Vicente Boulevard, # 213
Los Angeles, California 90049
(310) 399-9994

2.2

Lead Agency Contact Person

Rachel Kwok, Environmental Planner
City of Santa Monica
Planning and Community Development Department
1685 Main Street
Santa Monica, California 90401
(310) 458-8341

2.3

Project Location

The project site is located in the western portion of Los Angeles County, in the City of Santa Monica.
Santa Monica is located approximately 10 miles west of downtown Los Angeles. The City is bounded
to the north, east, and south by urban communities in the City of Los Angeles and to the west by the
Pacific Ocean. Figure 2 illustrates the regional location of the project site and Figure 3 shows the
project’s location in Santa Monica. The project site is regionally accessible from Interstate 10 (I-10;
Santa Monica Freeway) and State Route 1 (Pacific Coast Highway). The I-10 freeway is accessible
from freeway ramps at Cloverfield Boulevard as well as 20th Street.
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Figure 2 Regional Location
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Figure 3 Project Site Location
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The site consists of four contiguous parcels totaling 28,935 square feet (0.66-acre), located south of
the intersection of Virginia Avenue and 21st Street. The site address is 2002-2018 21st Street. Table
3 provides a list of the four parcels by Assessor Parcel Number (APN), including the address(es) and
existing development for each parcel. Figure 4 shows the existing site layout, and Figure 5 and
Figure 6 include photos of the existing buildings on the project site.
Table 3

Parcels Included in the Project Site

Parcel (APN)

Size (sf)

Address

Existing Development

4274-026-001

7,535

2002 21st Street
(2020 Virginia
Avenue)

Building 1: One-story Courtyard Apartment Building with
3 units (1 bedroom)
Building 2: L-shaped building with 2 units (1 studio and 1
bedroom)

4274-026-003

7,130

2008 21st Street

Building 3: One-story Courtyard Apartment Building with
4 units (3 1-bedroom and 1 2-bedroom) attached garage

4274-026-005

7,120

2014 21st Street

Buildings 4, 5, and 6: Three buildings, each containing 1
unit (2 1-bedroom and 1 2-bedroom)

4274-026-007

7,150

2018 21st Street

Buildings 7 and 8: Two buildings, one containing 1 unit
and the other 2 units (2 1-bedroom and 1 2-bedroom),
and detached garage

The project site is located in the Pico neighborhood, an area defined by rich cultural heritage and
social diversity. The neighborhood is home to a number of low-scale residential uses, Virginia
Avenue Park, Stewart Street Park, Memorial Park, Santa Monica College, and commercial uses
concentrated along Pico Boulevard.

2.4

Existing Site Characteristics

The project site is currently developed with one-story apartment buildings containing a total of 15
rent-controlled units. The project site consists of nine one-story buildings including one detached
garage on four parcels. In total, the buildings contain 1 studio, 11 one-bedroom, and 3 twobedroom apartments and 10 garage parking spaces. The distribution of these units is shown in Table
3.
As a result of the age of the onsite structures, the buildings do not meet current code requirements,
including those related to fire safety, seismic/building safety, and water/energy efficiency.
Currently, most parking for the site is accommodated on the streets.

2002-2008 21st Street and 2020 Virginia Avenue
The parcels at 2002 21st Street (which also include the residential building addressed as 2020
Virginia Avenue) and 2008 21st Street contain two courtyard apartment buildings and a smaller Lshaped building around a central courtyard. The courtyard apartment buildings are Mid‐Century
Modern in style, constructed between 1949 and 1950. These buildings have nearly‐flat shed roofs,
smooth stucco cladding punctuated by horizontal wood cladding, and minimal 7-foot floor-to-ceiling
heights. The roofs have wide overhanging boxed eaves cantilevered above the entries and
supported by angled, fin‐like stucco supports. Fenestration consists of single and paired double‐
hung, multi‐light wood windows. Each unit has a single wood‐paneled door and metal security door.
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Figure 4 Existing Site Layout
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Figure 5 Existing Buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street
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Figure 6 Existing Buildings at 2014-2018 21st Street
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Broad concrete walkways run between each building and the courtyard, which is landscaped with
bushes, low-lying plants, and trees.
The smaller L-shaped building at 2020 Virginia Avenue (on the same parcel as 2002 21st Street), was
constructed in 1943 1942. This building is only partially visible from the public right‐of‐way and
appears not to exhibit a formal architectural style, though it has a shed roof that echoes the
rooflines of the other two buildings. It has smooth stucco cladding, paired aluminum sliding
windows, and single metal paneled door with a metal security door, shaded by a metal awning.
2002-2008 21st Street is slightly elevated from the street and enclosed by a low painted brick wall
topped with vertical wood slats along its north and west sides, adjacent the public sidewalk along
21st Street and Virginia Avenue. Two shallow concrete steps lead from the sidewalk along 21st street
to the interior of the property. The central courtyard is planted with turf framed with low hedges
and intersperse with birds of paradise plants. Other on-site plantings found throughout the property
include mature bottlebrush, fan palm, oleander, syzygium, and a variety of low-growing shrubs and
herbaceous ornamentals. As a result of the wall, fence, and landscaping, the on-site buildings are
minimally visible from the street.

2014-2018 21st Street
The parcels at 2014 and 2018 21st Street contain five residential buildings and a detached garage
around a central courtyard. Three of the residential buildings sit north of the courtyard and each
contains one unit. The remaining two residential buildings (one containing 1 unit and the other 2
unit), and the detached garage sit south of the courtyard. The buildings were constructed between
1935 and 1951 and are Minimal Traditional in style.
The property is slightly elevated from the street. A low concrete block wall, hedges, and wooden
fence enclose the property adjacent the public sidewalk along 21st Street. Two shallow concrete
steps lead from the sidewalk along 21st street to the interior of the property. The central courtyard
is planted with low-lying vegetation and several mature trees. Landscaping includes mature
bottlebrush, fan palm, oleander, syzygium, and a variety of low-growing shrubs and herbaceous
ornamentals.

2.4.1 Planning and Zoning
The project site is located in the Pico neighborhood of the City. The site has a land use designation
of Low Density Housing as identified in the City’s Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE), and
zoning designation of R2, Low Density Multiple Residential. The Low Density Housing designation is
designed to preserve and protect the existing character of the residential neighborhood. Typical
uses include single-family housing; duplexes and triplexes; townhouse style units; low-scale
courtyard housing; institutional residential uses like child care homes, transitional housing, or
hospice facilities; and neighborhood-serving uses such as child care, neighborhood grocery stores,
and community facilities.
On July 12, 2006, the applicant submitted a Vesting Tentative Tract Map application (06TM-021),
which allowed the project to comply with the existing regulations (i.e., density) for the site
permitted at that time. The project has a vested right to proceed in substantial compliance with the
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the application was determined by the City
to be complete pursuant to Section 66498.1 of the California Subdivision Map Act. Therefore,
consistent with California state law, in determining whether to approve or disapprove the current
project and its associated Development Review request, the project must be analyzed for
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consistency with the 1984 General Plan and the 1988 Zoning Ordinance regulations in effect in
2006. Based on the 1988 Zoning Ordinance, maximum allowable height is 30 feet and the maximum
allowable density is one unit per 1,500 square feet of parcel area.

2.4.2

Public Transportation

Public transit to the project site is provided by Metro Expo LRT and Big Blue Bus. The project site is
approximately 0.5 mile (walking distance) from the 26th Street/Bergamot Station for the Exposition
Light Rail line (Expo LRT), which provides regional light rail service between Downtown Los Angeles
and Downtown Santa Monica. During peak hours, Expo LRT runs every six minutes. The Big Blue Bus
routes that service the project site are Route 7, Rapid 7, and 16. In the immediate project vicinity,
Route 7 and Rapid 7 runs east-west along Pico Boulevard and Route 16 runs north-south along 20th
Street, with the closest stop at 20th Street’s intersection with Pico Boulevard, about 500 feet
southwest of the project site.

2.4.3

Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is located in an urbanized setting in the City’s Pico Neighborhood. The project site is
bordered by various residential uses, including one- and two-story single family dwelling units and
multi-family structures along 21st Street and Virginia Avenue. The residential neighborhood along
21st Street and Virginia Avenue is well landscaped with street trees, shrubs, and other vegetation.
Pico Boulevard is approximately 500 feet southeast of the project site and is predominantly
characterized by various commercial and retail land uses. 20th Street, approximately 200 feet
southwest of the project site, is characterized by one- and two-story multi-family residential
structures. Virginia Avenue Park, located one block northeast of the project site, is approximately
300 feet away. Santa Monica College, located at 1900 Pico Boulevard is approximately 0.25 miles
from the project site. Figure 7 provides photos of the surrounding land uses.

2.5 Project Characteristics
The project involves demolition of all existing onsite improvements and development of a two-story,
19-unit condominium complex with two buildings and a central courtyard on the 0.66-acre project
site. 2 Two of the proposed units would be reserved as very low-income units. All 19 units would be
two-bedroom, two-and-one-half bathroom townhouse-style condominiums with two stories above
a basement level with private two-car garages for each of the units.
A total of 43 parking spaces would be located in a basement-level subterranean garage structure,
with 38 private parking spaces located in 19 two-car garages, 1 handicapped space for residents,
and 5 4 guest parking spaces located in the main garage area (3 standard spaces and 2 handicapped
spaces). The 43 spaces to be provided exceed the Code requirement of 42 spaces. Figure 8 provides
the project’s site plan, and Figure 9 provides the garage plan for the subterranean parking area.
Table 4 summarizes the project characteristics.

2

All existing 15 units are renter occupied and governed by rent control requirements. In order to demolish the structures, the units would
need to be vacated in accordance with all applicable rent control regulations.
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Figure 7 Surrounding Land Uses
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Figure 8 Site Plan
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Figure 8 Site Plan
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Figure 9 Basement Site Plan
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Figure 9 Basement Site Plan
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Table 4

Project Characteristics

Lot Size

0.66 acres (28,935 square feet)

Total Proposed Dwelling Units

19 units

Total Proposed Floor Area

25,833 23,614 square feet

Floor Area Ratio

0.89 0.82:1

Maximum Building Height

30 feet approximately 27” at the top of building
approximately 28” at the roof deck guard rail
33’0” at the stairwell shafts a

Number of Levels Above Grade

2 + roof deck on some units

Number of Levels Below Grade

1 level

Parking Spaces

43

Source: Farhad Ashofteh Inc. Plan Set dated 9/2017 September 2018
a

Per Santa Monica Municipal Code, height at stairwell shafts are excluded from the maximum building height calculation

As stated previously, the project is vested under the prior 1988 Zoning Ordinance. Based on the
1988 Zoning Ordinance and the site’s R2 zoning, maximum allowable height is 30 feet and maximum
allowable density is one unit per 1,500 sf of parcel area. The project’s maximum height of
approximately 28 30 feet and density of approximately 1,360 1,243 feet per unit (25,833 23,614
sf/19 units)/ 28,935 sf) is consistent with the 1988 Zoning Ordinance standards.

2.5.1

Project Design

The site layout consists of two 2-story contemporary buildings configured around a landscaped
courtyard with walkways that run between planters to provide pedestrian access to individual unit
front doors. The first building contains 11 units and generally runs parallel along 21st Street,
beginning on the east side of the pedestrian courtyard entry on Virginia Avenue and then wrapping
around to the south side of the property and back into the center of the property. To create a more
pedestrian-friendly street frontage and a modulated design, the building would provide varied
setbacks of 15 to 20 feet along 21st Street.
The second building is an L-shaped building comprised of 8 units, beginning on Virginia Avenue on
the west side of the pedestrian courtyard entrance and then turning the corner and running parallel
to the 20th Court Alley. Along Virginia Avenue, the building would also include varied setbacks
ranging from 19 to 25 feet.
The townhouse units are staggered to lighten the mass of the new construction and provide visual
interest. Contemporary architecture is exemplified with the use of stucco and horizontal wood
panels with inset metal windows and doors, metal railings, and standing-seam metal roofs and
dormers.
The new building would comply with current Green Building Code requirements, including those
related to energy efficiency and water saving features. Sustainable project features that may be
incorporated into project design and construction may include: energy efficient appliances, dual
glazed insulated and tempered windows, drought‐tolerant landscaping, low‐VOC paints and
finishes, and the distribution of educational materials to homeowners. In addition, all plumbing
fixtures would be low‐flow in accordance with Title 24 and SMMC requirements. Lastly, during
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construction, the project would divert at least 70 percent of demolition and construction debris
from being landfilled in accordance with Santa Monica Municipal Code regulations. Additionally, the
building would meet the most current code requirements with regard to seismic/building safety.

2.5.2

Recreational Amenities

The project would provide both common and private open space and recreational facilities to serve
onsite residents. Common open space would be provided in the central courtyard (approximately
4,147 4,439 square feet), which would feature outdoor planters, a water feature, a barbeque area,
and walking paths to facilitate community gathering and activity. Each unit would have a
patio/balcony and upper level or roof deck to provide private open space.

2.5.3

Access and Parking

Pedestrian access would be provided via Virginia Avenue or 21st Street, with all units containing a
front door at the street level. These street-level facing doors would enliven the pedestrian
streetscape and environs. The ground floor of all units would be fully ADA–accessible.
Vehicular parking would be provided within a basement level with private two-car garages for each
of the proposed units and 1 handicapped space for residents, as well as five four additional guest
parking spaces. Access to the parking garage would be provided via a single driveway from 20th
Court Alley at the southwest corner of the site. ADA-accessible elevators from the garage would be
provided. As compared to existing conditions, wherein refuse containers are located along the alley,
the project would relocate refuse containers to the parking garage, thereby containing potential
odors and minimizing aesthetic impacts on the public alley.

2.5.4

Construction and Grading

Construction of the project is expected to occur over approximately 12 months, from the third
second quarter of 2018 2019 through the third second quarter of 20192020. The project would
require demolition of the existing on-site buildings and construction of the proposed 19-unit
condominium complex with subterranean parking. The site preparation phase is anticipated to last
about four months and includes demolition of existing buildings and rough grading. Approximately
6,600 cubic yards of dirt are anticipated to be exported by the project during this phase. The
building construction phase is anticipated to last about eight months. While building completion is
estimated for the third second quarter of 20192020, the construction schedule could be extended
depending on weather conditions and their effect on development.

2.6 Project Objectives
The applicant’s primary objective for the project is to expand the City’s existing housing stock by
developing a new multi-family residential development that would be compatible with the existing
Pico neighborhood and consistent with the LUCE. Additional objectives of the project are as follows:
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Provide a new contemporary residential project that conforms to current building standards,
including building safety, fire safety, green building, noise, and Americans with Disabilities Act
accessibility standards
Provide new, high-quality housing units to help accommodate regional and citywide housing
demand and improve the jobs/housing balance in the City
Accommodate family housing need in the City by providing larger sized housing units

Project Description








Develop a new high-quality residential project with a design and scale that is consistent with the
site’s LUCE designation and underlying zoning, and that would be compatible with and
respectful of nearby residential uses
Ensure that new project residents would have access to new open space and recreation and
adequate onsite parking
Provide an attractive, aesthetically compatible residential project that improves the overall
visual character of the project area
Contribute to the City’s green building goals by providing a new sustainable residential building
with new energy efficient and water saving features
Develop an economically viable residential project that will generate new construction jobs,
additional tax revenues for the City, and new residential spending to support local businesses

2.7 Required Approvals
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 (b), the City of Santa Monica is the lead agency for
the project. As such, this EIR will be used by the City to evaluate the environmental impacts created
by implementation of the project, and develop conditions of approval that would address those
impacts for which mitigation measures are proposed in the EIR.
The project would require discretionary approval from the City of Santa Monica Planning
Commission (or City Council, if appealed) prior to initiating construction. The City Planning
Commission will consider approval of the project as part of the City’s development review process
and would certify the project’s Final EIR concurrently with project approval. In order to construct
the project, the following approvals would be required:










Certification of the Final EIR
Adoption of Statement of Overriding Considerations
Issuance of a Removal Permit for Rent Control Units
Approval of a Development Review Permit (Permit DR 06-007)
Approval of Tract Map 66625 (Permit TM 06-021)
Completion of the Certificate of Appropriateness process
Architectural Design Review approval of project design
Building and Demolition permits
Any other incidental discretionary and ministerial approvals needed for the construction and
operation of the project
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Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the 2002-2018 21st Street
Condominiums Project for the specific issue areas that were identified through the scoping process
as having the potential to experience significant effects. “Significant effect” is defined by the CEQA
Guidelines §15382 as:
“a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within
the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise,
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not
be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining
whether the physical change is significant.”
The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the environmental setting related to
the issue, which is followed by the impact analysis. In the impact analysis, the first subsection
identifies the methodologies used and the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria
adopted by the City and other agencies, universally recognized, or developed specifically for this
analysis to determine whether potential effects are significant. The next subsection describes each
impact of the project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after
mitigation. Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text with the
discussion of the effect and its significance. Each bolded impact statement also contains a statement
of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows:
Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per §15093 of the
CEQA Guidelines.
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires findings under §15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the threshold levels
and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable.
No Impact. The project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would reduce
existing environmental problems or hazards.
Following each environmental impact discussion is a list of mitigation measures (if required) and the
residual effects or level of significance remaining after implementation of the measure(s). In cases
where the mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant environmental impact in
another issue area, this impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary impact. The impact
analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the impacts associated
with the project in conjunction with other planned and pending developments in the area.
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3.1

Cultural Resources

This section assesses potential impacts to cultural resources (i.e., historical resources, archaeological
resources, paleontological resources, and human remains) from the project. The information
presented below is drawn from the October 27, 2014 Structure of Merit Assessment Report by ARG
and August 2016 Historic Resources Assessment by ESA PCR (Appendices C-4 and C-5).

3.1.1

Setting

a. Regulatory Setting
This section discusses applicable federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards governing cultural resources, which must be adhered to before and during
implementation of the project.

National Register of Historic Places
The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was established by the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as “an authoritative guide to be used by federal, State, and local
governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s cultural resources and to indicate
what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or impairment" (CFR 36 CFR
60.2). The NRHP recognizes properties that are significant at the national, state, and local levels. To
be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a resource must be significant in American history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, or culture. A property is eligible for the NRHP if it:
Criterion A:

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history;

Criterion B:

Is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in our past;

Criterion C:

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic
values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction; and/or

Criterion D:

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of potential significance must also possess integrity
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. “Integrity is the ability
of a property to convey its significance.” According to National Register Bulletin 15 (“NRB”), the
National Register recognizes seven aspects or qualities that, in various combinations, define
integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of
these seven aspects. Thus, the retention of the specific aspects of integrity is paramount for a
property to convey its significance. The seven factors that define integrity are location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association.

California Register of Historical Resources
CEQA (Section 21084.1) requires a lead agency to determine whether a project could have a
significant effect on historical resources and tribal cultural resources (PRC Section 21074 [a][1][A]-
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[B]). A historical resource is a resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (Section 21084.1), a resource included in a local
register of historical resources (Section 15064.5[a][2]), or any object, building, structure, site, area,
place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (Section
15064.5[a][3]).
PRC Section 5024.1, Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and PRC Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1
were used as the basic guidelines for this cultural resources evaluation. PRC Section 5024.1 requires
an evaluation of historical resources to determine their eligibility for listing in the CRHR. The
purpose of the register is to maintain listings of the state’s historical resources and to indicate which
properties are to be protected from substantial adverse change. Certain resources are determined
by the statute to be automatically included in the CRHR, including California properties formally
determined eligible for, or listed in, NRHP. CRHR eligibility criteria were purposefully developed to
mirror the criteria developed for the NRHP, as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a]:
(3) […]

Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including
the following:

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California's history and cultural heritage;
(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values; or
(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical
resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an
historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources
Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an
historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.
(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.
Presumptive resources are resources that are “included in a local register of historical resources”,
and resources that are “identified as significant in certain surveys of historical resources.” Valley
Advocates v. City of Fresno 160 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1054-1055 (citing Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21084.1,
5020.1(k) and 5024.1(g)). A “local register” is “a list of properties officially designated or recognized
as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution.” Cal.
Pub. Res. Code § 5020.1(k). The Structures of Merit are presumptive resources because they have
been designated as historically significant by the Landmarks Commission, upheld by City Council on
appeal.
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In addition, if a project can be demonstrated to cause damage to a unique archaeological resource,
the lead agency may require reasonable efforts to permit any or all of these resources to be
preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources cannot be left
undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC Section 21083.2[a], [b], and [c]).
PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an artifact, object, or site about
which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge,
there is a high probability that it:
1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;
2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type; or
3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.
Impacts to significant cultural resources that affect the characteristics of any resource that qualify it
for the NRHP or adversely alter the significance of a resource listed in or eligible for listing in the
CRHR are considered a significant effect on the environment. These impacts could result from
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15064.5 [b][1]). Material impairment is defined as demolition or alteration in an
adverse manner [of] those characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the CRHR (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5[b][2][A]).

Assembly Bill 52
On July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted and currently applies to
projects with an NOP filed on or after that date. The NOP for the 2002 21st Street Condominiums
Project EIR was filed on June 17, 2010; thus, AB 52 does not apply to this project. A brief discussion
of AB 52 is provided here for informational purposes only.
AB 52 expands CEQA by defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” Assembly Bill
52 establishes that “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states that the lead agency shall establish measures
to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when
feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources
as “sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe” and meets either of the following criteria:



Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k), or
A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1.
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
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AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources.
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. AB 52
requires that lead agencies “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects
proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

City of Santa Monica Landmark and Historic Preservation Ordinance
The City of Santa Monica formally initiated a historic preservation program with its 1976 adoption of
the Landmark and Historic Preservation Ordinance. Santa Monica Landmarks and Historic Districts
Ordinance was amended in 1987, 1991 and 2003 to create a more comprehensive preservation
program. This ordinance established the Landmarks Commission, whose powers include designation
of Structures of Merit and Landmarks and recommendation to the City Council for the designation
of historic districts. Furthermore, the updated ordinance established the obligations and
requirements as well as incentives available for owners of historic properties.
Individual Landmarks
Section 9.56.100 of the City of Santa Monica Landmark and Historic Preservation Ordinance
authorizes the Landmarks Commission to designate Landmarks or Historic Districts. For a property
to be eligible for individual Landmark status, it must meet one or more of the following criteria:
1. It exemplifies, symbolizes, or manifests elements of the cultural, social, economic, political
or architectural history of the City
2. It has aesthetic or artistic interest or value, or other noteworthy interest or value
3. It is identified with historic personages or with important events in local, state or national
history
4. It embodies distinguishing architectural characteristics valuable to study of a period, style,
method of construction, or the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship, or is a unique
or rare example of an architectural design, detail or historical type valuable to such a study
5. It is a significant or a representative example of the work or product of a notable builder,
designer or architect
6. It has a unique location, a singular physical characteristic, or is an established and familiar
visual feature of a neighborhood, community or the City
Historic Districts
A historic district is defined by the City of Santa Monica as “any geographic area or noncontiguous
grouping of thematically related properties that the City Council has designated as and determined
to be appropriate for historical preservation pursuant to the provisions of this [ordinance].” In order
to be designated as a historic district, an area must meet one of the following criteria, outlined in
the Santa Monica Municipal Code [§9.56.100(b)]:
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Any of the criteria for a Landmark designation
It is a noncontiguous grouping of thematically related properties or a definable area
possessing a concentration of historic, scenic or thematic sites, which contribute to each
other and are unified aesthetically by plan, physical development or architectural quality.
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It reflects significant geographical patterns, including those associated with different eras of
settlement and growth, particular transportation modes, or distinctive examples of park or
community planning.
It has a unique location, a singular physical characteristic, or is an established and familiar
visual feature of a neighborhood, community or the City

Structures of Merit
Section 9.56.080 of the City of Santa Monica Landmark and Historic Preservation Ordinance
recognizes the significance of Structures of Merit and empowers the City Landmarks Commission to
designate such structures. A building, structure, or object may be designated as a Structure of Merit
if it meets either of the following criteria at the discretion of the Landmarks Commission or City
Council, on appeal (Prior code § 9607; added by Ord. No .2486, sections 1, 2 , adopted 6/23/15):



The property is identified and included in the City’s Historic Resources Inventory.
The property is at least 50 years of age and meets one of the following criteria: (1) A unique
or rare example of an architectural design, detail or historical type; (2) Representative of a
style in the City that is no longer prevalent; (3) Contributes to a potential Historic District.

Santa Monica General Plan
The Historic Preservation Element of the Santa Monica General Plan contains goals and policies
intended to preserve the historic built environment of the City of Santa Monica. The following lists
the goals and objectives applicable to the current project.
Goal 2: Identify and evaluate historic and cultural resources on a regular basis.
Objective 2.1: Update and maintain the Santa Monica Historic Resources Inventory by adopting a
regular survey, inventory, and evaluation program.
Objective 2.2: Review the identified property types in the current inventory and conduct additional
surveys to identify types and contexts.
Objective 2.3: Make the City’s inventory of historic and cultural resources available to the public,
City staff, and decision-makers.
Goal 3: Increase public awareness of the history of Santa Monica and historic
preservation in the City.
Objective 3.1: Support the continued development of the Santa Monica City Library Local History
Collection and support the distribution of historic preservation informational materials through the
library.
Objective 3.4: Increase public access to historic preservation documents.
Objective 3.6: Encourage public comment and participation in preservation decision making.
Objective 3.8: Encourage the installation of plaques and/or public art related to historic buildings
and sites in the City.
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Goal 4: Protect historic and cultural resources from demolition and inappropriate
alterations.
Objective 4.1: Ensure compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
Objective 4.6: Encourage salvaging of architectural elements that would otherwise be transported
to landfills as a result of demolition.

b. Historical Background
Prehistory
The prehistoric chronological sequence that is applicable to near-coastal and many inlands areas in
southern California is generally divided into four periods: Early Man, Milling Stone, Intermediate,
and Late Prehistoric. The Early Man - Horizon I period (ca. 10,000 – 6,000 B.C.) is represented by
numerous pre-8,000 B.C. sites identified along the mainland coast and Channel Islands. Early Man Horizon I sites are generally associated with a greater emphasis on hunting than in later periods,
though recent data indicates that the economy was a diverse mixture of hunting and gathering,
including a significant focus on aquatic resources. The Milling Stone – Horizon II period (ca. 6,000 –
3,000 B.C.) is characterized by subsistence strategies centered on collecting plant foods and small
animals, including an apparent importance of seed processing suggested by the appearance and
abundance of stone grinding implements, namely milling stones and handstones. The
Intermediate – Horizon III period (ca. 3,000 B.C. – A.D. 500) is characterized by a shift toward a
hunting and maritime subsistence strategy, along with a wider use of plant foods. A pronounced
trend occurred toward greater adaptation to regional or local resources including an increased
variety and abundance of fish, land mammals, and sea mammals along the coast. Tool kits for
hunting, fishing, and processing food and other resources reflect this increased diversity, with larger
knives, flake scrapers, shell fishhooks, and drill-like implements, and various projectile points being
more common than in the preceding period. An increase in mortars and pestles also became more
common, indicating an increasing reliance on acorns. The Late Prehistoric – Horizon IV period (ca.
A.D. 500 – Historic Contact) experienced further increase in the diversity of food resources
demonstrated by more classes of artifacts, including finely sharpened projectile points associated
with usage of the bow and arrow. Other items include steatite cooking vessels and containers, a
variety of bone tools, and personal ornaments made from shell, bone, and stone. During this period,
there was also an increase in population size accompanied by the advent of larger, more permanent
villages.

Ethnography
The project site lies in an area traditionally occupied by the Native American group known as the
Gabrieleño. The name Gabrieleño was applied by the Spanish to those natives who were associated
with the Mission San Gabriel Arcángel. Today, most contemporary Gabrieleño prefer to identify
themselves as Tongva. Tongva territory included the Los Angeles basin and southern Channel Islands
as well as the coast from Aliso Creek in the south to Topanga Creek in the north. The Tongva
language belongs to the Takic branch of the Uto-Aztecan language family, which can be traced to
the Great Basin region.
The Tongva established permanent villages and smaller satellite camps throughout their territory.
Society was organized along patrilineal, non-localized clans, a common Takic pattern. Tongva
subsistence was oriented around acorns supplemented by roots, leaves, seeds, and fruits of a wide
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variety of plants. Meat sources included large and small mammals, freshwater and saltwater fish,
shellfish, birds, reptiles, and insects. Tongva employed a wide variety of tools and implements to
gather and hunt food. The digging stick, the bow and arrow, traps, nets, blinds, throwing sticks and
slings, spears, harpoons, and hooks were common tools. Like the Chumash, the Tongva made
oceangoing plank canoes (known as ti’at) capable of holding 6 to 14 people and used for fishing,
travel, and trade between the mainland and the Channel Islands.

Pico Neighborhood
The Santa Monica Pico neighborhood is bound approximately by Colorado Avenue to the north,
Lincoln Boulevard to the west, Pico Boulevard to the south, and Centinela Avenue to the east. In the
late 1870s and 1880s, the region was used for clay and brick manufacturing and, as a result, many
parts of the region were left uninhabitable due to sanitation issues. During the construction boom
of the late 1880s, lots in east Santa Monica were increasingly offered for sale, through
advertisements in the local newspaper, though the region remained largely agricultural. In 1904, H.
J. Woollacott and Emma Janss began to subdivide a large swath of land to the south and east of the
City, as the Erkenbrecher Syndicate Santa Monica Tract. In 1905, a land annexation occurred to the
City that included the Pico neighborhood. The project site was block 25, lot one (of four) of the
Erkenbrecher Syndicate Santa Monica Tract that bordered Rancho la Ballona to the south, 20th
Street to the west, Irwin Avenue to the north, and lots two to four and 23rd street to the east. H. J.
Woollacott was a prominent Los Angeles wine merchant who also participated in real estate
ventures. Subsequently, the Erkenbrecher Syndicate Santa Monica Tract was further subdivided in
1906, becoming the Campbell Villa Tract. The Campbell Villa Tract was a small subdivision by John A.
Campbell, W.A. Irwin, and Addie Irwin and included the construction of 21st Street. The subject
property is block one, lots one and three, of the Campbell Villa Tract with 21st Street to the east,
Irwin Avenue (renamed as Virginia Avenue) to the north, an alleyway to the west, and at the end of
the block to the south, the newly established Pico Boulevard. Subsequently, the area began to
develop, spurred by the construction of the Southern Pacific rail line connecting Santa Monica to
downtown Los Angeles to the north of the Pico neighborhood.
With plots in these tracts selling more rapidly in the 1920s and 1930s, much of the area was
developed with single- and multi-family residential buildings, primarily bungalow courts, along with
some local industrial uses. Due to its affordability and accessibility, the neighborhood became a
desirable working-class residential enclave.
In 1928 the Douglas manufacturing plant, founded by Donald Willis Douglas in Santa Monica in
1921, moved to a new facility at Clover Field in southeastern Santa Monica.23 Although the company
did not provide or build housing for its employees, the Pico neighborhood offered Douglas
employees the opportunity to live close to work in an affordable neighborhood. Spurred by this
proximity to a major employment center, the neighborhood developed steadily during the 1930s. In
addition, due to the war effort, Douglas Aircraft rapidly expanded and, thus, so did the number of
employees. By 1944, during the height of the war effort, the Douglas Aircraft Company employed
33,000 people at the Clover Field location alone. The neighborhood was then and remains today
highly diverse. The Douglas Aircraft Company and others hired women and African Americans, and
Mexican Americans due to labor shortages during the war. Minorities moved to Santa Monica and in
particular the Pico neighborhood because of its affordability.
In the postwar era, this residential enclave became a cohesive, well-established neighborhood. New
construction persisted with the availability and surplus of materials after the war. New construction
largely consisted of multi-family residential (often two stories rather than the previous single-story
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construction). Newly enacted zoning laws, in the emerging field of urban planning, shaped Santa
Monica into the city it is today.
In the mid-1960s, construction of the Interstate 10 highway to the Pacific Coast in Santa Monica cut
through the Pico neighborhood, thus separating the area from the city center. As with highway
construction projects throughout Southern California in this era, this action displaced families and
residents in this low-income community. Subsequently, the neighborhood became more desirable
to others outside the community, with the greater access provided by the new freeway. However,
the City enacted rent control measures to help retain the affordability of the neighborhood.

Courtyard Apartment
Courtyard apartments developed from bungalow courts. The bungalow court was at least partially
born out of the spatial arrangement of early Los Angeles tenements. These were comprised of
immigrant worker cottages lined up in horizontal rows. These housing courts were an early iteration
of the bungalow court type, albeit built to a much lower standard of construction and design than
the bungalow courts that emerged in the early 20th century. The idea of courtyard housing itself
was probably largely inspired in Southern California by a variety of building types out of Old World
Europe which featured “...a unitary form that encloses an open space and provides for multifamily
living” and included the Spanish Pueblo settlement in Los Angeles, for example. Bungalow courts
first developed in the 1910s with a sixteen unit complex as early as 1909 in Santa Monica.
Henceforth, the bungalow court gained popularity and was a common building form in the 1920s
throughout Los Angeles County, including Santa Monica. The individual buildings could be arraigned
in various configurations but are commonly found in U-shape configurations. The individual
buildings of the bungalow court faced onto the courtyard thereby separating the residence from
direct street access, which in turn provided privacy and security. Bungalow courts gave residents the
opportunity to experience the American dream of living in a single family dwelling complete with
landscape while providing a more affordable option which was especially relevant to workers,
retirees, and single women. Courtyard apartments developed from the bungalow court type with
the main difference being that the individual buildings were now attached together to form two or
three larger buildings. Typical configuration for the courtyard apartments feature double I, double L,
or U-shape buildings, complete with car ports or garages, often at the rear to be accessed via alley
way. Although courtyard apartments did not feature individual buildings, the apartments still
afforded residents privacy and security from the street and focused on space—the courtyard—
rather than the object—the residence; courtyard apartments inward gaze into the courtyard alludes
to the American dream of dwellings placed within a landscape. Style varied greatly within the
bungalow courts and courtyard apartments. Early common styles included Craftsman, Spanish and
American Colonial Revival, Streamline Modern, and Minimal Traditional. Yet, even more whimsical
styles were used such as Egyptian Revival. As courtyard apartments gained popularity in the 1940s
and 1950s, tastes changed and buildings often featured Traditional Minimal and modern styles such
as Mid-Century Modern and were often two stories rather than one. A windshield survey by ARG
that was verified through aerial maps by ESA PCR identify that the courtyard apartment type is
common in Santa Monica. However, single-story Mid-Century Modern Courtyard Apartments are
not common in Santa Monica. ARG identified single story courtyard apartments, Mid-Century
Modern or otherwise, in the Pico Neighborhood as follows: 1432 9th Street (1926), 1801-1807 9th
Street (1942), 1824 Michigan Avenue (1945), 3120 Colorado Avenue (1947), 1420-1422 20th Street
(1949), 2711-2715 Pico Boulevard (1951), 1625-1627 Centinela Boulevard (1953), 2009-2015
Cloverfield Boulevard (1949), 1914-1920 Cloverfield Boulevard (1953), and 1922-1924 Cloverfield
Boulevard (1954). Only three of these are identified as Mid-Century Modern Courtyard Apartments.
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The Santa Monica Historic Resources Inventory identifies several Mid-Century Modern courtyard
apartments that may be eligible for listing as either a Landmark or a Structure of Merit in the City,
which are as follows: 150-156 San Vicente Boulevard (1949), 1302 Franklin Street (1949), 130-140
San Vicente Boulevard (1950), 1113 26th Street (1951), and 1625 Centinela Avenue (1953). 1625
Centinela Avenue is the only single-story Mid-Century Modern Courtyard Apartment identified in
the inventory. Many Post-war courtyard apartments exist in Santa Monica. However, few singlestory Mid-Century Modern Courtyard Apartments appear to exist in the City – only three other
single-story Mid-Century Modern courtyard apartments exist in the Pico Neighborhood with 1625
Centinela Avenue most closely resembling 2002-2008 21st Street.

c. Existing Conditions
The project site includes two adjoining properties:




2002-2008 21st Street and 2020 Virginia Avenue: two parcels containing three buildings
configured around a courtyard. Two buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street are oriented around a
central courtyard and are styled as a Mid-Century Modern-style courtyard apartment complex
constructed between 1949 and 1953. The L-shaped building located at 2020 Virginia Avenue is
an altered, vernacular-style multi-family building that was constructed ca. 1942.
2014-2018 21st Street: a Minimal Traditional-style bungalow court constructed between 1935
and 1951. The property contains five residential buildings and a garage situated on two parcels.

The project area has been previously surveyed and evaluated for historic significance on four
separate occasions, each with varied findings, as shown in Table 5.
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Table 5

Previous Historic Assessments

Study Date and
Author(s)

Properties Evaluated

Evaluation Findings

2007, SBRA

2002-2008 21st St.*
st
2014-2018 21 St.

Both properties were found ineligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places (“National Register” or “NR”) and California Register of
Historical Resources (“California Register” or “CR”), as well as for local
designation as a City of Santa Monica Landmark and Structure of Merit.

Aug. 2014, Chattel

2002-2008 21st St.*
2014-2018 21st St.

Both properties were found ineligible for listing in the NR, the CR and for
local designation.

Oct. 14, 2014, ARG

2002-2008 21st St.*
st
2014-2018 21 St.

The property at 2002-2008 21st Street was found potentially eligible for
local listing, both as a Landmark and Structure of Merit for its
“association with patterns of postwar multifamily development in the
Pico neighborhood” and as a “rare, intact example of a Mid-Century
Modern one-story courtyard apartment complex.”
The property at 2014-2018 was found to not satisfy the Santa Monica
Structure of Merit or Landmark eligibility criteria due to alterations.

Oct. 27, 2014, ARG

2002-2008 21st St.

The property at 2002-2008 21st Street was found eligible for local listing
as a Structure of Merit for its “association with patterns of postwar
multifamily development in the Pico neighborhood” and as a “rare,
intact example of a Mid-Century Modern one-story courtyard apartment
complex.”
Subsequently, the Landmarks Commission designated the Courtyard
Apartment as a Structure of Merit. The City Council upheld the
designation on appeal in 2015.

2016, PCR/ESA

2002-2008 21st St.
2020 Virginia Ave.

The property at 2002-2008 21st Street was found eligible for local listing,
both as a Landmark and Structure of Merit as a locally rare and intact
vernacular single-story Mid-Century Modern courtyard apartment.
Although located on the same property as 2002-2008 21st Street, the
building located at 2020 Virginia Avenue lacks integrity and does not
contribute to the historic significance of the historic courtyard apartment
building.
st

* Although not separately called out in the evaluation, these findings for 2002-2008 21 presumably include the evaluation findings for
2020 Virginia Avenue, as it occupies the same parcel.

2002-2008 21st Street and 2020 Virginia Avenue
As described in the ARG and ESA/PCR reports, the property located at 2002-2008 21st Street and
2020 Virginia Avenue is improved with three apartment buildings constructed from 1942 to 1953.
Two of the buildings (Buildings 1 and 3) are oriented towards each other to form a courtyard
(Courtyard Apartment buildings) with pedestrian access from 21st Street. The Courtyard Apartment
buildings represent a vernacular Mid-Century Modern Courtyard Apartment type. Building 2 at 2020
Virginia Avenue is an L-shaped building, located in the northwest corner of the parcel.
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Building 1. The courtyard apartment building at 2002 21st Street is rectangular, 26’ x 65’, and
features three attached apartments that face southeast onto the courtyard. The building has a
near-flat shed roof with deep, wide boxed eaves along the primary and rear elevations and wide
boxed coping along the side elevations. The front elevation is single story with three apartment
units denoted by inverted stucco batters that support the deep eaves at the boundary between
each apartment. The three units are organized symmetrically, each with a paneled central front
door (alteration) and security door (addition) flanked on either side by paired double-hung twoover-two wood windows. Below the window, rather than a regular sill, a narrow yet projecting
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wood belt course surrounds the building. The walls are stucco (painted, alteration) above the
coursing and horizontal wood cladding is affixed below the coursing.
Building 2. The L-shaped building at 2020 Virginia Avenue is located at the northwest corner of
the property with its rear facades flanking Virginia Avenue and an alley way. The front of the
building faces the courtyard. The Building has two normal sloped shed roofs with minimal
overhang of wide fascia boards and smooth stucco walls (painted, alteration). The front façade
features three hooded panel doors (alteration) with security doors (addition), and sliding vinyl
windows of varying sizes (alteration). The side and rear elevations along Virginia Avenue are
punctured with windows of varying size and patterns while the side and rear elevations along
the alley are solid stucco (painted, alteration).
Building 3. The courtyard apartment building at 2008 21st Street is L-shaped, approximately 26’
x 125’ with an addition of 14’ x 22’ to form the “L,””, and features four apartments that face
northwest onto the courtyard and a rear garage that faces southwest onto an alley. 2008 21st
Street is the same as 2002 21st Street but with the addition of a fourth apartment and a four car
parking garage to the rear. The fourth apartment at 2008 21st Street retains the same
characteristics as the other apartments but is larger; two sets of paired double-hung two-overtwo wood windows flank the door on one side while a single set flanks the door on the other
side. The four car garage is rectangular with wide, boxed coping and is smooth stucco (painted,
alteration). The garage appears to have the original garage doors and hardware. A narrow,
covered passage separates the apartments at 2008 21st Street from the garage at 2008 21st
Street.

2014-2018 21st Street
The property located at 2014-2018 21st Street contain five residential buildings and a detached
garage around a central courtyard. Three of the residential buildings sit north of the courtyard and
each contains one unit. The remaining two residential buildings and the detached garage sit south of
the courtyard. The buildings were constructed between 1935 and 1951 and are Minimal Traditional
in style.








Building 4. This building (1938) is a one-story, square, stucco-clad, detached building containing
one unit. This building has a medium pitch gable roof with shallow eaves and horizontal wood
ship-lap with the gable ends. Windows are primarily two-over-two double hung wood sash with
metal security bars. Its primary entrance faces towards 21st Street. The building is a modest
Minimal Traditional style.
Building 5. This building is a one-story, square, stucco clad detached building (c.1937-1938)
containing one unit. The building has a medium pitch gable roof with shallow eaves and
horizontal wood ship-lap with the gable ends. Windows are primarily two-over-two double hung
wood sash with metal security bars. Its primary entrance faces towards 21st Street. The building
is a modest Minimal Traditional style.
Building 6. This one-story roughly T-shaped building (c.1937-1938) contains one unit with an
attached one-car garage. The original square-shaped building has stucco-cladding, a front gable
roof; additions to the north and south have flat roofs. Windows are a combination double hung
wood sash and aluminum and vinyl sliders with security bars along the west (rear) elevation.
Due to extensive alterations, the building does not exhibit features of an identifiable style.
Garage. This one-story L-shaped five car garage (pre 1951) with a separate room. The building
has a combination flat roof and shed roof with raised parapet wall along its north elevation and
open eaves at its east elevation. Five one-car wood garage doors open onto an alley at the west
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elevation. A single unit has a metal security screen door with awning entrance at the north
elevation. Windows at the east elevation are aluminum sliders with security bars. The building is
utilitarian and does not have a style.
Building 7. This one-story rectangular stucco clad building has two units with a medium pitch
cross gable roof with shallow eaves at its east elevation and horizontal wood ship lap within the
gable ends. Unit entrances are located at the east (21st) and north elevations. The east elevation
features aluminum slider windows. The north elevation features wood sash windows. The
building is a modest Minimal Traditional style.
Building 8. This building (pre 1951) is a one-story, square, stucco-clad, detached building
containing one unit. This building has a medium pitch gable roof with shallow eaves and
horizontal wood ship-lap with the gable ends. Windows are primarily two-over-two double hung
wood sash with metal security bars. Its primary entrance faces on the north elevation faces
towards the central courtyard and features an awning with wood lattice supports. The building
is a modest Minimal Traditional style.

Historic Significance
2002-2008 21st Street and 2020 Virginia Avenue
ARG’s October 27, 2014 report found the courtyard apartment buildings on the 2002-2008 21st
Street property eligible for local designation as Structures of Merit for “association with patterns of
postwar multifamily development in the Pico neighborhood” and as a “rare, intact example of a
Mid-Century Modern one-story courtyard apartment complex. The City of Santa Monica
subsequently designated the two buildings that comprise the courtyard apartment complex on the
property as Structures of Merit. In a subsequent report, ESA PCR concurred with ARG’s findings, also
identifying the two improvements to be potentially eligible for designation as a City of Santa Monica
Landmarks and Structures of Merit. The courtyard apartments are representative of a vernacular,
single-story, Mid-Century Modern courtyard apartment that retains integrity and represents a style
that is no longer prevalent in the City of Santa Monica. This property type has historic significance,
particularly within the Pico neighborhood, due to postwar construction and housing needs. The type
is, therefore, associated with multi-family housing development and primarily dated to 1940s-1950s
single-story courtyard apartments. Moreover, as a locally rare and intact vernacular single-story
Mid-Century Modern courtyard apartment, the style has distinguishing architectural features and
merit. Therefore, the subject property should be assigned a California Historic Resources Status
Code of 5S3, “Appears to be individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey
evaluation.” The property’s period of significance was identified as 1949 to 1953, the Courtyard
Apartment’s original period of construction.
Although the two courtyard apartment buildings were determined to be historically significant, the
ESA PCR report concluded that the L-shaped building located at 2020 Virginia Avenue appears to
lack integrity and has undergone substantial alteration since its construction. Permits indicate that a
residence originally existed in the southwest corner of the property. Regardless, the building has
been substantially altered and does not correspond to the subject property’s period of significance
(1949-1953). Exterior alterations include replacement of entrance doors, replacement of windows
on the primary elevation facing the courtyard, alteration or addition of hoods over the entrance
doors, addition of security gates, and the addition of paint over stucco cladding. An effort appears
to have been made to orient the building to the Courtyard Apartment, but the building is not a
vernacular iteration of the Mid-Century Modern style, and the alterations and additions highlight
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the differences in style. The building at 2020 Virginia Avenue is considered a non-contributing
building and not considered historically significant.
2014-2018 21st Street 2014-2018 21st Street was constructed over a 16-year period. The first
dwelling was constructed at the rear of the parcel in 1935, two more were added in 1938, and a
fourth was added in 1941. The fifth building was constructed in 1951. Therefore, the complex was
not constructed as a bungalow court by original design; rather, it grew over time and now has the
overall appearance and form of a bungalow court. It is not a particularly good or representative
example of its property type; in the Pico neighborhood, better representations of the bungalow
court property type remain.
The property at 2014-2018 21st Street is representative of pre- and post-World War II residential
development in Santa Monica. No information was found on its construction, ownership, tenancy
history, or general history to suggest it is a highly significant property in cultural, social, economic,
political, or architectural terms. In addition, the buildings have been altered such that it can no
longer exemplify, symbolize, or manifest elements that would enable it to convey its association
with any of these themes. No evidence was found that the property at 2014-2018 21st Street is
associated with historic personages or with important events in local, state, or national history.
Some of the buildings were constructed in the Minimal Traditional style, but alterations including
window replacements, window opening alterations, and addition of security doors and window bars
mean it is no longer a strong example of the style or of the bungalow court property type.
Furthermore, the property was constructed over a period of more than 16 years and represents the
bungalow court property type by virtue of its current plan, rather than an original design scheme.
The property is not a unique or rare example of Minimal Traditional architecture in Santa Monica or
the Pico neighborhood.
Furthermore, the property at 2014-2018 21st Street has no architect listed on its building permits.
Its 1938 buildings were constructed by contractor William C. Carter; no evidence has been found
that Carter was a notable builder. The property was not designed or built by a notable builder,
designer, or architect. It does not occupy a unique location or a singular physical characteristic that
renders it significant. It has low visibility due to its modest scale, low perimeter wall, and heavy
vegetation along its street-facing side, meaning it is unlikely to be an established and familiar visual
feature to anyone other than residents of its block.
For these reasons, the 2014-2018 21st Street property do not appear to meet Santa Monica
Landmark or Structure of Merit criteria and is not considered historically significant.

3.1.2

Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds
The analysis of cultural resources impacts is based on substantial evidence and cultural resource
assessments completed for the project. The full reports are included in Appendix C of this
Recirculated Draft EIR. The methodologies and significance thresholds employed for the cultural
resources impact analyses are described below and in the Regulatory Setting section above.
In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact to Cultural Resources is
considered significant if it can be demonstrably argued that the project would:
1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5;
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2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5;
3. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature; and/or
4. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries.
The significance of an archaeological deposit and subsequently the significance of any impact are
determined by the criteria established in the State CEQA Guidelines.
If an archaeological resource does not meet either the historical resource or the more specific
“unique archaeological resource” definition, impacts do not need to be mitigated [13 PRC 15064.5
(e)]. Where the significance of a site is unknown, it is presumed to be significant for the purpose of
the EIR investigation.
Recent revisions to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines include thresholds for potential
impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources. In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines,
an impact to Tribal Cultural Resources from the project would be significant if the project would:
1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place,
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe.
California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52), which defines the Tribal Cultural Resources category,
was enacted on July 1, 2015 and currently applies to projects with an NOP filed on or after that
date. The NOP for the 2002 21st Street Condominiums Project EIR was filed on June 17, 2010; thus,
AB 52 does not apply to this project and this issue is not discussed further in this Recirculated Draft
EIR.

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Threshold:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5.

Impact CR-1
THE PROJECT SITE CONTAINS BUILDINGS THAT HAVE BEEN LOCALLY DESIGNATED AS
STRUCTURES OF MERIT AND ARE ELIGIBLE FOR LOCAL LISTING AS A CITY OF SANTA MONICA LANDMARK.
CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE DEMOLITION OF THE BUILDINGS LOCATED AT 2002-2008
21ST STREET. DUE TO THIS IRREVERSIBLE LOSS OF A POTENTIAL HISTORICAL RESOURCE, THIS IMPACT WOULD BE
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE.

As discussed in Existing Conditions, the two courtyard apartment buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street
have been locally designated as Structures of Merit. Additionally, the results of the 2016 Historic
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Resources Assessment found that the buildings are eligible for listing as City of Santa Monica
Landmarks under Criteria A1 and A4 and as Structures of Merit under Criteria B1 and B2. The
courtyard apartment appears to embody distinguishing architectural characteristics valuable to the
study of vernacular, single-story, Mid-Century Modern courtyard apartments; is a rare and intact
example of its type; and represents a style that is no longer prevalent in the City of Santa Monica.
The vernacular Mid-Century Modern Courtyard Apartment also conveys the residential
development of the Pico Neighborhood during the Post-World War II period. As such, the buildings
are considered to be historical resources in accordance with CEQA.
According to CEQA (Section 21084.1), a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment. Substantial adverse change is defined as demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration activities that would impair the significance of the historical resource. Because the project
would result in the demolition of the courtyard apartment buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street, it
would result in a substantial adverse change to a historical resource and impacts would be
significant.
The remaining on-site buildings (including the buildings and garage at 2020 Virginia Avenue and
2014-2018 21st Street) were determined to not be significant historical resources. Therefore, the
project’s demolition of these remaining buildings would not result in adverse impacts on historical
resources.

Mitigation Measures
While the project’s demolition of the two courtyard apartment buildings (which are designated
Structures of Merit) would result in a significant and unavoidable impact, Mitigation Measures CR-1
through CR-3 are is proposed to ensure proper recordation of the on-site historical resources prior
to demolition.
CR-1(a)

Building Recordation

Impacts resulting from demolition of the courtyard apartment buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street
shall be minimized through archival documentation of as-built and as-found condition. Prior to
issuance of demolition permits, the lead agency shall ensure that documentation of the buildings
and structures proposed for demolition has been completed in accordance with the general
guidelines of Historic American Building Survey (HABS) documentation. The documentation shall
include high-resolution digital photographic recordation, a historic narrative report, and compilation
of historic research. The documentation shall be completed by a qualified architectural historian or
historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History
and/or Architectural History. The original archival-quality documentation shall be offered as
donated material to repositories that will make it available for current and future generations.
Archival copies of the documentation also would be submitted to the City of Santa Monica and the
Santa Monica Public Library, where it would be available to local researchers. Completion of this
mitigation measure shall be monitored and enforced by the City of Santa Monica.
CR-1(b)

Interpretive Program

In order to retain and memorialize the history of the project site and Mid-Century Modern-style
courtyard apartments in Santa Monica, an interpretive educational program (on‐site exhibit or CD
interactive presentation and/or 3‐D public art display) shall be incorporated into the development
of the project. This interpretive program and/or public artwork shall be created with the assistance
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of a qualified architectural historian, historic architect, or historic preservation professional who
satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History, Architectural
History, or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61. Content and design of the interpretive program or
public art display should be specific to the subject property, with particular focus on (1) the
architectural history and design of the Mid-Century Modern style applied to a small-scale courtyard
apartment complex and associated landscape features, (2) the history of courtyard style apartments
and the Mid-Century Modern architectural style in Santa Monica, (3) the history of the Pico
neighborhood, and relationship of the subject property to the Pico neighborhood. The
program/display may include, but not be limited to, commemorative signage; plaques; historic
photographs; representative statues, salvaged materials; models; educational interactive CD
software program; other relevant displays and exhibits; tours or events; and published information
in the form of brochures, pamphlets, videos, electronic media, etc.
CR-1(c)

Salvaging Plan

Prior to demolition and after proper recordation (see Mitigation Measure CR‐1a), an inventory of
significant exterior and interior character‐defining features and materials of the property shall be
made by a qualified architectural historian, historic architect, or historic preservation professional
who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History,
Architectural History, or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61. Where feasible, these materials and
design elements shall be itemized, digitally photographed, and salvaged. To the extent salvageable
materials exceed on‐site reuse needs, they may be sold, exchanged, or donated for use elsewhere in
the community. Unsound, decayed, or toxic materials (e.g., asbestos, lead paint) need not be
included in the salvage process. The availability of salvaged materials shall be advertised for a period
of not fewer than 30 days in at least three newspapers of local and regional circulation, as well as by
posting on the City’s website and by other means as appropriate. In addition, local
preservation/historical organizations should be contacted to ascertain their interest in obtaining
these architectural features. Some materials shall also be incorporated into an educational and
interpretive exhibit, as discussed in Mitigation Measure CR‐1(b). Salvage efforts shall be
documented by summarizing all measures taken to encourage receipt of salvaged materials by the
public. Copies of notices, evidence of such publication notices, along with a summary of results from
this publicity effort, a list of salvage offers (if any) that were made, along with an explanation of why
they were not or could not be accepted, shall be included in this salvage summary document and
filed with the City of Santa Monica Planning and Community Development Department by the
applicant.

Significance After Mitigation
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1a through CR-1c would not reduce impacts to the
historical resources at 2002-2008 21st Street to less than significant level. Due to demolition of these
historical resources, impacts would still remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of
required mitigation.
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Threshold:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5.

Threshold:

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.

Impact CR-2

CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES

SUCH AS GRADING AND SURFACE EXCAVATION, WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY

IMPACT PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND/OR PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.

As discussed in Existing Conditions, the project site is within an urbanized area and has been
previously graded and paved. Because the project site has been developed previously, any surficial
paleontological resources or archaeological resources that may have been present at one time have
likely been disturbed, and the likelihood of encountering intact resources is low. However,
excavation to the depths proposed by the project for the subterranean parking garages has not
occurred under previous development.
Although project implementation is not expected to uncover archaeological resources or
paleontological resources, the possibility for such resources exists; therefore, impacts would be
potentially significant.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures would reduce impacts related to previously unidentified
archaeological or paleontological resources to a less than significant level.
CR-2(a)

Retain a Qualified Principal Investigator

A qualified principal investigator, defined as an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for professional archaeology and has previous
experience working in Los Angeles County, shall be retained to carry out all mitigation measures
related to archaeological and historical resources (hereafter qualified archaeologist). The qualified
archaeologist shall be contacted in the event of an inadvertent archaeological discovery.
CR-2(b)

Preconstruction Worker Training

At the project kickoff and before construction activities begin, the qualified archaeologist or their
designee will provide training to construction personnel on information regarding regulatory
requirements for the protection of cultural resources including tribal cultural resources. As part of
this training, construction personnel will be briefed on proper procedures to follow should
unanticipated cultural resources discoveries be made during construction. Workers will be provided
contact information and protocols to follow in the event that inadvertent discoveries are made. If
necessary, the qualified archaeologist can create a training video, PowerPoint presentation, or
printed literature that can be shown to new workers and contractors to avoid continuous training
throughout the course of the project.
CR-2(c)

Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources

In the event that archaeological resources are exposed during construction, work in the immediate
vicinity and within 50 feet of the find must stop until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the
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significance of the find. Construction activities may continue in areas 50 feet away from the find. If
the discovery proves significant under CEQA (as defined in Section 15064.5f and PRC 21082),
additional work such as testing or data recovery may be warranted. If a find is made, archaeological
monitoring will be required for the remainder of project-related ground disturbance, and a Cultural
Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan will be developed to outline monitor procedures. If the
find is Native American in origin, Native American monitoring will be required for all ground
disturbance, including any warranted testing or data recovery.
CR-2(d)

Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources

In the event of a fossil discovery by construction personnel, all work in the immediate vicinity of the
find shall cease and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to evaluate the find before
restarting work in the area. A qualified paleontologist (project paleontologist) is defined by the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards as an individual with an M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology
or geology who is experienced with paleontological procedures and techniques, who is
knowledgeable in the geology of California, and who has worked as a paleontological mitigation
project supervisor for a least one year. If the qualified paleontologist determines that the fossil(s) is
(are) scientifically significant, the find shall be recovered under his/her supervision. If necessary, the
paleontologist should have the authority to temporarily direct, divert or halt construction activity to
ensure that the fossil(s) can be removed in a safe and timely manner. Once salvaged, significant
fossils should be identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level, prepared to a curation-ready
condition and curated in a scientific institution with a permanent paleontological collection (such as
the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County), along with all pertinent field notes, photos,
data, and maps. Fossils of undetermined significance at the time of collection may also warrant
curation at the discretion of the project paleontologist. Additional measures such as
implementation of a Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Program, construction staff Worker
Environmental Awareness Program training, and preparation of a final mitigation and monitoring
report may also be warranted.

Significance After Mitigation
Through the monitoring of ground disturbance and evaluation of any unidentified cultural
resources, should they be discovered, implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-2a through CR-2d
would reduce impacts to previously unidentified archaeological and paleontological resources to a
less than significant level.
Threshold:
Impact CR-3

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries.
CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WOULD INVOLVE GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES

SUCH AS GRADING AND SURFACE EXCAVATION, WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO UNEARTH OR ADVERSELY
IMPACT HUMAN REMAINS. WITH ADHERENCE TO EXISTING REGULATIONS, IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN

SIGNIFICANT.

In the event that human remains are encountered at the project site, all work in the immediate
vicinity of the burial must cease, and any necessary steps to ensure the integrity of the immediate
area shall be taken. The Los Angeles County Coroner would be immediately notified. The Coroner
must then determine whether the remains are Native American. Should the Coroner determine the
remains are Native American, the Coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage
Commission, who shall in turn, notify the person they identify as the most likely descendent (MLD).
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Further actions shall be determined in part by the recommendations of the MLD. The MLD has 48
hours of being granted access to the project site to complete their inspection and make
recommendations or preferences for treatment of the remains. If the MLD does not make
recommendations within 48 hours, the owner shall, with appropriate dignity, re-inter the remains in
an area of the property secure from further disturbance. Alternatively, if the owner does not accept
the MLD’s recommendations, the owner or the descendent may request mediation by the Native
American Heritage Commission. Procedures of conduct following the discovery of human remains
have been mandated by Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and the
California Code of Regulations §15064.5(e) (CEQA). With adherence to these existing regulations,
impacts to human remains would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Significance After Mitigation
Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.

c. Cumulative Impacts
In terms of historical resources, the analysis of cumulative impacts relates to whether impacts of the
project combined with those of planned, pending, and potential future projects would substantially
impact or diminish the number of similar historical resources in terms of context or property type.
Currently, none of the other planned, pending, and potential future projects in the Pico
neighborhood involve demolition of a historical resource. With the proposed mitigation measures
identified in this section of the EIR, the impact to historical resources would be significant and
unavoidable at the project level. However, this impact is site-specific and not cumulative in nature.
As such, the project would not contribute to cumulative impacts to cultural resources outside the
project site.
In addition, individual development proposals are reviewed separately by the appropriate
jurisdiction and undergo environmental review when it is determined that the potential for
significant impacts to historical resources, paleontological, or archaeological resources exist. In the
event that future projects would result in impacts to known or unknown cultural resources, impacts
to such resources would be addressed on a case-by-case basis.
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3.2

Transportation and Traffic

This section analyzes the potential for the project to cause significant impacts to the existing traffic
and transportation facilities in Santa Monica. The analysis in this section is based on a Traffic Impact
Analysis prepared for the project by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants in December 2017.
The full study is provided in Appendix D of this Recirculated Draft EIR.

3.2.1

Setting

a. Existing Street System
The project site is located at 2002-2018 21st Street in the City of Santa Monica. The properties are
located on the southwestern corner of the intersection of 21st Street and Virginia Avenue. Key
streets providing access to the project site and its vicinity are 20th Street, Pico Boulevard, and
Cloverfield Boulevard. Regional access is provided by the Santa Monica Freeway (Interstate 10),
which runs approximately 0.2 miles north of the project site.
Figure 3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, shows the location of the project site and the
surrounding roads in the study area. Both 21st Street and Virginia Avenue are local roadways, and an
alley (20th Court Alley) runs parallel to 21st Street between Virginia Avenue and Pico Boulevard,
adjacent to the project site’s southwestern boundary. The following describes the major roadways
within the study area.

20th Street
20th Street is a north-south street providing two travel lanes in each direction. On-street parking is
permitted. 20th Street provides westbound on-ramp and eastbound off-ramp access to I-10 and is
designated as a Secondary Avenue from Wilshire Boulevard to Pico Boulevard and a Minor Avenue
from Pico Boulevard to Ocean Park Boulevard.

Delaware Avenue
Delaware Avenue is an east-west street providing one travel lane in each direction. On-street
parking is permitted. Delaware Avenue is designated as a Neighborhood Street and a Bike Route
(with shared-lane markings or sharrows).

Virginia Avenue
Virginia Avenue is an east-west street providing one travel lane in each direction. On-street parking
is permitted. Virginia Avenue is designated as a Neighborhood Street. It is also designated as a Bike
Route (with sharrows) east of 22nd Street.

21st Street
21st Street is a north-south street providing one travel lane in each direction. On-street parking is
permitted. 21st Street is designated as a Neighborhood Street.
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22nd Street
22nd Street is a north-south street providing one travel lane in each direction. On-street parking is
permitted. 22nd Street is designated as a Neighborhood Street and a Bike Route (with sharrows).

Pico Boulevard
Pico Boulevard is an east-west street providing two travel lanes in each direction. Left-turn lanes are
provided at intersections and raised median islands are present at many mid-block locations near
the project site. On-street parking is permitted. Pico Boulevard is designated as a Boulevard.

Cloverfield Boulevard
Cloverfield Boulevard is north-south street providing two travel lanes in each direction. Left-turn
lanes are provided at major intersections near the project site. On-street parking is permitted.
Cloverfield Boulevard provides eastbound on-ramp and westbound off-ramp access to Interstate 10
and is designated as a Major Avenue north of Pico Boulevard and a Secondary Avenue south of Pico
Boulevard.

b. Existing Public Transit
The following transit lines operate within or near the project study area with service provided by the
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) and the City of Santa Monica’s
Big Blue Bus:

Exposition Light Rail (Expo Line)
The project site is located approximately 0.6 mile from the Bergamot station of the Expo Light Rail
Line, which runs along Colorado Avenue between downtown Santa Monica and downtown Los
Angeles. The Expo Line started operation on May 20, 2016 and provides service every 6 minutes
during weekday peak periods and every 12 minutes during weekday off-peak periods and on
weekends.

Big Blue Bus Line 7/Rapid 7 (Pico Boulevard)
Rapid 7 runs from Downtown Santa Monica to Rimpau Transit Center via Pico Boulevard. Rapid 7
provides service with 7- to 12-minute headways during weekday peak hours and 25 to 30 minutes
on weekends. The Line 7 stop closest to the project is on Pico Boulevard near 20th Street. The Rapid
7 stop closest to the project is on Pico Boulevard near 18th Street.

Big Blue Bus Line 16 (20th Street)
Line 16 provides service between West Los Angeles to Marina Del Rey. Service headways of about
30 minutes are provided throughout the day. The stop closest to the project site is at 20th Street
and Pico Boulevard.

Big Blue Bus Lines 41 and 42 (20th Street)
Lines 41 and 42 offer loop service clockwise and counterclockwise, respectively, between the 17th
Street Expo Line Station and the Montana shopping district north of downtown Santa Monica.
Service headways of about 15 minutes are provided during peak periods and every 25 or 35 minutes
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during off-peak periods on both weekdays and weekends. The stop closest to the project site is on
20th Street near Delaware Avenue.

Big Blue Bus Line 43 (20th Street)
Line 43 runs from Santa Monica College to Brentwood. Service headways of about 30 minutes are
provided throughout the day, Monday through Friday, with no midday or weekend service. The stop
closest to the project site is at 20th Street and Pico Boulevard.

Blue at Night
Blue at night is an on-demand service that provides access to and from the 17th Street/Santa
Monica College station Friday and Saturday nights from 8:00 PM to 3:00 AM.

c. Existing Bicycle Facilities
Santa Monica designates several bike facilities throughout the City, including separate bike paths,
bike lanes, and bike routes with shared-lane markings (or sharrows). The City’s Bicycle Action Plan,
adopted in 2011, guides implementation of bike programs and enhancement of the City’s bicycle
network (City of Santa Monica 2011). Of the streets in the study area, Delaware Avenue, 22nd Street,
and a portion of Virginia Avenue serve as designated bike routes.

d. Existing Pedestrian Facilities
All roadways in the study area have sidewalks. The project site has adjacent sidewalks along 21st
Street and Virginia Avenue.
While crosswalks are not provided at all intersections, larger roadways, such as Pico Boulevard,
Cloverfield Boulevard, and 20th Street, have crosswalks at signalized intersections. Within the study
area, a portion of Cloverfield Boulevard north of Pico Boulevard is designated as a Key Pedestrian
Route, according to the General Plan LUCE.

e. Existing Intersection and Roadway Volumes and Lane Configurations
For the traffic impact analysis, seven study intersections near the project site were evaluated:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

20th Street/Delaware Avenue
20th Street/Pico Boulevard
23rd Street/Pico Boulevard
Cloverfield Boulevard/Pico Boulevard
Cloverfield Boulevard/Virginia Avenue
Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 On-Ramp
Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 Off-Ramp

Fieldwork in the project study area was undertaken to identify the conditions of adjacent
intersections and roadways, and to identify traffic control, approach lane configuration, and other
characteristics of each study intersection. Weekday AM and PM peak-hour turning movements at
the seven study intersections were collected on weekdays between Thursday, November 3, 2016
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and Wednesday, November 9, 2016. 3 Intersection counts were taken at all study intersections at the
following times:
Weekday morning peak-hour (7:30 AM to 9:30 AM)
Weekday afternoon peak-hour (5:00 PM to 7:00 PM)




Existing intersection traffic count data sheets are provided in the attachments of the Traffic Impact
Analysis in Appendix D of this Recirculated Draft EIR.
Additionally, twenty-four hour machine counts were conducted on November 14, 2017 for two
roadway segments near the project site. Results are summarized in Table 6.
Table 6

Existing (2017) Daily Traffic Volumes on Adjacent Local Streets

Roadway Segments

Total Traffic Volume (vehicles per day)

21st Street between Virginia Avenue and Pico Boulevard
th
st
Virginia Avenue between 20 Street and 21 Street

953
2,128

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017. (see Appendix D for full Traffic Impact Analysis)

f. Existing Intersection Levels of Service
The operation of roadway facilities are described by the level of service (LOS), a qualitative
description of traffic flow based on factors such as speed, travel time, delay, and freedom to
maneuver. Six levels are defined from LOS A, the least congested (excellent) operating conditions, to
LOS F, the most congested (overloaded) operating conditions. Table 7 provides LOS definitions for
signalized intersections.
The City of Santa Monica uses the “Operational Analysis” method from Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) (Transportation Research Board 2010) to determine the average vehicular delay and
corresponding LOS for signalized intersections. Because all of the seven study intersections are
signalized, this methodology was employed for all intersections included in this analysis.

3

These turning movements were collected for the Providence Street John’s Health Center Master Plan EIR in November 2016. Given this
data was collected within the last two years and covered all intersections of concern for the project, they were used to characterize the
existing condition at affected intersections.
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Table 7

Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections (HCM)

Level of
Service

Average Control Delay
per Vehicle (seconds)

A

≤10

Excellent. No vehicle waits longer than one red light and no approach phase
is fully used.

B

>10 and ≤20

VERY GOOD. An occasional approach phase is fully utilized; many drivers
begin to feel somewhat restricted within groups of vehicles.

C

>20 and ≤35

GOOD. Occasionally drivers may have to wait through more than one red
light; backups may develop behind turning vehicles.

D

>35 and ≤55

FAIR. Delays may be substantial during portions of the rush hours, but
enough lower volume periods occur to permit clearing of developing lines,
preventing excessive backups.

E

>55 and ≤80

POOR. Represents the most vehicles intersection approaches can
accommodate; may be long lines of waiting vehicles through several signal
cycles.

F

>80

FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations or on cross streets may restrict or
prevent movement of vehicles out of the intersection approaches.
Tremendous delays with continuously increasing queue lengths.

Definition

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board 2010

Table 8 summarizes existing LOS for the seven study intersections. Functional street classifications
used with respect to LOS and street segment analysis are based on the City's previous Circulation
Element. Intersection turning movement counts used for LOS calculations are included in the
appendices of the Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix D of this Recirculated Draft EIR.
Table 8

Existing (2016) Intersection Level of Service

Intersection
th

20 Street/Delaware Avenue
th

Control

Intersection
Classification

Peak Hour

Signalized

Collector

AM

A

PM

B

AM

C

20 Street/Pico Boulevard

Signalized

Arterial

23rd Street/Pico Boulevard

Signalized

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/Pico Boulevard

Signalized

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/Virginia Avenue

Signalized

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 EB On-Ramp

Signalized

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 WB Off-Ramp

Signalized

Arterial

LOS

PM

E

AM

C

PM

C

AM

D

PM

C

AM

B

PM

B

AM

C

PM

C

AM

D

PM

C

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017 (see Appendix D for full Traffic Impact Analysis
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g. Regulatory Setting
This section includes a discussion of the applicable federal, state, and local laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards governing transportation and traffic, which must be adhered to before
and during implementation of the project.

State Senate Bill (SB) 743
California’s SB 743 will eventually alter how transportation and traffic impacts are analyzed under
State CEQA Guidelines. SB 743 requires the Office of Planning and Research to amend the CEQA
Guidelines to provide an alternative to LOS as the metric for evaluating transportation impacts.
Once the CEQA Guidelines are amended to include those alternative criteria, auto delay will no
longer be considered a significant impact under CEQA. Particularly for areas served by transit (TPAs)
such as the City of Santa Monica, those alternative criteria must “promote the reduction of GHG
emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.”
(New Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1).) Measurements of transportation impacts may
include “vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip generation rates,
or automobile trips generated.” (Ibid.) OPR also has discretion to develop alternative criteria for
areas that are not served by transit, if appropriate. (Id. at subd. (c).)
Pursuant to SB 743, after over four years of stakeholder outreach, OPR transmitted its Proposed
CEQA Guideline implementing Senate Bill 743 to the California Natural Resources Agency. OPR has
also prepared a Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, which contains
OPR’s technical recommendations regarding the use of vehicles miles traveled (VMT) in the
assessment of transportation impacts. While OPR emphasizes that a lead agency has the
discretionary authority to establish thresholds of significance, the Proposed CEQA Guideline suggest
criteria that indicate when a project may have a significant, or less than significant, transportation
impact on the environment. For instance, a project that results in VMTs greater than the regional
average for the land use type (e.g. residential, employment, commercial) may indicate a significant
impact. Alternatively, a project may have a less than significant impact if it is located within 0.5 mile
of an existing major transit stop, or results in a net decrease in VMTs compared to existing
conditions. However, because amendments required by SB 743 have not been adopted, this EIR was
based on the existing CEQA Guidelines and, therefore, relies on the existing LOS criteria to evaluate
potential transportation impacts.

Congestion Management Program (CMP)
In Los Angeles County, Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) intersection analysis methodology is
used to analyze CMP operations. In June 1990, the passage of the Proposition 111 gas tax increase
required urbanized areas in the state with a population of 50,000 or more to adopt a CMP. Metro is
the Congestion Management Agency for the County. Metro has been charged with the
development, monitoring, and biennial updating of Los Angeles County’s CMP, which is intended to
address the impact of local growth on the regional transportation system. The CMP Highway System
includes specific roadways, including state highways, and CMP arterial monitoring locations/
intersections. The CMP is also the vehicle for proposing transportation projects that are eligible to
compete for the state gas tax funds.
New projects in Santa Monica must comply with the Los Angeles County CMP. The Transportation
Impact Analysis guidelines require analysis at monitored street intersections and segments,
including freeway on- or off-ramp intersections where a project is expected to add 50 or more peak-
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hour vehicle trips. If a project does not add, but merely shifts, trips at a given monitoring location,
CMP analysis is not required. An evaluation of transit impacts is required by the CMP for all projects
for which an EIR will otherwise be prepared.

City of Santa Monica General Plan – Land Use and Circulation Element
Adopted in 2010 and amended in 2015, the City’s Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE) outlines
a 20-year land use and transportation vision for Santa Monica. The 2010 LUCE provides a set of
goals, policies, and standards to guide land use and transportation decisions in the City through
2030. The project is vested under the prior regulations of the 1988 Zoning Ordinance and prior
LUCE. Nonetheless, the following 2010 LUCE goals and policies are provided here as reference to
decision makers and the public in guiding their review of the project.
Land Use and Transportation
Goal LU2: Integrate Land Use and Transportation for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction
Policy LU2.5 Vehicle Trip Reduction. Achieve vehicle trip reduction through comprehensive
strategies that designate land uses, establish development and street design standards,
implement sidewalk, bicycle, and roadway improvements, expand transit service, manage
parking, and strengthen TDM programs that support accessibility by transit, bicycle, and foot,
and discourage vehicle trips at a district-wide level. Monitor progress using tools that integrate
land use and transportation factors. Increase bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in transit
districts and adjust bus and shuttle services to ensure success of the transit system.
Goal LU8: Reduction of Vehicle Trips/Management of Congestion
Policy LU8.1. Transportation Demand Management. Require participation in TDM programs for
projects above the base to encourage walking, biking, and transit, and to reduce vehicle trips.
Engage existing development in TDM Districts and programs to encourage reduction of existing
vehicle trips.
Policy LU8.2. Comprehensive Parking Management. Comprehensively manage parking and
parking policies to address housing affordability, congestion management, and air quality goals.
Facilitate the creation of shared parking, particularly within activity centers, transit districts, and
near Expo light-rail stations. Use pricing and other innovative strategies to manage parking
availability.
Goal T6: Enable Everyone to Walk Comfortably Everywhere in Santa Monica
Policy T6.4 Use a combination of physical improvements and programs to promote walking.
Goal T8: Provide a beautiful and attractive pedestrian environment throughout the City of Santa
Monica
Policy T8.4. Design buildings to prioritize pedestrian access from the street, rather than from a
parking lot
Goal T19: Create an Integrated Transportation and Land Use Program that Seeks to Limit Total Peak
Period Vehicle Trips with a Santa Monica Origin or Destination
Policy T19.2. Impose appropriate TDM requirements for new development.
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Goal T21: Use All Available Tools to Make the Most Effective Possible Use of the Transportation
System
Policy T21.3. TDM program requirements shall be triggered for new development consistent
with the LUCE performance standards.
Goal T23: Encourage New Projects to Improve Residents’ Opportunities to Find Parking
Policy T23.1. In new multi-family and commercial buildings, encourage building owners to lease
parking spaces separately from residential units and commercial space, and allow residents of
nearby buildings to lease these spaces at comparable rates as building tenants.
Policy T23.2. In new multi-family and commercial buildings, encourage owners to make parking
spaces available to qualified car-share operators, and allow public access to the car-share
vehicles.
Policy T23.3. In new multi-family buildings, the City should encourage developers to enroll
residents in a qualified car-share program.

Santa Monica Bike Action Plan
Adopted in November 2011, the Bike Action Plan establishes a long-term vision and five-year
implementation strategy to coordinate bicycle program implementation and encourage bike
transportation citywide. The Bike Action Plan identifies opportunities to support bicycle facilities
and key bike network priorities within the City.
Three goals identified in the 2010 LUCE serve as the basis for the Bike Action Plan. The goal and
supporting policies with potential relevance to the project are provided below.
Goal T9. Create a complete network of high-quality bicycle facilities including a minimum of one
new north-south and one new east-west dedicated bicycle path, with the aim of increasing the
number of people who use bicycles for everyday transportation.
Policy T9.1. Simultaneously pursue design investments, and education, encouragement and
enforcement programs to improve bicycling.
Policy T9.5. Continue to support physical and policy-related changes to encourage access to
regional and local transit via bicycle.

Santa Monica Pedestrian Action Plan
Adopted in 2016, the Pedestrian Action Plan presents a unified vision to promote walking and
improve pedestrian safety in the City. The Plan identifies opportunities to improve City practices,
provide outreach and educational programming, and prioritize infrastructure projects, as well as
goals and policies to support walking. Goals and supporting policies with potential relevance to the
project are identified below.
Goal 5: Walking as the First Choice. Santa Monica makes transportation, land use and building
design decisions that make walking a logical first choice transportation option for those who are
able.
Policy WC 3. Expand the mission of No Net New PM Peak Hour Trips through initiatives such as
creating high-quality pedestrian environments around Expo stations, encouraging a
transportation allowance for pedestrians, and including walking in trip planner programs.
Incorporate walking priority in Transit Management Organization services and marketing.
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Policy WC 7. Foster integrated residential and commercial walking programs.
Goal 6: A Barrier-Free Network. Santa Monica has a pedestrian network that connects transit,
bicycling and shared parking options.
Policy BN 1. Implement first-last mile walking connections to transit.
Policy BN 8. Foster pedestrian connections within neighborhoods that encourage community
interaction and reinforce community belonging.
Policy BN 11. Link Santa Monica’s neighborhoods with comfortable routes to transit.

3.2.2
a.

Impact Analysis

Methodology and Significance Thresholds

The methodology and significance thresholds employed for the transportation and traffic impact
analyses are described in the subsections below.

Appendix G CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G of the 2018 CEQA Guidelines provides a set of screening questions that address impacts
with regard to transportation/traffic. Specifically, the Guidelines state that a proposed project may
have a significant adverse impact on traffic if the project would:
 Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity
of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips,
the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)
 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways
 Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that results in substantial safety risks
 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)
 Result in inadequate emergency access
 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)
As discussed in the 2012 Final EIR, traffic impacts related to hazards due to a design feature,
emergency access, and alternative transportation were determined to be less than significant in the
Initial Study originally prepared for an earlier iteration of the project. The revised project is similar in
nature to the project discussed in the 2012 Final EIR, and impacts related to these issue areas would
remain less than significant. Furthermore, while the project site is located approximately one mile
northwest of the Santa Monica Airport, the project is a two-story condominium complex and would
not result in a change in air traffic patterns. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant,
and impacts related to hazards, emergency access, alternative transportation, and air traffic
patterns are not discussed further in this Recirculated Draft EIR.
The Initial Study in the 2012 Final EIR also addressed impacts related to parking capacity, which
were determined to be less than significant. The previous iteration of the project evaluated in the
Initial Study and 2012 Final EIR included 47 parking spaces in the subterranean garage (42 spaces in
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21 two-car garages and 5 guest spaces), while the project now includes 43 parking spaces (38 spaces
in 19 two-car garages, 1 handicapped space for residents, and 5 4 guest spaces). The project would
generate a net increase of 28 off-street parking spaces and meets code requirements for parking.
Therefore, impacts related to parking capacity would be less than significant. Additionally, it should
be noted that since 2012, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines have since been revised to remove
the question regarding parking supply.

Methodology
To analyze the project’s impacts on the on intersections, operation of the study intersections was
evaluated for the weekday morning (7:30 AM to 9:30 AM) and evening (5:00 PM to 7:00 PM) peak
hours for the following scenarios:




Approval Year (2018) Conditions. Approval Year (2018) conditions for analyzed intersections in
the vicinity of the project site were determined using projections in the City of Santa Monica
Travel Demand Forecasting Model. Approval Year conditions are used in this analysis to evaluate
traffic conditions with and without the project in 2018.
Future (2025) Conditions. Future (2025) Conditions represent cumulative conditions at the
analyzed intersections in the vicinity of the project site as projected in the City of Santa Monica
Travel Demand Forecasting Model. Future Conditions are used in this analysis to evaluate traffic
conditions with and without the project in 2025.

Significance Criteria for Intersection Operations
The City has adopted significance criteria for assessing whether project-related vehicle traffic
increases would result in significant impacts on intersections. The significance criteria utilize
intersection LOS as the measure for assessing impacts. LOS measures vehicle delay at intersections
and on roadways. As described previously LOS is a qualitative method for characterizing the
operational conditions at an intersection generally accounting for measures such as speed, delays,
travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort and convenience. The City’s
intersection operation thresholds were adopted in 1991 and are described in Table 9. The
significance criteria depend on the previous LUCE classification of the streets at the intersection
(i.e., arterial or collector street) and the operating conditions of the intersection as measured by
automobile delay in seconds under future with project conditions.
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Table 9 City of Santa Monica Significant Impact Criteria for Arterial and Collector
Intersections
Future Base Scenario

Future Plus Project Scenario

LOS A, B or C

Significant impact if:

Collector street intersection

Average vehicle delay increase is ≥ 15 seconds or LOS becomes D, E, or F

Arterial intersection

Average vehicle delay increase is ≥ 15 seconds or LOS becomes E or F

LOS D

Significant impact if:

Collector street intersection

Any net increase in average seconds of delay per vehicle

Arterial intersection

Average vehicle delay increase is ≥ 15 seconds or LOS becomes E or F

LOS E

Significant impact if:

Collector or arterial intersection

Any net increase in average seconds of delay per vehicle

LOS F

Significant impact if:

Collector or arterial street

HCM V/C ratio net increase is ≥ 0.005

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, November 2017

Significance Criteria for Street Segments
The City of Santa Monica also maintains significance thresholds for traffic increases on roadway
segments. Table 10 describes the significance thresholds for collector, feeder, and local streets
within the City of Santa Monica.
Table 10 City of Santa Monica Significant Impact Criteria for Collector, Feeder, and
Local Streets
Roadway Classification
Collector Street

Base Average Daily
Traffic Volume (ADT)
>13,500
7,500 – 13,500

Feeder Street

Net increase of one trip or more in ADT due to project related
traffic
Project related traffic increases the ADT by 12.5 percent or the
ADT becomes 13,500 or more

<7,500

Project related traffic increases the ADT by 25 percent

>6,750

Net increase of one trip or more in ADT due to project related
traffic
Project related traffic increases the ADT by 12.5 percent or the
ADT becomes 6,750 or more
Project related traffic increases the ADT by 25 percent

3,750 – 6,750
<3,750
Local Street

Significance Threshold

>2,250
1,250 – 2,250
<1,250

Net increase of one trip or more in ADT due to project related
traffic
Project related traffic increases the ADT by 12.5 percent or the
ADT becomes 2,250 or more
Project related traffic increases the ADT by 25 percent

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, November 2017
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b.

Projects Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold:

Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)

Threshold:

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways

Impact T-1
THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN A NET INCREASE OF 26 DAILY TRIPS, INCLUDING TWO
AM PEAK HOUR AND TWO PM PEAK HOUR TRIPS. SUCH AN INCREASE WOULD NOT RESULT IN AN
EXCEEDANCE OF THRESHOLDS AT ANY STUDY INTERSECTION UNDER APPROVAL YEAR (2018) CONDITIONS.
THEREFORE, THE PROJECT’S IMPACT TO INTERSECTIONS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Local trip generation rates for various land use types developed as part of the Santa Monica Travel
Demand Forecasting Model were used to estimate project-generated trips. These local trip
generation rates take into account the unique characteristics of Santa Monica, including compact
urban development, walkable and bikeable streets, and public transit service. A detailed explanation
of how trip estimates for the project were developed can be found in the Traffic Impact Analysis in
Appendix D. Table 11 shows the trip generation rates used for the project.
Table 11 Trip Generation Rates
Land Use

Trips Generated

Daily
Trips1

Multifamily – 2 cars

Per dwelling unit

6.49

1

AM Peak Hour Trips

PM Peak Hour Trips

In

Out

Rate

In

Out

Rate

20%

80%

0.45

65%

35%

0.5

Trip generation from Santa Monica Travel Demand Forecasting Model (Area Type 2) without Expo reduction.

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017

Based on the trip generation rate shown in Table 10, the project would generate a net increase of
approximately 26 average daily trips when accounting for the trips generated by the existing
apartment uses on the project site. A net increase of two AM peak hour and two PM peak hour trips
would be generated by the project. Table 12 summarizes the trip generation estimates for the
project.
Table 12 Project Trip Generation Estimates
Land Use

Size
(dwelling
units)

AM Peak Hour Trips

PM Peak Hour Trips

Average
Daily Trips

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

Project:
Condominium

19

123

2

7

9

7

3

10

Existing Use:
Apartment

-15

-97

-1

-6

-7

-5

-3

-8

26

1

1

2

2

0

2

Net Trip Generation

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, November 2017
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Table 13 shows the LOS for the seven study intersections under Existing and Approval Year without
and with Project (2018) conditions, which were determined using projections in the City of Santa
Monica Travel Demand Forecasting Model. Under Approval Year (2018) without Project conditions,
three study intersections are projected to operate at LOS C or better during both the morning and
afternoon peak hours:




20th Street/Delaware Avenue
23rd Street/Pico Boulevard
Cloverfield Boulevard/Virginia Avenue

For these intersections, the City of Santa Monica’s threshold for a significant impact would be an
increase in average vehicular delay of 15 seconds or more or a change in LOS to D, E, or F for
collectors, or to E or F for arterials. The number of trips added to the street system by the project (a
net increase of two trips during each of the AM peak and PM peak hours) would not be sufficient to
trigger these thresholds under Approval Year (2018) with Project conditions.
Table 13 Approval Year (2018) Intersection Levels of Service
Approval Year
(2018) without
Project LOS

Approval Year
(2018) with
Project LOS

Significant
Impact?

AM

A

A

No

PM

B

B

No

AM

C

C

No

PM

E

E

No

AM

C

C

No

PM

B

B

No

AM

D

D

No

PM

C

C

No

AM

B

B

No

PM

A

A

No

AM

C

C

No

PM

D

D

No

AM

D

D

No

PM

C

C

No

Intersection
Classification

Peak
Hour

20th Street/
Delaware Avenue

Collector

20th Street/
Pico Boulevard

Arterial

Intersection

rd

23 Street/
Pico Boulevard

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/
Pico Boulevard

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/
Virginia Avenue

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/
I-10 EB On-Ramp

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/
I-10 WB Off-Ramp

Arterial

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017

The remaining four intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or E in at least one of the peak
hours under Approval Year (2018) without Project conditions:





20th Street/Pico Boulevard (LOS E during the PM peak hour)
Cloverfield Boulevard/Pico Boulevard (LOS D during the AM peak hour)
Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 Eastbound On-Ramp (LOS D during the PM peak hour)
Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 Westbound Off-Ramp (LOS D during the AM peak hour)

Under projected LOS D conditions, the City of Santa Monica’s threshold for a significant impact
would be a net increase in average vehicular delay of 15 seconds or more or a change in LOS to E or
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F for arterials. Under projected LOS E conditions, the City’s threshold for a significant impact would
be any net increase in average seconds of delay per vehicle. The number of trips added to the street
system by the project (a net increase of two trips during each of the AM peak and PM peak hours)
would not be sufficient to trigger these thresholds under Approval Year (2018) with Project
conditions.
Therefore, the project's impact on operating conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project
site would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.
Threshold:

Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)

Threshold:

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways

IMPACT T-2

THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN A NET INCREASE OF 26 DAILY TRIPS COMPARED TO

EXISTING CONDITIONS, INCLUDING TWO AM PEAK HOUR AND TWO PM PEAK HOUR TRIPS. SUCH AN INCREASE

WOULD NOT RESULT IN AN EXCEEDANCE OF THRESHOLDS ALONG ADJACENT ROADWAY SEGMENTS.

THEREFORE, THE PROJECT’S IMPACT TO NEIGHBORHOOD STREET SEGMENTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

A residential street analysis was conducted for the following neighborhood streets located adjacent
to the project site:



Virginia Avenue between 20th Street and 21st Street
21st Street between Virginia Avenue and Pico Boulevard

The project would generate a net increase of approximately 26 average daily trips. The project’s
parking would be accessed via 20th Court Alley, which intersects Virginia Avenue and Pico Boulevard.
Consequently, most increases in trips would be expected to occur along Virginia Avenue or Pico
Boulevard, and trip increases along 21st Street would be low given the lack of garage access. Of the
26 trips projected to be generated by the project, 13 would occur along Virginia Avenue, while 7
would occur along 21st Street, generally associated with pick-up and drop-off at the site. The
remainder of trips would access 20th Court Alley via Pico Boulevard. Table 14 summarizes the results
of the traffic impacts along Virginia Avenue and 21st Street.
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Table 14 Street Segment Analysis Summary
Existing Plus Project

Location

Street
Classification

Existing
Daily
Traffic

Daily
Traffic

Daily
Traffic
Change

Percent
Change

Significance
Threshold

Numeric Significant
Threshold Impact?

Virginia
Avenue
between 20th
Street and 21st
Street

Local

2,128

2,141

13

0.6%

12.5%

266

No

21st Street
between
Virginia
Avenue and
Pico Boulevard

Local

953

960

7

0.7%

25%

238

No

Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017.

Trips generated by the project on adjacent neighborhood streets would not exceed significance
thresholds established by the City of Santa Monica. Therefore, the project’s impact to these
roadway segments would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.

c.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development in the project area would cause increases in traffic on area roadways.
Future (2025) conditions included in the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers (Appendix
D) were developed using the City of Santa Monica’s Travel Demand Forecasting Model and
represent impacts of such cumulative development. Table 15 shows the LOS for the seven study
intersections under Future (2025) Cumulative conditions with and without the project.
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Table 15 Future (2025) Cumulative Intersection Levels of Service
Future (2025)
Cumulative
without Project
LOS

Future (2025)
Cumulative
with Project
LOS

Significant
Impact?1

Intersection

Intersection
Classification

Peak
Hour

20th Street/Delaware Avenue

Collector

AM

A

A

No

PM

B

B

No

th

20 Street/Pico Boulevard
23rd Street/Pico Boulevard

Arterial
Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/Pico
Boulevard

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/Virginia
Avenue

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 EB
On-Ramp

Arterial

Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 WB
Off-Ramp

Arterial

AM

C

C

No

PM

F

F

No

AM

C

C

No

PM

B

B

No

AM

D

D

No

PM

C

C

No

AM

B

B

No

PM

A

A

No

AM

C

C

No

PM

D

D

No

AM

D

D

No

PM

C

C

No

1

A significant impact would occur under the following conditions: for LOS C or better, an increase in average vehicular delay of 15
seconds or more or a change in LOS to D, E, or F for collectors, or to E or F for arterials; for LOS D, a net increase in average vehicular
delay of 15 seconds or more or a change in LOS to E or F for arterials; and for LOS F, a net increase in V/C greater than or equal to 0.005
Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017

Under the Future (2025) Cumulative without Project conditions, three study intersections are
projected to operate at LOS C or better during both the morning and afternoon peak hours:




20th Street/Delaware Avenue
23rd Street/Pico Boulevard
Cloverfield Boulevard/Virginia Avenue

For these intersections, the City of Santa Monica’s threshold for a significant impact would be an
increase in average vehicular delay of 15 seconds or more or a change in LOS to D, E, or F for
collectors, or to E or F for arterials.
The remaining four intersections are expected to operate at LOS D, E, or F in at least one of the peak
hours under Future (2025) Cumulative without Project conditions:





20th Street/Pico Boulevard (LOS F during the PM peak hour)
Cloverfield Boulevard/Pico Boulevard (LOS D during the AM peak hour)
Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 Eastbound On-Ramp (LOS D during the PM peak hour)
Cloverfield Boulevard/I-10 Westbound Off-Ramp (LOS D during the AM peak hour)

Under projected LOS D conditions, the City of Santa Monica’s minimum criteria for a significant
impact would be a net increase in average vehicular delay of 15 seconds or more or a change in LOS
to E or F for arterials. Under projected LOS F conditions, the City of Santa Monica’s minimum criteria
for a significant impact would be a net increase in V/C greater than or equal to 0.005.
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Cumulative development in the vicinity of the project could contribute to automobile delays at the
study intersections, resulting in a cumulatively significant impact. However, the number of trips
added to the street system by the project (a net increase of two trips during both the AM peak and
PM peak hours) would not be significant under Future (2025) Cumulative with Project conditions.
Therefore, the project’s contribution to a cumulatively significant traffic impact would not be
cumulatively considerable.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation measures are required.
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4

Alternatives

As required by CEQA, this Recirculated Draft EIR examines alternatives to the project that would
attain most of the basic project objectives (as stated in Section 2.0) but would avoid or substantially
lessen significant adverse impacts.
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the applicant’s primary objective for the project is to
expand the City’s existing housing stock by developing a new multi-family residential development
that would be compatible with the existing Pico neighborhood and consistent with the LUCE.
Additional objectives of the project are as follows:











Provide a new contemporary residential project that conforms to current building standards,
including building safety, fire safety, green building, noise, and Americans with Disabilities Act
accessibility standards
Provide new, high-quality housing units to help accommodate regional and citywide housing
demand and improve the jobs/housing balance in the City
Accommodate family housing need in the City by providing larger sized housing units
Develop a new high-quality residential project with a design and scale that is consistent with the
site’s LUCE designation and underlying zoning, and that would be compatible with and
respectful of nearby residential uses
Ensure that new project residents would have access to new open space and recreation and
adequate onsite parking
Provide an attractive, aesthetically compatible residential project that improves the overall
visual character of the project area
Contribute to the City’s green building goals by providing a new sustainable residential building
with new energy efficient and water saving features
Develop an economically viable residential project that will generate new construction jobs,
additional tax revenues for the City, and new residential spending to support local businesses

Studied alternatives include the CEQA-required “no project” alternative evaluated in the 2012 Final
EIR, a revised version of the Reduced Project Alternative evaluated in the 2012 Final EIR, and two
additional alternatives added in this Recirculated Draft EIR. In addition to the “no project”
alternative, the 2012 Final EIR considered a Reduced Project Alternative and a Senior Housing Condo
Project Alternative. In light of changes to the project and applicable zoning requirements, the
Reduced Project Alternative has been revised to reflect density requirements and the Senior
Housing Condo Project Alternative has been eliminated from consideration. The additional
alternatives in this Recirculated Draft EIR address impacts to historical resources. Alternatives have
been developed to provide a reasonable range of options to consider that would help decision
makers and the public understand the general implications of revising or eliminating certain
components of the project.
The following alternatives are evaluated in this Recirculated Draft EIR:


Alternative 1, No Project: Development of the project would not occur and the existing
bungalow apartments would remain.
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Alternative 2, Reduced Project: The project would include demolition of existing buildings and
construction of 16 condominium units.
Alternative 3, Single Family Buildings: This alternative would demolish all existing buildings on
the site and construct four single-unit dwellings – one on each parcel.
Alternative 4, Structures of Merit Retention Project: The project would be reduced and
reconfigured such that the project would be confined to the properties at 2014 – 2018 21st
Street and would avoid the buildings that comprise the Structures of Merit on the properties
located at 2002 – 2008 21st Street.

This alternatives analysis includes updates to the No Project Alternative evaluated in the 2012 Final
EIR in Section 4.1, and a full evaluation of the revised Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 2)
and two new alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4).

4.1

Alternatives Selected for Analysis

The 2012 Final EIR evaluated alternatives in terms of potential effects to Shadows, Air Quality,
Construction Effects, Neighborhood Effects, Noise, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Due to the
minimal changes to impacts associated with these issue areas, they are not discussed in further
detail for the No Project Alternative in this Recirculated Draft EIR. These issue areas are discussed
for the revised Reduced Project Alternative, as well as the Single Family Buildings and Structures of
Merit Retention Alternatives. Although the 2012 Final EIR included evaluation of Transportation and
Traffic, an updated analysis of these impacts is included for each alternative in this analysis in order
to capture potential impacts associated with changes in baseline traffic conditions. This alternatives
analysis also includes evaluation of Cultural Resources because this resource area was not
previously evaluated in the 2012 Final EIR.

4.1.1 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative
a. Description
The No Project Alternative assumes that the development proposed as part of the project would not
occur and the existing buildings (with 15 bungalow apartment units) currently located on the site
would remain. The site would retain its current condition and all existing structures would remain in
place. The CEQA Guidelines require analysis of this alternative.

b. Impact Analysis
Cultural Resources
As discussed in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, the existing courtyard apartment buildings at 20022008 21st Street are eligible for listing as a City of Santa Monica Landmark under Criteria A1 and A4
and as Structures of Merit under Criteria B1 and B2. The two buildings are designated as Structures
of Merit, and, thus considered historical resources pursuant to CEQA. Under this alternative, no
structures on the project site would be demolished. By leaving the Structures of Merit in place, this
alternative would avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable cultural resources impact.
Furthermore, because ground-disturbing activities such as surface excavation and grading would not
occur on the project site, this alternative would avoid the project’s significant but mitigable impact
to previously unidentified archaeological/paleontological resources and less than significant impact
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to human remains. Overall, impacts related to cultural resources under this alternative would be
less than those generated by the project. No impact would occur and none of the mitigation
measures for the project would apply. However, under the No Project Alternative, further
deterioration and degradation of the two courtyard apartment buildings would potentially occur.
This alternative would not necessarily ensure the long term integrity of the Structures of Merit.

Transportation and Traffic
No change in transportation or traffic conditions would occur under this alternative because no new
residences would be constructed. As a result, this alternative would avoid the net increase of 26
trips generated by the project. Existing residential structures located on the project site would
continue to generate trips and parking would continue to occur on the street. Overall, while the
project’s transportation and traffic impacts would be less than significant, this alternative’s impacts
would be lower than those of the project.

4.1.2

Alternative 2: Reduced Project

a. Description
This alternative would include demolition of all existing one-story buildings and develop four
separate four-unit condominium buildings (one on each parcel), for a total of 16 condominium units.
This alternative would result in a minor net increase of one unit over the existing apartment
complex on the project site. With this alternative, the site layout would consist of four separate
buildings with private outdoor space and separate parking garage on each parcel. This alternative is
allowed by right; however, a new tentative tract map would be required for this project.

b. Impact Analysis
Shadows
As compared to the project, Alternative 2 would construct four separate condominium buildings
that would be two stories in height. The buildings would be rectangular with outdoor open space.
The height and massing of the new buildings would be similar to surrounding existing residential
buildings. While this alternative would result in construction of new two-story buildings that would
cast shadows, nearby residences are already shaded. This alternative would not significantly alter
shadow conditions. Similar to the project, shadow impacts would be less than significant. As with
the project, no mitigation measures would be needed for this alternative.

Air Quality
The long-term air quality emissions from this alternative would be incrementally reduced from
those of the project, due to the overall reduction in residential units from 19 to 16 units. Similar to
the project, both regional air quality impacts and localized impacts related to carbon monoxide (CO)
concentrations would be less than significant. As with the project, no mitigation measures would be
required for this alternative.

Construction Effects
Due to the reduced number of new units that would be constructed on the project site, construction
effects associated with this alternative would be similar, though incrementally reduced to those of
the project. Impacts regarding temporary changes to traffic patterns, parking availability, and noise
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would still be significant but mitigable; therefore, mitigation measures identified for the project
would apply. Construction-related air quality impacts would remain less than significant. As with the
project, construction activity would occur within approximately 25 feet of adjacent residences to
the south and southeast of the project site, resulting in a significant impact associated with
groundborne vibration, and there is no feasible mitigation available to address this impact.
Therefore, the impact related to groundborne vibration would be significant and unavoidable.

Cultural Resources
This alternative would still involve demolition of all existing structures on the project site, including
the courtyard apartment buildings which are designated Structures of Merit and historical resources
pursuant to CEQA. Implementation of mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) would reduce
this impact to the extent feasible, but the impact would remain significant and unavoidable, similar
to the project.
Ground-disturbing activities, such as surface excavation and grading, would continue to occur under
this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in the same potential to unearth or
adversely impact previously unidentified archaeological/paleontological resources as the project.
Like the project, mitigation measures CR-2(a) though CR-2(d) would reduce these impacts such that
they would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The potential to unearth or
adversely impact human remains would continue to exist under this alternative, and this impact
would be less than significant with adherence to existing regulations.
Overall, cultural resource impacts under this alternative would be similar to those under the project
and all mitigation for the project would apply.

Neighborhood Effects
This alternative would have incrementally reduced neighborhood effects as compared to the project
due to the reduction in traffic associated with the construction of fewer new residential units. Daily
trip generation on study area roadway segments would be lower than with the project, because this
alternative would result in 16 residential units on the project site, as compared to the project’s 19
units. Therefore, like the project neighborhood impacts related to traffic and noise would be less
than significant. However, neighborhood impacts related to construction effects would be
significant and unavoidable as a result of groundborne vibration, the same as the project.

Noise
This alternative would have reduced noise impacts as compared to the project. As trip generation
would be less than the project, operational roadway noise would also be less. Operational noise
impacts associated with rooftop ventilation and heating systems, trash hauling, parking garage
operation, and general residential activities would be similar to those of the project. Mitigation
measures N-2(a) and N-2(b) identified for the project would apply and impacts would be the same
as with the project (significant but mitigable). Since there would be a net decrease of three
residential units relative to the project, vehicular traffic noise would be incrementally lower than
under the project. As with the project, long-term noise impacts would be less than significant.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The long-term greenhouse gas emissions from this alternative would be slightly reduced from those
of the project, due to the overall reduction in residential units from 19 to 16 units (including the
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existing courtyard apartment complex to remain on the project site). Like the project, this
alternative would result in less than significant impact due to greenhouse gas emissions. As with the
project, no mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.

Transportation and Traffic
The Reduced Project alternative would involve demolition of the existing 15 residential units on the
project site and construction of 16 new residential units. This alternative would result in fewer trips
generated than the project, and a net increase of seven trips over existing conditions. Table 16
summarizes the projected trip generation of the Reduced Project alternative compared to the
project.
Given the reduction in trip generation under this alternative, estimated daily trips on Virginia
Avenue and 21st Street would be reduced as compared to the project. This alternative would result
in a net increase of approximately four trips on Virginia Avenue and two trips on 21st Street.
Similarly, this alternative would not increase vehicular delay at any of the study intersections. While
the project would result in less than significant transportation and traffic impacts, this alternative’s
impacts would be less than those of the project.
Table 16 Alternative 2 – Net Trip Generation Comparison
Dwelling Units
Constructed

Trips
Generated

Existing
Dwelling Units
Demolished

Trips
Eliminated

Net Trip
Generation

Project

19

123

15

97

+26

Reduced Project Alternative

16

104

15

97

+7

Note: Trip generation rates based on Santa Monica Travel Demand Forecasting Model (Area Type 2) without Expo reduction
Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017

4.1.3

Alternative 3: Single Family Buildings

a. Description
This alternative would demolish all existing buildings on the site and construct four single-unit
dwellings – one on each parcel. Single-unit dwellings are permitted by right in the R2 Zoning District.
Moreover, each lot with a single-unit dwelling could have an accessory unit by right as well. Each of
the four single family dwellings would include an above grade garage, with driveways on 21st Street.
This alternative would not require discretionary approval by the Planning Commission or design
approval by the Architectural Review Board.

b. Impact Analysis
Shadows
This alternative would result in construction of low-scale (1-2 story) single family dwellings that
would cast minimal shadows. Most of the nearby residences are already shaded, and this alternative
would not alter shadow conditions. Similar to the project, shadow impacts would be less than
significant. As with the project, no mitigation measures would be needed for this alternative.
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Air Quality
The long-term air quality emissions from this alternative would be incrementally reduced from
those of the project, due to the overall reduction in residential units from 19 to 4 units. Similar to
the project, both regional air quality impacts and localized impacts related to carbon monoxide (CO)
concentrations would be less than significant. As with the project, no mitigation measures would be
required for this alternative.

Construction Effects
Since only four new single family dwelling units would be constructed on the project site,
construction effects associated with this alternative would be than those of the project. Impacts
regarding temporary changes to traffic patterns, parking availability, and noise would still be
significant but mitigable; therefore, mitigation measures identified for the project would apply. No
subterranean parking would be constructed, thus air pollutant emissions from earthwork activities
would be substantially less. Construction-related air quality impacts would be less than the project
and less than significant. As with the project, construction activity would occur within approximately
25 feet of the adjacent residences to the south and southeast of the project site, resulting in a
significant impact associated with groundborne vibration, and there is no feasible mitigation
available to address this impact. Therefore, the impact related to groundborne vibration would be
significant and unavoidable.

Cultural Resources
Like the project, this alternative would involve demolition of all structures on the project site. This
includes the existing courtyard apartment buildings, which are designated Structures of Merit and
historical resources pursuant to CEQA. Mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) would also be
necessary to reduce this impact to historical resources to the extent feasible. Similar to the project,
however, the impact to historical resources would be significant and unavoidable because the
Structures of Merit would still be demolished.
Like the project, ground-disturbing activities such as surface excavation and grading would occur
under this alternative. Such activities have the potential to unearth or adversely impact previously
unidentified archaeological/paleontological remains. Mitigation measures CR-2(a) through CR-2(d)
would reduce this impact such that it would be less than significant. Potential impacts to human
remains would be less than significant with adherence to existing regulations.
Overall, cultural resources impacts under this alternative would be similar to those under the
project and all mitigation for the project would apply.

Neighborhood Effects
This alternative would have incrementally reduced neighborhood effects as compared to the project
due to the reduction in traffic associated with the construction of fewer new residential units. Daily
trip generation on study area roadway segments would be lower than with the project, because this
alternative would result in 4 single family residential units on the project site, as compared to the
project’s 19 units. Therefore, like the project neighborhood impacts related to traffic and noise
would be less than significant. However, neighborhood impacts related to construction effects
would be significant and unavoidable as a result of groundborne vibration, the same as the project.
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Noise
This alternative would have reduced noise impacts as compared to the project. As trip generation
would be less than the project, operational roadway noise would also be less. Operational noise
impacts associated with rooftop ventilation and heating systems, trash hauling, parking garage
operation, and general residential activities would be similar to those of the project. Mitigation
measures N-2(a) and N-2(b) identified for the project would apply and impacts would be the same
as with the project (significant but mitigable). Since there would only be 4 new single family units on
the site, vehicular traffic noise would be incrementally lower than under the project (and potentially
lower than existing conditions due to the net decrease in units on-site). As with the project, longterm noise impacts would be less than significant.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The long-term greenhouse gas emissions from this alternative would be slightly reduced from those
of the project, due to the overall reduction in residential units from 19 to 4 units. Like the project,
this alternative would result in less than significant impact due to greenhouse gas emissions. As with
the project, no mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.

Transportation and Traffic
Similar to the project, this alternative would involve demolition of the existing 15 residential units
on the project site. However, this alternative would involve construction of four new single family
residences as opposed to 19 two-bedroom condominiums proposed by the project. Table 17
summarizes the trip generation under this alternative as compared to the project, using a single
family trip generation rate from the Santa Monica Travel Demand Forecasting Model for the
alternative’s trip generation estimate.
Table 17 Alternative 3 – Net Trip Generation Comparison
Dwelling Units
Constructed

Trips Generated

Dwelling Units
Demolished

Trips Eliminated

Net Trip
Generation

Project

19

123

15

97

+26

Single Family Buildings
Alternative

4

40

15

97

-57

Note: Project trip generation rates based on Santa Monica Travel Demand Forecasting Model (Area Type 2) without Expo reduction
Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017

The Single Family Buildings Alternative would result in 83 fewer trips generated than the project and
a net reduction of 57 trips as compared to existing conditions. Likewise, the estimated daily trip
generation on study area roadway segments and the overall vehicular delay at study area
intersections would be reduced as compared to both the project and existing conditions. As a result,
this alternative would have a beneficial impact on transportation and traffic.

4.1.4 Alternative 4: Structures of Merit Retention Project
a. Description
This alternative would construct a new condominium building on 2014 – 2018 21st Street (APNs:
4274-026-005 and 4274-026-007), providing eight new residential units. While this alternative
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would involve demolition of some existing structures on a portion of the project site, the courtyard
apartment buildings (with nine existing apartment units) at 2002-2008 21st Street (APNs: 4274-026001 and 4274-026-003), which are designated Structures of Merit and historical resources pursuant
to CEQA would be retained. Consequently, this alternative would result in a total of 17 residential
units on the project site, a net increase of two residences compared to existing conditions and a net
reduction of two residences compared to the project. Eight of these residences located in the
existing courtyard apartment buildings would remain studios and one-bedroom apartments, as
opposed to 2-bedroom condominiums under the project. One unit located in the courtyard
apartment buildings would remain a 2-bedroom unit.
This alternative would involve reconfiguration of the site and a reduction in development. A
subterranean parking structure containing eight private two-car garages and guest parking would be
constructed under the new buildings on 2014-2018 21st Street. Access to the parking garage would
be provided via a single driveway from 20th Court Alley, in a configuration similar to that of the
project. Outdoor space in the form of a courtyard and private patios would also be provided, though
at a smaller scale than under the project. The existing nine-unit courtyard apartment complex would
either remain in its current state or be adaptively reused in a manner that retains its historic
character.

b. Impact Analysis
Shadows
Though reduced in size, the physical appearance of the new building (e.g., massing and height) in
the urban landscape would be similar to that of the project and the facades would retain the same
style as the project. While this alternative would result in construction of a new two-story building
that would cast shadows, nearby residences are already shaded. This alternative would not alter
shadow conditions. Similar to the project, shadow impacts would be less than significant. As with
the project, no mitigation measures would be needed for this alternative.

Air Quality
The long-term air quality emissions from this alternative would be incrementally reduced from
those of the project, due to the overall reduction in residential units from 19 to 17 units (eight
newly constructed units and nine existing units maintained onsite). Similar to the project, both
regional air quality impacts and localized impacts related to carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations
would be less than significant. As with the project, no mitigation measures would be required for
this alternative.

Construction Effects
Due to the reduced number of new units that would be constructed on the project site, construction
effects associated with this alternative would be similar, though incrementally reduced to those of
the project. Impacts regarding temporary changes to traffic patterns, parking availability, and noise
would still be significant but mitigable; therefore, mitigation measures identified for the project
would apply. Construction-related air quality impacts would be less than significant. As with the
project, construction activity would occur within approximately 25 feet of the adjacent residences
to the south and southeast of the project site, resulting in a significant impact associated with
groundborne vibration, and there is no feasible mitigation available to address this impact.
Therefore, the impact related to groundborne vibration would be significant and unavoidable.

86

Alternatives

Neighborhood Effects
With the Structures of Merit Retention Project alternative, daily trip generation on study area
roadway segments would be lower than with the project, because this alternative would result in a
net reduction of two residential unit on the project site as compared to the project. Neighborhood
impacts related to temporary changes to traffic patterns, parking availability, and noise would be
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Impacts related to shadows, air quality, and traffic
would be less than significant, similar to the project. Like the project, neighborhood impacts related
to construction effects would be significant and unavoidable as a result of groundborne vibration.

Noise
This alternative would have reduced noise impacts as compared to the project. As trip generation
would be incrementally lower than the project, operational roadway noise would also be reduced
and the impact would be less than significant (the same as with the project). Operational noise
impacts associated with rooftop ventilation and heating systems, trash hauling, parking garage
operation, and general residential activities would be similar to those of the project. Mitigation
measures identified for the project would apply and impacts would be the same as with the project
(significant but mitigable).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Since there would be a net decrease of two residential units, the long-term greenhouse gas
emissions from the Structures of Merit Retention alternative would be slightly reduced from those
of the project, due to the overall reduction in residential units from 19 to 17 units (which include the
existing courtyard apartment complex to remain on the project site). Similar to the project,
greenhouse gas emissions would have a less than significant impact on the environment. As with the
project, no mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.

Cultural Resources
As described in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, the buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street are eligible for
listing as City of Santa Monica Landmarks under Criteria A1 and A4 and have been designated as
Structures of Merit under Criteria B1 and B2. The courtyard apartment complex embodies the
distinguishing architectural characteristics of a vernacular, single-story Mid-Century Modern
courtyard apartments, is a rare and intact example of its type, and represents a style that is no
longer prevalent in the City of Santa Monica. As such, the buildings are considered historical
resources in accordance with CEQA.
This alternative would avoid demolition of the courtyard apartment buildings and, therefore, result
in reduced impacts to cultural resources. While the courtyard apartments could be adaptively
reused under this alternative, this would be conducted in a manner that retains the historic
character of the courtyard apartment buildings designated as Structures of Merit. Impacts related to
the Structures of Merit would be reduced from significant and unavoidable under the project, to
less than significant under this alternative. Mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) would not
be necessary because the Structures of Merit would not be demolished.
Construction of new structures on the project site would continue to involve ground-disturbing
activities such as grading and surface excavation, which could unearth or adversely impact
archaeological and/or paleontological resources. Such activities would be reduced under this
alternative as compared to the project, however, given the reduction in size of the new structures.
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Mitigation measures CR-2(a) through CR-2(d) would reduce impacts to archaeological/
paleontological resources such that they would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
While impacts to archaeological and/or paleontological resources would be reduced under this
alternative, such impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated under both the
project and this alternative.
The smaller footprint of newly constructed structure on the project site under this alternative would
result in a reduced potential to unearth or adversely impact human remains. Similar to the project,
impacts would be less than significant, with adherence to existing regulations.

Transportation and Traffic
This alternative would result in incrementally reduced transportation and traffic impacts as
compared to the project due to the net decrease of two residential units. As shown in Table 18, this
alternative would result in fewer trips generated, but also fewer trips eliminated, as the courtyard
apartment complex remaining onsite would continue to generate trips. However, this alternative
would result in approximately 13 fewer net trips generated than the project. Similar to the project,
transportation and traffic impacts would be less than significant. Like the project, no mitigation
measures would be required.
Table 18 Alternative 4 – Net Trip Generation Comparison
Dwelling Units
Constructed

Trips
Generated

Dwelling Units
Demolished

Trips
Eliminated

Net Trip
Generation

Project

19

123

15

97

+26

Structures of Merit Retention
Project Alternative

8

52

6

39

+13

Note 1: Trip generation rates based on Santa Monica Travel Demand Forecasting Model (Area Type 2) without Expo reduction
Note 2: These estimates evaluate the net change in trip generation due to removal of old dwelling units and construction of new
dwelling units, and do not evaluate the trips associated with existing buildings that would remain onsite. Therefore, the trips generated
and eliminated under the Structures of Merit Retention Project Alternative, which includes maintaining nine of the existing units on the
site, are not comparable to those of the project. However, net trip generation is comparable between this alternative and the project.
Source: Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants 2017

4.2 Alternatives Considered But Rejected
The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) recommends that an EIR identify alternatives that
were considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons for their
rejection. According to the State CEQA Guidelines, the following factors may be used to eliminate
alternatives from detailed consideration: the alternative’s failure to meet most of the basic Project
Objectives, the alternative’s infeasibility, or the alternative’s inability to avoid significant
environmental impacts. Three alternatives have been considered and rejected because they either
do not reduce the project’s significant and unavoidable historic impact or are infeasible, as
discussed below.

4.2.1

Retention of One Original Building Alternative

The project’s demolition of the courtyard apartment buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street, designated
Structures of Merit and historical resources pursuant to CEQA, would result in a significant and
unavoidable cultural resources impact. In an effort to reduce this impact, an alternative was
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considered that would result in demolition and replacement of one of the existing Courtyard
Apartment building while the other building would remain onsite. Under this alternative, the
remaining buildings located at 2020 Virginia Avenue and 2014-2018 21st Street (APNs: 4274-026003, 4274-026-005, and 4274-026-007) would be demolished and replaced with new construction
similar to that proposed by the project, but designed in a compatible manner in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for New Construction adjacent to a historical resource.
Approximately 14 condominium units could be constructed in two buildings, arranged in a similar
configuration as under the project, though reduced in size. This alternative assumes that the
exterior features of whichever single Courtyard Apartment building to be retained would be
rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
(“Standards”). The new Courtyard Apartment building would be constructed in a similar footprint as
the original building to be removed, resulting in a similar configuration around the retained central
courtyard. This alternative was considered and rejected because it would not reduce impacts to a
less than significant level. Both of the Courtyard Apartment buildings are individually designated as
Structures of Merit and retain significant primary character‐defining features from the primary
period of significance (1949-1953) that embody the essential distinctive characteristics of the
historical resource. Although the retention of one of the Courtyard Apartment buildings and the
central courtyard would retain some primary and secondary character‐defining features, one
primary building would be removed and the key character‐defining features, integrity, and
significance of the resources would be substantially changed. The property’s integrity would be
materially altered, causing a substantial adverse change in the significance of this resource.
Therefore, this alternative would have a significant unavoidable impact on the environment. As a
result, this alternative was rejected since it would fail to address the project’s significant and
unavoidable impact to cultural resources.

4.2.2

Retention and Second Story Addition to Existing Courtyard
Apartment Complex Alternative

An alternative to add a second story to the two existing courtyard apartment buildings at 2002-2008
21st Street was considered. Under this alternative, the existing remaining buildings structures
located at 2020 Virginia Avenue and 2014-2018 21st Street (APNs: 4274-026-003, 4274026-005, and
4274-026-007) would be demolished and be replaced with new construction similar to that
proposed by the project, but designed in a compatible manner in accordance with the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for New Construction adjacent to a historical resource. At 2002-2008 21st
street, new second story construction would be added to the Courtyard Apartment buildings with
stepbacks incorporated. This alternative would result in an adverse impact and would not conform
to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). With the second story
additions, the Courtyard Apartment buildings designated as Structures of Merit would no longer
convey its significance as a single-story, vernacular Mid-Century Modern courtyard apartment. The
property’s integrity would be materially altered, causing a substantial adverse change in the
significance of this resource. Therefore, this alternative would have a significant unavoidable impact
on the environment.

4.2.3

Relocation Alternative

In situations where relocation is the only feasible alternative to demolition, relocation may mitigate
to below a level of significance, provided that the new location is compatible with the original
character and use of the historical resource and the resource retains its eligibility for listing on the
California Register (14 CCR Section 4852(d)(1)). An alternative to preserve and relocate the existing
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Courtyard Apartment Buildings was considered. The significance of the property is closely linked to
its location in the Pico neighborhood of Santa Monica and is an intact, representative example of
the Mid-Century Modern style commonly utilized in the postwar period to alleviate housing needs.
Therefore, relocation of the buildings would require a historically compatible location in the Pico
Neighborhood. Buildings would need to be relocated and situated so as to maintain the existing
courtyard configuration relationship between the buildings and the central garden courtyard. In
order to ensure that the integrity of the Structures of Merit would be retained, the relocated
buildings would be rehabilitated and the courtyard would be recreated in conformance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. After relocation, the project site would be
developed with the proposed project. All relocation and renovation activities would be completed in
accordance with a Relocation Plan, which would be prepared by a qualified preservation consultant
(e.g., architectural historian, historic architect, or historic preservation professional) who satisfies
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History, Architectural History,
or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The Relocation Plan would be reviewed and approved by the
Landmarks Commission and the City of Santa Monica Planning and Community Development
Department prior to implementation. As discussed above, the State CEQA Guidelines instruct that
the potential alternatives selected for analysis be feasible, taking into consideration site suitability,
economic viability, regulatory limitations, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire,
control, or otherwise have access to an alternative site. In this case, the Relocation Alternative
would require a suitably sized and residentially zoned parcel in the Pico Neighborhood that is owned
or otherwise controlled by the applicant or City and allows the contributing elements to maintain
their existing spatial relationship. With regard to site selection, the applicant does not own or
otherwise control another parcel in the City. Similarly, the City does not own or otherwise control a
site which is suitably sized or zoned to accommodate the contributing elements in their existing
spatial relationship. Therefore, a suitable parcel is not readily apparent and any designation of a
recipient site would be too speculative to properly evaluate the Alternative’s potential
environmental impacts or consistency with the project’s objectives. In addition, relocating the
existing Courtyard Buildings would likely bear an additional cost that renders the project
economically impractical. Therefore, the Relocation Alternative was considered and rejected
because the relocation and rehabilitation of the Courtyard Buildings and courtyard cannot be
feasibly accomplished at an alternate site within the City.

4.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative
This section identifies the environmentally superior alternative based on the alternatives analysis
above. Table 19 summarizes the impacts of each alternative relative to the project by indicating
whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater than, less than, or similar to that of the
project for each of the issue areas studied.
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Table 19 Impact Comparison of Alternatives

Issue Area

Project Impact
Classification

Project

Alternative 1:
No Project

Alternative 2:
Reduced
Project

Alternative 3:
Single Family
Buildings

Alternative 4:
Structures of
Merit Retention

Shadows

Less than
significant

=

=

=

=

=

Air Quality

Less than
significant

=

=/+

=/+

=

=/+

Construction
Effects

Significant and
unavoidable

=

+

=/+

=

=/+

Neighborhood
Effects

N/A

=

=/+

=/+

=

=/+

Noise

Less than
significant with
mitigation
incorporated

=

=/+

=/+

=

=/+

Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

Less than
significant

=

=/+

=/+

=

=/+

Cultural
Resources

Significant and
unavoidable

=

+

=

=

+

Transportation
and Traffic

Less than
significant

=

=/+

=/+

=/+

=/+

+ Superior to the project (reduced level of impact)
- Inferior to the project (increased level of impact)
= / + slightly superior to the project in one or more aspects, but not significantly superior
= Similar level of impact to the project
N/A Not applicable because there are no impacts and mitigation measures that relate directly to the Neighborhood Effects section.
Rather, this section summarizes impacts associated with other resource areas that would directly affect neighborhoods, such as Air
Quality and Noise.

Alternative 1, No Project, would not result in adverse physical changes to the environment and
could be considered environmentally superior overall. In addition, the No Project Alternative would
not result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to construction-related groundborne
vibration or to a historical resource due to demolition of the existing Structures of Merit located on
the project site. However, this alternative fails to achieve the applicant’s project objective to add to
the stock of new, high-quality housing units in the City.
Alternative 4, Structures of Merit Retention, would be the environmentally superior alternative
among the development alternatives. This alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable
impact of the project associated with demolition of the existing on-site Structures of Merit, and
would result in either an incremental positive effect or no change for all other issue areas. This
alternative would reduce the overall size of the project from 19 to eight residential units; however,
the nine existing apartment units located at 2002-2008 21st Street would remain, resulting in a total
of 17 residential units on the project site. This alternative would also allow the applicant to achieve
the project objective of adding to the stock of new, high-quality housing units in the City; however,
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the number and size of units would be reduced from the project – therefore, the project objective
would not be achieved to the same extent as the project.
Alternative 2, Reduced Project, would reduce the overall size of the project from 19 to 16 new
residential units, incrementally reducing construction effects compared to the project. This
alternative would satisfy the applicant’s objective to add to the stock of new, high-quality housing
units in the City. However, like the project, this alternative would not avoid the significant and
unavoidable impacts related to groundborne vibration or historic resources.
Alternative 3, Single Family Buildings would not satisfy the applicant’s objective to add to the stock
of new, high-quality housing units in the City. Furthermore, this alternative would not avoid the
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts related to groundborne vibration or historic resources.
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6.1

CEQA Requirements

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), specifically CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15088, 15089 and 15132, the City of Santa Monica has prepared the Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed 2002 21st Street Condominiums Project. A Final EIR is defined
by Section 15362(b) of the CEQA Guidelines as “…containing the information contained in the Draft
EIR, comments either in verbatim or in summary received in the review process, a list of persons
commenting, and the responses of the Lead Agency to the comments received.”
Section 7 of this document contains all comments received on the Draft EIR during the document’s
30-day public review period of March 13, 2018 to April 26, 2018. Responses to comments received
by all interested parties have been prepared and are included in this document. Also, as necessary,
corrections and additions are included in response to comments received on the document, or as
initiated by the Lead Agency (City of Santa Monica) on the Draft EIR.
This document, along with the Draft EIR (incorporated by reference), make up the Final EIR as
defined in Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that:
“The Final EIR shall consist of:
a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft.
b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.
c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comment on the Draft EIR.
d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process.
e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.”

6.2 Uses of the Final EIR
The Final EIR allows the public and the decision makers an opportunity to review revisions to the
Draft EIR, the response to comments, and other components of the EIR, such as the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program, prior to approval of the project. The Final EIR serves as the
environmental document to support approval of the proposed project, either in whole or in part.
After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make the
following three certifications as required by Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines:





That the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;
That the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to
approving the project; and
That the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
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Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency approves a
project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR, the
agency must state in writing its reasons for supporting the approved action. This Statement of
Overriding Considerations must be supported by substantial information in the record, which
includes the Final EIR. Since the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts, the decision-making body (Planning Commission) would be required to adopt a Statement
of Overriding Considerations if it approves the proposed project.
These certifications, along with the Findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations will be
included in a separate document. Both the Final EIR and the Findings are submitted to the decisionmaking body for consideration of the proposed project.

6.3 Revisions to the Draft EIR
Text changes are intended to clarify or correct information in the Draft EIR in response to comments
received on the document, or as initiated by Lead Agency (City) staff. Text changes are included in
this Final EIR in Section 8.

6.4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be adopted by the Planning
Commission for the proposed project as required for compliance with Section 21081(a) and 21081.6
of the Public Resources Code. The proposed MMRP is included in this Final EIR as Section 9.

6.5 Organization of the Final EIR
This Final EIR is composed of three volumes, which include the following:
Volume I

Draft EIR with Changes – This volume describes the existing environmental
conditions in the project area and in the vicinity of the proposed project, and
analyzes potential impacts on those conditions due to the proposed project;
identifies mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce the magnitude of
significant impacts; evaluates cumulative impacts that would be caused by the
proposed project in combination with other past, present, and future projects or
growth that could occur in the region; analyzes growth-inducing impacts; and
provides a full evaluation of the alternatives to the proposed project that could
eliminate, reduce, or avoid project-related impacts. Text revisions to the Draft EIR
resulting from corrections of minor errors and/or clarification of items are identified
in Volume II, as described below.

Volume II

Comment Letters and Responses, Corrections and Changes to the Draft EIR, and
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program – This volume contains an
explanation of the format and content of the Final EIR; list of all persons,
organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft EIR; copies of the
comment letters received by the City of Santa Monica on the proposed project; the
Lead Agency’s responses to these comments; all text changes to the Draft EIR; and
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
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Volume III

EIR Appendices – This volume includes supporting technical data used in the
preparation of the EIR. The following documents are included in the volume:
Appendix A

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study, June 2010

Appendix B

Final Environmental Impact Report, November 2012

Appendix C-1

Historic Resources Report, March 2007

Appendix C-2

Historic Resources Assessment, August 2014

Appendix C-3

Landmark and Structure of Merit Assessment Report, October 10,
2014

Appendix C-4

Structure of Merit Assessment Report, October 27, 2014

Appendix C-5

Historical Resources Assessment, August 2016

Appendix D

Traffic Impact Analysis, December 2017
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Comment Letters and Responses

7.1

Overview

The purpose of the public review of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in terms of compliance with CEQA. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the
following regarding standards from which adequacy is judged:
“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts. The courts have not looked
for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”
The purpose of each response to a comment on the Draft EIR is to address the significant
environmental issue(s) raised by each comment. This typically requires clarification of points
contained in the Draft EIR. Section 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that
CEQA requires in the response to comments. It states that:
“The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised
(e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In
particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is at variance
with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed in detail
giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good
faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information
will not suffice.”
Section 15204(a) (Focus of Review) of the CEQA Guidelines helps the public and public agencies to
focus their review of environmental documents and their comments to lead agencies. Case law has
held that the lead agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given them, provided that
the agency responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure.
Section 15204.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for reviewers and states:
“In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in
which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most
helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would
provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time,
reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is
reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity
of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not
require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation
recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies
need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all
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information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in
the EIR.”
The CEQA Guidelines encourage reviewers to examine the sufficiency of the environmental
document, particularly in regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures
and project alternatives. Given that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence, subsection (c) advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by
factual support. Section 15204(c) states:
“Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in
support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.”

7.2 List of Those Who Commented on the Draft EIR
The City of Santa Monica Planning and Community Development Department received two
comment letters on the Draft EIR. Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number,
and comments within each comment letter are also numbered. For example, comment letter “1” is
from Park Virginia, LLC, and the comments in this letter are numbered “1-1,” “1‐2,” etc.
Written comments made during the public review of the Draft EIR include points and opinions
relevant to project approval/disapproval, as well as points and opinions relevant to the
environmental review. The responses acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions
relevant to consideration for project approval, and discuss as necessary the points relevant to the
environmental review. The response “comment noted” is often used in cases where the comment
does not raise a substantive issue relevant to the review of the environmental analysis. Such points
are usually statements of opinion or preference regarding a project’s design or its presence as
opposed to points within the purview of an EIR: environmental impact and mitigation. These points
are relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process.
During and after the public review period, the following organizations/persons provided written
comments on the Draft EIR to the City of Santa Monica Planning and Community Development
Department:
Commenters

Date

1. Park Virginia, LLC (applicant)

April 27, 2018

2. Peter Tigler

April 11, 2018

7.3 Comments and Responses
The following pages include comments by each comment letter followed by responses to each
comment.
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Letter 1

Dear Rachel, Russell and Roxanne,
Below are our corrections and comments on the Draft EIR above:
First, corrections….
Page 1, Applicant’s phone number is 310-399-9994, not 310-399-9995. 1-1
Page 1 and elsewhere, the Project includes 43 parking spaces, not 42. 1-2
Page 2 Areas of Known Controversy, on 10/27/14 the Landmarks Commission designated two
buildings of the courtyard apt as Structures of Merit and in 2015 City Council upheld SOM designation
(not Landmark); EIR should state that the 360 days hold period was concluded in 2016.
Page 3 “Reduced Project Alt.” and elsewhere, how could the report be in favor of demolishing
SOM buildings under the 16-unit alternative and single-family alternative, but not under 19 or 21 units?
The Landmarks Commission considered Landmark eligibility and chose instead to designate the
property as Structure of Merit. There is no supporting documentation for why the property should be
considered Landmark eligible, as stated in several locations.
Page 3 “SOM Retention”, as City Planning Division has concurred before in a staff report:
“The designation of a building as a Structure of Merit typically offers little long-term protection of
the historic resource……If demolition is proposed, the City’s Landmark Ordinance establishes a
procedure which allows the Landmark Commission to delay action for a period of time up to 180 days,
which could be extended for an additional 180 days, to allow negotiation with the applicant in pursuit of
preservation of the building. At the conclusion of the 360 days hold period, the demolition permit will be
granted.”
This procedure was followed and completed. The demolition permit must be issued as stated.
Page 13, “Introduction” and elsewhere, again no mention of expiration of the 360-day hold
period.
Page 26, photos 4, 5, and 6 do not belong to 2002-2008 21st.
Page 28, per permits on file, 2020 Virginia was built in or around 1920, not 1943.
Pages 46/47, and elsewhere, among the addresses of similar properties, 828 Cedar Street is
missing. Also, 1625-7 Centinella Ave should presumably be 1621-5 Centinella. Many many more
examples of comparable properties currently exist in Santa Monica. Buildings are definitely not rare.
Pages 48/49, buildings 1 and 3 have further alterations (in addition to those listed in the report)
such as front and back exterior lights, stucco finish, and interior renovations. Buildings are not intact.
It should be noted that the 2014 Chattel report conclusively found that all properties and
buildings involved are not eligible for Landmarks or Structures of Merit.

1-3
1-4
1-5

1-6

1-7
1-8
1-9
1-10
1-11
1-12

The list below enumerates in part the benefits of applicant’s proposed project, which the EIR has failed
to properly address:
1- The new project provides two very low income affordable units, more than code requirements.
2- Number of units increases from 15 to 19 units, two of which are very low income. The new
project essentially increases only 2 additional market rate units.
3- Number of on-site parking increases from two existing usable parking spaces to 43 safe and
secure garage parking spaces.
4- The 43 subterranean parking spaces essentially remove 43 cars off the streets, therefore easing
traffic congestions.
5- Non sprinklered fire hazard buildings will become fully sprinklered living spaces and garages.
Another measure of safety and security for residents and neighborhood.
6- New project is a fully disabled-access building, from streets and from garages.

1-13
1-14
1-15
1-16
1-17
1-18

7- New building will be energy efficient while the existing buildings are non-compliant. Windows
and doors are not currently insulated acoustically and energy wise. Also new windows and glass
doors will be of tempered glass, protecting residents from injuries and death, in case of
earthquakes.
8- New building will be upgraded structurally to meet current code while existing buildings are
non-compliant.
9- The new project, while maintaining prevailing setbacks from 21st street, increases the setback on
Virginia Avenue. Essentially a new building with two front setbacks (exceeding code
requirements), increasing extra visual public space which benefits the neighborhood.
10- New project provides outdoor community facilities for its residences such as outdoor cooking,
eating, and socializing area. Adding to residents’ comfort and sense of community.
11- The new project will provide various types of private outdoor spaces for its residences while the
existing property does not provide any.
12- The larger new units can accommodate more residents and families with children while the
existing units are too small to accommodate the same.
13- The new structure replaces all deteriorated, non-functional, non-compliant, and wasteful
building support systems with the latest systems that are environmentally friendly, water
saving, safe, and sanitary. Included are dilapidated and root damaged sewer lines, leaking
underground hot and cold pipes, outdated and substandard electrical system, no cooling or
central heating, and roof problems. The report fails to address any of the above benefits.
14- New project provides storage of trash bins within the site instead of existing bins and trash
placed in the alley restricting traffic, creating a hideaway and relief area for the homeless, and
constant conflict with neighbors regarding whose trash bin should be where.
15- To emphasize the sense of community design, the new project reorients front doors of as many
units as possible to face the public streets.
16- New project will provide one access point to the parking areas along the alley as opposed to the
existing multiple access points along the entire length of the property along the alley. Such
change will benefit both vehicular and pedestrian circulation and creates much safer paths along
the alley and improves the visual appearance of the alley.
17- New Building provides living spaces instead of existing garage doors facing the alley, allowing on
going visual access and improved life, safety and security, thus reducing the impact of the out of
control homeless issue in the area.
18- Improved landscaping enhances the interior courtyard and along 21st Street, Virginia Avenue,
and the alley.
19- The revenues generated by the new project, such as property taxes and City services will benefit
City of Santa Monica and in turn the community.
20- The proposed project contributes to the resolution of lasting concerns of the City and State
regarding lack of housing and affordable housing, and desperate need for more multi-family
construction.
21- The four alternatives discussed (on pages 89-90 and elsewhere) fall short of a reasonable,
feasible, and logical means to address the Project objectives and the City needs. For the
applicant, all alternatives and specifically the environmentally superior alternative (Alt. 4) not
only further reduce number of units and dwelling sizes, but are financially infeasible.
22- The construction impact, such as construction related vibrations, will not only be mitigated to an
absolute minimum, but they are not any more severe nor more unusual than any other project
of the same size and nature.
23- Considering that the project objectives, in part, is to evaluate the project and offer means to
preserve the quality of life for tenants, owners, and neighbors of the project, how can the City

1-19

1-20
1-21
1-22
1-23
1-24
1-25

1-26
1-27
1-28

1-29
1-30
1-31
1-32

1-33

1-34
1-35

continued
on next
page

justify sacrificing many years and decades of quality living of new residents in the project for the
minimal, short lasting, and bearable inconveniences such as construction vibrations? The City
should also be considering the long-term damaging impacts of the existing non-conforming
buildings on tenants and the neighborhood, should the buildings continue to exist?
Your kind reply and input are highly appreciated.
Park Virginia, LLC
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Comment Letter No. 1
Park Virginia, LLC
11693 San Vicente Boulevard, #213
Los Angeles, California 90049
Dated: April 27, 2018
Response to Comment No. 1-1:
This comment provides a corrected phone number for the project applicant. The text has been
revised to indicate that the applicant’s correct phone number. Please refer to revisions to the EIR in
Section 8, Corrections and Additions, that state the correction to the Project Applicant’s information
on page 1.
Response to Comment No. 1-2:
This comment clarifies that the proposed project would provide 43 parking spaces, rather than 42,
as indicated in the Draft EIR. The text has been revised to indicate that the proposed project
involves the construction of 43 parking spaces, rather than 42. Please refer to revisions to the EIR in
Section 8, Corrections and Additions, that state the correct number of proposed parking spaces on
page 1. Regardless, the project is required to provide parking as necessary to meet the parking code
requirements.
Response to Comment No. 1-3:
This comment states that the EIR should indicate that the 360-day hold period for designated
Structures of Merit concluded in 2016. This information is included in the Draft EIR on page 14.
Response to Comment No. 1-4:
This comment questions why the EIR is “in favor of demolishing [Structures of Merit] buildings”
under the Reduced Project Alternative. The EIR does not “favor” the Reduced Project Alternative or
the Single Family Alternative. Rather, as required by CEQA, the EIR analyzes alternatives to the
proposed project and identifies the “environmentally superior alternative.”
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that the “discussion of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” Alternatives analyzed in an EIR need
not be “actually feasible,” but rather need only be “potentially feasible.” Whether alternatives are
“actually feasible” is a determination ultimately made by a lead agency’s decision-making body at
the time of action on a project based on a variety of factors, including how well alternatives meet
stated project objectives. A decision-making body can reject alternatives on policy grounds provided
that its adopted finding addressing feasibility embody a reasonable balancing of competing
economic, social, environmental, and other considerations supported by substantial evidence (refer
to California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Ca. App. 4th 957, 998).
Response to Comment No. 1-5:
This comment disagrees that the property located at 2002-2008 21st Street is potentially eligible for
local listing as a Landmark, stating that the City’s Landmarks Commission “considered Landmark
eligibility and chose instead to designate the property as [a] Structure of Merit.” This comment also
states that there is no supporting documentation for the potential eligibility of the property as a
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Landmark. The Landmarks Commission’s decision to designate the property as a Structure of Merit
does not preclude the potential eligibility of the property to be designated as a Landmark.
Furthermore, five historic assessments of the property have been completed between 2007 and
2016, as discussed in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, in the EIR. The latest assessment concludes
that the property at 2002-2008 21st Street is eligible for local listing, both as a Landmark and
Structure of Merit as a locally rare and intact vernacular single-story Mid-Century Modern courtyard
apartment (ESA PCR 2016).
Response to Comment No. 1-6:
This comment refers to a City staff report that provides a summary of the process to obtain a
demolition permit for a Structure of Merit. This comment also notes that the process was followed
and that a demolition permit must be issued. This comment is noted, but does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts contained in
the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment No. 1-7:
This comment states that the EIR should indicate that the 360-day hold period for demolition of a
designated Structures of Merit concluded in 2016. As stated in Response to Comment No. 1-3, this
information is included in the Draft EIR on page 14.
Response to Comment No. 1-8:
This comment states that Photos 4 through 6 in Figure 5, Existing Buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street,
do not show features associated with 2002-2008 21st Street. Figure 5 of the Draft EIR has been
modified to delete Photos 4 through 6, which depict the existing buildings at 2014-2018 21st Street.
It is also noted that Photos 4 through 6 in Figure 5 are duplicative of Photos 4 through 6 in Figure 6
of the EIR. Please refer to revisions to the EIR in Section 8, Corrections and Additions.
Response to Comment No. 1-9:
This comment clarifies the date of construction of the smaller, L-shaped building located at 2020
Virginia. The commenter is correct that the 1943 construction date mentioned in the Draft EIR is
incorrect. According to the August 2016 Historic Resources Assessment (refer to Appendix C-5), the
existing building was constructed in 1942. Please refer to revisions to the EIR in Section 8,
Corrections and Additions, that state the correct construction year of the referenced building on
page 28.
Response to Comment No. 1-10:
This comment states that the City has “many more” examples of Mid-Century Modern courtyard
apartments that may be eligible for listing as either a Landmark or a Structure of Merit than the five
examples specifically stated on page 49 of the Draft EIR. This comment also states that 1625-1627
Centinela Avenue as referenced on page 49 of the Draft EIR should be presumably 1621-1625
Centinela Avenue.
As indicated on page 49 of the Draft EIR, the five examples provided represent Mid-Century Modern
courtyard complexes that are identified in the Santa Monica Historic Resources Inventory (HRI),
which is a database containing building descriptions and evaluations of potential historic resources
in Santa Monica. As stated in the Draft EIR, many post-World War II courtyard apartments exist in
Santa Monica (some of which may not be identified in the City’s HRI). However, few single-story
Mid-Century Modern courtyard apartment complexes appear to remain in the City – only three
other single-story Mid-Century Modern courtyard apartment complexes exist in the Pico
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neighborhood with 1625 Centinela Avenue most closely resembling 2002-2008 21st Street. In
addition, the commenter is correct in that the reference to 1625-1627 Centinela Avenue
encompasses the parcel which has the street address of 1621-1625 Centinela Avenue (as stated in
this comment).
Response to Comment No. 1-11:
This comment states that the Draft EIR does not list all of the alterations to Buildings 1 and 3 at
2002-2008 21st Street and 2020 Virginia Avenue. Although the main body of the Draft EIR for the
proposed project does not provide an exhaustive list of alterations to the on-site buildings, the EIR is
appended by five historic resources assessments dated between 2007 and 2016 (refer to
Appendices C-1 through C-5). These reports, which are included as part of the EIR, took into account
alterations to the on-site buildings. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion that the buildings are not
intact, the August 2016 Historic Resources Assessment states on page 46 that “2002-2008 21st
Street is a highly intact example of a single-story Mid-Century Modern Courtyard Apartment, which
is a type that is not common in Santa Monica.”
Response to Comment No. 1-12:
This comment notes that the August 2014 Historic Resource Assessment by Chattel, Inc. (included as
Appendix C-2 to the EIR) concludes that the project site and associated buildings are not eligible for
listing as Landmarks nor Structures of Merit. The Draft EIR specifically states that the August 2014
Historic Resource Assessment concluded that the project site was found ineligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical Resources, as well as for
local designation as a City of Santa Monica Landmark and Structure of Merit on pages 14 and 52.
Nonetheless, as also stated on page 14 of the EIR, in October 2014, the City’s consultant,
Architectural Resources Group, Inc., concluded that two buildings on two parcels at 2002-2008 21st
Street “may be eligible for local listing as a Structure of Merit and a Landmark.” On December 8,
2014, the City’s Landmarks Commission, after conducting a public hearing and being presented with
evidence, including an updated report historic assessment report concluding that the two buildings
were eligible for listing as Structures of Merit, designated the two buildings as Structures of Merit.
That decision was upheld by the City Council on appeal in July 2015. In August 2016, since the City
had designated two buildings as Structures of Merit, the City retained an additional historic
assessment which concluded that the two buildings are eligible for local designation as a Landmark
and supported the designation as Structures of Merit. Therefore, those two buildings on the project
site are considered historic resources for purposes of CEQA.
Response to Comment No. 1-13:
This comment discusses affordable housing units. Since submission of this letter, the applicant has
elected to pay in-lieu fees for affordable housing rather than deed-restricting two of the 19 units onsite as affordable housing units. Please refer to revisions to the EIR in Section 8, Corrections and
Additions, that modify text stating the proposed project would include two very low income
affordable units on pages 13 and 29. This change would not affect the analysis of environmental
impacts since the EIR analyzes the development of a total of 19 units (regardless of affordability
levels).
Response to Comment No. 1-14:
This comment states that the proposed project would provide a net increase in units on the project
site from 15 to 19 units, including two very low income affordable units. As stated in Response to
Comment No. 1-13, since submission of this letter, the applicant has elected to pay in-lieu fees for
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affordable housing rather than deed-restricting two of the 19 units on-site as affordable housing
units. Please refer to revisions to the EIR in Section 8, Corrections and Additions, that modify text
stating the proposed project would include two very low income affordable units on pages 13 and
29. Regardless, the EIR analyzes the environmental impacts associated with the entire project,
which includes an overall net increase of four residential units on the project site (i.e., the project
site currently contains 15 units and the proposed project would include demolition of the existing
15 units and the construction of 19 units).
Response to Comment No. 1-15:
This comment states that the project site currently provides two parking spaces and the project
would increase the number of on-site parking spaces to 43. Please refer to revisions to the EIR in
Section 8, Corrections and Additions, that state the correct number of proposed parking spaces on
page 1. Pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, parking is not considered an environmental
issue requiring evaluation under CEQA. Therefore, this comment does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts contained in the Draft
EIR.
Response to Comment No. 1-16:
This comment states that the proposed project would provide 43 subterranean parking spaces and
therefore would also remove 43 cars from the streets and ease traffic congestion. Please refer to
revisions to the EIR in Section 8, Corrections and Additions, that state the correct number of
proposed parking spaces on page 1. This comment is noted. The project’s transportation impacts
are discussed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment No. 1-17:
This comment states that the proposed project would include a sprinkler system whereas the
existing buildings on site are currently without a sprinkler system. Page 36 of the Draft EIR indicates
that “the building would meet the most current code requirements with regard to seismic/building
safety.” Per the Fire Code, a sprinkler system would be included as part of the project to comply
with current Code requirements and may improve fire safety as compared to the existing buildings.
Response to Comment No. 1-18:
This comment states that the proposed project would provide accessibility for people with
disabilities. Section 2.5.3, Access and Parking, on page 36 of the Draft EIR states, “The ground floor
of all units would be fully ADA–accessible,” and, “ADA-accessible elevators from the garage would
be provided.”
Response to Comment No. 1-19:
This comment states that the proposed project would include doors and windows that are energy
efficient and noise reducing, whereas the existing windows and doors on the on-site buildings are
not energy efficient and noise reducing. This comment also states that the windows and doors
associated with the proposed project would be made of tempered glass, which would protect future
project residents from associated injuries/death during earthquakes. As stated in Section 2.5.1,
Project Design, on page 35 of the Draft EIR, “The new building would comply with current Green
Building Code requirements, including those related to energy efficiency and water saving features.
Sustainable project features that may be incorporated into project design and construction may
include…dual glazed insulated and tempered windows...” As the commenter notes, compliance with
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current Green Building Code requirements would be expected to improve energy efficiency
compared to the existing on-site buildings.
Response to Comment No. 1-20:
This comment states that the proposed building would meet current structural codes, whereas the
existing on-site building does not meet such codes. This comment is noted.
Response to Comment No. 1-21:
This comment states that the proposed project’s increased setback along Virginia Avenue would
exceed requirements and increase visual public space, which would benefit the neighborhood.
Section 2.5.1, Project Design, on page 35 of the Draft EIR states, “Along Virginia Avenue, the building
would also include varied setbacks ranging from 19 to 25 feet.” Impacts related to aesthetics/visual
resources were evaluated in the Initial Study for the proposed project (refer to Appendix A of the
EIR). As stated in the Initial Study, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing
visual character of the site or its surroundings, and potential impacts to visual character and quality
would be less than significant.
Response to Comment No. 1-22:
This comment states that the proposed project would provide outdoor community facilities, which
would add to future residents’ comfort and sense of community. Section 2.5.2, Recreational
Amenities, on page 36 of the Draft EIR has been revised to state, “The project would provide both
common and private open space and recreational facilities to serve onsite residents. Common open
space would be provided in the central courtyard (approximately 4,439 square feet), which would
feature outdoor planters, a water feature, a barbeque area, and walking paths to facilitate
community gathering and activity. Each unit would have a patio/balcony and upper level or roof
deck to provide private open space.” Please refer to revisions to the EIR in Section 8, Corrections
and Additions, that state the revised square footage of the courtyard associated with the proposed
project on page 36.
Response to Comment No. 1-23:
This comment states that the proposed project would provide private outdoor spaces for future
residents, whereas the existing building does not provide such spaces. Please refer to Response to
Comment No. 1-22 above.
Response to Comment No. 1-24:
This comment states that the proposed residential units would be larger than the existing units and
could accommodate “more residents and families with children,” whereas the existing units are too
small to accommodate such. This comment is noted. The Draft EIR states the following as one of the
objectives of the proposed project: “Accommodate family housing need in the City by providing
larger sized housing units” (page 36 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment No. 1-25:
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to address the proposed project’s benefits associated
with replacement of “building support systems” (e.g., water and sewer pipelines, electrical, heating
and cooling systems, roof) with “the latest systems that are environmentally friendly, water saving,
safe, and sanitary.” Section 2.5.1, Project Design, on pages 35 and 36 of the Draft EIR states, “The
new building would comply with current Green Building Code requirements, including those related
to energy efficiency and water saving features… In addition, all plumbing fixtures would be low‐flow

108

Comment Letters and Responses

in accordance with Title 24 and SMMC requirements… Additionally, the building would meet the
most current code requirements with regard to seismic/building safety.” The Draft EIR also states
the following as one of the objectives of the proposed project: “Provide a new contemporary
residential project that conforms to current building standards, including building safety, fire safety,
green building, noise, and Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility standards” (page 36 of the
Draft EIR).
Response to Comment No. 1-26:
This comment states that the proposed project would provide a storage area for trash bins on the
project site, whereas, under existing conditions, the trash bins are stored in the alley, which restricts
traffic, attracts homeless people, and causes conflicts with neighbors. The relocation of refuse
containers to the parking garage is discussed in Section 2.3.3, Access and Parking, on page 36 of the
Draft EIR. This section briefly describes some benefits of the relocation, including benefits to odor
control and aesthetics of the alley.
Response to Comment No. 1-27:
This comment states that the proposed project would “emphasize the sense of community design”
by reorienting front doors to face public streets, to the extent possible. This comment is noted, but
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
environmental impacts contained in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment No. 1-28:
This comment states that the singular alley access point associated with the proposed project would
benefit vehicular and pedestrian traffic, safety, and aesthetics in the alley. This comment is noted,
but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
environmental impacts contained in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment No. 1-29:
This comment states that the configuration of the proposed project (i.e., placement of “living
spaces” facing the alley) would reduce impacts related to the homeless population in the area by
“allowing ongoing visual access and improved life, safety, and security.” This comment is noted, but
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of
environmental impacts contained in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment No. 1-30:
This comment states that the proposed project would include “improved landscaping” to enhance
the interior courtyard and perimeter of the property. This comment is noted, but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts
contained in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment No. 1-31:
This comment states that revenues generated by the proposed project, “such as property taxes and
City services” would benefit the City and the community. Section 2.6, Project Objectives, on page 37
of the Draft EIR states the following project objective: “Develop an economically viable residential
project that will generate new construction jobs, additional tax revenues for the City, and new
residential spending to support local businesses.” This comment is noted, but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts
contained in the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment No. 1-32:
This comment states that the proposed project would contribute to the housing stock for which the
City and state are lacking. Section 2.6, Project Objectives, on page 36 of the Draft EIR states, “The
applicant’s primary objective for the project is to expand the City’s existing housing stock by
developing a new multi-family residential development that would be compatible with the existing
Pico neighborhood and consistent with the LUCE.” The Draft EIR also states the following project
objective: “Provide new, high-quality housing units to help accommodate regional and citywide
housing demand and improve the jobs/housing balance in the City” (page 36).
Response to Comment No. 1-33:
This comment states that all four alternatives included in the EIR are financially infeasible. This
comment is noted. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that the “discussion of alternatives shall
focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some
degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” Alternatives analyzed in
an EIR need not be “actually feasible,” but rather need only be “potentially feasible.” Whether
alternatives are “actually feasible” is a determination ultimately made by a lead agency’s decisionmaking body at the time of action on a project based on a variety of factors, including how well
alternatives meet stated project objectives. A decision-making body can reject alternatives on policy
grounds provided that its adopted finding addressing feasibility embody a reasonable balancing of
competing economic, social, environmental, and other considerations supported by substantial
evidence (refer to California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Ca. App. 4th 957,
998).
Response to Comment No. 1-34:
This comment states that construction-related vibration impacts would “be mitigated to an absolute
minimum.” As stated on page 7 of the EIR, construction-related vibration impacts associated with
the project would be unavoidably significant. Although the commenter states that vibration impacts
would be “not any more severe or more unusual than any other project of the same size and
nature,” vibration levels would exceed the threshold of significance and mitigation to reduce
vibration to below significance is not available.
Response to Comment No. 1-35:
This comment states that the long-term benefits of the proposed project to future tenants, owners,
and neighbors outweigh the short-term construction impacts, such as construction vibrations. This
comment is noted. Pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, “CEQA requires the decisionmaking agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other
benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project against
its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project.”
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From: Peter Tigler <tigler@verizon.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 5:56:56 AM
To: Rachel Kwok
Subject: 2002 21st Street Condominiums Project DEIR
RE:
2002 21st Street Condominiums Project
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
Comments
My main concern, as I expressed in past public review, is/was the inadequate and out-of-character setbacks on the
21st Street side. The new project footprint as described on p. 31 of the document indicates the set backs on 21st
Street will vary between 15 and 20 ft. To quote the document p.33 ...."To create a more pedestrian-friendly street
frontage and a modulated design, the building would provide varied setbacks of 15 to 20 feet along 21st Street." I
find this acceptable and a welcomed revision. It retains the character of the street in terms of structure placement and
insures the existing street trees will remain and have adequate space for their mature canopy.
I would hope that other concerns expressed by neighbors are addressed as earnestly as my concern.
Thank you,
Peter Tigler
2019 21st Street
Santa Monica CA 90404

2-1
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Comment Letter No. 2
Peter Tigler
2019 21st Street
Los Angeles, California 90404
Dated: April 11, 2018
Response to Comment No. 2-1:
This comment states support for the proposed project’s setback along 21st Street. This comment is
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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8

Corrections and Additions

The following corrections and additions are set forth to update the 2002 21st Street Condominiums
Project Draft EIR in response to the comments received during the public review period. Changes to
the Draft EIR are listed by chapter and page number and new text is provided in bold underline with
strikeout of old text.

8.1

Executive Summary

The Project Applicant contact information on page 1 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
Park Virginia, LLC
11693 San Vicente Boulevard, # 213
Los Angeles, California 90049
(310) 399-9995 (310) 339-9994
In the last paragraph on page 1 of the Draft EIR, the number of parking spaces included in the
proposed project has been revised as follows:
The project includes a subterranean garage with 42 43 parking spaces, a landscaped courtyard
on the ground level, and rooftop decks.
Mitigation Measures CR-1(b) and CR-1(c), which include an Interpretative Program and a Salvaging
Plan, respectively, to mitigate the irreversible loss of a historical resources, have been removed
from the EIR because it has determined by a qualified architectural historian that an interpretative
program and a salvaging plan would not help reduce the significant impact to the resource (i.e., a
single-story courtyard bungalow apartment complex). Removal of these mitigation measures would
not increase the severity of the significant impact (Impact CR-1); the residual impact would be
significant and unavoidable regardless of whether Mitigation Measures CR-1(b) and CR-1(c) are
implemented. Accordingly, Table 1, Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and
Residual Impacts, on pages 8 and 9 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
CR-1(a) Building Recordation. Impacts resulting from the demolition of the courtyard
apartment buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street shall be minimized through archival
documentation of as-built and as-found condition. Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the
lead agency shall ensure that documentation of the buildings and structures proposed for
demolition has been completed in accordance with the general guidelines of Historic American
Building Survey (HABS) documentation. The documentation shall include high-resolution digital
photographic recordation, a historic narrative report, and compilation of historic research. The
documentation shall be completed by a qualified architectural historian or historian who meets
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History and/or
Architectural History. The original archival-quality documentation shall be offered as donated
material to repositories that will make it available for current and future generations. Archival
copies of the documentation also would be submitted to the City of Santa Monica and the Santa
Monica Public Library, where it would be available to local researchers. Completion of this
mitigation measure shall be monitored and enforced by the City of Santa Monica.
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CR-1(b) Interpretive Program. In order to retain and memorialize the history of the project site
and Mid-Century Modern-style courtyard apartments in Santa Monica, an interpretive
educational program (on‐site exhibit or CD interactive presentation and/or 3‐D public art
display) shall be incorporated into the development of the project. This interpretive program
and/or public artwork shall be created with the assistance of a qualified architectural historian,
historic architect, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture,
pursuant to 36 CFR 61. Content and design of the interpretive program or public art display
should be specific to the subject property, with particular focus on (1) the architectural history
and design of the Mid-Century Modern style applied to a small-scale courtyard apartment
complex and associated landscape features, (2) the history of courtyard style apartments and
the Mid-Century Modern architectural style in Santa Monica, (3) the history of the Pico
neighborhood, and relationship of the subject property to the Pico neighborhood. The
program/display may include, but not be limited to, commemorative signage; plaques; historic
photographs; representative statues, salvaged materials; models; educational interactive CD
software program; other relevant displays and exhibits; tours or events; and published
information in the form of brochures, pamphlets, videos, electronic media, etc.
CR-1(c) Salvaging Plan. Prior to demolition of the subject property and after proper recordation
(see Mitigation Measure CR‐1a), an inventory of significant exterior and interior character‐
defining features and materials of the property shall be made by a qualified architectural
historian, historic architect, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for History, Architectural History, or
Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61. Where feasible, these materials and design elements shall
be itemized, digitally photographed, and salvaged. To the extent salvageable materials exceed
on‐site reuse needs, they may be sold, exchanged, or donated for use elsewhere in the
community. Unsound, decayed, or toxic materials (e.g., asbestos, lead paint) need not be
included in the salvage process. The availability of salvaged materials shall be advertised for a
period of not fewer than thirty (30) days in at least three newspapers of local and regional
circulation, as well as by posting on the City’s website and by other means as appropriate. In
addition, local preservation/historical organizations should be contacted to ascertain their
interest in obtaining these architectural features. Some materials shall also be incorporated into
an educational and interpretive exhibit, as discussed in Mitigation Measure CR‐1b. Salvage
efforts shall be documented by summarizing all measures taken to encourage receipt of
salvaged materials by the public. Copies of notices, evidence of such publication notices, along
with a summary of results from this publicity effort, a list of salvage offers (if any) that were
made, along with an explanation of why they were not or could not be accepted shall be
included in this salvage summary document and filed with the City of Santa Monica Planning
and Community Development Department by the applicant.

8.2

Introduction

In the third sentence of the first paragraph on page 13 of the Draft EIR, reference to the proposed
project’s inclusion of two very low income affordable units has been deleted as follows:
The project would involve demolition of 15 rent controlled units within the existing buildings
and construction of a two-story, 19-unit condominium complex including two very low income
affordable units.
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In the last sentence of the first paragraph on page 13 of the Draft EIR, the number of parking spaces
included in the proposed project has been revised as follows:
The project includes a subterranean basement level with 19 two-car garages and 1 handicapped
space for residents and 5 4 guest parking spaces, a landscaped courtyard on the ground level,
and rooftop decks.
In the third sentence of the first paragraph under Section 1.1, Project and Environmental Impact
Report Background, on page 13 of the Draft EIR, text has been added to state that the applicant has
elected to pay in-lieu fees for affordable housing rather than provide affordable units as part of the
proposed project:
The applicant amended their application in 2007 to include 21 units to comply with affordable
housing requirements; however, in 2018, the applicant elected to pay in-lieu fees for
affordable housing through the City’s Affordable Housing Production Program instead of
providing two very low income affordable units as part of the proposed project.

8.3

Project Description

Figure 5, Existing Buildings at 2002-2008 21st Street, of the Draft EIR (on page 26) has been modified
to delete Photos 4 through 6 because those three photographs do not show features associated
with 2002-2008 21st Street.
In the second paragraph on page 28 of the Draft EIR, the construction date of the smaller L-shaped
building at 2020 Virginia Avenue has been revised as follows:
The smaller L-shaped building at 2020 Virginia Avenue (on the same parcel as 2002 21st Street),
was constructed in 1943 1942.
In the first paragraph under Section 2.5, Project Characteristics, on page 29 of the Draft EIR,
reference to the proposed project’s inclusion of two very low income affordable units has been
deleted as follows:
The project involves demolition of all existing onsite improvements and development of a twostory, 19-unit condominium complex with two buildings and a central courtyard on the 0.66acre project site.2 Two of the proposed units would be reserved as very low-income units. All 19
units would be two-bedroom, two-and-one-half bathroom townhouse-style condominiums with
two stories above a basement level with private two-car garages for each of the units.
The first sentence of the last paragraph on page 29 of the Draft EIR, the number of parking spaces
associated with the proposed project has been revised as follows:
A total of 43 parking spaces would be located in a basement-level subterranean garage
structure, with 38 private parking spaces located in 19 two-car garages, 1 handicapped space
for residents, and 5 4 guest parking spaces located in the main garage area (3 standard spaces
and 2 handicapped spaces).
Figure 8, Site Plan, on page 31 of the Draft EIR has been updated with the revised site plan, which is
located on page 32 on the Draft EIR.
Figure 9, Basement Site Plan, on page 33 of the Draft EIR has been updated with the revised site
plan, which is located on page 34 on the Draft EIR.
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In Table 4 on page 35 of the Draft EIR, some project characteristics have been revised as follows:
Table 4

Project Characteristics

Lot Size

0.66 acres (28,935 square feet)

Total Proposed Dwelling Units

19 units

Total Proposed Floor Area

25,833 23,614 square feet

Floor Area Ratio

0.89 0.82:1

Maximum Building Height

30 feet approximately 27” at the top of building
approximately 28” at the roof deck guard rail
33’0” at the stairwell shafts a

Number of Levels Above Grade

2 + roof deck on some units

Number of Levels Below Grade

1 level

Parking Spaces

43

Source: Farhad Ashofteh Inc. Plan Set dated 9/2017 September 2018
a

Per Santa Monica Municipal Code, height at stairwell shafts are excluded from the maximum building height calculation

In the last sentence of the paragraph following Table 4 on page 35 of the Draft EIR, the maximum
building height and density per unit associated with the proposed project has been revised as
follows:
The project’s maximum height of approximately 28 30 feet and density of approximately 1,360
1,243 feet per unit (25,833 23,614 sf/19 units)/ 28,935 sf) is consistent with the 1988 Zoning
Ordinance standards.
In the second sentence of the paragraph under Section 2.5.2, Recreational Amenities, on page 36 of
the Draft EIR, the square footage of the courtyard associated with the proposed project has been
revised as follows:
Common open space would be provided in the central courtyard (approximately 4,147 4,439
square feet), which would feature outdoor planters, a water feature, a barbeque area, and
walking paths to facilitate community gathering and activity.
In the first sentence of the last paragraph in Section 2.5.3, Access and Parking, on page 36 of the
Draft EIR, the numbers of parking spaces associated with the proposed project have been revised as
follows:
Vehicular parking would be provided within a basement level with private two-car garages for
each of the proposed units and 1 handicapped space for residents, as well as five four
additional guest parking spaces.
In Section 2.5.4, Construction and Grading, on page 36 of the Draft EIR, the construction initiation
and completion dates associated with the proposed project have been revised as follows:
Construction of the project is expected to occur over approximately 12 months, from the third
second quarter of 2018 2019 through the third second quarter of 20192020. The project would
require demolition of the existing on-site buildings and construction of the proposed 19-unit
condominium complex with subterranean parking. The site preparation phase is anticipated to
last about four months and includes demolition of existing buildings and rough grading.
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Approximately 6,600 cubic yards of dirt are anticipated to be exported by the project during this
phase. The building construction phase is anticipated to last about eight months. While building
completion is estimated for the third second quarter of 20192020, the construction schedule
could be extended depending on weather conditions and their effect on development.

8.4

Environmental Impact Analysis

8.4.1 Cultural Resources
Under Mitigation Measures in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, on page 55 of the Draft EIR, the
mitigation numbering has been revised as follows:
While the project’s demolition of the two courtyard apartment buildings (which are designated
Structures of Merit) would result in a significant and unavoidable impact, Mitigation Measures
CR-1 through CR-3 are is proposed to ensure proper recordation of the on-site historical
resources prior to demolition.
As previously stated, Mitigation Measures CR-1(b) and CR-1(c), which include an Interpretative
Program and a Salvaging Plan, respectively, to mitigate the irreversible loss of a historical resources,
have been removed from the EIR because it has determined by a qualified architectural historian
that an interpretative program and a salvaging plan would not help reduce the significant impact to
the resource (i.e., a single-story courtyard bungalow apartment complex). Removal of these
mitigation measures would not increase the severity of the significant impact (Impact CR-1); the
residual impact would be significant and unavoidable regardless of whether Mitigation Measures
CR-1(b) and CR-1(c) are implemented. Accordingly, Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, on pages 55 and
56 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:
CR-1(a)

Building Recordation

Impacts resulting from demolition of the courtyard apartment buildings at 2002-2008 21st
Street shall be minimized through archival documentation of as-built and as-found condition.
Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the lead agency shall ensure that documentation of the
buildings and structures proposed for demolition has been completed in accordance with the
general guidelines of Historic American Building Survey (HABS) documentation. The
documentation shall include high-resolution digital photographic recordation, a historic
narrative report, and compilation of historic research. The documentation shall be completed by
a qualified architectural historian or historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards for History and/or Architectural History. The original
archival-quality documentation shall be offered as donated material to repositories that will
make it available for current and future generations. Archival copies of the documentation also
would be submitted to the City of Santa Monica and the Santa Monica Public Library, where it
would be available to local researchers. Completion of this mitigation measure shall be
monitored and enforced by the City of Santa Monica.
CR-1(b)

Interpretive Program

In order to retain and memorialize the history of the project site and Mid-Century Modern-style
courtyard apartments in Santa Monica, an interpretive educational program (on‐site exhibit or
CD interactive presentation and/or 3‐D public art display) shall be incorporated into the
development of the project. This interpretive program and/or public artwork shall be created
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with the assistance of a qualified architectural historian, historic architect, or historic
preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61. Content and
design of the interpretive program or public art display should be specific to the subject
property, with particular focus on (1) the architectural history and design of the Mid-Century
Modern style applied to a small-scale courtyard apartment complex and associated landscape
features, (2) the history of courtyard style apartments and the Mid-Century Modern
architectural style in Santa Monica, (3) the history of the Pico neighborhood, and relationship of
the subject property to the Pico neighborhood. The program/display may include, but not be
limited to, commemorative signage; plaques; historic photographs; representative statues,
salvaged materials; models; educational interactive CD software program; other relevant
displays and exhibits; tours or events; and published information in the form of brochures,
pamphlets, videos, electronic media, etc.
CR-1(c)

Salvaging Plan

Prior to demolition and after proper recordation (see Mitigation Measure CR‐1a), an inventory
of significant exterior and interior character‐defining features and materials of the property
shall be made by a qualified architectural historian, historic architect, or historic preservation
professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
History, Architectural History, or Architecture, pursuant to 36 CFR 61. Where feasible, these
materials and design elements shall be itemized, digitally photographed, and salvaged. To the
extent salvageable materials exceed on‐site reuse needs, they may be sold, exchanged, or
donated for use elsewhere in the community. Unsound, decayed, or toxic materials (e.g.,
asbestos, lead paint) need not be included in the salvage process. The availability of salvaged
materials shall be advertised for a period of not fewer than 30 days in at least three newspapers
of local and regional circulation, as well as by posting on the City’s website and by other means
as appropriate. In addition, local preservation/historical organizations should be contacted to
ascertain their interest in obtaining these architectural features. Some materials shall also be
incorporated into an educational and interpretive exhibit, as discussed in Mitigation Measure
CR‐1(b). Salvage efforts shall be documented by summarizing all measures taken to encourage
receipt of salvaged materials by the public. Copies of notices, evidence of such publication
notices, along with a summary of results from this publicity effort, a list of salvage offers (if any)
that were made, along with an explanation of why they were not or could not be accepted, shall
be included in this salvage summary document and filed with the City of Santa Monica Planning
and Community Development Department by the applicant.
Under Significance After Mitigation in Section 3.1, Cultural Resources, on page 56 of the Draft EIR,
the mitigation numbering has been revised as follows:
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1a through CR-1c would not reduce impacts to the
historical resources at 2002-2008 21st Street to less than significant level. Due to demolition of
these historical resources, impacts would still remain significant and unavoidable after
implementation of required mitigation.

118

Corrections and Additions

8.4.2

Transportation and Traffic

In the second sentence of the last paragraph on page 69, which continues on page 70, of the Draft
EIR, the number of parking spaces associated with the proposed project has been revised as follows:
The previous iteration of the project evaluated in the Initial Study and 2012 Final EIR included 47
parking spaces in the subterranean garage (42 spaces in 21 two-car garages and 5 guest spaces),
while the project now includes 43 parking spaces (38 spaces in 19 two-car garages, 1
handicapped space for residents, and 5 4 guest spaces).

8.5

Alternatives

In the first paragraph under Cultural Resources in Section 4.1.2, Alternative 2: Reduced Project, on
page 82 of the Draft EIR, the mitigation numbering has been revised as follows:
Implementation of mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) would reduce this impact to the
extent feasible, but the impact would remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the project.
In the first paragraph under Cultural Resources in Section 4.1.3, Alternative 3: Single Family
Buildings, on page 84 of the Draft EIR, the mitigation numbering has been revised as follows:
Mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) would also be necessary to reduce this impact to
historical resources to the extent feasible.
In the second paragraph under Cultural Resources in Section 4.1.4, Alternative 4: Structures of Merit
Retention Project, on page 87 of the Draft EIR, the mitigation numbering has been revised as
follows:
Mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) would not be necessary because the Structures of
Merit would not be demolished.

8.6

References and Preparers

No corrections or additions are provided or required in Section 5, References and Preparers, in the
Draft EIR.
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9

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program

9.1

Introduction

CEQA requires the adoption of feasible mitigation measures to reduce the severity and magnitude
of potentially significant environmental impacts associated with project development. This Final EIR
for the proposed 2002 21st Street Condominiums Project, as well as the 2012 Final EIR, includes
project-specific mitigation measures to reduce the potential environmental effects of the proposed
project.
Monitoring of the implementation of adopted mitigation measures is required by Public Resources
Code Section 21081.6. This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the proposed
project provides project-specific mitigation measures and described the process whereby the
mitigation measures would be monitored. Following certification of this Final EIR and approval of
this MMRP by the City, the project-specific mitigation measures included in this Final EIR and the
2012 Final EIR would be monitored as described in this MMRP.

9.2

Purpose

The purpose of the proposed MMRP is to ensure compliance with all mitigation measures to
mitigate or avoid potentially significant adverse environmental impacts resulting from the proposed
project that were identified in the EIR. Implementation of this MMRP shall be accomplished by the
City of Santa Monica. Project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented (1) as part of design
development of the project, (2) during project construction, (3) as part of project operations, or (4)
on an ongoing basis.

9.3

Responsibilities and Duties

In general, monitoring will consist of demonstrating that mitigation measures were implemented
and that the responsible entity monitored the implementation of the measures. The responsible
entity for determining compliance with all mitigation measures will be the City of Santa Monica
Planning Division. Monitoring will consist of determining whether:





The specific issues identified in the mitigation measures were considered in the design
development phase;
Construction contracts included the provisions specified in the mitigation measures;
The required actions specified in the mitigation measures occurred prior to or during
construction; and
Ongoing administrative activities included the provisions identified in the mitigation measures.
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Any concerns between monitors and construction personnel shall be addressed by the City Project
Manager. The contractor shall prepare a construction schedule subject to review and approval by
the City Project Manager.

9.4

List of Mitigation Measures

All project-specific mitigation measures included in the EIR for this project will be monitored as
described above. The monitoring program is provided below.

9.4.1

Shadows

No mitigation measures are required.

9.4.2

Air Quality

No mitigation measures are required.

9.4.3
MM CON-1
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Construction Effects
Construction Impact Mitigation Plan. The applicant shall prepare, implement, and maintain a
Construction Impact Mitigation Plan which shall be designed to:
 Prevent material traffic impacts on the surrounding roadway network.
 Minimize parking impacts both to public parking and access to private parking to the greatest
extent practicable.
 Ensure safety for both those constructing the project and the surrounding community
 Prevent substantial truck traffic through residential neighborhoods.
The Construction Impact Mitigation Plan shall be subject to review and approval by the following
City departments: Public Works Department, Fire, Planning and Community Development and
Police to ensure that the Plan has been designed in accordance with this mitigation measure. This
review shall occur prior to building permit issuance for the project. It shall at a minimum, include
the following:
Ongoing requirements throughout the duration of construction:
 A detailed traffic control plan for work zones shall be maintained which includes at a minimum
accurate existing and proposed: parking and travel lane configurations; warning, regulatory,
guide and directional signage; and area sidewalks, bicycle lanes and parking lanes. The plan
shall include specific information regarding the project’s construction activities that may
disrupt normal pedestrian and traffic flow and the measures to address these disruptions.
Such plans must be reviewed and approved by the Strategic & Transportation Planning
Division prior to commencement of construction and implemented in accordance with this
approval.
 Work within the public right-of-way shall be performed between 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM,
including: dirt and demolition material hauling and construction material delivery. Work within
the public right-of-way outside of these hours shall only be allowed after the issuance of an
after-hours construction permit.
 Streets and equipment should be cleaned in accordance with established Public Works
requirements.
 Trucks shall only travel on a City approved construction route. Truck queuing/staging shall not
be allowed on Santa Monica Streets. Limited queuing may occur on the construction site itself.
 Materials and equipment should be minimally visible to the public; the preferred location for
materials is to be onsite, with a minimum amount of materials within a work area in the public
right-of-way, subject to a current Use of Public Property permit.
 Any requests for work before or after normal construction hours within the public right-of-way
shall be subject to review and approval through the After Hours Permit process administered
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by the Building and Safety Division.
 Provision of off-street parking for construction workers, which may include the use of a
remote location with shuttle transport to the site, if determined necessary by the City of Santa
Monica.
Project Coordination Elements that shall be implemented prior to commencement of
construction:
 Advise the traveling public of impending construction activities (e.g. information signs,
portable message signs, media listing/notification, implementation of an approved traffic
control plan.
 Approval from the City through issuance of a Use of Public Property Permit, Excavation Permit,
Sewer Permit or Oversize Load Permit, as well as any Caltrans Permits required, for any
construction work requiring encroachment into public rights-of-way.
 Timely notification of construction schedules to all affected agencies (e.g. Big Blue Bus, Police
Department, Fire Department, Public Works Department, and Planning and Community
Development Department) and to all owners and residential and commercial tenants of
property within a radius of 500 feet.
 Coordination of construction work with affected agencies in advance of start of work.
Approvals may take up to two weeks per each submittal.
 Approval by the Strategic & Transportation Planning Division of any haul routes, for earth,
concrete or construction materials and equipment handling.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Police Department, Fire Department, Public Works
Department, and Planning and Community Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Review the Construction Impact Mitigation Plan
Timing/Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permit
Compliance Check:
Verification:
MM CON-2(a)

Restrictions on Excavation and Foundation/Conditioning. Excavation, foundation-laying, and
conditioning activities (the noisiest phases of construction) shall be restricted to between the
hours of 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM, Monday through Friday, in accordance with Section 4.12.110(d)
of the Santa Monica Municipal Code as it would apply to residential zones.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Public Works Department and Planning and Community
Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that project construction contractors adhere to schedule restrictions
Timing/Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permit
Compliance Check:
Verification:

MM CON-2(b)

Diesel Equipment Mufflers. All diesel equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors and
shall be equipped with factory recommended mufflers.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Public Works Department and Planning and Community
Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that project construction contractors operate all diesel equipment
with closed engine doors and equip all diesel equipment with factory recommended mufflers
Timing/Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permit
Compliance Check:
Verification:
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Electrically-Powered Tools. Electrical power shall be used to run air compressors and similar
power tools.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Public Works Department and Planning and Community
Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that project construction contractors use electrical power for air
compressors and similar power tools
Timing/Frequency: During project construction – once per week
Compliance Check:
Verification:

MM CON-2(d)

Additional Noise Attenuation Techniques. For all noise generating construction activity on the
project site, additional noise attenuation techniques shall be employed to reduce noise levels to
City of Santa Monica noise standards. Such techniques may include, but are not limited to, the use
of sound blankets on noise generating equipment and the construction of temporary sound
barriers between construction sites and nearby sensitive receptors.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Public Works Department and Planning and Community
Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that project construction contractors adhere to City of Santa Monica
noise standards
Timing/Frequency: During project construction – once per week
Compliance Check:
Verification:

MM CON-2(e)

Construction Sign Posting. In accordance with Municipal Code Section 4.12.120, the project
applicant shall be required to post a sign informing all workers and subcontractors of the time
restrictions for construction activities. The sign shall also include the City telephone numbers
where violations can be reported and complaints associated with construction noise can be
submitted.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Public Works Department and Planning and Community
Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that project construction contractors post a sign stating the time
restrictions for construction activities and the City telephone numbers where
violations/complaints can be reported
Timing/Frequency: During project construction – once per week
Compliance Check:
Verification:
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9.4.4
MM N-2(a)

Noise
Rooftop Ventilation. Parapets shall be installed around all rooftop ventilation systems.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Public Works Department and Planning and Community
Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that rooftop parapets are included in the final construction plans
Timing/Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permit
Compliance Check:
Verification:

MM N-2(b)

Exterior Mechanical Equipment. All exterior mechanical equipment shall be oriented away from
adjacent residential uses and shall be fitted with sound-rated parapets.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Public Works Department and Planning and Community
Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that all exterior mechanical equipment is oriented away from adjacent
residential uses and fitted with sound-rated parapets
Timing/Frequency: Prior to issuance of building permit
Compliance Check:
Verification:

9.4.5

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

No mitigation measures are required.

9.4.6
MM CR-1

Cultural Resources
Building Recordation. Impacts resulting from the demolition of the courtyard apartment buildings at
2002-2008 21st Street shall be minimized through archival documentation of as-built and as-found
condition. Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the lead agency shall ensure that documentation of
the buildings and structures proposed for demolition has been completed in accordance with the
general guidelines of Historic American Building Survey (HABS) documentation. The documentation
shall include high-resolution digital photographic recordation, a historic narrative report, and
compilation of historic research. The documentation shall be completed by a qualified architectural
historian or historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
History and/or Architectural History. The original archival-quality documentation shall be offered as
donated material to repositories that will make it available for current and future generations. Archival
copies of the documentation also would be submitted to the City of Santa Monica and the Santa Monica
Public Library, where it would be available to local researchers. Completion of this mitigation measure
shall be monitored and enforced by the City of Santa Monica.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Public Works Department and Planning and Community
Development Department
Monitor: Public Works Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that documentation of the buildings and structures proposed for demolition
has been completed in accordance with the general guidelines of HABS documentation
Timing/Frequency: Prior to issuance of demolition permits
Compliance Check:
Verification:
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Retain a Qualified Principal Investigator. A qualified principal investigator, defined as an archaeologist
who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for professional
archaeology and has previous experience working in Los Angeles County, shall be retained to carry out
all mitigation measures related to archaeological and historical resources (hereafter qualified
archaeologist). The qualified archaeologist shall be contacted in the event of an inadvertent
archaeological discovery.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Planning and Community Development Department
Monitor: Planning and Community Development Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure retention of a qualified archaeologist
Timing/Frequency: Prior to issuance of demolition permits
Compliance Check:
Verification:

MM CR-2(b)

Preconstruction Worker Training. At the project kickoff and before construction activities begin, the
qualified archaeologist or their designee will provide training to construction personnel on information
regarding regulatory requirements for the protection of cultural resources including tribal cultural
resources. As part of this training, construction personnel will be briefed on proper procedures to follow
should unanticipated cultural resources discoveries be made during construction. Workers will be
provided contact information and protocols to follow in the event that inadvertent discoveries are
made. If necessary, the qualified archaeologist can create a training video, PowerPoint presentation, or
printed literature that can be shown to new workers and contractors to avoid continuous training
throughout the course of the project.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Planning and Community Development Department
Monitor: Planning and Community Development Department
Action by Monitor: Ensure that a qualified archaeologist conducts preconstruction work training to all
project construction personnel regarding protection of cultural resources including tribal cultural
resources
Timing/Frequency: Prior to grading activities
Compliance Check:
Verification:

MM CR-2(c)

Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources. In the event that archaeological resources are
exposed during construction, work in the immediate vicinity and within 50 feet of the find must stop
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the significance of the find. Construction activities may
continue in areas 50 feet away from the find. If the discovery proves significant under CEQA (as defined
in Section 15064.5f and PRC 21082), additional work such as testing or data recovery may be warranted.
If a find is made, archaeological monitoring will be required for the remainder of project-related ground
disturbance, and a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan will be developed to outline
monitor procedures. If the find is Native American in origin, Native American monitoring will be
required for all ground disturbance, including any warranted testing or data recovery.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Planning and Community Development Department
Monitor: Planning and Community Development Department
Action by Monitor: Monitor grading activities
Timing/Frequency: During project grading – once per week
Compliance Check:
Verification:

MM CR-2(d)
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Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources. In the event of a fossil discovery by construction
personnel, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall cease and a qualified paleontologist shall
be contacted to evaluate the find before restarting work in the area. A qualified paleontologist (project
paleontologist) is defined by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards as an individual with an
M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology or geology who is experienced with paleontological procedures and
techniques, who is knowledgeable in the geology of California, and who has worked as a paleontological

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

mitigation project supervisor for a least one year. If the qualified paleontologist determines that the
fossil(s) is (are) scientifically significant, the find shall be recovered under his/her supervision. If
necessary, the paleontologist should have the authority to temporarily direct, divert or halt construction
activity to ensure that the fossil(s) can be removed in a safe and timely manner. Once salvaged,
significant fossils should be identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level, prepared to a curationready condition and curated in a scientific institution with a permanent paleontological collection (such
as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County), along with all pertinent field notes, photos,
data, and maps. Fossils of undetermined significance at the time of collection may also warrant curation
at the discretion of the project paleontologist. Additional measures such as implementation of a
Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Program, construction staff Worker Environmental
Awareness Program training, and preparation of a final mitigation and monitoring report may also be
warranted.
Responsible Entity: City of Santa Monica Planning and Community Development Department
Monitor: Planning and Community Development Department
Action by Monitor: Monitor grading activities
Timing/Frequency: During project grading – once per week
Compliance Check:
Verification:

9.4.7

Transportation and Traffic

No mitigation measures are required.
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